The Administrator signed the following rule on October 31, 2000, and we (EPA) are submitting it for publication in
the Federal Register. While we have taken steps to ensure the accuracy of this prepublication version of therule, it
isnot the official version of the rule for purposes of public comment. Pleaserefer to the official versionina
forthcoming Federal Register publication or on GPO’sWeb Site. Y ou can access the Federal Register at:
http://www.access.gpo.gov/su_docs/aces/aces140.html .
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
40 CFR Parts 413, 433, 438, 463, 464, 467, and 471
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RIN 2040-AB79

Effluent Limitations Guidelines, Pretrestment Standards, and New Source Performance
Standards for the Metal Products and Machinery Point Source Category; Proposed Rule

AGENCY: Environmenta Protection Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY:: This proposal represents the Agency’s second look at Clean Water Act national
effluent limitations guidelines and pretrestment standards for wastewater discharges from metal
products and machinery facilities. EPA initidly proposed effluent limitations guiddines and
pretreatment standards for a portion of this category on May 30, 1995 (60 FR 28210). This
proposa completely replaces the 1995 proposal. Today’s proposed regulation would establish
technology-based effluent limitations guiddines and pretrestment standards for wastewater
discharges associated with the operation of new and existing metd products and machinery
facilities. The metd products and machinery industry includes facilities that manufacture,
rebuild, or maintain metal products, parts, or machines.

EPA edtimates that compliance with this regulation will reduce the discharge of
conventiond pollutants by &t least 115 million pounds per year, priority pollutants by 12 million
pounds per year, and nonconventional metal and organic pollutants by 43 million pounds per
year for an estimated compliance cost of $1.98 hillion (pre-tax, 1999%) annualy. EPA estimates
that the annud benefits of the proposa range from $0.4 hillion to $1.1 billion. In addition, this
proposa solicits comment on new methodol ogies for expanding the andysis to include
additional categories of recreationa benefits.

DATES: EPA must receive comments on the proposa by [INSERT DATE 120 DAYSAFTER
DATE OF PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER]. EPA isconducting apublic
meseting (9:00 AM - 12:00 PM) and hearing on the pretreatment standards (1:00 PM - 4:00 PM)
for this proposed rule on each of the following dates. February 6, 2000 in Oakland, CA; February
13, 2000 in Ddllas, TX; and February 22, 2000 in Washington, DC.

ADDRESSES: Submit written commentsto, Mr. Michael Ebner, Office of Water, Engineering
and Andysis Divison (4303), U.S. EPA, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Washington, DC 20460
if by mail and to Mr. Michael Ebner, U.S. EPA, 401 M &., SW, Room 611 West Tower,
Washington, DC 20460 if by hand delivery. Comments may also be sent via E-mail to
“mpm.comments@epa.gov”. Please submit any references cited in your comments. EPA
requests an original and three copies of your comments and enclosures (including references).
Commenters who want EPA to acknowledge receipt of their comments should enclose a sdif-
addressed, stamped envelope. No facamiles (faxes) will be accepted.  For additiona
information on how to submit eectronic comments see “ SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION,



How to Submit Comments.”

EPA will be holding public meetings and pretrestment hearings on today’ s proposal on
three separate dates. In each location, the public meeting will be held in the morning and the
pretreatment hearing will be held in the afternoon.  During the public meeting, EPA will present
information on the applicability of the proposed regulation, the technology options selected as
the basis for the proposed limitations and standards, and the compliance costs and pol lutant
reductions. EPA will dso dlow time for questions and answers during this sesson. During the
pretrestment hearing, the public will have the opportunity to provide ord comment to EPA.

EPA will not address any issues raised during the pretrestment hearing at that time, but these
comments will be recorded and included in the public record for the rule. Personswishing to
present forma comments at the public hearing should contact Mr. Michadl Ebner before the

hearing and should have awritten copy of their comments for submittal.

The meeting in Oakland, CA will be held a the Oakland Mariott, City Center, 1001
Broadway, Oakland, CA 96607. The meeting in Dallas, TX will be held in the Oklahomaand
Texas rooms & the EPA Region 6 Offices, 1455 Ross Avenue, Ddlas, TX. Themesting in
Washington, DC will be held in EPA’s Auditorium, Watersde Mdll, 401 M St. SW, Washington,
DC.

EPA established the public record for this proposed rulemaking under docket number
W-99-23. Itislocated in the Water Docket, East Tower Basement, 401 M St. SW, Washington,
DC 20460. Therecord isavailable for ingpection from 9:00 am. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, excluding lega holidays. For access to the docket materias, cal (202) 260-3027 to
schedule an gppointment. 'Y ou may have to pay areasonable fee for copying.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For technicd information concerning
today’ s proposed rule, contact Mr. Michael Ebner at (202) 260-5397 or Ms. Shari Barash at
(202) 260-7130. For economic information contact Dr. Lynne Tudor at (202) 260-5834.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Regulated Entities:

Entities potentially regulated by this action include:

Category Examples of regulated entities




Category Examples of regulated entities

Industry $ Fecilities that manufacture, maintain, or rebuild metd parts,
products or machines used in the following sectors. Aerospace,
Aircraft, Bus & Truck, Electronic Equipment, Hardware,
Household Equipment, Instruments, Job Shops, Mobile Indugtria
Equipment, Motor Vehicles, Office Machines, Ordnance,
Precious Metals and Jewdry, Printed Wiring Boards, Railroad,
Ships and Boats, Stationary Industrial Equipment, and
Miscellaneous Metd Products.

Government $ State and loca government facilities that manufacture, maintain, or
rebuild metal parts, products or machines (e.g., atown that
operates its own bus, truck, and/or snow remova equipment
maintenance facility).

$ Federd facilities that manufacture, maintain, or rebuild meta parts,
products or machines (e.g., U.S. Naval Shipyards).

EPA does not intend the preceding table to be exhaugtive, but rather it provides a guide for
readers regarding entities likely to be regulated by thisaction. Thistable ligts the types of
entities that EPA is now aware could potentidly be regulated by this action. Other types of
entities not listed in the table could also be regulated. To determine whether your facility is
regulated by this action, you should carefully examine the gpplicability criteria proposed in
Sections |11 and VI.C and detailed further in Section 438.1 of the proposed rule. If you have
questions regarding the gpplicability of this action to a particular entity, consult one of the
persons listed for technica information in the preceding “FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT"” section.

How to Submit Comments:

Electronic comments must be identified by the docket number W-99-23 and must be
submitted as an ASCII, or WordPerfect 5/6/7/8/9 or Microsoft Word 97 file avoiding the use of
specid characters and any form of encryption. EPA aso will accept comments and data on disks
in Word Perfect 5/6/7/8/9, Microsoft Word 97 or ASCI| file format. Electronic comments on
this notice may be filed online at some Federa Depository Libraries. No confidential business
information (CBI) should be sent viae-mail. In the public record for the find MP&M
regulation, EPA will respond to comments from the 1995 Phase | proposal as well astoday's
proposa. Therefore, comments submitted on the Phase | rule do not need to resubmitted in
response to this proposal.

Protection of Confidential Business I nfor mation:

EPA notes that many documentsin the record supporting the proposed rule have been
clamed as CBI and, therefore, EPA has not included these documents in the public record. To
support the rulemaking, EPA is presenting certain information in aggregated form or,
dternaively, is masking facility identities in order to preserve confidentiality cdlams. Further,
the Agency has withheld from disclosure some data not claimed as CBI because release of this
information could indirectly reved information claimed to be confidentid.
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Facility-pecific data, claimed as CBI, are available to the company that submitted the
information. To ensure that EPA protects dl CBI in accordance with EPA regulations, any

requests for company-specific data should be submitted to EPA on company letterhead and

sgned by the officid authorized to receive such data. The request must list the specific data

requested and include the following statement, 1 certify that EPA is authorized to transfer

confidentia businessinformation submitted by my company, and that | am authorized to receive

it.”

Supporting Documentation
Severd key documents support the proposed regulations:

1 “ Devel opment Document for the Proposed Effluent Limitations Guidelines and
Sandards for the Metal Products & Machinery Point Source Category”’ [EPA-821-B-00-
005]: This document presents EPA’ s methodology and technica conclusions concerning
the Metal Products & Machinery Point Source Category.

2. “Economic, Environmental, and Benefits Analysis of the Proposed Metal Products &
Machinery Rule [EPA-821-B-00-008]: This document presents the methodology
employed to assess economic and environmental impacts of the proposed rule and the
results of the andyss.

3. Cost-Effectiveness Analysis of the Proposed Effluent Limitations Guidelines and
Sandards for the Metal Products & Machinery Point Source Category” [EPA-821-B-00-
007] Thisdocument andyzes the cost- effectiveness of the proposed regulation.

4, “Satistical Support Document for the Proposed Effluent Limitations Guidelines and
Sandards for the Metal Products & Machinery Industry ” [EPA-821-B-00-006]: This
document establishes the statistical methodology for developing numerica discharge
limitations.

Major supporting documents are available in hard copy from the Nationa Service Center

for Environmental Publications (NSCEP), U.S. EPA/NSCEP, P.O. Box 42419, Cincinnati, Ohio,

USA 45242-2419, (800) 490-9198, http://mww.epa.gov/ncepihon/. You can obtain eectronic

copies of this preamble and rule as well as the technica and economic support documents for

today’ s proposd at http://www.epa.gov/ost/quide/mpm.

Overview.

The preamble describes the terms, acronyms, and abbreviations used in this notice; the
background documents that support these proposed regulations; the legd authority of these rules;
asummary of the proposa; background information; and the technical and economic
methodol ogies used by the Agency to develop these regulations. This preamble aso solicits
comment and data on specific areas of interest.

In addition, this preamble proposes to update references in the relevant parts of the Code
of Federd Regulations (CFR) to include the Metd Products & Machinery Point Source
Category. Referencesin 40 CFR would be updated in the Electroplating (part 413), Meta
Finishing (part 433), Plastic Molding and Forming (part 463), Metd Molding and Casting (part
464), Aluminum Forming (467), and Nonferrous Metas Forming and Metal Powders (part 471)
effluent guidelines point source categories.
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l. Legal Authority

EPA is proposing this regulation under the authorities of sections 301, 304, 306, 307,
308, 402 and 501 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. Sections 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318,
1342 and 1361 and under authority of the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (PPA), 42 U.S.C.
13101 et seq., Pub L. 101-508, November 5, 1990.

. Background
A. Satutory Authorities
1. Clean Water Act

Congress adopted the Clean Water Act (CWA) to "restore and maintain the chemical,
physical, and biologica integrity of the nation's waters' (Section 101(a), 33 U.S.C. 1251(a)). To
achievethisgod, the CWA prohibits the discharge of pollutants into navigable waters except in
compliance with the statute. The CWA confronts the problem of water pollution on a number of
different fronts. Its primary reliance, however, is on establishing redtrictions on the types and
amounts of pollutants discharged from various indugtrid, commercid, and public sources of
wasteweter.

Congress recognized that regulating only those sources that discharge effluent directly
into the nation's waters would not be sufficient to achieve the CWA's gods. Consequently, the
CWA requires EPA to promulgate nationaly applicable pretreatment standards which restrict
pollutant discharges for those who discharge wastewater indirectly through sewers flowing to
publidy-owned treatment works (POTWS) (Sections 307(b) and (c), 33 U.S.C. 1317(b) and (c)).
EPA establishes nationa pretrestment standards for those pollutants in wastewater from indirect
dischargers which may pass through or interfere with POTW operations. Generdly, the Agency
devel ops pretreatment standards to ensure that wastewater from direct and indirect industrial
dischargers are subject to smilar levels of treatment. In addition, EPA requires POTWSsto
implement local trestment limits gpplicable to their industrid indirect dischargers to satisy any
loca requirements (40 CFR 403.5).

Direct dischargers must comply with effluent limitations in Nationd Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System ("NPDES") permits;, indirect dischargers must comply with pretrestment
gandards. EPA establishes these limitations and standards by regulation for categories of
indugtrid dischargers and bases them on the degree of control that can be achieved using various
levels of pallution control technology.




a Best Practicable Control Technology Currently Available (BPT) -- Sec. 304(b)(1) of the

CWA

In the guiddines for an indusiry category, EPA defines BPT effluent limits for
conventiona, toxic, and non-conventiona pollutants. In specifying BPT, EPA looks & a
number of factors. EPA first condders the cost of achieving effluent reductionsin relaion to the
effluent reduction benefits. The Agency aso congders the age of the equipment and facilities,
the processes employed and any required process changes, engineering aspects of the control
technologies, non-water quality environmenta impacts (including energy reguirements), and
such other factors as the Agency deems appropriate (CWA 304(b)(1)(B)). Traditionaly, EPA
establishes BPT effluent limitations based on the average of the best performances of facilities
within the industry of various ages, Sizes, processes or other common characteristics. Where
exiging performance is uniformly inadequate, EPA may require higher levels of control than
currently in placein an indudtrid category if the Agency determines that the technology can be
practicaly applied.

b. Best Avallable Technology Economicdly Achievable (BAT) -- Sec. 304(b)(2) of the

CWA

In generd, BAT effluent limitations guidelines represent the best existing economicaly
achievable performance of direct discharging plantsin the industria subcategory or category.
The factors consdered in assessing BAT include the cost of achieving BAT effluent reductions,
the age of equipment and facilitiesinvolved, the processes employed, engineering aspects of the
control technology, potentia process changes, non-water qudity environmenta impacts
(induding energy requirements), and such factors as the Administrator deems gppropriate. The
Agency retains consderable discretion in assgning the weight to be accorded to these factors.
An additiona gatutory factor consdered in setting BAT is economic achievability. Generdly,
EPA determines the economic achievability on the basis of the totdl cost to the industrid
subcategory and the overdl effect of the rule on the industry’ sfinancia hedth. The Agency may
base BAT limitations upon effluent reductions attainable through changesin afacility's
processes and operations. Aswith BPT, where existing performance is uniformly inadequete,
EPA may base BAT upon technology transferred from a different subcategory within an industry
or from another indudtrid category. In addition, the Agency may base BAT upon process

lintheinitial stages of EPA CWA regulation, EPA efforts emphasized the achievement of
BPT limitations for control of the "classicd" pollutants (e.g., TSS, pH, BODs). However,
nothing on the face of the Satute explicitly redtricted BPT limitation to such pollutants.
Following passage of the Clean Water Act of 1977 with its requirement for point sourcesto
achieve best available technology limitations to control discharges of toxic pollutants, EPA
shifted its focus to address the listed priority toxic pollutants under the guidelines program. BPT
guiddines continue to include limitations to address dl pollutants.
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changes or interna contrals, even when these technol ogies are not common industry practice.

C. Best Conventiond Pollutant Control Technology (BCT) -- Sec. 304(b)(4) of the CWA

The 1977 amendments to the CWA required EPA to identify effluent reduction levels for
conventiond pollutants associated with BCT technology for discharges from existing industria
point sources. BCT isnot an additiond limitation, but replaces Best Available Technology
(BAT) for control of conventiond pollutants. In addition to other factors specified in Section
304(b)(4)(B), the CWA requires that EPA establish BCT limitations after consideration of atwo-
part " cost-reasonableness’ test. EPA explained its methodology for the development of BCT
limitationsin July 1986 (51 FR 24974).

Section 304(8)(4) designates the following as conventiond pollutants: biochemica
oxygen demand (BOD:s), total suspended solids (TSS), fecd coliform, pH, and any additiona
pollutants defined by the Adminigtrator as conventiona. The Administrator designated oil and
grease as an additiona conventiond pollutant on July 30, 1979 (44 FR 44501).

d. New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) -- Sec. 306 of the CWA

NSPS reflect effluent reductions that are achievable based on the best available
demongtrated control technology. New facilities have the opportunity to ingtal the best and most
efficient production processes and wastewater trestment technologies. Asaresult, NSPS should
represent the greatest degree of effluent reduction attainable through the application of the best
available demongtrated control technology for al pollutants (i.e., conventiona, nor+
conventional, and priority pollutants). In establishing NSPS, the CWA directs EPA to take into
condderation the cogt of achieving the effluent reduction and any non-water quality
environmenta impacts and energy requirements.

e Pretreatment Standards for Existing Sources (PSES) — Sec. 307(b) of the CWA

PSES are designed to prevent the discharge of pollutants that pass through, interfere with,
or are otherwise incompatible with the operation of publicly owned trestment works (POTWS).
The CWA authorizes EPA to establish pretreatment standards for pollutants that pass through
POTWs or interfere with treatment processes or dudge disposa methods at POTWSs.
Pretreatment standards are technol ogy-based and andogousto BAT effluent limitations
guiddines.

The Generd Pretrestment Regulations, which set forth the framework for implementing
categoricd pretreatment standards, are found at 40 CFR Part 403. Those regulations contain a
definition of pass through that addresses localized rather than national instances of pass through
and establish pretrestment standards that apply to al non-domestic dischargers. See 52 FR 1586,
January 14, 1987.

f. Pretreatment Standards for New Sources (PSNS) — Sec. 307(b) of the CWA

Like PSES, PSNS are designed to prevent the discharges of pollutants that pass through,
interfere with, or are otherwise incompetible with the operation of POTWs. New indirect
dischargers have the opportunity to incorporate into their plants the best available demonstrated
technologies. The Agency consders the same factors in promulgating PSNS as it consdersin
promulgating NSPS.
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2. Pollution Prevention Act

The Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (PPA) (42 U.S.C. 13101 et seq., Pub. L. 101-508,
November 5, 1990) makes pollution prevention the nationd policy of the United States. The PPA
identifies an environmenta management hierarchy in which pollution "should be prevented or
reduced whenever feasible; pollution that cannot be prevented should be recycled in an
environmentally safe manner, whenever feasible; pollution that cannot be prevented or recycled
should be tregted in an environmentally safe manner whenever feasble; and disposal or relesse
into the environment should be employed only asalast resort..." (42 U.S.C. 13103). In short,
preventing pollution before it is created is preferable to trying to manage, treat or dispose of it
after itiscreated. According to the PPA, source reduction reduces the generation and release of
hazardous substances, pollutants, wastes, contaminants or resduals at the source, usudly within
aprocess. The term source reduction “...includes equipment or technology modifications,
process or procedure modifications, reformulation or redesign of products, substitution of raw
materias, and improvements in housekeeping, maintenance, training, or inventory control. The
term *source reduction’ does not include any practice which aters the physica, chemicd, or
biologicd characterigtics or the volume of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant
through a process or activity which itsdlf is not integra to or necessary for the production of a
product or the providing of aservice” In effect, source reduction means reducing the amount of
a pollutant that enters awaste stream or that is otherwise released into the environment prior to
out- of- process recycling, trestment, or disposd.

B. Exiding Regulation for Metas Indudries

EPA has established effluent guiddines regulations for thirteen industrid categories
which may perform operations that are sometimes found in MP&M facilities. These effluent
guiddines are
C Electroplating (40 CFR Part 413);
Iron and Stedd Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 420);
Nonferrous Metals Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 421);
Ferroaloy Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 424);
Meta Finishing (40 CFR Part 433);
Battery Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 461);
Metd Molding & Casting (40 CFR Part 464);
Coil Coating (40 CFR Part 465);
Porceain Enameling (40 CFR Part 466);
Aluminum Forming (40 CFR Part 467);
Copper Forming (40 CFR Part 468);
Electrical and Electronic Components (40 CFR Part 469); and
Nonferrous Metals Forming and Metal Powders (40 CFR Part 471).

DO OO OO OO

In 1986, the Agency reviewed coverage of these regulations and identified a Sgnificant
number of metals processing facilities discharging wastewater that these 13 regulations did not
cover. Based on thisreview, EPA performed amore detailed andysis of these facilities that
were not subject to nationa effluent guiddines and pretreatment sandards. Thisanayss
identified the discharge of significant amounts of pollutants. This analysis resulted in the
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decison to develop nationd limitations and standards for the “Machinery Manufacturing and
Rebuilding” (MM&R) point source category. 1n 1992, EPA changed the name of the category to
“Metd Products and Machinery” (MP&M) to clarify coverage of the category (57 FR 19748).

EPA recognizes that in some cases unit operations performed in industries covered by the
exiding effluent guidelines are the same as unit operations performed & MP&M facilities. In
generd, when unit operations and their associated wastewater discharges are aready covered by
an exiding effluent guiddine, they will remain covered under that effluent guiddine. (See §
438.1(b)). However, for the existing Electroplating (40 CFR 413) and Metal Finishing (40 CFR
433) effluent guidelines some facilitieswill be covered by this proposd. EPA is proposing to
replace the exigting Electroplating (40 CFR 413) and Metd Finishing (40 CFR 433) effluent
guiddines with the MP& M regulations for dl fadilitiesin the Printed Wiring Board subcategory
(see codified rule 8 438.40) and the Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory (see codified rule 8
438.20) . (See Table 11.B-1 for clarification for details and Section VI.C for a discussion of
subcategory-specific gpplicahility).

When afacility covered by an existing metas effluent guidelines (other than
Electroplating or Meta Finishing) discharges wastewater from unit operations not covered under
that existing metds guiddine but covered under MP& M, the facility will need to comply with
both regulations. (See 8 438.1(c)). In those cases, the permit writer or control authority (e.g.,
Publicly Owned Treatment Works) will combine the limitations using an gpproach that
proportions the limitations based on the different in-scope production levels (for production
based standards) or wastewater flows. POTWs refer to this approach as the “combined
wastestream formuld’ (40 CFR 403.6(€)), while NPDES permit writers refer to it asthe
“building block approach.” Permit writers and loca control authorities currently issue permits
and control mechanisms for many facilities in other effluent guidelines categories where overlgps
with more than one effluent limitation guidelines regulation occur (e.g., Organic Chemicals,
Plagtics, and Synthetic Fibers, Pesticide Manufacturing; Pesticide Formulating, Packaging and
Repackaging; and Pharmaceutica Manufacturing). See Sections [11 and V1.C of this preamble
for additiond discusson of gpplicability.

Tablell.B-1: Clarification of Coverage by MP& M Subcategory

Subcateorgy Proposing to continueto | Proposing to continueto | Proposing to cover under 40 CFR Part 438
cover under cover under (Metal Products & Machinery)
40 CFR Part 413 40 CFR Part 433
(Electroplating) (Metal Finishing)
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General Metals

Existing facilitiesthat are
currently covered by 413
AND areindirect
dischargersthat introduce
less than or equal to 1
million gallons per year
into a POTW.

Existing facilities that are
currently covered (or new
facilities that would be
covered) by 433 AND
are indirect dischargers
that introduce lessthan or
equal to 1 million gallons
per year into a POTW.

All new and existing direct dischargersin this
subcategory regardless of annual wastewater
discharge volume and all new and existing
indirect dischargersin this subcategory with
annual wastewater discharges greater than 1
million gallons per year. (See § 438.10)

Metal Finishing
Job Shops

none (see non-chromium
anodizing)

none (see non-chromium
anodizing)

All new and existing direct and indirect
discharges under this subcategory. These
facilitieswould no longer be covered by 413
or 433. (See §438.20)

Non-Chromium
Anodizers

Note: Facilities
that perform
anodizing with
chromium or with
the use of
dichromate
sealants (or
commingle their
non-chromium
anodizing process
wastewater with
wastewater from
other MP&M
subcategories) will
be covered by 40
CFR 438.

Existing indirect
dischargers that are
currently covered by 413
AND that only perform
non-chromium anodizing
(or do not commingle
their non-chromium
anodizing wastewater
with other process
wastewater for
discharge).

New and existing indirect
dischargers (not covered
by 413) that only perform
non-chromium anodizing
(or do not commingle
their non-chromium
anodizing wastewater
with other process
wastewater for
discharge).

Existing and new direct dischargersthat only
perform non-chromium anodizing (or do not
commingle their non-chromium anodizing
wastewater with other process wastewater for
discharge). (See §438.30)

Printed Wiring
Board (Printed
Circuit Board)

none

none

All new and existing direct and indirect
discharges under this subcategory. These
facilitieswould no longer be covered by 413
or 433. (See §438.40)
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Steel Forming & N/A N/A All new and existing direct and indirect
Finishing discharges under this subcategory as
described. (See §438.50)

Oily Waste N/A N/A All new and existing direct and
indirect dischargers under this
subcategory as described. (See
§438.60)

(This subcategory excludes new and
existing indirect dischargers that
introduce less than or equal to 2
MGY into aPOTW. Facilities under
the cutoff are not and will not be
covered by national categorical
regulations).
Railroad Line N/A N/A All new and existing direct dischargers under this
M aintenance subcategory as described. (See 8438.70)
There are no national categorical pretreatment
standards for these facilities.
Shipbuilding Dry | N/A N/A All new and existing direct dischargers under this

Docks

subcategory as described. (See §438.80)
There are no national categorical pretreatment
standards for these facilities

EPA does not intend the preceding table to be exhaudtive, but rather it provides a guide for
readers regarding the clarification of the proposed gpplicability to the Electroplating, Metd
Finishing, and Metal Products & Machinery effluent guiddines. In order to determine whether
EPA is proposing to regulate a particular facility by this action, please carefully examine the
goplicahility criteria detailed in the codified rule accompanying today’ s preamble.

C. 1995 Proposal for Phase | Sectors

On May 30, 1995, EPA published a proposa entitled, “ Effluent Limitations Guidelines,
Pretreatment Standards, and New Source Performance Standards: Metal Products and
Machinery” (60 FR 28210). Throughout this preamble, EPA refersto this 1995 proposa asthe
“Phase|” or the“1995” proposa for the Metal Products and Machinery industry. EPA initidly
divided the industry into two phases based on industrid sector as the Agency believed that would
make the regulation more manageable. The Phase | proposal included the following industry
sectors. Aerogpace; Aircraft; Electronic Equipment; Hardware; Mobile Industria Equipment;
Ordnance; and Stationary Industrid Equipment. At that time, EPA planned to propose arule for
the Phase |1 sectors approximately three years after the MP&M Phase | proposal.

EPA received over 4,000 pages of public comment on the Phase | proposd. One area
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where commenters from al stakeholder groups (i.e, industry, environmental groups, regulators)
were in agreement was that EPA should not divide the industry into two separate regulations.
Commenters raised concerns regarding the regulation of smilar facilities with different
compliance schedules and potentidly different limitations solely based on whether they werein a
Phase | or Phase Il MP&M industria sector. Furthermore, many facilities performed work in
multiple sectors. In such cases, permit writers and control authorities (e.g., POTWSs) would need
to decide which MP&M rule (Phase | or 11) applied to afacility.

Based on these comments, EPA decided to combine the two phases of the regulation into
one proposal —today’s proposal. Today’s proposal will completely replace the 1995 proposal.
Under the 304(m) decree as amended, these MP&M rules are to be promulgated in December
2002. EPA developed today’ s proposal using data from both the Phase | and |11 data collection
efforts. (See Section V for discusson on MP&M data collection efforts). 1n the public record
for the find MP&M regulation, EPA will respond to comments from the 1995 Phase | proposal
aswdl astoday's proposal. Therefore, comments submitted on the Phase | rule do not need to
resubmitted in response to this proposal. 1n addition, compliance deadlines proposed in the 1995
Phase | proposa would obvioudy no longer apply.

D. Summary of Mog Significant Changes from 1995 Proposal

In addition to the merging of the Phase | and Phase |1 indusiry sectors under one
proposed rule, as discussed in Section I1.C. above, there were severa areas of comments from
the 1995 proposal that EPA attempted to address in today’ s proposed rule.

Use of Aluminum & Iron as Indicator Parameters

In the 1995 proposal, EPA proposed pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES)
for seven metals and cyanide aswell asoil & grease. Aluminum and iron were two of the saven
metals with numerica pretreatment standards. As discussed in the Phase | preamble (60 FR
28228), EPA intended to regulate duminum and iron asindicator metas for remova of non
regulated metals that may be processed at MP&M dgites. Due to the fact that the optimal pH
levels for the removd of duminum (pH = 7.5 - 8) and iron (pH = 10.5) represent the end points
of the pH range for the removal of most metas that EPA expected to bein MP&M wastewater,
the Agency concluded that the remova of duminum and iron would indicate effective remova
of other metd types. EPA received many comments from various stakeholder groups, including
Publicdly Owned Treatment Works (POTWSs) on thisissue. The comments from POTWs
indicated that in addition to MP&M gites usng duminum and iron as trestment chemicals,
POTWs a0 use coagulants and flocculation ads containing these metals for trestment. Many
POTWs conddered it desirable to receive discharges containing duminum and iron as it may
reduce their treatment chemical costs. Therefore, EPA has decided not to propose pretreatment
gandards for duminum and iron from indirect discharging MP&M fadilities in today’ s combined
MP&M proposd. However, EPA is proposng auminum limitations for facilitiesin one
subcategory (i.e., Non-Chromium Anodizing) that discharge directly into the nation’s surface
waters (see Section V1 for a discusson on subcategorization).
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Use of Oil & Grease as an Indicator Parameter

EPA aso received many comments on the Phase | proposa regarding regulation of
another pollutant, oil & grease (O& G), as an indicator parameter. In an effort to reduce the
burden of andlytica monitoring for organic pollutants on the Phase | MP&M facilities, EPA
chose to propose the use of O& G as an indicator parameter for organic pollutants. EPA
proposed a limit (daily maximum of 35 mg/L and amonthly average of 17 mg/L) that
demonstrated good removas of organic pollutantsin MP&M wastewater. As discussed in the
preamble of the 1995 proposa (60 FR 28231), EPA identified severa organic pollutants (2-
methylnapthalene, 2-propanone, n-octadecane, and n-tetradecane) that would “pass through” a
POTW (see Section XlI for adiscusson of POTW pass through). EPA sated that “these organic
pollutants are more likely to partition to the oily phase than the water phase, thus EPA believed
that the trestment and removal of oil and grease in wastewater will aso resut in Sgnificant
removals of these pollutants.” Many commenters stated that the pretreatment standard proposed
for O& G was too stringent. They commented that EPA typically does not establish pretrestment
standards for conventiond pollutants such as O& G and that local POTWs are in the best position
to establish standards for O& G, where necessary, taking into account POTW design and current
0O&G loading and that the typical locd limits for O& G are between 100-200 mg/L.

Based on these comments, EPA expanded its wastewater sampling and analysis program
to include avariety of potentia organic pollutant indicators. EPA investigated the correlaion of
organic pollutant concentrations and removas a MP&M siteswith the following parameters: Oil
& Grease (as Hexane Extractable Materid (HEM)), Tota Organic Carbon (TOC), Chemica
Oxygen Demand (COD), 5-Day Biochemica Oxygen Demand (BODs), Totd Petroleum
Hydrocarbon (as Silica Gel Treated-Hexane Extractable Materid (SGT-HEM)), and Totd
Recoverable Phenaolics. EPA determined TOC to be the best corrdation for remova of organic
pollutants from MP& M wastewater.

To determine which parameter best indicated the amount of organic pollutantsin an
MP&M wastestream, EPA researched the analytica methods for each parameter to determine
what organic congtituents the method measures, how the method measures them, and the
limitations of the method. Because sampling at MP&M facilities generdly lasted five days, EPA
did not have enough data available to satisticaly establish a correlation on aste levd.

Therefore, EPA grouped al of the data from EPA sampling & MP&M facilitiesinto the
fallowing organic-pollutant- bearing wastestream categories that fed sampled treatment systems:
meachining and grinding, washing and maintenance, wastewater expected to have low
concentrations of organic compounds, and oily wastewater from shipbuilding dry docks. The
Agency chose to group the wastestreams in this manner in order to determine if a particular
organic indicator parameter was more gppropriate for different types of wastewater. That is,
meachining and grinding wastewater tended to have more concentrated organic constituents while
wadtewater from washing and maintenance was more dilute. EPA aso identified other unit
operations (gpart from washing and maintenance) that resulted in wastewater with low
concentrations of organic congtituents. And, EPA chose to analyze wastewater from
shipbuilding dry docks separately because of the type of trestment in place. Shipbuilding dry
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dockstend to treat their wastewater with dissolved air flotation (DAF); therefore, the Agency
andyzed the data from these facilities in order to determine the best organic indicator parameter
for these treatment systems.

For each wastewater type and its associated wastewater trestment system, EPA
characterized the compogtion of organic pollutantsin al of the influent samples, in dl of the
effluent samples, and the totd samples (influent, effluent, and intermediate sampling points)
associated with the treatment system. EPA studied the correlation of the concentration of each
indicator parameter noted above to the sum of the concentrations of the organic pollutants by
caculating the Pearson and Spearman Rank correlation coefficients and comparing the
coefficients of each parameter againgt each other. Additionaly, EPA compared the generd
remova of the sum of organic pollutant compounds with the remova of each indicator parameter
(see the Technica Development Document for a detailed discussion of these analyses).

EPA determined TOC to be the best overdl indicator parameter for the evaluated MP&M
wastestreams because this andysis measures al types of organic compounds. Tota recoverable
phenalics, O& G (asHEM), Tota Petroleum Hydrocarbons (as SGT-HEM), and BODs andyses
only measure specific organic components so they would not measure al possible organic
compounds in an effluent stream.

In addition to expanding its sampling program, EPA considered avariety of approaches
to address the comments on the use of O& G as an indicator for organic pollutants. EPA
congdered the use of aTotd Organics list or an organics management plan (Smilar to the Tota
Toxic Organics (TTO) list and solvent management plan used in the Metd Finishing effluent
guidelines (40 CFR 433)) aswell as dlowing facilities to choose from alist of possible indicator
pollutants (where they would demonstrate a correlation to their wastewater) or to choose to
monitor for the specific organic pollutants themsaves. EPA shared these ideas with smal entity
representatives during the SBREFA process (see Section XXI1.C for adiscussion on the
SBREFA process) and with stakeholders during various public meetings and industry
conferences. (See Section V.E for adiscussion on EPA’s public outreach efforts).

EPA has decided to propose three dternatives to dlow for maximum flexibility while
ensuring reductions in the amount of organic pollutants discharged from MP&M facilities. EPA
is proposing to require MP& M facilities within the scope of this rule to ether: (1) meet a
numericd limit for the total sum of alist of specific organic pollutants (Smilar tothe TTO
parameter used in the Meta Finishing effluent guiddines); (2) meet anumerica limit for the
specified indicator parameter; or (3) develop and certify the implementation of an organics
management plan. (See Section XX1.C.2 for adiscussion on regulatory implementation and
proposed monitoring flexibility).

Variability of MP&M Process Wastewater Discharges
EPA dso revised its andytical wastewater sampling program to address two other issues
raised by commentersin response to the 1995 proposa. First, commenters stated that EPA’s
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andyticd datadid not accuratdy reflect the variability in the wastewater flow and pollutant
concentration experienced over time at MP&M stes. More specificaly, meta finishing and
electroplating job shops stated that EPA did not account for the variability of the metd types and
products processed at their facilities, and therefore, EPA’s proposed numerical limits did not
accurately reflect pollutant concentrations achievable by these types of facilities (see Section
VI1.C.2. for adescription of metd finishing job shops). EPA has addressed this by performing
gpecific sampling targeted to assess the wastewater variability & metal finishing and
electroplating job shops. EPA sampled raw wastewater from avariety of unit operations as well
as wastewater treatment systems at three job shops for five days each. After aperiod of afew
months, the Agency then returned to each facility a second and/or athird time for three days of
andyticad wagtewater sampling. In addition, when determining proposed limits for the Metdl
Finishing Job Shops subcategory, EPA, when possible, only used data collected from meta
finishing and dectroplating facilities. However, EPA had to trandfer datafrom the Generd
Metals subcategory for severd pollutants that are being proposed in the Metd Finishing Job
Shops subcategory. Based on this approach, the limitsfor facilities in the Meta Finishing Job
Shop subcategory include increased variability factors as compared to the Genera Metds
subcategory (i.e., the subcategory that EPA congders to be the most smilar in terms of raw
wastewater characterization).

Second, commenters ated the variability factorsthat EPA used in the development of
limitations were relatively smal. Commenters expressed their view that EPA’ s varigbility
factors did not reflect the variaions in raw wastewater pollutant concentrations nor the variations
in the effectiveness of treatment technologies (particularly in the case of cyanide). Section
VI11.B of today’s preamble discusses the statistical methodology used for developing variability
factors. In an effort to ensure that the variability factors represent the variability found in
MP&M wastewater, EPA performed 44 sampling episodes during post-1995 proposal data
collection in addition to the 27 sampling episodes performed during the Phase | data collection
effort. EPA dso specificaly included sampling of 20 cyanide destruction systems.

In addition, the Agency has collected long-term effluent data from facility Compliance
Reports and Discharge Monitoring Reportsin an effort to perform a“red world” check on the
achievability of today’s proposed limits. This datais available for review in the public record for
today’ s proposal (see Section 6.6.1 of the public record). Indirect dischargers file compliance
monitoring reports with their control authority (e.g., POTW) at least twice per year as required
under the Generd Pretreatment Standards (40 CFR 403) while direct dischargesfile discharge
monitoring reports with their permitting authority at least once per year. The Agency received
these reports from 14 wel-operated BAT facilities whose andytica data EPA used in
edablishing limitations. EPA sent letters to nine facilities requesting this data. In addition, five
gtes provided EPA with this data during Site visits or sampling episodes or as part of their
questionnaire response. Because this datais not in aform that alows direct use for caculating
limits or for comparison to the proposed limits, EPA was not able to use this data in setting or
evauating the compliance aspects of the limits and sandards in today’ s proposa. However,
following proposd, EPA will reformat and evauate this long-term effluent monitoring detain
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relation to the proposed limits. In cases where EPA finds afacility in its cogsting database that
was used to set the numericd limits and is not in compliance with the proposed pollutant
limitations, EPA will reassess the achievahility of these limits by awell-operated BAT system.
When a system is not achieving the proposed limits congstently it may be because ether the
system is not achieving the projected long-term average (LTA) or the system has higher
variability than EPA determined using its standard methodology. EPA requests comment on its
methodology for determining LTAs and variability factors. In cases where EPA determines that
improved system operation will dlow the limits to be congstently achieved it will include
additiond treatment codts for the facility in its cost estimations for the find rule where EPA has
not aready done s0. EPA concludes, in following the approach described above, that it will
address the concerns of commenters on the Phase | proposed rule related to the achievability of
the numerica limits by well operated and economically achievable trestment systems. EPA
requests comment on this method of performing a“red world” check on the achievahility of its
proposed limits,

Finally, as compared to the 1995 proposed limits, today’ s proposed numerica limits for
total cyanide have increased dmost one order of magnitude from 0.03 mg/L for the daily
maximum and 0.02 for the monthly average to 0.21 and 0.12, respectively. Thisincreaseis
largely due to increased variahility factors.

Low Discharge Flow Exclusion

Another ggnificant change from the 1995 proposd is EPA’s proposed low wastewater
discharge flow excluson (“low flow cutoff”) for indirect dischargers. In the 1995 proposed rule,
EPA st alow flow cutoff a one million gdlons per year (1 MGY)) for dl indirect discharging
facilitiesincluded in the Phase | sectors. This meant that EPA proposed to exclude, from the
MP&M pretrestment standards, facilities discharging lessthan 1 MGY to aPOTW. The Agency
included the low flow cutoff to reduce the potentialy large burden on POTWs rated to issuing
permits or other control mechanisms to thousands of the smallest MP&M Phase | sector
fecilities. EPA recaived many comments on the level of the proposed flow cutoff. Based on
these comments and the recommendations of the SBREFA panel (see Section XXI1.C on the
SBREFA process), EPA andyzed arange of flow cutoffsfor indirect dischargers ranging from
no flow cutoff to 6.25 million gallons per year. EPA notesthat at 6.25 million galons per year,
the Genera Pretreatment Standards (40 CFR 403) classify indirect discharging facilities as
“Sgnificant Industrial Users’ (SIUs). Under the Genera Pretreatment Standards, control
authorities (e.g., POTWS) must issue permits or other control mechanismsto SlUs and, therefore,
no POTW burden reductions are redlized above aflow cutoff of 6.25 MGY. (However, there
may be some minima increase in burden for modifying permits or control mechanisms).

EPA egtimates that there are atotd of 89,000 facilities within the scope of the proposed
rule. Many of these fadilities are smdll fadilities and may be contributing minima pollutant
loadings to the environment. A low flow exclusion dlows regulatory authorities to focus
atention on those facilities with significant discharges. This may dso improve the cost-
effectiveness of therule. Indeveloping today’ s proposa, EPA considered POTW burden, costs,
pollutant removals, and economic impacts of the various flow cutoffs,

19



Unlike the 1995 proposal, EPA is now proposing to subcategorize (i.e., subdivide) the
MP&M category (see Section VI of this preamble for a discussion on subcategorization of the
indugtry). Therefore, EPA has andyzed the various low flow cutoffs by subcategory, noting in
particular which subcategories are not currently covered under existing pretreatment standards.
When exigting pretrestment standards dready cover dl facilitiesin a particular subcategory,
POTWswill not be relieved of their adminigtrative burden, regardless of whether or not alow
flow excluson existsin the MP& M pretreatment standards. But other factors, such asa
disproportionate economic impact have been considered.

The combination of subcategorization of the industry, current coverage under existing
pretrestment standards, and analysis of arange of low flow cutoffs has led EPA to propose
differert levels for the low flow exclusion for indirect dischargers in various subcategories. For
example, EPA isproposing the 1 MGY cutoff for indirect dischargersin the Generd Metas
subcategory, but is proposing no flow cutoff for indirect dischargers in the Printed Wiring Board
subcategory (see Section VI.C. for descriptions of the proposed subcategories). This difference
is partialy due to the fact that under the Electroplating and Metd Finishing pretreatment
standards (40 CFR 413 and 433), EPA aready regulates (thus it already requires POTWSsto issue
control mechanismsfor) al indirect discharging facilities in the proposed Printed Wiring Board
subcategory (approximately 620 facilities). In addition, EPA does not project any severe or
moderate economic impacts for the smal estimated number of printed wiring board facilities
(52) that would be eigible for alow flow cutoff of 1 MGY.  In contrast, EPA has not
previoudy established pretrestment standards for gpproximately 75 percent of the indirect
discharging facilities in the proposed General Metd's subcategory (gpproximately 26,000 total
facilities). Approximately 23,000 indirect dischargersin the proposed Generd Metds
Subcategory discharge lessthan 1 MGY. If EPA did not exclude these facilities, the number of
permit issuances that POTWSs are respongble for would increase significantly. There are
approximately 30,000 industrid users currently covered nationdly by exigting pretrestment
gandards for dl effluent guiddines. Low flow exclusions being proposed for the Generd Metals
and Oily Wastes subcategories, POTWs (or other control authorities) would be have to issue an
additional 51,000 permits/control mechanisms. EPA discusses further the rationale for
proposing alow flow cutoff excluson for certain subcategories in Section XII.

Mass-Based v. Concentration-Based Limits

EPA as0 received many comments on the issue of mass-based versus concentration
based limits. In the 1995 proposal, EPA proposed concentration-based limits with the
requirement that control authorities (e.g., POTWSs) implement them as mass-based limits. EPA
notes that under the NPDES permit program, the Agency aready requires permit writersto
implement effluent limitations guidelines as mass-based limits whenever feasible (40 CFR
122.45(f)). EPA proposed requiring this conversion to mass-based limits because the Agency
believed that it was necessary to ensure the use of water conservation and pollution prevention
practices Smilar to those that were part of EPA’s selected option (60 FR 28230). EPA expected
permit writers and control authorities to use higtorica flow as abasis for the converson to mass-
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based limits for facilities that demonstrated good water conservation practices. However, for
fadlities that did not have good water conservation in place, EPA provided detailed guidance to
permit writers and control authoritiesin the Technica Deveopment Document (TDD) for the
1995 proposal. The TDD included information on afull range of water use leves(in
gdlongsg.ft.) for alarge variety of MP&M operations as well as guidance on how permit writers
and control authorities could determineif afacility was using good water conservation practices.

EPA received comments on the administrative burden on POTWs associated with
implementation of mass-based limits. The commenters stated that the burden was largely due to
the fact that most MP& M facilities do not collect production information on a wastestream-by-
wastestream basis. POTWs have continued to voice these concerns at recent public stakeholder
meetings. To addressthisissue, EPA collected additional MP&M unit operation-specific
information on pollution prevention practices, water use, and wastewater generation in the data
collection efforts that followed the Phase | proposal.

In today’ s proposal, EPA is again proposing concentration-based limits (for al but one
subcategory) and is providing detailed information on water use levels for specific unit
operationsin the Technica Development Document. However, the Agency is no longer
proposing to require control authorities (e.g., POTWS) or permit writers to implement the limits
onameass bass. Instead EPA is proposing to authorize control authorities and permit writers to
decide when it is most gppropriate to implement mass-based limits. EPA bdlieves that this
gpproach will reduce implementation burden on POTWs and will result in increased use of water
conservation practices at the facilities where POTWSs and permit writersthink it ismost needed.
EPA believesthat MP& M facilities that use the best pollution prevention and water conservation
practices may request that the control authority or permit writer use mass-based limitsin their
permits or other control mechanisms. (See Section XXI.B for adiscusson on regulatory
implementation).

II1.  Scope of Proposal
Today's proposed effluent guiddine applies to process wastewater discharges from
exiging or new indudtrid stes engaged in manufacturing, rebuilding, or maintenance of meta
parts, products or machines to be used in one of the following industrid sectors:
C Aerospace,
C Aircraft;
C Busand Truck;
C Electronic Equipment;

C Hardware;
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C Household Equipment;

C Instruments;

C Job Shops;

C Mobile Indugtrid Equipment;
C Motor Vehicle;

C Office Machine;

C Ordnance;

C Precious Metas and Jewdry;
C Printed Wiring Boards;

C Railroad,

C Ships and Boats,

C Stationary Industrid Equipment; and

C Miscellaneous Meta Products.

EPA has identified these eighteen industrid sectorsin the MP&M category; these sectors
manufacture, maintain and rebuild metal products under more than 200 different SIC codes. See
Appendix A of today’s proposed rule for a description of typica products within these eighteen
MP&M indugtrid sectors. Although EPA isusing these 18 industrid sectors to generdly
describe the scope of today’ s proposd, the Agency notesthat it is not using these industria
sectors to subcategorize (or subdivide) the regulations for the industry. EPA’s analysisto date
suggests that the industrid sectors do not correlate well with the types of waste generated, and
many facilities perform operations covered by multiple sectors. Instead, EPA is proposing to
define subcategories based on unit operations performed and the nature of the waste generated
(see Section VI of today’ s notice for a discussions on subcategorization and subcategory-specific
aoplicability).

EPA does not intend to include maintenance or repair of metd parts, products, or
meachines that occur only as ancillary activities at facilities that it did not include in the 18
industrial sectors. (See 438.1(d)). EPA believesthat these ancillary repair and maintenance
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activitieswould typicaly generate only small quantities of wastewater. 1n most cases, these
periodic repair and maintenance activities at facilities not in one of the 18 industria sectors
would comprise only avery smdl portion of the totd wastewater flow at the facility. The
Agency believesloca limitswill be adequate to address these discharges for indirect dischargers
and that permit writers can establish limits usng Best Professond Judgement (BPJ) to regulate
these ancillary waste streams for direct dischargers. Permit writers should consult the effluent
limitations guiddines and standards for the primary category of such afacility (See 40 CFR
Chapter |, Subchapter N for adl existing effluent limitations guidelines and sandards). Asan
example, EPA does not intend for the MP&M proposal to include process wastewater discharges
from an on-Ste machine or mantenance shop a afacility engaged in the manufacture of organic
chemicals when the facility operates that shop to maintain the equipment related to
manufacturing their products (i.e., organic chemicals). As discussed above, these wastewaters
can be regulated through locd limits or through BPJ using the Organic Chemicds, Plagtics, and
Synthetic Fibers (OCPSF) regulations.  Alternatively, Since aircraft is an in-scope MP& M
industria sector, EPA is proposing to include process wastewater discharges from activities
related to maintaining or repairing aircraft or other related (meta) equipment (e.g., deicing
vehicles) at arports.

EPA aso intends to cover wastewater from MP& M operations related to maintenance
and repair of metd products, parts, and machinery a military inddlations. For example, this
proposa includes wastewater generated from the maintenance and repair of aircraft, cars, trucks,
buses, tanks (or other armor personnd carriers), and industrid equipment — dl of which are
commonly performed a military inddlations.

Today’ s proposal only covers process wastewater generated at MP&M facilities. EPA is
not covering non-process wastewater which includes sanitary wastewater, non-contact cooling
water, and storm water. EPA has characterized typicad MP&M unit operations as belonging to
one or more of the following types. assembly/disassembly; metal deposition; meta shaping;
organic deposition; printed wiring board; surface finishing; surface preparation; and dry dock
operations. Typica unit operations at MP&M facilities include any one or more of the
following: abrasive blagting, abrasive jet machining, acid trestment, adhesive bonding, akaine
cleaning for removd of ail, dkaine trestment, anodizing, agqueous degreasing, assembly, barrel
finishing, brazing, burnishing, cdibration, chemica converson coating, chemica milling,
chromate conversion codting, corrosion preventive coating, disassembly, dectrica discharge
machining, electrochemica machining, dectroless plating, dectrolytic cleaning, eectroplating,
electron beam machining, dectropolishing, floor deaning, grinding, hest treating, hot-dip
coding, impact deformation, laminating, laser beam machining, machining, meta spraying,
painting (pray/brush or immersion), photo resist applications, physica vapor deposition, plating,
plasma arc machining, polishing, pressure deformation, rinsing, sat bath descaling, soldering,
solvent degreasing, sputtering, stripping (paint or metalic coating), testing, thermal cuitting,
thermd infusion, ultrasonic machining, vacuum metdizing, washing finished product, welding,
wet ar pollution control, and numerous sub- operations within those listed above. EPA notes that
not al MP&M unit operations generate process wastewater. In addition, many of these
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operations frequently have associated rinses that remove materials that preceding processes
deposit on the surface of the workpiece and water-discharging air pollution control devices

which become contaminated with process contaminants removed from the ar. EPA isinduding
both of these wastewater flows under the scope of today’ s proposed regulation. (See § 438.2(e)).

The Agency isaso including under today’ s proposed regulation wastewater discharges
from nontcontact, nondestructive testing performed at MP&M facilities. (See §438.2(€)). A
common source of “nondestructive testing” wastewater is photographic waste from
nondestructive X-ray examination of parts. The Agency is proposing to cover this wastewater
because of the potential concentration of Slver in the wastewater discharge.

EPA is not covering wastewater generated from e ectroplating-type operations during
semiconductor wafer manufacturing or wafer fabrication processes (i.e., tape automated bonding
- “TAB” and controlled collgpse chip connection - “ C-4") occurring in a“clean room”
environment because it believes that these operations are much different than the other
electroplating operations that EPA is covering by these guiddines and do not contribute
sgnificant amounts of pollutants to the wastewater discharge. (See 8 438.1(e)). The new and
emerging technologies involved in semiconductor wafer fabrication add microscopic amounts of
metal (usualy copper) to only selective portions of the wafer to enhance circuitry and decrease
wafer Sze. Other dectroplating operations that EPA is proposing to cover under this guideline
generaly occur on alarger scae and produce a more concentrated metal- bearing wastewater.
Moreover, the wafer fabrication processes occur in a clean room with a highly-controlled
amaosphere and using highly-purified materials and specidized tools that are much different
from typica meta-finishing equipment. These specidized tools and conditions endble the
manufacturer to add microscopic leves (less than one micron) of metd to only one Sde of the
wafer, in contrast to the non-sdalective, macroscopic (micron to microrkinch) plating usedin
common meta finishing. Therefore, EPA is proposing not to cover wastewater from wafer
fabrication processes under thisrule. However, in today’ s proposa the Agency is covering
wastewater generated from eectroplating during semiconductor find wafer assembly. (See §
438.1(e)).

EPA is proposing to cover wastewater generated from washing vehicles only when it
occurs as a preparatory step prior to performing an MP&M unit operation (e.g., prior to
disassembly to perform engine maintenance or rebuilding). (See § 438.1(f)). MP&M facilities
may perform these preparatory washes to remove ails, dirt and grit prior to performing the
maintenance or repair operations and as a result the combined wastewater contains significant
amounts of oil and grease dong with total suspended solids. However, this proposed regulation
does not cover the washing of cars, aircraft or other vehicleswhen it is performed only for
aesthetic/cosmetic purposes because EPA does not expect these washes to contain significant
concentrations of pollutants. (See § 438.1(f)).

EPA is dso proposing to cover wastewater generated from unit operations performed by
drum reconditioners'refurbishers to prepare drums for reuse. (See § 438.1(a)). Thesefacilities
perform operations on metd drums such as chaining, caugtic washing, acid cleaning, acid
etching, impact deformation, leek testing, corrosion inhibition, shot blasting, and painting. The
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Agency consdersfacilitiesthat perform these operations as part of the Stationary Indugtria
Equipment sector. However, the Agency notesthat it is currently considering the devel opment
of an effluent guiddine for the drum reconditioning industry. If EPA deveops regulaions for
this new indudtria category, it is possible that the Agency would cover these facilities under that
rule and not under the MP& M regulation. EPA solicits comment on whether these facilities
would be more gppropriately covered under the MP& M rule or under anew industrial category
for drum reconditioners.

EPA did not collect information with respect to MP&M operations a gasoline service
gations (SIC code 5541), passenger car rental facilities (SIC code 7514), or utility trailer and
recreationa vehicle rental facilities (SIC code 7519); therefore, this proposed regulation does not
cover process wastewater generated by maintenance and repair activities when they occur at
gasoline sations or car rental facilities. (See 8 438.1(g)). Asdiscussed in Sections VI.C and XI|
of thisnatice, EPA is proposing to exclude facilitiesin the Generd Metds and Oily Waste
subcategories that discharge MP&M process wastewater below a specified flow rate (one and
two million galons per year, respectively). EPA expects tha many facilities that only perform
repair and maintenance activities (e.g., auto repair shops, light aircraft maintenance) will be
excluded as most will fit into the gpplicability of ether the Generd Metas or Oily Waste
subcategories and have process wastewater discharges below the subcategory- specific flow
cutoffs.

EPA is proposing to cover MP&M process wastewater at mixed-use facilities (i.e., any
municipd, private, U.S. military or federd facility which contains both indudtrid and
commercid/adminigrative buildings a which one or more industrid sites conduct operations
within the facility’ s boundaries). (See § 438.1(h)). However, unlike the typica industria
facility, such as an aircraft or eectronic equipment manufacturing plant with one primary
manufacturing activity, the mgority of military ingdlations are mixed-use facilities and are
more like municipdities with severd smal indudtries as well as other operations within their
boundaries. Many of these ingdlations dso include a variety of tenant activities, including
contractor and other Department of Defense federd agency activities. At these mixed-use
fadilities, EPA is proposing to cover wastewater from manufacturing, maintenance and repair
activities performed on metd parts, products or machines (e.g. maintenance and repair of
vehiclesand aircraft). (See 8 438.1(h)). EPA concluded that these types of operations will
generate wastewater containing either high metas content or high oil and grease, or both. EPA
is not proposing to cover wastewater from other non-meta repair, maintenance or manufacturing
operations at mixed- use facilities such as wastewater from residential housing, schools, churches,
recreationd parks, shopping centers, gas sations, utility plants, and hospitals. The Agency
believes that wastewater generated from these activities will not contain the same types and
concentrations of pollutants (such as metals and oil and grease) as wastewater from MP&M
operdtions. Findly, the geographic sze of many military ingalations (for example, over 300
square miles at Fort Hood, TX and over 1.1 million acres at the China Lake Nava Air Warfare
Center, CA) makesit difficult to treat them asasinglefacility. Therefore, EPA is proposing to
dlow wagtewater generated at different Sites (individua buildings as well as outdoor locations
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where manufacturing, rebuilding, or maintenance occur on meta parts, products, or machines)
within amixed-use fadility to be dedt with as separate discharges for the purpose of applying the
goppropriate low flow cutoff (when gpplicable). EPA is proposing to alow the control authority
to use its discretion in determining which wastewater discharges can be considered separate
discharges for the purposes of applying the appropriate low flow cutoff (when applicable). The
determination would likely be based on the degree of proximity between industria operations
and apractical gpplication of the requirements for applicable MP&M subcategories. Control
authorities (and permit writers) will have to determine when it is gppropriate to apply standards
for more than one subcategory to a mixed-use facility and when to use the combined waste
stream formula (or building block approach). For example, amilitary ingtdlation that generates
wastewater from vehicle maintenance operations that is treated in a separate wastewater system
than wastewater generated from its metal finishing operations could be covered by both the Oily
Wastes subcategory for its vehicle maintenance operations and by the Generd Metds
subcategory for it surface finishing operations. (See Section VI for adiscusson of
subcategorization and subcategory- specific gpplicability).

EPA seeks information from other facilities that believe they would fal within this
mixed-use facility category. In addition, EPA seeks comments on the choice to alow control
authorities to make a determination concerning applying the low flow cutoffs to separate
discharges and the factors for making such a decison aswell as dternative waysto divide a
mixed-use fadility.

See Section 11.B for adiscusson on the applicability of today’ s proposed rule with
respect to the thirteen existing metals-related effluent limitations guiddines and standards
regulations.

V.  Industry Description

As described in Section 111, the MP&M industry is comprised of facilities that
manufacture, rebuild, or maintain metal parts, products or machines to be used in one of 18
industria sectors. Based on results of the MP&M survey database, there are an estimated 89,000
MP&M sites. Based on detailed survey results, an estimated 63,000 MP& M sites discharge
process water. Of the facilities discharging process wastewater, EPA estimates that 93 percent
areindirect dischargers and 7 percent are direct dischargers. The Agency estimates that there are
approximately 26,000 facilities that fall into one of three zero discharge categories. zero
discharge, non-water-using, or contract haulers.

MP& M water-discharging Stesrange in Sze from less than 10 employeesto sSteswith
tens of thousands of employees and from wastewater discharge flow rates of less than 100
galons per year to wastewater discharge flow rates exceeding 100 million gallons per year. Of
water discharging facilities, approximately 98 percent of MP&M sites have 500 or fewer
employees and gpproximately 78 percent of MP&M sites have 100 or fewer employees. EPA
edimates that facilities with less than 100 employees discharge approximately 11 percent of the
total annua wastewater discharged by the MP&M industry and that facilities having between
100 and 500 employees discharge approximatedy 50% of the industry total flow. Facilitieswith
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greater than 500 employees discharge 39 percent of the industry totd.

MP&M facilities are located throughout the United States. The Agency received survey
datafrom every EPA region and 48 separate states. EPA estimates that the largest
concentrations of MP&M facilities are located in EPA Regionsl1il (MD, PA, VA, WV), V (IL,
IN, M1, MN, OH, WI), and IX (AZ, CA, HI). Inaddition EPA estimates the seven states with
the largest concentrations of MP& M facilities are: Cdifornia (25 percent), Pennsylvania (23
percent), Virginia (11 percent), Ohio (5 percent), Colorado (4 percent), Texas (3 percent), and
Indiana (2 percent).

EPA estimates that gpproximately 3 percent of the industry (water dischargers and zero
dischargers) generates annual revenues less than $100,000, approximately 41 percent generate
annua revenues between $100,000 and $500,000, approximately 5 percent generate annua
revenues between $500,000 and $1,500,000, and approximately 33 percent generate over
$5,000,000 annua revenues. The Agency notes that facilities with annua revenues grester than
$5,000,000 discharge approximately 73 percent of the total wastewater discharged by the
industry.

Although facilities in the MP&M industry produce awide range of products, the
operations performed can be described by two types of activities: manufacturing, and
rebuilding/maintenance. Manufacturing isthe series of unit operations necessary to produce
metal products, and is generdly performed in a production environmern.
Rebuilding/maintenance is the series of unit operations necessary to disassemble used metd
products into components, replace the components or subassemblies or restore them to origina
function, and reassemble the meta product. These operations are intended to keep meta
products in operating condition and can be performed in ether a production or a non-production
environment.

Table V-1, below, summarizes the estimated number of MP& M dSites (water dischargers
and zero dischargers) and tota discharge flow (prior to implementation of the proposed rule) by
activity or activity combination. The largest number of Sites, gpproximately 44,000, perform
“rebuilding/maintenance only” and account for gpproximately 9 percent of the total estimated
discharge flow for theindustry. “Manufacturing only” represents the next largest number of
facilities (27,000) and represents the largest percentage of the total estimated discharge flow for
the industry (75.2 percent).

Table I1'V-1. MP&M Sites* and Total Discharge Flow by Activity

Conbi nati on
Estimated Total
Number of Estimated Percentage of | Percentage
Water- Discharge Total Water- of Total
Discharging Flow (million Discharging Discharge
Activity MP&M Sites gallyr) MP&M Sites Flow
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Table I1V-1. MP&M Sites* and Total Discharge Flow by Activity

Conmbi nati on
Estimated Total
Number of Estimated Percentage of | Percentage
Water- Discharge Total Water- of Total
Discharging Flow (million Discharging Discharge
Activity MP&M Sites gallyr) MP&M Sites Flow

Manufacturing, 7,400 11,200 8.3 9.1
Rebuilding/Maintenance
Manufacturing Only 27,000 91,700 30.4 75.2
Rebuilding/Maintenance 44,000 11,100 49.5 9.1
Only
Unknown/others 10,500 8,100 11.8 6.6
Total** 89,000 122,000 100.0 100.0

* Thistable includes all MP& M sites, for a presentation of this distribution for water discharging sites only, see
the Technical Development Document for today’ s proposal.
* *Totals may not add due to rounding.

Of the 26,000 dtes that achieve zero discharge of process wastewater, many use but do
not discharge process water. Based on information from the MP&M Detailed Surveys, Ste
vigits, and technicd literature (see Section V for adiscusson of the data collection activities),
these Sites achieve zero discharge of process wastewater in one or more of the following ways.

C Sites contract haul for off-gte disposal all process wastewater generated on Site;

C Sites discharge process wastewater to either on-site septic systems or deep-well
injection systems,

C Sites perform end-of- pipe trestment and reuse al process wastewater generated
on ste;

C Sites perform ether in-process or end- of-pipe evaporation to diminate
wastewater discharges; or

C Sites perform in-process recirculation and recycling to €liminate wastewater
discharges.

EPA’s Underground Injection Control (UIC) Program, authorized by the Safe Drinking
Water Act, regulates shallow onsite systems and deep wells that discharge fluids or wastewater
into the subsurface and thus may endanger underground sources of drinking weter.

If afacility disposes any wastewater (other than soldly sanitary waste) into a shalow

28



disposal system (e.g., septic system or afloor drain connected to adry well) that well is covered
by the UIC program. If you think you have a UIC disposd well on your facility, you should
contact your State UIC Program authority to determine your compliance status.

EPA published the Class V Rulein the Federal Register on December 7, 1999 (64 FR
68545), which affected facilities using on site systems to digpose waste associated with motor
vehicle service and repair in state-designated groundwater protection aress.. The EPA is
scheduled to develop additional requirements for other ClassV wells that receive endangering
wadte. Contact your State UIC Program for more information on these developing regulations.

V. Summary of Data Collection Activities

A. Exigting Data Sources

While developing today’ s proposd, EPA reviewed data from other metals industry
effluent guiddines, the Nationd Risk Management Research Laboratory (NRMRL) treatability
database, the 50 POTW Study, the Domestic Sewage Study, and the Toxics Release Inventory
(TRI).

For the MP&M technology effectiveness assessment effort, EPA reviewed sampling data
collected to characterize treestment systems for the development of effluent guiddines for other
metalsindustries (see Section 11.B for a discusson on other metals indudtry effluent guidelines).
For severd previous effluent guiddines, EPA used treetment data from metdsindustries to
deveop the Combined Metas Database (CMDB), which served as the basis for developing
limitsfor these industries. EPA aso developed a separate database used as the basis for limits
for the Metd Finishing category. EPA used the CMDB and Metd Finishing dataasaguidein
identifying well-designed and well-operated MP& M treatment systems. EPA did not use these
datain developing the MP& M technology effectiveness concentrations, snce the Agency
collected sufficient datafrom MP&M sites to develop technology effectiveness concentrations.

EPA aso reviewed the Technica Development Documents (TDDs), sampling episode
reports, and supporting record materids for the other metals industries’ rulemakings to identify
avalable data. EPA used these data for the preliminary assessment of the MP&M industry, but
did not use these data for estimating MP&M pollutant loadings because EPA obtained sufficient
datafor the MP&M sampling program to characterize the MP&M unit operations.

EPA’s Nationd Risk Management Research Laboratory (NRMRL) developed a
treatability database (formerly caled the Risk Reduction Engineering Laboratory (RREL)
database) to provide data on the remova and destruction of chemicals in various types of media,
including water, soil, debris, dudge, and sediment. This database contains treatability datafrom
POTWSs and indudtrid facilities for various pollutants. The database includes physica and
chemica datafor each pollutant, the types of treatment used to treat the specific pollutants, the
types of wastewater treated, the size of the POTW or industrid sSite, and the treatment
concentrations achieved. EPA used this database as one means to assess remova of MP&M
pollutants of concern by POTWSs.

In September 1982, EPA published the Fate of Priority Pollutantsin Publicly Owned
Treatment Works, referred to as the 50 POTW Study. The purpose of this study was to generate,

29



compile, and report data on the occurrence and fate of the 129 priority pollutantsin 50 POTWSs.
The report presents dl of the data collected, the results of preliminary evaluations of these data,
and the results of calculations to determine the quantity of priority pollutantsin the influent to
POTWs, discharged from the POTWS; in the effluent from intermediate process streams; and in
the POTW dudge streams. EPA used the data from this study as one means to assess removal by
POTWs of MP&M pollutants of concern (see Section XI11.A for additiond discussion on the use
of the 50 POTW Study).

In February 1986, EPA issued the “Report to Congress on the Discharge of Hazardous
Wastes to Publicly Owned Treatment Works’, referred to as the Domestic Sewage Study (DSS).
This report, which was based in part on the 50 POTW Study, reveded a significant number of
gtes discharging pollutants to POTWSs, which are a thregt to the trestment capability of the
POTW These pollutants were not regulated by nationa categorica pretrestment standards at
that time. EPA usad the information in the DSS in developing the Prdiminary Data Summary
(PDS) for the MP&M category (October 1989).

The Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) database contains specific toxic chemica release
and trandfer information from manufacturing facilities throughout the United States. EPA
consdered using the TRI database in developing the MP& M effluent guideines. However, EPA
did not use TRI data on wastewater discharges from MP&M sites because sufficient data were
not available for effluent guideines development. For example, in developing the MP&M
effluent guiddines, EPA uses wastewater influent concentrations to characterize afacility’s
wastewater and to calculate treatment efficiency (i.e., percent remova across the treatment
system). TRI does not provide concentrations for the influent to afacility’ s treetment system.
EPA dso did not use the data on wastewater discharge because many MP&M sites do not meet
the reporting thresholds for the TRI database.

B. Survey Questionnaires

Asdiscussed in Section [1.C, EPA origindly intended to propose the MP&M rulemaking
intwo phases. Therefore, EPA’s data collection efforts, particularly the use of survey
questionnaires, was handled in two phases to collect data from the relevant industria sectors.
EPA distributed two screener and six detailed questionnaires (surveys) between 1989 and 1996.
For aligt of surveys by distribution date, see the Technica Development Document for today’s
proposed rule.

1. Screener Surveys

EPA developed and distributed two screener surveys. 1n 1990, EPA distributed 8,342
screener surveys to sites believed to be engaged in the origind seven Phase | MP&M sectors. In
1996, EPA distributed 5,325 screener surveys to sites believed to be engaged in the eleven Phase
Il MP&M sectors. The purpose of the screener surveys was to identify sites to receive the more
detailed follow-up surveys and to make a preliminary assessment of the MP&M industry.

In each case, EPA identified the SIC codes applicable to the respective MP&M sectors
and then cdculated the number of Sitesto receive the screener within each SIC code by a
coefficient of variation (CV) minimization procedure (see the respective Database Summary
Reports for the screener surveysin the public record for adetailed discussion of the CV
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procedure). Based on the number of sites selected within each SIC code, the Agency purchased
alig of randomly sdlected names and addresses from Dun & Bradstreet. Thislist included twice
the number of stes specified by the CV minimization procedure for each SIC code. Dun &
Bradstreet randomly selected the requested number of Sites from the Dun & Bradstreet database
for each SIC code. From thislist of potentid recipient Stes, the Agency randomly selected sites
to receive the screener surveys. For amore detailed discussion on the screener surveys, seethe
Technical Development Document for today’ s proposed rule.

EPA aso sent the 1996 screener survey to 1,750 randomly sdected sitesin Ohio for the
purpose of collecting information for an environmenta benefits sudy. (See Section XX.F or the
Economic, Environmenta, and Benefits Analysis for today’ s proposed rule for a detalled
discusson of EPA’s Ohio Benefits Case Study).

2. Indugtrid Detailed Surveys

Based on responses to the 1990 screener, EPA sent amore detailed survey to a select
group of water-usng MP&M dstes. The Agency designed this survey to collect detailed
technica and financid information. EPA sdlected 1,020 detailed survey recipients from the
following three groups of Stes.

C Water-discharging 1989 screener respondents (860 sites);

C Water-using 1989 screener respondents that did not discharge process water (74

Stes); and

C Water-discharging stes from well-known MP&M companies that did not receive

the 1989 screener (86 Sites).

EPA used information from the first two groups of survey recipients to develop pollutant
loadings and reductions and to develop compliance cost estimates. Because EPA did not
randomly sdlect the third group of recipients, EPA did not use the data to develop nationd
estimates.

In an effort to reduce burden on survey recipients for the second phase of the data
collection effort, EPA developed two smilar detailed surveys. Based on the development of the
1995 MP&M proposa, EPA chose to collect more detailed information from sites with annud
process wastewater discharges greater than one million galons per year (1 MGY). EPA sent the
“long” detailed survey to dl 353 1996 screener respondents who indicated they discharged one
million or more galons of MP&M process wastewater annudly and performed MP&M
operaions. The Agency sent the “short” detailed survey to 101 randomly selected 1996 screener
respondents who indicated they discharged less than one million galons of MP&M process
wastewater annualy and performed MP&M operations.

The detailed surveys collected information to identify the Site location and contact
person, number of employees, facility age, process wastewater discharge status and destination,
and wagtewater discharge permits and permitting authority aswell as genera information about
metd types processed, MP&M products and production levels, water use for unit operations, and
wastewater discharge from unit operations. EPA used the process information to evauate water
use and discharge practices and sources of pollutants for eeach MP&M unit operation. EPA dso
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requested detailed information on MP&M wet unit operations, pollution prevention practices,
wastewater treatment technologies, costs for water use and wastewater treatment systems, and
wastewater/dudge disposa costs. EPA aso requested each site to provide block diagrams of the
production process and the wastewater trestment system. The unit operation information
included: meta types processed, production rate, operating schedule, chemica additives, volume
and destination of process wastewater and rinse waters, in-process pollution prevention
technologies, and in-process flow control technologies. Theinformation EPA requested for each
wastewater trestment unit included: operating flow rate, design capacity, operating time,

chemicd additives, and unit operations discharging to each treatment unit. In addition, EPA
asked each dite to provide the type of MP&M wastewater sampling data collected. EPA used
these data to characterize the industry, to perform subcategorization anayses, to identify best
management practices, to evauate performance of the treatment technology for inclusion in the
regulatory options, and to develop regulatory compliance cost estimates.

EPA dso collected detailed financiad and economic information about the Site or the
company owning the dte. In addition, the 1996 long detailed questionnaire included a section
that requested supplementa information on other MP& M facilities owned by the company. EPA
included this voluntary section to measure the combined impact of proposed MP&M effluent
guiddines on companies with multiple MP&M facilities that discharge process wastewater. This
section requested the same information collected in the 1996 MP&M screener survey.
Responses to questions in this section provided the Size, industrid sector, revenue, unit
operations, and water usage of the company’s other MP&M facilities.

The 1996 short survey included the identical generd site and process information and
economic information collected in the long detalled survey. However, to minimize the burden
on facilities discharging less than one million galons of process wastewater, EPA did not require
these facilities to provide the detailed information on MP&M unit operations or trestment
technologies that the Agency requested in the long survey. For a question-by-question
comparison of the short and long 1996 detailed surveys, see the Technical Development
Document for today’ s proposed rule.

Finaly, EPA developed a detailed survey, under a separate rulemaking effort, to collect
detailed information from facilities that are currently covered by the Iron and Stedl
Manufacturing effluent guiddines. Following field sampling of iron and sted Stes and review
of the completed industry surveys, EPA decided that some iron and steel operations would be
more appropriately covered by the MP&M rule because they were more like MP&M operations
(see Section VI.C.5 for adiscussion on the Sted Forming & Finishing subcategory). Based on
EPA’ s decision regarding these operations, the Agency coded and entered process information
from 47 iron and sted surveysinto the MP&M costing input database.

3. Municipdity Survey

EPA distributed the municipdity surveysin 1996 to city and county facilities that might
operate MP& M facilities. The Agency designed this survey to measure the impact of thisrule on
municipdities and other government entities that perform maintenance and rebuilding operations
on MP&M products (e.g., bus and truck, automobiles).
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The Agency sent the municipality survey to 150 city and county facilities randomly
selected from the Municipdity Y ear Book-1995 based on population and geographic location.
EPA dlocated gxty percent of the sample to municipalities and 40 percent to counties. The
60/40 distribution was gpproximately proportiond to their aggregate populations in the frame.
EPA divided the municipdity sample and the county sample into three Sze groupings as
measured by population. For municipdities, the population groupings were: less than 10,000
residents, 10,000-50,000 residents, and 50,000 or more residents. For counties, the population
groupings were: less than 50,000 residents, 50,000- 150,000 residents, and 150,000 or more
resdents. The geographic dtratification conformed to the Census definitions of Northeast, North
Centrd, South, Pecific, and Mountain states. The technicd questionsin the Municipdity Survey
were basically identica to the 1996 short detailed survey; however, EPA adapted the financia
and economic questions so that they were appropriate for these facilities.

4, Federd Facilities Survey

In April 1998, EPA didtributed the federd facilities detailed survey to the following
federa agencies.
C Department of Energy;
C Department of Defense;
C Nationd Aeronautics and Space Adminigtration (NASA);
C Department of Trangportation (including the United States Coast Guard);
C
C
C

Department of Interior;
Department of Agriculture; and
United States Postdl Service.

EPA designed this survey to assess the impact of the MP&M effluent limitations guidelines and
standards on federal agencies that operate MP&M facilities. EPA distributed the survey to
federa agencieslikdy to perform industria operations on metal products or machines. The
Agency requested that the representatives of the seven listed federa agencies voluntarily
distribute copies of the survey to stesthey believed performed MP&M operations. The
information collected in the 1996 federd survey was identicd to thelong survey. After
engineering review and coding, EPA entered data from 44 federd surveys into the database.
Because EPA did not randomly sdlect the survey recipients, data from these questionnaires was
not used to develop nationa estimates.
5. POTW Survey

EPA digributed the Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) survey in November
1997. The Agency designed this survey to estimate benefits associated with implementation of
the MP& M regulations and to estimate poss ble costs and burden that POTWs might incur in
writing MP&M permits or other control mechanisms. The Agency sent the POTW survey to 150
POTWSswith flow rates greater than 0.50 million gallons per day. EPA randomly sdlected the
recipients from the 1992 Needs Survey Review, Update, and Query System Database (RUQuS).
The Agency divided the POTW sample into two strata by daily flow rates: 0.50 to 2.50 million
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gdlons, and 2.50 million gallons or more.

In addition to the total volume of wastewater treated at the Site, the POTW survey
requested the number of industrid permits written, the cost to write the permits, the permitting
fee structure, the percentage of industrial dischargers covered by National Categoricd Standards
(i.e, effluent guidelines), and the percentage of permits requiring expensve adminigretive
activities. EPA used thisinformation to estimate adminigtrative burden and costs. 1n addition,
EPA requested information on the use or disposal of sewage dudge generated by the POTW.
The Agency only required POTWs that received discharges from an MP&M facility to complete
those questions. The sewage dudge information requested included the amount generated, use
or digposa method, meta levels, use or disposa cogts, and the percentage of meta |oadings from
MP&M facilities. The Agency used this information to assess the potentid changesin dudge
handling resulting from the MP&M rule and to estimate economic benefitsto the POTW (See
Section XIX.B.2 for adiscussion of the results of the POTW survey.)

C. Wastewater Sampling and Site Visits

The Agency visted 201 MP&M dites to collect information about MP&M unit
operations, water use practices, pollution prevention and treatment technologies, and waste
disposal methods, and to evauate Sites for potentia incluson in the MP&M sampling program
(described below). In generd, the Agency visited Sites to encompass the range of sectors, unit
operations, and wastewater treetment technologies within the MP&M industry.

The Agency based dte sdection on information contained in the MP&M screener and
detailed surveys. The Agency aso contacted regiona EPA personnd, state environmental
agency personnel, and locd pretreatment coordinators to identify MP& M sites believed to be
operating in-process source reduction and recycling technologies or end- of-pipe wastewater
treetment technologies. The Agency aso atempted to vigt Sites of various Szes. EPA visted
gteswith wastewater flows ranging from less than 200 gallons per day to more than 1,000,000
galons per day. Site-specific selection criteria are discussed in Ste visit reports (SVRS) prepared
for each gte visted by EPA.

In addition to performing Ste visits, EPA conducted wastewater sampling episodes at 72
Stesto obtain data on the characteristics of MP&M wastewater and solid wastes, and to assess
the following: theloading of pollutants to surface waters and POTWs from MP&M gtes, the
effectiveness of technologies designed to reduce and remove pollutants from MP&M
wastewater; design and operationa parameters; and the variation of MP&M wastewater
characteritics across unit operations, metal types processed in each unit operation, and sectors.

The Agency used information collected during MP&M gte vists to identify candidate
gtesfor sampling. The Agency used the following generd criteriato sdect Stes for sampling:

C The site performed MP&M unit operations EPA was evaluating for devel opment

of the MP&M regulation;

C The site processed meta's through MP&M unit operations for which the meta

type/unit operation combination needed to be characterized for the sampling
database;
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C The site performed in-process source reduction, recycling, or end-of-pipe
trestment technologies that EPA was evauating for technology option
development; and

C The site performed unit operations in a sector that EPA was evauating for
development of the MP&M regulation.

The Agency dso attempted to sample a Sites of various Sizes. EPA sampled at Steswith
wastewater flows ranging from less than 200 gallons per day to more than 1,000,000 gallons per
day.

In addition, EPA worked with several stakeholdersto collect Site visit and sampling data
from MP&M facilities. Following the 1995 proposa of the Phase | MP&M rule, the Association
of American Railroads (AAR), the Hampton Roads Sanitation Digtrict (HRSD), and the Los
Angees County Sanitation Digtricts (LACSD) proposed potentia sampling sites to the Agency,
and EPA vidted these Stesto identify candidates for sampling. After conducting Ste vists, EPA
seected five Stes for sampling episodes to characterize end- of- pipe trestment technologiesin
meta finishing and aircraft parts job shops and the railroad and shipbuilding industrial sectors.
EPA prepared detailed sampling plans based on the information collected during the five Site
vidits, and supported AAR, HRSD and LACSD sampling episodes for the collection of
wastewater samples, and EPA prepared the sampling episode reports.

The Agency collected the following types of information during each sampling episode:

C Dates and times of sample collection;

C Flow data corresponding to each sample;

C Production data corresponding to each sample of wastewater from MP&M unit
operations,

C Design and operating parameters for source reduction, recycling, and trestment
technologies characterized during sampling;

C Information about Ste operations that had changed since the Site vigit or that were

not included in the SVR; and

C Temperature and pH of the sampled wastestreams.

EPA documented all data collected during sampling episodes in the sampling episode
report (SER) for each sampled site which are located in the MP&M Administrative Record.
Non-confidentid information from these reports is avalladle in the public record for this
proposa. For detailed information on sampling and preservation procedures, andytica methods,
and quality assurance/quality control procedures see the Technical Development Document for
today’ s proposed rule.

D. Industry Submitted Data

EPA evauated other industry datain developing the MP&M effluent guidelines. The
data sources reviewed include: public commentsto the 1995 MP&M Phase | proposed rule; the
Metad Finishing FOO6 Benchmark Study (September 1998); data supporting the 180-Day
Accumulation Time Under RCRA for Waste Water Treatment Sudges From the Metal Finishing
Industry Find Rule (65 FR 12377, March 8, 2000); data provided by the Aluminum Anodizing
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Council (AAC), the American Wire Producers Association (AWPA), and the Aerospace
Association; data and storm water pollution prevention plans provided by severd shipbuilding
gtes, and data from periodic compliance monitoring reports/discharge monitoring reports for
severd stesthat were part of EPA’swastewater sampling program. Data submitted with the
MP&M Phase | comments did not include the quality control data required to verify the accuracy
of sample andyses and, therefore, EPA did not use the data.. These data sources are located in
the MP&M Adminigtrative Record. Non-confidentia information is availablein the public
record for this proposal.

E. Summary of Public Participation

EPA has met regularly with industry trade associations and their members at various
association annua mestings and conferences. There are over 20 trade associations that represent
facilities that were part of theinitid scope of the MP&M proposed rule. These trade associations
have formed an informa codition (referred to asthe “MP&M” codition) that coordinates
regular meetings with representatives from the various affected indudtries. In the past year, EPA
has dso participated in severd of the Smadl Business Adminigration’s“ Smal Business
Roundtable” mestings.

Asdiscussad in detail in Section XX11.C, EPA conducted outreach and convened a Small
Business Advocacy Review Pand. For this proposed rule, the small entity representatives
included nine smdl MP&M facility owner/operators, one smal municipaity, and the following
SX trade associations representing different sectors of the industry: Nationd Association of
Metd Finishers (NAMF)/Association of Electroplaters and Surface Finishers (AESF)/MP&M
Cadlition; the Association Connecting Electronics Industries (also known as |PC); Porclain
Enamed Indtitute; American Associaion of Shortline Railroads (ASLRA); Electronics Industry
Association (EIA); and the American Wire Producers Association (AWPA).

Because many facilities affected by this proposa areindirect dischargers, the Agency
aso conducted outreach to publicly owned trestment works (POTWS) individudly and through
the Association of Municipal Sewerage Agencies (AMSA). EPA aso conducted asurvey of 150
POTWs to assess the burden associated with implementing the proposed MP&M rule (see
Section V.B.5 above for discussion of the POTW survey). In addition, EPA made a concerted
effort to consult with pretreatment coordinators and state and local entities that will be
responsble for implementing this regulation.

EPA sponsored three stakeholders: meetings between November 1997 and May 2000.
Two mesetings were held in Washington, DC, and the third was held in Chicago, IL. The primary
objectives of the meetings were to present the Agency’ s current thinking regarding the
technology bases for the MP& M proposed rule and to solicit comments, issues, and new ideas
from interested stakeholders, including members of environmenta groups.

EPA provided information on the potentia technology options and in-process pollution
prevention practices as well as the potential subcategories. EPA aso provided preiminary
information on pollutant reductions, compliance costs, and potentiad monitoring flexibility.

Mogt recently, EPA has put up awebste (http://mwww.epa.gov/ost/guide/mpm) to provide
ongoing information on the MP&M project. The Site includes background information, linksto
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related documents, and information presented at MP& M stakeholders mesetings.

VI.  Industry Subcategorization

A. Methodology and Factors Considered for Bas's of Subcategorization

EPA may divide a point source category (e.g., MP&M) into groupings caled
“subcategories’ to provide a method for addressing variations between products, raw materials,
processes, and other factors which result in distinctly different effluent characterigtics.
Regulation of a category by using formal subcategories provides that each subcategory has a
uniform set of effluent limitations which take into account technologica achievability and
economic impacts unique to that subcategory. In some cases, effluent limitationswithin a
subcategory may be different based on consideration of the factors described in Section
304(b)(2)(b) of the CWA, 33 U.S.C. 8§ 1314(b)(2)(B). The CWA requires EPA, in developing
effluent limitations guiddlines and pretreastment standards, to consder a number of different
subcategorization factors. The statute aso authorizes EPA to take into account other factors that
the Agency deems gppropriate. Stakeholders specifically suggested that EPA consider
subcategories based on industry sector or type of activity within an industry sector (e.g., repair
and maintenance versus manufacturing), some of which gppear to have very low basdine
pollutant loadings.

EPA conddered the following factorsin its evauation of potentid MP&M subcategories:

C unit operation;

C adtivity,

C raw materias,

C products,

C gzeof dte

C location;

C age;

C nature of the waste generated;
C €conomic impacts,

C treatment costs,
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C tota energy requirements,

C ar pollution control methods,

C solid waste generation and disposal; and
C POTW burden.

One result of grouping smilar facilities into subcategoriesis the increased likelihood that the
regulations are practicable, and it diminishes the need to address variations between facilities
through a variance process (Weyer haeuser Co. V. Costle, 590 F.2d 1011, 1053 (D.C. Cir. 1978)).

EPA consdered subcategorizing the MP&M category by industrid sector (e.g.,
aerospace, aircraft, bus and truck, electronic equipment, hardware, household equipment,
ingruments, job shops, mobile industria equipment, motor vehicles, office machines, ordnance,
precious metas and jewdry, printed wiring boards, railroad, ships and boats, stationary indudtria
equipment, and miscellaneous metd products). Sectors are broadly defined and not only include
meanufacturing and repair facilities within the sector (e.g., shipbuilding facilitiesin the ship and
boat sector), but dso include facilities that produce products that are used within the sector (e.g.,
afacility that manufactures hydraulic pumps used on shipsis aso in the ship and boat sector).
The Agency determined that subcategorization based solely on industria sector would require
much more detailed subcategorization scheme than the approach proposed (see below).
Adopting a subcategorization scheme based on industria sector would complicate the
implementation of the limitations and standards because permit writers might be required to
deve op facility- gpecific limitations across multiple subcategories.

The Agency determined that wastewater characterigtics, unit operations, and raw
materias used to produce products within a given sector are not dways the same from ste to
ste, and they are not dways different from sector to sector. Within each sector, Stescan
perform avariety of unit operations on avariety of raw materiads. For example, astein the
aerogpace sector may primarily machine duminum missile components and not perform any
surface trestment other than akaline cleaning. Another sitein that sector may electroplate iron
parts for missles and perform little or no machining. Wastewater characterigtics from these Sites
may differ because of the different unit operations performed and different raw materias used.

Based on the analytica data collected for thisrule, EPA has not found a statisticaly
sgnificant difference in indudtrial wastewater discharge among industria sectors when
performing sSmilar unit operations for cadmium, chromium, copper, cyanide, lead, manganese,
molybdenum, nickel, oil & grease, slver, tin, TSS, and zinc. (The anaytica data are available
in the public record for this rulemaking.) For example, afacility that performs eectroplatingin
the process of manufacturing office machines produces meta- bearing wastewater with smilar
chemical characterigics as afacility that performs eectroplating in the process of manufacturing
apat for abus. Smilarly, afacility that performs repair and maintenance on a arplane engine
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produces oil-bearing wasteweter that has smilar chemical characterigtics to afacility that
performs repair and maintenance on congruction machinery.

Most MP&M unit operations are not unique to a particular sector and are performed
across dl sectors. For example, al sectors may perform severa of the mgjor wastewater-
generding unit operations (e.g., akdine treetment, acid treatment, machining, eectroplating).
And, for the most part, the unit operations that are rarely performed (e.g., abrasive jet machining)
are not performed in al sectors, but are dso not limited to asingle sector. Therefore, afacility in
any one of the 18 industria sectors can generate metal-bearing or oil-bearing wastewater (or a
combination of both) depending on what unit operations the facility performs.

In addition, two facilities that may be part of the same sector may generate wastewater
with vadlly different chemica characteristics and thus require different types of trestment. For
example, an automobile manufacturer and an automobile repair facility are both part of the motor
vehicle sector. However, the automobile manufacturer may perform unit operations that
generate meta-bearing and ail-bearing wastewater (aqueous degreasing, eectroplating, chemica
conversion coating, etc.) while the automobile repair facility may perform unit operations that
only generate oil-bearing wastewater (machining, agueous degreasing, impact deformation,
painting, etc.).

Due to the numerous MP&M facilities that could fall under the scope of multiple sectors,
EPA determined that a regulation based on MP&M industria sector would creste avariety of
implementation issues for State and loca regulators as well as for those multiple-sector facilities
Therefore, as mentioned above, EPA is not proposing to use industrial sector to subcategorize the
industry.

In the Phase | proposa, EPA did not subcategorize the Phase | segment of MP&M
sectors (see 60 FR 28221; May 30, 1995). Asdiscussed in Section 11.C, the scope of the 1995
proposa differed from today’ s proposd in that it only covered seven of the 18 MP&M industria
sectors. For today’ s proposal, EPA performed the analysis for determining whether or not to
subcategorize consdering al facilities under the scope of today’srule (i.e., both Phase | and 11
industrial sectors). See Section 111 for a discussion on the scope of today’s proposal. Based on
thisandyss, EPA determined that it is necessary to subcategorize the MP&M industry.

A variety of factors influenced EPA’ s decision to subcategorize the MP&M industry.
First, EPA found two basic types of wastestreamsin the industry: 1) wastewater with high metals
content (meta-bearing), and 2) wastewater with low concentration of metas, and high oil and
grease content (oil-bearing). Thetype of wastewater afacility generatesis directly related to the
unit operations it performs. For example, unit operations such as machining, grinding, agqueous
degreasing, and impact or pressure deformation tend to generate a wastewater with high oil and
grease (and associated organic pollutants) loadings without significant concentrations of meta
pollutants. While other unit operations such as e ectroplating, converson coating, chemica
etching and milling, and anodizing generate higher metas loadings with moderate/low oil and
grease concentrations.

Although many facilities generate both metal- and oil-bearing wastewater, there are a
large number of fadilities that only generate oil-bearing wastewater. Such facilities are typicaly
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meachine shops and maintenance and repair facilities. Since the wasteweter at these facilities
primarily contains oil and grease and other organic condtituents, treatment technologies at these
fadlitiesfocus on ail remova only and do not require the chemica precipitation step needed for
treeting meta-bearing wastewater. Trestment technologies in place at these facilities generdly
include ultrafiltration, or chemica emulsion bresking followed by either gravity floatation,
codescing plate oil/water separators, or dissolved air flotation (DAF). Therefore, EPA first
divided the industry on the basis of unit operations performed and the nature of the wastewater
generated, resulting in the following two groups: (1) metal-bearing with or without oily and
organic congtituents group; and (2) oil-bearing only group. As a second step, EPA performed an
andydgsto seeif there were any dgnificant differences in the subcategorization factors within the
two basic groups.

When looking at facilities with meta- bearing wastewater (with or without oil-bearing
wastewater), EPA identified severd groups of facilities which could potentialy be
subcategorized by dominant product, raw materias used, and/or nature of the waste generated.
In two subcategories, EPA aso considered economic impacts as a factor in subcategorization
because of the reduced ability of these facilities to afford treatment costs. There were dso two
subcategories where the number of facilities that were not currently covered by an existing
effluent guidelines regulation was large enough to present an unacceptable burden to POTWSs.

Based on the currently available data, EPA is proposing to subcategorize the metd-
bearing (with or without oil-bearing wastewater) MP& M fadilitiesinto the following
subcategories: non-chromium anodizing; metd finishing job shops, printed wiring board
fadilities, sed forming and finishing facilities; and generd metdsfacilities. EPA describesiits
rationale for subcategorization below (see Section VI1.C for additiona detailed discussion and
gpplicability of each of these subcategories).

The non-chromium anodizers are different from other MP& M fadilitiesin that dl of their
products are primarily of one metd type — anodized duminum - and most importantly, they do
not use chromic acid or dichromate sedantsin their anodizing process. Based on EPA’s limited
data for these facilities, EPA expects that these facilities have very low levels of metds (with the
exception of duminum) or toxic organic pollutants in their wastewater discharges. EPA
determined that other MP& M facilities had much greater concentrations of awider variety of
metals. In addition, due to the presence of large quantities of duminum, these facilities require
much larger wastewater treatment systems to remove the large amounts of duminum and low
levels of dloy metds. The need for larger treestment systems results in higher costs and large
economic impacts for this potential subcategory. EPA found that as many as 60 percent of the
non-chromium anodizers could experience closures as aresult of complying with the proposed
regulation (see Section XV1 for adiscussion of economic impacts). Therefore, based on the
difference in raw materids used, product produced, nature of the waste generated (i.e., low levels
of pollutants discharged), trestment costs, and projected economic impacts, EPA concluded that
abasis exigts for subcategorizing the non-chromium anodizing facilitiesin the MP&M industry.

EPA investigated whether or not to subcategorize the metd finishing and ectroplating
job shops covered by the Metal Finishing (40 CFR 433) and Electroplating (40 CFR 413)
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effluent guiddines. Although the facilities have metd types thet require the same treatment
technologies as many other metas-bearing facilities, EPA determined these facilities to be
different due to the variability of their raw materids and products as well as the dightly higher
level of economic impacts incurred as compared to other costed facilities. Asdiscussed in
Section VI.C.2 below, this subcategory includes only those facilities who perform the six
operaions defining the applicability of the Metd Finishing and Electroplating effluent guiddines
and who are “job shops’ by the definition provided in the Metd Finishing effluent guiddines
(i.e., they own less than 50 percent of the products processed on site on an annua area bagis).
(See 40 CFR 433.11). Because these facilities are job shops and perform work on a contract
basis, they cannot dways predict the type of plating or other finishing operations required. In
addition, because these facilities perform work on alarge variety of metd types from various
customers, the wastewater generated at these facilities can vary from week to week (or even day
to day). EPA performed wastewater sampling to specificdly identify the variahility in the
wadtewater generated a metd finishing job shops and found that the variability factors
cdculaed solely on the andytica wastewater sampling data of meta finishing and eectroplating
job shopsis higher for most pollutant parameters than those calculated for smilar meta- bearing
subcategories (e.g., General Metas) (see Section 11.D for adiscusson of EPA’ s job shop
variability wastewater sampling and Section VI111.B for adiscusson on determining limits and
variability factors). In addition, EPA found that up to 10 percent of the indirect discharging
metd finishing job shops subcategory could experience facility closures as aresult of
compliance with the proposed regulatory technology option (see Section V111 for a discussion of
technology options). Therefore, EPA concluded that it has an appropriate basis for
ubcategorizing metd finishing and eectroplating job shops.

EPA determined that thereisabass for establishing a different subcategory for the
printed wiring board facilities from the other facilities in the group of meta-bearing (with or
without oil-bearing wastewater) facilities based on raw materids, unit operations performed,
dominant product, and nature of the waste generated. First, these facilities process amore
congstent mix of metd types (primarily copper, tin, and lead) than other MP&M facilitiesto
produce a specific product. EPA has concluded that this more consstent mix of meta types
enables the printed wiring board facilities to tailor their trestment technology and incorporate
more of the advanced pollution prevention and recovery technologies (e.g., ion exchange).
Printed wiring board facilities generadly work with copper-cdad laminate materid, dlowing them
to target copper for removal in their wastewater treatment systems or recover the copper using
in-process ion exchange. Second, these facilities apply, develop, and strip photoresist — a set of
unit operations which islargely unique to this proposed subcategory. This processresultsin a
higher concentration of a more consistent group of organic congtituents than other facilitiesin the
meta-bearing group. Findly, the nature of the wastewater generated at these facilities may also
be different due to the fact that these facilities perform more lead-bearing operations (e.g.,
lead/tin eectroplating, wave soldering) than other MP&M facilities.

Sed forming and finishing is another proposed subcategory under the metal bearing
(with or without oil-bearing wastewater) group of MP&M facilities. These facilities perform
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both cold forming and finishing operations on sted at Stand-aone facilitiesaswell as at sed
manufacturing facilities. EPA formerly covered these facilities under the 1982 Iron and Sted
Manufacturing effluent guiddines (40 CFR Part 420). Typicd operationsinclude: acid pickling,
annealing, conversion coating (e.g., zinc phosphate, copper sulfate), hot dip coating and/or
electroplating of stedl wire or rod, heet treatment, welding, drawing, patenting, and oil
tempering. EPA concluded that the basis for subcategorization isthe difference in the raw
materid and dominant product at these facilities. Facilitiesin this subcategory only process sted
and for the most part produce uniformly-shaped products such as wire, rod, bar, pipe and tube.
In addition, thisis the only subcategory where EPA is proposing to cover forming operations
under the MP&M regulaions. Effluent guiddines specific to forming operations exist for dl
other common metd types (e.g., Aluminum Forming (40 CFR Part 467); Copper Forming (40
CFR Part 468); and Nonferrous Metals Forming & Metal Powders (40 CFR Part 471)).

Findly, after subcategorization of the nonchromium anodizing, metd finishing job
shops, printed wiring board facilities, sted forming and finishing facilities, EPA is proposng to
group the remaining meta- bearing (with or without oil-bearing wastewater) group of MP&M
facilities into a subcategory entitled “ General Metds.” This subcategory would be a*“ catch-dl”
for facilities that did not fal into any of the previous subcategories but whose wastewater, a a
minimum, requires metas remova and may aso require the preliminary trestment steps of
oil/water separation, chromium reduction, and cyanide destruction. For example, wastewater
generated from most manufacturing operations and heavy rebuilding operations (e.g.,
arcraft/aerospace, automobile, busitruck, railroad) would be regulated under the proposed
General Metas subcategory.

When looking a facilities with only oil-bearing wastewater for potentid further
subcategorization, EPA found that there were two types of facilities that were different from the
other facilitiesin that group based on size, location, and dominant product/activity. Thefirst
type of facility includes MP&M operations that occur in shipbuilding dry docks or smilar
gructures, and the second includes railroad line maintenance facilities (see VI.C.8 and VI.C.9,
respectively, for adetailed description of these proposed subcategories). Dry docks (and similar
structures such as graving docks, building ways, lift barges, and marine railways) are large,
outdoor areas exposed to precipitation that shipyards use to perform final assembly,
maintenance, rebuilding and repair work on large ships and boats. Due to their Sze, outdoor
location, low leve of pollutant loadings discharged to the environment, and the fact this
wastewater is unique to the shipbuilding industry, EPA believesthat abass exidsto
subcategorize shipbuilding dry docks and similar structures. This proposed subcategory does not
include other MP&M operations that occur at shipyards (e.g., shore-Side operations).

Smilarly, ralroad line maintenance facilities are outdoor facilities where light
maintenance and cleaning of railroad cars, engines and car-whed trucks occur. Dueto their
outdoor location, unit operations performed, and low leve of pollutant loadings discharged to the
environment, EPA concluded that there is a basis to subcategorize railroad line maintenance
fecilities. EPA notes that this proposed subcategory does not include railroad manufacturing
operdtions or railroad overhaul/rebuilding facilities,

42



Findly, after subcategorization of the shipbuilding dry dock and railroad line
maintenance facilities, EPA is proposing to group the remaining oily- bearing wastewater group
of MP&M facilities into a subcategory entitled “ Oily Wastes” This subcategory would be a
“catch-al” for facilities that did not fdl into the two above “oily” subcategories but whose
wadtewater does not have metas loadings a levels where they can be effectively treated.
Following further analysis, EPA has decided not to propose pretreatment standards for indirect
discharging fadilitiesin the shipbuilding dry dock and railroad line maintenance subcategories
(see Section X1 for adiscussion pertaining to pretrestment standards).

B. Proposed Subcategories

Asdiscussed above in Section VI.A, EPA has determined that a basis exigs for dividing
the MP&M category into the following subcategories for the proposed rule: Generd Metdls,
NorChromium Anodizing, Metd Finishing Job Shops, Printed Wiring Boards, Sted Forming
and Finighing, Oily Wadtes, Railroad Line Maintenance, and Shipbuilding Dry Dock. In Section
V1.C below, EPA describes each subcategory and defines the gpplicability of the rule for
facilities in each subcategory. EPA notes that with the exception of the two generd
subcategories (Generd Metds and Oily Wastes), the remaining proposed subcategories would
not have been relevant to the subcategorization of the Phase | MP&M proposd. The facilities
that have been further subcategorized in today’s proposal were dl part of the Phase 1| MP&M
sectors (see Section 11.C for adiscussion on the 1995 Phase | proposal).

EPA bdievesits proposed subcategories make sense, for the reasons discussed above, but
requests comment on other possible subcategories. In particular, it has been suggested that the
large Generd Metals subcategory be further subdivided into industria sectors based on
preliminary anayses which suggest that discharges from some sectors may be low enough to
warrant excluson from this regulation. Some of the wastewaters in these sectors may be covered
by other effluent guiddines. EPA requests comment on further subdivison of the Generd
Metas subcategory. Commenters should include data to support their suggestions where
possible.

C. Generd Destription of Facilities in Each Subcategory

1. Generd Metds

As discussed above in Section VI.A, EPA has created the Generd Metals subcategory as
a*“catch-dl” for MP&M facilities that discharge meta-bearing wastewater (with or without oil-
bearing wastewater) that do not fit the applicability of the Printed Wiring Board, Non-Chromium
Anodizing, Metd Finishing Job Shops, or Sted Forming and Finishing subcategories.

Therefore, the General Metds subcategory may include facilities from 17 of the 18 MP&M
industrid sectors (i.e., al except the printed wiring board sector). This subcategory dso includes
General Metdsfacilities that are owned and operated by states and municipdities. (See Section
[11 for adiscussion on the genera scope of today’ s proposd). Generad Metdsfacilitieslikdy
perform manufacturing or heavy rebuilding of metal products, parts, or machines. Facilities that
perform meta finishing or eectroplating operations ot site, but do not meet the definition of a
job shop (i.e., captive shops), would fit in the applicability of the Generd Metals subcategory.

EPA estimates that there are gpproximately 26,000 indirect dischargers and 3,800 direct
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dischargers that could be covered by this proposed subcategory. EPA currently regulates 26
percent of the facilitiesin this subcategory by existing effluent guiddlines. Based on responsesto
its questionnaires, the Agency estimates that the Metal Finishing (40 CFR 433) and
Electroplating (40 CFR 413) effluent guidelines cover gpproximately 16 percent of these
facilities and other metds reated effluent guiddines (such as those discussed in Section 11.B.)
cover a portion of the wastewater discharges a an additional 10 percent of these facilities.

EPA is proposing to exclude, from the MP&M regulations, indirect discharging facilities
that would fdl into the General Metds subcategory when they discharge less than or equd to 1
million galons per year (MGY) of MP&M process wastewater to the POTW. (See Sections
[1.D, 111, and X1l for discussions on the proposed low flow cutoff and its impact on POTW
burden reduction). In cases where these Generd Metds facilities discharge less than or equal to
1 MGY to aPOTW, these pretreatment standards proposed today do not apply; however,
fadlities are till subject to other gpplicable pretreastment standards, including those established
under parts 413 and 433. See Sections X, XI, and XI1 of this preamble for information on
compliance costs, pollutant reductions, and economic impacts associated with the MP&M rule
for the Genera Metds subcategory.

2. Meta Finishing Job Shops

Facilitiesin the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory must meet the following criteriar
(1) discharge wastewater from one or more of the six operations identified in the gpplicability of
the Metd Finishing (40 CFR 433) and Electroplating (40 CFR 413) effluent limitations
guiddinesregulations, and (2) must meet the definition of ajob shop. The six identifying
operations are; Electroplating, Electroless Plating, Anodizing, Coating (chromating,
phosphating, passivation, and coloring), Chemica Etching and Milling, and Printed Circuit
Board Manufacture (i.e, Printed Wiring Boards). Asin the Metd Finishing effluent guidelines
(40 CFR 433), EPA definesa“job shop” as “afacility which owns not more than 50 percent (on
an annud area bass) of the materids undergoing metd finishing.” EPA is proposing to include
printed wiring board job shops in this subcategory based on the unique economics of job shop
operation. However, EPA solicits comment on the variability of the raw materids, products, and
wadtewater at printed wiring board job shops. EPA dso solicits comment on including printed
wiring board job shops under this subcategory or whether EPA should include them in the
Printed Wiring Board Subcategory (see Section V1.C.4 for adiscussion on the Printed Wiring
Board Subcategory).

The Agency estimates that there are gpproximately 1,500 indirect dischargers and 15
direct dischargers in the proposed Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory. EPA currently
regulates dl facilitiesin this subcategory by the existing Meta Finishing or Electroplating
effluent guiddines and sandards. EPA is proposing to cover dl of these facilities under this
proposed rule. Therefore, under today’ s proposd, facilities subject to the Metd Finishing Job
Shops subcategory would no longer be covered by the effluent limitations guidelines and
standards in 40 CFR 413 or 40 CFR 433. (See § 438.20(a)). EPA estimates that today’s
proposal could reduce pollutant loadings from this subcategory by an additiond 1.75 million
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toxic pound equivalents? annually over the reductions currently achieved.

EPA has identified approximately 30,000 facilities that meet the definition of job shop
but do not discharge wastewater from one or more of the six identifying metd finishing
operations as defined in 40 CFR 433. EPA does not consider such job shops to be part of the
Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory. For example, these other job shops perform assembly,
painting, and machining on a contract bass and are likely to fal in the Generd Metds or Oily
Waste subcategories.

EPA is congdering an dternative compliance option for this subcategory which includes
the demondtration of specified pollution prevention practices for dl facilities in the subcategory
(or possibly only those facilities below a specified flow cutoff). See Section XX1.D for a
discussion on the pollution prevention dternative for Meta Finishing Job Shops. Also see
Sections X, X1, and XII of this preamble for information on compliance costs, pollutant
reductions, and economic impacts for the Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory.

3. Non-Chromium Anodizing

Facilities covered under the proposed Non Chromium Anodizing subcategory must
perform auminum anodizing without the use of chromic acid or dichromeate sedantsin their
MP&M operations. Anodizing is a surface conversion operation used to dter the properties of
auminum for better corroson resistence and heet transfer. Generdly, non-chromium anodizing
facilities perform sulfuric acid anodizing; however, facilities can use other acids, such as oxdic
acid, for duminum anodizing. EPA is not including anodizers that use chromic acid or
dichromate sedlants under this subcategory. EPA is proposing to cover those facilitiesin the
General Metas subcategory or the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory (if they operate asa
job shop). EPA solicits comment on the chromium content of sulfuric acid anodizing baths,
anodizing dyes/'sedants, and other wastewater from sulfuric acid anodizing.

EPA estimates that there are gpproximately 190 indirect dischargers and, to date, has not
identified any direct dischargers in the Nor Chromium Anodizing subcategory. The wastewater
generated at non-chromium anodizing facilities contains very low levels of metas (with the
exception of duminum) and toxic organic pollutants. In addition, as discussed in Section VILA,

2 EPA usestoxic pound-equivaents to indicate the amount of toxicity that a pollutant may exert
on human hedth and aguatic life. The Agency caculaes toxic pound-eguivaents by multiplying
the mass of pollutants discharged (or removed) by that pollutant’ s toxic weighting factor (TWF).
EPA develops TWFs using a combination of toxicity data on human hedth and agquetic life and
are reldive to the toxicity of copper. (See Section XVII of today’ s notice or the Cost-
Effectiveness Analyss Document for this proposed rule for a more detailed discussion of toxic

weighting factors).
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above, EPA determined that compliance with the proposed regulation would cause 60 percent of
the indirect discharging facilitiesin this subcategory to close. Therefore, for the reasons
discussed in Section X11.F below, EPA is proposing to exclude wastewater from indirect
discharging non-chromium anodizing fadilities (thet aso do not use dichromate sedlants) from

the MP& M categorica pretrestment sandards. Such facilities would still need to comply with
the pretreatment standards of the Metd Finishing (40 CFR 433) or Electroplating (40 CFR 413)
effluent guiddines for their non-chromium anodizing wastewater and the generd pretreatment
sandards at 40 CFR Part 403. EPA is proposing limits for direct dischargers in this subcategory.
EPA solicits comment on whether the gpplicable standards for indirect discharging non
chromium anodizers should be transferred from 40 CFR Part 433 to the MP& M regulation in
order to include dl non-chromium anodizers under one regulation. Because today’ s proposa
includes a monitoring waiver for pollutants that are not present (see Section XXI.C.1 for a
discusson on the monitoring waiver), the Agency bedieves that transferring the pretreatment
gandards for these facilities to the MP&M regulation would alow non-chromium anodizing
indirect dischargers to reduce the number of parameters for which they have to monitor. See
Section 1X, XI, and XII of this preamble for information on compliance cogts, pollutant
reductions, and economic impacts for the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory.

Some fadilities that could potentidly fal into the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory
may aso perform other metd surface finishing operations at their facilities. If these fadilities
commingle their wastewater from their non-chromium anodizing operations with wastewater
from other surface finishing operations (e.g., chromic acid anodizing, e ectroplating, chemical
conversion coating, etc.) for treatment, they would not be covered by the Non-Chromium
Anodizing subcategory. Instead, the Genera Metals or Metd Finishing Job Shop subcategories
would apply. However, for facilities that discharge their non-chromium anodizing wasteweter
separate from their other surface finishing wastewater, control authorities and permit writers
would apply the appropriate limits to each discharge.

4. Printed Wiring Board

EPA is proposing the Printed Wiring Board subcategory to cover wastewater discharges
from the manufacture, maintenance, and repair of printed wiring boards (i.e., circuit boards).
This subcategory does not include job shops that manufacture, maintain or repair printed wiring
boards - EPA is covering these facilities under the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory, see
Section VI1.C.2 above for adiscussion. EPA currently regulates dl facilities in this subcategory
by the exigting Metd Finishing or Electroplating effluent guiddines and dandards. EPA is
proposing to cover dl of these facilities under this proposed rule. Therefore, under today’s
proposa, facilities subject to the Printed Wiring Board subcategory would no longer be covered
by the effluent limitations guiddines and standards in 40 CFR 413 or 40 CFR 433. Printed
wiring board facilities perform unique operations including gpplying, developing and stripping of
photoresis, lead/tin soldering, and wave soldering. EPA estimates that there are gpproximatey
620 indirect dischargers and 11 direct dischargersin the proposed Printed Wiring Board
subcategory. See Sections X, X1, XlI, and X VI of this preamble for information on compliance
codts, pollutant reductions, and economic impacts for the Printed Wiring Board subcategory.
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5. Sted Forming & Finishing

Although many facilities may perform MP&M operations with sted, EPA is proposing to
establish the Stedl Forming & Finishing subcategory for process wastewater discharges from
fadlitiesthat perform MP&M operations (listed in Section 111) or cold forming operations on
stedl wire, rod, bar, pipe, or tube. This subcategory does not include facilities that perform those
operations on base materias other than stedl. 1n a separate notice, EPA is proposing to revise the
Iron and Steel Manufacturing effluent guidelines. The proposed revisonsto the Iron and Sted!
regulations include revisng the applicability to exclude those facilities that EPA has determined
to be appropriately regulated by the MP&M proposed rule. EPA based this decision on the
information gathered during the data collection effort for the proposed revison to the Iron &
Sted Manufacturing regulations.

The MP&M Sted Forming & Finishing proposed subcategory does not cover wastewater
generated from performing any hot sted forming operations, or wastewater from cold forming,
electroplating or continuous hot dip coating of stedl sheet, dtrip, or plates. As mentioned above,
the new proposed Iron & Sted Manufacturing effluent guiddines cover wastewater from such
operations.

EPA estimates that there are approximately 110 indirect dischargers and 43 direct
dischargersin the Steel Forming & Finishing subcategory of the proposed MP&M regulation.
All fadilities in this subcategory have permits or other control mechanisms under the existing
Iron and Sted Manufacturing regulation (40 CFR 420).

EPA is proposing to cover wastewater from these stedl forming and finishing operations,
regardless of whether they occur a a stand-adone facility or a a sed manufacturing facility.
When a gedd manufacturing facility performs these MP&M sed forming and finishing
operations and commingles the wastewater for treatment with wastewater from other non-
MP&M unit operations, control authorities (e.g., POTWSs) and permit writers will need to set
limits which account for both the MP&M and the Iron & Sted regulaions. As mentioned
previoudy, EPA refersto this gpproach as the combined waste stream formula or the building
block approach. For facilities that choose to discharge their MP&M Sted Forming & Finishing
wastewater separate from their Iron & Steel wastewater, control authorities and permit writers
will apply the appropriate limits to each discharge. See Sections X, X1, and XII of this
preamble for information on compliance cogts, pollutant reductions, and economic impacts for
the Sted Forming & Finishing subcategory.

6. Oily Wastes

EPA has created the Oily Wastes subcategory as a*“catch-al” for MP&M facilities that
discharge only ail-bearing wastewater and that do not fit the applicability of the other MP& M
subcategories. EPA is defining the applicability of this subcategory by the presence of specific
unit operations. Facilitiesin the Oily Wastes subcategory must not fit the goplicability of the
Railroad Line Maintenance or Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories and must only discharge
wagtewater from one or more of the following MP&M unit operations. adkaline cleaning for ail
removal, agueous degreasing, corroson preventive codting, floor deaning, grinding, heat
tresting, impact deformation, machining, pressure deformation, solvent degreasing, testing (eg.,
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hydrogtatic, dye penetrant, ultrasonic, magnetic flux), painting, sleam cleaning, and laundering.
EPA isddfining “corrosion preventive coating” to mean the application of removable oily or
organic solutions to protect metal surfaces againgt corrosve environments. Corrosion preventive
coatings include, but are not limited to: petrolatum compounds, oils, hard dry-film compounds,
solvent-cutback petroleum-based compounds, emulsions, water-displacing polar compounds, and
fingerprint removers and neutraizers. Corrosion preventive coating does not include
eectroplaing, painting, chemica converson coating (including phosphate conversion coating)
operations. EPA is soliciting comment on the differences in meta's content of wastewater
generated from “light” phosphoric acid operations (such as some phosphoric acid etching
operations and cleaning operations using phosphoric acid solutions) and from phosphate
converson coating. EPA is consdering incuding phosphoric acid etching and cleaning usng
phosphoric acid solutions in the definition of “oily operations’ discussed above. However, the
Agency is hot congdering the inclusion of phosphate converson coating as one of the “oily
operations.” Based on EPA’s database for this proposa, EPA believes that wastewater generated
from phosphate converson coating operations contains high levels of zinc and manganese.

If afacility discharges wastewater from any of the above listed operations but aso
discharges wastewater from other MP&M operations, it does not meet the criteria of the Oily
Wastes subcategory. Facilitiesin this subcategory are predominantly machine shops or
maintenance and repair shops. EPA has determined that other MP&M unit operations generate
meta- bearing wastewater or combination metal- and oil-bearing wastewater and require different
treetment technology (i.e., chemica precipitation). EPA included wastewater from floor
cleaning and testing operations based on review of the andytica data that confirmed little or no
metas content in these two streams.  This subcategory aso includes state- and municipaly-
owned facilities only performing the listed operations.

Like the Generd Metds subcategory, the Oily Wastes subcategory may include a number
of facilities from each of 17 of the 18 MP&M industrid sectors (i.e., al except the printed wiring
board sector). (See Section 111 for a discussion on the general scope of today’ s proposal).

EPA estimates that there are gpproximately 28,500 indirect dischargers and 900 direct
dischargersin the Oily Wastes subcategory. EPA has concluded that less than 1 percent of the
MP&M process wastewater discharged from facilities in this subcategory are covered by an
exiding efluent guiddine

For the reasons stated in Section X1, EPA is proposing to exclude from the MP&M
regulations indirect discharging facilities that would fal into the Oily Wastes subcategory when
they discharge less than or equa to 2 MGY of MP&M process wastewater to the POTW. EPA is
aso serioudy consdering a higher flow cutoff of 3 MGY for these indirect dischargers. See
Sections I X, X1, XII of this preamble for information on compliance costs, pollutant reductions,
and economic impeacts for the Oily Wastes subcategory.

7. Railroad Line Maintenance

EPA has developed the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory to cover facilities that
perform routine cleaning and light maintenance on railroad engines, cars, and car-whed trucks
and amilar parts or machines. More specificaly these facilities only discharge wastewater from
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MP&M unit operations that EPA defines as oily operations (see Section V1.C.6, above) and/or
waehing of find product. For other primarily oily subcategories (oily wastes and shipbuilding
dry docks), EPA does not consider the unit operation “washing of find product” an MP&M
“oily” operation; however, EPA has reviewed the andytical wastewater sampling data for this
wastestream at railroad line maintenance facilities and determined that thereislittle or no meta
content. This subcategory does not include railroad manufacturing facilities or railroad overhaul
or heavy maintenance facilities. Rallroad line mainterence facilities are amilar to fadilitiesin

the Oily Wastes subcategory in that they produce oil-bearing wastewater and do not perform
MP&M operations that generate wastewater that require metals remova trestment technology.

EPA estimates that there are approximately 800 indirect dischargers and 35 direct
dischargersin the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategories. The wastewater generated at
rallroad line maintenance facilities contains very low levels of metas and toxic organic
pollutants. For the reasons discussed in Section X1, EPA is proposing to exclude wastewater
from indirect discharging railroad line maintenance facilities from the MP&M regulétions.
However, EPA is proposing to regulate conventiond pollutants for direct dischargersin this
subcategory. See Sections 1X, XI, and XI1 of this preamble for information on compliance costs,
pollutant reductions, and economic impacts for the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory.

8. Shipbuilding Dry Dock

EPA has created the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory to specificaly cover
MP&M process wastewater generated in or on dry docks and smilar structures such as graving
docks, building ways, marine railways and lift barges at shipbuilding facilities (or shipyards).
Shipbuilding fadilities use these structures to perform maintenance, repair or rebuilding of
exiding ships, or the find assembly and launching of new ships (including barges). Shipbuilders
use these structures to reach surfaces and parts that would otherwise be under water. Since dry
docks and smilar structures include sumps or containment systems, they aso enable shipyardsto
control the discharge of pollutants to the surface water. Typical MP&M operations that occur in
dry docks and smilar structuresinclude: abrasive blasting, hydroblasting, painting, welding,
corrosion preventive coating, floor cleaning, agueous degreasing, and testing (e.g., hydrogtatic
testing). Not al of these unit operations generate wastewater. EPA is aso proposing to cover
wastewater generated when ashipyard cleansaship’s hull in adry dock (or smilar structure) for
remova of marine life (eg., barnacles) only when in preparation for performing MP&M
operations. EPA discussestypicd MP&M unit operationsin Section l11.

EPA is proposing that this subcategory only cover wastewater generated from MP&M
operations that occur in or on these structures. The Agency is not including MP&M process
wastewater that is generated at other locations at the shipyard (“on-shore” operations) in this
proposed subcategory. EPA expects that wastewater from these * on-shore’ shipbuilding
operations (e.g., eectroplating, plasma arc cutting) will fal under either the Genera Metds or
Oily Wastes subcategories of the proposed MP&M regulation. Also, EPA isnot induding
wastewater generated onboard ships when they are afloat (i.e., not in dry docks or smilar
dructures). For U.S. military ships, EPA isin the process of establishing standards to regulate
discharges of wastewater generated on-board these ships when they arein U.S. waters and are
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afloat under the Uniform Nationa Discharge Standards (UNDS) pursuant to Section 312(n) of

the CWA. (See 64 FR 25125; May 10, 1999). However, when ships are located in dry docks or
amilar sructures, EPA is proposing to cover process wastewater generated and discharged from
MP&M operations ingde and outside the vessdl (including bilge water).

EPA identified three other types of water streamsin or on dry docks and similar
gructures. flooding water, dry dock ballast water, and storm water. Flooding water enters and
exitsthe dry dock or smilar structure prior to performing any MP&M operations. For example,
in agraving dock, the gates are opened dlowing flooding water in and shipsto float insde the
chamber. Then the flooding weter is drained, leaving the ship’s exterior exposed so shipyard
employees can perform repair and maintenance on the ship'shull. Dry dock ballast water serves
asgmilar purpose. Itisused to lower (or sink) the dry dock so that a ship can float over it. Then
the dry dock ballast water is pumped out, raising the dry dock with the ship ontop. Findly,
since these structures are located outdoors and are exposed to the dements, storm water may fal
in or on the dry dock or smilar structures. EPA is proposing to exclude dl three of these water
streams from the MP& M regulation. Flooding water and dry dock ballast water do not come
into contact with MP&M operations. In addition, EPA has determined that storm water at these
fadlitiesis covered by EPA’ s recent Storm Water Multi- Sector Generd permit, smilar generd
permits issued by authorized states, and individua storm water permits. In genera, scorm water
permits at shipyards include best management practices (BMPs) that are designed to prevent the
contamination of sorm water. For example, these practices include sweeping of areas after
completion of aorasive blasting or painting. If EPA were to cover sorm water in dry docks (or
smilar structures) under today’ s proposed rule, it would be unlikely that EPA would st
numerica limits Smilar to those it is proposing for process wastewater. Mot likely, EPA would
set BMPs smilar to those currently used in the slorm water permits. Therefore, in an effort to
avoid duplication of coverage, EPA is not covering storm water in dry docks (or Smilar
structures) under today’ s proposdl.

EPA estimates that there are 6 indirect dischargers and 6 direct dischargersin the
Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory. The Agency notes that many shipbuilders operate multiple
dry docks (or smilar structures) and that thisis the number of estimated facilities (not dry docks)
that discharge MP&M process wastewater from dry docks (and smilar structures). Many
shipyards only perform dry MP&M unit operationsin their dry docks (and smilar structures) or
do not discharge wastewater generated in dry docks (and similar structures) from MP&M unit
operations. Many shipyards prefer to handle this wastewater as hazardous, and contract haul it
off-gte due to the possible presence of copper (used as anti-foulant) in paint chips from abrasve
blasting operations. EPA has determined that shipyards currently discharging MP&M
wastewater from dry docks have oil/water separation technology in place, such as dissolved air
flotation (DAF).

The wastewater discharged from dry docks and smilar structures contains very low
levels of metds and toxic organic pollutants. For the reasons discussed in Section XII, EPA is
proposing to exclude wastewater from indirect discharging dry docks and smilar structures a
shipbuilding facilities from the MP&M regulations. However, EPA is proposing to regulate
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conventiond pollutants for direct dischargersin this subcategory. See Sections 1X, X1, and XII|
of this preamble for information on compliance cogts, pollutant reductions, and economic
impacts for the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory.

VIl.  Water Useand Wastewater Characteristics

A. Wastewater Sources and Characterigtics

EPA dassfied the MP&M unit operations into the following three groups depending on
their water use and discharge: 1) unit operations that typicaly use process water and discharge
process wastewater; 2) unit operations thet typicaly either do not use process water or use
process water but do not discharge wastewater; and 3) miscellaneous operations reported in the
MP&M questionnaires by fewer than five respondents.

Process wastewater includes any water that, during manufacturing or processing, comes
into direct contact with or results from the production or use of any raw materids, intermediate
products, finished products, by-products, or waste products. Process wastewater includes
wastewater from wet air pollution control devices. For the purposes of the MP&M regulation,
EPA does not consider non-contact cooling water or slorm water a process wastewater nor does
it consider non-agqueous wastes used as processing liquids, such as spent solvents or quench ail,
as process wastewater. (See Section 111 for detailed discussion on generd applicability of
today’ s proposed rule).

Wastewater from the operations that use process water have different characteristics
depending on the unit operation from which they are derived. EPA discusses the five different
types of MP&M process wastewater below. Firgt, oil-bearing wastewater istypically generated
from the use of meta shaping coolants and lubricants, surface preparation solutions used to
remove oil and dirt from components, and associated rinses. Some examples of oil-bearing
wadtewater are; machining and grinding coolants and lubricants; pressure and impact
deformation lubricants, dye penetrant and magnetic flux testing; and akaline cleaning solutions
and rinses used to remove oil and dirt. This wastewater typicaly requires preliminary trestment
to remove oil and grease. The most common type of trestment for oil-bearing wastewater is
chemica emulsion bresking followed by gravity separation and oil skimming. EPA dso
identified MP&M fecilities that used membrane separation technologies for oil and grease
removal.

Second, hexavaent chromium-bearing wastewater typicaly consists of concentrated
surface preparation or metal deposition solutions, sedlants, and associated rinses. Some
examples of hexavdent chromium-bearing wastewater are: chromic acid trestment solutions and
rinses; chromate conversion coating solutions and rinses; and chromium e ectroplating solutions
andrinses. This wastewater typically requires preliminary treatment to reduce the hexavalent
chromium to trivaent chromium for subsequent chemical precipitation and settling. Typicaly,
MP&M facilities use sodium metabisulfite or gaseous sulphur dioxide as reducing agents in the
reduction of hexavadent chromium-bearing wastewater.

Third, many surface preparation or metal deposition solutions and their associated rinses
generate process wastewater that contains cyanide. Two examples of cyanide-bearing
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wastewater are; cyanide-bearing akaline treetment solutions and rinses (typicaly used asa
surface treatment step prior to eectroplating with cyanide solutions) and cyanide-bearing
eectroplating solutions and rinses. This wastewater typically requires preliminary trestment to
destroy cyanide and facilitate subsequent chemical precipitation and settling. MP&M fecilities
most often use sodium hypochlorite for the destruction of cyanide by akaine chlorination.

Fourth, concentrated surface preparation or meta deposition solutions and their
associated rinses can generate process wasteweter that contain complexed or chelated metals. In
particular, eectroless plating operations and their rinses typically produce this type of
wastestream. This wastewater requires preliminary treatment to break and/or precipitate the
complexes for subsequent chemical precipitation and settling. MP&M fadilities typicdly use
sodium borohydride, hydrazine, sodium hydrosulfite, or sodium dimethyldithiocarbamate (DTC)
as reducing and precipitating agentsin this preliminary trestment process.

For the MP&M proposal, EPA based the estimated costs and pollutant removas
associated with the treatment of chelated or complexed metals on the use of DTC. When DTC is
used appropriately, it may effectively enhance the remova of some difficult to treat pollutants
without impacting the environment or POTW operations. However, DTC istoxic to aquatic life
and to activated dudge and thus can upset POTW operations. DTC can combine to form, or
bresk down to, anumber of other toxic chemicals, including thiram and ziram (both EPA
registered fungicides) and other thiurams, other dithiocarbamates, carbon disulfide, and
dimethylamine. EPA’s pollutant of concern list (see below for adescription of the development
thislist) contained ziram, carbon disulfide, and N-nitrasodimethylamine. Ziram is known to be
toxic to aquatic life a the following levels LC50 less than 10 ug/L (parts per billion) for severad
varieties of bluegill and trout; LC 50 between 10 and 100 ug/L in other sudies (AQUIRE data
base at http://www.epa.gov/medecotx/quicksearch.htm.) EPA solicits comment on the use of
DTC for the treetment of chelated wastewater and its potential harmful effects on the
environment and on POTW operations. The Agency is particularly interested in receiving data
and information on dternative treatments for wastewater containing chelated or complexed
metals.

Findly, virtudly al MP&M process wastewater contains some metalic pollutants.
Metd shaping solutions, surface preparation solutions, metal deposition solutions, and surface
finishing solutions typicaly produce the most concentrated metdl-bearing wastewater. MP&M
facilities most commonly use chemica precipitation (usudly with ether lime or sodium
hydroxide) and settling for metals remova. Many facilities dso use coagulants and flocculants
to assst chemicd precipitation and settling.

Asdiscussed in Section V.C, EPA conducted wastewater sampling episodes at 71
MP&M facilities to obtain data on the characteristics of MP& M wastewater and solid wastes,
and to assess the following: the loading of pollutants to surface waters and POTWs from
MP&M dites; the effectiveness of technologies designed to reduce and remove pollutants from
MP&M wagtewater; and the variation of MP&M wastewater characteristics across unit
operations, metal types processed in each unit operation, and sectors. Although EPA analyzed
the wastewater from these facilities for gpproximately 324 pollutant parameters (including
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conventiona, nonconventiond, and priority pollutants), it did not consider dl of these pollutants
for potentia regulation. Rather, EPA reduced the ligt to 132 pollutants (referred to as pollutants
of concern or POCs) for further consderation by retaining only those pollutants that met the
following criteria

$ EPA detected the pollutant parameter in at least three samples collected during the
MP&M sampling program.
$ The average concentration of the pollutant parameter in samples of wastewater from

MP&M unit operations and influents-to-treatment was & leedt five times the minimum
level (ML) or the average concentration of effluent-from-treatment wastewater samples
exceeded five times the minimum level. EPA definesthe ML as*“the lowest levd &
which the entire andlytical syslem must give arecognizable signa and an acceptable
cdibration point for the andyte.” (Development Document for Final Effluent
Limitations Guiddines and Standards For the Centralized Waste Treatment Industry. US
EPA).

$ EPA andyzed the pollutant parameter in a quantitative manner following the appropriate
qudity assurance/qudity control (QA/QC) procedures. To meet this criteria, the Agency
excluded wastewater andyses performed solely for certain semi-quantitative “ screening”
purposes. EPA performed these semi-quantitative analyses only in unusua cases (eg. to
qualitatively screen for the presence of arare meta such as osmium).

From the list of 132 pollutants that passed the editing criteria above, EPA sdected the
regulated pollutants for each subcategory. See Section 7 of the technical development document
for more information on the selection of pollutantsto regulate. The Agency aso used the
pollutant parameters on the POC list to caculate the pollutant removals for each technology
option.

B. Pollution Prevention, Recycle, Reuse and Water Conservetion Practices

The data gathered to support this rule indicate that a number of pollution prevention and
water conservation practices exist in the MP&M industry. EPA determined that some of these
pollution prevention, recycling, and water conservation practices were broadly applicable to the
MP&M category and included these in the technology options (see Section VIIILA).

A large number of additiona pollution prevention practices were Ste specific and could
not be used asthe basis for anationa standard. However, EPA considers it important to make
this dte-gpecific pollution prevention information available for possible use by MP&M dgites.
Therefore, the Technical Development Document (TDD) contains asummary of the pollution
prevention practices identified during the development of thisrule. EPA aso collected data on
water use and wastewater generation at facilities employing pollution prevention and good water
use practices. The TDD contains this data and discusses the gpplicability of the more prevalent
pollution practices identified in this category (e.g., drag-out reduction, flow reduction, coolant
and paint curtain recycling). EPA is soliciting comment and data on any of the pollution
prevention, recycle, reuse and water conservation practices that it discussesin the TDD aswell
as additional information about these types of technologies that EPA did not discussin the TDD.
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In addition, EPA is requesting data and comment on its flow data from facilities with pollution
prevention and good water use practicesin place. See Section XXI.D for adiscusson on a
pollution prevention dternative that EPA is congdering for fadilitiesin the Metd Finishing Job
Shops subcategory.

VIIl. Development of Effluent Limitations Guidelinesand Standards

A. Overview of Technology Options

In developing its technology options, EPA determined that a different set of wastewater
treatment technol ogies was appropriate for facilities that performed unit operations that produced
primarily meta- bearing wastewater than for those facilities that performed unit operations that
produced primarily oily wastes (see Section VI.C.6 for list of the unit operations that generate
primarily cily only wastewater). EPA concluded that the following subcategories typicaly
produce metal- bearing wastewater (with or without associated oily-bearing wastestreams) and
evauated metals control technologies for these subcategories: Generd Metds, Meta Finishing
Job Shops, Nor+Chromium Anodizing, Printed Wiring Boards, and Sted Forming and Finishing.
For the remaining subcategories (Oily Wastes, Railroad Line Maintenance, and Shipbuilding Dry
Docks), EPA evauated oily wastewater trestment technologies. The following sections discuss
the wastewater trestment technologies that EPA evauated for each subcategory at each
regulatory level (BPT, BPT, BAT, PSES, NSPS, and PSNS). See Section VI for adiscussonon
subcategorization.

1. Wagtewater Treatment Technologies for Metd-Bearing Wastewater

MP&M facilitiesin the Generd Metas subcategory, the Meta Finishing Job Shops
subcategory, the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory, the Printed Wiring Board subcategory,
and the Sted Forming and Finishing subcategory produce primarily metal-bearing wastewater.
EPA evduated the following four wastewater trestment technology options for the MP&M
industry subcategories whose unit operations produce meta- bearing wastewater (and may aso
produce oily wastewater):

Option 1. Segregation of wastewater streams, preliminary treatment steps as
necessary (including oilsremoval using oil-water separ ation by chemical emulsion
breaking), chemical precipitation using lime or sodium hydroxide, and sedimentation using
aclarifier.

Option 1, aswell as each of the three other options considered by EPA for the metal-
bearing wastewater subcategories, includes the segregation of wastestreams and preliminary
trestment of certain wastesireams. Segregation of wastewater and subsequent preliminary
trestment alows for the mogt efficient, effective, and economic means for removing pollutantsin
certain wastestreams.  For example, if afacility segregates its oil- bearing wasteweter from its
metal- bearing wastewater, then the facility can design an oil remova trestment technology based
on only the oily waste flow volume and not on the combined meta- bearing and oil-bearing
wadtewater flow. Therefore, preliminary treatment technologies are more effective and less
costly on segregated wastestreams, prior to adding wastewater that does not contain the
pollutants being treated with the preiminary treatiment. EPA includes these preliminary
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treatment steps, as applicable whenever it refersto chemical precipitation and sedimentation
treatment.

Asmentioned previoudy in Section VII (Water Use and Wastewater Characteristics),
unit operations performed at MP&M sites produce wastewater with varying characteristics (i.e,
oil-bearing, hexavadent chromium-bearing, cyanide-bearing, complexed metals). Wastewater
with these characterigtics requires preliminary trestment before the chemicd precipitation step
for metdsremovd. EPA included the following prdiminary stepsin Option 1 for the metdl-
bearing wastewater subcategories. remova of oil and grease through chemicad emulsion
bresking, gravity separation, and oil skimming; destruction of cyanide using sodium
hypochlorite; reduction of hexavdent chromium to trivalent chromium which can subsequently
be precipitated as a chromium hydroxide; and chemica reduction/precipitation of chelated or
complexed metals. EPA has dso included the contract hauling of any wastewater associated
with organic solvent degreasing as part of the Option 1 technology.

Option 1 conggts of preliminary trestment for specific pollutants and end-of- pipe
trestment with chemica precipitation (usudly accomplished by raising the pH with an akaine
chemicd such aslime or sodium hydroxide, dso known as caudtic, to produce insoluble metal
hydroxides) followed by darification and dudge dewatering. This trestment has been widdly
used throughout the metals industry and iswell documented to be effective for removing meta
pollutants. Aswith anumber of previoudy promulgated regulations, EPA is proposing BPT on
the basisthat al process wastewater, except solvent-bearing wastewater, will be treeted through
chemicd precipitation and clarification end- of- pipe trestment.

Option 1 trestment systems (chemicd precipitation with gravity darification) sampled by
EPA demondrated effective removd for targeted metals. (Targeted metals are those metas that
an MP&M facility was operating its wastewater trestment system to remove.)

Option 2. In-process flow control and pollution prevention, segregation of
wastewater streams, preliminary treatment steps as necessary (including oilsremoval using
oil-water separation by chemical emulsion breaking), chemical precipitation using lime or
sodium hydroxide, and sedimentation using a clarifier.

Option 2 builds on Option 1 by adding in-process pollution prevention, recycling, and
water conservation methods which alow for recovery and reuse of materids. Asdiscussedin
Section V11.B, techniques or technologies, such as centrifugation or skimming for metal working
fluids, or water paint curtains, may in some cases save money for companies by alowing
materiasto be used over alonger period before they need to be disposed. Using these
techniques dong with water conservation aso leads to the generation of less pollution and results
in more effective treatment of the wastewater that is generated. The incorporation of pollution
prevention practices can lead to smaller wastewater flows and increased pollutant concentrations.
However, the treatment of metal-bearing wastewater by chemica precipitation isrelatively
independent of influent metal concentration. For example, awell-operated chemical
precipitation and clarification treatment system can achieve the same effluent concentration with
an influent stream of 1,000 gdlons per minute (gpm) and 10 parts per million (ppm) asit can
achieve with an influent stream which is 500 gpm and 20 ppm. In fact, within a broad range of
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influent concentrations, the more highly concentrated wastewater influent, when trested down to
the technology effectiveness concentrations of achemica precipitation and clarification
treatment system, resultsin better pollutant removals and less mass of pollutant in the discharge.
In addition, the cost of atrestment system islargely dependent on the sze, whichinturnis
largely dependent on flow. Asaresult, good recycle and water conservation practices may
result in cost savings, though there may aso be associated cost increases, depending on Site
gpecific factors (e.g., costs associated with capita investment for pollution prevention
equipment). Option 2 in-process pollution prevention and water conservation technologies
indlude:

! Flow reduction using flow redrictors, conductivity meters, and/or timed rinses,
for dl flowing rinses, plus countercurrent cascade rinaing for al flowing rinses;

Centrifugation and recycling of painting water curtains, and

Centrifugation and pasteurization to extend the life of water-soluble machining
coolants reducing discharge volume.

Option 3. Segregation of wastewater streams, preliminary treatment steps as
necessary (including oilsremoval by ultrafiltration), chemical precipitation usng lime or
sodium hydroxide, and sdids separation using a microfilter.

This option differs from Option 1 in that an ultrafilter replaces the oil water separator for
the removd of oil and grease and a micrdfilter, rather than a clarifier, follows chemica
precipitation. EPA determined through sampling episodes thet ultrefiltration syslems are very
effective for the removad of oil and grease a MP&M facilities. Ultrafilters sampled by EPA
demondtrated effective removd of oil and grease. Additiondly, EPA aso collected treatment
effectiveness data for solids remova after chemical precipitation through microfiltration.
Microfilters sampled by EPA & MP&M facilities achieved long-term average effluent
concentrations for targeted metds that were, in severa cases, an order of magnitude lower than
the long-term averages achieved by Option 2.

Option 4. In-processflow control and pollution prevention, segregation of
wastewater streams, preliminary treatment steps as necessary (including oilsremoval by
ultrafiltration), chemical precipitation using lime or sodium hydroxide, and solids
Separ ation using a microfilter.

This option builds on Option 3 by adding in-process pollution prevention, recycling, and
water conversation methods which dlow for recovery and reuse of materias. EPA included the
same water conservation and pollution control technologiesin Option 4 asin Option 2.

For dl of the subcategories with meta- bearing wastewater, EPA determined that Option
2 costed less than Option 1 and demonstrated greater pollutant removals. Likewise, for dl
subcategories with meta- bearing wastewater, Option 4 costed |ess than Option 3 and
demonstrated greater pollutant removals. As discussed above, the incorporation of water
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conservation and pollution prevention technologies results in greeter pollutant removals and less
meass of pollutant in the discharge. In addition, the cost of atreatment system islargely
dependent on the size, which in turn islargely dependent on flow. Asaresult, Options 2 and 4,
which include water conservation and pollution prevention, have smaller flows requiring
treatment and are projected to cost less than Options 1 and 3, respectively. Therefore, for the
remainder of the discussonsin this preamble regarding technology options for subcategories
with meta- bearing wastewater, EPA only consders Options 2 and 4. The Agency hasfully
evauated Options 1 and 3, and adiscussion of the results of this evaluation is contained in the
Technical Development Document. EPA requests comment on its determination thet pollution
prevention, recycle and water conservation result in net cost savings to facilities, and examples
of any specific Stuations where this may not be true.

2. Wagtewater Treatment Technologies for Oily Wastewater

MP&M fadilities in the Oily Wastes subcategory, the Railroad Line Maintenance
subcategory, and the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory produce primarily oil-bearing
wadtewater. EPA evauated the following Sx wastewater treatment technology optionsfor the
MP&M industry subcategories whose unit operations produce only oily wastewater (see Section
VI1.C.6 for adiscussion of oily unit operations):

Option 5. Oil-water separation by Chemical Emulsion Breaking.

Chemicd emulsion bresking is used to break stable oil/water emulsions (oil dispersed in
water, Sabilized by dectricd charges and emulsfying agents). A stable emulsion will not
separate or bresk down without chemica trestment. Chemica emulsion bresking is applicable
to wastewater streams containing emulsified coolants and lubricants such as machining and
grinding coolants and impact or pressure deformation [ubricants aswell as cleaning solutions
thet contain emulsfied oils

Treatment of spent ail/water emulsions involves usng chemicasto bresk the emulsion
followed by gravity differentia separation. The mgor equipment required for chemica
emulsion bresking includes reaction chambers with agitators, chemica storage tanks, chemica
feed systems, pumps and piping. Factors to be considered for destroying emulsions are type of
chemicds, dosage and sequence of addition, pH, mixing, heating requirements, and retention
time. EPA describes this technology option in more detail in Section 8 of the Technica
Development Document.

In an effort to eva uate this technology option, EPA performed sampling episodes at
severd fadlitiesin the Oily Wastes subcategory that employed chemica emulsion breeking
followed by gravity separation and oil skimming.

Option 6. In-process Flow Control, Pollution Prevention, and Oil-water separation
by chemical emulsion breaking.

This option builds on Option 5 by adding in-process pollution prevention, recycling, and
water conversation methods which alow for recovery and reuse of materiads. EPA included the
same pollution prevention techniques or technol ogies discussed in Option 2 such as flow
reduction and reuse, paint curtain recycling and/or recirculation, and coolant recycling, as
gpplicable.
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Option 7. Oil-water separation by ultrafiltration.

Inthe MP&M industry, utréfiltration is gpplied in the trestment of oil/water emulsions.
In ultrafiltration, a semi-permeable microporous membrane performs the separation. Wastewater
is sent through membrane modules under pressure. Water and low-molecular-weight solutes (for
example, sats and some surfactant) pass through the membrane and are removed as permeste.
Emulsified oil and suspended solids are rejected by the membrane and are removed as
concentrate. The concentrate is reticulated through the membrane unit until the flow of the
permeate drops. The permeate may either be discharged or passed along to another treatment
unit. The concentrate is contained and held for further treatment or disposal. EPA describesthis
technology option in more detall in Section 8 of the Technicad Development Document.

In an effort to evauate this technology option, EPA performed sampling episodes at
severd facilitiesin the Oily Wastes subcategory that employed ultrafiltration. EPA dso
collected data on ultrafiltration systems a metal- bearing facilities which segregated their oily
wastestreams for treatment.

Option 8. In-process Flow Control, Pollution Prevention, and Oil-water separation
by Ultrafiltration.

This option builds on Option 7 by adding in-process pollution prevertion, recycling, and
water conversation methods which alow for recovery and reuse of materiads. EPA included the
same water conservation and pollution control technologiesin Option 8 asin Option 6.

Option 9. Oil-water Separation by Dissolved Air Flotation.

Dissolved air flotation (DAF) is commonly used to remove suspended solids and
dispersed oil and grease from oily wastewater. DAF is the process of using fine bubbles to
induce suspended particles to rise to the surface of atank where they can be collected and
removed. The mgor components of a conventional DAF unit include a centrifugd pump, a
retention tank, an air compressor, and a flotation tank. EPA describes this technology option in
more detail in Section 8 of the Technicad Deve opment Document.

In an effort to evauate this technology option, EPA performed sampling episodes at
severd facilitiesin the Railroad Line Maintenance and Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories that
employed dissolved air flotation (DAF). EPA compared the effluent concentrations achieved by
these DAF systems to effluent concentration achieved by DAF systems in other industry
categories (e.g., industria laundries).

Option 10. In-process Flow Control, Pollution Prevention, and Oil-water
separ ation by Dissolved Air Flotation.

This option builds on Option 9 by adding in-process pollution prevention, recycling, and
water conversation methods which alow for recovery and reuse of materiads. EPA included the
same water conservation and pollution control technologiesin Option 10 asin Option 6 and 8.

For dl of the subcategories with only oily wastewater, EPA determined that the options
that involved water conservation and pollution prevention costed less and removed more
pollutant than those options that did not include these technologies or techniques. As discussed
above, the incorporation of water conservation and pollution prevention technologies resultsin
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greater pollutant removals and less mass of pollutant in the discharge. In addition, the cost of a
trestment system islargely dependent on the size, which in turn islargely dependent on flow. As
aresult, Options 6, 8, and 10, which dl include water conservation and pollution prevention, cost
less than their counterpart options (Options 5, 7,and 9, respectively) that did not include these
pollution prevention technologies or techniques. Therefore, for the remainder of the discussons
in this preamble regarding technology options for subcategories with oily wastewater, EPA only
considers Options 6, 8 and 10. However, the Agency fully evaluated Options 5, 7, and 9, and
discusses the results of this evauation in the Technica Development Document.

B. Determingtion of Long-Term Averages, Vaiahility Factors, and Limitations

1. Overview of Limitations Caculations

EPA vigted over 200 facilities and sampled wastewater from 71 MP&M fecilities
covering dl the industrial sectors covered by this proposed rule.  (See Section 11 for a
discussion on gpplicability). In addition to sampling to characterize the process wastewater,
EPA sampled 46 end-of-pipe chemical precipitation and clarification treatment systems, 5
microfilters, 5 oil-water emulson bregking and gravity separation systems, 16 ultrefilters, and 4
chemica emulsion bresking and DAF systems. EPA reviewed the treatment data gathered and
identified data consdered gppropriate for caculating limitations for the MP&M industry. EPA
identified data from well-designed and well-operated treatment systems and focused on data for
specific pollutants processed and trested on Site. The data editing procedures used for this
assessment consisted of four major steps:

! Assessment of the performance of the entire treatment system;
1 Identification of process upsets during sampling that impacted the treatment
effectiveness of the system;

Identification of pollutants not present in the raw wasteweter at sufficient
concentrations to eva uate treatment effectiveness, and

! Identification of treetment chemicals used in the treatment system.

EPA describes the evaluation criteria used for each of these steps below. The Agency excluded
data thet failed one or more of the evauation criteriafrom caculation of the limitations,
Assessment of Treatment System Performance. EPA assessed the performance of the
entire treetment system during sampling. The Agency excluded data for sysemsidentified as
not being well-designed or well-operated from usein caculating BPT limitations. EPA first
identified the metals processed on sSite, as well asif the Site performed unit operations likely to
generate oil and grease and cyanide. EPA focused on these pollutants because MP&M facilities
typicaly design and operate their trestment systems to treat and remove these pollutants. EPA
then performed the following technical andyses of the trestment systems:

-Based on the pollutants processed or treated on Site, EPA excluded data from
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systems that were not operated at the proper pH for removal of the pollutants.

-EPA excluded data from chemica precipitation and clarification sysems thet did
not have solids remova indicative of effective trestment. In generd, EPA
identified as having poor solids remova systems that did not achieve at least 90
percent removal of total suspended solids (TSS) and had effluent TSS
concentrations greater than 50 milligrams per liter. EPA made Site-specific
exceptionsto thisrule.

-EPA excluded data from chemica precipitation and clarification sysems at
which the concentration of most of the meta's present in the influent stream did
not decrease, indicating poor treatment.

Although EPA bdievesthisis an gppropriate practice, in order to focus on facilitieswith
wedl-run trestment systems, it dso introduces arisk of biasing estimates of trestment
effectiveness upwards with respect to identifying pollutant removas on anationd basis. If a
particular metd is not able to be effectively removed by a particular treetment train, but its
concentration fluctuates randomly over time in both the influent and the effluent, then retaining
only data showing postive “removas’ may give amideading impresson of effectiveness of that
trestment technology nationaly. Some commenters have raised thisissue in the past particularly
with respect to boron, which those commenters believe is not effectively removed by certain
treatment trains where EPA’ s data (edited to include only decreases) appears to show removals.
EPA is continuing to assess this concern both with regards to metasin general and with regards
to boron in particular. EPA requests comment on this issue and suggestions for addressng it.
EPA is planning to do are-andyss of its esimates of its basdline load and removas for boron
and will provide results of this analysis when avalable. This analysiswill be placed in Section
6.8 of the public record.

| dentification of Process Upsets Occurring During Sampling. EPA reviewed the
sampling episode reports for each of the sampled sites and identified any process upsets that
resulted in poor treatment during one or more days of the sampling episode. EPA excluded the
data affected by the process upsets.

| dentification of Pollutants Not Present in the Raw Wastewater at Sufficient
Concentrations to Evaluate Removal. EPA excluded data for pollutants thet it did not detect in
the treatment influent streams at a sampled facility, or it detected at concentrations less than 10
times the minimum level. Because these proposed limitations are technology- based, EPA
requires that a facility must demonsirate pollutant remova through trestment in order for that
data to be used in the calculation of effluent limitations. Therefore, the Agency determined that
for aBPT/BAT facility to demondreate effective trestment, the pollutant must be present in the
wastewater at atreatable concentration -- which EPA defined as 10 times the minimum levd for
this proposa. EPA aso excluded data for pollutants that were not processed on site. In addition,
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EPA reviewed the water use practices for the sampled sites and excluded data from Sites that
may have been diluting the raw wastewater and reducing the concentration of pollutants
processed on Site. Because these proposed MP&M effluent guiddines include water
conservation practices and pollution prevention technologies, EPA reviewed the data to ensure
that the facilities it used as the bass for BPT limitations had these practices and technologiesin
place.

| dentification of Wastewater Treatment Chemicals. EPA identified trestment chemicals
used in each of the sampled treatment systems to determine if the remova of the metals used as
treatment chemicas were congstent with remova of other metals on ste, indicating awell-
designed and wdll-operated system. If a sampled facility used a metd as a trestment chemical,
and the facility treated the meta to a concentration consstent with other metals removed on Site,
EPA induded the meta in cdculaion of the BPT limitations. If the sampled facility used a
metd as atreatment chemica and the treatment system did not remove it to a concentration
consistent with other metals removed on Ste, EPA excluded the trestment chemical from
cdculation of the limitations. (Note that this practice may raise Smilar concernsto those
discussed above with respect to editing out data that do not show positive removas.) The
Agency used the data remaining after these data editing procedures to caculate the limitations.

Calculation of Limitations

The Technica Development Document and the Statistical Support Document contain a
detailed description of the statistical methodology used for the calculation of limitations. EPA
based the effluent limitations and standards in today’ s notice on widdy-recognized Satistical
procedures for caculating long-term averages and variability factors. The following presentsa
summary of the gaigticd methodology used in the calculation of effluent limitations.

Effluent limitations for each subcategory are based on a combination of long-term
average effluent values and variability factors that account for variation in day-to-day treatment
performance within atreatment plant. The long-term averages are average effluent
concentrations that have been achieved by well-operated treatment systems using the proposed
treatment technologies described in Section VIII. The purpose of the variability factor isto
dlow for normd variation in effluent concentrations. A facility that designs and operates its
trestment system to achieve along-term average on a consstent basis should be able to comply
with the daily and monthly limitationsin the course of norma operations.

EPA deve oped the variability factors and long-term averages from a database composed
of individua measurements on treated effluent based on EPA sampling data. EPA sampling data
reflects the performance of a system over athreeto five day period, athough not necessarily
over consecutive days.

EPA performed the following stepsin order to calculate the proposed limitations for each
pollutant. For each subcategory, EPA calculated the arithmetic long-term average concentration
of apollutant for each facility representing the proposed trestment technology, and determined
the median from the arithmetic average concentrations. For each pollutant, this median
concentration is the long-term average (LTA) concentration that EPA used in determining the
proposed effluent limitations,
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The Agency then used the modified delta-lognorma distribution to estimate daily and
monthly variability factors. Thisisthe same digributiona mode used by EPA in thefind
rulemakings for the Pulp and Paper and Centralized Waste Trestment. The modified delta
lognormdl disiribution models the data as a mixture of non-detect observations and measured
vaues. EPA sdected this digtribution because the data for most analytes consisted of a mixture
of measured values and non-detects. The modified delta-lognorma digtribution assumesthet all
non-detects have a vaue equa to the sample specific detection limit and that the detected vaues
follow alognormd didtribution.

The Agency fit the daily concentration data from each facility that had enough detected
concentration values for parameter estimation to amodified deltalognormal digtribution. The
daly variability factor for each pollutant at each facility isthe ratio of the estimated 99th
percentile of the digtribution of the daily pollutant concentration vaues divided by the expected
vaue of the digtribution of the dally vaues. (EPA assumed that the furthest excurson from the
LTA that awell-operated plant using the proposed technology option could be expected to make
on adaily basswas a point below which 99 percent of the data for that facility fals, under the
assumed digtribution.) The pollutant daily variagbility factor for a trestment technology isthe
average of the pollutant daily varigbility factors from the facilities with that technology. EPA
cdculates the daily maximum limitation as the product of the pollutant LTA concentration and
the dally variability factor.

The Agency caculaes the monthly maximum limitation in much the same way.
However, it bases the variability factor (known as the monthly variability factor) on the 95th
percentile of the digtribution of four-day average pollutant concentrations instead of the 99th
percentile. Therefore, the monthly variability factor for each pollutant at each facility isthe
estimated 95th percentile of the digtribution of the 4-day average pollutant concentration vaues
divided by the expected vaue of the digtribution of the daily vaues. The pollutant monthly
variability factor for atreatment technology isthe average of the pollutant monthly variability
factors from the facilities with that technology. EPA cd culates the maximum monthly average
limitation as the product of the pollutant LTA concentration and the monthly variability factor.

There were severd ingtances where variability factors could not be caculated directly
from the MP&M database because there were not at least two effluent values measured above
the minimum detection level for a specific pollutant. In these cases, the sample size of the detais
too small to alow distributiona assumptionsto be made. Therefore, in order to assume a
variability factor for a pollutant, the Agency transferred variability factors from other pollutants
that exhibit Smilar trestability characteristics within the trestment system. The Technica
Development Document and the Statistical Support Document provide detailed information on
the trandfer of variability factors.

IX.  Best Practicable Control Technology Currently Available (BPT)

Asdiscussed in Section 11, in the guiddines for an industry category, EPA defines BPT
effluent limits for conventiond, toxic (priority), and non-conventiona pollutants for direct
discharging facilities. In specifying BPT, EPA looks a a number of factors. EPA first congders
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the cost of achieving effluent reductions in relation to the effluent reduction benefits. The
Agency aso consders the age of the equipment and facilities, the processes employed and any
required process changes, engineering aspects of the control technologies, non-water quality
environmenta impacts (including energy requirements), and such other factors as the Agency
deems appropriate (CWA 304(b)(1)(B)). Traditionaly, EPA establishes BPT effluent limitations
based on the average of the best performances of facilities within the industry of various ages,
gzes, processes or other common characteristics. Where exigting performance is uniformly
inadequate, EPA may require higher levels of control than currently in placein an indudtrid
category if the Agency determines that the technology can be practicaly applied. See“A
Legidative History of the Federd Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972", U.S.
Senate Committee of Public Works, Seria No. 93-1, January 1973, p. 1468.

In addition, CWA Section 304(b)(1)(B) requires a cost- reasonabl eness assessment for
BPT limitations. In determining the BPT limits, EPA must consider the total cost of treatment
technologesin rdaion to the effluent reduction benefits achieved. Thisinquiry does not limit
EPA's broad discretion to adopt BPT limitations that are achievable with available technology
unless the required additiona reductions are “wholly out of proportion to the costs of achieving
such margind level of reduction.” See Legidative History, op. cit. p. 170. Moreover, the
inquiry does not require the Agency to quantify benefits in monetary terms. See, for example,
American Iron and Sted Indtitute v. EPA, 526 F. 2d 1027 (3rd Cir., 1975). For the BPT cost-
reasonabl eness assessment, EPA used the total pounds of COD removed for the Generd Metds,
Meta Finishing Job Shops, Nor+ Chromium Anodizing, Sted Forming and Finishing, and Oily
Wastes, and Railroad Line Maintenance subcategories because this parameter best represented
the pollutant removas without counting removas of individua pollutants more than once. EPA
used O& G for the cost-reasonableness assessment for the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories
because it best represented the pollutant removals for these subcategories without counting
removas of individua pollutants more than once.

In balancing codts againgt the benefits of effluent reduction, EPA consders the volume
and nature of expected discharges after gpplication of BPT, the generd environmenta effects of
pollutants, and the cost and economic impacts of the required leve of pollution control. In past
effluent limitations guiddines and standards, BPT cost-reasonableness has ranged from $0.94/1b-
removed to $34.34/Ib-removed in 1996 dollars. In developing guidelines, the Act does not
require or permit consideration of water quaity problems attributable to particular point sources,
or water qudity improvements in particular bodies of water. Therefore, EPA has not considered
these factors in developing the limitations being proposed today. See Weyerhaeuser Company v.
Costle, 590 F. 2d 1011 (D.C. Cir. 1978).

Table 1X-1 below summarizes the pounds of pollutants removed for direct dischargers,
and Table I X-2 summarizes the costs, costs per pound removed, and economic impacts for direct
dischargers associated with each of the proposed options by subcategory. (See Section X11 for
summary tables for indirect dischargers.)
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Table 1X-1: Pounds of Pollutants Removed by the Proposed BPT Option for Direct Dischargers by

Subcategory

Subcategory * Selected TSS &G COoD Priority and Priority and Cyanide

(Number of Option (Ibs (Ibs (Ibs Nonconventional | Nonconventional | (Ibs

Facilities) removed/y | removed/ |removed/ | Metas Organics (Ibs removed/
r yr) yr) (Ibs removed/yr) removed/yr) yr)

General Metals Option2 | 101 7.8 181 4 million 5million 184,000

(3,799 million million million

Metal Finishing Job | Option2 | 13,000 14,400 232,000 34,000 4,600 5,700

Shops (15) 2

Printed Wiring Option2 | 51,000 238,000 13 172,000 22,000 1,400

Boards (11) 2 million

Steel Forming and Option2 | 884,000 101,000 45 387,000 76,000 1,100

Finishing (43) million

Oily Waste (911) Option 6 | 349,000 885,000 51 81,000 127,000 10

million

Railroad Line Option 10 | 9,000 47,400 59,000 1,000 78 0

Maintenance (34)

Shipbuilding Dry Option 10 | 650 85 0 1,400 700 0

Dock (6) million

1. EPA did not identify any direct discharging facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory; therefore, there are no
estimated removals. See Section IX.C.
2. Although EPA isnot revising limits for TSS and O& G for these two subcategories, removals are reported based on

incidental removals for the proposed MP&M Option 2 technology for BPT control of toxic and nonconventional pollutants.

EPA notes that the pounds removed presented in Table IX-1 may differ from the
pounds removed presented in the Economic Andyss section (Section XVI). Thisdifferenceis
aresult of the fact that when performing certain economic anayses (e.g., codt-effectiveness),
the Agency does not include facilities (or the associated pollutant loadings and removals) that
closed a the basdline (i.e., EPA predicted that these facilities would close prior to the
implementation of the MP&M rule). Table IX-1 above estimates that annual pounds removed
by the sdlected option for dl of the direct discharging facilitiesin EPA’s questionnaire data
base that discharged wastewater at the time the data were collected.

Table 1X-2: Annuaized Costs and Economic Impacts of the Proposed BPT Ogption for
Direct Dischargers by Subcategory
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Subcategory * Selected Annualized Economic Impacts BPT Cost per Pound Removec
(Number of Facilities) Option Compliance Costsfor | (Facility Closures) of (1996%/pound removed)
Selected Option Selected Option
($199%) (Percent of Regulated
Subcategory)
Genera Metals (3,794) Option 2 230 million 20 (<1%) 122
Metal Finishing Job Option 2 1.3 million 0 5.60
Shops (15)
Printed Wiring Boards Option 2 2.5 million 0 192
(11
Steel Forming and Option 2 29.3 million 0 6.51
Finishing (43)
Oily Waste (911) Option 6 11.2 million 0 218
Railroad Line Option 10 1.18 million 0 20.00
Maintenance (34)
Shipbuilding Dry Dock | Option 10 215 million 0 025

©®)

1. EPA did not identify any direct discharging facilitiesin the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory; therefore, there are no
estimated costs. See Section | X.C for estimates based on amodel facility.
2. EPA based the pounds used in calculating the BPT cost reasonableness on the COD removals only (shownin Table 1X-1)
for each subcategory, except for the use of oil and grease removals only (shown in Table 1X-1) for the shipbuilding dry dock

subcategory.

A. Generd Metds Subcategory
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1. Need for BPT Regulation

EPA describes the Genera Metd's subcategory in Section VI.C.1 of thispreamble. The
Agency estimates that there are gpproximately 3,800 direct discharging facilitiesin the Generd
Metals subcategory. EPA estimates that the direct discharging facilities in the Generd Metds
subcategory currently discharge subgtantial quantities of pollutants into the surface waters of
the United States, including 8.2 million pounds per year of oil and grease, 10.9 million pounds
per year of tota suspended solids, 187 million pounds of COD, 5.2 million pounds per year of
priority and nonconventional meta pollutants, 5.2 million pounds of priority and
nonconventiona organic pollutants, and 187,000 pounds per year of cyanide. Asaresult of the
quantity of pollutants currently discharged directly to the nation’ s waters by Generd Metds
fecilities, EPA determined that there was aneed for BPT regulation for this subcategory.

2. Selected BPT Option

Facilitiesin the Generd Metds subcategory generdly perform unit operations such as
cleaning, etching, eectroplating, electroless plating, and conversion coating that produce
metal- bearing wastewater. In addition, some of these facilities so perform machining and
grinding, impact deformation, and surface preparation operations that generate oily wastewater.
Therefore, EPA considered technology options 1 through 4 for this subcategory because
technologies included in these options treet both oily wastewater as well as metd-bearing
wastewater. Asexplained above, EPA only discusses Options 2 and 4 in detall in this
preamble since these options costed less and removed more pollutant than Options 1 and 3
(respectively). See Section VI1I1.A.1 for adiscussion of technology options.

The Agency is proposing Option 2 as the basis for the new BPT regulation for the
Generd Metds subcategory. EPA'sdecisonto propose BPT limitations based on Option 2
treatment reflects primarily two factors: (1) the degree of effluent reductions attainable, and (2)
the total cost of the proposed trestment technologies in relaion to the effluent reductions
achieved. No basis could be found for identifying different BPT limitations based on age, Size,
process or other engineering factors. Neither the age nor the size of afacility in the Generd
Metals subcategory will directly affect the treatability of MP& M process wastewater. For
fadlitiesin this subcategory, the most pertinent factors for etablishing the limitations are cogts
of treatment and the level of effluent reductions obtainable.

In Table IX-1 above, EPA presents the annua pollutant removas for direct dischargers
for Option 2, and in Table 1X-2 above, it presents the cost per pound removed using only the
pounds of COD removed. EPA edtimates that implementation of Option 2 will cost $1.22
per pound of COD removed (1996 $). The Agency has concluded that the costs of BPT Option
2 are achievable and are reasonable as compared to the removals achieved by this option.

The technology proposed in Option 2 represents the average of the best performing
facilities due to the prevaence of chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation in this
subcategory. Approximately 22 percent of the direct discharging facilitiesin the Generd
Metals subcategory employ chemica precipitation followed by a darifier (Option 2) while less
than 1 percent employ microfiltration after chemica precipitation (Option 4).

Based on the available data base, Option 4 on an annud basis only removes an
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additiona 66,000 pounds of TSS, 12,300 pounds of O& G, 15,000 pounds of priority metals,
and 880,000 pounds of nonconventional metas, while removing 324,000 pounds less COD and
31,000 pounds less priority and nonconventiona organic pollutants than Option 2. Although
thereis alarge amount of additiona removas of TSS and nonconventional metas for Option 4
when consdered across the entire population (3,800 facilities), the Agency determined that
these additiona removals were not significant when congdered on a per facility bass. In
addition, Option 4's annudized cogt is $52 million more than Option 2. EPA concluded that
the lack of sgnificant additiond pollutant removals per facility achieved by Option 4 (and the
fact that it removes less COD and organic pollutants) support the selection of Option 2 asthe
BPT technology basis.

3. Cdculation of BPT Limitations for the Generd Metas Subcategory

EPA explained its data editing procedures and statistical methodology for calculating
BPT limitationsin Section VI11.B. In generd, the Agency cdculated BPT limitations for this
subcategory using data from Generd Metds facilities employing Option 2 technology. For
cyanide limitations, EPA used data from al subcategories where cyanide destruction systems
were sampled. If datawas not sufficient for developing BPT limitations for an individud
pollutant in this subcategory, the Agency transferred data from another subcategory (see the
Technical Development Document for amore detailed discussion). Seethe codified rue §
438.12 following this preamble for alist of the proposed BPT limitations for the Genera
Metas Subcategory. (See Section XXI.C for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) The
Statigica Development Document contains detailed information on which facilities EPA used
in caculating the proposed BPT limitetions.

B. Metal Finishing Job Shops subcategory

1. Need for BPT Regulation

EPA describes the Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory in Section V1.C.2 of this
preamble. The Agency estimates that there are approximately 15 direct discharging facilit
iesin the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory. EPA has previoudy promulgated BPT and
BAT limitationsfor dl of the facilitiesin this subcategory a 40 CFR Part 413 (Electroplating
Pretreatment Standards) and at 40 CFR Part 433 (Meta Finishing Effluent Limitations
Guiddines and Pretrestment Standards). However, EPA developed the existing regulations
gpplicable to the facilitiesin the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory approximately 20
years ago, and since that time, advances in eectroplating and metd finishing processes, water
conservation, pollution prevention, and wastewater treatment have occurred. EPA is proposing
new BPT effluent limitations guiddines for this subcategory.

EPA edimates that direct discharging facilitiesin the Metd Finishing Job Shops
subcategory currently discharge substantial quantities of pollutants into the surface waters of
the United States, including 17,900 pounds per year of oil and grease, 20,500 pounds per year
of TSS, 287,400 pounds per year of COD, 44,000 pounds per year of priority and
nonconventional metal pollutants, 6,000 pounds per year of priority and nonconventiond
organic pollutants, and 6,000 pounds per year of cyanide. Asaresult of the quantity of
pollutants currently discharged directly to the nation’s waters by metal finishing job shop
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fecilities, EPA determined that there was a need for BPT regulation for this subcategory.
2. Selected BPT Option

Facilitiesin the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory generaly perform unit
operations such as cleaning, etching, eectroplating, eectroless plating, passvating, and
conversion coating that produce meta- bearing wastewater. In addition, some of these facilities
aso perform mechining and grinding, impact deformation, and surface preparation operations
that generate oily wastewater. Therefore, EPA considered technology options 1 through 4 for
this subcategory because technologies included in these options treet both oily wastewater as
well as metd-bearing wastewater.  As explained above, EPA only discusses Options 2 and 4
in detall in this preamble since these options costed less and removed more pollutant than
Options 1 and 3, respectively.

The Agency is proposing Option 2 asthe basis for BPT regulation for the Metd
Finishing Job Shops subcategory. The new BPT limitations incorporate more stringent effluent
requirements for priority metas, nonconventiond pollutants, cyanide, and organic pollutants
(by way of an indicator parameter) as compared to the limitations contained in 40 CFR 433.13.
EPA has included the conventiond pollutants, TSS and oil and grease, in the new BPT
regulation for this subcategory at the same level as 40 CFR 433.13. EPA's decison to propose
BPT limitations based on Option 2 trestment reflects primarily two factors: (1) the degree of
effluent reductions attainable and (2) the total cost of the proposed treatment technologiesin
relation to the effluent reductions achieved. No bas's could be found for identifying different
BPT limitations based on age, Sze, process or other engineering factors. Neither the age nor
the sze of afacility in the Metd Finishing Job Shop subcategory will directly affect the
treatability of MP&M process wastewater. For facilitiesin this subcategory, the most pertinent
factors for establishing the limitations are costs of trestment and the level of effluent reductions
obtainable. EPA based its decison not to revise the conventiond pollutant limitations on the
use of the dternate organics control parameters (i.e., TOC or TOP) and the smdl additiona
removals of TSS obtainable after the incidental remova due to control of the metas.

In Table IX-1 above, EPA presents the annua pollutant removas for direct dischargers
for Option 2, and in Table IX-2 above, it presents the cost per pound removed using only the
pounds of COD removed. EPA estimates that implementation of Option 2 will cost $5.60
per pound of COD removed (1996%). The Agency has concluded that the costs of BPT Option
2 are achievable and are reasonable as compared to the removals achieved by this option.

The technology proposed in Option 2 represents the average of the best performing
facilities due to the prevaence of chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation in the
subcategory. The Agency estimates that 100 percent of the direct discharging facilitiesin the
Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory employ chemica precipitation followed by aclarifier
(Option 2) while no facilities employ microfiltration after chemical precipitation (Option 4).
Because no fadilities in this subcategory employ microfiltration after chemica precipitation for
solids separation, the Agency concluded that Option 4 does not represent the average of the
best trestment.

Based on the available data base, Option 4 on an annud basis only removes an
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additional 6,900 pounds of priority and nonconventional metas, while removing 1,500 pounds
less COD, and 600 pounds less priority and nonconventiona organic pollutants than Option 2.
EPA concluded that the lack of dgnificant overdl additiond pollutant removas achieved by
Option 4 (and the fact that it removesless COD, and organic pollutants) support the selection
of Option 2 asthe BPT technology basis.
3. Cdculation of BPT Limitations for the Metd Finishing Job Shops

Subcategory

EPA explained its data editing procedures and statistical methodology for calculating
BPT limitationsin Section VII1.B. In generd, EPA cdculated the new BPT limitations for this
subcategory using deta from facilities in the Metal Finishing Job Shops subcategory employing
Option 2 technology. As discussed above, EPA did not calculate new limitations for TSS or
oil and grease for this subcategory. Instead, EPA set them at the sameleved asin the Metd
Finishing effluent guidelines (40 CFR 433.13). For cyanide limitations, EPA used data from
all subcategories where cyanide destruction systems were sampled. If data was not sufficient
for developing BPT limitations for an individua pollutant in this subcategory, the Agency
transferred data from another subcategory (see the Technica Development Document for a
more detailed discussion). See the codified rule § 438.22 following this preamble for alist of
the proposed BPT limitations for the Metal Finishing Job Shops subcategory. (See Section
XXI.C for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) The Statigtica Development Document
contains detailed information on which facilities EPA used in cdculating the proposed BPT
limitetions.

C. Non-Chromium Anodizing Subcategory

1. Need for BPT Regulation

EPA describes the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory in Section VI.C.3 of this
preamble. EPA’ssurvey of the MP&M industry did not identify any non-chromium anodizing
fadlities discharging directly to surface waters. All of the non-chromium anodizing fadilities
in EPA’ s data base are ether indirect or zero dischargers. EPA consequently could not
evauate any trestment systemsin place at direct discharging non-chromium anodizing
fadilities for establishing BPT limitations. Therefore, EPA rdied on technology transfer based
on information and data from indirect discharging facilities in the Non Chromium Anodizing
subcategory. The Agency concluded that the technology in place at someindirect discharging
non-chromium anodizers is gppropriate to use as the basis for regulation of direct dischargers
because the pollutant profile of the wastewater generated at non-chromium anodizers
discharging directly would be smilar in character to that from indirect discharging non-
chromium anodizers and the modd technologiesin place at indirect dischargers are effectivein
treating the conventiond pollutants that are generdly not regulated in pretreatment standards.

EPA has previoudy promulgated BPT and BAT limitations for dl of the fadilitiesin

this subcategory at 40 CFR Part 433 (Meta Finishing Effluent Limitations Guiddines and
Pretreatment Standards). However, EPA developed the regulations applicable to this
subcategory approximately 20 years ago, and since that time, advances in anodizing processes,
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water conservation, pollution prevention, and wastewater treatment have occurred. EPA is
proposing to set new BPT effluent limitations guidelines for this subcategory for metas, but is
not revising the limitations for conventiond pollutants (TSS and oil and grease). EPA based
its decison not to revise the limitations for conventiond pollutants on the smal additiond
removals attainable after the incidental remova due to cortrol of the metals.

The current regulations in 40 CFR Part 433 require non-chromium anodizing facilities
to meet effluent limitations for 7 metd pollutants. EPA’s data show that these seven metals are
present only in very smdl quantitiesin the current discharges at non-chromium anodizing
fadilities Under the Metd Finishing effluent guiddines, EPA did not establish aBPT limit for
auminum, the metd found in the largest quantity in nornchromium anodizers wastewater. The
Agency has determined that direct discharging facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing
subcategory should have alimit for duminum and thusis proposing to replace BPT in 40 CFR
Part 433 with new MP&M effluent limitations that more gppropriately reflect the pollutants
found in non-chromium anodizing wastewater. EPA notes that the Agency expectsa
reduction in monitoring burden associated with this revison for direct discharging non
chromium anodizing facilities

2. Selected BPT Option

Facilitiesin the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory generdly perform unit
operations such as cleaning, etching, and anodizing of auminum, that produce meta- bearing
wadtewater. The mgority of the metal found in anodizing wastewater isaduminum. In
addition, some of these facilities so perform machining and grinding, impact deformation,
and surface preparation operations that generate oily wastewater. Therefore, EPA considered
technology options 1 through 4 for this subcategory because technologies included in these
options treat both oily wastewater as well as metal-bearing wastewater. As explained above,
EPA only discusses Options 2 and 4 in detail in this preamble since these options costed less
and removed more pollutant than Options 1 and 3 (respectively).

The Agency is proposing Option 2 asthe basis for BPT regulation for the Nor+
Chromium Anodizing subcategory. Although EPA did not identify any existing nort
chromium anodizers, EPA estimated the cost of treatment and pollutant removal for amedian
Szed direct discharging facility with a wastewater flow of 6.25 MGY, based on the
characterigtics of asimilarly sized indirect discharging non-chromium anodizer facility.
Because direct dischargers are more likely to have treatment in place, EPA provided the mode
fadlity with treetment in place equivdent to Option 1. Therefore at the modd direct
discharging nonchromium anodizing facility, EPA estimates that implementation of Option 2
will cost $0.83 per pound COD removed (1996$), and has found that cost to be reasonable.
EPA egtimates that Option 2 would remove 25,700 pounds of pollutants per medianszed
facility per year (including 9,200 pounds of TSS, and 890 pounds of oil and grease as
incidental removals based on the control of metas and 1,240 pounds of aluminum).

Additiordly, because solids separation by microfiltration is not used by any non
chromium anodizer facilities, the Agency concluded that Option 4 does not represent best
practicable control technology for this subcategory.
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3. Cdculation of BPT Limitations for the Non-Chromium Anodizing
Subcategory

EPA explained its data editing procedures and Statistical methodology for caculating
BPT limitationsin Section VI11.B. Because EPA’s survey did not identify any direct
dischargersin this subcategory, EPA used data from indirect discharging facilities to develop
the BPT limitations. The Agency identified two indirect discharging facilitiesin this
subcategory that achieved very good pollutant reductions (including, on average,96 percent
reduction of duminum and incidental removals of 95 percent for TSS). Therefore, EPA
determined that the data from these facilities were appropriate for the development of BPT
limitations. If datawas not sufficient for developing BPT limitations for an individud
pollutant in this subcategory, the Agency transferred data from another subcategory (see the
Technica Development Document for amore detailed discussion). In the case of TSS and ol
and grease, EPA used the limitationsin 40 CFR 433.13. See the codified rule § 438.32
following this preamble for alist of the proposed BPT limitations for the Non-Chromium
Anodizers Subcategory. (See Section XXI.C for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) The
Satigicd Development Document contains detailed information on which facilities EPA used
in calculating the proposed BPT limitations.

D. Printed Wiring Board Subcategory

1. Need for BPT Regulation

EPA describes the Printed Wiring Board subcategory in Section VI.C.4 of this
preamble. The Agency estimates that there are approximately 11 direct discharging facilities
in this subcategory. EPA has previoudy promulgated BPT and BAT limitations for al of the
fadilitiesin this subcategory a 40 CFR Part 433 (Metd Finishing Effluent Limitations
Guidelines and Pretreatment Standards). However, EPA developed the regul ations applicable
to this subcategory gpproximately 20 years ago, and since that time, advancesin printed wiring
board manufacturing processes, water conservation practices, pollution prevention techniques,
and wastewater trestment have occurred. EPA is proposing to set new BPT effluent limitations
guiddines for this subcategory.

EPA edimatesthat direct discharging facilities in the Printed Wiring Board subcategory
currently discharge substantid quantities of pollutants into the surface waters of the United
States, including 262,000 pounds per year of oil and grease, 100,000 pounds per year of tota
suspended solids, 1.7 million pounds per year of COD, 242,000 pounds per year of priority and
nonconventiona meta pollutants, 35,000 pounds per year of priority and nonconventiona
organic pollutants, and 1,600 pounds per year of cyanide. Asaresult of the quantity of
pollutant currently discharged directly to the nation’s waters by printed wiring board facilities,
EPA determined that there was aneed for BPT regulation for this subcategory.

2. Selected BPT Option

Facilities in the Printed Wiring Board subcategory generdly perform unit operations
such as cleaning, etching, masking, eectroplating, € ectroless plating, goplying, developing
and stripping of photoresist, and tin/lead soldering that produce meta-bearing and organic-
bearing wastewater. Therefore, EPA consdered technology options 1 through 4 for this
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subcategory. As explained above, EPA only discusses Options 2 and 4 in detall in this
preamble since these options costed |ess and removed more pollutant than Options 1 and 3
(respectivey).

The Agency is proposing Option 2 asthe basis for BPT regulation for the Printed
Wiring Board subcategory. The new BPT limitations incorporate more stringent effluent
requirements for priority metas, nonconventiond pollutants, cyanide, and organic pollutants
(by way of an indicator parameter) as compared to the limitations contained in 40 CFR 433.13.
EPA has included the conventional pollutants, TSS and oil and grease, in the new BPT
regulation for this subcategory at the same level as 40 CFR 433.13. Removalsfor these
pollutants are incidenta removals based on the increased control of metals and organic
pollutants (by way of an indicator parameter) by the proposed BPT technology options. EPA's
decision to propose BPT limitations based Option 2 treatment for priority metals,
nonconventiond pollutants, cyanide and organic pollutants reflects primarily two factors: (1)
the degree of effluent reductions attainable and (2) the total cost of the proposed treatment
technologies in relation to the effluent reductions achieved. No basis could be found for
identifying different BPT limitations based on age, Sze, process or other engineering factors.
Neither the age nor the Sze of afacility in the Printed Wiring Board subcategory will directly
affect the treatability of MP&M process wastewater. For facilities in this subcategory, the
most pertinent factors for establishing the limitations are costs of treatment and the leve of
effluent reductions obtainable.

In Table IX-1 above, EPA presents the annua pollutant removas for direct dischargers
for Option 2, and in Table 1X-2 above, it presents the cost per pound removed using only the
pounds of COD removed. EPA estimates that implementation of Option 2 will cost $1.92
per pound of COD removed (1996%). The Agency has concluded that the costs of BPT Option
2 are achievable and are reasonable as compared to the removas achieved by this option.

The technology proposed in Option 2 represents the average of the best performing
fecilities due to the prevaence of chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation in this
subcategory. The Agency estimates that 100 percent of the direct discharging facilitiesin the
Printed Wiring Board subcategory employ chemical precipitation and sedimentation trestment
(Option 2); however, the Agency did identify indirect dischargersin this subcategory with
Option 4 technology in place. In fact, EPA collected wastewater trestment samples at one
indirect discharging printed wiring board manufacturing facility that employed Option 4
technology.

Based on the available data base, Option 4 on an annud basis only removes an
additional 48,000 pounds of priority and nonconventional metas, while removing 9,000 less
pounds of COD, and 250 less pounds of priority and nonconventiona organic pollutants than
Option 2. In addition, Option 4's annudized cogt is $2 million more than Option 2. EPA
concluded that the lack of sgnificant overdl additiona pollutant removals achieved by Option
4 (and the fact that it removes less COD, and organic pollutants) support the selection of
Option 2 asthe BPT technology basis.

3. Cdculation of BPT Limitations for the Printed Wiring Board Subcategory
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EPA explained its data editing procedures and statistical methodology for calculating
BPT limitationsin Section VII1.B. In generd, EPA cdculated the new BPT limitations for this
subcategory usng data from facilitiesin the Printed Wiring Board subcategory employing
Option 2 technology. As discussed above, EPA did not calculate new limitations for TSS or
oil and grease for this subcategory. Instead, EPA set them a the same levd asin the Metd
Finishing effluent guiddines (40 CFR 433.13). For cyanide limitations, EPA used datafrom
all subcategories where cyanide destruction systems were sampled. If data was not sufficient
for devdoping BPT limitations for an individud pollutant in this subcategory, the Agency
transferred data from another subcategory (see the Technica Development Document for a
more detailed discussion). See the codified rule § 438.42 following this preamble for alist of
the proposed BPT limitations for the Printed Wiring Board subcategory. (See Section XXI.C.
for adiscussion of monitoring flexibility.) The Statistical Development Document contains
detalled information on which facilities EPA used in caculating the proposed BPT limitations.

E. Sted Forming and Finishing

1. Need for BPT Regulation

EPA describes the Sted Forming & Finishing subcategory in Section VI.C.5 of this
preamble. The Agency estimates that there are gpproximatdly 43 direct discharging fecilities
in this subcategory. EPA has previoudy promulgated BPT and BAT limitations for dl of the
fadilities in this subcategory at 40 CFR Part 420 (Iron and Sted Manufacturing Effluent
Limitations Guiddines and Pretrestment Standards). However, EPA devel oped the regulations
gpplicable to this subcategory approximately 20 years ago, and since that time, changesin the
industry, particularly in growth of the number of facilities conducting sted forming and
finishing operations without the presence of the typical sted manufacturing processes, and
changesin water conservation practices, pollution prevention techniques, and wastewater
treatment have occurred. In addition, the operations covered by this proposed rule are
segments of thee forming and finishing subcategoriesin 40 CFR 420. The proposed MP& M
subcategory is comprised of limitations and standards based on specific forming and finishing
operations only.

EPA edimates that direct discharging facilities in the new Sted Forming & Finishing
subcategory currently discharge substantia quartities of pollutantsinto the surface waters of
the United States, including 195,000 pounds per year of oil and grease, 1.08 million pounds per
year of total suspended solids, 6 million pounds per year of COD, 771,000 pounds per year of
priority and noncorventional meta pollutants, 168,000 pounds per year of priority and
nonconventiona organic pollutants, and 2,300 pounds per year of cyanide. Asaresult of the
quantity of pollutant currently discharged directly to the nation’s waters by sted forming &
finishing facilities, EPA determined that there was a need for BPT regulation for this
subcategory. In aseparate notice, EPA is proposing to revise other subcategoriesin the Iron
and Sted Manufacturing effluent guiddines.

2. Selected BPT Option

Facilitiesin the proposed MP&M Sted Forming & Finishing subcategory generaly

perform unit operations such as acid pickling, annealing, converson coating (e.g., zinc
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phosphate, copper sulfate), hot dip coating, eectroplating, heat trestment, welding, and
drawing of sted bar, rod, and wire that produce metal-bearing and oil-bearing wastewater.
Therefore, EPA consdered technology options 1 through 4 for this subcategory. As explained
above, EPA only discusses Options 2 and 4 in detail in this preamble since these options costed
less and removed more pollutant than Options 1 and 3 (respectively).

The Agency is proposing Option 2 as the basis for the new BPT regulation for the Stedl
Forming & Finishing subcategory. EPA's decison to propose BPT limitations based Option 2
treatment reflects primarily two factors: (1) the degree of effluent reductions attainable and (2)
the total cost of the proposed trestment technologies in relation to the effluent reductions
achieved. No bass could be found for identifying different BPT limitations based on age, Sze,
process or other engineering factors. Nether the age nor the size of afacility in the Sted
Forming and Finishing subcategory will directly affect the treatability of MP&M process
wastewater. For facilitiesin this subcategory, the most pertinent factors for establishing the
limitations are cogts of treatment and the level of effluent reductions obtainable.

In Table IX-1 above, EPA presents the annua pollutant removas for direct dischargers
for Option 2, and in Table IX-2 above, it presents the cost per pound removed using only the
pounds of COD removed. EPA estimates that implementation of Option 2 will cost $6.51 per
pound of COD removed ($1996). The Agency has concluded that the costs of BPT Option 2
are achievable and are reasonable as compared to the removas achieved by this option.

The technology proposed in Option 2 represents the average of the best performing
facilities due to the prevalence of chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation in this
subcategory. The Agency estimates that 64 percent of the direct discharging facilitiesin this
subcategory employ chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation (Option 2). Because no
fadilitiesin this subcategory employ micrdfiltration after chemical precipitation for solids
separation, the Agency concluded that Option 4 does not represent best practicable control
technology.

3. Cdculation of BPT Limitations for the Stedl Forming & Finishing
Subcategory

EPA explained its data editing procedures and statistical methodology for calculating
BPT limitationsin Section VI111.B. In generd, EPA cdculated BPT limitations for this
subcategory using data transferred from facilities employing Option 2 technology in the
General Metals subcategory. However, EPA determined that mass-based limitations (rather
than concentration-based limitations developed for the Generd Metds subcategory) are more
appropriate for this subcategory. Facilitiesin this subcategory keep close track of their
production on a mass basis primarily because of their prior regulation under the mass-based
Iron & Sted Manufacturing effluent guiddines. Furthermore, EPA determined that mass-
based limitations are appropriate for this subcategory due to the uniform nature of the products
produced (wire, rod, bar, pipe, and tube). The uniform nature of the products produced by this
industry makes for an easier conversion from concentration-based to mass-based limitations.
One of the primary reasons that EPA is not requiring mass-based limitations for other
subcategoriesis the fact that most MP&M facilities do not collect production information on a
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wastestream-by-wastestream basis, and therefore development of mass-based limitations could
creste asignificant burden for both the POTW and the MP&M facility. In the case of the Sted!
Forming and Finishing subcategory, EPA is adle to use the industry’ s production information

to propose production-based limitations for the sted forming and finishing subcategory.

EPA solicits paired trestment system influent and effluent data from Sted Forming &
Finishing fadilities, so that limits may better reflect treatment a sted forming and finishing
facilities. EPA aso solicits comment on whether to alow concentrationbased limits for this
subcategory and any rationde for doing so. For cyanide limitations, EPA used data from al
subcategories where cyanide destruction systems were sampled (see the Technical
Development Document for a more detailed discussion). See the codified rule § 438.52
following this preamble for aligt of the proposed BPT limitations for the Stedl Forming &
Finishing subcategory. (See Section XXI.C for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) The
Satigtical Development Document contains detalled information on which fadilities EPA usd
in calculating the proposed BPT limitations.

F. Oily Wastes Subcategory

1. Need for BPT Regulation

EPA describes the Oily Wastes subcategory in Section VI.C.6 of this preamble. EPA
estimates that approximately 900 MP&M direct discharging facilitiesin the Oily Wastes
subcategory currently discharge substantial quantities of pollutants into the surface waters of
the United States, including 965,000 pounds per year of oil and grease, 414,00 pounds per year
of total suspended solids, 6.4 million pounds per year of COD, 595,000 pounds per year of
priority and nonconventiona metal pollutants, and 135,000 pounds per year of priority and
nonconventiond organic pollutants. Asaresult of the quantity of pollutant currently
discherged directly to the nation’s waters by Oily Waste facilities, EPA determined that there
was a need for BPT regulation for this subcategory.

2. Selected BPT Option

Facilitiesin the Oily Wastes subcategory generaly perform unit operations such as
dkaline cleaning and its associated rinses to remove oil and dirt from components, machining
and grinding producing wastewater containing coolants and lubricants, and dye penetrant and
magnetic flux testing that produce mainly oil-bearing wastewater (see Section VI.C.6 for alist
of the unit operations that define the gpplicability of this subcategory). Because of the oily
nature of the wastewater, EPA considered technology options 5 through 8 for this subcategory.
(EPA did not congder aily wastewater treatment using DAF (Options 9 and 10) because it was
not widdly used by facilitiesin this subcategory. The Agency andyzed the DAF options for
the Railroad Line Maintenance and Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories only.) As explained
above, EPA only discusses Options 6 and 8 in detail in this preamble since these options costed
less and removed more pollutant than Options 5 and 7 (respectively).

The Agency is proposing Option 6, oil-water separation by chemica emulsion
breaking, gravity separation, and oil skimming, asthe basis for the new BPT regulation for the
Oily Wastes subcategory. EPA's decision to propose BPT limitations based Option 6 treatment
reflects primarily two factors: (1) the degree of effluent reductions attainable and (2) the totdl
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cost of the proposed trestment technologiesin relation to the effluent reductions achieved. No
basis could be found for identifying different BPT limitations based on age, size, process or
other engineering factors. Neither the age nor the size of afacility in the Oily Wastes
subcategory will directly affect the treatability of MP&M process wastewater. For facilitiesin
this subcategory, the most pertinent factors for establishing the limitations are costs of
trestment and the leve of effluent reductions obtainable.

In Table IX-1 above, EPA presents the annua pollutant removas for direct dischargers
for Option 6, and in Table 1X-2 above, it presents the cost per pound removed using only the
pounds of COD removed. EPA estimates that implementation of Option 6 will cost $2.18
per pound of COD removed (1996%$). The Agency has concluded that the costs of BPT Option
6 are achievable and are reasonable as compared to the removals achieved by this option.

The technology proposed in Option 6 represents the average of the best performing
facilities due to the prevaence of chemicd emulsion bresking and oil-skimming in this
subcategory. The Agency estimates that 11 percent of the direct discharging facilitiesin the
Oily Wastes subcategory perform oil-water separation through chemica emulson bresking
(Option 6) while only 4 percent employ ultrafiltration (Option 8).

Based on the available data base, Option 8 on an annud basis only removes an
additiona 19,000 pounds of TSS, 56,600 pounds of O& G, while removing 1.42 million less
pounds of COD, 12,000 less pounds of priority and nonconventiona metals, and 2,400 less
pounds of priority and nonconventiona organic pollutants than Option 6. In addition, Option
8'sannudized cogt is $43 million more than Option 6. EPA concluded that the lack of
sgnificant overdl additiond pollutant removas achieved by Option 8 do not judtify itsuse asa
bassfor BPT for this subcategory.

3. Cdculaion of BPT Limitations for the Oily Wastes subcategory

EPA explained its data editing procedures and statistical methodology for caculating
BPT limitationsin Section VII1.B. EPA cdculated BPT limitations for this
subcategory using data from facilities in the Oily Wastes subcategory employing Option 6
technology. Seethe codified rule § 438.62 following this preamble for alist of the proposed

BPT limitations for the Oily Wastes subcategory. (See Section XX1.C for adiscussion of
monitoring flexibility.) The Statistical Development Document contains detailed informeation
on which facilities EPA used in cdculating the proposed BPT limitations.

G. Railroad Line Maintenance Subcategory

1. Need for BPT Regulation

EPA describes the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory in Section VI.C.7 of this
preamble. The Agency estimates that there are approximately 34 direct discharging facilities
in this subcategory. EPA determined that BPT limitations for this subcategory were necessary
because of the oil and grease and potential TSS loads that facilities in this subcategory
generate. EPA edimatesthat direct discharging facilities in the Railroad Line Maintenance
subcategory currently discharge substantial quantities of pollutants into the surface waters of
the United States, including 52,000 pounds per year of oil and grease, 170,000 pounds per year
of COD, 18,000 pounds per year of total suspended solids, 54,000 pounds per year of priority
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and nonconventional metal pollutants, and 1,600 pounds per year of priority and
nonconventiond organic pollutants. Asaresult of the quantity of pollutant currently
discharged directly to the nation’s waters by Railroad Line Maintenance fecilities, EPA
determined that there was aneed for BPT regulation for this subcategory.

2. Selected BPT Option

Facilitiesin the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory generdly perform unit
operations that produce mainly oil-bearing wastewater such as dkdine cleaning and its
asociated rinses to remove oil and dirt from components, and machining and grinding which
use coolants and lubricants. Because of the oily nature of the wastewater, EPA considered
technology options 7 through 10 for this subcategory. (EPA did not consder oily wastewater
trestment using oil-water separation through emulsion bresking (Options 5 and 6) for this
subcategory because alarge number of railroad line maintenance facilities currently use DAF
(Options 9 and 10)). Asexplained above, EPA only discusses Options 8 and 10 in detail in this
preamble since these options costed less and removed more pollutant than Options 7 and 9
(respectively).

The Agency is proposing Option 10, oil-water separation by DAF, asthe basis for the
new BPT regulation for the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory. EPA'sdecison to
propose BPT limitations based Option 10 trestment reflects primarily two factors: (1) the
degree of effluent reductions atainable and (2) the total cost of the proposed treatment
technologies in reation to the effluent reductions achieved. No basis could be found for
identifying different BPT limitations based on age, size, process or other engineering factors.
Nether the age nor the Size of afacility in the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory will
directly affect the treatability of MP&M process wastewater. For facilitiesin this subcategory,
the mogt pertinent factors for establishing the limitations are codts of trestment and the level of
effluent reductions obtainable.

In Table IX-1 above, EPA presents the annua pollutant removals for direct dischargers
for Option 10, and in Table IX-2 above, it presents the cost per pound removed using only the
pounds of O& G removed. EPA estimates that implementation of Option 10 will cost $20.00
per pound of COD removed (1996%). The Agency has concluded that the costs of BPT Option
10 are achievable and are reasonable as compared to the removals achieved by this option.

The technology proposed in Option 10 represents the average of the best performing
facilities due to the prevaence of DAF in this subcategory. The Agency estimates that 91
percent of the direct discharging facilitiesin the Rallroad Line Maintenance subcategory
employ DAF (Option 10) while no facilities employ ultréfiltration (Option 8). Because no
fadlitiesin this subcategory employ ultrafiltration for remova of O& G, the Agency concluded
that Option 8 does not represent best practicable control technology.

3. Cdculation of BPT Limitations for the Railroad Line Maintenance
Subcategory

EPA explained its data editing procedures and statistical methodology for calculating
BPT limitations in Section VI11.B. EPA cdculated BPT limitations for this subcategory usng

data from facilitiesin the Railroad Line
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Maintenance subcategory employing Option 10 technology.  In cases where data from the
Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory was not sufficient for a particular pollutant, the
Agency tranderred effluent data from facilities in the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory in
order to develop a proposed BPT limitation (see the Technical Development Document for a
more detailed discussion). Seethe codified rule § 438.72 following this preamble for alist of
the proposed BPT limitations for the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory. (See Section
XXI.C for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) The Statigtical Devel opment Document
contains detailed information on which facilities EPA used in calculating the proposed BPT
limitations.

H. Shipbuilding Dry Dock Subcategory

1. Need for BPT Regulation

EPA describes the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory in Section V1.C.8 of this
preamble. The Agency estimates that there are Six direct discharging facilitiesin this
subcategory. The Agency notes that many shipbuilders operate multiple dry docks (or smilar
sructures) and that this is the number of estimated facilities (not dry docks) that discharge
MP&M process wastewater from dry docks (and similar structures). EPA determined that BPT
limitations for this subcategory were necessary because of the oil and grease and potentid TSS
loads that facilitiesin this subcategory generate. EPA estimates that direct discharging
fadlitiesin the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory currently discharge substantia quantities
of pallutants into the surface waters of the United States, including 8.5 million pounds per year
of oil and grease, 18,400 pounds per year of total suspended solids, 976,000 pounds per year of
COD, 88,500 pounds per year of priority and nonconventional metal pollutants, and 6,000
pounds per year of priority and nonconventiond organic pollutants. Asaresult of the quantity
of pollutant currently discharged directly to the nation’s waters by Shipbuilding Dry Dock
facilities, EPA determined that there was a need for BPT regulation for this subcategory.

2. Selected BPT Option

Facilities in the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory generdly perform unit operations
that produce mainly oil-bearing wastewater such as abrasive blasting, hydroblasting, painting,
welding, corroson preventive coating, floor cleaning, agueous degreasing, and testing (e.g.,
hydrogtatic testing). Because of the aily nature of the wastewater, EPA consdered technology
options 7 through 10 for this subcategory. (EPA did not consider oily wastewater trestment
usng ail-water separation through chemical emulsion breaking (Options 5 and 6) for this
subcategory because dl of the shipbuilding dry dock facilities in EPA’s database currently use
DAF (Options 9 and 10)). Asexplained above, EPA only discusses Options 8 and 10 in detail
in this preamble since these options costed |ess and removed more pollutant than Options 7 and
9 (respectively).

The Agency is proposing Option 10, oil-water separation by DAF, asthe basisfor the
new BPT regulation for the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory. EPA's decision to propose
BPT limitations based Option 10 treatment reflects primarily two factors: (1) the degree of
effluent reductions attainable and (2) the total cost of the proposed treatment technologiesin
relation to the effluent reductions achieved. No basis could be found for identifying different
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BPT limitations based on age, Sze, process or other engineering factors. Neither the age nor
the size of afacility in the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory will directly affect the

treatability of MP&M process wastewater. For facilities in this subcategory, the most pertinent
factors for establishing the limitations are costs of trestment and the level of effluent reductions
obtainable.

In Table IX-1 above, EPA presents the annua pollutant removas for direct dischargers
for Option 10, and in Table IX-2 above, it presents the cost per pound removed using only the
pounds of O& G removed. EPA estimates that implementation of Option 10 will cost $0.25
per pound of O& G removed (1996%). The Agency has concluded that the costs of BPT Option
10 are achievable and are reasonable as compared to the removas achieved by this option.

The technology proposed in Option 10 represents the average of the best performing
facilities due to the prevalence of DAF in this subcategory. According to EPA’s database, 100
percent of the direct discharging facilities in the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory employ
DAF (Option 10) while no facilities employ ultrafiltration (Option 8). Because no fadilitiesin
this subcategory employ ultrafiltration for remova of O& G, the Agency concluded that Option
8 does not represent best practicable control technology.

3. Cdculation of BPT Limitations for the Shipbuilding Dry Dock Subcategory

EPA explained its data editing procedures and statistical methodology for calculating
BPT limitationsin Section V111.B. EPA caculated BPT limitations for this subcategory using
data from facilitiesin the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory employing Option 10
technology. Seethe codified rule § 438.82 following this preamble for alist of the proposed
BPT limitations for the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory. (See Section XXI.C. for a
discusson of monitoring flexibility.) The Statistica Development Document contains detailed
information on which facilities EPA used in caculaing the proposed BPT limitatiors.

X. Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BCT)

A. July 9, 1986 BCT Methodology

The BCT methodology, promulgated in 1986 (51 FR 24974), discusses the Agency's
condderation of cogsin establishing BCT effluent limitations guiddines. EPA evauates the
reasonableness of BCT candidate technologies (those that are technologically feasible) by
aoplying atwo-part cost test:

(1) The POTW test; and

(2) Theindustry codt-effectiveness test.

In the POTW test, EPA cdculates the cost per pound of conventiond pollutant
removed by industriad dischargersin upgrading from BPT to a BCT candidate technology and
then compares this codt to the cost per pound of conventiona pollutant removed in upgrading
POTWSs from secondary treatment. The upgrade cost to industry must be less than the POTW
benchmark of $0.25 per pound (in 1976 dollars).

In theindustry cogt-effectiveness tett, theratio of the incrementa BPT to BCT cost
divided by the BPT cost for the industry must be less than 1.29 (i.e,, the cost increase must be
less than 29 percent).

79



B. Discussion of BPT Option for Meta-Bearing Wastewater

For today's proposed rule, EPA considered whether or not to establish BCT effluent
limitation guiddines for MP&M dites that would attain incrementa levels of effluent reduction
beyond BPT for TSS. The only technology option identified to attain further TSS reduction is
the addition of multimediafiltration to existing BPT systems. For the BCT option, EPA
conddered the addition of multimediafiltration to the BPT technology option for the Generd
Metals, Metal Finishing Job Shops, Non-Chromium Anodizing, Printed Wiring Board, and
Sted Forming and Finishing subcategories (i.e., the meta- bearing subcategories).

EPA applied the BCT cogt test to use of multimedia filtration technology as ameansto
reduce TSS loadings. EPA split the MP&M sitesinto three flow categories: less than 10,000
gallons per year (gpy)); 10,000 gpy to 1,000,000 gpy; and greater than 1,000,000 gpy. For
each of these three flow categories, EPA chose a representative Site for which EPA had
estimated the cogts of ingtaling the Option 2 technologies discussed under BPT (See Section
IX @ove). The Agency evauated the cogts of ingalling a polishing multimediafilter to
remove an estimated additional 35 percent of the TSS discharged after chemica precipitation
and clarification trestment. This estimated remova reflects the reduced TSS concentrations
seen when filters are used after chemica precipitation and sedimentation in the MP&M
industry. The cost per pound removed for facilities discharging greater than 1 MGY was
$13/Ib of TSS (in 1976 dollars), the cost per pound removed for facilities discharging between
10,000 and 1,000,000 gpy was $518/Ib and the cost per pound removed for facilities
discharging less than 10,000 gpy was $1,926/Ib of TSS (in 1976 dollars). All of these cases
individually as well as combined exceed the $0.25/1b (in 1976 dollars) POTW cogt test value.
Because these costs exceed the POTW benchmark, the first part of the cost test fails; therefore,
the second part of the test was unnecessary. Therefore, EPA determined that multimedia
filtration does not pass the cost test for BCT regulations development. In light of the above,
EPA is proposing to set BCT limitations for the Generd Metas, and Sted Forming and
Finishing subcategories equivalent to BPT limitations for their respective subcategories.

C. Discussion of BCT Ogption for Oily Wastewater

For today's proposed rule, EPA considered whether or not to establish BCT effluent
limitation guiddines for MP&M fadilities that would attain incrementa levels of effluent
reduction beyond BPT for O&G. EPA consdered the addition of an ultrafilter to existing BPT
systems (oil-water separation by chemical emulsion bresking, gravity separation, and oil
skimming) as a viable technology option to attain further O& G reduction. EPA consdered this
BCT option for the Oily Wastes, Railroad Line Maintenance, and Shipbuilding Dry Dock
subcategories.

EPA applied the BCT cost test to use of ultrafiltration technology as a means to reduce
0& G loadings. EPA split the MP&M gitesinto three flow categories: less than 10,000 galons
per year (gpy)); 10,000 gpy to 1,000,000 gpy; and greater than 1,000,000 gpy. For each of
these three flow categories, EPA chose a representative site for which EPA had estimated the
costs of ingtdling the Option 2 technologies discussed under BPT (See Section IX above). The
Agency evauated the cogts of ingtaling an ultrafilter to remove an estimated additional 36
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percent of the O& G discharged after oil-water separation by chemica emulsion bresking,
gravity separation, and oil skimming. This estimated removal reflects the reduced O& G
concentrations seen when ultrafilters are used after chemicd emulson bresking with ail
skimming in the MP&M industry. The cost per pound removed for facilities discharging
greater than 1 MGY was $238/Ib of O& G (in 1976 dallars), the cost per pound removed for
facilities discharging between 10,000 and 1,000,000 gpy was $2,213/Ib, and the cost per pound
removed for facilities discharging less than 10,000 gpy was $5,03V/1b of O&G (in 1976
dollars). All of these casesindividualy as well as combined exceed the $0.25/1b (in 1976
dollars) POTW cost test value. Because these costs exceed the POTW benchmark, the first
part of the cost test fails; therefore, the second part of the test was unnecessary. Therefore,
EPA determined that ultrafiltration does not pass the cost test for BCT regulations
development. Inlight of the above, EPA is proposing to set BCT limitations for the Oily
Wadtes, Railroad Line Maintenance and Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories equivaent to
BPT limitations for their repective subcategories.

XI1. Best Available Technology Economically Achievable (BAT)

EPA congdersthe following factorsin establishing the best available technology
economicaly achievable (BAT) levd of control: the age of process equipment and facilities,
the processes employed, process changes, the engineering aspects of gpplying various types of
control techniques, the costs of applying the control technology, economic impacts imposed by
the regulation, non-water quaity environmental impacts such as energy requirements, air
pollution and solid waste generation, and other such factors as the Administrator deems
gppropriate (section 304(b)(2)(B) of the Act). In generd, the BAT technology leve represents
the best existing economicaly achievable performance among plants with shared
characterigtics. In making the determination about economic achievability, the Agency takes
into consideration factors such as plant closures and product line closures. Where exigting
wastewater treatment performance is uniformly inadequate, BAT technology may be
trandferred from a different subcategory or industria category. BAT may aso include process
changes or internd plant controls which are not common industry practice.

EPA consdered the same 10 technology options for BAT asit discussed under BPT.
EPA did not include the gpplication of filters, discussed under BPT, asaBAT option. Data
collected during sampling at MP&M facilities demondrated very little, if any, additiond
remova of many metd pollutants resulting from the use of filters as compared to
concentrations of the same metds after the chemica precipitation and clarification trestment
followed by gravity settling. Thus, athough filtration is demondtrated to be effective in
achieving additiona removas of suspended solids, and as such EPA congidered it for the basis
of BPT, multimedia or sand filtration does not reflect the best available technology
performance for priority and nonconventiona pollutants.

For dl of the MP&M subcategories (except Railroad Line Maintenance and
Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories), EPA is proposing BAT limitations equivaent to BPT.
For the Railroad Line Maintenance and Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories, EPA is not
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proposing BAT limitations. EPA briefly discusses the BAT sdection for each of the
subcategories below and refersto Section 1X for a detailed discussion of the need for BPT
regulation, the selected BPT technology option, the cdculation of BPT limitations, and the
estimated removals and costs of BPT for each subcategory.

A. Genera Metals Subcategory

EPA has not identified any more stringent economically-achievable treatment
technology option which it considered to represent BAT level of control gpplicable to Genera
Metas subcategory fecilities. Therefore, the Agency is proposing to establish BAT equivaent
to BPT for toxic and nonconventiond pollutants for the Generd Metals subcategory. EPA
estimates that 20 facilities (lessthan 1 percent of the direct dischargers in this subcategory) will
close asaresult of BAT based on Option 2. EPA found this option to be economicaly
achievable for the subcategory asawhole. Additiondly, the Agency believes that Option 2
represents the “best available’ technology asit achieves ahigh leve of pollutant control,
tregting al priority pollutants to very low levels, often a or near the andytica minimum leve.

EPA did evauate BPT Option 4 as abass for establishing BAT more stringent than the
BPT leve of control being proposed today. EPA estimates that the economic impact due to the
additiona controls at Option 4 levels would result in 35 facility closures (<1 percent of the
direct dischargersin this subcategory). See Section XVI.E for adiscussion on job losses.
While EPA does not have a bright line for determining what level of impact is economicaly
achievable for the industry as awhole, EPA looked for a bregkpoint that would mitigate
adverse economic impacts without greetly affecting the toxic pound equivaents being removed
under the proposed rule. By selecting Option 2 as BAT, EPA was able to reduce facility
closures by 43 percent, while only losing about 1.5 percent of the toxic pound equivaents that
would be removed under Option 4. Option 4 resulted in some leve of improved pollutant
reductions; however, the amounts are not very large and the cogt of implementing the leve of
control associated with Option 4 is disproportionately high. Thus, EPA rejected Option 4 asa
bassfor BAT for this subcategory.

B. Meta Finishing Job Shops Subcategory

The Agency is proposing to establish BAT equivaent to BPT for toxic and
nonconventiona pollutants for the Metd Finishing Job Shop subcategory. EPA estimates that
no facilities will close asaresult of BAT based on Option 2. Therefore, the Agency found this
Option to be economicaly achievable. Additionaly, the Agency believesthat Option 2
represents the “best available’ technology asit achieves ahigh leve of pollutant control,
tregting dl priority pollutants to very low leves, often a or near the andytical minimum leve.

EPA did evauate trandferring technology reflected in BPT Option 4 as abass for
establishing BAT more stringent than the BPT leved of control being proposed today. Aswas
the case for BAT based on Option 2, EPA estimates that no facilities would close as a result of
BAT based on Option 4. Therefore, EPA does consider Option 4 to be economicaly
achievable for this subcategory. However, EPA isnot proposing to establish BAT limitations
based on Option 4 because it determined that Option 2 achieves nearly equivaent reductionsin
pound-equivaents for much less cost. By selecting Option 2 asthe basisfor BAT, EPA
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reduced annualized compliance costs by $1.1 million (1996%) while only losing 2 percent of
the toxic pound equivaents that would be removed under Option 4. The Agency concluded
that the additiond costs of Option 4 do not jugtify the lack of sgnificant additiond pollutant
removals achieved for direct dischargersin this subcategory. Therefore, EPA determined that
Option 2 isthe “best available’ technology economicaly achievable for the Meta Finishing
Job Shop subcategory.

C. NonChromium Anodizing Subcategory

The Agency is proposing to establish BAT equivaent to BPT for toxic and
nonconventiona pollutants for the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory. Asmentioned in
the BPT discussion, EPA’ s survey of the MP&M industry did not identify any non-chromium
anodizing facilities discharging directly to surface waters. All of the nonchromium anodizing
facilitiesin EPA’s data base are either indirect or zero dischargers. EPA consequently could
not evauate any treatment systems in place a direct discharging non-chromium anodizing
fecilitiesfor establishing BAT limitations. Therefore, EPA relied on information and deta
from indirect dischargng fadilitiesin the Non- Chromium Anodizing subcategory. Based on
this analysis the Agency believes that Option 2 represents the “best available” technology as it
achieves ahigh leve of pollutant control, tresting al priority pollutants to very low levels,
often a or near the andytica minimum levd.

EPA did evauate transferring technology reflected in BPT Option 4 as abasis for
establishing BAT more sringent than the BPT level of control being proposed today.
However, EPA is not proposing to establish BAT limitations based on Option 4 because it
determined that Option 2 achieves nearly equivaent reductions in pound-equivaents for much
lesscost. EPA used afacility with aflow of 6.25 MGY (the median discharge flow for indirect
discharging facilities in this subcategory) to modd the costs and pollutant loads reduced for a
direct discharging facility. Because direct dischargers are more likely to have treetment in
place, EPA provided the modd facility with treetment in place equivadent to Option 1. Based
on thismode facility, EPA estimated that annualized compliance codts per facility for Option 2
will be $41,000 (19969$) less than Option 4, and Option 2 will remove only 83 pound-
equivaents less than Option 4. The Agency concluded that the additional costs of Option 4 do
not judtify the additiona pollutant removas achieved for direct dischargersin this subcategory.
Therefore, EPA determined that Option 2 isthe “best available’ technology economicaly
achievable for the Norn Chromium Anodizing subcategory.

D. Printed Wiring Board Subcategory

The Agency is proposing to establish BAT equivaent to BPT for toxic and
nonconventiona pollutants for the Printed Wiring Board subcategory. EPA estimates that no
fadiliieswill doseasaresult of BAT based on Option 2. Therefore, the Agency found this
option to be economicaly achievable. Additionaly, the Agency believes that Option 2
represents the “best available” technology asit achieves ahigh leve of pollutant control,
treating dl priority pollutants to very low levels, often & or near the andytica minimum leve.

EPA did evduate BPT Option 4 as abass for establishing BAT more stringent than the
BPT level of control being proposed today. Aswas the case for BAT based on Option 2, EPA
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estimates that no facilities would close as aresult of BAT based on Option 4. Therefore, EPA
does consider Option 4 to be economicaly achievable for this subcategory. However, EPA is
not proposing to establish BAT limitations based on Option 4 because it determined that
Option 2 achieves nearly equivaent reductions in pound-equivadents for much lesscogt. By
selecting Option 2 as the basis for BAT, EPA reduced annualized compliance costs by $2
million (1996%) while only losing 3 percent of the toxic pound equivaents that would be
removed under Option 4. The Agency concluded that the additiona costs of Option 4 do not
judtify the lack of significant additiona pollutant removas achieved for direct dischargersin
this subcategory. Therefore, EPA determined that Option 2 isthe “best available’ technology
economicaly achievable for the Printed Wiring Board subcategory.

E. Sted Forming & Finishing Subcategory

The Agency is proposing to establish BAT equivaent to BPT for toxic and
nonconventiond pollutants for the Sted Forming & Finishing subcategory. EPA estimates that
no facilities will close asaresult of BAT based on Option 2. Therefore, the Agency found this
Option to be economicaly achievable. Additionaly, the Agency believes that Option 2
represents the “best available’ technology as it achieves ahigh leve of pollutant control,
tregting dl priority pollutants to very low leves, often a or near the andytical minimum leve.

EPA did evauate transferring technology reflected in BPT Option 4 as abasis for
establishing BAT more gringent than the BPT level of control being proposed today. EPA is
not proposing to establish BAT limitations based on Option 4 because it determined that
Option 2 achieves nearly equivalent reductions in pound-equivaents for much lesscost. By
selecting Option 2 as the basisfor BAT, EPA reduced annualized compliance cogts by $2.6
million (1996$) while only losing 3 percent of the toxic pound equivaents that would be
removed under Option 4. The Agency concluded that the additiona costs of Option 4 do not
judtify the inggnificant additiona pollutant removas achieved for direct dischargersin this
subcategory.

F. Oily Wastes Subcategory

EPA has not identified any more stringent economically-achievable trestment
technology option which it consdered to represent BAT leve of control applicable to Oily
Wastes subcategory facilities. Therefore, the Agency is proposing to establish BAT equivaent
to BPT for toxic and nonconventional pollutants for the Oily Wastes subcategory. EPA
edimates that no facilitieswill close as aresult of BAT based on Option 6. Additiondly, the
Agency believesthat Option 6 represents the “best available’ technology asit achievesahigh
level of pollutant control, treating al priority pollutants to very low levels, often at or near the
andyticad minimum levd.

EPA did evduate BPT Option 8 (ultrafiltration) as abasisfor establishing BAT more
stringent than the BPT levd of control being proposed today. Aswas the case for BAT based
on Option 6, EPA estimates that no facilities would close as aresult of BAT based on Option
8. Therefore, EPA does consider Option 8 to be economically achievable for this subcategory.
However, based on the available data base, EPA is not proposing to establish BAT limitations
based on Option 8 because it removes fewer pound-equivalents than Option 6. Therefore, the
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Agency determined that Option 6 isthe “best available’ technology economicaly achievable
for the remova of priority pollutants from wastewater generated at Oily Wastes subcategory
fadlities

G. Railroad Line Maintenance Subcategory

EPA isnot proposing to establish BAT regulations for the Railroad Line Maintenance
subcategory. The Agency concluded that the facilitiesin this subcategory discharge very few
pounds of toxic pollutants. EPA estimates that 34 railroad line maintenance facilities discharge
1,100 pound equivaents per year to surface waters, or about 32 pound equivaents per year per
facility. The Agency based the loadings caculaions on EPA sampling data, which found very
few priority toxic pollutants & treetable levelsin raw wastewater. Therefore, nationdly-
applicable regulations are unnecessary at this time and direct dischargers will remain subject to
permit limitations for toxic and nonconventiona pollutants established on a case-by-case basis
using best professiond judgement.

H.  Shipbuilding Dry Dock Subcategory

EPA isnot proposing to establish BAT regulations for the Shipbuilding Dry Dock
subcategory because of the smal number of facilitiesin this subcategory. EPA estimates that
there are 6 shipbuilding facilities operating one or more dry docksin the U.S. that discharge
directly to surface waters. EPA determined that nationdly-applicable regulations are
unnecessary a this time because of the smal number of facilitiesin this subcategory. The
Agency beieves tha limitations established on a case-by-case basis using best professond
judgement can more appropriately address individua toxic and nonconventiona pollutants that
may be present at these six facilities.

XI11. Pretreatment Standardsfor Existing Sources (PSES)

A. Need for Pretreatment Standards

Indirect dischargersin the MP&M industrid category, like the direct dischargers, use
raw materias that contain many priority pollutant and nonconventional meta pollutants.
These indirect facilities may discharge many of these pollutants to POTWSs a sgnificant mass
or concentration levels, or both. EPA estimates that indirect discharging facilities annudly
discharge gpproximatdy 125 million pounds of priority and nonconventiond metas, and 47
million pounds of priority and nonconventiona organic pollutants.

Unlike direct dischargers whose wastewater will receive no further trestment once it
leaves the facility, indirect dischargers send their wastewater to POTWsfor further treatment,
which occurs unless there is a bypass, upset, or sewer overflow. EPA establishes pretrestment
standards for those BAT pollutants that pass through POTWSs. Therefore, for indirect
dischargers, before proposing pretrestment standards, EPA examines whether the pollutants
discharged by the industry “pass through” POTWsto waters of the U.S. or interfere with
POTW operations or dudge disposal practices on anationa bass. Generdly, to determine if
pollutants pass through POTWSs, EPA compares the percentage of the pollutant removed by
wdl-operated POTWs achieving secondary treatment with the percentage of the pollutant
removed by fadilities meeting BAT effluent limitations. In this manner, EPA can ensure that
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the combined trestment at indirect discharging facilities and POTWSsis at least equivdent to
that obtained through treatment by direct dischargers.

This gpproach to the definition of pass-through satisfies two competing objectives set
by Congress. (1) that standards for indirect dischargers be equivaent to standards for direct
dischargers, and (2) that the trestment capability and performance of POTWs be recognized
and taken into account in regulating the discharge of pollutants from indirect dischargers.

Rather than compare the mass or concentration of pollutants discharged by POTWs with the
meass or concentration of pollutants discharged by BAT facilities, EPA comparesthe
percentage of the pollutants removed by BAT facilities to the POTW removas. EPA takesthis
gpproach because a comparison of the mass or concentration of pollutantsin POTW effluents
with pollutantsin BAT fadility effluents woud not take into account the mass of pollutants
discharged to the POTW from other industrid and non+industrid sources, nor the dilution of
the pollutantsin the POTW to lower concentrations from the addition of large amounts of other
indugtria and non-industrial water.

The primary source of the POTW percent remova dataisthe “ Fate of Priority
Pollutantsin Publicly Owned Treatment Works’ (EPA 440/1-82/303, September 1982),
commonly referred to asthe “50-POTW Study.” This study presents data on the performance
of 50 well-operated POTWSs that employ secondary biological trestment in removing
pollutants. Each sample was anayzed for three conventiond, 16 nortconventiona, and 126
priority toxic pollutants.

At the time of the 50-POTW sampling program, which spanned approximately 2 %2
years (July 1978 to November 1980), EPA collected samples at selected POTWSs across the
U.S. The samples were subsequently anadlyzed by either EPA or EPA-contract laboratories
using test procedures (andytical methods) specified by the Agency or in use a the laboratories.
Laboratories typically reported the anaytical method used aong with the test results.

However, for those cases in which the laboratory specified no andytica method, EPA was able
to identify the method based on the nature of the results and knowledge of the methods
avalable a thetime.

Each |aboratory reported results for the pollutants for which it tested. If the laboratory
found a pollutant to be present, the laboratory reported aresult. If the laboratory found the
pollutant not to be present, the |aboratory reported ether that the pollutant was "not detected”
or avauewith a“lessthan” sgn (<) indicating that the pollutant was below thet value. The
vaue reported dong with the “less than” sgn was the lowest levd to which the laboratory
believed it could reliably measure. EPA subsequently established these lower levels asthe
minimum levels of quantitation (MLs). In some ingtances, different laboratories reported
different (sample-specific) MLsfor the same pollutant using the same andyticad method.

Because of the variety of reporting protocols among the 50-POTW Study |aboratories
(pages 27 to 30, 50-POTW Study), EPA reviewed the percent remova calculations used in the
pass-through andlysis for previous industry studies, including those performed when
developing effluent guidelines for Organic Chemicds, Plagtics, and Synthetic Fibers (OCPSF)
Manufacturing, Centralized Waste Treatment (CWT), and Commercial Hazardous Waste
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Combustors. EPA found thet, for 12 parameters, different anaytical minimum levels were
reported for different rulemaking studies (10 of the 21 metdss, cyanide, and one of the 41
organics).
To provide congstency for data andlysis and establishment of remova efficiencies,
EPA reviewed the 50-POTW Study, standardized the reported MLsfor usein the fina rulesfor
CWT and Trangportation Equipment Cleaning Industries and for this proposed rule and the
Iron and Stedl proposed rule. A more detailed discussion of the methodology used and the
results of the ML evauation are contained in the record for today’ s proposa.
In usng the 50-POTW Study data to estimate percent removals, EPA has established
data editing criteriafor determining pollutant percent removals. Some of the editing criteria
are based on differences between POTW and industry BAT trestment system influent
concentrations. For many toxic pollutants, POTW influent concentrations were much lower
than those of BAT treatment systems. For many pollutants, particularly organic pollutants, the
effluent concentrations from both POTW and BAT treatment systems were below the leve that
could be found or measured. As noted in the 50-POTW Study, anaytical |aboratories reported
pollutant concentrations below the andytical threshold level, quditatively, as*“not detected” or
“trace,” and reported a measured value above thislevel. Subsequent rulemaking studies such
asthe 1987 OCPSF sudy used the analytica method nomind “minimum level” (ML)
established in 40 CFR Part 136 for |aboratory data reported below the andyticd threshold
level. Use of the nomind minimum level (ML) may overestimate the effluent concentration
and underestimate the percent remova. Because the data collected for evaluating POTW
percent removas included both effluent and influent levels that were close to the andyticd
detection levels, EPA devised hierarchd data editing criteria to exclude data with low influent
concentration leves, thereby minimizing the possibility that low POTW removas might
amply reflect low influent concentrations instead of being atrue measure of trestment
effectiveness.
EPA has generdly used hierarchic data editing criteriafor the pollutantsin the 50-

POTW Study. For today’s proposal, as in previous rulemakings, EPA used the following

editing criteria

$ subdtitute the standardized pollutant - specific andyticd minimum leve for vaues
reported as “not detected,” “trace,” “less than [followed by a number],” or a*number”
less than the standardized andytica minimum levd,

$ retain pollutant influent and corresponding effluent values if the average pollutant
influent level is greater than or equd to 10 times the pollutant minimum level (10xML),
and

$ if none of the average pollutant influent concentrations are a least 10 times the
minimum level, then retain average influent values greater than or equa to two times
the minimum leve (2xML) adong with the corresponding average effluent vaues. (In
most cases, 2xML will be equa to or lessthan 20 -g/l.)

EPA then calculates each POTW percent removal for each pollutant based on its average

influent and its average effluent values. The nationd POTW percent remova used for each
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pollutant in the pass-through test is the median value of dl the POTW pollutant specific
percent removals.

The rationde for retaining POTW data using the “10xML” editing criterion is based on
the BAT organic pollutant trestment performance editing criteriainitialy developed for the
1987 OCPSF regulation (52 FR 42522, 42545-48; November 5, 1987). BAT treatment system
designs in the OCPSF industry typicaly achieved at least 90 percent removad of toxic
pollutants. Since most of the OCPSF effluent data from BAT biological trestment systems had
values of “not detected,” the average influent concentration for acompound had to be at least
10 times the andytica minimum leve for the difference to be meaningful (demondration of at
least 90 percent remova) and quaify effluent concentrations for caculation of effluent limits.

Additionally, due to the large number of pollutants of concern for the MP&M indudtry,
EPA aso used data from the National Risk Management Research Laboratory (NRMRL)
Treatability Database (formerly called the Risk Reduction Engineering Laboratory (RREL)
database) to augment the POTW database for the pollutants which the 50- POTW Study did not
cover. EPA notes that the 50 POTW Study contains percent remova datafor al of the
pollutants for which EPA is proposing effluent limitations and pretreatment standards. The
RREL database was used to estimate incidental pollutant reductions achieved by the
technology for some pollutants that are not being expresdy limited. This database provides
information, by pollutant, on removals obtained by various treatment technologies. The
database provides the user with the specific data source and the industry from which the
wastewater was generated. For each pollutant of concern EPA considered for this proposed
rule that was not found in the 50-POTW database, EPA used data from the NRMRL database,
using only treetment technologies representative of typica POTW secondary treatment
operations (activated dudge, activated dudge with filtration, aerated lagoons). EPA further
edited these files to include information pertaining only to domestic or indudtria wasteweter.
EPA used pilot-scde and full-scae data only, and eiminated bench-scale data and data from
lessreliable references. These and other aspects of the methodology used for this proposa are
described in Section 7 of the Technical Development Document.

The results of the POTW pass-through andysis for indirect dischargers are discussed in
Sections X11.D to XI1.K for each subcategory. In addition, Section X1V of today’s proposa
discusses severa issues related to the editing criteria gpplied to the 50-POTW data base. EPA
solicits comments on its pass-through methodology, including the revised editing criteria
discussed above as well asthe additional issues described in Section X1V and in the record for
today’ s proposal.

B. Overview of Technology Options for PSES

Indirect discharging MP& M facilities generate wastewater with smilar pollutant
characterigtics to direct discharging facilities. Hence, in eva uating technology options for
PSES, EPA consdered the same ten trestment technologies discussed previoudy for BPT and
BAT. However, as described below, dong with the technology options, EPA aso evaluated
“low flow” exclusons for indirect discharging facilities (see Sections 11.D and V1 for
additiondl discusson on the low flow exclusions).
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C. Overview of Low FHow Exclusons

For each subcategory, EPA evduated various low flow exclusions (dso referred to as
“flow cutoffs’) for indirect dischargers. The Agency consdered severd factorsin
determining what flow levd, if any, is gppropriate for excluding facilities from compliance
with pretreatment standards. For severa of the subcategories, EPA considered the local
control authorities' increased burden associated with the development of new permits or other
control mechanismsfor MP& M facilities. For some subcategories, the Agency considered
flow exclusons as away to reduce economic impacts. EPA aso consdered the amount of
pollutant (in pound-equivaents) discharged per year by the subcategory and by each of the
facilities on an average annud basis, in conjunction with the codts of regulation, to identify an
appropriate level for an excluson. In cases where EPA is proposing an option that aso
specifies aflow cutoff, it means that facilities with annud wastewater flow below the cutoff
would not be subject to the MP&M categorica pretreatment standards. These facilitieswould
remain subject to the genera pretrestment regulation at 40 CFR 403 or their existing
categorica pretreatment standards (e.g., 40 CFR 413 or 433). For the Meta Finishing Job
Shops subcategory, dthough the proposed option does not contain a flow cutoff, several other
options with various flow cutoffs are discussed in today’ s proposd. Some of these options
would require excluded facilities to remain covered by categorical pretrestment standards
under 40 CFR 413 (Electroplating) and 40 CFR 433 (Metd Finishing). In addition, some
indirect discharging facilities in the Generd Metds subcategory that discharge lessthan 1
MGY will remain covered by the pretreatment standardsin 40 CFR 433. EPA isnot proposing
pretreatment standards for the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory. Therefore, dl indirect
discharging fadilities in this subcategory will remain subject to the gpplicable pretreatment
standards in 40 CFR 413 or 40 CFR 433.

In this section, the Agency discusses only some of the flow cutoff options for each
subcategory. EPA presentsits anaysis of afull range of flow cutoff options for indirect
dischargers in each subcategory in the Technical Development Document.

Table XI11.C-1 below summarizes the pounds of pollutants removed by the proposed
options for indirect dischargers in each subcategory, and Table XI1.C-2 summarizes the cogts
and economic impacts associated with the proposed options for indirect dischargersin each
subcategory with proposed standards. EPA is not proposing pretreatment standards for the
Nor+Chromium Anodizing, Railroad Line Maintenance, and Shipbuilding Dry Dock
subcategories for the reasons described later in this section. (See Section X for summary
tablesfor direct dischargers).

Table X11.C-1: Annua Pounds of Pollutant Removed by the Proposed PSES Ogption for Indirect
Dischargers by Subcategory

89




Subcategory Selected Priority and Priority and Cyanide

(Number of Option (Flow | Nonconventional Metals | Nonconventional Organics | (Ib-removed/yr)

Facilities) Cutoff) (Ib-removed/yr) (Ib-removed/yr)

General Metals Option 2 28.1 million 7.7 million 284,000

(3,055) (LMGY)

Metal Finishing Option 2 24 million 47,000 1 million

Job Shops (1,514)

Printed Wiring Option 2 2.6 million 14,000 230,000

Boards (621)

Steel Forming and | Option 2 617,000 16,000 181

Finishing (110)

Qily Waste (226) Option 6 191,000 1.1 million 0
(2MGY)

Table X11.C-2: Annua Costs and Economic Impacts of the Proposed PSES Option for

Indirect Dischargers by Subcategory

Subcategory Selected Annualized Compliance Costs for Economic Impacts (Facility Closures) of

(Number of Option Selected Option ($1996) Selected Option

Facilities) (Flow (Percent of Regulated Subcategory*)
Cutoff)

General Metals | Option 2 1.57 billion 24 (<1%)

(3,055) (IMGY)

Metal Finishing | Option 2 178 million 128 (10%)

Job Shops

(1,514)

Printed Wiring | Option 2 147 million 7 (1%)

Boards (621)
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Table X11.C-2: Annua Costs and Economic Impacts of the Proposed PSES Option for
Indirect Dischargers by Subcategory

Subcategory Selected Annualized Compliance Costs for Economic Impacts (Facility Closures) of

(Number of Option Selected Option ($1996) Selected Option

Facilities) (Flow (Percent of Regulated Subcategory*)
Cutoff)

Steel Forming | Option 2 24 million 6 (6%)

and Finishing

(110

Oily Waste Option 6 10 million 14 (<1%)

(226) (2MGY)

* Baseline closures will not be regulated and, therefore, are not included when estimating the percentage of
regulatory closures (% regulatory closures =regulatory closures/all facilitiesin subcategory excluding baseline
closures).

D. Genera Metals Subcategory
1. Need for PSES

Asdiscussed in Section XI11.A, one of the factors that EPA uses to determine the need
for pretreatment standards is whether the pollutants discharged by an industry pass through a
POTW. The Agency only applied the pass-through anadlysis to pollutants that it selected for
regulation under BAT. For the Genera Metals subcategory, EPA determined that 13 pollutants
pass through; and therefore, EPA is proposing pretrestment standards equivaent to BAT for
these pollutants.

2. Selected PSES Options

Asdiscussed in Section X11.B, in the Agency's engineering assessment of the best
available technology for pretrestment of wastewater from the General Metas Subcategory,
EPA conddered the same technology options for PSES asit did for BAT with the additiona
consderation of aflow cutoff. The Agency is proposing BAT Option 2 withal MGY flow
cutoff for PSES. EPA is proposing Option 2 for many of the same reasons it selected that
option for BPT and BAT (See Sections IX.A and X1.A) and provides additiona rationale
below.

EPA determined that Option 2 represented the best available technology and that
Option 2withal MGY flow cutoff was economicaly achievable and grestly reduced the
burden on POTWs. This option resultsin 24 facility closures (less than 1 percent of the
indirect discharging Genera Metals subcategory population). See Section XVI.E for a
discussion on job losses. Additionaly, the Agency believes that Option 2 represents the * best
available’ technology asit achieves ahigh leve of pollutant control, treating al priority
pollutants to very low levds, often a or near the andyticd minimum leved. Approximately 15
percent of the indirect discharging facilitiesin the Generd Metals subcategory employ
chemica precipitation followed by a sedimentation (Option 2) while 1 percent employ
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microfiltration after chemical precipitation (Option 4).

EPA did evauate Option 4 witha1l MGY flow cutoff as a basis for establishing PSES.
EPA edtimates that the economic impact due to the additional controls at Option 4 levels would
result in 92 facility closures (lessthan 1 percent of the indirect dischargersin this subcategory).
See Section XVI.E for adiscussion on job losses. While EPA does not have a bright line for
determining what level of impact is economicaly achievable for the industry as awhole, EPA
looked for a breakpoint that would mitigate adverse economic impacts without grestly
affecting the toxic pound equivaents being removed under the proposed rule. By selecting
Option 2 as PSES, EPA was able to reduce facility closures by more than two-thirds, while
only loang alittle over one percent of the toxic pound equivaents from control under Option
4. The Agency concluded that the additiond facility closures associated with Option 4 do not
judtify the inggnificant additiona pollutant removas achieved for indirect dischargersin this
subcategory.

Congdering the large number of indirect dischargersin the Generd Metals subcategory
which have the potential to be covered by this proposed regulation, an important issue to the
affected industry and to permit writersis the potentialy enormous adminigtrative burden
associated with issuing permits or other control mechanisms for al of these facilities.

Therefore, in developing this proposal, EPA haslooked for means of reducing the
adminigrative burden, reducing monitoring requirements, and reducing reporting requirements.
In order to meset this end, the Agency is proposing a 1 million gallon per year (MGY') flow
cutoff for the Generdl Metals subcategory. Under this proposed option, facilitiesin the
Genera Metds subcategory that discharge greater than 1 MGY of MP& M process wastewater
would be subject to the proposed categorica pretreatment standards. Facilitiesin the Generd
Metals subcategory that discharge 1 MGY or less would not be subject to MP&M PSES
requirements. However, some of the facilities in this subcategory discharging under 1 MGY
are currently covered by 40 CFR 433, Metd Finishing PSES or PSNS, and these indirect
dischargers would remain subject to those pretrestment standards and the generd pretrestment
standards at 40 CFR 403.

The Agency determined that the 1 MGY flow cutoff was appropriate for the Genera
Metas subcategory based on severd factors. First, and the most important factor, was the
overdl sze of the General Metas subcategory. EPA estimates that there are over 26,000
indirect discharging facilities in the Genera Metals subcategory, of which 74 percent are not
currently regulated by nationaly established effluent guiddines. Establishing an MP&M
pretreatment standard for all 26,000 facilities would greetly increase the number of permits or
other control mechanisms for which loca authorities are responsible. (EPA estimates that
there are approximately 30,000 control mechanismstoday.) EPA concluded that thisincreased
permit burden was not reasonable and therefore explored potentia flow cutoffs asaway to
reduce the impact on POTW permitting authorities.

Second, EPA isproposing the 1 MGY flow cutoff for this subcategory based in part on
the smdl number of pound-equivaents thet would be removed by facilities with annud
wastewater flows less than or equal to 1 MGY. EPA determined that 89 percent of the indirect
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discharging facilities in the Generd Metds subcategory discharge less than or equd to 1 MGY,
yet these facilities are respongible for less than 6 percent of the total pound- equivaents
currently discharged. If the Agency proposed pretreatment standards for facilitiesin the
General Metds subcategory that discharged less than or equd to 1 MGY,, it estimates average
removas of only 22 pound-equivaents per facility per year for those facilities. EPA recently
decided not to promulgate pretrestment standards for two industria categories, Industria
Laundries (64 FR 45072) and Landfills (65 FR 3008), based on low removas of toxic pound
equivaents by facilitiesin those categories. Intheindudtria laundries rule, EPA decided not

to promulgate pretreatment standards based on 32 toxic pound equivalents per facility per year,
and in the landfills effluent guiddines, EPA decided not to promulgate pretreatment standards
for non-hazardous landfills based on the remova of only 14 toxic pound equivaents per
fecility per year. In both ingtances, the Agency considered that the smdl additiona removas
that would be achieved through regulation did not warrant adoption of nationd categorica
standards.

The Agency concluded that regulation of facilities discharging only 22 pound-
equivaents per year was not judtified by the additiona permitting burden associated with these
facilities. Although this decision is based upon asubset of smdll facilities, and not an entire
subcategory as was done before, EPA believes this approach would alow Control Authorities
to focus their efforts on the fadilities discharging the vast mgority of the pollutants, rather than
disspating their limited resources on Stes contributing much lessto the overdl problem. EPA
acknowledges that this may create an economic advantage for the smdler facilities, and solicits
comment on thisexcluson

EPA aso cdosdy evauated Option 2 witha2 MGY flow cutoff for the Generd Metds
subcategory. The Agency is not proposing this option because it does not reduce the number
of facility closures (24) or further reduce the burden on control authoritiesin asgnificant way,
and there is a sgnificant number of pound equiva ents associated with facilities discharging
between 1 and 2 MGY. EPA determined that only 3 percent more of the facilitiesin this
subcategory discharge between 1 and 2 MGY. This smdl number of facilities accountsfor an
additiona 13 percent of the annua pollutant discharge load (in pound-equivadents). If EPA
proposed Option 2 with a2 MGY flow cutoff, the economic impacts would not be reduced.
Based on these consderations, EPA isnot proposing the2 MGY flow cutoff for the Generd
Metals subcategory. EPA concluded that the 1 MGY flow cutoff was the most appropriate
option in terms of balancing POTW burden reduction with pollutant removas and mitigating
economic impacts. Table XI1.C-1 above shows the pounds of pollutants removed by the
proposed option, and Table X11.C-2 summarizes the costs and economic impacts associated
with the proposed option. Where these Genera Metds facilities discharge less than or equal to
1MGY to aPOTW, these pretreatment standards proposed today do not apply; however,
fecilities are dtill subject to other applicable pretreatment standards, including those established
under parts 413 and 433. EPA requests comment on the 1 MGY flow cutoff and whether a
higher or lower cutoff would be appropriate. EPA dso requests comment on whether the flow
cutoff should be different for facilities currently covered under 40 CFR 413 or 433 and whether
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or not that would creste an unfair economic advantage for those fecilities (e.g., captive
electroplating shopsin Generd Metds remaining regulated under 40 CFR 433 but Metd
Finishing Job Shops being regulated under the proposed MP&M rule).

3. Cdculation of PSES

Based on the results of the pass-through andlysis discussed in Section XI11.D.1, EPA is
proposing pretreatment standards for existing sources in the General Metd's subcategory
equivaent to those limitations proposed for BAT for the pollutants listed at §438.15 (as
provided in the codified regulation that accompaniesthis preamble). EPA determined that dl
of the pollutants listed in §438.15 (except for Totd Sulfide, TOC, and TOP) pass through
POTWSs. EPA isproposng alimitation for total sulfide based on potentid POTW interference
or upset associated with discharges of tota sulfide from MP&M fecilities. EPA is proposing
limitations for TOC and TOP as part of a compliance dternative for organic pollutant
discharges. (See Section XXI.C. for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) (See Section
XXII.C. for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.)

4. Compliance Date

EPA is proposing to establish athree-year deadline for compliance with PSES. Design
and congtruction of systems adequate for compliance with PSES will be a substantia
undertaking for many MP&M dgites.

E. Meta Finishing Job Shops Subcategory

1. Need for PSES

Asdiscussed above in Section X11.A., one of the factors that EPA uses to determine the
need for pretreatment standards is whether the pollutants discharged by an industry pass
through aPOTW. The Agency only gpplies the pass-through andyss to pollutants thet it
seected for regulation under BAT. For the Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory, EPA
determined that 12 pollutants pass through; and therefore, EPA is proposing pretreatment
standards equivaent to BAT for these pollutants.

2. Selected PSES Option

Asdiscussed in Section X11.B, in the Agency's engineering assessment of the best
available technology for pretreatment of wastewater from the Meta Finishing Job Shops
Subcategory, EPA consdered the same technology options for PSES asit did for BAT with the
additiona congderation of aflow cutoff. The Agency is proposing BAT Option 2 for PSES
for many of the same reasons it selected that option for BPT and BAT (See Section IX.B and
X1.B) and provides additiond rationade below. EPA isproposing that pretrestment standards
based on Option 2 be applied to Al facilities (i.e,, no flow excluson) for the Metd Finishing
Job Shops subcategory.

The Agency estimaesthat 1,514 metd finishing job shop facilities currently discharge
MP&M process wastewater to POTWSs. The Agency projects that 128 of these facilities (10
percent of the indirect discharging facilities when basdline closures are taken into
congderation) might close as aresult of the proposed option (see Section XVI1.E for a
discusson on job losses). EPA concluded that thislevel of impact was economicaly
achievable for the subcategory as awhole, but in an effort to minimize the impacts, considered
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severd flow exclusons and compliance dternatives.

The Agency believes that Option 2 represents the “best available’ technology asiit
achievesahigh leve of pollutant control, tregting al priority pollutantsto very low leves,
often at or near the andytica minimum level. Approximately 55 percent of the indirect
discharging facilitiesin the Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory employ chemica
precipitation followed by sedimentation (Option 2) while less than 1 percent employ
microfiltration after chemica precipitation (Option 4).

EPA did evaluate Option 4 as abass for establishing PSES. EPA estimates that the
economic impact due to the additiond controls at Option 4 levels would result in 393 facility
closures (32 percent of the indirect discharging facilitiesin this subcategory). (See Section
XVI.E for adiscussion on job losses). Thus, EPA rgected Option 4 as not economically
achievable.

The Agency evaduated Option 2 with severd levels of flow cutoffs, compliance options,
and various combinations of thetwo. EPA andyzed the cutoffs and aternative compliance
options in terms of reduction in economic impacts and quantity of toxic pound-equivaents
discharged to the environment. EPA did not consder the reduction in POTW burden for this
subcategory, unlike the General Meta's subcategory, because EPA has dready established
PSES for dl of the facilitiesin this subcategory under 40 CFR 413 and 40 CFR 433, and loca
control authorities would not have to develop entirdy new permits (or other control
mechanisms) for these facilities.

With respect to dternatives, first, EPA andyzed a1l MGY flow cutoff, which would
exclude 831 of the 1,514 estimated meta finishing job shop facilities (or 457 of the 1,231
fedilities after basdline closures are removed from the analys's), and would reduce the
economic impacts for 23 of the 128 facilities EPA projected would close under Option 2. This
represents less than 2 percent of the 1,231 metd finishing jobs that operate in the basdine and
18 percent of the projected facility closures under Option 2. This means that there are lill
105 of the 128 facilities that EPA predictsto close withal MGY flow cutoff. Further, EPA
determined that the proposed regulation would control an average of 135 pound-equivaents
per year from facilities discharging lessthan 1 MGY.  Thisis higher than the level a which
EPA has previoudy determined that discharges are not significant enough to warrant nationa
regulation. Fecilities discharging lessthan 1 MGY are associated with removals under the
proposed option of about 61,000 pound-equivaents (or about 3 percent of the removas
associated with the proposed option) at an incremental cost- effectiveness of about $300 per
pound-equivaent ($1981). Thisis higher than has generdly been associated with pretreatment
sandards in the past, though not necessarily higher than has been associated with the smaler
facilities regulated with pretreatment standards in the past. Thisisto be expected since smdler
fedilitiesincur the same leve of cogts for monitoring as larger facilities and are sometimes
forced to purchase larger capacity treetment units than they would need due to availability.
Nonetheless, the Agency concluded that the pollutant reductions associated with Option 2
were feasble and achievable and the economic impacts were not substantialy mitigated under
the 1 MGY flow cutoff, soal MGY flow cutoff is not being proposed for the Metal Finishing

95



Job Shops subcategory. EPA requests comment on the use of aflow cutoff for this
subcategory.

Second, EPA considered an option with (@) MP&M pretreatment standards for facilities
discharging grester than 1 MGY and (b) a pollution prevention dternative for those
discharging lessthan 1 MGY. Under this option, EPA would exclude from the MP& M
numeric pretreatment standards based on Option 2 those metd finishing job shops discharging
lessthan 1 MGY that choose to perform the pollution prevention and water conservation
activities discussed in Section XXI.D (referred to asthe “P2 aternative’). EPA would require
the low flow facilities to continue to meet the pretreatment standards codified a 40 CFR Part
433, which remain unchanged by today’s proposd. All facilities discharging greater than 1
MGY (and those facilities discharging lessthan 1 MGY but not choosing the P2 dternative)
would be subject to the MP&M pretreatment standards for this subcategory. In anayzing this
option, EPA assumed that dl facilities discharging lessthan 1 MGY chose the P2 dterndtive.
EPA’s andyss shows that this option would reduce the facility closures for 23 of the 128
facilities EPA projected would close under Option 2 (no flow cutoff). Aswith the 1 MGY
flow cutoff approach discussed above, this represents less than 2 percent of the 1,231 meta
finishing jobs that operate in the basdline and about 18% of the closures projected by the
proposed option. Further, athough the P2 aternative would be somewhat effective in reducing
toxic discharges, the option is not as protective as the numeric pretreatment standards based on
Option 2. For facilities discharging lessthan 1 MGY, EPA edtimates that the P2 dternative
would control 59 pound-equivaents per facility per year (compared to 135 pound-equivadents
per facility at Option 2). Thus, EPA isnot proposing the option of a1 MGY flow cutoff
combined with a P2 dternative for today’ s proposd. EPA solicits comment and data on the
pollutant reductions that can be achieved using the practices outlined in Section XXI.D.

Third, EPA andyzed a2 MGY flow cutoff, which would exclude 1,024 facilities (66
percent) from MP&M pretrestment sandards. Excluding alarger number of facilities
(compared to the 1 MGY cutoff option) resulted in asmaller number of facility closures. For
this option, EPA predicts that 59 facilities (approximately 5 percent of theindirect discharging
fadilities) might close. EPA estimates that the facilities discharging less than 2 MGY represent
less than 12 percent of the tota pound-equivaents currently discharged by facilitiesin this
subcategory. For facilities discharging lessthan 2 MGY, EPA estimates that pretrestment
standards would remove an average of 189 pound-equivaents per facility per year. Whilea 2
MGY flow cutoff reduced the number of facility closures, EPA concluded that the pollutant
reductions associated with Option 2 were feasible and achievable and is not proposing a2
MGY flow cutoff. EPA requests comment on the 2 MGY flow cutoff for this subcategory.

Fourth, EPA andyzed the 2 MGY flow cutoff with the pollution prevention dternative
for those facilities below the cutoff. Under this option, EPA would exclude from the MP&M
numeric pretrestment standards based on Option 2 those meta finishing job shops discharging
lessthan 2 MGY that choose to perform the pollution prevention and water conservation
activities discussed in Section XXI1.D (i.e. the P2 dternative). EPA would require the low flow
facilities to continue to meet the pretrestment standards codified at 40 CFR Part 433, which
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remain unchanged by today’s proposd. All facilities discharging greater than 2 MGY (and
those facilities discharging less than 2 MGY but not choosing the P2 dternative) would be
subject to the MP& M pretreatment standards for this subcategory. In andyzing this option,
EPA assumed that dl facilities discharging lessthan 2 MGY chosethe P2 dternative. EPA’s
andyds shows that this option may not reduce the number of facility closures any further than
alMGY flow cutoff (or 1 MGY P2 Alternative). The mode facilities representing the
fecilities that close with flows of 2 MGY or less would require annualized costs to be reduced
at least 68 percent in order to avoid closure.  Since there are some compliance cogts associated
with implementing the practices of the P2 dternative, EPA estimates that these may close
under the P2 Alternative. See Section XVI.E for adiscusson onjob losses. Although the P2
dternative reduces the number of facility closures as compared to an option with no flow
cutoff, the option is not as protective as numeric pretreatment standards based on Option 2.
For facilities discharging lessthan 2 MGY, EPA estimates that the P2 dternative would control
an average of 67 pound-equivaents per facility per year (compared to 189 pound-equivadents
per facility at Option 2). Thus, EPA is not proposing the option of 2 MGY flow cutoff
combined with a P2 dternative. EPA solicits comment and data on the pollutant reductions
that can be achieved using the practices outlined in Section XXI.D.

In summary, for dl of the flow cutoff and P2 aterndtives that EPA condgdered for this
subcategory, the Agency identified no combination that would significantly reduce the
economic impacts without dso sgnificantly reducing control of pollutants. At dl the flow
cutoffs and compliance adternatives, EPA concluded that the potentid removas the Agency
would be choosing to forego were above levels which EPA has previoudy determined
insufficient to warrant netional categorica pretreatment standards. Thus, EPA is not proposing
aflow cutoff for this subcategory. Under the proposed option, dl facilitiesin this subcategory
would be subject to the pretrestment standards, which would reduce pass through of pollutants
based on atechnology EPA has determined to be technologically feasible and economicaly
achievable. The Agency is soliciting comment on aternatives that might reduce the economic
impact and sl provide acceptable environmenta protection, including dl of the options
discussed above. See Section XXI1.D for adiscussion of the P2 dternative and Section X X111
for solicitation of commentson thisissue.  Table XI11.C-1 above shows the pounds of
pollutants removed by the proposed option, and Table XI1.C-2 summarizes the costs and
economic impacts associated with the proposed option.

3. Cdculation of PSES

Based on the results of the pass-through analysis discussed in Section XI11.E.1.,, EPA is
proposing pretreatment standards for existing sources in the Meta Finishing Job Shops
subcategory equivaent to those limitations proposed for BAT for the pollutants listed at
8438.25 (as provided in the codified regulation that accompanies this preamble). EPA
determined that dl of the pollutants listed in 8438.25 (except for Total Sulfide, TOC, and TOP)
pass through POTWs. EPA is proposing alimitation for total sulfide based on potentia
POTW interference or upset associated with discharges of total sulfide from MP&M facilities.
EPA is proposing limitations for TOC and TOP as part of a compliance aternative for organic
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pollutant discharges. (See Section XXI1.C. for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.)
4. Compliance Date
EPA is proposing to establish athree-year deadline for compliance with PSES. Design
and congtruction of systems adequate for compliance with PSES will be a substantia
undertaking for many MP&M dites.
F. Non-Chromium Anodizing Subcategory
1. Rationae for Not Proposing PSES
EPA is proposing to not establish PSES for the Norn-Chromium Anodizing subcategory
based on the economic impacts associated with Option 2 and the small quantity of toxic
pollutants discharged by facilities in this subcategory remaining covered a an economicaly-
achievable flow cutoff. EPA determined that 60 percent of the indirect discharging facilitiesin
this subcategory would close as aresult of complying with Option 2 based standards.
Pretreatment standards for this subcategory based on either Option 2 or Option 4 would require
fadllitiesto remove large quantities of duminum, ametal thet is beneficid to POTWs because
it assgsin the flocculation of wastewater prior to sedimentation. Aluminum anodizersuse a
large quantity of water in their anodizing processes and produce a wasteweter that contains
mostly duminum. 1f the Agency proposed pretrestment standards for this subcategory, even
without regulaing duminum, the standards would require facilitiesto inddl very large
trestment systems (because of their high flow volume) and would result in the remova of large
quantities of duminum in order to remove smal quantities of other metd's such as nickd, zinc,
and manganese.  Therefore, EPA determined that the benefits of the duminum discharge to
POTWs outweighed the benefits gained from the remova of small quantities of other metds.
In addition, because EPA has dready promulgated pretreatment standards for non-chromium
anodizers at 40 CFR 413 and 433, thereis dready aleve of control for the small quantities of
other metals being discharged aong with the duminum. Facilities subject to this subcategory
must still comply with gpplicable PSES limitations (either 40 CFR 413 or 40 CFR 433). 40
CFR 438.40(b).
G. Printed Wiring Board Subcategory
1. Need for PSES
Asdiscussed above in Section XI1.A, one of the factors that EPA uses to determine the
need for pretreatment standards is whether the pollutants discharged by an industry pass
through aPOTW. The Agency only applies the pass-through analysis to pollutants that it
selected for regulation under BAT. For the Printed Wiring Board subcategory, EPA
determined that 9 pollutants pass through; and therefore, EPA is proposing pretreatment
sandards equivaent to BAT for these pollutants.
2. Sdlected PSES Option
Asdiscussed in Section X11.B above, in the Agency's engineering assessment of the
best available technology for pretrestment of wastewater from the Printed Wiring Board
Subcategory, EPA consdered the same technology options for PSES asit did for BAT withthe
additiond congderation of aflow cutoff excluson. The Agency is proposing Option 2 for
PSES for many of the same reasons it selected that option for BPT and BAT (See Section IX.D
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and X1.D) and provides additiond rationale below. EPA aso determined that pretrestment
standards based on Option 2 for dl facilities (i.e. no flow excluson) are gppropriate for the
Printed Wiring Board subcategory. The Agency estimates that 621 printed wiring board
facilities currently discharge MP&M process wastewater to POTWSs. The Agency projects that
7 of these facilities (1 percent of the current indirect discharging population) might closeasa
result of the MP&M regulation (see Section XVI.E for adiscussion on job losses). EPA
concluded that thisleve of impact was economically achievable for the subcategory asa

whole, but in an effort to minimize the impacts (and or maintain exigting limitations for

facilities where potentia removas may not be sufficient to warrant nationa reguletion),
consdered flow exemptions and compliance aternatives.

The Agency bdievesthat Option 2 represents the “best available” technology asit achievesa
high leve of pollutant control, treating dl priority pollutants to very low levels, often & or near
theandyticd minimum levd. Approximatdy 80 percent of the indirect discharging facilities
in the Printed Wiring Board subcategory employ chemical precipitation followed by
sedimentation (Option 2) while 2 percent employ microfiltration after chemica precipitation
(Option 4).

EPA did evaluate Option 4 as a basis for establishing PSES. EPA estimates that the
economic impact due to the additiond controls a Ogption 4 levels would result in 18 more
facility closures than Option 2 (tota of 25 closures). EPA is not proposing to establish PSES
limitations based on Option 4 because it determined that Option 2 achieves nearly equivaent
reductions in pound-equivaents for much less cost. By selecting Option 2 as the basis for
PSES, EPA reduced annualized compliance cogts by $75 million (1996$) while only losing 0.5
percent of the toxic pound equivaents that would be removed under Option 4. The Agency
concluded that the additiona costs of Option 4 do not judtify the additional insignificant
amount of pollutant removals achieved for indirect dischargersin this subcategory. Therefore,
EPA determined that Option 2 isthe “best available’ technology economically achievable for
the Printed Wiring Board subcategory.

Although EPA concluded that the level of economic impact associated with Option 2
with no flow cutoff was economicdly achievable, it considered flow exclusonsin an effort to
minimize the impacts and/or maintain existing limitations for facilities where potentia
removals may not be sgnificant enough to warrant national regulation. EPA did not consider
the reduction in POTW burden for this subcategory, unlike the General Meta's subcategory,
because EPA has dready established PSES for dl of the facilities in this subcategory under 40
CFR 413 and 433, and loca control authorities would not have to develop entirely new permits
(or other control mechanisms) for these facilities. EPA andyzed a1l MGY flow cutoff, which
would exclude 85 facilities, but would not reduce economic impacts. The same 7 facilities that
EPA predicted to close with no flow cutoff are aso expected to closewithal MGY flow
cutoff. EPA determined that the proposed regulation would remove atotal of less than 500
pound equivaents from the facilities discharging lessthan 1 MGY (after removing basdine
closures from the analyss), or less than 10 pound-equivaents per facility. The incrementd
removas beyond current regulationsis very smdl for facilitieslessthan 1 MGY, and therefore
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EPA will congder the 1 MGY cutoff a find. However, the Agency concluded that the
pollutant reductions associated with Option 2 were feasible and achievable, the economic
impacts were not mitigated at a1 MGY flow cutoff for this subcategory, and POTW burden
would not be reduced with aflow cutoff, and is thus not proposng a1l MGY flow cutoff for
this subcategory. The Agency solicits commentsonal MGY flow cutoff, with the existing
regulation gpplying to facilities under 1 MGY. EPA aso solicits comment on the
implementation and market consegquences of this option. Table X11.C-1 above shows the
pounds of pollutants removed by the proposed option, and Table XI1.C-2 summarizes the costs
and economic impacts associated with the proposed option.
3. Cdculation of PSES
Based on the results of the pass-through andysis discussed in Section X11.G.1.,, EPA is
proposing pretreatment standards for existing sources in the Printed Wiring Board subcategory
equivaent to those limitations proposed for BAT for the pollutants listed at §438.45 (as
provided in the codified regulation that accompanies this preamble). EPA determined that dl
of the pollutants listed in §438.45 (except for Totd Sulfide, TOC, and TOP) pass through
POTWSs. EPA isproposing alimitation for total sulfide based on potentid POTW interference
or upset associated with discharges of total sulfide from MP&M facilities. EPA isproposing
limitations for TOC and TOP as part of a compliance dternative for organic pollutant
discharges. (See Section X X1.C for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.)
4. Compliance Date
EPA is proposing to establish athree-year deadline for compliance with PSES. Design
and congtruction of systems adequate for compliance with PSES will be a substantia
undertaking for many MP&M gtes.
H. Stedl Forming and Finishing Subcategory
1. Need for PSES
As discussed above in Section X11.A, one of the factors that EPA uses to determine the
need for pretreatment standards is whether the pollutants discharged by an industry pass
through aPOTW. The Agency only applies the pass-through analysis to pollutants thet it
selected for regulation under BAT. For the Sted Forming and Finishing subcategory, EPA
determined that 13 pollutants pass through; and therefore, EPA is proposing pretrestment
sandards equivaent to BAT for these pollutants.
2. Selected PSES Option
Asdiscussed in Section X11.B aoove, in the Agency's engineering assessment of the
best available technology for pretrestment of wastewater from the Stedl Forming and Finishing
Subcategory, EPA consdered the same technology options for PSES asit did for BAT with the
additiond congderation of aflow cutoff excluson. The Agency is proposing Option 2 for
PSES for many of the same reasons it selected that option for BPT and BAT (See Section IX.E
and X1.E) and provides additiond rationde below. EPA isproposing pretreatment standards
based on Option 2 for dl facilities (i.e., no flow exclusion) for the Sted Forming and Finishing
subcategory.
The Agency estimates that 110 stedl forming and finishing fadilities currently discharge
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MP&M process wastewater to POTWSs. The Agency projectsthat 6 of these facilities (6
percent of the current indirect discharging population) might close as aresult of the MP&M
regulation (see Section XVI.E for adiscusson on job losses). EPA concluded that thisleve of
impact was economically achievable for the subcategory as awhole, but in an effort to
minimize the impacts, considered flow exemptions and compliance dternatives.

The Agency believes that Option 2 represents the “best available” technology asiit
achievesahigh levd of pollutant control, treating dl priority pollutantsto very low levels,
often & or near the analytical minimum level. Approximately 63 percent of the indirect
discharging facilities in the Stedd Forming and Finishing subcategory employ chemica
precipitation followed by sedimentation (Option 2) while no facilities employ microfiltration
after chemica precipitation (Option 4).

EPA did evauate Option 4 as abasis for establishing PSES. EPA edtimates that the
economic impact due to the additiona controls a Option 4 levels would result in the same
number of facility closures (6) as Option 2. Therefore, EPA does consder Option 4 to be
economicaly achievable for this subcategory. However, EPA is not proposing to establish
BAT limitations based on Option 4 because it determined that Option 2 achieves nearly
equivaent reductions in pound-equivaents for much less cost. By sdecting Option 2 asthe
basis for BAT, EPA reduced annudized compliance costs by $12 million (1996$) while only
losing 0.6 percent of the toxic pound equivalents that would be removed under Option 4. The
Agency concluded that the additiona costs of Option 4 do not justify the additiona
indgnificant pollutant removals achieved for indirect discharging facilities in this subcategory.
Therefore, EPA determined that Option 2 isthe “best available’ technology economically
achievable for the Sted Forming and Finishing subcategory.

Although EPA concluded that the level of economic impact associated with Option 2
with no flow cutoff was economicaly achievable, it consdered flow exclusonsin an effort to
minimize theimpacts. EPA did not consider the reduction in POTW burden for this
subcategory, unlike the Generd Metds subcategory, because EPA has dready established
PSESfor dl of thefacilitiesin this subcategory under 40 CFR 420, and loca control
authorities would not have to develop entirdly new permits (or other control mechanismes) for
these facilities. However, to mitigate economic impacts (and or maintain exiging limitations
for facilities where potential removals may not be sufficient to warrant nationa regulation),
EPA andyzed a1l MGY flow cutoff, which would exclude 21 facilities (after accounting for
basdine closures), and a2 MGY flow cutoff which would exclude 30 facilities. Neither al
MGY flow cutoff nor a2 MGY flow cutoff would reduce economic impacts. The same 6
facilities that EPA predicted to close with no flow cutoff are dso expected to close with either
alor 2 MGY flow cutoff. However, a1l MGY flow cutoff would eiminate less than 100 totdl
pound-equivaents that would be removed under the proposed option, or less than 5 pound-
equivaents per excluded facility, whilea2 MGY flow cutoff would diminate less than 200
pound-equivaents tota, or less than 7 pound-equivaents per excluded facility. These
incrementd removas beyond current regulations are very smal, and therefore EPA will
consder thel and 2 MGY cutoffsat find. Although a3 MGY flow cutoff would reduce
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projected economic impacts by half (3 projected closuresinstead of 6), it would eiminate
2,157 pound-equivaent removals, or about 58 pound-equivaents per facility. These
incrementd removds are nearly twice the removals (on a per facility bass) than would have
been redlized by regulating industria laundry and landfill facilities. Because EPA has
concluded that the proposed option is feasible and achievable, and POTW burden would not be
reduced with aflow cutoff, EPA isnot proposing aflow cutoff for the Sted Forming and
Finishing subcategory. However, EPA solicits comment on flow cutoffs at the 1, 2, and 3
MGY levels. Under these scenarios, existing regulationsin 40 CFR 420 would continue to
apply to the excluded facilities. Unlike the facilitiesin the Metd Finishing Job Shops or
Printed Wiring Board subcategories, the facilitiesin the MP&M Sted Forming & Finishing
subcategory are covered in their current regulations as parts of severd subcategories, thus
creating problems for control authorities in implementing the appropriate requirements. EPA
solicits comment on implementation and market consegquences of these options. Table XI11.C-1
above shows the pounds of pollutants removed by the proposed option, and Table X11.C-2
summarizes the costs and economic impacts associated with the proposed option.
3. Cdculation of PSES
Based on the results of the pass-through andlysis discussed in Section X11.H.1.,, EPA is
proposing pretreatment standards for existing sources in the Sted Forming and Finishing
subcategory equivaent to those limitations proposed for BAT for the pollutants listed at
8438.55 (as provided in the codified regulation that accompaniesthis preamble). EPA
determined that al of the pollutants listed in §438.55 (except for Totd Sulfide, TOC, and TOP)
pass through POTWs. EPA is proposing alimitation for total sulfide based on potentia
POTW interference or upset associated with discharges of total sulfide from MP&M fadilities.
EPA isproposing limitations for TOC and TOP as part of a compliance aterndtive for organic
pollutant discharges. (See Section XXI.C for adiscussion of monitoring flexibility.)
4. Compliance Date
EPA is proposing to establish athree-year deadline for compliance with PSES. Design
and congtruction of systems adequate for compliance with PSES will be a substantia
undertaking for many MP&M dites.
l. Oily Wastes Subcategory
1. Need for PSES
Asdiscussed in Section XI1.A, two of the factors that EPA uses to determine the need
for pretreatment standards is whether the pollutants discharged by an industry pass through or
interfere with aPOTW. For the Oily Wastes subcategory, EPA is proposing pretreatment
standards equivaent to BAT for the following three pollutants or pollutant parameters. TOC,
TOP and totd sulfide.
2. Selected PSES Option
Asdiscussed in Section X11.B, in the Agency's engineering assessment of the best
available technology for pretreatment of wastewater from the Oily Wastes Subcategory, EPA
considered the same technology options for PSES asit did for BAT with the additional
condderation of aflow cutoff excluson. The Agency isproposing BAT Option 6 with a2
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MGY flow cutoff for PSES. The Agency is proposing Option 6 for PSES for many of the
same reasons it selected that option for BPT and BAT (See Section I X.F and XI1.F) and
provides additiona rationde beow. EPA isproposng the2 MGY flow cutoff primarily to
reduce the burden on POTWSs, and solicits comment on a3 MGY cutoff as apossible
dternative to further reduce impacts.

EPA determined that Option 6 represented the best available technology and that
Option 6 witha2 MGY flow cutoff was economically achievable and greetly reduced the
burden on POTWs. This option resultsin 14 facility closures (less than 1 percent of the
indirect discharging Oily Wastes subcategory population). See Section XVI.E for adiscusson
on job losses. Additiondly, the Agency believes that Option 6 represents the “best available”’
technology asit achieves ahigh level of pollutant control, tregting dl priority pollutantsto very
low leves, often a or near the andytica minimum level. According to EPA’s detailed
questionnaires, gpproximately 44 percent of the indirect discharging fadilitiesin the Qily
Wastes subcategory employ oil-water separation by chemica emulsion breaking followed by
gravity separation and oil skimming (Option 6) while no facilities employ ultrefiltration
(Option 8).

EPA did evduate BPT Option 8 witha2 MGY flow cutoff as abagsfor establishing
PSES more stringent than the level of control being proposed today. EPA estimates thet the
economic impact due to the additional controls at Option 8 levels would result in the same
number of facility closures (14) as Option 6. Therefore, EPA does consider Option 8 to be
economically achievable for this subcategory. However, based on the available data base, EPA
is not proposing to establish PSES limitations based on Option 8 because it removes fewer
pound-equivaents than Option 6. Therefore, the Agency determined that Option 6 isthe “best
avallable’ technology economically achievable for the removal of priority pollutants from
wadtewater generated at Oily Wastes subcategory facilities.

Consdering the large number of indirect dischargers which have the potentid to be
covered by this proposed regulation, an important issue to the affected industry and to permit
writersis the potentialy enormous adminigrative burden associated with issuing permits or
other control mechanisms for al these facilities. Therefore, in developing this proposd, EPA
has looked for means of reducing the administrative burden, reducing monitoring requirements,
and reducing reporting requirements.  In order to meet this end, the Agency is proposing a2
MGY flow cutoff for the Oily Wastes subcategory. Under this proposed option, facilitiesin the
Oily Wastes subcategory that discharge greater than 2 MGY per year of MP&M process
wastewater would be subject to the proposed pretreatment standards. However, those facilities
in the Oily Wastes subcategory that discharge 2 MGY or less would not be subject to MP& M
PSES requirements. These facilities would, however, remain subject to the existing generd
pretreatment standards at 40 CFR Part 403.

The Agency is proposing the 2 MGY flow cutoff exclusion for the Oily Wastes
subcategory based on severa factors. Firgt, and the most important factor, was the overall size
of the Oily Wastes subcategory. EPA estimates that there are gpproximately 28,500 indirect
discharging facilitiesin the Oily Wastes subcategory, of which over 99 percent are not
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currently regulated by categoricd pretreatment standards. Establishing an MP&M
pretrestment standard for al 28,500 facilities would nearly double the number of permits that
locdl authorities are currently responsible for. EPA concluded that this increased permit
burden was not reasonable given the projected loadings reductions and therefore explored
potentia flow cutoffs as away to reduce the impact on POTW permitting authorities.

Second, EPA isproposing the 2 MGY flow cutoff for this subcategory based in part on
the smal number of pound-equivaents that would be removed by facilities with annua
wastewater flows less than or equa to 2 MGY. EPA determined that after removing facilties
that close in the basdine (“basdine closures’) from the analysis, over 99 percent of the indirect
discharging facilities in the Oily Wastes subcategory discharge less than or equd to 2 MGY.
EPA edimates average removals of only 2 pound-equivaents per facility per year for these
fadlities

In addition, EPA determined that for those facilities in this subcategory that discharge
between 1 and 2 MGY the MP&M regulation would remove an average of 31 pound-
equivaents per year per facility. These reductions, as discussed previoudy, are lower than
those projected for indugtria laundries and landfills, for which EPA determined nationa
regulation was not warranted. The Agency concluded that regulation of facilities discharging
only 2 pound-equivalents per year (with those discharging between 1 and 2 MGY at 31 pound-
equivaents per year) was not judtified by the additiona permitting burden associated with
these facilities. EPA believes this gpproach would alow Control Authorities to focus thelr
efforts on the facilities discharging the vast mgjority of the pollutants, rather than dissipating
their limited resources on sites contributing much less to the overdl problem. EPA does note,
however, that the indirect discharging facilities that discharge less than or equd to 2 MGY are
responsible for an estimated 78 percent of the total pound-equivaents currently discharged
(approximately 51,000 of the 65,000 pound-equivaents discharged after removing basdine
closures from the analyss).

EPA dso dosdy evauated Option 6 witha3 MGY flow cutoff for the Oily Waste
subcategory. Based on EPA’ s data collection efforts, after removing facilties that closein the
basdine (“basdine closures’) from the analysis, over 99 percent of theindirect discharging
facilitiesin the Oily Wastes subcategory discharge less than or equd to 3MGY. The Agency
determined that after removing basdine closures from the analyss there are gpproximately 64
indirect discharge facilities in this subcategory between 2 and 3 MGY and that they discharge
an average of 24 pound-equivaents per year per facility. If EPA proposed Option 2 witha 3
MGY flow cutoff, the economic impacts would decrease dightly (12 facility closures rather
than 14 at the proposed option). The Agency concluded that the 3 MGY flow cutoff was not
necessary to reduce POTW burden for the Oily Wastes subcategory athough it would reduce
the economic impact somewhat. EPA solicits comment on a3 MGY cutoff, but notes that
these gpproximately 28,160 facilities are responsble for an estimated 81 percent of the totdl
pound-equivaents currently discharged (approximately 52,500 of the 65,000 pound-
equivaents discharged after removing basdline closures from the andyss).

Therefore, EPA isproposing the2 MGY flow cutoff but is also serioudy congdering a
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3 MGY cutoff. EPA believesthis gpproach would alow Control Authorities to focus their
efforts on the fadilities discharging the vast mgority of the pollutants, rather than dissipating
their limited resources on sites contributing much lessto the overdl problem. Table XI11.C-1
above shows the pounds of pollutants removed by the proposed option, and Table XI11.C-2
summarizes the costs and economic impacts associated with the proposed option (both tables
include fadilities that close in the basdling). EPA’s methodology for identifying basdine
closuresisdiscussed in Section XV1.
3. Cdculation of PSES
Based on the results of the pass-through analysis discussed in Section XI1.1.1., EPA is
proposing pretrestment standards for existing sources in the Oily Wastes subcategory
equivaent to those limitations proposed for BAT for the pollutants listed at §438.65 (as
provided in the codified regulation that accompanies this preamble). EPA is proposing a
pretreatment standard for tota sulfide based on potentid POTW interference or upset
associated with discharges of total sulfide from MP&M facilities. EPA is proposing
pretreatment standards for TOC and TOP as part of a compliance dternative for organic
pollutant discharges. (See Section XXI.C for adiscussion of monitoring flexibility.)
4. Compliance Date
EPA is proposing to establish athree-year deadline for compliance with PSES. Design
and congruction of systems adequate for compliance with PSES will be a substantia
undertaking for many MP&M dites.
J. Railroad Line Maintenance Subcategory
1. Rationae for Not Proposing PSES
EPA is proposing to not establish PSES for the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory
based on the smdl quantity of toxic pollutants discharged by facilitiesin this subcategory. The
Agency edimates that there are 799 indirect discharging railroad line maintenance facilities
that currently discharge 1,800 pound-equivaents per year to our nation’ s waters (taking into
account removals a the POTW), or just over 2 pound-equivaents per facility per year. Based
on thisanalyss, EPA preliminarily concluded that there is no need to develop nationdly
applicable regulations for this subcategory due to the low levels of pollutants discharged by
fadlitiesin this subcategory.
K. Shipbuilding Dry Dock Subcategory
1. Rationde for Not Proposing PSES
EPA is proposing to not establish PSES for the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory
based on the small number of fadilitiesin this subcategory and on the smal quantity of toxic
pollutants removed by the technology options evaluated by EPA for this proposal. The Agency
estimates that there are 6 indirect discharging facilities that have one or more dry docks that
currently discharge 852 pound-equivaents per year to our nation’s waters (taking into account
removals a the POTW). On anationd bass, Option 8 (ultrafiltration + P2) removed less than
1 pound-equivaent per year while Option 10 (DAF plus P2) only removed 26 pound-
equivaents per year (or lessthan 5 pound-equivaents removed per facility per year). The
Agency estimatesthat al of these facilities currently have DAF trestment in place. EPA
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determined that nationaly-gpplicable regulations are unnecessary at this time because of the
smal number of facilitiesin this subcategory and based on the smal amount of toxic pounds
removed by the technology options evaluated by the Agency. The Agency believes that
pretreatment local limits implemented on a case-by- case basis can more appropriately address
any individud toxic parameters present at these Six facilities.

X111, New Sour ce Performance Standar ds (NSPS) and Pretreatment Standardsfor New

Sour ces (PSNS)

Section 307(c) of the Act callsfor EPA to promulgate pretrestment standards for new
sources (PSNYS) at the same time that it promulgates new source performance standards
(NSPS). New facilities have the opportunity to incorporate the best available demonstrated
technologies including process changes, in-plant controls, and end- of- pipe trestment
technologies.

The same technologies discussed previoudy for BAT and PSES are available asthe
basisfor NSPS and PSNS. Since new sites have the potentid to ingtal pollution prevention
and pollution control technologies more cost effectively then existing sources, EPA strongly
considered the more advanced trestment options for NSPS and PSNS. The Agency discusses
itsanalyss of these more stringent options for NSPS and PSN'S on a subcategory-by-
subcategory basis below.

A. NSPSfor the Genera Metals Subcategory

1. Need for NSPS

EPA expectsthat new facilities in the Generd Meta's subcategory will discharge
amilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore, the need
for NSPS regulation is the same as the need for BPT regulation. (See Section IX.A.1).

2. Selected NSPS Option

EPA is proposing New Source Performance Standards for this subcategory based on
BAT Option 4. The Agency determined that Option 4 is the best available demonstrated
technology for the remova of pollutantsin this subcategory. EPA’s andyticad data shows that
Option 4 is capable of achieving much lower long-term averages than Option 2 for severa of
the metd pollutants of concern. In addition, EPA’s data shows that microfiltration greetly
reduces the variability in the concentration of the metal pollutants in the trestment effluent.
Although Option 4 costs $54,500 (1996%) more than Option 2 annualy for anew facility with
awastewater flow of 1.1 MGY (the wastewater flow for a representative direct discharging
facility in the Generd Metas subcategory), EPA is proposing Option 4 because of the lower
levels of metd pollutantsin the wastewater effluent. EPA noted in the discussion of its
congderation of this technology for BPT/BAT that it is not being proposed for BPT because
the additional removals, while large when considered across the entire population of exising
fecilities, were not sgnificant on a per facility basis, and because of concerns with potential
increased loadings (relative to Option 2) of COD and organic pollutants. EPA requests
comment on basing NSPS on Option 2 for the same reasons it is proposing to base BPT/BAT
on Option 2.
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The Agency aso strongly considered proposing NSPS based on ultrafiltration for oil
and grease remova and chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation for TSS and metas
remova. Thisoption isequivaent to BAT Option 2 with the oil/water separator replaced by an
ultrafilter. The Agency is soliciting comment and data on this NSPS option for the find rule.

3. Cdculation of NSPS Limitations

The Agency is proposing NSPS limitations for dl of the pollutants that it proposed BPT
and BAT limitations for in this subcategory. The NSPS limitations for this subcategory can be
found in the codified rule (which accompanies this preamble) at §438.16. (See Section XXI.C.
for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) EPA based these proposed regulations on EPA
sampling episodes at four facilities that employed Option 4 technologies. Three of the four
fecilities are Generd Metds facilities while the fourth is a printed wiring board manufacturer.
The Agency used the same datisticd methods for determining the effluent limitations for
NSPS as it described in Section VII1. Because of the limited number of facilities that EPA has
andytica sampling data on for Option 4, the Agency is soliciting comment and data on Option
4 technologies. Specificdly, the Agency isinterested in wastewater treatment data from
MP&M facilities employing Option 4 technologies (ultrafiltration for oil and grease remova
and micrdfiltration following chemica precipitation for remova of TSS and metals). See
Section XXI1I “Solicitation of Comments.”

4. NSPS Andysis

The Agency dso performed an economic andysisin order to determine if Option 4
presented a barrier to entry for new facilitiesin the General Metals subcategory. EPA
determined that the cost of compliance with NSPS based on Option 4 would make up only 0.04
percent of anew facility’s projected revenues. Therefore, EPA concluded that NSPS based on
Option 4 would not create a barrier to entry.

B. PSNS for the General Metals Subcategory

1. Need for PSNS

EPA expectsthat new facilitiesin the Generd Metd's subcategory will discharge
amilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore, the need
for PSNS regulation is the same as the need for PSES regulation. (See Section X11.D.1).

2. Selected PSNS Option

EPA is proposing Pretrestment Standards for New Sources for this subcategory based
on BAT Option 4 for the same reasons it is proposing this option for NSPS. EPA isdso
requesting comment on basing PSNS on Option 2, aswith NSPS. In addition, EPA is
proposing a1l MGY flow cutoff excluson for PSNS. Thisisthe same flow cutoff level that
EPA is proposing for PSES for the existing indirect discharging fecilities in the Generd Metds
subcategory. The Agency concluded that a1l MGY flow cutoff is gppropriate for new indirect
discharging facilities in the Generd Metals subcategory based on the potentid POTW
permitting burden that would be associated with developing and then maintaining permits for
new sources with low flows and the likelihood that these facilities discharge a smal amount of
pound-equivaents at these low flow rates. The Agency assumes that the pound-equivaents
removed per facility for new facilities with flows below or equal to 1 MGY would be even
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lower than the 22 pound-equivaents per fadility for smilarly Szed existing sourcesin this
subcategory. The Agency concluded that a smilar (or even smdler) amount of pollutant
removd is not Sgnificant and does nat judtify regulation of these facilities by anationd
categorica regulation. EPA solicits comment on whether it is gppropriate to exclude new
sources that discharge process wastewater equa to 1 million gallons or less for the reasons
described above.

The Agency aso strongly considered proposing PSNS based on ultrafiltration for oil
and grease remova and chemical precipitation followed by sedimentation for TSS and metas
remova. Thisoption is equivaent to BAT Option 2 with the oil/water separator replaced by an
ultrafilter. The Agency is soliciting comment and data on this PSNS option for the find rule.

3. Cdculation of PSNS Limitations

The Agency is proposing PSNS limitations for the same pollutants that it proposed
PSES regulations. The PSNIS limitations for this subcategory can be found in the codified rule
(which accompanies this preamble) at §438.17. EPA determined that al of the pollutants listed
in 8438.17 (except for Total Sulfide, TOC, and TOP) pass through POTWSs. EPA is proposng
alimitation for tota sulfide based on potentid POTW interference or upset associated with
discharges of total sulfide from MP&M facilities. EPA is proposing limitations for TOC and
TOP as part of acompliance dternative for organic pollutant discharges. (See Section XXI.C.
for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) The Agency based these proposed limitations on
the same four EPA sampling episodes that EPA discussed in Section XI11.A.3.

4. PSNS Andysis

Like NSPS, the Agency determined that the cost of compliance with PSNS based on
Option 4 would make up only 0.09 percent of a new facility’s projected revenues and
concluded that thiswould not creste a barrier to entry.

C. NSPS for the Metal Finishing Job Shops Subcategory

1. Need for NSPS

EPA expectsthat new facilitiesin the Metal Finishing Job Shops subcategory will
discharge smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore,
the need for NSPS regulation is the same as the need for BPT regulation. (See Section [X.B.1).

2. Selected NSPS Option

EPA is proposing New Source Performance Standards for this subcategory based on
BAT Option 4. The Agency determined that Option 4 is the best available demongtrated
technology for the remova of pollutants in this subcategory. EPA’s andyticd data shows that
Option 4 is cgpable of achieving much lower long term averages than Option 2 for saverd of
the metd pollutants of concern. In addition, EPA’s data shows that microfiltration grestly
reduces the variability in the concentration of the meta pollutants in the trestment effluent.
Although Option 4 costs $72,500 (1996 $) more than Option 2 annudly for anew facility with
awagtewater flow of 6.0 MGY (the wastewater flow for a representative direct discharging
facility in the Meta Finishing Job Shops), EPA is proposing Option 4 because of the lower
levels of metal pollutants in the treated wastewater effluent. EPA is not proposing Option 4 for
BPT for this subcategory because of the lack of sgnificant overdl pollutant removals
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achieved, and the fact that it removesless COD, O& G, and organic pollutants. EPA requests
comment on using Option 2 as the basis for NSPS.

The Agency dso strongly considered proposing NSPS based on ultrefiltration for ol
and grease remova and chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation for TSS and metas
removal. Thisoption isequivaent to BAT Option 2 with the oil/\water separator replaced by an
ultrafilter. The Agency is soliciting comment and data on this NSPS option for thefind rule.

3. Cdculation of NSPS Limitations

The Agency is proposing NSPS limitations for al of the pollutants that it proposed BPT
and BAT limitationsfor in this subcategory. The NSPS limitations for this subcategory can be
found in the codified rule (which accompanies this preamble) at 8438.26. (See Section XXI.C
for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) EPA based these proposed regulations on the same
four EPA sampling episodes that it used to calculate NSPS for the General Metals subcategory.
See Section XII1LA.,

4. NSPS Andysis

The Agency aso performed an economic analysisin order to determine if Option 4
presented a barrier to entry for new facilitiesin the Meta Finishing subcategory. EPA
determined that the cost of compliance with NSPS based on Option 4 would make up only 1.41
percent of anew facility’s projected revenues. Therefore, EPA concluded that NSPS based on
Option 4 would not create a barrier to entry.

D. PSNS for the Meta Finishing Job Shops Subcategory

1. Need for PSNS

EPA expects that new facilitiesin the Metal Finishing Job Shops subcategory will
discharge smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore,
the need for PSN'S regulation is the same as the need for PSES regulation. (See Section
XIl.E.1).

2. Selected PSNS Option

EPA is proposing Pretrestment Standards for New Sources for this subcategory based
on BAT Option 4 for the same reasonsiit is proposing this option for NSPS. EPA isdso
requesting comment on PSNS limits based on Option 2. In addition, EPA is not proposing a
flow cutoff excluson for PSNS for this subcategory for the same reasonsthat it did not
propose aflow cutoff for PSES, but is requesting comment on flow cutoffs of 1 and 2 MGY, as
with PSES. (See Section XI1.E.)

The Agency dso strongly considered proposing PSNS based on ultrefiltration for ol
and grease remova and chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation for TSS and metas
removd. This option is equivaent to BAT Option 2 with the oil/water separator replaced by an
ultrafilter. The Agency is soliciting comment and data on this PSN'S option for the find rule.

3. Cdculation of PSNS Limitations

The Agency is proposing PSNS limitations for the same pollutants that it proposed
PSES regulations. The PSNS limitations for this subcategory can be found in the codified rule
(which accompanies this preamble) at 8438.27. EPA determined that dl of the pollutants listed
in 8438.27 (except for Total Sulfide, TOC, and TOP) pass through POTWSs. EPA is proposing
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alimitation for tota sulfide based on potentid POTW interference or upset associated with

discharges of totd sulfide from facilities in this subcategory. EPA is proposing limitations for

TOC and TOP as part of a compliance aternative for organic pollutant discharges. (See

Section XX1.C for adiscussion of monitoring flexibility.) The Agency based these proposed

limitations on the same four EPA sampling episodes that EPA discussed in Section XI11.A.3.
4. PSNS Andysis

Like NSPS, the Agency determined that the cost of compliance with PSNS based on
Option 4 would make up 4.64 percent of anew facility’s projected revenues and expects that
thiswould not create abarrier to entry. EPA notesthat thisis a higher percentage than for
other subcategories and solicits comment on whether EPA should consider Option 2 for these
fadlities

E. NSPS for the Non-Chromium Anodizing Subcategory

1. Need for NSPS

EPA expects that new facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory will
discharge smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. EPA notes
that it did not identify any exigting direct dischargersin this subcategory and that estimates of
costs and pollutant loadings were transferred from the best performing indirect dischargersin
this subcategory (see Section IX.C). Therefore, the need for NSPS regulation is the same as
the need for BPT regulation. (See Section IX.C.1).

2. Selected NSPS Option

EPA is proposing New Source Performance Standards for this subcategory based on
BAT Option 2. Asdiscussed in the BPT andysisfor this subcategory, non-chromium
anodizers discharge large quantities of duminum but have very low levels of other metasin
their wastewater. EPA determined that Option 2 is cgpable of removing most of the duminum
discharged by facilitiesin this subcategory and that any additiona removas achieved by
Option 4 are not judtified by the additiond cost.

The Agency dso evaduated not proposing NSPS for facilities in this subcategory and
instead continuing to require compliance with NSPS limitations established under 40 CFR Part
433. However, the Agency has tentatively reected this option because these new proposed
NSPS limitations require an increased removd of TSS and the Agency fedsthat the pollutants
proposed for regulation here are more gppropriate for the non-chromium anodizing indudtry.
The NSPS limitations established in 40 CFR Part 433 require facilities to meet an average
monthly discharge of 31 mg/L of TSS and dlow for a maximum dally discharge of 60 mg/L.
These proposed MP&M limitations require non-chromium anodizers to meet an average
monthly discharge for TSS of 22 mg/L and adlow for a monthly maximum discharge of 52
mg/L. EPA bdievesthat the cogts associated with NSPS are judtified by the additiona
removal of TSS from this subcategory. In addition, 40 CFR Part 433 requires nortchromium
anodizers to meet effluent limitations for 7 metd pollutants. EPA’s data show that these seven
metals are present only in very small quantities at non-chromium anodizing facilities. 1n 40
CFR Part 433, EPA did not etablish alimit for duminum, the meta found in the largest
quantity in non-chromium anodizers wastewater. The Agency has determined that direct
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discharging facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory should have alimit for
auminum and thus is proposing to cover them here. The Agency notes that this will reduce the
number of pollutants that non-chromium anodizers would have to monitor for.
3. Cdculation of NSPS Limitations
The Agency is proposing NSPS limitations for al of the pollutants that it proposed BPT
and BAT limitations for in this subcategory. The NSPS limitations for this subcategory can be
found in the codified rule (which accompanies this preamble) at 8438.36. (See Section XXI.C
for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.)
4. NSPS Andysis
A barier to entry andyssistypicdly performed for new facilities by usng exising
fecilitiesasamodd. However, there are no existing direct dischargers in this subcategory.
Therefore, the Agency could not perform an economic anadlysisin order to determineif Option
2 presented a barrier to entry for new facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory.
F. PSNS for the Non- Chromium Anodizing Subcategory
1. Need for PSNS
EPA expectstha new facilities in the Norn- Chromium Anodizing subcategory will
discharge smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge and therefore
EPA isnot proposing pretrestment standards for new sources for this subcategory for the same
reasons it is not proposing PSES for this subcategory. See Section XI1.F and VI.C.3.
G. NSPS for the Printed Wiring Board Subcategory
1. Need for NSPS
EPA expects that new facilities in the Printed Wiring Board subcategory will discharge
smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore, the need
for NSPS regulation is the same as the need for BPT regulation. (See Section IX.D.1).
2. Selected NSPS Option
EPA is proposing New Source Performance Standards for this subcategory based on
BAT Option 4. The Agency determined that Option 4 is the best available demonstrated
technology for the remova of pollutantsin this subcategory. EPA’s andyticd data shows that
Option 4 is cgpable of achieving much lower long term averages than Option 2 for severd of
the metd pollutants of concern. In addition, EPA’ s data shows that microfiltration greetly
reduces the variability in the concentration of the metal pollutants in the trestment effluent.
Although Option 4 costs $162,000 more than Option 2 annualy for anew facility with a
wastewater flow of 25.5 MGY (the wastewater flow for a representative direct discharging
facility in the Printed Wiring Board subcategory), EPA is proposing Option 4 because of the
lower levels of metd pollutantsin the wastewater effluent. EPA is not proposing Option 4 for
BPT/BAT because of the lack of significant overal additiona removas and the fact thet it
removes less COD, O& G, and organic pollutants, relative to Option 2. EPA aso requests
comment on basing NSPS on Option 2.
The Agency dso strongly considered proposing NSPS based on ultrafiltration for oil
and grease remova and chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation for TSS and metals
remova. Thisoption isequivalent to BAT Option 2 with the oil/water separator replaced by an
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ultrefilter. The Agency is soliciting comment and data on this NSPS option for the find rule.
3. Cdculaion of NSPS Limitations

The Agency is proposing NSPS limitations for dl of the pollutants that it proposed BPT
and BAT limitations for in this subcategory. The NSPS limitations for this subcategory can be
found in the codified rule (which accompanies this preamble) at §438.46. (See Section XXI.C
for adiscussion of monitoring flexibility.) EPA based these proposed regulations on the same
four EPA sampling episodes that it used to calculate NSPS for the Generdl Meta s subcategory.
(See Section XI11.A.3). As mentioned above, EPA collected andytical wastewater treatment
data from a printed wiring board manufacturer that employed this technology.

4. NSPS Andyss

The Agency aso performed an economic andysisin order to determine if Option 4
presented a barrier to entry for new facilitiesin the Printed Wiring Board subcategory. EPA
determined that the cost of compliance with NSPS based on Option 4 would make up only 0.02
percent of anew facility’s projected revenues. Therefore, EPA concluded that NSPS based on
Option 4 would not create a barrier to entry.

H. PSNS for the Printed Wiring Board Subcategory

1. Need for PSNS

EPA expects that new facilities in the Printed Wiring Board subcategory will discharge
smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore, the need
for PSNS regulation is the same as the need for PSES regulation. (See Section X11.G.1).

2. Selected PSNS Option

EPA is proposing Pretreatment Standards for New Sources for this subcategory based
on BAT Option 4 for the same reasons it is proposing this option for NSPS. Itisaso
requesting comment on PSNS based on Option 2. Aswas the case for PSES, EPA is not
proposing aflow cutoff exclusion for this subcategory for the same reasons discussed in
Section XI1.G.2, but is requesting comment on a flow cutoff of 1 MGY , as with PSES.

The Agency aso strongly considered proposing PSNS based on ultrafiltration for oil
and grease remova and chemicd precipitation followed by sedimentation for TSS and metas
removal. Thisoption isequivaent to BAT Option 2 with the oil/\water separator replaced by an
ultrafilter. The Agency is soliciting comment and data on this PSNS option for the find rule.

3. Cdculation of PSNS Limitations

The Agency is proposing PSNS limitations for the same pollutants that it proposed
PSES regulations. The PSNS limitations for this subcategory can be found in the codified rule
(which accompanies this preamble) at 8438.47. EPA determined that al of the pollutants listed
in 8438.47 (except for Tota Sulfide, TOC, and TOP) pass through POTWSs. EPA is proposing
alimitation for tota sulfide based on potentid POTW interference or upset associated with
discharges of totd sulfide from fadilitiesin this subcategory. EPA is proposing limitations for
TOC and TOP as part of acompliance adternative for organic pollutant discharges. (See
Section XXI.C for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) EPA determined thet dl of these
pollutants pass through POTWSs. The Agency based these proposed limitations on the same
four EPA sampling episodes that EPA discussed in Section X111.A.3. As mentioned above,
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EPA collected andytica wastewater treatment data from a printed wiring board manufacturer
that employed this technology.
4. PSNSAndyss
Like NSPS, the Agency determined that the cost of compliance with PSNS based on
Option 4 would make up only 0.20 percent of a new facility’ s projected revenues and
concluded that this would not create a barrier to entry.
l. NSPS for the Stedd Forming and Finishing Subcategory
1. Need for NSPS
EPA expectstha new facilitiesin the Sted Forming and Finishing subcategory will
discharge smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore,
the need for NSPS regulation is the same as the need for BPT regulation. (See Section IX.E.1).
2. Selected NSPS Option
EPA is proposing New Source Performance Standards for this subcategory based on
BAT Option 4. The Agency determined that Option 4 is the best available demongtrated
technology for the remova of pollutantsin this subcategory. EPA’s andytica data shows that
Option 4 is capable of achieving much lower long-term averages than Option 2 for severa of
the metal pollutants of concern. In addition, EPA’s data shows that microfiltration grestly
reduces the variability in the concentration of the meta pollutantsin the trestment effluent.
Although Option 4 costs $42,400 more than Option 2 annudly for a new fedility with a
wastewater flow of 184 MGY (the wastewater flow for arepresentative direct discharging
fadilitiesin the Sted Forming and Finishing subcategory), EPA determined that the additiond
cost of Option 4 arejudtified by the lower levels of metd pollutantsin the wastewater effluent.
The Agency dso strongly considered proposing NSPS based on ultrefiltration for ol
and grease remova and chemica precipitation followed by a clarifier for TSS and metas
removd. Thisoption isequivaent to BAT Option 2 with the oil/water separator replaced by an
ultrafilter. The Agency is soliciting comment and data on this NSPS option for the find rule.
3. Cdculation of NSPS Limitations
The Agency is proposing NSPS limitations for dl of the pollutants that it proposed BPT
and BAT limitations for in this subcategory. The NSPS limitations for this subcategory can be
found in the codified rule (which accompanies this preamble) at 8438.56. (See Section XXI.C
for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.) The Agency based these proposed limitations on the
same four EPA sampling episodes that EPA discussed in Section XI111.A.3.
4. NSPS Andyss
The Agency aso performed an economic analysisin order to determine if Option 4
presented a barrier to entry for new facilitiesin the Sted Forming and Finishing subcategory.
EPA determined that the cost of compliance with NSPS based on Option 4 would make up
only 0.14 percent of a new facility’s projected revenues. Therefore, EPA concluded that NSPS
based on Option 4 would not create a barrier to entry.
J PSNSfor the Steed Forming and Finishing Subcategory
1. Need for PSNS
EPA expectsthat new facilitiesin the Stedl Forming and Finishing subcategory will
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discharge amilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore,
the need for PSNIS regulation is the same as the need for PSES regulation. (See Section
XI1.H.1).

2. Selected PSNS Option

EPA is proposing Pretreatment Standards for New Sources for this subcategory based
on BAT Option 4 for the same reasonsiit is proposing this option for NSPS. In addition, EPA
Is not proposing aflow cutoff excluson for PSNS for this subcategory for the same reasons
that it did not propose aflow cutoff for PSES, but is requesting comment on flow cutoffs of 1,
2, and 3MGY aswith PSES. (See Section X11.H.)

The Agency aso strongly considered proposing PSNS based on ultrefiltration for oil
and grease remova and chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation for TSS and metas
removal. Thisoption isequivaent to BAT Option 2 with the oil/\water separator replaced by an
ultrefilter. The Agency is soliciting comment and data on this PSN'S option for the find rule.

3. Cdculdtion of PSNS Limitations

The Agency is proposing PSNS limitations for the same pollutants that it proposed
PSES regulations. The PSNS limitations for this subcategory can be found in the codified rule
(which accompanies this preamble) at §438.57. EPA determined that al of the pollutants listed
in 8438.57 (except for Tota Sulfide, TOC, and TOP) pass through POTWs. EPA isproposing
alimitation for tota sulfide based on potentid POTW interference or upset associated with
discharges of totd sulfide from facilitiesin this subcategory. EPA is proposing limitations for
TOC and TOP as part of acompliance adternative for organic pollutant discharges. (See
Section XX1.C for adiscussion of monitoring flexibility.) The Agency based these proposed
limitations on the same four EPA sampling episodes that EPA discussed in Section XI111.A.3.

4. PSNS Andysis

Like NSPS, the Agency determined that the cost of compliance with PSNS based on
Option 4 would make up only 0.17 percent of a new facility’ s projected revenues and
concluded that this would not creste a barrier to entry.

K. NSPS for the Oily Wastes Subcategory

1. Need for NSPS

EPA expects that new fadilities in the Oily Wastes subcategory will discharge smilar
quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore, the need for NSPS
regulation is the same as the need for BPT regulation. (See Section IX.F.1).

2. Selected NSPS Option

EPA is proposing New Source Performance Standards for this subcategory based on
BAT Option 6, oil-water separation by chemica emulsion bresking, gravity separation, and oil
skimming. The Agency determined that Option 6 isthe best available demongtrated
technology for the remova of pollutantsin this subcategory and is proposing this option for the
same reasons it selected this option for BPT and BAT. (See Section IX.F.2).

3. Cdculaion of NSPS Limitations

The Agency is proposing NSPS limitations equivaent to those proposed for BPT for

this subcategory. The NSPS limitations for this subcategory can be found in the codified rule
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(which accompanies this preamble) at § 438.66. (See Section XXI.C for adiscusson of
monitoring flexihility.)
4. NSPS Andyss
Since EPA is proposing to set NSPS equal to BAT (Option 6) and thisoption is
determined to be economicaly-achievable for these facilities under BAT, EPA concluded that
NSPS based on Option 6 would not create a barrier to entry.
L. PSNS for the Oily Wastes Subcategory
1. Need for PSNS
EPA expects that new facilities in the Oily Wastes subcategory will discharge smilar
quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore, the need for PSNS
regulation is the same as the need for PSES regulation. (See Section XI1.1.1).
2. Selected PSNS Option
EPA is proposing Pretreatment Standards for New Sources for this subcategory based
on BAT Option 6 for the same reasonsit is proposing this option for NSPS. In addition, EPA
isproposing a2 MGY flow cutoff exclusion for PSNS with serious consderation of a3 MGY
flow cutoff aswel. Thisisthe same flow cutoff leve that EPA is proposing for PSES for the
exiging indirect discharging facilitiesin the Oily Wastes subcategory. The Agency is
proposing a2 MGY flow cutoff for new indirect discharging facilitiesin the Oily Wastes
subcategory based on the potentiadd POTW permitting burden that would be associated with
developing and then maintaining permits for new sources with low flows and the likelihood
that these facilities discharge a smdl amount of pound-equivalents at these low flow rates. The
Agency assumes that the pound-equivaents per facility for new facilities with flows below or
equa to 2 MGY would be even lower than the 2 pound-equivaents per facility for smilarly
Szed exidting sourcesin this subcategory. The Agency concluded that asimilar (or even
amaller) amount of pollutant removd is not judtified by the cost of the regulation for new
indirect Oily Waste fadilities discharging less than or equa to 2 MGY.
3. Cdculation of PSNS Limitations
The Agency is proposing PSNS limitations equivaent to PSES for the same pollutants
that it proposed PSES regulations. The PSNS limitations for this subcategory can be found in
the codified rule (which accompanies this preamble) at 8 438.67. (See Section XI1.1.3. for
PSES discusson and see Section XXI.C for adiscusson of monitoring flexibility.)
4. PSNS Andysis
Since EPA isproposing to set PSNS equa to PSES (Option 6) and this option is
determined to be economicaly achievable for these facilities under PSES, the Agency
concluded that this would not create a barrier to entry.
M. NSPS for the Railroad Line Maintenance Subcategory
1. Need for NSPS
EPA expects that new facilities in the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory will
discharge smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore,
the need for NSPS regulation is the same as the need for BPT regulation. (See Section
IX.G.1)
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2. Selected NSPS Option
EPA is proposing New Source Performance Standards for this subcategory based on
BAT Option 10, dissolved air flotation plus in-process flow control and pollution prevention.
The Agency determined that Option 10 is the best available demongtrated technology for the
remova of pollutants in this subcategory and is proposing this option for the same reasons it
selected this option for BPT and BAT. (See Section 1X.G.2).
3. Cdculation of NSPS Limitations
The Agency is proposing NSPS limitations equivaent to those proposed for BPT for
this subcategory. The NSPS limitations for this subcategory can be found in the codified rule
(which accompanies this preamble) at 8 438.76. (See Section XX1.C for adiscussion of
monitoring flexihility.)
4. NSPS Andysis
EPA notes that railroad line maintenance facilities do not have revenue reported at the
fecility leve, and it is therefore not possible to compare costs as a percent of facility revenue
for new and exigting facilities in this subcategory. In addition, EPA is proposing to set NSPS
equa to BAT (Option 10) and has determined this option is economicaly achievable for these
facilities under BAT, therefore, EPA concluded that NSPS based on Option 10 would not
Cregte a barrier to entry.
N. PSNSfor the Railroad Line Maintenance Subcategory
1. Rationadefor Not Proposing PSNS
EPA expects that new facilities in the Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory will
discharge smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore,
EPA is proposing to not establish PSNS for this subcategory for the same reasons that it did not
propose PSES. (See Section X11.J.1).
0. NSPS for the Shipbuilding Dry Dock Subcategory
1. Need for NSPS
EPA expects that new facilitiesin the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory will
discharge smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore,
the need for NSPS regulation is the same as the need for BPT regulation. (See Section
IX.H.1).

2. Selected NSPS Option
EPA is proposing New Source Performance Standards for this subcategory based on
BAT Option 10, dissolved air flotation plus in-process flow control and pollution prevention.
The Agency determined that Option 10 is the best available demongtrated technology for the
remova of pollutantsin this subcategory and is proposing this option for the same reasons it
selected this option for BPT. (See Section IX.H.2.).
3. Cdculation of NSPS Limitations
The Agency is proposing NSPS limitations equivaent to those proposed for BPT for
this subcategory. The NSPS limitations for this subcategory can be found in the codified rule
(which accompanies this preamble) at 8 438.76. (See Section XX1.C for adiscussion of
monitoring flexihility.)
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4. NSPS Andysis
Since EPA is proposing to set NSPS equal to BAT (Option 10) and has determined that
this option is economicaly achievable for these facilities under BAT, EPA concluded that
NSPS based on Option 10 would not create a barrier to entry.
P. PSNSfor the Shipbuilding Dry Dock Subcategory
1. Rationalefor Not Proposing PSNS
EPA expects that new facilitiesin the Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategory will
discharge smilar quantities of the same pollutants that existing sources discharge. Therefore,
EPA is proposing to not establish PSNS for this subcategory for the same reasons thet it did not
propose PSES. (See Section X11.K.1)

XI1V. IssuesRelated to the Methodology Used to Deter mine POTW Performance

For today’ s proposal, EPA used its traditionad methodology to determine POTW
performance (percent remova) for toxic and norconventiona pollutants. POTW performance
isa component of the pass-through methodology used to identify the pollutants to be regulated
for PSES and PSNS. It isdso acomponent of the analysis to determine net pollutant
reductions (for both total pounds and toxic pound-equivaents) for various indirect discharge
technology options. However, as discussed in more detail below, EPA is evauating severd
issues rdated to its traditiona methodology for determining POTW performance and solicits
comments avariety of methodologica changes.

A. Assessment of Acceptable POTWs

EPA developed the principa pass-through andysis for today’s MP&M proposa by
using data from al 50 POTWs that were part of the 50 POTW Study data base. Some of these
POTWs were not operated to meet the secondary treatment requirements at 40 CFR 133 for dl
portions of their wastestream. Most POTWs today have secondary trestment or better in place.
EPA estimates that as of 1996, POTWs with at least secondary treatment in place service
greater than 90 percent of the indirect discharging population. If the POTW remova
cdculations do not reflect the upgrades and system improvements that have occurred since the
time of the 50 POTW Study, they would tend to under-estimate POTW removals. This would
result in overestimating the pollutant reductions that are achieved through the regulation of
indirect dischargers, thereby making the regulation appear more codt-effective for indirect
dischargersthan it is.

One partid solution to this methodological issue would be to evauate individua
treatment trains in the 50 POTW Study data base, and include only those trestment trains that
achieved compliance with 40 CFR 133 in the andysis of POTW pollutant removal rates.

There were 29 treatment trains that achieved BODs and TSS effluent concentrations between
15 mg/l and 45 mg/l during the sampling and could potentialy be consdered reflective of
secondary trestment (based on 40 CFR 133.102 limitations of 30 mg/l monthly average and 45
mg/l weekly max for secondary treatment), and an additiona 2 trestment trains were either
trickling filters or waste stabilization pondsthat achieved BODs and TSS effluent
concentrations between 40 mg/l and 65 mg/l and could potentidly be considered equivaent to
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secondary treatment pursuant to 40 CFR 133.101(g) (based on 40 CFR 133.105 limitations of
45 mg/l monthly average and 65 mg/l weekly maximum). In addition, 15 trestment trains
achieved BODs and TSS effluent concentrations below 15 mg/l each, and could potentidly be
considered grester than secondary trestment.

Using data from these 46 treatment trains only would omit the worst performersin the
50 POTW Study that are probably not reflective of current performance. 1t might not fully
correct, however, for additiona upgrades and optimization that may have occurred over the
past two decades.

B. Assessment of Acceptable Data

EPA devel oped the pass-through andysis thet isthe bass for today’ s proposd using
POTW data editing criteria that are generally consstent with those used for the industry data.
Specificdly, EPA included only datafrom POTWs for which influent concentrations were 10
times the andyticd minimum (quantitation) level (10xML) if avallable. If none of the average
pollutant influent concentrations are at least 10 times the ML, then EPA retained only deta
from POTWs for which influent concentrations were 2 times the anaytica minimum level.
Becauseit is difficult to achieve the same pollutant reduction (in terms of percent) in adilute
wastestream as in a more concentrated wastestream, EPA believesthat a10 X ML editing
criteriamay overestimate the percent removals that are caculated for both industry and
POTWSsin the pass-through andyss.

Asagenerd rule, more POTW data than indusiry datais diminated through this editing
criteriafor the specific pollutants that are being examined. Thisis not surprising snce the
pass-through andysis would not even be performed on pollutants generaly found a lessthan
10 times the method minimum leve in industry since EPA would, in many cases, not require
pretrestment for such low levels of apollutant. Asaresult of thisimbaance (pollutant influent
levels & POTWs being less than pollutant influent levelsto industrid pretrestment), EPA
believes that it is possble that this editing criteria may bias the pass-through results by over-
esimating POTW removas where influent concentrations are generdly lower. Thiswould
result in underestimating the pollutant reductions that are achieved through the regulation of
indirect dischargers thereby making the rule appear less cost-effective than it is. On the other
hand, there may be little difference in percent removas across the range of influent
concentrations generally experienced by POTWs.

One potentid solution to this methodologica question would be to include data (for
both indirect dischargers and POTWSs) even if the influent concentration is not 10 timesthe
andytical minimum leved. This solution needs to be considered in context, however, with data
handling criteria for effluent measurements of *non-detect” discussed bel ow.

C. Assessment of Removas When Effluent |'s below the Andytical Method

Minimum Level

EPA developed the pass-through andysis that is the basis for today’ s proposa using the
andyticd method minimum level as the effluent vaue when the pollutant was not detected in
the effluent. Thisisthe gpproach that is generdly used when developing pollutant reduction
esimates for the regulation, performing cost- effectiveness caculations, and developing
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effluent limitations. EPA believes that this methodology may underestimate the performance
of the selected technology option for both directs and indirects. Once again, this would result
in underestimating the removas estimated for direct dischargers, and thereby making the rule
appear less cost-effectivethanitis. For indirect dischargers, EPA believes that the overdl
effect of usng the minimum level for non-detect values for both industry and POTW data
creates a bias for underestimating POTW removas in comparison to industry removals. This
may result in an overestimation of pollutant removals by indirect dischargers, and may make
the rule appear more cogt-effective than it is. [Note that this problem is minimized by only
using datawith influent levels exceeding 10 X ML, because a non-detect assures that at least
90 percent of the pollutant has been removed. It is arguably lessimportant that the true
remova may be greater than 90 percent, rather than exactly 90 percent. Using aless stringent
editing criteriaof 2 X ML as discussed above would exacerbate this problem. If the influent
were only 2 X ML, then removas greater than 50 percent could never be measured.]

One potentid dternative would be to assume avaue of one haf of the minimum leve
for effluent values of non-detect. This gpproach would have to be gpplied uniformly for the
indirect dischargers aswell asthe POTWSsin order for the percent removal caculationsto be
reasonable.

For amore detailed discussion of dternative gpproaches to the POTW pass-through
andysis, see the Appendix to Section 7 of the Technicad Development Document. EPA solicits
comment on the sgnificance of each of these methodologica issues and the potentiad
dternatives.

XV. Methodology for Estimating Costs & Pollutant Reductions

EPA estimated industry-wide compliance costs and pollutant loadings usng model sites
based on technica questionnaire respondents and a computerized design and cost modd for the
MP&M technology options (see Sections 11 and 12 of the Technical Development Document
for adetailed discussion of EPA’'sMP&M Design & Cost Model). The Agency estimated
industry-wide costs and pollutant loadings for severa technology options based on
technologies designed for each subcategory of modd sites. EPA used these modd sitesto
estimate costs for 63,000 MP&M wastewater-discharging Stes nationwide using satisticaly
caculated industry weights (i.e., survey sample weights). EPA notes that once the low flow
excluson is applied, the number of dtes expected to incur costs under the MP&M regulation is
10,300.

There are 890 stes which indicated that they were water dischargers on their technical
questiomnaire and provided EPA with enough data to include them in the cost modd. EPA
assessed each of the 890 sites selected to determine the unit operations, wastewater
characteristics and treatment technologies currently in place a the Sites.

Based on the information provided by the Sitesin their questionnaire responses, follow-
up letters, and phone calls, EPA classified each wastewater stream by the type of unit operation
(e.g., machining, dectroplating, acid treatment, etc.) and base metd type (e.g., Sed,
auminum, zinc, ec.). The Agency used the following additional questionnaire data to
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characterize process wastewater streams. wastewater discharge flow rate, production rate,
operating schedule, and discharge destination. Many of the Sites provided these data for dl
wastewater streams generated on Site. For Sites that did not provide complete data, EPA either
estimated the missing data based on technical considerations specific to the Site, or Satidticaly
imputed the data. The Agency modeled the concentration of each pollutant in each wastewater
stream from field sampling of wastewater discharges from the unit operations at MP&M dites.
EPA used questionnaire responses to identify the following information about end-of-pipe
technologiesin place & MP&M gtes. the types of treatment units in place; the unit operations
discharging process wastewater to each trestment unit; and the operating schedule of each
trestment unit.

EPA developed a computerized design and cost modd to estimate compliance costs and
pollutant loadings for the MP&M technology options, taking into account each sit€'s level of
treatment in place. Asaconservative estimate for estimating basdline (prior to compliance
with these proposed regulations) pollutant loadings, EPA assumed that dl sites with trestment
currently in place (including those sites not currently covered by the Meta Finishing
regulations) were currently meeting the long-term average (LTA) concentrations (i.e., design
concentrations) for the pollutants limited under the Metd Finishing effluent guiddines (40
CFR Part 433) with the exception of cyanide and were meeting the LTA concentrations
achieved by EPA’s sampled MP&M BAT facilities for cyanide and other pollutants of
concern. For Stesthat did not report trestment in place, EPA based basdline pollutant loadings
on EPA’ s unit operation-by-unit operation sampling data for raw wastewater. The Agency
programmed the mode with technol ogy- specific modules which caculated the cogts for
various combinations of technologies included in the technology options for each subcategory.
EPA based design and cost dataon MP&M site data, literature data, and vendor data. The
Agency developed technol ogy- pecific cost modules for the in-process pollution prevention
and water use reduction technologies and end-of- pipe treatment technologies discussed in
Section VII.A of thisnotice.

The modd provided the following types of information for each technology designed
for amodd ste: capitd cogts; operating and maintenance costs, eectricity used and associated
cost; dudge generation and associated disposal costs; waste oil generation and associated
disposal cogts; water use reduction and associated cost credit; chemical usage reduction and
associated cost credit; effluent flow rate; and effluent pollutant concentrations. This data
enabled EPA to develop Ste by site compliance costs and pollutant reductions for the costed
Stes.

If contract hauling of wastewater for off-Site trestment and disposa was less costly than
on-site treatment, EPA estimated costs assuming the modd site would contract haul the
wastewater. EPA made this assessment on a technology-specific basis. When estimating costs
for dudge disposa, EPA assumed al dudge to be FOO6 listed (or other F-listed hazardous
waste) hazardous waste under RCRA (40 CFR 261.31) and would, therefore, be disposed of
off-ste as hazardous waste. As a consarvative estimate for the mode, EPA did not alow the
time for storage of the dudge prior to disposa to exceed 90 days, regardless of the facilities
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RCRA generator status (i.e., exempt, small, large). EPA notesthat on March 8, 2000 (65 FR
12377), the Agency published afind regulation in the Federd Register extending the
accumulation time, under RCRA,, for certain wastewater treatment dudges from eectroplating
processes to be held on-site without requiring a hazardous waste storage permit. Fecilities
implementing pollution prevention, recycling and metals recovery mesting certain

requirements can accumulate FOO6 dudge for up to 180 days for large quantity generators (or
270 days for smal quantity generators).

After estimation of capital and operating and maintenance costs, EPA cdculated the
total capita investment (TCIl), and the total annualized cost (TAC). The Agency assumed that
fadlitiesmeeting locd limitations or nationd effluent limitation guidelines and pretrestment
gandards will dready incur monitoring costs. EPA solicits comment on the whether facilities
will incur additiona monitoring costs to comply with today’ s proposal (and how much that
monitoring would cost). EPA hasincorporated severa options for adding additiona
flexibility in regards to monitoring (See Section XXI.C for a discusson on monitoring
flexibility). EPA expects that these proposed flexibilities will decrease the overall burden and
cods of andyticad wastewater monitoring for facilities within the scope of thisrule.

XVI. Economic Impact and Social Cost Analysis

A. [ntroduction

EPA's economic anadyses are presented in the report titled “Economic, Environmental,
& Benefit Analysis of the Proposed Metal Products & Machinery Rule [EPA-821-B-00-008]
(hereefter referred to asthe “EEBA”). This report presents the socid costs and benefits of the
proposed rule and dternatives, and estimates the expected economic impacts of compliance
with the proposed rule in terms of facility closures and associated |osses in employment. Other
measures of economic impact include firm-level impacts, loca community impacts,
internationd trade effects, employment effects, and effects on new MP&M facilities. An
andysis of impacts on smdl businesses supports EPA’s compliance with the Regul atory
Flexibility Act (RFA) as amended by the Smal Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act
(SBREFA). This section of the preamble summarizes the economic impact and socid cost
findings from the EEBA. The reader isreferred to the full report for the details of these
anayses.

EPA’s determination of economic achievability are based on the findings reported in
the EEBA and discussed below. The options analyzed consst of combinations of comparable
technology options for the different subcategories. The three options analyzed in the economic
andyses are defined as follows:

Table XVI-1: Regulatory Options Considered in the Economic Analyses

Subcategory | Proposd rule Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8

121




Genera Metds

Technology option 2;
1 mgy flow cutoff for
indirect dischargers

Technology option 2

Technology option 4

Metal Finishing Job Shop

Technology option 2

Technology option 2

Technology option 4

Non-Chromium
Anodizing

Technology option 2; no
PSES/PSNS for indirect
dischargers

Technology option 2

Technology option 4

Printed Wiring Board

Technology option 2

Technology option 2

Technology option 4

Steel Forming & Technology option 2 Technology option 2 Technology option 4
Finishing
Oily Wastes Technology option 6; Technology option 6 Technology option 8
2 mgy flow cutoff for
indirect dischargers
Railroad Line Technology option 10; no | Technology option 10 Technology option 8
Maintenance PSES/PSNS for indirect

dischargers

Shipbuilding Dry Dock

Technology option 10; no
PSES/PSNS for indirect
dischargers

Technology option 10

Technology option 8

Technology options 1 through 10 are described in Section VI11.A. of the preamble.

Technology options 1, 3, 5, 7 and 9 (without pollution prevention) were not further andyzed,
because they remove fewer pollutants and cost more than the comparable technology options

with pollution prevention.

The economic impact andyses assess how facilitieswill be affected financidly by the
proposed rule. Key outputs of the facility impact analyss include expected facility closuresin
the MP&M industries, associated losses in employment, and the number of facilities
experiencing financia stress short of cosure (“moderate impacts’). The findings from the
facility impact andysis dso provide the basis for the following andyses:
$ A firmleve andyss, which assesses the impact on the financia performance and

$

B B B B

condition of firms owning MP&M fadilities,

An employment effects analys's, which assesses the increase in employment associated
with compliance activities, the loss of employment due to facility closures, and the net
effect on overdl employment;

A community impact andys's, which assesses the job |osses caused by facility closures
and job gains associated with compliance;

A foreign trade analysi's, which assesses the effect of the proposed rule on the U.S.
balance of trade;

A new source impact analys's, which assesses the effect of effluent guideines on the
cogts and financid viability of new facilitiesin the MP&M indudries, and

The Initid Regulatory Flexibility Analyss (IFRA), which assesses the economic and
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financid impacts of the proposed rule on small entities.
B. Facility Level Impacts
1 Facility Categories Andyzed

EPA performed economic impact analyses for three categories of facilities, usng
different methodologies to evauate each of the groups. The three groups are:
$ Private MP&M Facilities. This group includes privately-owned facilities that do not

perform railroad line maintenance and are not owned by governments. This mgor

category includes private businesses in awide range of sectors or indudtries, including.

This segment includes facilities that manufacture and rebuild railroad equipment. Only

fecilities that repair railroad track and equipment adong the railroad line are not

included.

$ Railroad line maintenance facilities maintain and repair railroad track, equipment and
vehides.

$ Government-owned facilities include MP&M facilities operated by municipdlities,

State agencies and other public sector entities such as State universities. Many of these

fadilities repair, rebuild, and maintain buses, trucks, cars, utility vehicles (e.g., snow

plows and street cleaners), and light machinery.

The specific methodology used to assessimpacts differs for each of the three types of
MP&M fecilities. In each case, EPA established thresholds for measures of financid
performance and compared the facilities performance before and after compliance with each
regulatory option with these thresholds.

2. Data Sources for the Facility Impact Andysis

The economic analyses rely on data provided by the financid portion of the detailed
questionnaire distributed to MP&M facilities by EPA under the authority of Section 308 of the
Clean Water Act (“Section 308 Survey”). (See Section V.B for information on the MP&M
survey questionnaires). The survey was conducted in two phases, covering different MP& M
industries in each phase. The Phase | survey covered seven industry sectors and reported data
for fisca years 1987 to 1989. The Phase Il survey covered an additiond ten industry sectors
(al remaining MP&M sectors except Stedd Forming and Finishing, which was the subject of a
separate survey) and reported data for fisca years 1994 to 1996. The survey financid data
were extrapolated to 1999 dollars using the Producer Price Index. The survey financia data
induded three years of income statements and baance sheets for the facility; the compostion
of revenues by customer type and MP&M business sector; estimated vaue of facility assets
and liabilitiesin liquidation; borrowing cogs, ownership of the facility; and total revenues and
employment of the owning entity (if separate from the facility). The impacts assessed for these
sample facilities were extrapol ated to the nationd leve using facility sample weights that are
based on the sample design for the industrid detailed surveys.

Datafor facilitiesin the railroad line maintenance subcategory came from amodified
version of the Phase |1 survey administered to railroad operating companies. The questionnaire
was modified because railroad operating companies generaly do not monitor financia
performance or collect financid deta a the facility leve for line maintenance fecilities. The
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railroad operating companies reported the number of MP& M facilities in each operating unit,
and provided detailed operating company financid data and technica datafor each line
maintenance fadility.

Data for the Sted Forming and Finishing Subcategory came from a 1997 Section 308
survey of iron and sed fadilities. This survey requested financia data generaly similar to that
collected by the MP&M surveys, including income statements and bal ance sheets for Fisca
Y ears 1995-1997 for the facility and the parent firm.

Government-owned MP& M facilities provided datain response to a Phase 11 Section
308 survey of municipa and other government agency facilities. This survey requested
information on fisca year 1996 sources and amounts of revenue and debt levels for both the
government entity and the MP& M facilities, and demographic data for the population served
by the government entity.

In addition to the survey data, a number of secondary sources provided data for the
andyss. Secondary source data were used to characterize background economic and financial
conditions in the industries subject to the MP&M effluent guiddine. Secondary sources used
inthe andyssincdude
$ Department of Commerce economic census and survey data, including the Censuses of
Manufactures, Annual Surveys of Manufactures, and internationd trade data;
The Benchmark Input-Output Tables of the United States, published by the Bureau of
Economic Andysisin the Department of Commerce;
Price index series from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor;
U.S Industry and Trade Outlook, published by McGraw-Hill and the U.S. Department
of Commerce;
Industry trade publications; and
Financid publications, including the Vaue Line Investment Survey and Robert Morris
Asociaes annud data summaries.

3. Methodology and Impact Measures for the Facility Level Analyss

a. Private MP&M Facilities

EPA performed two categories of financid analysis, one to assess the potentia for
facility closures and the other to assess the potentia for moderate financid impacts on MP&M
fadilities. These andyses congdered facility financid condition in the absence of therule
(under basdine conditions) and changes in financid condition that would result from the
proposed rule.

EPA used two financid tests to estimate closures among generd MP&M facilities
$ After-Tax Cash How: EPA examined after-tax cash flow (ATCF) over athree year

period to determine the financid condition of generd MP&M facilities.
$ Net Present Vaue: EPA aso performed anet present vaue (NPV) test, which

compared the liquidation value of each facility to the present value of expected future
eanings. A busness may closeif the value of clogng (its liquidation value) exceedsiits
vaue as an ongoing business (caculated as the present vaue of expected future
earnings).

By e B
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EPA determined that afacility is subject to severe financid stressand is a potentia
closureif ATCF is negative, Snce businesses generdly cannot sustain negetive cash flows for
long periods of time. Thistest used the average of reported financid data over three fiscdl
years. Basdine cash flow is defined as the sum of reported net income and depreciation. The
measure iswidely used within industry in evauating capital investment decisons because both
net income and depreciation (which is an accounting offset againgt income, but not an actua
cash expenditure) are potentidly available to finance future investment. However, assuming
that total basdine cash flow is available over an extended time horizon (for example, 15 years)
to finance investments related to environmental compliance could overgtate a Sit€'s ability to
comply. In particular, the cost of existing capita equipment (not associated with regulatory
compliance) is not netted out of cash flow, asit is of income through the subtraction of
depreciation. Thus, any costs associated with either replacing existing capita equipment, or
repaying money that was previoudy borrowed to pay for it, are omitted from the facility
andyss. EPA requests comment on its use of cash flow as a measure of resources available to
finance environmental compliance and suggestions for aternative methodologies. (See Section
XXII of today’ s notice.)

Where estimates of liquidation vaues were available, EPA aso conducted the NPV
test. NPV isthe present vaue of expected future earnings less the liquidation vaue (indluding
closure and post-closure cogts) of the facility. If NPV is negative, then a business owner is
financidly better off closing the facility and liquidating its assets, rather than keegping the
facility open. EPA egtimated the present value of the facility's expected future earnings by
discounting its annud after-tax cash flow over afifteen-year period using a7 percent discount
rate. EPA presumed that afacility was apotential closure if the facility had an NPV less than
zero.

Where liquidation values were available, facilities that failed both tests under basdline
conditions are basdine closures. Facilities that pass at least one of the two tests in the basdline
case but then fail both tests post-compliance were considered closures due to the rule. Where
liquidation vaues were not provided by the survey, EPA applied only the ATCF test to identify
basdline and regulatory closures.

In many past rules, EPA has used only the cash flow test to predict both basdline and
regulatory closures. Using both tests presents a higher hurdle and thus makesiit lesslikely that
afadility experiencing stress will be projected to close. Due to data limitations, both tests were
used for only 18,913 (gpproximately athird) of the 58,421 private MP& M facilities consdered
intheanadyss. For the remaining two-thirds of the facilities, only the after-tax cash flow test
was used. Table XVI-2 shows the impacts on estimated closures of using both tests, rather
than the cash flow test done, to predict closures.
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for Private MP& M Facilities by Status under Testsfor Closures:
18,913 Facilities for Which Both Tests Were Used

Table XVI-2: Baseline Closures, Regulatory Closures, and National Estimates of Compliance Costs

Baseline Facilities Status under Proposed Option
Remaining Open )
Closure Test Closures | i iheBaseline | Regulatory Closures | Pre-Tax Compl_la_nceC(
($1999 million)
Fail ATCF Only 3211 15,766 225 $1,
Fail NPV Only 4,243 14,734 244 $1,¢
Double Test: 2,711 16,266 169 $1,7
Fail ATCF and NPV Test

If the cash test done had been used, about 500 additiona baseline closures and 56
additiona regulatory closures would have been projected for the proposed rule.  Depending on
the subcategories in which these facilities were located, this could have affected EPA’s
achievability determinationsin some cases. EPA requests comment on its methodology for
edimating facility closuresfor thisrule.

All sdlersin an affected market may benefit from higher prices when pricesrisein
response to compliance costs, whether or not they incur compliance costs under therule. Some
fecilities that have very low compliance costs may even gain more from increased prices than
they lose due to increased costs associated with the rule. The analys's takes into account the
effect of price increases that are attributable to the regulation. The estimated price increases
were generally less than 1 percent and in no case exceeded 2 percent.

EPA dso identified private MP&M facilities that are not expected to close but that
might nonethel ess experience moderate financid impacts as aresult of therule. The andysis of
moderate financia impacts examined two financid indicators:
$ Pre-Tax Return on Assets (PTRA): Theratio of cash operating income to total assets

measures the facility's profitability.
$ Interest Coverage Ratio (ICR): The ratio of cash operating income to interest expenses

measures the facility's ability to service its debt and borrow for capitd investments.

These two measures are among the criteriathat creditors and equity investors use to
determine whether and under what termsto provide financing to abusness. The PTRA and
ICR a0 provide ingght into the ability of abusnessto generate funds for compliance
invesmentsinternaly. A business may have some trouble obtaining financing if its
profitability islow and its ability to pay its continuing interest expensesis uncertain. EPA
compared basdline and post-compliance PTRA to an 8 percent threshold and ICR to a
threshold of 4. A facility is consdered subject to incremental moderate impacts attributable to
the proposed regulation if its PTRA and its ICR both pass these thresholds in the basdline but it
falls one or both of the tests after compliance with the rule. Fadlitiesfaling one of thetestsin
the basdline and both tests post-compliance were not counted as experiencing moderate
impacts, but this may in some cases be indicative of moderate rule-related impacts as well.
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EPA assumed that MP&M facilities would be able to recover some of their regulatory
cods by raising pricesto their cusomers. An andysis of the potentia for cost recovery
consdered conditionsin each individud MP&M industrid sector industry (e.g. aircraft,
aerospace, eectronic equipmert, etc.) Cost pass-through factors were estimated for each
sector. The cost pass-through factor blends findings from two separate anayses to estimate a
composite measure of pass-through potentid:
$ An econometric analyss of the historica relationship between output prices and

changesin input costs, and
$ An andysis of indicators of pass-through potential based on market structure and

performance.
Market structure factorsinclude:
$ Market power based on the degree of horizontal and vertical integration;
$ Extent of competition from foreign suppliers (in both domestic and export markets);
$ Barriersto competition asindicated by above normd, risk-adjusted profitability; and
$ Long term growth trends in the industry.
The analyss of pass-through potentia indicates the percentage of compliance costs that EPA
expects firms subject to regulation to recover from customers through increased prices. The
estimated percentage price increases were very small for the proposed rule, ranging from 0.02
percent to less than two percent in different sectors. This andysis can be found in Appendix B
of the EEBA.

Table XVI-3 summarizes the measures used to assess impacts for private MP&M
fadlities

TableXVI-3: Summary of Facility Impact Methodology for Private MP& M Facilities

Impact Category (Description Criteria Significance of Negative
Finding

Basdline Closure |Identifiesfacilitiesthat arein  |1. After-tax cash flow (ATCF) |Fecilities failing both tests are
jeopardy of financia failure negative? and considered baseline closures
independent of the proposed |2 Liquidation value exceed  |and excluded from subsequent
regulation going concern value (NPV analyses

test)?

Post-Compliance [ldentifiesfacilitiesthat are 1. Post-compliance after-tax  |Facilities failing both tests are

Closure likely to close instead of cash flow (ATCF) negative? |projected to close as the result
implementing the pollution and of regulation -- an incremental
prevention and treatment 2. Liquidation value exceed  |severe economic impact.
systems required to comply with|post-compliance going concern
therule value?
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TableXVI-3: Summary of Facility Impact Methodology for Private MP& M Facilities

Impact Category |Description Criteria Significance of Negative
Finding
Moderate Identifies facilities that may 1. Declinein pre-tax return on |Facilities passing both testsin

Financia Impacts

have difficult financing
compliance investments or on-

going business investments as g

result of therule

assets (PTRA) to alevel that
jeopardizes access to
financing? or

2. Declinein interest coverage
ratio (ICR) to alevel that
jeopardizes access to

the baseline but failing one or
both tests post-compliance arg
considered to experience
incremental moderate
economic impacts attributable
to theregulation.

financing?

b. Railroad Line Maintenance Facilities
Railroad operators are unlikely to evauate the financial performance of repair and
maintenance fadilities as separate profit centers, and are therefore not likely to estimate
revenues a the facility level. EPA conducted an analyss of impacts of these facilities at the
raillroad operating company level, and assessed whether the combined impact of compliance
cods for the regulated facilities owned by each operating company would cause a deterioration
inthe company’sfinancid performance. The andysis predicted that railroad line maintenance
fecilitieswould close only if the railroad operating company as a whole was predicted to close,
based on the same closure tests described above for other private MP&M facilities. Railroad
facilities other than the line maintenance facilities perform the same type of operations as other
MP&M facilities and are included in the Genera Metds and Oily Wastes subcategories,
depending on their MP&M activities.
¢. Government-Owned Facilities
Governments with facilities affected by the proposed rule may take one of three actions
in responseto therule:

$ Replace one or more MP&M municipd facilities with a non-municipa provider for
savices,

$ Discontinue these sarvices dtogether; or

$ Pay for compliance and continue operations.

EPA assumed that dl government-owned facilities would continue operating under the
proposed rule. The economic impact andysis for these facilities evaluates whether a
government entity would incur amgor budgetary burden as aresult of complying with the
proposed rule. Like private firms, governments could in some cases minimize the impact of
the proposed rule on their budgets by discontinuing operations at the regulated facility, rather
than paying the costs of compliance. Unlike the analysisfor private sector MP&M facilities,
the analysis of government impacts did not consider potentia closures and therefore may
overdate the impacts of the rule on governments that own MP& M facilities.

EPA evauated impacts for government-owned facilities by performing three tests.
Impacts on site-level cost of service: Thistest assesses whether facility compliance
costs would exceed one or more percent of the total baseline cost of service at that

$
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facility. EPA assumed that facilities can absorb compliance costs within their current

budget if the costs do not exceed one percent of total costsin the basdine.
$ Impacts on taxpayers: Thistest compared compliance costs to the income of

households that are served by the relevant government, and that may support the
government through taxes and fees. (If the government isaregiond trangt authority,
for example, then the households included in this andyss are dl householdsin the
region that provides funding for the trangit authority, as reported in the Phase |1 Section

308 survey.) A government might be expected to experience impactsiif the retio of

total annuaized pollution control costs per household to median household income

exceeds one percent post-compliance.  This comparison consdered the government
entity’ s existing pollution control cogts plus the compliance cogts incurred by al of its

MP&M facilities under thisrule. EPA usesthistest in its Economic Guidance for Water

Quadity Standards as a screening measure to determine when communities would incur

“little economic impact” from tota pollution control costs. EPA recognizes that most

local governments receive at most afew percent of the income of their tax or fee base

(and some receive much less). Thus, one percent of median income for pollution

control costs done may be avery sgnificant share of the loca government’ stotal

budget.

$ Impact on government debt levels This test assessed the impact of financing the capita
cogts of compliance on the government’s overal debt burden. The government might
be expected to experience impacts if financing al of the compliance capita investments
would increase its total debt service payments to more than 25 percent of basdine
revenue. This criterionisused in EPA’s MUNIPAY modd asalevd beyond which
debt service cogs might adversely affect a community’ s credit-worthiness,

EPA determined that a government facility thet failed al three testsis likely to suffer
severe adverse impacts as aresult of therule. Asshown in Table XVI-12 below, no
governments fall the latter two tests. However, 215 facilities failed the Ste-levd cost of
savicetest. The governments operating these facilities could experience some level of
impacts as aresult of therule, if these facilities represent a sgnificant cost to their budgets.
Government owned facilities perform the same type of operations as other MP&M facilities
and are included in the Generd Metds and Oily Wastes subcategories, depending on their
MP&M activities.

4. Basdine Closure Andyss

The estimated basdine closures for both indirect and direct discharge facilities are
summarized in Table XVI-4. Of the etimated 62,752 discharging facilities, 6.1 percent or
3,829 facilities were assessed as basdline closures. The 3,829 basdline closures include 3,678
indirect dischargers, or 6.3 percent of indirect dischargers, and 151 direct dischargers, or 3.1
percent of direct dischargers. The facilities estimated to closein the basdine analysisarein
jeopardy of financid failure independent of the proposed rule. These facilities were excluded
from the post-compliance andyss of regulatory impacts. Data on facility sart-ups and
closures from the Census Statistics of U.S. Businesses indicate that between 6 and 12 percent of
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facilitiesin the mgor meta products manufacturing indusiries close in any givenyear. EPA’s
esimate may therefore understate actual basdline closures somewhat..
Table XVI-4: Summary of Baseline Closures
Subcategory Total Number | Number of Per cent of Operatingin
of Dischargers| Baseline Baseline Baseline
Closures Closures

Generd Metas 29,975 3,199 10.7% 26,776*
Meta Finishing Job Shop 1,530 284 18.7% 1,244
Non-Chromium Anodizing 10 40 21.1% 15C
Printed Wiring Board 639 3 0.5% 632
Sted Forming & Finishing 153 9 3.9% 1471
Oily Wastes 29,425 295 1.0% 29,13(
Railroad Line Maintenance 832 0 0.0% 832
Shipbuilding Dry Dock 11 Q 0.0% 11
All Categories 62,752 3,829 6.1% 58,922*

*Excludes 64 facilities that close under baseline conditions but that are expected to continue operating under the

proposed rule.

Note: may not sum to totals due to independent rounding.

Of the facilities cdlosing in the basdine, 64 are projected to continue operating under the
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proposed rule because they qudify for the low flow cutoff (and therefore incur no compliance
costs) but benefit from price increases caused by therue. These 64 facilities are not
consdered in the remainder of the economic impact anayss.

5. Facility Level Costs by Subcategory

The Technical Development Document presents EPA’ s engineering estimates of costs
that will be incurred by facilities to comply with the proposed rule and other regulatory
options. EPA adjusted the engineering costs from 1996 to 1999 dollars using the Engineering
News-Record Congtruction Cost Index (CCl), and adjusted the costs to reflect the effect of
taxes using the maximum Federd income tax rate of 34 percent. The annua equivaent of
capita and other one-time codsis cdculated by annudizing costs at a seven percent discount
rate over an estimated 15 year equipment life.

The compliance cogts of the rule are the cogts paid by those facilities that continue to
operae in compliance with the rule. Aggregate compliance costs presented in this section
differ from the costs presented in Section IX because they exclude cogts for facilities that are
basdline closures or that close due to regulatory requirements. They therefore represent only
the compliance outlays of facilities that continue to operate. Section H presents EPA’s
estimates of socid cogts, which include cogts for regulatory closures. Table XVI-5 showsthe
total annualized compliance costs by subcategory for the 9,577 dischargers (direct and indirect)
that are subject to requirements, make the necessary investments to meet the requirements, and
continue operating under the proposed rule. The table adso presents costs for Option 2/6/10
and Option 4/8, but results are discussed for only the proposed option to reduce the length of
this documen.

Totd annudized cogs are the sum of the annual operating and maintenance costs and
the annudized equivdent of capita and other one-time costs. Annudized after-tax compliance
costs are estimated to be $1,328.9 million ($1.33 billion)* per year under the proposed rule, of
which 13 percent is paid by direct dischargers and 87 percent is paid by indirect dischargers. A
total of 49,147 indirect dischargers are excluded from regulation by the proposed exclusons
and low flow cutoffs. Total compliance costs would be 36 percent higher under Option 2/6/10
($1,812 million per year paid by 57,641 facilities) and 120 percent higher under Option 4/8
($2,918 million per year paid by 55,959 facilities) than under the proposed rule.

TableXVI-5: Total Annualized Facility* Compliance Costs
by Subcategory, Dischar ge Status and Regulatory Option
(after-tax, million $1999)

Proposed Rule Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8
Subcategory Direct Indirect Direct Indirect Direct Indirect
General Metals $132.3 $969.9 $132.3 $1,295.¢ $195.1 $1,885.5

3EPA notes that pre-tax annualized compliance costs are estimated to be $1.98 billion (in 1999 dollars).
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Metal Finishing Job Shop $0.8 $30.1 $0.8 $80.1 $1.5 $112.1
Non-Chromium Anodizing . $00 . $17.5 . $26.0
Printed Wiring Board $1.7 $934 $1.7 $934 $30 $141.2
Steel Forming & Finishing $209 $14.0 $209 $14.0 $22.7 $21.8
Cily Wastes $93 4.3 $93  $1438 $00 w4574
Railroad Line Maintenance $0.9 $0(Q $0.8 $0.4 $09 $04
Shipbuilding Dry Dock $1.4 $00 $14 $0.1 $04 $0.1§
All Categories: Annual Costs $167.2 $1,161.7 $167.2 $1,644.9 $273.4 $2,644.5
All Categories: Number of

Regulated Facilities Continuing 4,633 4,944 4,633 53,008 4,615 51,344
to Operate Post-Regulation

Total Coststo Industry by $1,3289 $1,812.1 $2,018.1

Option, Directs + Indirects ’ ' ’

* Thistableincludesfacility compliance costsonly. Section XV1.H. discussesthe social costs of therule. The estimatesin thig

table exclude baseline and regulatory closures.
Note: May not sum to totals due to independent rounding.

6. Facility Level Impacts by Subcategory

The findings from the post- compliance impact anadyses are summarized below, firdt for
the PSES requirements considered for indirect discharging facilities, and then for the
BAT/BPT options congdered for direct discharging facilities. A third section summarizesthe
findings for both discharger classes. Impacts are discussed for only the proposed option, to
reduce the length of the document; however, the tables present the results for Option 2/6/10
and Option 4/8. Impacts are not presented for Options 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9 (without pollution
prevention) because these options remove fewer pollutants and cost more than the comparable
Options 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10.

a Indirect Dischargers

Of the 54,270 indirect discharging facilities subject to regulation after basdine closures,
EPA estimatesthat 179 facilities or 0.3 percent could be expected to close as the result of the
proposed rule, as shown in Table XVI-6. More than 90 percent of the indirect dischargers are
excluded from the regulation by the low-flow cutoffs for the Generd Metds and Oily Wastes
subcategories, and the exclusions for Non-Chromium Anodizers, Railroad Line Maintenance
and Shipbuilding Dry Docks. The employment |osses associated with the facility closures are
estimated at 5,738 full-time equivadent (FTE) postions. The estimated losses in employment
are probably substantial overestimates because the analys's does not account for the likelihood
that non-closing facilities will absorb some of the employment lost from closing facilities. The
proposed rule also creates new employment demand to build, ingtdl, maintain and operate
compliance equipment, which offset these job losses. These job gains are discussed in Section
XVI-H.4.
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Table XVI-6: Incremental Severelmpacts (Facility Closures) on Indirect Dischargers

Subcategory Total Operatingin Number of Facility Closuresdueto the Rule
Baseline
Proposed Rule Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8

Genera Metals 23,140 24 1,017 2,140
Metal Finishing Job Shops 1,231 128 128 393
Non-Chromium Anodizing 150 0 91 91
Printed Wiring Board 620 7 7 25
Steel Forming & Finishing 105 6 6 6
QOily Wastes 28,219 14 14 2711
Railroad Line Maintenance 79 0 0 0
Shipbuilding Dry Dock 6 0 0 0
All Categories 54,270 179 1,262 2,925

Note: may not sum to totals due to independent rounding.

Another 575 facilities, or one percent of the indirect dischargers operating in the basdline, are
expected to experience moderate economic impacts under the proposed rule, as shown in Table
XVI-7. Both closures and moderate impacts increase substantialy for Option 2/6/10 and
Option 4/8, compared to the proposed rule.
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TableXVI-7: Incremental Moderate |mpacts on Indirect Dischargers

Subcategory Total Operatingin Number of Facilities
Baseline Experiencing M oderate |mpacts dueto the Rule
Proposed Rule Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8

General Metals 23,140 153 1,753 1,737
Metal Finishing Job Shops 1,231 117 117 117
Non-Chromium Anodizing 150 0 0 0
Printed Wiring Board 620 301 301 315
Steel Forming & Finishing 105 4 4 4
Oily Wastes 28,219 0 0 26
Railroad Line Maintenance 799 0 0 0
Shipbuilding Dry Dock 6 0 0 0
All Categories 54,270 575 2175 2,199

Note: may not sum to totals due to independent rounding.

b. Direct Dischargers
Of the 4,653 direct discharging facilities subject to regulation after basdine closures,
EPA estimates that 20 facilities or 0.4 percent could be expected to close as the result of the
proposed rule. These 20 are dl Generd Metas facilities, and represent 0.6 percent of the
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3,636 Generd Metds Direct Dischargers operating in the basdine. The employment losses
associated with these facility closures are estimated a 178 FTES. Again, estimated lossesin
employment associated with closures are likely to be overstated, because the andysis does not
account for the likelihood that non-closing facilities will asorb some of the employment from
closing fadilities. In addition, compliance requirements at facilities that continue to operate

will lead to off- setting increases in employment.

TableXVI-8: Incremental Severelmpacts (Facility Closures) on Direct Dischargers

Subcategory Total Operatingin Number of Facility Closuresduetothe Rule

Baseline Proposed Rule Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8
Genera Metals 3,636 20 20 35
Metal Finishing Job Shops 12 0 0 0

Non-Chromium Anodizing* - - - -

Printed Wiring Board 11 0 0 0
Steel Forming & Finishing 43 0 0 2
Oily Wastes o1l 0 0 0
Railroad Line Maintenance A 0 0 0
Shipbuilding Dry Dock 6 0 0 0
All Categories 4,653 20 20 37

* EPA estimates that there are no facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory that discharge directly to surface
waters.
Note: May not sum to totals due to independent rounding.

Another 41 facilities, or 0.9 percent of the 4,653 direct dischargers operating in the basdine,

would be expected to experience moderate financid impacts due to the rule, as shownin Table
XVI-9.

Table XVI-9: Incremental Moderate Impactson Direct Dischargers

Subcategory Total Operatingin Number of Facilities
the Baseline Experiencing M oder ate Impacts dueto the Rule
Proposed Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8
Rule
Genera Metals 3,636 A A 103
Metal Finishing Job Shops 12 0 0 0
Non-Chromium Anodizing* - - - -
Printed Wiring Board 11 0 0 0
Steel Forming & Finishing 43 7 7 7
QOily Wastes 911 0 0 0
Railroad Line Maintenance A 0 0 0
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Table XVI-9: Incremental Moderate Impactson Direct Dischargers

Subcategory Total Operatingin Number of Facilities
the Basdline Experiencing M oder ate Impacts dueto the Rule
Proposd Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8
Rule
Shipbuilding Dry Dock 6 0 0 0
All Categories 4,653 41 11 110

* EPA estimates that there are no facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory that discharge directly to
surface waters.
Note: May not sum to totals due to independent rounding.

c. Summary of Facility Impacts

Table XVI-10 summearizes the results of the economic impact andysis for al fadilities
and for al regulatory options andyzed. Closures and moderate impacts under the proposed
option are substantidly lower than in Option 2/6/10 and Option 4/8. Of the 616 facilities
experiencing moderate impacts due to the proposed rule, 137 facilities fell below the threshold
for pre-tax return on assets only, 38 fell below the interest coverage ratio threshold only, and
441 fell below both thresholds due to the rule. Job losses due to closures are more than off-set
by job gains associated with compliance requirements under the proposed option. (See Section
XVI-H.4 for adiscusson of employment impacts.)

TableXVI-10: Summary of Incremental Facility Impactsfor All Facilities
Regulatory Option
Subcategory Proposed Rule Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8
Number of Facilities Operating 58,922 58,922 58,922
in Baseline
Number of Closures (Severe 199 1,282 2,963
Impacts)
Percent Closing 0.3% 2.2% 5.0%
Job losses due to closures 5,916 16,834 48,070
(FTEyears) (over 3years) (over 3years) (over 3years)
Job gains due to compliance 8487 12,023 27,535
requirements (FTE-years) (over 15 years) (over 15 years) (over 15 years)
Number of Additional Facilities 616 2,216 2,309
with Moderate |mpacts
Percent with Moderate Impacts 1.0% 3.8% 3%
Annualized Compliance Costs $1.98 $2.67 $4.18
(pre-tax, hillion $1999)
Annualized Compliance Costs $1.33 $1.81 $2.92
(after-tax, billion $1999)

C. Firm Levd Impacts
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EPA examined the impacts of the proposed rule on firms that own MP&M facilities, as
well as on the financia condition of the facilitiesthemsdves. A firm that owns multiple
MP&M facilities could experience adverse financid impacts a the firm levd if itsfacilitiesare
among those that incur sgnificant impacts a the facility level. Thefirm-levd andyssisdso
used to compare impacts on small versuslarge firms, as required by the Regulatory Hexihility
Act and the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act. (RFA/SBREFA issues are
discussed in Section XX.C of this preamble))

EPA compared compliance costs with revenue at the firm level as ameasure of the
relative burden of compliance costs. EPA gpplied thisanadyss only to MP&M facilities owned
by private entities. (Section XVI1.D discusses impacts on governments that own MP& M
facilities). The Phasel, Phase Il indudtrid detailed, and Iron & Sted surveys identified the
parent firm that owns each facility that responded to the survey. In addition, the Phase 11
industrial detailed survey requested that respondents provide information on other MP&M
facilities owned by the same firm, on avoluntary bass. EPA estimated firm-level compliance
cogts by summing cogsfor dl facilities owned by the same firm that responded to the survey
plus estimated compliance costs for additiond facilities for which respondents submitted
informetion.

The Agency was not able to estimate the national numbers of firms that own MP&M
facilities precisaly, because the sample weights based on the survey design represent numbers
of fadilities rather than firms. Most MP&M facilities (43,118 of 54,590, or 80 percent) are
angle-fadility firms, however. These firms can be analyzed using the survey weights. In
addition, there are 289 firms that own more than one sample facility. These firms are included
in the anadyss with a sample weight of one, snceit is not known how many firms these 289
sample firms represent. EPA’sandyss of firm-level impactsis presented in Chapter 9 of the
EEBA.

Table XVI-11 shows the results of the firm-levd analysis. The results represent atota
of 43,407 MP&M firms (43,118 + 289), owning 54,590 facilities (43,118 owned by single-
fecility firms + 11,473 owned by multi-fadlity firms).

Table XVI-11: Firm Level Before-Tax Annual Compliance Costs as a Per cent of
Annual Revenuesfor Private Small Businesses: Proposed Rule

Number of Number and Percent with Before-Tax Annual Compliance
Firmsin the CostsAnnual Revenues Equal to:
Analysis L essthan 1% 1-3% Over 3%
Number % Number % Number %
43,407 41,236 95% 1,070 25% 1,101 25%

*Firms whose only MP&M facilities close in the baseline are excluded.
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A small percentage (2.5 percent) of the firmsin the analysis incur before-tax
compliance cogts equa to 3 percent or more of annual revenues. Ninety-five percent incur
compliance costs less than 1 percent of annua revenues, and the remaining 2.5 percent incur
costs between 1 and 3 percent of revenues. Of 2,171 firmsin the analysis that incur costs
greater than 1 percent of revenues, 636 are single-facility smdl firms that were reported in the
facility impact analysisto close (161 firms) or experience moderate impacts (475 firms) due to
therule.

Thisandyssislikely to overdate costs at the firm level for two reasons. Firg, it
includes compliance costs for facilities that are projected to close due to therule. The
estimated compliance costs for these facilities are higher than the true cost to the firm of
shutting down the facility, asillustrated by the detalled facility impact analyss that projects
closures. Second, the andysis does not take account of actions a multi-facility firm might take
to reduce its compliance costs under the proposed rule. These include trangferring functions
among facilities to consolidate wet processes and take advantage of scale economiesin
wastewater trestment.

D. Impacts on Governments

The proposed MP&M rule will affect governmentsin two ways:
$ Government-owned MP&M facilities may be directly affected by the MP&M

regulation and therefore incur compliance costs; and
$ Municipalities that own Publically Owned Trestment Works (POTWSs) thet receive

influent from MP& M facilities subject to the regulation may incur additiond coststo

implement the proposed rule. These include costs associated with permitting MP& M

facilities that have not been previoudy permitted, and with repermitting some MP&M

facilities with exigting control mechanisams (e.g., permits) earlier than would otherwise

be required. In addition, POTWSs may elect to issue mass-based control mechanismsto

some MP&M facilities that currently have concentrationbased control mechanisms, at
an additiona cogt.
1 Impacts on Government-Owned Facilities

EPA adminigtered a survey (the “Municipd Survey”) to government-owned facilitiesto
assess the cogt of the regulation on these facilities and the government entities that own them.
(See Section V.B for adiscussion of EPA’s data collection efforts)) The survey requested
information that provides the basisfor EPA’sandysis of the budgetary impacts of the
proposed regulation, including the Sze and income of the populations served by the affected
government entities; the government’ s current revenues by source, taxable property, debt,
pollution control spending and bond rating; and the costs, funding sources and other
characterigtics of the MP&M facilities owned by each government entity.

EPA discusses the methodology for assessing impacts on government-owned facilities
in more detail in Section XVI.B.3.c. Insummary, EPA used three tests to assess whether
MP&M facility compliance costs would impose major budgetary impacts on the governments
that own the facilities impacts on Ste-level cost of service, impacts on taxpayers, and impacts
on government debt. The first test assesses impacts at the facility level and the second two
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tests assess impacts at the government level. The Agency judged that a government would
incur mgjor budgetary impacts due to theruleif it failed dl three tests.
The two government-level tests are gpplied incrementaly. Governmentsthat fal the
test in the basdline are not considered to experience budgetary impacts attributable to the rule.
Table XVI-12 provides nationa estimates of the number of MP&M facilities operated
by governments that are potentially subject to the proposed rule, by type and size of
government.

Table XVI-12: Number of Government-Owned Facilities
by Typeand Size of Government Entity

Size of Government and Municipal State County Regional Total
Status under Proposed Government Government Government Governmental

Option Authority

Large Governments 572 366 686 36 1,660
(population> 50,000)

Small Governments 21901 - 4381 - 2,672

(population <= 50,000)

All Governments 2,763 366 1,167 36 4,332

Table XVI-13 summarizes the status of government-owned facilities under the various
regulatory options, their compliance costs and measures of impacts on government that own
MP&M facilities.
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Table XVI-13: Number of Regulated Gover nment-Owned Facilities, Compliance Costsand
Budgetary Impactsby Regulaory Option

Proposed Option Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8
Total Number of Government-Owned 4332 4332 4332
Facilities
# Facilities exempted by low-flow 3,603 - -
cutoff
# Facilities subject to regulation 729 4,332 4332
Compliance costs ($1999 million) $14.1 $64.8 $224.7
# Facilities with compliance costs > one 215
percent of baseline cost of service*
# Governments failing the “impact on 0
taxpayers” criterion**
# Governments failing the “impacts on 0
government debt” criterion***
# Governments failing all three impacts 0
criteria’

* Annualized compliance costs as a percent of total facility costs and expenditures, including operating, overhead and debt
service costs and expenses.

**Based on comparison of compliance costs for all facilities owned by the government to theincome of householdsthat are
served by therelevant government. A government isjudged to experience impactsif the proposed ruleresultsin aratio of total

annualized pollution control costs per household to median household income that exceeds one percent post-compliance
Includes existing pollution control costs plus the compliance costs due to the MP&M rule.

***Based on comparison of total debt service costs (including coststo finance MP& M capital costs entirely with debt) with
baseline government revenue. A government isjudged to experienceimpactsif the rule causesitstotal debt service payments
to exceed 25% of baseline revenue.

TA government is judged to experience major budgetary impactsif it has one or more fadilitieswith costs of compliance above
1% of baseline cost of service and fails both the taxpayers impact and government debt impact tests.

Table XVI1-13 shows that the proposed rule substantially reduces costs and impacts
relaive to the other options considered for government-owned facilities, because 3,603 (83
percent) of the facilities are exempted under the low flow cutoffs (110 Genera Metds facilities
and 3,492 Oily Wastesfacilities) Compliance costs would be more than 4 %2 times higher
under Option 2/6/10 and 16 times higher under Option 4.

An estimated 215 government-owned facilities (5 percent of the total) would incur
costs under the proposed rule exceeding one percent of their baseline cost of service.
Therefore, 95 percent of the government-owned facilities either incur no costs or are likely to
be able to absorb the added costs within their existing budgets. None of the governmentsincur
cogts that cause them to exceed the thresholds for impacts on taxpayers or for government debt
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burden. EPA therefore concludes that the proposed rule will not impose major budgetary
burdens on any of the governments that own MP&M facilities.
2. POTW Adminigrative Cogts

EPA aso evduated the costs incurred by governments to administer the rule. Therule
is not expected to impose any new adminidirative costs associated with direct dischargers,
which are dready permitted by States. However, control authorities will have to issue control
mechanisms (e.g., permits) for the first time to some indirect discharging facilities and will
have to accd erate repermitting for some indirect dischargers that currently hold control
mechanisms.

The costs of issuing and enforcing permits and control mechanisms associated with the
proposed rule are discussed in Section XV1.H.3 of this preamble. EPA isable to esimate total
coststo POTWs, but is not able to estimate the costs to any one POTW, sinceit is not possible
to determine what POTWs receive discharges from MP&M facilities except for those that
responded to the surveys.

EPA edimates that POTWSs as awhole will incur incrementa average annudized codts
over 15 years of between $115,000 and $912,000 under the proposed rule. The maximum
expenditures by al affected POTWsin any one year will be between $186,000 and $1,607,000.
These cogsinclude issuing new control mechanisms (e.g., permits) to facilities that do not
currently have permits, issuing mass-based permits to some facilities that currently have
concentration-based permits, and repermitting some facilities sooner than would otherwise be
required to meet the three-year compliance schedule. On average, aPOTW' s costs for the
incremental permitting are only $23 to $184 per permitted MP& M indirect discharger under
the proposed rule.

EPA is requiring mass-based permits/control mechanisms only for the Stedd Forming &
Finishing subcategory; permits/control mechanisms for other subcategories may be
concentration-based. EPA is encouraging permit writers and control authorities to issue mass-
based permits and control mechanisms, however, where gppropriate and feasble. The analyss
of permitting costs assumes for costing purposes that one-third of the new or reissued
permits/control mechaniams in subcategories other than Sted Forming & Finishing will be
mass-based.

EPA expectsthat these increasesin costs will be partidly offset by reductionsin
government adminigtretive cogts for facilities that are dready permitted under locd limits and
that will be repermitted under this rule. The proposed technica guidance provided by EPA asa
part of this rulemaking may reduce the research required by permit writers/'control authorities
in developing permits and control mechanisms based on Best Professond Judgement (BPJ) for
indudtrid dischargers not previoudy covered by a categorica standard or awater quaity
standard. Further, the establishment of discharge standards may reduce the frequency of
evidentiary hearings. The promulgation of limitations may aso enable EPA and the authorized
States to cover more facilities under general permits. EPA did not estimate these cost savings
to permitting authorities that may result from the rule.

E. Community Leve Impacts
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EPA considered the potentia impacts of changes in employment due to the proposed
rule on the communities where MP&M facilities are located. Changesin employment dueto
the rule include both job losses that occur when facilities close and job gains associated with
facilities compliance activities. EPA estimated that atotal of 5,916 jobs would be lost &t the
199 facilities projected to close under the proposed rule. At the sametime, EPA estimated that
manufacturing and ingtaling compliance equipment would leed to 4,488 full-time equivaent
(FTE) positions, and that operating and maintaining compliance systems would result in
another 286 FTEs per year. Over a 15 year analysis period, the net effect of job gainsand
losses caused by theruleis an increase of 2,575 FTE-years or an average of 172 FTES per year.
This estimate assumes that workers that |ose their job are unemployed for an average of one
year, and that compliance investments and closures occur evenly over the first three years after
promulgation. This estimate of employment impactsislikely to undergate the net increase,
because it ignores the fact that some production and employment lost a closing plantsislikey
to result in increased production and employment at other MP&M facilities. (EPA’sandlysis
of employment impacts is discussed in more detal in Section XVI-H.4 below and in Chapter 6
of the EEBA.)

Given the projected overdl increase in employment due to the proposed rule, EPA does
not expect the rule to have sgnificant impacts a the community leve. It isnot posshbleto
predict precisely where the job gains and losses will occur. However, facilities that are
projected to close due to the rule have employment ranging from 2 to 205 FTEs. MP&M
facilities tend to be located in indudtriaized urban areas, and closures of this Sze are not likely
to have amgor impact on aloca economy.

F. Foreign Trade Impacts

U.S. MP&M producers as a group exported products with avalue of $380.3 billionin
1999. Importsto the U.S. of the same productsin 1999 totaed $539.1 hillion, resulting in an
overdl net MP&M commodity trade deficit of $153.8 billion. Some MP&M sectors contribute
to a pogtive commodity trade balance (e.g. aircraft, with a$37.0 billion positive baance in
1999). In other sectors, substantially more products are imported than exported (e.g. motor
vehicles, with anet negative balance of $96.8 hillion.) Exports and imports by MP&M sector
are discussed in Chapter 3 of the EEBA.

The proposed rule will have an impact on the balance of trade in MP&M products to
the extent that prices for MP&M products increase and MP&M facilities reduce production.
Imports may increase if domestic customers switch from domestic suppliersto foreign
suppliers of MP&M products, and exports may decrease if foreign customers switch from
purchasing U.S. exportsto other suppliers. On the other hand, businesslost by the regulated
MP&M facilities due to their increased costs may be captured by other domestic producers.

Section XVI1.B of this preamble and Chapter 5 of the EEBA describe EPA’s andlysis of
changes in output that are expected to result from the proposed rule. EPA assessed the impact
of these market-level changes on the U.S. baance of trade using information provided by the
industrid genera surveys on the source of competition in domestic and foreign markets. This
andysis dlocates the vaue of changesin output for each facility that is projected to close due
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to the rule to exports, imports or domestic saes, based on the predominant source of

competition in each market reported in the surveys.

Table XVI-14 shows the results of thisanalysis. The table compares the projected
changesin exports, imports and balance of trade (expressed in $1999) to basdine 1999 values
for both the MP&M industries and for the U.S. baance of trade in commodities as awhole.
The projected changesin trade under the proposed rule have a very small impact on the
baance of trade. Thetota U.S. balance of trade in commodities would decline by less than
0.01 percent and the balance of trade in the MP&M industries would decline by 0.01 percent.

Table XVI-14: Proposed Rule I mpactson Foreign Trade (million $1999)

1999 Value of Exports 1999 Value of Imports Balance of Trade
Basdline
U.S. Commodity Trade 695,797 1,024,618 (328,821)
MP&M Industries 380,305 534,141 (153,836)
Post-Compliance
Change Dueto the 0 211 (21.1)
Proposed Rule
Percent Change In U.S. 0% <0.01% <0.01%
Commodity Trade
Balance
Percent Changein 0% <0.01% 0.01%
MP&M Industries Trade
Balance

Source: U.S. Census and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

G. Impacts on New Facilities

EPA assessed the impacts of the proposed rule on new facilities based on the
characteristics of amodd facility in each subcategory and (in some cases) discharge category
(direct and indirect). Engineering estimates of compliance costs for Option 2/6/10 and Option
4/8 for arepresentative facility reflect the typical flow size and other technical characteridtics
of facilitiesin each category. (Seethe Technical Development Document.) Table XVI-15 lists
the compliance costs and flow size for a representative modd facility in each category, dong
with the regulatory option considered for each subcategory.

In absence of the MP&M rule, new sources in the Metal Finishing Job Shop and
Printed Wiring Board subcategories would comply with 40 CFR 433 new source requirements,
and Sted Forming & Finishing new sources would comply with 40 CFR 420 new source
requirements. Therefore, the analysis congders only the incrementa costs of proposed MP&M
new source requirements beyond those baseline requirements.
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EPA estimated facility revenues for the mode facilities based on the revenues reported
for exiging facilitiesin the Section 308 surveys. The andysis excudes facilitiesthet are
projected to close or to experience moderate economic impacts in the basdine, ance the
economic characterigtics of these financialy-week facilities are unlikely to be representative of
new facilities. EPA sorted the exigting financidly-sound facilitiesin eech
subcategory/discharge status by flow sze, and identified facilitiesin each quartile based on
flow sze. The Agency then identified the flow size quartile that the hypotheticd facility
would fdl into. Findly, EPA cadculated the average revenue for the exidting facilities in that
sameflow size quartile, and assumed that the hypothetical new facility would have revenues
equal to that average. Table XV1-15 shows the facility revenue estimated for each mode
fadlity.

EPA caculated compliance costs as a percentage of post-compliance revenues as a
measure of impacts. The projected revenues include estimated prices increases dueto the rule.
The andlys's assumes that new sources would benefit from the smal price increases resulting
from the proposed rule for existing sources, and applies the same percentage price increase to
ca culate post-regulation revenues for the new sources. Table XVI-15 shows before-tax annua
compliance costs as a percent of facility post-regulation revenues.

Findly, Table XVI-15 presents the cost-to-revenue percentage estimated for new
fadilitiesin each subcategory.

Table XVI-15: New Source | mpacts
Existing Annualized
Source New Source | Compliance Facility New Sour ce
Discharge | Options Options Costs’ Revenue® ACCas% of
Subcategory Status Proposed | Considered® ($1999) ($1999) Revenue

General Metals I 2 4 $393,220 $417,071,318 0.09%
General Metals D 2 4 $167,342 $398,818,659 0.04%
Metal Finishing Job Shops I 2 4 $65,369 $1,428,443 4.64%
Metal Finishing Job Shops D 2 4 $70,735 $5,089,823 1.41%
Non-Chromium Anodizing I 2 4 $97,108 $24,201,166 0.40%
Oily Wastes I 6 8 $355,874 $474,228,616 0.08%
Oily Wastes D 6 8 $37,815 $116,772,943 0.03%
Printed Wiring Board I 2 4 $70,563 $35,930,097 0.20%
Printed Wiring Board D 2 4 $160,184 | $1,029,783,596 0.02%
Railroad Line Maintenance | & D 10 8 $184,261 n.a. n.a.
Shipbuilding Dry Dock 1&D 10 8 $220,492 $192,018,827 0.11%
Steel Forming & Finishing I 2 4 $114,851 $69,640,244 0.17%
Steel Forming & Finishing D 4 $46,945 $32,759,295 0.14%
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Table XVI-15: New Sour ce | mpacts

Note: Technology Options 1 through 10 are described in Section VII1.A of the preamble.

a. EPA isnot proposing the new source option considered in this analysis for the Non-Chromium Anodizing, Oily Wastes,
Railroad Line Maintenance, and Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories. See Section X111 for adiscussion on new source options
selection.

b. Incremental to baseline new source requirements (found in 40 CFR 433 and 420, as applicable) for Metal Finishing Job Shop,
Printed Wiring Board and Steel Forming & Finishing new sources.

c. Equal to the average revenues of existing facilities in the same quartile based on flow size of the new source model facility,
excluding existing facilities that close or experience moderate impacts in the baseline. Assumes the same percentage price

increases for new as for existing sources under the proposed option.
d. Includes existing facilitiesin all flow categories that continue operating post-compliance.

New sourcesin dl but the Metd Finishing Job Shop direct discharger subcategory incur
costs that are below one percent of post-regulation revenues. Cost increases of this magnitude
are unlikely to place new facilities at a competitive disadvantage reldive to existing sources.
Moreover, cogts as a percentage of revenues are generaly comparable for new sources and
existing sources with which they will compete.

Railroad line maintenance facilities do not have revenue reported at the facility leve,
and it is therefore not possible to compare costs as a percent of facility revenue for new and
exiding facilitiesin this subcategory. The representative new source railroad line maintenance
facility would incur annudized cogts ($184,261) that are somewhat higher than those incurred
by exiding fadilities in this subcategory (which range from zero to $122,042.)

See Section X1 for adiscusson of new source options selection. EPA notesthat it did
not select the “New Source Option Considered” in Table XVI-15, above, for the Nor+
Chromium Anodizing, Oily Wastes, Railroad Line Maintenance, and Shipbuilding Dry Dock
subcategories, but rather selected alower cost option for new sources.

H. Socia Costs

1. Components of Socia Costs

The socid codts of regulatory actions are the opportunity costs to society of employing
scarce resources in pollution control activity. The largest component of economic cogisto
society isthe cost incurred by MP& M facilities for the labor, equipment, material, and other
economic resources needed to comply with the proposed rule.

The socid costs associated with the proposed MP&M regulation differ from the
compliance costs estimated to assessimpacts on the regulated facilities and firms, because of
different treetment of taxes. Socia cogts include compliance costs that are considered on a
before-tax bass. Privatdy-owned facilities are able to deduct the costs of compliance as
business expenses, reduce thair tax ligbility for agiven leve of revenue, and thereby share the
burden of the costs with other taxpayers. The burden is shared with other taxpayers because the
Federd government loses the money saved by industry through tax shields. The cost to society
includes the costs borne by industry, as well as the cost borne by the Federd government
through lost tax revenues. The cost to society, therefore, is higher than the cost to industry. The
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annudlized lost Federa tax revenues can be caculated as the difference between the annudized
cost before and after tax shields.

Socid cogts dso include lost producers and consumers surplus that result when the
quantity of goods and services produced decreases as aresult of therule. Lost producers
surplus is measured as the difference between revenues earned and the cost of production for the
logt production. Lost consumers' surplusis the difference between the price paid by consumers
for the lost production and the maximum amount they would have been willing to pay for those
goods and services. Calculating lost producers and consumers' surplus accurately requires
knowledge of the characterigtics of market supply and demand for each affected industry. EPA
instead calculated an upper-bound estimate of socid compliance cods using the smplifying
assumption that dl facilities continue operating in compliance with the rule, and pay the
associated compliance codts (i.e., assuming that there are no regulationrelated closures.) This
provides an upper-bound estimate of social costs because, for facilities predicted to close,
continuing to operate and incurring compliance costs is more codly than closing the facility
with the lost producers and consumers surplus associated with the closure.

In addition to the resource costs to society associated with compliance, the estimated
socid cost includes two other cost dements. the cost to local governments of implementing the
rule and the costs associated with unemployment that may result from the proposed regulation.
The government administration costs include the costs to POTWSs of permitting and compliance
monitoring and enforcement activities. The unemployment-related costs include the cost of
administering unemployment programs for workers who would lose employment, and an
edimate of the amount that workers would be willing to pay to avoid involuntary
unemployment.

2. Resource Cost of Compliance

The resource costs of compliance are the value of society’ s productive resources —
including labor, equipment, and materials — expended to achieve the reductions in effluent
discharges required by the proposed rule. The socia costs of these resources are higher than the
cogts incurred by facilities because facilities are able to deduct the costs from their taxable
income. The coststo society, however, are the full vaue of the resources used, whether they are
paid for by the regulated facilities or by dl taxpayersin the form of lost tax revenues. EPA
caculated costs at a 7 percent rate. EPA included facilities predicted to close due to the rule
when caculating socid codts.

The edtimated after-tax private compliance costs incurred by facilities, excluding costs
for facilities that close, are $1.3 billion. The estimated socid vaue of these compliance codts,
calculated before-tax assuming no regulatory closures, is $2.0 billion. This represents the value
to society of the resources that would be used to comply with the proposed ruleif dl facilities
continued to operate rather than some closing dueto therule. This estimate represents an
upper-bound socid vaue of the compliance resources associated with the proposed rule.

3. Cod of Administering the Proposed Regulation

EPA edtimated the cost to governments of administering the proposed regulation,

including the use of Iabor and materia resources to write permits/control mechanisms under the
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regulation and to conduct compliance monitoring and enforcement activities.

EPA does not expect increases in adminigrative codts for facilities that discharge their
wastewater directly to surface water, because the Nationd Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit program requires that these facilities hold permits. POTWswill incur
additiona permitting costs for indirect dischargers that do not aready have a control
mechanism (e.g., permit) prior to implementation of the proposed rule.

Information on the basdline number of indirect dischargers with control mechanisms
comes from the indudtria detailed facility surveys, which reported the basdine permit status of
each MP&M facility. (See Section V.B for adescription of EPA’s survey questionnaires) EPA
estimated costs and impacts for these facilities Results of the impact analysis indicate that of
the 58,922 MP&M facilities continuing to operate in the basdline (including 64 avoided basdine
closures), 199 facilities are expected to close rather than comply with the regulation. Another
49,147 are excluded or fal below the proposed low flow cut-offs. Of the 9,577 facilities that
are expected to continue operating and comply with the regulation, 4,633 facilities are direct
dischargers and 4,944 are indirect dischargers. EPA estimates that 4,296 of the indirect
dischargers dready have permits or other control mechanisms (629 with concentrationbased
permits and 3,667 with mass-based permits) and that 648 indirect discharging facilities will be
required to get a permit/control mechanism for the firg time.

EPA conducted the POTW survey of 150 POTWs to support andysis of the
adminigrative burdens imposed by the proposed rule on POTWs that receive discharges from
MP&M facilities. The questionnaire requested detailed information on the codts of various
activities per facility permitted, including estimated hours required to develop and issue
permits/control mechanisms, provide technica guidance, ingpect facilities, conduct sampling,
review compliance reports, take enforcement actions, and repermit facilities. The survey
requested thisinformation for facilities of different Sizes (based on flow). In addition, the
survey requested information on the frequency with which specific adminigrative activities are
required for activities that are not required for every permitted facility (such as conducting a
public hearing.) EPA used the POTW survey responses to estimate a range of permitting labor
hour burdens and costs per MP&M facility permitted, with separate estimates for concentration-
and mass- based permits/control mechanisms. Thisandysisis presented in Appendix C of the
EEBA.

Edtimated annuaized POTW adminidrative cods for each facility issued anew
concentration-based control mechanism range from $236 to $1,890, and from $240 to $1,924
for each facility issued a new mass-based control mechanism, with the range depending on the
complexity of the facility being permitted. EPA applied these costs per facility to the estimated
number of facilities requiring new control mechanisms or conversion of a concentration-based
to amass-based control mechanism each year, to estimate the total adminitrative cost to
permitting authorities. (See Section XXI.B for a discussion on implementation of the MP&M
limitations and sandards.)

EPA is requiring mass-based permits/control mechanisms only for the Stedd Forming
and Finishing subcategory. For other subcategories, permit writers and control authorities can
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determine what type of permit/control mechanismto issue. EPA isencouraging POTWSsto
indtitute mass-based limits where possible, however. (See Section XX11.B.) For purposes of
estimating costs, EPA assumed that dl Sted Forming and Finishing and one-third of the
permits/control mechanismsissued in other subcategories will be mass-based.

Table XVI-16 summarizes the estimated range of adminidrative cogts that will incurred
by POTWs under the proposed rule. The estimates reflect the low and high estimates of
permitting cost per facility, and take account of the need to repermit indirect dischargerswith
exiging control mechanisms (e.g., permits) within the three year compliance period rather than
on the normd five-year permitting schedule. These estimates are described in detail in Chapter
7 of the EEBA.
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Table XVI-16: POTW Administrative Costs: Proposed Rule

Number of facilities permitted:

converted from existing concentration- 223¢
based to mass-based
issued new concentration-based permit 432*
issued new mass-based permit 216*
repermitted 1-2 years earlier 4,073
Number of closing facilities with existing permits 143
not requiring repermitting under the proposed rule
Total POTW Administrative Costs (net present $1.407 - $8.311
value of incremental costs over 15 years) (million
$1999)
Total POTW Administrative Costs (annualized $0.115 - $0.912

over 15 years @ 7% (million $1999)

* Assumes that permitting authorities will chose to issue mass-based control
mechanisms (e.g., permits) to 1/3 of the facilities requiring new permits, and
1/3 of the facilities with existing concentration-based permits, other than Steel
Forming & Finishing. Mass-based permits are assumed for all 20 Steel
Forming & Finishing facilities that currently have a concentration-based

permit.
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Tota estimated government administration costs therefore range from $0.1 to $0.9
million ($1999) annudly. EPA expects that thisincrease in costs will be partidly offset by
reductions in government adminidrative costs for facilities that are aready permitted under
loca limits and that will be repermitted under this rule. The technical guidance provided by
EPA as a part of this rulemaking may reduce the research required by permit writers and control
authorities in developing Best Professona Judgement (BPJ) permits/control mechanisms for
indudtria dischargers not previoudy covered by a categorical standard or awater quaity
sandard. Further, the establishment of discharge standards may reduce the frequency of
evidentiary hearings. The promulgation of limitations may aso enable EPA and the authorized
States to cover more facilities under genera permits. EPA did not estimate these cost savings to
permitting authorities that may result from the rule.

4, Socid Cost of Unemployment

The loss of jobs associated with facility closures represent asocid cost of the proposed
rule. Thesocid cost of unemployment includes two components: the losses suffered by the
workers that experience involuntary loss of employment, and the cost to the government of
administering the unemployment compensation program for these workers.

EPA caculated the first cost of worker didocation based on an estimate of the value that
workers would pay to avoid an involuntary job loss. The estimate of the amount that workers
would pay to avoid job losses was derived from hedonic studies of the compensation premium
required by workers to accept jobs with a higher probability of unemployment. This framework
has been used in the past to impute a trade- off between wages and job security (Topel, 1984,
Adams, 1985). This estimate approximates a one-time willingness-to-pay to avoid an
involuntary episode of unemployment and reflects dl monetary and nor- monetary impacts of
involuntary unemployment incurred by the worker. It does not include any offsets to the cost of
unemployment such as unemployment compensation or the value of increased leisure time.

EPA estimates that workers would be willing to pay between $90,840 and $119,900 ($1999) to
avoid a case of involuntary employment. Annualized over 15 years a a discount rate of 7
percent, thiswillingness to pay is between $9,974 and $13,164 per lost job. The cost associated
with a projected loss of 5,916 jobs due to facility closures under the proposed rule therefore has
an estimated annua socid cost of $59.0 million and $77.9 million.

Unemployment as the result of regulation aso imposes costs on society through the
additionad adminigtrative burdens placed on the unemployment system. The cost of
unemployment benefits themsalvesis not asocia cost but instead a transfer payment within
society from taxpayers to unemployed workers. Adminidirative costs include the cost of
processing unemployment claims, retraining workers, and placing workersin new jobs. Data
obtained from the Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agenciesindicated that the
cost of adminigtering an initid unemployment claim over the period averaged $119 ($1999).
This cogt includes totdl Federd and State funding for administering unemployment benefit
programs but excludes the vaue of benefits. Based on these data, EPA assumed that the cost of
administering unemployment programs for job losses caused by the MP&M regulation would
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amount to approximately $120 per job loss. Multiplying this figure by estimated loss of 5,916
jobs due to facility closures under the proposed regulation yields an additiona $709,920in
socid cogs. EPA annudized this vaue over the 15-year andyss period at the 3 percent socia
discount rate to yield an annua cost of $77,945 ($1999).

This estimate of social costs does not take into account the increased production and
employment at MP& M facilities that continue to operate under the proposed rule. These
fecilities are likdly to gain business when some facilities close due to therule. In addition, the
andysis does not reflect the jobs created by facilities actions to comply with therule. The net
effect of job losses due to facility closures and job gains associated with compliance activitiesis
an increase 2,575 FTE-years over 15 years. This estimate assumes that displaced workers
remain unemployed for one year on average, and that dl layoffs and compliance related
investments occur over the firg three years after promulgation. Table XVI-17 showsthe timing
of projected employment impacts, and the net effect on employment over 15 years. (EPA’s
estimates of the employment effects of the proposed rule are presented in Chapter 6 of the
EEBA.)

TableXVI-17: Edimated Direct Net Impactson Employment over 15 Years, Proposed Rule
(number of FTEsper year and total FTE-years)
One-Time
Manufacturing & Net Changein
Year Installation® Annual 0&M? Closures’ Employment
1 1,49 % 1,972 (381)
2 1,496 190 1,972 (286)
3 1,49 286 1,972 (190)
4 286 286
5 286 286
6 286 286
7 286 286
8 286 286
9 286 286
10 286 286
u 286 286
12 286 286
13 286 286
14 286 286
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15 286 286

Total FTE-years 4,488 4,003 5,916 2,575
over 15 years

a. Assumes that one-third of facilities comeinto compliance in each of 3 years.
b. Assumes that one-third of the facilities projected to close do so in each of thefirst 3 years.

EPA cdculated arange of socid costs of changes in employment under the proposed
rule, with the lower bound reflecting no net loss of employment and the upper bound
congdering only the 5,916 job losses resulting from closures. The socid costs associated with
unemployment were therefore estimated to range from zero to $78.0 million, including an
upper-bound $77.9 million in worker’ swillingness to pay to avoid involuntary unemployment
and lessthan $0.1 million in the additional cogts of administering unemployment benefits. The
estimated upper-bound employment-related socia cost islikely to be substantidly overstated,
snceit does not consder the socid vaue of net increases in employment due to compliance
activities and the increases in production that may occur at MP&M facilities that continue to
operate post-compliance.

5. Total Social Costs

Summing across al socid costs resultsin atotal socid cost estimate of $2.0to $2.1
billion annudly ($1999), as shown in Table XVI-18. This estimate represents an upper bound
vaue of socid cods, snce it assumesthat dl facilities remain open and incur compliance codts
rather than closing in some cases. This assumption is made only to calculate the resource value
of compliance expenditures; closures are consdered in caculating the socid cost of
unemployment.

Table XVI1-18: Annual Social Cogts of the Proposed Rule
(million $1999, annualized @ 7%)

Social Cost Category Lower Bound Egimate Upper Bound Egimate
Resource Value of Compliance $2,033.7

Costs (before-tax)

Government Administrative Costs $0.1 $0.9

Social Costs of Unemployment 0 $78.0

Total Social Costs $2,033.8 $2,1226

XVII. Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

A. Methodology
EPA performed a cost- effectiveness andyss of the dternative regulatory options for
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indirect dischargers (PSES) and direct dischargers (BAT). Cost-effectiveness andysisis used
in the development of effluent limitations guideines to evauate the rdative efficiency of
dternative regulatory options in removing toxic pollutants from the effluent discharges to the
nation’ s waters.

The cost-€effectiveness of aregulatory option is defined as the incrementa annual cost
(in 1981 congtant dollars) per incrementa toxic-wei ghted pollutant removals for that option.
This definition includes the following concepts
$ Toxic-weighted removals. Pollutants differ in their toxicity. Therefore, the estimated

reductions in pollution discharges, or pollutant removals, are adjusted for toxicity by

multiplying the estimated remova quantity for each pollutant by a normaizing toxic
weight (Toxic Weighting Factors). The toxic weight for each pollutant messures its
toxicity relative to copper, with more toxic pollutants having higher toxic weights. The

use of toxic weights dlows the removals of different pollutants to be expressed on a

constant toxicity basis astoxic pound-equivalents (Ib-eq). Theremova quantities for

the different pollutants may then be summed to yield an aggregate measure of the
reduction in toxicity-normalized pollutant discharges that is achieved by aregulatory
option. The cogt-effectiveness analys's does not address the removal of conventiona
pollutants (oil and grease, biochemica oxygen demand, and total suspended solids), nor
doesit address the removad of bulk parameters, such as COD.

$ Annual costs. The costs used in the cogt-effectiveness andysis are the estimated
annudized before-tax cogts to comply with the dternative regulatory options. The cost
to facilitiesto remove these pollutants will be less because the cogts are tax deductible.

The annud cogts include the annua expenses for operating and maintaining compliance

equipment, meeting monitoring requirements, and some pollution prevention activities.

Annualized components include capita outlays for trestment systems.
$ Incremental calculations. Theincremental vaues are the changesin tota annud

compliance costs and changes in removals from the next less stringent option, or from

the basdline if thereis no less stringent option, where regulatory options are ranked by
increasing leves of toxic-weighted removals. The resulting cost-effectiveness values
for agiven option are therefore expressed reltive to another option or, for the least
stringent option considered, relaive to the basdine.

The result of the cogt- effectiveness caculation represents the unit cost of removing the
next pound-equivaent of pollutants and is expressed in constant 1981 dollars per toxic pound-
equivaent removed (¥1b-eq) to dlow comparisons with other options being considered.
Although not required by the Clean Water Act, cost-effectiveness andysisis auseful tool for
evauating regulatory options that address toxic pollutants.

EPA performed the cost-€effectiveness andyss for the MP&M regulation separately for
indirect dischargers (subject to PSES) and direct dischargers (subject to BAT). The following
sections summarize the results for the two classes of facilities. EPA notes thet for all
subcategories, it is proposng options only BPT or is setting BAT equd to BPT, asthereisno
additional technology used & BAT. The Agency does not use C-E andysis to assess options for
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BPT. Therefore, the C-E andysisfor direct dischargersis presented only for informationd
purposes. See Section 1X for a discussion of BPT cost-reasonableness.

B.

Table XVI1I-1 summarizes the cod-effectiveness anadyss for the PSES regulatory

Cost- Effectiveness Anadyds for Indirect Dischargers

options applicable to indirect dischargers. Annua compliance costs are shown in 1999 dollars
and ds0in 1981 dollars. The regulatory options are listed in order of increasing stringency on
the basis of the estimated toxic-weighted pollutant removas. Estimates of costs and pollutant
removals do not include facilities that close in the basdine. (See Section XV1.B.4 for a
discussion on the basdine closure analysis))

TableXVII-1: Cost-Effectivenessfor Indirect Dischargers
Annual Before-Tax Compliance Costs Waeighted Pollutant Removals
(excluding regulatory closures) Cost-
Regulatory .
Option Total Cost | Total Cost | Incremental Total Incremental | Effectiveness
(million (million Cost Removals Removals Ratio
$1999) $1981) (million $1981) | (000 Ibs-en) (000 Ibs-eq) ($1981/1b-eq)
Proposed 1,730.1 1,000.2 1,000.2 93723 93723 108
Option
Option 2/6/10 24219 14128 403§ 9,755.5 3832 1,053
Option 4/8 3,795.1 2,2138 8010 9,936.9 1814 4416

As shown in Table XVI1I-1, the proposed option removes 9.4 million toxic-weighted
pounds. The proposed option is the least stringent of those considered, and the incrementa and
average cost-effectivenessis $108 per pound- equivaent removed.

Option 2/6/10 would remove an additiona 0.4 million toxic weighted pounds, at an
incremental cost of $0.38 billion ($1981), for an incremental codt- effectiveness ratio of $1,053
per pound-equivaent removed. The differences between the proposed option and Option 2/6/10
for indirect dischargers include the proposed option’s one million galon per year cutoff for the
Generd Metals subcategory, two million gallon per year cutoff for the Oily Wastes
subcategory, and excluson of new pretreatment standards for the Non-Chromium Anodizing,
Railroad Line Maintenance and Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories. These provisions of the
proposed rule reduce before-tax compliance costs by 40 percent compared with Option 2/6/10,
while losing 4 percent of the pound-equivaents removed. EPA discussed the rationde for the
sl ected flow cutoffs for each subcategory in Section X1 of today’s proposal.

Option 4/8 would remove an additiona 0.18 million pound-equivaents, as compared

with Option 2/6/10, a an additiona cost of $0.8 billion ($1981), or $4,416 per pound-

equivalent.

Table XVII1-2 presents the results of the codt-effectiveness analyss for indirect

dischargers by subcategory.
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TableXVI1-2: Cost-Effectivenessfor Indirect Dischar gersby Subcategory
Subcategory & égg;?;t:lsoio(rri}ﬁ?;n Incremental Cogt-Effectiveness Ratio
Regulatory Option $1981) Removals (Ibs-en) ($198V/1b-eq)
Printed Wiring Boards
Proposed Option 81.17 1,195,260 63
Option 2/6/10 - - -
Option 4/8 40.87 8,019 5,103
Metal Finishing Job Shops
Proposed Option 68.82 1,766,063 39
Option 2/6/10 - - -
Option 4/8 26.54 62,554 424
General Metals
Proposed Option 844.52 6,216,887 134
Option 2/6/10 279.12 318,544 876
Option 4/8 487.21] 1035514 4,707
Non-Chromium Anodizing
Proposed Option - - -
Option 2/6/10 1523 13598 1,129
Option 4/8 7.27 434 16,756
Oily Wagtes
Proposed Option 2.52 14,140 178
Option 2/6/10 109.04 51,008 2,138
Option 4/8 232.35 5,885 39,484
Railroad Line Maintenance
Proposed Option - - -
Option 2/6/10 0.15 17 8,560
Option 4/8 0.13 132 995
Shipbuilding Dry Dock
Proposed Option - - -
Option 2/6/10 0.19 q 767,794
Option 4/8 0.09 26 Qg
Steel Forming & Finishing
Proposed Option 12.19 179,900 63
Option 2/6/10 - - -
Option 4/8 6.63 865 7,659

The proposed option for indirect dischargersin the Printed Wiring Board, Meta Finishing Job
Shops, and Sted Forming and Finishing subcategories is the same as Option 2/6/10. The
proposed option includes a flow cutoff of one million and two million gallons per year for
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Generd Metds and Oily Wadtes, repectively. Therefore, there are no proposed pretreatment
sandards for al indirect dischargers that fall below those cutoffs. There are dso no proposed
pretreatment standards for indirect dischargers in the Non-Chromium Anodizing, Railroad Line
Maintenance and Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories. In developing regulatory options for
indirect dischargers, EPA considered arange of possible exclusionsfrom 1 mgy to 6.25 mgy for
al subcategories. Information of the codt- effectiveness for each regulatory option under each
flow cutoff by subcategory can be found in “Anayss of Cogt- Effectiveness by Flow Category”,
which isavalable in the rulemaking docket.

C.

Cost-Effectiveness Anaysis for Direct Dischargers

Table XV1I-3 summarizes the cost-effectiveness andyss for the BAT regulatory options
gpplicable to direct dischargers and Table XV 11-4 presents the andysis by subcategory. As
before, regulatory options are ranked in order of increasing stringency.

TableXVI1-3: Cost EffectivenessFor Direct Dischargers

Annual Before-Tax Compliance Costs Waeighted Pollutant Removals
Reaulator (excluding regulatory closures) Cost-
OE%Jon Y Total Cost | Total Cost | Incremental Total Incremental Effectiveness
(million (million Cogt Removals Removals Ratio
$1999) $1981) (million $1981) | (000 Ibs-eq) (000 Ibs-en) ($1981/1b-eq)
Proposed 2454 1434 1434 13336 13334 107
Option
Option 2/6/10 2458 1434 0(Q 1,333 4 0g -
Option 4/8 3816 2226 79.2 1,366.7, 33 2,391

The proposed BAT option for direct dischargers achieves remova of 1.3 million pounds
on atoxic-weighted basis, with a cost- effectiveness of $107 ($1981). Because the only
differences between Option 2/6/10 and the proposed option occur for indirects (i.e. flow cutoffs
and no regulation options), Option 2/6/10 is the same as the proposed option for direct

dischargers.

Option 4/8 would remove an additiona 33,000 pound-equivaents, as compared with the
proposed option, a an additiona cost of $30 million ($1981), or $2,391 per pound-equivaent.
Table XVII-4 presents the results of the cost-effectiveness analysis for direct dischargers

by subcategory.

TableXVII-4: Cost-Effectivenessfor Direct Dischargersby Subcategory

Incremental Before-Tax

jogﬁ?{%ﬁﬁm Compliance Cost (million I ncreng:_lelt'\;)emovals CostI(E;;‘le(g:é;\jmg Ratio
$1981)
Printed Wiring Boards
Proposed Option 142 64,573
Option 2/6/10
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Table XVI1I-4: Cost-Effectivenessfor Direct Dischar gersby Subcategory

Subcategory & (igr(;r;?ai]ézlc?oesfto(rri_i-lrlﬁgn Incremental Removals | Cost-Effectiveness Ratio

Regulatory Option $1981) (Ibs-eq) ($1981/1beq)
Option 4/8 114 2,270 501
Metal Finishing Job Shops
Proposed Option 0.69 14,19 49
Option 2/6/10 - - -
Option 4/8 0.52 265 1,968
General Metals
Proposed Option 11454 899,372 127
Option 2/6/10 - - -
Option 4/8 52.20 21,620 2414
Non-Chromium Anodizing*
Proposed Option NA NA -
Option 2/6/10 NA NA -
Option 4/8 NA NA -
Oily Wastes
Option 4/8 - xk -k -k
Proposed Option 6.42 16,069 399
Option 2/6/10 0.00 (0 -
Railroad Line Maintenance
Proposed Option 0.67 174 3,831
Option 2/6/10 - - -
Option 4/8 0.04 23 2,181
Shipbuilding Dry Dock
Proposed Option 1.24 111 11,179
Option 2/6/10 - - -
Option 4/8 -0.91*** 335x** -2,728***
Steel Forming & Finishing
Proposed Option 18.39 339,147 5%
Option 2/6/10 - - -
Option 4/8 1.28 8,971 143
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* EPA estimates that there are no direct discharging Non-Chromium Anodizing facilities.

** Option 4/8 removes 15,703 Ibs equivalent at a cost of $31.34 million. The proposed option
removes more |bs equivalent at alower cost. The proposed option therefore dominates Option 4/8,
and results are not shown here for Option 4/8.

**% Option 4/8 removes more |b-eq. than the proposed option at alower cost. See Section XVII-D
for adiscussion of the impacts of the proposed option on conventional pollutant removals. Option
4/8 removes 446 |bs-equivalent at a cost of $0.33 million at an average cost-effectiveness
incremental to baseline of $740/Ib-eq.

The proposed option is more stringent than Option 4/8 for the Oily Wastes subcategory, in that

it removes more toxic-weighted pounds of pollutants and costs less than Option 4/8. 1t therefore
dominates Option 4/8 from the perspective of toxic pollutant removals, and has an average cost
per pound-equivalent removed of $399 ($1981). Again, EPA is proposing options only for BPT
or issetting BAT equd to BPT for al subcategories, as there is no additiond technology used at
BAT. The Agency does not use C-E andysisto assess options for BPT. Therefore, the C-E
andysisfor direct dischargersis presented only for informationa purposes.

Table XVI1-4 shows a high cogt-effectiveness for the Railroad Line Maintenance and the
Shipbuilding Dry Dock subcategories. EPA isnot proposing BAT limitations for these
subcategories because of the smdl quantities of toxic pollutantsin the wastewater from
facilitiesin these subcategories. (See Section X1.) However, EPA is proposing BPT limitations
for these subcategories in order to control the discharge of conventiona pollutants. See Section
IX for adiscusson of BPT options selection and the results of the BPT cost-reasonableness
andyss.

XVII11. Non-Water Quality Environmental |mpacts

Sections 304(b) and 306 of the Act require EPA to consider non-water quality
environmental impacts (including energy requirements) associated with effluent limitations
guidelines and standards. In accordance with these requirements, EPA has considered the
potential impact of the proposed regulation on energy consumption, air emissions, and solid
waste generation.

Whileit is difficult to balance environmenta impacts across dl mediaand energy use,
the Agency has determined that the impacts identified below are judtified by the benefits
associated with compliance with the limitations and standards (see Sections XIX and XX for a
discussion on the environmental benefits associated with this proposed regulation).

A. Air Pdllution

The Agency believes that the in-process and end- of- pipe technologies included in the
technology options for this regulation do not generate air emissions. (See Section VIl for a
discussion of the technology options).

The use of halogenated hazardous air pollutant solvent (methylene chloride,
perchloroethylene, trichloroethylene, 1,1,1 trichloroethane, carbon tetrachloride and
chloroform) for cleaning in the MP&M industry can create hazardous air pollutant emissons.
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The Agency bdieves this regulation will not affect the use of halogenated hazardous air
pollutant solvent in the MP&M indugtry. This regulation neither requires nor discourages the
use of agueous cleanersin lieu of halogenated hazardous air pollutant solvent.

The Agency is developing Nationa Emisson Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAPS) under section 112 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) to address air emissions of the
hazardous air pollutants (HAPS) listed in Title 111 of the CAA Amendments of 1990. Below,
EPA ligs the current and upcoming NESHAPs that may potentidly affect HAP emitting
activitiesat MP&M facilities:
$ Chromium Emissions from Hard and Decorative Chromium Electroplating and
Chromium Anodizing Tanks,

Hal ogenated Solvent Cleaning;

Aerospace Manufacturing;

Shipbuilding and ship repair (Surface Coating);

Large appliances (Surface Coating);

Metal Furniture (Surface Coating);

Automobile and light-duty truck manufacturing (Surface Coating); and
Miscellaneous Metd Parts and Products (Surface Coating).

A ABH AP B

B. Solid Waste

Solid waste generation includes hazardous and nonhazardous wastewater trestment
dudge aswell aswaste oil removed in wastewater treatment. EPA estimates that compliance
with this regulation will result in a decrease in wastewater trestment dudge and an increasein
waste oil generated at MP&M facilities.

According to EPA’s detailed questionnaires, the Agency estimates that MP&M fecilities
generate 267 million galons (4 million cubic yards) of wastewater treetment dudge and 805
million gdlons of wadte il from the treatment of wastewater. In Table XVI11.B-1, EPA
presents the amount of wastewater treatment sudge and waste oil expected to be generated a
the sdlected technology option. The table aso shows the amount of wastewater treatment
dudge and waste ail that would be generated by the sdected technology option if EPA had not
included pollution prevention as part of its selected technology option.

Table XVII1.B-1: Waste Treatment Sludge and Oil Generation by Option

Wastewater Treatment Sludge Waste Oil Generated (million
Option Generated (million gallons/year) gallonglyear)
Baseline® 267 805
Proposed Options without 207 2,000
water conservation and P2
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Table XVI11.B-1: Waste Treatment Sludge and Oil Generation by Option

Proposed Optionswith water | 206 1,600
conservation and P2

Source: US Environmental Protection Agency
1. EPA calculated the baseline sludge and waste oil generation using responses to the 1989 MP& M Phase |
Questionnaire and the 1996 MP&M Phase |1 Detailed Questionnaires.

Asshown in Table XVI1.B-1, wastewater treatment dudge generation decreased from
basdline to the sdected option without in-process flow control. EPA attributes the net decrease
to the fact that this option includes dudge dewatering, which may result in a Sgnificant
decrease in dudge generation for Stes that have chemica precipitation and settling technologies
without dudge dewatering in place a basdine. The Agency did not estimate additiona dudge
reduction et facilities which dready have dudge dewatering in place a basdine. EPA does
expect an increase of dudge production a MP&M facilities which do not have treatment in
place and must ingtal treatment as aresult of the MP&M rule.

Table XVI11.B-1 shows that the water conservation and pollution prevention
technologies included in the proposed options further reduce the amount of dudge generated.
EPA expects these technologies to result in dudge reduction for the following reasons:

-Recycling of coolants and recycling of paint curtains reduce the mass of
pollutants in trestment system influent streams, which in turn reduces the amount
of dudge generated during metas removd;

-Bath maintenance practices, including good operationd practices regarding drag
out in plating processes, included in the proposed options, reduce the mass of
metd pollutants discharged to treatment, which in turn reduces the amount of
dudge generated during metals removd; and

-Water conservation technologies included in the proposed options reduces the
discharge mass of metals present in the source water to asite (e.g., cacium,
sodium), which in turn reduces the amount of dudge generated during removd
of these metals.

EPA classifies many of the dudges generated at MP&M facilities as either alisted or
characteristic hazardous waste under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
based on the following information:

- If the facility performs eectroplating operations, EPA classifies the resulting dudge as
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an EPA hazardous waste number FOO6 (40 CFR 261.31). If the facility mixesthe
wastewater from these eectroplating operations with other non+dectroplating
wastewater for treatment, then EPA 4till consdersdl of the dudge generated from the
treatment of this commingled wastestream to be alisted hazardous waste FO06, or

- If the dudge or waste oil from wastewater treatment exceeds the standards for the
Toxicity Characteridtic (i.e., is hazardous), or exhibits other RCRA-defined hazardous
characteristics (i.e, resctive, corrosive, or flammable), EPA consdersit acharacteristic
hazardous waste. (40 CFR 261.24).

It isdso important to note that EPA does not include chemical conversion coating,
electroless plating, and printing circuit board manufacturing under the FOO06 listing (51 FR
43351, December 2, 1986). And if the facility performs certain chemica conversion coating
operations on duminum, EPA classfies the resulting dudge as EPA hazardous waste number
FO19.

Additiona federd, state, and local regulaions may result in MP&M dudges being
classfied as hazardous wastes. Facilities should check with the applicable authorized (State or
EPA Regiond) authority to determine if other regulations apply.

Based on information collected during Site visits and sampling episodes, the Agency
believes that some of the solid waste generated would not be classified as hazardous. However,
for purposes of compliance cost estimation, the Agency assumed that all solid waste generated
asaresult of the technology options would be hazardous.

As gated above in Section XV, EPA expects that the rule will reduce meta
contaminants in the dudges generated by POTWSs and will dlow POTWs to dispense of the
lower meta content dudge by more environmentaly beneficid methods.

EPA attributes the increase in waste oil generation from basdline to the proposed option
to the removal of oil from MP&M wastewater prior to discharge to POTWs or surface waters.
MP&M facilities usudly ether recycle wagte oil on Site or off Site, or contract haul it for
disposal as either a hazardous or nonhazardous waste. The estimated increase of waste ail
generation as aresult of the MP&M proposed rule reflects a better removal of oil and grease by
the proposed technology options than that being achieved at baseline and does not reflect an
increese in overdl oil generation & MP& M facilities. For the purpose of compliance cost
esimation, EPA assumed that dl MP&M facilities contract hauled waste oil for disposd;
however, EPA expects that some facilities may recycle waste oil elther on Site or off Ste.

Table XV111.B-1 shows that the inclusion of water conservation and pollution prevention
in the proposed option resultsin the generation of lesswaste oil. EPA attributes this decrease in
wadte il generation to the 80 percent reduction of coolant discharge using the recycling
technology included in the proposed technology train. This system recovers and recycles ail-
bearing machining coolants at the source, reducing the generation of spent coolant.

C. Enegy Requirements

EPA edimates that compliance with this regulation will result in anet increase in energy
consumption at MP&M facilities. EPA presents the estimates of increased energy usage for the
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selected option in Table XVII1.C-1. The table also shows the amount of energy that would be
required by the selected technology option if EPA had not included pollution prevention as part
of its selected technology option. The in-process flow control and recycling technologies
included in EPA’ s proposed options reduce the amount of water use and in doing so aso require
energy. Therefore, the amount of energy required for the selected option incorporating

pollution prevention and water conservation was dightly greater than the proposed option
without pollution prevention and water conservation techniques.

Table XVIII.C-1: Energy Requirements by Option

Energy Required
Option (million kilowatt hrs/yr)

Basdline® 248

Proposed Options without water conservation | 347
and P2

Proposed Options without water conservation | 364
and P2

Source: US Environmental Protection Agency
1. EPA calculated the baseline sludge and waste oil generation using responses to the 1989 MP& M Phase |
Questionnaire and the 1996 MP&M Phase || Detailed Questionnaires.

By comparison, eectric power generation facilities generated 3,123 billion kilowatt
hours of dectric power in the United Statesin 1997 (The Energy Information Adminigiration,
Electric Power Annua 1998 Volume 1, Table A1). Additiona energy requirements for EPA’s
proposed options correspond to gpproximately 0.01 percent of nationd requirements. The
increase in energy requirements due to the implementation of MP&M technologieswill in turn
cause an ar emissionsimpact from the electric power generation facilities. Theincreasein ar
emissionsis expected to be proportiona to the increase in energy requirements or
approximately 0.01 percent.

Table XVIII.C-1: Energy Requirements by Option

Energy Required
Option (million kilowatt hrg/yr)

Basdline?® 248

Proposed Options without water conservation | 347
and P2
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Table XVIII1.C-1: Energy Requirements by Option

Proposed Optionswithout water conservation | 364
and P2

Source: US Environmental Protection Agency
1. EPA calculated the baseline sludge and waste oil generation using responses to the 1989 MP&M Phase |
Questionnaire and the 1996 MP&M Phase || Detailed Questionnaires.

By comparison, ectric power generation facilities generated 3123 hillion kilowatt
hours of dectric power in the United States in 1997 (The Energy Information Adminigiration,
Electric Power Annua 1998 Volume 1, Table Al). Additiona energy requirements for EPA’s
proposed options correspond to gpproximately 0.01 percent of nationa requirements. The
increase in energy requirements due to the implementation of MP&M technologies will in turn
cause an air emissons impact from the electric power generation facilities. Theincreasein ar
emissions is expected to be proportiona to the increase in energy requirements or
approximately 0.01 percent.
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XIX. Water Quality, Sewage Sludge, and Other Environmental | mpacts

A. Introduction

MP& M facilities nationwide currently discharge an estimated 5,025 million pounds of
pollutants per year to publicly-owned treatment works (POTWS) and gpproximately 410 million
pounds of pollutants directly to surface waters. MP& M facility effluents contain 42 priority or
toxic pollutants, 86 nonconventiona pollutants, and three conventiond pollutants (biological
oxygen demand (BOD), tota suspended solids (TSS), and oil and grease (0O& G)).

The release of these pollutants to our nation's surface water degrades aquatic
environments, dters aguatic habitats, and affects the diversity and abundance of aguatic life. It
can aso increase the risks to the health of humans who ingest contaminated surface waters or
eet contaminated fish and shellfish. A number of the pollutants commonly found in MP&M
effluents aso inhibit biologicd wastewater treestment systems or accumulate in sawage dudge.

Metas are a particular concern because of their prevalencein MP&M effluents. Metals
are inorganic compounds that are generdly non-valatile (with the notable exception of mercury)
and are not broken down by biodegradation processes. Metas can accumulate in biologica
tissues, sequester into POTW sewage dudge, and contaminate soils and sediments when
released to the environment. Some metas are quite toxic even when present at relatively low
levels

Of the 131 MP&M pollutants of concern for which loadings were estimated, 35 exhibit
moderate to high toxicity to aquatic life; 77 are human non-cancer toxicants, 13 are classified as
known or probable human carcinogens; 46 bioaccumulate in aguatic organisms and persist in
the environment, and 35 are hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). HAPs are compounds which EPA
believes may represent an unacceptable risk to human hedlth if present inthe air.

B. Beneficial Impacts of the MP&M Proposed Rule
Changes under the proposed rule include:

water quaity changes,

reduced aguetic life impacts;

reduced POTW inhibitions;

reduced costs for sewage dudge disposd; and

reduced human hedlth impacts.

The first three changes due to the proposed rule are discussed in this section, and the last
two are discussed in Section XX. EPA estimated these changes for three options. This section
presents results for the proposed option, Option 2/6/10 and Option 4/8. See Section VIII for a
description of the options. Results are discussed for only the proposed option, however, to
reduce the length of the document. Benefits were not estimated for Options 1, 3,5, 7, and 9
(options without pollution prevention) because these options remove fewer pollutants and cost
more than Option 2/6/10 and Option 4/8.

1. Water Quality Changes

AL HP
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EPA estimates that the proposed rule would substantialy reduce pollutant dischargesto
the waters of the U.S. as shown by the loadings estimates in Table XIX-1 for five categories of
pollutants. The regulation would result in totd pollutant removas of 3,872 million pounds per
year. These removasinclude a 30 million pound per-year reduction in eight sewage dudge
contaminants and a 703 million pound per-year reduction in 89 pollutants causing inhibition of
biologica activity of sewage dudge. The regulation would reduce discharges of 35 HAPSs by
about one million pounds per-year. Discharges of pollutants that are known to be related to
adverse acute and chronic effects on aquatic life would be reduced by 823 and 1,035 million
pounds per year, repectively. These reductions result from increased wastewater trestment,
pollution prevention, and regulatory closures. EPA estimated impacts of MP&M discharges on
the quality of receiving waters usng amodel of the in-stream pollutant mixing and dilution
process. A first order pollutant degradation modd was used in the analysis of source water
concentrations a the drinking water intake points. This mode estimatesin-stream
concentrations for the initia discharge reach (i.e., waterway) and for downstream reaches,
taking into account dilution, adsorption, voldilization, and hydrolyss.

Thisandyss uses discharge information from 885 sample MP&M facilities (excluding
two sample facilitiesin Puerto Rico) that discharge directly or indirectly to 627 receiving
waterways (544 rivers/streams, 55 bays/estuaries, and 28 lakes). Four of the 55 marine reaches
were excluded from the in-stream water qudity analysis due to data limitations.

EPA extrgpolated the environmental assessment results for the sample facilities to the
entire population of MP& M fecilities nationwide . This extrapolation uses sample facility
welights developed as part of the sampling plan. For additiond information on sample weights
seethe Satistical Summary for the Metal Products & Machinery Industry Surveysin the
Adminigtrative record for today’ s rule.

EPA evauated the nationd environmenta impacts of reducing pollutant discharges from
MP&M facilities to the nation's waterbodies for the proposed rule and for two aternative
regulatory options. EPA consdered only pollutant loadings from MP&M facilities to particular
waterbodies and did not take background loadings from other sourcesinto account, with one
exception. The analyss of sewage dudge (biosolids) quality took background meta loadings
into account. EPA used information from the POTW survey to estimate totd meta loadingsto
aPOTW of agivensze (i.e, smdl, medium, and large). See Section V.B for a description of
the POTW survey. This estimate was based on the average number of small, medium, and large
MP&M facilities discharging to a POTW in each sze category and the percent contribution of
total metal |oadings discharged from MP& M facilities.

2. Reduced POTW Impacts

EPA evauated whether MP&M pollutants may interfere with publicly-owned treatment
works (POTWs). Pollutants may impair POTW treatment effectiveness by inhibiting the
biologicd activity of activated dudge. POTW inhibition and dudge vaues come from guidance
published by EPA and other sources. The Agency aso evaluated the reduced costs for
managing and disposing of sewage dudge containing fewer pollutants or lower concentrations
of pollutants. Thisisdiscussed in Section XX.D of today’s proposa.
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EPA estimated inhibition of POTW operations by comparing predicted POTW influent
concentrations to available inhibition levels for 89 pollutants. At basdine discharge leves,

EPA edtimates that concentrations of 18 pollutants discharged from MP&M facilities exceed
biologicd inhibition criteriaa 515 POTWs nationwide. The proposed regulation would
eliminate potentia inhibition problems a 306 POTWs and reduce occurrence of pollutant
concentrations in excess of inhibition criteriaat 82 POTWs. POTWs may impose locd limitsto
prevent inhibitions. If locd limits arein place, the estimated reduction in potentid inhibition
problems at the affected POTWsis overstated. In this case, however, the estimated social cost
of the MP&M regulation is aso overstated.

3. Reduced Aquatic Life Impacts

EPA assessed the effect of basdline and post-compliance MP&M facility discharges on
affected waterways by estimating the cases in which in-waterway pollutant concentrations
resulting from those discharges would exceed recommended acute and chronic Ambient Water
Qudity Criteria (AWQC) that protect aquatic life. Acute toxicity assesses the impacts of a
pollutant from relatively short exposures, typically 48 and 96 hours for invertebrates and fish,
respectively. Mortdity isthe endpoint of concern. Chronic toxicity assesses the impact of a
pollutant after alonger exposure, typicaly from one week to several months. The endpoints of
concern are one or more sublethal responses, such as changes in reproduction or growth in the
affected organisms. Pollutant concentrations in excess of acute and chronic AWQC vaues
indicate potentid impacts to aquatic life.

The andysis compared basdline and post-compliance exceedences of aguatic life
AWQC to determine the effects of the rule. These exceedences were modeled based on the
estimated discharges from MP& M facilities and 7Q10 stream flow rates (7Q10 refers to the
lowest consecutive seven day average with arecurrence interva of 10 years). Results show that
basdline pollutant concentrations exceed acute AWQC in 878 reaches and chronic AWQC in
2,466 reaches nationdly at basdline discharge levels. EPA estimates that the proposed option
will eiminate concentrations in excess of acute and chronic criteriain 775 and 1,029 reaches,
regpectively. Results also show that an additiona 903 receiving reaches will experience partid
water quality improvements from reduced occurrence of some pollutant concentrationsin
excess of acute and/or chronic AWQC limits for protection of aguatic life.

Table X1 X.1 National Estimates of MP& M Facility Discharges

MP& M Dischargeswith Potential POTW MP&M Discharges
I mpacts Exhibiting Toxicity

Aquatic Life
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Category Activated Biosolids HAP Acute Chronic
Sludge Contaminants
Inhibition
Baseline L oadings
# of Pollutants 89 8 35 107 116
Million lbsfyr 1031 317 21 1,252 1,759
Remaining with the Proposed Option
Million Ibs/yr 328 161 111 430 723
Remaining with Option 2/6/10
Million Ibslyr 266 0.54 0.89 364 647
Remaining with Option 4/8
Million lbsfyr 484 043 105 595 895

Table X1 X-2 National Estimates of MP& M Pollutants, Exceedences & Reductions

Baseline Proposed Option | Option 4/8
Option 2/6/10
POTW Impacts

# POTWs with Inhibition Problems 515 209 123 123
(18 pollutants > inhibition criteria)

Biosolids # POTWs 6,953 6,889 5575 5575
Contamination Non qualifying Sewage Sludge 53.7 525 47.6 476

(8 pollutants)  ((mjll. of dry metric tons)

Receiving Water Impacts
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Table XIX-2 National Estimates of MP& M Pollutants, Exceedences & Reductions
Baseline Proposed Option | Option 4/8
Option 2/6/10
# Streams with Human Health AWQC Exceedences
# pollutants  |water and organisms® 18 11 11 13
organisms only” 6 5 5 5
# streams > AWQC for water and organisms 10,310 9,205 4151 4,160
# streams > AWQC for organisms only 192 71 71 65
#Streams with Aquatic Life AWQC Exceedences
# pollutants chronic 31 25 21 17
acute 10 11 8 6
# streams > AWQC chronic 2,466 1,437 1,34 1,310
# streams> AWQC acute 878 103 61 52
a Both drinking water and organism consumption are considered in developing these AWQC
exceedences.
b. Only consumption of aquatic organisms is considered in these AWQC exceedences.

XX. Ben€fit Analysis

A. Overview of Benefits

This section presents EPA's estimates of the nationa environmenta benefits of the
proposed MP& M effluent guidelines. The benefits occur due to the reduction in facility
discharges described in the preceding section. EPA's complete benefit assessment can be found
in “Economic, Environmental, and Benefit Assessment of Proposed Metd Products and
Machinery (MP&M) Rule”

Benefits andyses for past effluent guidelines have been limited in the range of benefits
addressed, which has hindered EPA’ s ability to compare the benefits and costs of rules
comprehengvely. The Agency isworking to improve its benefits andyses, including applying
methodol ogies that have now become well established in the natura resources vauation field,
but have not been used previoudy in the effluent guidelines program. EPA was particularly
interested in expanding its bendfits anadlysis for this rule to include water-based recrestional
activities other than fishing. The proposed MP&M rule addresses an industry with alarge
number of facilities located throughout the United States. These facilities are largdy
concentrated near large population centers and recreational Sites.

Individuadsin the U.S. are known to participate in awide range of water-based
recregtiond activities including fishing, swimming, boating, and near water activities such as
wildiife viewing. Participation rates in each activity vary sgnificantly from Sateto date
depending on the availability and quaity of water resources suitable for recreation, climate, and
demographic characterigtics of the user population. Wildlife viewing is most popular type of
water-based recreation followed by fishing and swimming. The 1996 U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Sarvice survey showed that 62 million Americans enjoy wildlife viewing nationwide. In
addition, 35 to 43 million people participate in recregtiond fishing and 34 million people take
boating trips.
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EPA has therefore expanded upon its traditional methodologies in the benefits analys's
for the proposed MP&M rule. Past effluent guidelines andyses have included human hedlth
benefits, economic productivity benefits such as reduced costs for POTW dudge disposd,
recregtiond benefits for fishing, and nonuse values. The additiona andyss expands on the
traditiona andlysis by estimating benefits to participants in boating, swimming and viewing
(i.e., near-water recreation.) EPA used a benefit transfer approach based on four studies to
estimate the increase in vaue to individuals who boat and participate in viewing or near-water
recreation at the nationa level. Three of these studies have been published in established
economic journds, the other study is new and specific to the MP&M guiddine. For thisrule,
EPA aso conducted an origind travel cost study in the State of Ohio, using the Nationa
Recreationa Demand Survey (NDS) and a Random Utility Modd (RUM) of recregtiona
behavior, to estimate the changes in consumer vauation of water resources that would result
from improvements in water quaity. Thisstudy is presented in detail in Chapter 21 of the
EEBA. A prdiminary application of the travel cost study was reviewed by expertsin thefield
of natura resource valuation, and the study has been presented at two professona meetings and
will be subjected to aforma peer review in the coming year. The results of the previous review
are available in the docket.

Because EPA has not yet resolved some anomalies in the extrgpolation of these andysis
to the nationd level, the monetized benefits for these new categories are not included in the
summary statements of benefits for the proposed rule. EPA isincluding these andysesin the
EEBA, however, to present the new methodologies and their results as gpplied to the MP&M
rule for public comment, concurrent with seeking peer review of the travel cost study.

The new andysis projects benefits of $500-$900 million for enhanced wildlife viewing,
$265-$672 million for recrestiond boating, and $191 to $1,066 million in additiona non-use
benefits (caculated as 1/4 to 2/3 of the additiond recreationa use benefits) EPA notesthat the
methodology used results in projected benefits for 57 million wildlife viewers taking an average
of 10 trips per year. This estimate (567 viewing days) is essentidly the totd number of single
day trips as estimated by the nationd recreational demand survey (NDS). The methodology
aso predicts that 33 million individuas will each take an average 9 boating trips per year to
Stes bendfiting from the rule. Thisamountsto 296 million boating days which is essentidly dll
of the Single day boating days nationdly estimated from the NDS. Even though only about
5%of totd reaches nationdly are projected to benefit from the rule, 90% of the benefitting
reaches are located in densdly populated areas in the U..S, which is where the mgority of the
U.S. population and recreationa users are located, though not necessarily where they recreste.
Although EPA is confident in the sample based results, EPA believes that the large numbers of
viewers and boaters projected to benefit from the rule at the national level may indicate a need
to revise its procedures for scaling up from sampled facilities to the nationd level. Thesmple
extragpolation technique used in both the cost and benefit analyses, may have the unintended
effect of overcounting the number of benefitting boaters and wildlife viewers. EPA isdso
specificaly soliciting comment on severa other methodological approaches used in new
analyssincluding the bendfits transfer of values from studies that did not specifically address
boating and wildlife viewing to these activities, the extent to which activities such as
recregtiona boating, and wildlife viewing are gpplicable to children, and the effect of omitting
other non-MP&M sources of impairment on affected reaches from the analyss.
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EPA may include additional categories of monetized benefits estimates based on these
new methodologies, as revised based on comment and peer review, in its economic anayss of

thefind rule

Table XX.1 summarizes the benefits categories associated with the regulation and notes
which categories EPA was able to quantify and monetize. The benefits include three broad
classes. human hedlth, ecological, and economic productivity benefits. Within these three broad
classes, EPA was able to assess benefits with varying degrees of completeness and rigor.
Where possible, EPA quantified the expected effects and estimated monetary vaues. Data
limitations and limited understanding of how society vaues certain water qudity changes
prevented monetizing some benefit categories. This section aso presents a case study for the
State of Ohio which provides more detailed analysis of the regulation’s expected benefits.

Table XX-1: Benefit Categories Associated with Water Quality | mprovements
Resulting from the Metal Products and M achinery Effluent Guideline

Benefit Category

Quantified
and
M onetized

Quantified
and
Nonmonetized

Nonquantified
and
Nonmonetized

Human Health Benefits

Reduced cancer risk due to ingestion of chemically-
contaminated fish and unregulated pollutants in
drinking water

X

Reduced systemic hedlth hazards (e.g.
reproductive, immunologica, neurologica,
circulatory, or respiratory toxicity) due to ingestion
of chemicaly-contaminated fish and unregul ated
pollutants in drinking water

Reduced systemic health hazards from exposure to
lead from consumption of chemically-contaminated
fish

Reduced cancer risk and health hazards from
exposure to unregulated pollutants in chemically-
contaminated sewage dudge

Reduced health hazards from exposure to
contaminants in waters used recreationaly (e.g.,
swimming)

Ecological Benefits

Reduced risk to aquatic life

Enhanced water-based recreation including fishing

X

Enhanced water-based recreation including near-
water or viewing and boating

X
In expanded
andyss
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Table XX-1: Benefit Categories Associated with Water Quality | mprovements
Resulting from the M etal Products and M achinery Effluent Guideline

Benefit Category

Quantified
and
M onetized

Quantified
and
Nonmonetized

Nonquantified
and
Nonmonetized

Other enhanced water-based recreation such as
swimming, waterskiing and white water rafting

X

Increased aesthetic benefits such as enhancement of
adjoining site amenities (e.g. residing, working,
traveling, and owning property near the water)

X

Nonuser value (i.e., existence, option, and bequest
value)

Reduced contamination of sediments

Reduced non-point source nitrogen contamination
of water if sewage dudge is used as a substitute for
chemicd fertilizer on agriculturd land

Satisfaction of a public preference for beneficid use
of sewage sludge’

Economic Productivity Benefits

Reduced sewage sludge disposal costs

Reduced management practice and record-keeping
costs for users of sewage sludge that meets
exceptiond quality criteria

Reduced interference with POTW operations

Benefits to tourism industries from increased
participation in water-based recreation

Improved commercid fisheries yields

Addition of fertilizer to crops (nitrogen content of
sawage dudge is available as afertilizer when
dudgeis land applied)”

Improved crop yield (the organic matter in land-
applied sewage dudge increases soil’ s water
retention)”

Avoidance of costly siting processes for more
controversial sewage dudge disposal methods (e.g.,
incinerators) because of greater use of land
gpplication

Reduced water treatment costs for municipal
drinking water, irrigation water, and industrial
process and cooling water
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Table XX-1: Benefit Categories Associated with Water Quality | mprovements
Resulting from the M etal Products and M achinery Effluent Guideline

Quantified Quantified | Nonquantified
Benefit Category and and and
Monetized |Nonmonetized] Nonmonetized

"Some of these benefit categories are accounted for and quantified under the* reduced sewage sludge
disposal costs.”

B. Reduced Human Hedth Risk

Reduced pollutant discharges from MP&M facilities generate human health benefits by
anumber of pathways. The most important human hedth benefits stem from reduced risk of
illness from consumption of contaminated fish, aquatic organisms other than fish, and water.
EPA andyzed human hedlth benefits by estimating the change in the expected number of
adverse human hedlth events in the populations exposed to MP& M discharges. While some
hedlth effects such as cancer are relatively well understood and can be quantified and monetized
in a benefits andysis, others such as systemic hedth effects are less well understood and may
not be assessed with the samerigor or at al. (See Table XX-1.)

EPA andyzed the following measures of hedlthrelated benefits: reduced cancer risk
from fish and water consumption; reduced risk of noncancer toxic effects from fish and water
consumption; lead-related hedlth effects to children and adults; and reduced occurrence of in-
waterway pollutant concentrations in excess of levels of concern. The levels of concern include
human hedth-based ambient water quality criteria (AWQC) or documented toxic effect levels
for those chemicals not covered by water qudlity criteria. The Agency monetized only two of
these health benefits: (1) changes in the incidence of cancer from fish and water consumption,
and (2) changes in adverse hedlth effects to children and adults from reduced lead exposure.
The following discussion includes results only for the proposed option; however, the tables
present the results for al options evaluated.

EPA egtimates that the proposed option would eiminate gpproximately 2.29 cancer
cases asociated with consumption of MP&M pallutants in fish tissue and drinking water. The
regulation would aso result the remova of 0.86 million pounds (1.9 toxic Ib-eq.) per year of
lead. In addition, there will be a 142 million pound reduction in 77 pollutants that are known to
be rdlated to awide range of human heath endpoints not quantified or monetized for this
benefits andysis. Monetized hedth benefits are expected to result in $41.3 million (1999 $) in
benefits due to decreased human hedlth risks under the proposed option.

The andyses of changesin human hedlth risk described in this and the following
sections ignore the potentid for joint effects of more than one pollutant. Each pollutant is dedlt
with in isolaion and the individual effects are summed. Therefore, this approach does not
account for the possibility that severd pollutants may combinein a synergitic fashion to yied
more or less adverse effects to human hedth than indicated by the smple sum of their
individud effects.

1. Benefits from Reduced Incidence of Cancer Cases
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EPA edtimated aggregate cancer risk from contaminated drinking water for populations
served by drinking water intakes on waterbodies to which MP& M facilities discharge. This
anaysisis based on seven carcinogenic pollutants for which no published drinking water
criteriaare currently avallable. Thisanalysis excludes six carcinogens for which drinking water
criteriaare available. EPA assumed that public drinking weater trestment systlems will remove
these pollutants from the public water supply. To the extent that treatment for these Six
pollutants may cause incidental removas of the chemicals without criteria, the analyss may
overstate cancer related benefits.

Cdculated in-stream concentrations serve as a basis for estimating changes in cancer
risk for populations served by affected drinking water intakes. EPA estimates that the proposed
regulation would diminate annually 2.24 cancer cases associated with consumption of
contaminated drinking water, or44 percent of the cancer cases associated with basgline MP&M
discharges.

EPA vaued the reduced cancer cases usng estimated willingness-to-pay vaues for
avoiding premature mortdity. The values used in this andyss are based on arange of vaues
identified in the EPA Office of Policy Analyss review of avallable udies. The mean vaue of
avoiding one setigtica degth is estimated to be $5.8 million. This estimate does not include
estimates of morbidity prior to death.

EPA also estimated aggregate cancer risk from consuming contaminated fish for
recregtiond and subsstence anglers and their families. Thisanalyssis based on thirteen
carcinogenic pollutants found in MP&M effluent discharges. Estimated contaminantsin fish
tissue reflect predicted in-stream pollutant concentrations and biological upteke factors. EPA
used data on numbers of licensed fishermen by State and county, presence of fish consumption
advisories, fishing activity rates, and average household size to estimate the affected population
of recreationd and subsistence anglers and their families. The andysis uses different fish
consumption rates for recreationd and subsistence anglers to estimate the change in cancer risk
among these populations.

The proposed rule eliminates an estimated 0.05 cancer cases per year for combined
recreational and subs stence angler populations, representing a reduction of about 36 percent
from abasdline of about 0.13cases. Thistrandatesinto $0.3 million (1999%) in annua benefits
due to reduced cancer risk from consumption of contaminated fish by these populations.

Totd benefits from reduced incidence of cancer cases, including both drinking water and
fish exposures are $13.3 million (1999%) annudly (see Table XX-2).

Table XX-2: Estimated Annual Benefitsfrom Avoided Cancer Casesfrom Fish and
Drinking Water Consumption

Regulatory Status Drinking Water Fish Consumption | Total
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Annual |Benefit Valug Annual Benefit | Annual | Benefit Value
Cancer (million | Cancer Value Cancer (million
Cases 1999%) Cases | (million Cases 1999%)
19993%)
Basdline
Basdline 5.10 NAY [ 0126 | NA [ 523 | N/
Proposed Option
# Cases/Vaue 2.86 $13.0 0.081 $0.3 2.94 $13.3
Percent Reduction 43.9% N/A 35.7% N/A 43.9% N/A
Option 2/6/10
# Cases/Vaue 2.73 $13.7 0.081 $0.3 2.81 $14.0
Percent Reduction 46.5% N/A 35.7% N/A 46.1% N/A
Option 4/8
# Cases/Vaue 2.73 $13.8 0.062 $0.4 2.79 $14.2
Percent Reduction 46.5% N/A 49.2% N/A 46.5% N/A
! Not Applicable

Source: U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency

2.

Reductions in Systemic Hedth Effects

EPA expects that the proposed rule would also generate a wide range of non-cancer
hedth benfits (e.g., systemic effects, reproductive toxicity, and developmentd toxicity) from
reduced contamination of fish tissue and drinking water sources.  The change in exposure to
pollutants through fish and water consumption relative to pollutant- specific hedth effects
thresholds yidlds an additiona measure of the human hedth bendfits that are likely to result
from the proposed regulation. EPA compared estimated in-stream pollutant concentrations for
77 systemic toxicants with risk reference doses to caculate a hazard score. The systemic hazard
score is the sum of the ratios of pollutant quantities ingested to the daily reference dose for each
pollutant. Vaues above or near one indicate the potentia for health non-cancer hazards. The
hazard score assumes that the combined effect of ingesting multiple pollutants is proportiond to
the sum of their effects individualy.

The didribution of hazard scores was caculated for drinking water and fish
consumption populations for baseline and post- compliance exposures. The results show
movement in populations from higher risk vauesto lower risk vaues for both the fish and
drinking water analyses. Substantial increases in the percentage of the exposed populations that
would be exposed to no risk of systemic hedth hazards occur in both analyses.

3.
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EPA performed a separate analysis of benefits from reduced exposureto lead. This
andyds differs from the analysis of systemic hedlth risk from exposure to other MP& M
pollutants because it is based on dose-response functions tied to specific hedth endpoints to
which monetary vaues can be applied.

Many lead-related adverse hedlth effects are reaively common and are chronic in
nature. These effectsinclude but are not limited to hypertension, coronary heart disease, and
impaired cognitive function. Lead is harmful to any exposed individud, and the effects of lead
on children are of particular concern. Children's rgpid rate of development makes them more
susceptible to neurobehaviora deficits resulting from lead exposure. The neurobehaviora
effects on children from lead exposure include hyperactivity, behaviora and atention
difficulties, delayed mental development, and motor and perceptua skill deficits.

Thisandyss assessed benefits of reduced lead exposure from consumption of
contaminated fish tissue to three sendtive populations. (1) preschool age children, (2) pregnant
women, and (3) adult men and women. This analys's uses blood-lead levels as a biomarker of
lead exposure. EPA estimated baseline and post-compliance blood lead levelsin the exposed
populations and then used changes in these levels to estimate benefitsin the form of avoided
hedlth damages.

EPA assessed neurobehaviora effects on children based on a dose-response relationship
for 1Q decrements. Avoided neurologica and cognitive damages are expressed as changesin
overdl 1Q levels, including reduced incidence of extremey low IQ scores (<70, or two standard
deviations below the mean) and reduced incidence of blood-lead levels above 20 mg/dL. The
andysis uses the value of compensatory education that an individua would otherwise need and
the impact an additiond 1Q point on individuads' future earnings to vaue the avoided
neurologica and cognitive damages. EPA estimated that implementation of the proposed rule
would result in avoided 1Q loss of 489 points across al exposed children. The estimated
monetary vaue of avoided 1Q lossis $4.9 million(1999%). In addition, reduced occurrences of
extremey low 1Q scores (<70) and reduced incidence of blood-lead levels above 20 mg/dL
would result in adecrease in the annua cost of compensatory education for children with
learning disabilities of $0.1 million (19999%).

Prenatal exposureto lead is an important route of exposure. Fetal exposureto lead in
utero due to materna blood-lead levels may result in severd adverse hedlth effects, including
decreased gestationa age, reduced birth weight, late fetal deeth, neurobehaviord deficitsin
infants, and increased infant mortality. To assess benefits to pregnant women, EPA estimated
changesin the risk of infant mortality due to changesin materna blood-lead levels during
pregnancy. Thisanayss used the estimated willingness-to-pay (WTP) to avoid amortality to
estimate the monetary benefit associated with reducing risks of neonata mortality. The
estimated monetary value of benefits from reduced neonata mortdity is $9.33million (1999%).
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Lead exposure has been shown to have adverse effects on the hedlth of adultsaswell as
children. The hedlth effectsin adults that EPA was able to quantify al relate to lead's effectson
blood pressure. Quantified hedth effects include increased incidence of hypertenson
(estimated for males only), initid coronary heart disease (CHD), strokes (initia cerebrovascular
accidents and atherothrombotic brain infarctions), and premature mortdity. This anaysis does
not include other health effects associated with elevated blood pressure, and other adult hedlth
effects of lead including nervous system disorders in adults, anemia, and possible cancer effects.
EPA used cogt of illness estimates (i.e., medical costs and lost work time) to estimate monetary
vaue of reduced incidence of hypertension, initid CHD, and strokes. EPA then used the vaue
of adatistica life saved to estimate changesin risk of premature mortdity. The estimated
monetary vaue of hedth benefits to adults is $13.6 million (1999%) (see Table XX-3).

Totd benefits from reduced exposure to lead, including both children and adults are
$28.0 million (1999%) annually under the proposed option.

Table XX-3: National Adult L ead Benefits (Millions of $1999 per Y ear)

Category Proposed Option Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8
Reduced | Monetary | Reduced | Monetary | Reduced | Monetary
Cases Value Cases Value Cases Value
Men
Hypertens | 959.85 $1.00 991.41] $1.04 992.20 $1.04
on
CHD 1.24 $0.09 1.29 $0.09 1.29 $0.09
CBA 0.52 $0.14 0.53 $0.14 0.53 $0.14
BI 0.29 $0.08 0.30 $0.08 0.30 $0.08
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Mortality 17 $9.85 1.76 $10.19 1.76 $10.20
\Women

CHD 0.39 $0.03 0.40 $0.03 0.40 $0.03

CBA 0.17 $0.03 0.18 $0.04 0.18 $0.04

Bl 0.10 $0.02 0.114 $0.02 0.11 $0.02

Mortality 0.41 $2.38 0.42 $2.46 0.42 $2.46

Total $13.6 $14.08 $14.09
Benefits

Nationa Level Exposed Population:
(1) Hypertension: 428,363 men ages 20 to 74;
(2) Coronary heart disease, cerebrovascular accidents, brain infarction, and mortality:
173,386 men and 192,091 women ages 45-74.

4, Exceedences of Hedth-Based AWQC

EPA dso edimated the effect of MP&M facility discharges by comparing pollutant
concentrations in affected waterways to ambient weter criteriafor protection of human hedlth.
This andysis compares the estimated baseline and post- compliance in-stream pollutant
concentrations with ambient water qudity criteria (AWQC). The comparison included AWQC
for protection of human hedth through consumption of organisms and for consumption of
organisms and water. Pollutant concentrations in excess of these vauesindicate potentid risks
to human hedlth. EPA modeling results show that basdine in-stream concentrations of 18
pollutants are estimated to exceed human hedlth criteria for consumption of water and
organismsin 10,310 recalving reaches nationwide. The proposed rule eliminates concentrations
in excess of the criteriafor consumption of water and organisms on 1,105 of these reaches.
EPA aso estimates that the proposed rule eiminates the occurrence of concentrations in excess
of human hedth criteriafor consumption of organisms only on 121 of the 192 reaches on which
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basdline discharges are estimated to cause concentrations in excess of AWQC vaues. Results
aso show that 382 receiving reaches will experience partia water quality improvements from
reduced occurrence of some pollutant concentrations in excess of AWQC limits for
consumption of weater and organisms.

C. Ecologica, Recregtiona and Nonuser Benefits

EPA expects the proposed regulation to provide ecologica benefits by improving the
habitats or ecosystems (aquatic and terrestrid) affected by the MP&M industry’ s effluent
discharges. Benefits associated with changesin aguatic life incdlude: restoration of sengtive
species. recovery of diseased species. changes in taste-and odor- producing adgae; changesin
dissolved oxygen (DO); increased assmilative capacity of affected waterways, and improved
related recreational activities. These activitiesindude svimming, fishing, boating and wildlife
observation that may be enhanced when risks to aguetic life are reduced. Among these
ecologica benefits, EPA was able to estimate dollar values for improved recregtiond
opportunities and for nonuser benefits.

EPA expects the MP& M rule to improve aquatic species habitats by reducing
concentrations of toxic and conventiona contaminants in water. These improvements should
enhance the qudity and vaue of water-based recreation, such asfishing, svimming, wildlife
viewing, camping, waterfowl hunting, and boating. The benefits from improved water-based
recreation would be seen asincreases in the increased va ue participants derive from aday of
recreation or the increased number of days that consumers of water-based recreation choose to
vigt the cleaner waterways. This analys's measures the economic benefit to society from water
quality improvements based on the increased monetary value of recreationa opportunities
resulting from those improvements.

EPA assessed recreational benefits of reduced occurrence of pollutant concentrations
exceeding aquatic life and/or human hedth AWQC vaues. This andys's combined the findings
from the aguatic life benefits analys's and the human health AWQC exceedence analysis
described previoudy. These analyses found that 10,443 stream reaches exceed chronic or acute
aquatic life AWQC and/or human health AWQC vaues at the basdine discharge levels (see
Table X111-4). The proposed rule is expected to eliminate exceedences on 1,1850f these
discharge reaches, leaving 9,258 reaches with concentrations of one or more pollutant that
exceed AWQC limits. Of these 9,258 reaches, 1,837 reaches will experience partid water
quality improvements from reduced occurrence of some pollutant concentrationsin excess of
AWQC limits.

Table XX-4: Estimated MP& M Dischar ge Reacheswith MP&M Pollutant Concentrations
in Excess of AWQC Limitsfor Protection of Human Health or Aquatic Species

Regulatory Number of Reacheswith Number of Benefitting Reaches
Status MP&M Pollutant All AWQC Number of AWQC
Concentrations Exceeding Exceedences Exceedences
AWQC Limits Eliminated Reduced
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Basdine 10,443 - -

Proposed option 9,258 1,185 1,837
Option 2/6/10 4,217 6,226 1,894
Option 4/8 4,226 6,217 1,866

EPA attached a monetary va ue to these reduced exceedences based on increased values
for recregtiond fishing and for nonuser values Since the benefiting reaches are close to densdy
populated areas potentia recreational users may aso benefit from reduced visit “price’ to these
stes (i.e., lower travel coststo good recreationd Stes). EPA applied a benefits transfer
gpproach to estimate the total willingnessto pay (WTP), including both use and non-use values,
for improvements in surface water quality. This approach builds upon areview and andysis of
the surface water vauation literature.

EPA firg estimated the basdline vaue of water-based recreation for the benefitting
reaches based on estimated annua person-days of recregtiond fishing. The basdine per-day
vaues of water-based recreation are based on studies by Walsh et. al (1992) and Bergstrom and
Corddl (1991). The studies provide values per recreation day for a wide range of water-based
activities, induding fishing, boating, wildlife viewing, waterfowl hunting, camping, and
picnicking. The mean vaue per recregtiond fishing day used in thisanalyss is $39.62.

EPA then applied the percentage change in the recreationd fishing vaue of water
resources implied by surface water valuation sudies to estimate changesin vauesfor dl
MP& M reaches in which the regulation eiminates AWQC exceedences by one or more MP&M
pollutants. The Agency sdlected eight of the most comparable studies and caculated the
changesin recregtiond fishing vaues from water qudity improvements (as percentage of the
basdline) implied by those studies. Sources of estimates included Lyke (1993), Jakus et dl.
(1997), Montgomery and Needleman (1997), Paneuf et . (1998), Desvousges et d. (1987),
Lant and Roberts (1990), Farber and Griner (2000), and Tudor et d. (2000). EPA took asmple
mean of point estimates from al applicable sudies to derive a centra tendency vaue for
percentage change in the water resource values due to water qudity improvements.

This approach uses dl possible applicable vauation sudies, makes unit vaues more
likely to be nationdly representative, and avoids the potentid biasinherent in usng asingle
sudy to make estimates at the nationd level. These studies yielded estimates of increased
recregtiond fishing vaue from water quality improvements expected from reduced MP& M
discharges of 10 to 15 percent. The estimated nationa recregationd benefits of the proposed
rule (1999$) are provided in Table XI11-5 below. Note that the benefits transfer approach used
inthisanalysisis based on eight studies as opposed to one used in the previous rule.

The resulting average changes in participants' valuation of water resources per year
resulting from the MP&M rule is modest ($18.12 per angler per year). EPA applied these
estimates to the portion of the population residing in each county that istraversed by (i.e, .is
adjacent to) awater body that benefits from the proposed MP&M rule. The portion of the
anglers adjacent to the reach is cd culated based on the number of fishing licenses sold in the
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relevant counties and the ratio of the benefiting reach length to the number of total reach miles
in the county. The results were then extrapolated to the nationa level based on facility sample
weights.

Removing water quaity impairments would increase services provided by water
resources to recreationa users. Potential recreationa users are expected to benefit from
improved recregtiona opportunities, including an increased number of available choices of
recregtiond dtes. For example, some of the streams that were not usable for recreation under
the basdline discharge conditions may be newly included in the Site choice st for recrestiona
users from nearby counties. Streams that have been used for recreation under the basdine
conditions can become more attractive for users making recregtiona trips more enjoyable.
Individuals may aso take trips more frequently if they enjoy their recregtiond activities more.

EPA edtimated that 20.2 million anglers will benefit from improved recregtiond
opportunities because they live in counties that are traversed by reaches expected to benefit
from the MP&M regulation. The results show that roughly haf of the nation’s recregtiond
anglerswill benefit from the proposed rule. These results partialy stem from the concentration
of MP&M facilitiesin al heavily populated areas. However, EPA recognizes that extrgpolating
from sample fadility to nationd resultsintroduces uncertainty in the andys's, and is continuing
to explore ways to reduce this uncertainty. The Agency is requesting comment on the methods
used to extrgpolate sample results to nationa benefit estimates. The extrgpolation method used
isdescribed in detail in Chapters 5 and 15 and Appendix F of the EEBA.

EPA dso estimated non-market nonuser benefits. These non-market nonuser benefits
are not associated with current use of the affected ecosystem or habitat; instead, they arise from
the value society places on improved water qudity independent of planned uses or based on
expected future use. Past studies have shown that nonuser values are a Sizable component of
the total economic value of water resources. EPA estimated average changes in nonuser vaue
to equa one-haf of the recretiona fishing benefits. The estimated increase in nonuser vadueis
$182.7 million (1999%).
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Table XX-5: Estimated Recreational Fishing and Non-Use Benefits from Reduced MP&M
Discharges
(Million $1999)

Benefit Type
Proposed Option | Option 2/6/10 | Option 4/8
Recredtiond Fishing $365.4 $960.3 $962.1
Nonuse Benefits (Y2 of Recreationa $182.7 $480.2 $481.1
FHshing)
Total Recreational Benefits $548.1 $1,440.5 $1,443.2

Note: Categories may not sum to totals due to rounding of individua estimates for presentation
puUrposes.

EPA cdculated the total value of enhanced water-based recreation opportunities by
summing recregtiond fishing and nonuser value. The resulting incresse in vaue of weater
resources to recreational anglers and nonusersis $ 548.1 million, with an upper and lower
bound range of $294 to $941 million (1999%) annualy.

D. Productivity Changes. Cleaner Sewage Sudge (Biosolids)

EPA evauated two productivity measures associated with MP&M pollutants. Thefirst
measure was the pollutant interference at publicly-owned trestment works (POTWSs) which
were quantified but not monetized in Section X11. The second measure is pass-through of
pollutants into the dudge which limits options for disposing of their sswage dudge. EPA
quantified the reduced costs for managing and disposing of sawage dudge. Thisanadyssrelied
on data from 147 POTW surveys. The survey provided information on sewage dudge use and
disposal costs and practices, total metal loadings to the POTW, percentage of total metal
loadings contributed by MP& M facilities, and the number of known MP&M dischargersto the
POTW The survey dso provided information on the percentage of qualifying dudge that is not
land applied and reasons for not land applying qudifying dudge.

EPA has promulgated regulations establishing standards for sawage dudge when it is
gpplied to the land, disposed of at dedicated sites (surface disposal), and incinerated (40 CFR
Part 503). In addition, EPA has dso established standards for sewage dudge when it is
disposad of in municipa solid waste landfills (40 CFR Part 258). Digposing of sawage dudge
containing lower levels of pollutantsis less expendve than disposing of more contaminated
sewage because these regulations restrict digposa options based on dudge pollutant levels. The
POTW survey indicated that the costs of dternative use/disposa practices follow a consistent
ordind rdationship. That is, certain use/disposd practices (e.g., incinerating dudge) are
generaly more expensive than other practices (e.g., land gpplication).

EPA estimated basdline and post- compliance dudge concentrations of eight metals for
POTWs receiving discharges from the sample MP& M fecilities. EPA compared these
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concentrations with the relevant metal concentration limits for land gpplication and surface
disposal. Inthe basdline case, EPA estimated that concentrations of one or more metals at
6,953 POTWswould fail the land gpplication limits.

EPA estimates that 62 POTWs will be able to select the lower-cost land application
disposa based on estimated reductions in dudge contamination. An estimated 1.7 million dry
metric tons (DMT) of sewage dudge would newly qudify for land application annually. EPA
aso esimated that 21 POTWsthat previoudy met only the land gpplication pollutant limit
would, as aresult of regulation, meet the more stringent land application concentration limits.
EPA expects these POTWs to benefit through reduced record- keeping requirements and
exemption from certain dudge management practices. The annud estimated cost savings for
the POTWs expected to upgrade their dudge disposa practices are $61.3 million (1999%).

Thisanayssincudes an adjustment to the estimate of national dudge use/disposa cost
benefits for POTWs located at cost- prohibitive distances from agriculturd, forest, or disturbed
lands suitable for dudge application. EPA assumed that 46 percent of dudge generated in the
United States is generated by POTWs located too far from sites suitable for gpplication sewage
dudge to make these practices economical.

E Total Edtimated Benefits of the Proposed MP&M Rule

EPA edimatesthat totd benefits for the five categories for which monetary estimates
were possible are $0.651 hillion (1999%) annualy. EPA characterized uncertainty inherent in
the benefits andysis by bounding benefit estimates. The low and upper bound benefit estimates
of the proposed option are $0.347 and $1,144 hillion (1999%) annualy. EPA’s complete benefit
assessment can be found in Economic, Environmental, and Benefit Assessment of Proposed
Effluent Limitations and Guidelines for the Metal Products and Machinery Industry. The
monetized benefits of the rule underestimate the tota benefits of the rule because it omits
various sources of benefits to society may from reduced MP&M effluent discharges. Examples
of benefit categories not reflected in this estimate include: non-cancer health benefits other than
benefits from reduced exposure to lead, other water dependent recreational benefits such as
svimming, boating, wildlife viewing, and waterskiing, and reduced cost of drinking water
treatment for the pollutants with drinking water criteria

Table XX-6: Estimated Benefitsfrom Reduced MP& M Dischar ges
(Annual Benefits- Million $ 1999)

Benefit Category Proposed Option|  Option Option 4/8
2/6/10

182



1. Reduced Cancer Risk:
Fish Consumption $0.3 $0.3 $0.4
Water Consumption $13.0 $13.7 $13.8
2. Reduced Risk from Exposure to Lead:
Children $14.4 $14.8 $14.9
Adults $13.6 $14.1 $14.1
3. Avoided Sewage Sudge Disposa Costs $61.3 $68.5 $127.4
4. Enhanced Fishing $365.4 $960.7 $962.7
4. Nonuse benefits (%2 of Recreational Use $182.7 $480.4 $481.3
Benefits)
Totd Monetized Benefits $650.6 $1,553.5 $1,614.4

As previoudy mentioned, the EEBA includes nationd estimates for benefitsin two other
categories, enhanced boating and wildlife viewing In addition, it o includes esimates from a
travel cost anadyss of recreationa benefits from enhanced fishing, swimming, boating and
wildlife viewing performed for the state of Ohio. The case study analysis supplements the
nationd level andyss performed for the proposed MP& M regulation by using improved data
and methods to determine MP&M pollutant discharges from both MP&M facilities and other
sources and by estimating swimming, fishing, boating, and near-water activities. The random
utility modd (RUM) used in the andyss estimates the effects of the specific water qudity
characterigtics anayzed for the proposed MP& M regulation (i.e., the presence of AWQC
exceedances and concentrations of the nonconventiona nutrient Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen.) The
direct link between the water quadity characterigtics analyzed for the rule and the characterigtics
vaued in the RUM andysis reduces uncertainty in benefit estimates and makes the andysis of
recreationd benefits more robust. Thisanalysisis presented in Chapters 20, 21, and 22 of the
EEBA.

F. Benefit-Cost Comparison

EPA cannot perform a complete benefit-cost comparison because not dl of the benefits
resulting from the proposed regulatory dternative can be valued in dollar terms. A comparison
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of cogts and benefitsis thus limited by the lack of a comprehensive benefits valuaion and aso
by some uncertaintiesin the estimates. Nonetheless, EPA presents the following summary
comparison of costs and benefits for the proposed rule. The socid cost of the proposed ruleis
$2.1 billion annuadly ($1999). Thetotd benefits thet can be valued in dollar termsin the
categories traditiondly andyzed for effluent guiddines range from $0.4 billion to $1.1 billion
annualy ($1999). EPA believesthat the benefits of the proposed regulation justify the socid
costs.

XXI. Regulatory Implementation

A. Compliance Dates

Asdiscussed in Section XII of thisnotice, EPA is proposing to establish athree-year
deadline (from the date of publication of the find MP&M rule) for compliance with the MP&M
pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES). EPA is proposing athree-year deadline
because design and congtruction of systems adequate for compliance with PSES will be a
subgtantial undertaking for many MP&M stes. In addition, control authorities (e.g., POTWS)
will need the time to develop the permits or other control mechanisms for their industria users.

Once EPA findizes the MP&M rule, these limitations will be reflected in NPDES
permitsissued to direct dischargers.

New sources must comply with the new source standards and limitations (PSNS and
NSPS) of the MP&M rule (onceit isfindized) at the time they commence discharging MP&M
process wastewater. Because the fina rule is not expected within 120 days of the proposed rule,
the Agency considers a discharger a new sourceif its congtruction commences following
promulgation of the find rule (40 CFR 122.2; 40 CFR 403.3). In addition, today’ s notice fully
replacesthe MP&M Phase | proposal, published on May 30, 1995. Therefore, compliance
deadlinesin that proposa would obvioudy no longer gpply.

B. Implementation of Limitations and Standards

1. Concentration-Based Limitations and Standards

Asdiscussed in Section 11.D, EPA is proposing concentration-based limitsfor dl
subcategories except the Stedd Forming & Finishing Subcategory for which EPA is proposing
production-based limits (see Section XX1.B.2, below, for a discusson on the Sted Forming &
Finishing Subcategory). Unlike the Phase | proposal, EPA is not proposing to require permit
writers or control authorities (e.g., POTWS) to implement the limits on a mass bass for
dischargers. Instead EPA is proposing to authorize permit writers and control authoritiesto use
their best professona judgement to decide when it is most gppropriate to implement mass-based
limits. The NPDES regulations (40 CFR 122.45(f)) require permit writers to implement mass-
based limitations for direct dischargers, but alows an exception when the limits are expressed in
terms of other units of measurement (e.g., concentration) and the Generd Pretreatment Standards
(40 CFR 403.6(d)) provides that the control authority may impose mas limitations on industria
users which are using dilution to meet applicable pretreatment requirements or where mass
limitations are appropriate. EPA believesthat this approach will reduce implementation burden
on POTWs associated with implementing mass-based limits at al of ther MP&M indudtrid
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users, but will till result inincreased use of water conservation practices at the facilities where
POTWs determineit is most appropriate. EPA believesthat MP&M facilities that have been
using the best pollution prevention and water conservation practices may aso request that the
permit writer or POTW use mass-based limitsin their permits or control mechenism. The
Agency is providing detailed information on water use levels for specific unit operationsin
Section 15 of the Technical Development Document for today’s proposd. EPA bdieves this
information will be useful to permit writers and control authorities in those instances where they
deem it appropriate to set mass-based limits.

2. Mass-Based Limitations and Standards

a. Background

The effluent limitations guidelines and standards for BPT, BAT, NSPS, PSES, and PSNS
proposed today for the Sted Forming and Finishing Subcategory are expressed as mass
limitations in pounds/1,000 pounds of product. The mass limitation is derived by multiplying an
effluent concentration (determined from the analys's of treestment system performance) by an
appropriate wastewater volume (“production-normalized flow”) determined for each forming or
finishing operation expressed in galons/ton of product. EPA developed the production
normalized flows used to develop the limits in the proposed rule from survey questionnaire
responses from sted forming and finishing facilities. (The production-normaized flows are
provided in the Technical Development Document.) However, EPA did not collect andytical
wastewater samples from Sted Forming & Finishing facilities that used the Option 2 treatment
technology (see Section V11 for adescription of the technology options). EPA transferred the
effluent concentrations used to develop the proposed Sted Forming & Finishing subcategory
limitations and standards from those used for the Generd Metals subcategory. EPA believes that
the wastewater characteristics of the Generd Metd's subcategory closdy resemble those of the
Sted Forming & Finishing subcategory. The concentration-based limitations and standards for
the Genera Meta's subcategory are provided in Subpart A of the proposed codified regulation
that accompaniesthis preamble. EPA will conduct analytical wastewater sampling of well-
operated chemicd precipitation and clarification systems at stedl forming and finishing facilities
post-proposal. EPA intends on developing limitations and standards for this subcategory for the
find rule that would be based on the sted forming and finishing facilities in this subcategory.

A facility subject to today’ s proposed regulaion can use a combination of various
treatment aternatives and/or water conservation practices to achieve a particular effluent
limitation or standard. The mode trestment systems (i.e., Option 2 for BPT, BAT, BCT, and
PSES and Option 4 for NSPS and PSNS, as described in Section VII1) illustrate at least one
means available to achieve the proposad effluent limitations guidelines and standards.

As discussed above in Section X X1.B.1, both the NPDES permit regulations and the
Generd Pretrestment Regulations discuss the use of mass-based limitations and standards . In
order to convert the proposed effluent limitations and standards expressed as pounds/1,000
pounds of product to amonthly average or daily maximum permit limit, the permitting or control
authority would use a production rate with units of tons/day. The NPDES permit regulations
(Part 122.45(b)(2)) require that NPDES permit limits be based on a*“...reasonable measure of
actud production.” A similar requirement isfound in the Genera Pretreatment regulations (40
CFR 403.6(c)(3)). Asdiscussed in Section VI, facilitiesin the proposed MP&M Sted Forming
& Finishing subcategory, are currently covered under the Iron & Sted Manufacturing Point
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Source Category regulations (40 CFR Part 420). The production rates used for NPDES
permitting for theiron and stedl industry under 40 CFR Part 420 have commonly been the
highest annua average production from the prior five year period prorated to adaily bass, or the
highest monthly production over the prior five years prorated to adaily bass. Stakeholders
involved in EPA’s proposed revison of the Iron and Sted effluent limitations guiddines and
standards (which is being proposed under a separate notice) have indicated that (1) EPA should
indude the method used to determine appropriate production rates for calculating alowable mass
loadings into the reguletion for congstency, so that the permit writers can dl use the same bas's
and (2) EPA should use a high production basis, such as maximum monthly production over the
previous five year period or maximum design production, in order to ensure that a facility will

not be out of compliance during periods of high production.

Both the NPDES and Generd Pretreatment regulations require that, for existing sources,
production-based effluent limitations guidelines and standards be based not on production
capacity, but on a*“reasonable measure of actua production.” The current iron and sted!
regulation at 40 CFR 420.04 requires that the mass-based pretrestment requirements be based on
areasonable measure of actuad production. That regulation provides two examples of what may
congtitute a reasonable measure of actua production: 1) the monthly average for the highest of
the previous five years, or 2) the high month of the previous year. Both vaues are converted to a
daly basis (i.e,, tong/day) for purposes of caculating monthly average and daily maximum mass-
based permit effluent limitations.

Each of the above regulations requires that effluent limitations and pretrestment
standards for new sources must be based on projected production. That approach is carried
forward in this proposed regulation.

EPA bdievesthat production rates used in some permits and control mechanisms have
been derived in amanner that is not congstent with the term “reasonable measure of actua
production” specified at 40 CFR 122.45(b)(2)(i), 403.6(c)(3), and 420.04. In some cases,
maximum production rates for Smilar process units discharging to one treatment system were
determined from different years or months, which may provide an unredlisticaly high messure
of actua production. In EPA’sview, this unredistic estimate of production would occur if the
different process units could not reasonably produce at these high rates smultaneoudy.

Theided gStuation for the gpplication of production-based effluent limitations and
standards is where production is relatively congtant from day-to-day or month-to-month. In this
case, the production rate used for purposes of caculating the permit limitations would then be
the average rate. However, in the case of the sted forming and finishing industry, production
rates are not congtant and vary sgnificantly based on factors such as fluctuations in market
demand for domestic products, maintenance, product changes, equipment failures, and facility
modifications. Assuch, thetypica production rate for individua facilities vary significantly
over time, especidly over the cusomary five-year life of apermit or control mechaniam.

Although permits and control mechanisms can be modified, if necessary, during the five-
year life of a permit or control mechanism, re-opening a permit can be very burdensome on the
regulator and the facility. Therefore, the objective in determining a production estimate for a
facility isto develop areasonable measure of production which can reasonably be expected to
prevail during the next term of the permit or control mechaniam. The production estimeateis
used in combination with the production-based limitations to establish a maximum mass of
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pollutant that may be discharged each day and month. However, if the permit or control
mechanism production rate is based on the maximum month, then the permit could dlow
excessive discharges of pollutants during significant portions of the life of the permit/control
mechanism. These excessive dlowances may discourage facilities from ensuring optima waste
management, water conservation, and wastewater trestment practices during lower production
periods. On the other hand, if the average production rate is based on an average derived from
the highest year of production over the past five years, then facilities may have trouble ensuring
that their waste management, water conservetion, and wastewater treatment practices can
accommodate shorter periods of higher production. This might require facilities to target a more
sringent trestment leve than that on which the limits and sandards were based during these
periods of high production. To accomplish this, facilities would likely have to develop more
efficient trestment systems, grester hydraulic surge capacity, and better water conservation and
waste management practices, or they may have to contract haul a portion of their wastewater to
off-dte digposa during these periods.

b. Alternatives for Establishing Permit Effluent Limitations and Standards

EPA is soliciting comment on severd dternative approaches that may result in more
stringent mass-based permits/control mechanisms for some facilities with better protection of the
environment for the entire life of a permit/control mechanism and may result in higher cogs.

Each dternative requires that production from unit operations that do not generate or discharge
process wastewater shall not be included in the caculation of operating rates.

Alternative A: Thisisthe basisfor today’ s proposed limits. It retains the essentia
requirements of the rule that EPA currently regulates Stedl Forming and Finishing facilities
under (40 CFR 420.04). However, today’s proposa provides additiond ingtructions for avoiding
gpproaches that result in unredigticaly high estimates of actud production by only considering
production from al production units that could occur smultaneoudy (see 8§438.58(b)). Thismay
result in higher costs for those facilities with current permit or control mechanism conditions
based on production levels that are higher than leves that could occur Smultaneoudy at multiple
Jprocess units.

In determining the production rate for the Sted Forming and Finishing subcategory, EPA
is proposing to require permit writers and control authorities to use the following protocols:

(1) For smilar, multiple production lines with process waters treated in the same
wastewater treatment system, the reasonable measure of production shall be determined from the
combined production of the smilar production lines during the same time period.

(2) For process wastewater treatment systems where wastewater from two or more
different production lines are commingled in the same wastewater trestment system, the
reasonable measure of production shall be determined separately for each production line (or
combination of smilar production lines) during the same time period.

Alternative B: The Agency is congdering including in the rule arequirement for the
permit writer/control authority to establish multi-tiered limits and pretrestment standards. Permit
writers and control authorities currently use their best professional judgment for establishing
multi-tiered permits. The Agency hasissued guidance for use in congdering multi-tiered permits
(see Chapter 5 of the “U.S. EPA NPDES Permit Writers Manud,” (EPA-833-8-96-003,
December 1996) and Chapter 7 of the “Industrid User Permitting Guidance Manua,” (EPA
833/R-89-001, September 29, 1989)).
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In Stuations where asingle set of effluent limitations or tandards are not gppropriate for
the permit’s (or control mechanism’s) entire period, atiered permit/control mechanism may be
edablished. One st of limitswould apply for periods of average production aong with other
sets which take effect when there are significant changesin the average production rate. The
guidance notes that a 10 to 15 percent deviation above or below the long-term average
production rate is within the range of normd variability. Predictable changesin the long-term
production higher than this range would warrant consderation of atiered or multi-tiered
permit/control mechanism. Based on EPA’s limited data, the facilitiesin the Sted Forming and
Finishing subcategory may have a variable production rate where the permit/control mechanism
modification process is not fast enough to respond to the need for higher or lower equivaent
limits

Alternative C: To provide abassfor deriving a permit/control mechanism production
rate that is congstent with the term reasonable measure of actual production and that can be
gpplied conggently for facilitiesin the Sted Forming and Finishing subcategory, EPA isdso
congdering including a definition of “production” specific to this subcategory intherule. The
modified definition for use in developing the permit/control mechanism production basis would
be the average daily operating rate for the year with the highest annua production over the past
five years, taking into account the annua hours of operation of the production unit and the
typica operating schedule of the production unit, asillustrated by the following example:

Highest annua production from previous five years 3,570,000 | tons
Operating hours 8,400 | hours
Hourly operating rate 425 | tons’hour
Average dally operating rate (24 hour day) 10,200 | tong/day

The above exampleis for a process unit that is operated typically 24 hours per day with
short-term outages for maintenance on aweekly or monthly basis. For facilitiesin the Sted
Forming and Finishing subcategory that are operated typicaly less than 24 hours per day, the
average daily operating rate must be determined based on the typical operating schedule (e.g., 8
hours per day for afacility operated one 8-hour turn (or shift) per day; 16 hours per day for a
facility operated for two 8-hour turns per day). For example:

Highest annua production from previous five years 980,000 | tons
Operating hours 4,160 | hours
Hourly operating rate 235.6 | tonghour
Average daily operating rate (16 hour day) 3,769 | tongdday

In this example, EPA recognizes that the gpproach could cause problems for afacility that was
operated 16 hours/day at the time the permit was issued and then wished to change to 24
hours/day based on unforseen changesin market conditions. To address this issue, the approach
could be combined with the tiered permit agpproach discussed above.

For multiple amilar process units discharging to the same wastewater treatment system
with one compliance point (e.g., two dectroplating lines operated with one trestment system for
process weters), the year with the highest annua production over the previous five years under
Alternative C would be determined on the basis of the sum of annud production for both
electroplating lines. Then, based on this year’ s average daily operating rate, the daily production
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rates would be calculated as above independently for each dectroplating line using totd annud
production and annua operating hours for each line. The daily production vaues would be

summed to caculate the average daily operating rete for the combination of the two lines. For
example, congder the following production data:

Y ear Electroplating Line A | Electroplating Line B Total
(tons) (tons) (tons)
1995 1,859,000 1,305,000 3,155,000
1996 1,675,000 1,425,000 3,100,000
1997 1,760,000 1,406,000 3,166,000
1998 1,580,000 1,328,000 2,908,000
1999 1,825,000 1,380,000 3,205,000

Annuad maximum production rates for each dectroplating line and the combination of the
two lines are underlined. In this example, 1999 was the maximum production year for the
combination of the eectroplating lines and the data from each line that year would be used to
caculate the average daily operating rates. Had the 1995 data from Electroplating Line A and
the 1996 data from Electroplating Line B been used in combination (3,275,000 tons), an
unredlistic measure of actud production might have resulted if the two ectroplating lines could
not produce a these high levels concurrently.

In contrast to the previous example, for multiple process units that are not smilar, but
have process wastewater commingled prior to treatment in one central wastewater trestment
system with one compliance point, the year with the highest production over the previous five
years would be determined separately for each production unit (or combination of smilar and
different production units) with the highest annud production. For example, consider a Situation
where process wastewater for an eectroplating line, a pressure deformation operation, and an
acid pickling operation are discharged through one compliance point. Consider the following

example
Year Electroplating Pressure Deformation | Acid Pickling
(tons) (tons) (tons)

1995 575,000 650,000 900,000
1996 650,000 700,000 1,000,000
1997 675,000 850,000 950,000
1998 750,000 825,000 1,125,000
1999 700,000 600,000 900,000
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In this example, 1998 production data for the eectroplating line, 1997 data from the
pressure deformation operation, and 1998 data for the acid pickling operation would be used to
develop the effluent limitations or pretrestment standards used in the permit/control mechaniam.

Alterndive D: The Agency is consdering establishing production-based maximum
monthly average effluent limitations and standards in combination with daily-maximum
concentration-based effluent limitations and standards. Under this dternative, the maximum
monthly average NPDES permit and pretreatment control mechanism mass basis requirements
would be determined using the Part 438 Subpart E productionbased standards in combination
with areasonable measure of actua production, such as Alternative C above. However, the
daily- maximum requirements would be in the form of effluent concentrations that would be
included in Part 438 Subpart E in lieu of the daily-maximum production-based mass effluent
limitations guidelines and standards. These daily maximum concentrations set out as effluent
limitations guidelines and standards would be based on the long-term averages and variability
factors derived from EPA sampling conducted post-proposd at sted forming and finishing
facilities representetive of BAT.

The Agency believes this gpproach would effectively address the potentia issue cited
above regarding short-term peaks in production under most circumstances. There would be no
additiona burden on the industry and permitting or control authorities for applying for and
writing NPDES permits or pretrestment control mechanisms. Permitting and control authorities
may need to revise their automated compliance tracking systems to account for both mass and
concentration limitations at the same outfdl, which is a common festure in many NPDES
permits and pretrestment control mechanisms issued prior to this proposal.

EPA solicits comments on these aternatives to the proposed production bases for
caculating effluent limitations and pretrestment standards used in NPDES permits or control
mechanisms. In particular, the Agency solicits comments on related costs and any technica
difficulties that ged forming and finishing facilities might have in meeting limits during short
periods of high production. EPA aso solicits other options for congderation.

C. Monitoring Hexibility

1. Monitoring Waiver

EPA’s Small Business Advocacy Review (SBAR) Pand encouraged EPA to “explore
options for dlowing certification in lieu of monitoring where an operator can determine, based
on knowledge of the facility and its processes, that certain pollutants are not likely to be present
or are adequately controlled.” (See Section X XI1.C for a discussion on the recommendations of
the SBAR Pand). Other stakeholders expressed smilar requests during public meetings with the
Agency. Therefore, in an effort to reduce monitoring burden on facilities, EPA is proposing to
dlow MP&M indirect discharge facilities to gpply for awaiver that would alow them to reduce
their monitoring burden (EPA discusses existing monitoring waivers available for direct
dischargers later in this section). In order for afacility to receive a monitoring waiver, the
facility would need to certify in writing to the control authority (e.g., POTW) that the facility
does not use, nor generate in any way, a pollutant (or pollutants) at its Ste and that the pollutant
(or pollutants) is present only at background levels from intake water and without any increasein
the pollutant due to activities of the discharger. The facility would need to base this certification
on sampling data or other technicd factors. The certification would not be awaiver from the
pollutant numericd limit in the control mechaniam (i.e,, permit). It would only be awaiver from
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the monitoring requirements. In addition, EPA would till require the industria user to monitor
for the specified pollutants as part of the Basdine Monitoring Report (403.12(b)) and the 90-day
Compliance Report (403.12(d)). EPA believes control authorities can use the sampling data
generated from the Basdline Monitoring Report and the 90-day Compliance Report in
conjunction with technica information on the raw materials and chemica processes used & the
facility to determine whether there is sufficient reason to dlow the monitoring waiver for any of
the MP&M limited pollutants. Although EPA expects this monitoring waiver to reduce burden
overdl, the Agency estimates the burden associated with preparing the certification statement
and related documentation as required by the Paper Reduction Act (see Section X XI1.A for
burden estimates).

EPA is proposing that the certification statement be submitted at the same time indirect
discharging MP&M facilities submit “periodic reports on continued compliance” as directed by
the Generd Pretreatment Standards (40 CFR 403.12(e)). Indirect dischargers submit such
reports twice per year (typicaly June and December). In addition, the certification would need
to be sgned by the same individud that is authorized to Sgn the periodic reports as described in
the Generd Pretrestment Standards 403.12(1). This monitoring waiver would be smilar to the
waiver in the Proposed “ Streamlining the Generd Pretreatment Regulations for Exigting and
New Sources of Pollution,” 64 FR 39564; July 22, 1999 (commonly referred to as “ Pretreatment
Streamlining”). If EPA promulgates the find Pretrestment Streamlining regulations prior to the
find MP&M effluent guiddines and those regulations contain asmilar provison then awaiver
specific to MP& M facilities would be unnecessary.

EPA recently promulgated aregulation to streamline the NPDES regulations
(“Amendments to Streamline the Nationa Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program
Regulations: Round Two” (65 FR 30886; May 15, 2000)). Theserevidonsinclude asmilar
monitoring waiver for direct dischargers subject to effluent guiddines. Direct discharge
fadilities may forego sampling of aguiddine-limited pollutant if that discharger “has
demondtrated through sampling and other technical factors thet the pollutant is not present in the
discharge or is present only at background levels from intake water and without any increasein
the pollutant due to activities of the discharger.” (65 FR 30908. 40 CFR 122.44). EPA noted, in
the preamble to the find NPDES Streamlining rule, that it is providing awaiver from monitoring
requirements, but not awaiver from the limit. In addition, the revison does not waive
monitoring for any pollutants for which there are limits based on water qudity standards. The
walver for direct dischargers lasts for the term of the NPDES permit and is not available during
the term of the first permit issued to adischarger. Any request for thiswaiver under these
revisons to the NPDES regulations must be submitted when gpplying for areissued permit or
modification of areissued permit. Therefore, EPA is not proposing a monitoring waiver in the
MP&M regulations for direct dischargers. When authorized by their permit writer, direct
discharge facilities covered by any effluent guiddines (including MP&M) will be able to use the
monitoring waiver contained in the NPDES sreamlining find rule.

2. Monitoring Hexibility for Organic Pollutants

In an effort to reduce burden on MP&M facilities, EPA proposes three dternatives to
dlow for maximum flexibility while ensuring reductionsin the amount of organic pollutants
discharged from MP&M facilities. EPA is proposing to require MP&M facilities within the
scope of thisrule to @ther: (1) meet anumericd limit for the totd sum of aligt of specific
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organic pollutants (Smilar to the Totd Toxic Organicsor TTO parameter used in the Metd
Finishing Effluent Guiddines); (2) meet anumericd limit for TOC as an indicator parameter; or
(3) develop and certify the implementation of an organic pollutant management plan.

Asdiscussed in Section 11.D, EPA proposed using an organic pollutant indicator
parameter in the 1995 Phase | MP&M proposd. At that time, however, the Agency did not
provide the dternative of monitoring for individua organic pollutants. In an effort to provide
such an dternative, EPA reviewed the sampling datato identify individua organic pollutants for
which the Agency could develop individud limits. Due to the variety of organic pollutarts used
across MP&M facilities, EPA determined that it would be burdensome to facilities and permit
writers to have to determine which limits to gpply to afacility. Instead, EPA is proposing an
gpproach amilar to the one usad in the Metd Finishing Effluent Guidelines (40 CFR Part 433).
EPA developed aligt of organic pollutants, called the Tota Organics Parameter (TOP), using the
ligt of organic priority pollutants and other nonconventiona organic pollutants that met EPA's
"pollutant of concern” criteriafor thisrule (see Section VII for a discussion on the sdlection of
the MP&M pollutants of concern). Of the non-conventiona organic chemicas on the MP&M
pollutant of concern list, EPA included only those that were removed in appreciable quantities
by the sdlected technology option (based on toxic weighted pound-equivaents) in two or more
subcategories. See Appendix B of the codified rule accompanying this notice for alist of
organic pollutants that comprise the proposed Tota Organics Parameter (TOP). EPA has
derived the numerica limit for TOP based on the contribution of each of the organic pollutants
onthelist in Appendix B using the deta collected during sampling and determined its limitetion
using the same gatistical methodology used for other limits developed for this proposa (see
Section VI11.B). In any case where the data for these pollutants indicated alevel below the
minimum levd (i.e, beow quantitation), EPA used the minimum leve for the specific pollutant
in the summation of the totd organics parameter limit. Facilitieswill only have to monitor for
those TOP chemicas that are reasonably present (see XXI1.C.1 for adiscussion on monitoring
walivers). Note that the TOP limit shal not be adjusted for those pollutants that are not
reasonably present. EPA solicits comment on this methodology. For compliance purposes,
pollutants that have been given awaiver (because they are not reasonably present) will be
counted as zero in the TOP limit. For remaining pollutants, the reported value, when above the
detection limit, shal be used in the TOP calculation. When a pollutant is reported as a“non-
detect” (i.e., not found above the nomina quatitation value listed in Appendix B of the proposed
rule), the nomina quantitation vaue shdl be used in the TOP cdculation.

EPA consdered using the samelist of organic chemicas asin the Meta Finishing
effluent guidelines Totd Toxic Organics (TTO) list (40 CFR 433.11(e)), but rgjected this
gpproach. EPA did not include al parameters from the Metd Finishing TTO list because: (1)
EPA did not find many of the TTO parameters in the wastewater sampled for the MP&M rule;
(2) many of the listed organics are pedticides that are no longer manufactured (e.g., DDT) and
would not be used in MP&M operations, and (3) most facilities subject to the Metd Finishing
TTO limits switched to the use of solvents (or agueous cleaners) that do not contain the organic
chemicdsonthe Metd Finishing TTO lig.

As discussed above, EPA isaso proposing to dlow the use of an indicator parameter to
measure the presence of organic pollutantsin MP&M process wastewater. Facilities can monitor
for the organic pollutants specified in the totd organics parameter list (as discussed above) to
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demongtrate compliance with the TOP limit or they can monitor for Total Organic Carbon (TOC)
and meet the TOC limit. EPA chose TOC as an indicator parameter because of its ability to
measure al types of organic pollutants. EPA solicits comment on the use of TOC as an indicator
pollutant for the organic pollutants typicaly found in wastewater discharges from MP&M
facilities. EPA aso requests comment on whether the Agency should dlow facilities to choose
an indicator pollutant from a given set of choices (e.g., COD, Oil & Grease (as HEM), TOC,
Tota Petroleum Hydrocarbons (as SGT-HEM)). EPA found TOC to be the best generd
indicator parameter for measuring the sum of organic compounds in awastestream. EPA notes,
however, that to determine the best indicator parameter for a particular wastestream, afacility
would need to congider the specific organic components found in its wastestreams.

Findly, EPA is proposing athird dternative to reduce monitoring burden — the use of an
organic pollutant management plan. The organic pollutant management plan would need to
specify, to the satisfaction of the permitting authority or control authority, the toxic and non
conventiona organic congtituents used at the facility; the disposal method used; the procedures
in place for ensuring that organic pollutants do not routingly spill or leek into the wastewater or
that minimize the amount of organic pollutants used in the process, the proceduresin place to
manage the oxidation reduction potentia (ORP) during cyanide destruction to control the
formation of chlorinated organic byproducts; and the procedures to prevent the over dosage of
dithiocarbamates when treating chelated wastewater. Facilities choosing to develop an organic
pollutant management plan would need to certify that the procedures described in the plan are
being implemented at the facility. Based on the current data base, EPA is concerned that
wastewater generated by facilities in the Oily Wastes subcategory may require end-of -pipe
treatment to reduce the concentrations of organic pollutants and that an organic management
plan aone may not adequatdly control organic-bearing wastewater a facilities containing
Sgnificant quantities of oil-bearing wastewater. Although EPA is proposing the use of the
organics management plan be offered to Oily Wastes facilities, EPA solicits comment on
whether Steswith sgnificant amounts of oil-bearing wastewater (for example, afacility inthe
Oily Waste subcategory) should be digible for the use of an organic pollutant management plan
in lieu of monitoring for TOP (Tota Organics Parameter) or TOC (as an indicator).

3. Monitoring for Cyanide

For the Generd Metds, Meta Finishing Job Shop, Printed Wiring Board, and Sted!
Forming and Finishing subcategories, EPA is proposing to set atotal cyanide limit. The point of
compliance would be based on monitoring for total cyanide directly after cyanide treatment,
before combining the cyanide treated effluent with other wastestreams. EPA isdso proposing
an dternative where a facility may teke samples of find effluent, in order to meet the totdl
cyanide limit, if the control authority adjusts the permit limits based on the dilution ratio of the
cyanide wastestream flow to the effluent flow.

In addition, EPA has selected akaline chlorination usng sodium hypochlorite as the best
avallable economically achievable technology for tregting cyanide bearing wastewater from
MP&M facilities. Not al cyanide however is amenable to akaine chlorination due to
“unavoidable’ complexing with other compounds at the process source of the cyanide-bearing
wadtestreams. EPA beieves that for some facilities it may be more accurate to monitor for the
portion of cyanide in their wastewater that is amenable to akaine chlorination than to measure
total cyanide which may include cyanide complexes that this technology is not likely to tredt.
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Therefore, EPA isdso proposing an dterndive “ amenable cyanide’ limit for each of these
subcategories which afacility may use directly after cyanide trestment (e.g., before combining
the cyanide treated effluent with other wastestreams). The Agency proposes to alow the use of
thislimit upon the agreement of the facility and its permit writer or control authority (eg.,
POTW). However, when segregated cyanide trestment isin place as apreliminary step prior to
commingling wastewater for chemica precipitation, EPA would alow the amenable cyanide
dternaive limit to be measured at the end-of-pipe (i.e, find effluent) if the control authority
adjusts the permit limits based on the dilution ratio of the cyanide wastestream flow to the
effluent flow. If fadilities are not using cyanide destruction trestment on cyanide-bearing
wastestreams prior to commingling with meta-bearing streams, additional complexing can
occur. Thisadditiona complexing would render the cyanide “non-amenable’ when it would
otherwise be amenable to dkdine chlorination. EPA considers such complexing to be
“avoidable’ and would not dlow the use of end-of-pipe monitoring for amenable cyanide when
in-process cyanide destruction is not performed. (See the fina Organic Chemicals, Plastics and
Synthetic Fibers Category Effluent Limitations Guidelines for a discussion on nortamenable
versus amenable cyanide; 57 FR 41836; September 11, 1992).

D. Pollution Prevention Alternative for the Metd Finishing Job Shops Subcategory

EPA is soliciting comment on a compliance dternative that the Agency is considering for
the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory of this proposed regulation (See Section VI.C.3. of
this preamble for a description of this subcategory). The purpose of a pollution prevention
compliance dternative (“P2 Alternative’) is to reduce economic impacts on the facilitiesin the
Metal Finishing Job Shops subcategory and to take into consideration the activities and
achievements of this Common Sense Initiative (“ CSl”) sector to test innovative approaches to
environmentd protection, which has culminated in the Nationd Metd Finishing Strategic Gods
Program.

The Nationd Metal Finishing Strategic Goals Program (“ SGP”) was developed out of
EPA’s sector based Common Sense Initiative. 1n 1994, EPA launched the CSl to promote
“cleaner, chegper, and smarter” environmenta performance, usng a non-adversaria, stakeholder
consensus process to test innovative ideas and approaches. The SGP is a cooperative effort that
involves dl stakeholders (e.g., industry, regulators, environmenta/citizen groups) to define a
fundamentdly different gpproach to environmenta and public hedth protection by exploring a
more flexible, cost-effective and environmentally protective solutions tailored to specific
industry needs. The Meta Finishing SGP is a performance-based, voluntary program which
includes commitments by the industry to meet multimedia environmentd targets substantialy
reducing pollution from their operations beyond what is required by law. These godswill
conserve water, energy and metas, and reduce hazardous emissons. The other stakeholdersin
this process (EPA, State and locd regulators, and environmental/community groups) have dso
committed to working with the industry participants to help them meet their gods through
compliance, technicd, and financid assistance, removing regulatory and policy barriers, offering
incentives, and an open didogue asissues arise. (See http://www.gtrategicgods.org for more
information about the SGP and the Common Sense Initiative).

The SGP represents along-term srategic vison for improved environmental protection
by the entire metd finishing indugtry. The metd finishing industry’ s tangible commitment to
work with the Agency lays the foundation for this pollution prevention (P2) compliance
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dternative.

The Agency is conddering alowing indirect discharge fadilitiesin the Metd Finishing
Job Shops subcategory, with gpprova by their control authority (e.g., POTW), to demonstrate
compliance with specified pollution prevention and water conservation practices (in addition to
maintaining compliance with the existing Metd Finishing and Electroplating Effluent Guiddines
or gpproved loca water quality-based limits, whichever is more stringent) in lieu of meeting the
requirements of the MP&M regulation. Facilitiesin the Metal Finishing Job Shops subcategory
that do not wish to use the compliance dternative would need to meet the full requirements of
the MP&M regulation as specified in today’ s proposed rule.

EPA solicits comment on whether to dlow dl facilities in the Meta Finishing Job Shops
subcategory to comply with the P2 Alternative or whether the P2 Alternative should only be
availableto facilities below a specified wastewater discharge volume, EPA has proposed low
flow exclusons for indirect dischargersin the Generd Metds (1 MGY) and Oily Wastes (2
MGY) subcategories due to potential permitting burden on POTW's (see Sections11.D, VI.C and
XII for adiscussion on low flow exclusons).

One way that EPA is consdering to specify pollution prevention and water conservation
practices, without gtifling innovation and advances, is to require facilities to choose practices
from alarger list (or menu) of categories of specified practices (see below). EPA is congdering
requiring practicesin dl ten categories. The following is an example of the format and potentia
pollution prevention practices that EPA is consdering for incorporation into the find MP&M
rule
Category 1. Must Use Practices that Reduce and/or Recover Drag-Out
To satidy this requirement, facilities must implement three or more drag-out reduction practices
or use at least one drag-out recovery (i.e., chemica recovery) technology listed below on dll
eectroplating or surface finishing lines.

Draq-out Reduction Practices

Lower process solution viscosty and/or surface tenson by lowering chemicd

concentration, increasing bath temperature, or use wetting agents.

Reduce drag-out volume by modifying rack/barrdl design and perform rack maintenance

to avoid solution trapping under insulation.

Position parts on racks in amanner that avoids trgpping solution.

Reduce speed of rack/barrel withdraw from process solution and/or increase dwdl time

over process tank.

Rotate barrels over process tank to improve drainage.

Use spray/fog rinang over the process tank (limited gpplicability).

Use drip boards and return process solution to the process tank.

Use drag-out tanks, where gpplicable, and return solution to the process tank.

Work with customers to ensure that part design maximizes drainage

Drag-out Recovery

Use achemicd recovery technology to recover drag-out from wastewater.
Evaporators
lon exchange
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Electrowinning
Electrodidyss
Reverse osmos's

Category 2. Must Use Good Rinse System Design for Water Conservation
To stidfy this requirement, facilities must implement three or more dements of good rinse
system desgn liged below on dl dectroplating or surface finishing lines
Sdect the minimum size rinse tank in which the parts can be rinsed and use the same size
for the entire plating line, where practicd.
Locate the water inlet and discharge points of the tank at opposite positionsin the tank to
avoid short-circuiting or use aflow didributor to feed the rinse water evenly.
Use air agitation, mechanica mixing or other means of turbulence.
Use spray/fog rinang (less effective with hidden surfaces).
Use multiple rinse tanks in a counter-flow configuration (i.e., counter-current cascade
ringng).
Reuse rinse water multiple timesin different rinse tanks for succeeding less critical
ringng

Category 3. Must Use Water Flow Control for Water Conservation

To stidfy this requirement, facilities must implement at least one effective method of weter use
control on al dectroplating or surface finishing lines. Effective water use controls include, but
are not limited to:

- How redtrictors (Flow restrictors as a stland a one method of rinse water control are only
effective with plating lines that have congtant production rates, such as automatic plating
machines. For other operations, there must aso be a mechanism or procedure for
stopping water flow during idle periods.)

Conductivity controls

Timer rinse controls

Production activated control (e.g., Spray systems activated when arack or barrel
entergexits arinse dation)

Category 4. Must Segregate Non-Process Water from Process Water
To satidy this requirement, facilities must not combine non-process water such as non-contact
cooling water with process wastewater prior to wastewater treatment.

Category 5. Must Use Water Conservation Practices with Air Pollution Control Devices
To satidfy this requirement, facilities operating air pollution control devices with wet scrubbers
must recirculate the scrubber water as gppropriate (periodic blowdown is dlowed, as needed).
Where feasible, reuse scrubber water in process baths.

Category 6. Must Practice Good Housekeeping
To satidy thisrequirement, facilities must demongtrate compliance with each of the
requirements listed below:
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Perform preventative maintenance on al vaves and fittings (i.e., check for lesks and
damage) and repair lesky vaves and fittings in atimey manner.

Ingpect tanks and liners and repair or replace equipment as necessary to prevent ruptures
and lesks. Usetank and liner materids that are appropriate for associated process
solutions

Perform quick cleanup of leaks and spillsin chemica storage and process aress.

Remove metd buildup from racks and fixtures.

Category 7. Minimize the Entry of Oil Into Rinse Systems

To satidfy this requirement, facilities must do &t least one of the practices listed below:
Minimize the entry of ail into deaning baths or use oil skimmers or other oil remova
devicesin cleaning baths when needed to prevent oil from entering rinse tanks.
Work with customers to degrease parts prior to shipment to the plating facility to
minimize the amount of oils on incoming maerids.

Category 8. Must Sweep or Vacuum Dry Production Areas Prior to Rinsing with Water
To satidy this requirement, facilities must sweep or vacuum dry production area floors prior to
rindng with water.

Category 9. Must Reuse Drum/Shipping Container Rinsate Directly in Process Tanks
To stidfy this requirement, when performing rinaing of raw materid drums, sorage drums,
and/or shipping containers that contain pollutants regulated under the MP&M regulétion,
facilities must reuse the rinsate directly into process tanks or save for use in future production.

Category 10. Must Implement Environmental Management and Record Keeping System
To satls‘y this requirement, facilities must meet the requirements listed below:
Implement an environmental management program that includes, but is not limited to, the
following dements
0 pollution prevention policy Statement,
environmenta performance godls,
pollution prevention assessment,
pollution prevention plan,
environmenta tracking and record keeping system,
procedures to optimize control parameter settings (e.g., ORP set point in cyanide
dedtruction systems, optimum pH for chemical precipitation systems, etc.), and
satement ddlinegting minimum training levels for wastewater treatment
operators.

O O o0OO0oOo

(@)

(EPA notes that it has developed atemplate for ameta finishing facility- pecific Environmenta
Management System that is being used in conjunction with the SGP in EPA’s Region 9in
Cdifornia— see http:/Amww.strategicgoa s.org/toolshome.htm for information on this template).
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Thefirgt two categories listed above involve practices and techniques for reducing drag-
out. Drag-out isthefilm of chemica solution covering parts and fixtures as they exit process
solutions. For many meta finishing operations, drag-out and the subsequent contamination of
rinse waters is the mgor pollution control chalenge. Reducing the formation of drag-ot,
minimizing the introduction of drag-out to rinse systems, and recovering drag-out are important
pollution prevention measures. EPA believes that drag-out reduction and recovery may prevent
asubgtantid pollutant loading of metals from being discharged to the POTW However, EPA did
not have sufficient information on the pollutant reductions, capital costs, and operating and
mai ntenance costs associated with ingtallation and operation of drag-out reduction and recovery
technologies to include such equipment explicitly into the modd that EPA uses to develop
nationa estimates of compliance costs and pollutant reductions. Some aspects of drag-out
reduction are captured in the flow rinse reduction modules of the cost and loadings mode (see
the Technicad Development Document for a detailed discussion of the cost and loadings moddl).
Good rinse design can reduce contamination of rinse water aswell as reduce the volume of fresh
water needed to perform the necessary rinsing. It aso reduces the volume of wastewater
requiring trestment, which in turn reduces costs and the volume of wastewater trestment dudge
requiring disposal. EPA specificdly solicits data on the pollutant reductions, capital costs, and
operating and maintenance costs associated with ingtallation and operation of drag-out reduction
and recovery technologies.

EPA is congdering dlowing facilities complying with the P2 Alternative to subdtitute
another pollution prevention practice for one listed above provided that the facility provides
adequate judtification for the modification in awritten request submitted to the control authority.
Facility owners must certify compliance with the pollution prevention requirements twice per
year and maintain records at the facility indicating how each category requirement has been
satisfied. Facilities choosing the P2 Alternative would aso need to agree to make the practices
enforceable. Reporting would occur in conjunction with their twice annua periodic reports on
continued compliance under the Genera Pretreatment Regulations (40 CFR 403.12(e)).

EPA solicits comment on dl agpects of the Pollution Prevention Alternative for the Metal
Finishing Job Shops subcategory including the list of practices as well as the possible format for
the dternative. More specificaly, EPA requests comment on whether there are additiond
practices that should be listed, the costs of implementing this compliance dternative, the
pollutant reduction associated with this dternative, and whether EPA should offer this dternative
to other subcategories (even those not currently regulated by the Metal Finishing and
Electroplating effluent guiddines). EPA aso requests comments from locd regulators on the
implementation burden, the required documentation, and on the ability to enforce a P2
Alterndive.

E. Upset and Bypass Provisons

A "bypass' isan intentional diverson of the streams from any portion of atreatment
fadility. An"upset” isan exceptiond incident in which thereis unintentional and temporary
noncompliance with technology-based permit effluent limitations because of factors beyond the
reasonable control of the permittee. EPA's regulations concerning bypasses and upsets for direct
dischargers are set forth at 40 CFR 88122.41(m) and (n) and for indirect dischargersat 40 CFR §
403.16 and § 403.17.

F. Variances and Modifications
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The CWA requires application of effluent limitations established pursuant to section 301
or pretrestment standards of section 307 to al direct and indirect dischergers. However, the
gatute provides for the modification of these nationd requirements in alimited number of
circumstances. Moreover, the Agency has established administrative mechanismsto provide an
opportunity for relief from the application of the nationa effluent limitations guiddines and
pretrestment standards for categories of existing sources for toxic, conventional, and
nonconventiond pollutants.

1. Fundamentally Different Factors Variances
EPA will devdop effluent limitations or sandards different from the otherwise
aoplicable requirements if an individud discharging facility is fundamentdly different with
respect to factors consdered in establishing the limitation of standards applicable to the
individud faallity. Such amodification is known as a"fundamentaly different factors' (FDF)
variance.

Early on, EPA, by regulation provided for the FDF modifications from the BPT effluent
limitations, BAT limitations for toxic and nonconventiond pollutants and BPT limitations for
conventiona pollutants for direct dischargers. For indirect dischargers, EPA provided for
modifications from pretreatment standards. FDF variances for toxic pollutants were chalenged
judicidly and ultimately sustained by the Supreme Court. (Chemica Manufacturers Assn v.
NRDC, 479 U.S. 116 (1985)).

Subsequently, in the Water Quality Act of 1987, Congress added new section 301(n) of
the Act explicitly to authorize modifications of the otherwise gpplicable BAT effluent limitations
or categorical pretreatment standards for exigting sources if afacility is fundamentaly different
with respect to the factors specified in section 304 (other than costs) from those considered by
EPA in establishing the effluent limitations or pretrestment standard. Section 301(n) adso
defined the conditions under which EPA may establish dternative requirements. Under Section
301(n), an application for gpprova of FDF variance must be based solely on (1) information
submitted during rulemaking raising the factors that are fundamentdly different or (2)
information the gpplicant did not have an opportunity to submit. The aternate limitation or
sandard must be no less sringent than justified by the difference and must not result in markedly
more adverse non-water quality environmenta impacts than the nationd limitation or sandard.

EPA regulations a 40 CFR Part 125 Subpart D, authorizing the Regiond Administrators
to establish dternative limitations and standards, further detail the substantive criteria used to
evaduate FDF variance requests for direct dischargers. Thus, 40 CFR 8125.31(d) identifies six
factors (e.g., volume of process wastewater, age and Sze of a discharger's facility) that may be
congdered in determining if afadility is fundamentaly different. The Agency must determine
whether, on the basis of one or more of these factors, the facility in question is fundamentaly
different from the facilities and factors consdered by EPA in developing the nationaly
applicable effluent guiddines. The regulation also lists four other factors (e.g., infeasibility of
ingalation within the time alowed or a discharger's ability to pay) that may not provide abass
for an FDF variance. In addition, under 40 CFR 125.31(b) (3), arequest for limitations less
dringent then the nationd limitation may be gpproved only if compliance with the nationa
limitations would result in elther (a) aremova cost wholly out of proportion to the remova cost
consdered during development of the nationd limitations, or (b) anon-water qudity
environmenta impact (including energy requirements) fundamentaly more adverse than the
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impact considered during development of the nationd limits. EPA regulations provide for an

FDF variance for indirect dischargers at 40 CFR Part 403.13. The conditions for gpprova of a
request to modify applicable pretreatment standards and factors considered are the same as those
for direct dischargers.

Thelegidative history of Section 301(n) underscores the necessity for the FDF variance
applicant to establish digibility for the variance. EPA'sregulations at 40 CFR §125.32(b) (1) are
explicit in imposing this burden upon the agpplicant. The applicant must show that the factors
relating to the discharge controlled by the applicant's permit which are claimed to be
fundamentdly different are, in fact, fundamentaly different from those factors considered by the
EPA in establishing the applicable guiddines. The pretreatment regulations incorporate asmilar
requirement at 40 CFR 8403.13(h)(9).

An FDF variance is not available to a new source subject to NSPS or PSNS.

2. Economic Variances

Section 301(c) of the CWA authorizes a variance from the otherwise gpplicable BAT
effluent guidelines for nonconventiona pollutants due to economic factors. The request for a
variance from effluent limitations developed from BAT guiddines musgt normally befiled by the
discharger during the public notice period for the draft permit. Other filing time periods may
apply, as specified in 40 CFR 122.21(1) (2). Specific guidance for thistype of varianceis
available from EPA's Office of Wastewater Management.

3. Water Quality Variances
Section 301(g) of the CWA authorizes avariance from BAT effluent guiddinesfor
certain nonconventionda pollutants due to localized environment factors. These pollutants
include ammonia, chlorine, color, iron, and tota phenols.
4. Permit Modifications

Even after EPA (or an authorized State) hasissued afina permit to adirect discharger,
the permit may 4ill be modified under certain conditions. (When a permit modification is under
condderation, however, dl other permit conditionsremain in effect.) A permit modification may
be triggered in severa circumstances. These could include aregulatory inspection or
information submitted by the permittee that revedls the need for modification. Any interested
person may request that a permit modification be made. There are two classifications of
modifications; mgor and minor. From a procedura standpoint, they differ primarily with
respect to the public notice requirements. Mgor modifications require public notice while minor
modifications do not. Virtualy any modification that resultsin less stringent conditionsis
treated as amgor modifications, with provisions for public notice and comment. Conditions that
would necessitate a mgjor modification of a permit are described in 40 CFR 122.62. Minor
modifications are generaly non-substantive changes. The conditions for minor modificetion are
described in 40 CFR 122.63.

G. Relationship of Effluent Limitations and Pretrestment Standards to
NPDES Permits and Loca Limits

Effluent limitations and pretreatment standards act as a primary mechanism to control the
discharges of pollutants to waters of the United States. These limitations and standards are
applied to individua facilities through NPDES permits and locd limits developed for POTWs
issued by EPA or authorized States under Section 402 of the Act and loca pretrestment
programs under Section 307 of the Act.
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The Agency has developed the limitations and standards for this proposed rule to cover
the discharge of pollutants for thisindustrial category. In specific cases, the NPDES permitting
authority or control authority (e.g., loca POTW) may elect to establish technology- based permit
limits or loca limitsfor pollutants not covered by thisregulation. In addition, if State water
quality standards or other provisons of State or Federd law require limits on pollutants not
covered by thisregulation (or require more stringent limits or standards on covered pollutants to
achieve compliance), the permitting or control authority must gpply those limitations or
standards.

H. Best Management Practices

Sections 304(e) and 402(a) of the Act authorize the Administrator to prescribe "best
management practices’ (BMPs). (See 40 CFR 122.44(k)). EPA may develop BMPs that apply
todl indudtrid Stes or to a designated indudtrid category and may offer guidance to permit
authorities in establishing management practices required by unique circumstances a a given
plant. Dikes, curbs, and other control measures are being used a some MP&M stesto contain
leaks and spills as part of good "housekeeping” practices. However, on afacility-by-fadlity
basis a permit writer may choose to incorporate BMPs into the permit. See Section 8 of the
Technica Development Document for this proposed rule for a detailed discussion of pollution
prevention and best management practices used in the MP&M industry.

XXII. Related Acts of Congress, Executive Orders, and Agency Initiatives

A. Paperwork Reduction Act

The information collection requirementsin this proposed rule have been submitted for
approva to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) under the Paperwork Reduction Act,
44 U.S.C. 3501 et seg. An Information Collection Request (ICR) document has been prepared
by EPA (ICR No. 1980.01) and a copy may be obtained from Sandy Farmer by mail at
Coallection Strategies Divison; U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency (2822); 1200
Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Washington, DC 20460, by email at farmer.sandy@epa.gov, or by
caling (202) 260-2740. A copy may aso be downloaded off the internet at
http://www.epa.gov/icr.

There are five areas for which EPA is proposing, or congdering to collect information
from, or requiring reporting or record keeping by MP& M fecilities. In dl cases, EPA believes
the collection of information, reporting, or record keeping is an dternative (i.e., voluntary) that
will alow areduction in overdl burden to facilities Snce EPA intends for these activities to
reduce or diminate effluent sampling and andyss cogs. EPA solicits comment on dl estimates
discussed below.

Firgt, EPA is proposing to dlow indirect discharging MP&M facilities (upon agreement
with the control authority) to reduce their anaytical monitoring burden for specified pollutants
by filing a statement that certifies that those pollutants are not present in the discharge or are
present only a background levels from intake water and without any increase in the pollutants
due to activities of the discharger (See § 438.4(¢e) and Section XX1.C.1 for adiscussion of the
monitoring waiver). EPA estimates the burden for reviewing andyticd sampling data and other
technica information required to make the certification (e.g., raw materia inventory logs,
production information, product chemistry, and reports on source water) and for preparing the
certification Satement one time per permit cycle (i.e., every 5 years) to be 24 hours. In
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developing the technica basis for the waiver, EPA isdlowing the use of historica sampling data
aswell as sampling data generated for compliance reports required by the Generd Pretreatment
Standards (40 CFR 403.12). Therefore, EPA does not anticipate additional monitoring burden
asociated with thiswalver, particularly in comparison to the periodic compliance monitoring
that is being replaced by thiswaiver. In addition, certification to receive a monitoring waver
under this proposed ruleis voluntary. MP&M facilities may choose not to avail themselves of
this optiona reduction in monitoring. EPA estimates that 5,250 facilities will choose the
monitoring waiver for some pollutants.

Second, EPA is proposing to dlow facilities to implement an organic pollutant
management plan as one aterndive to meeting organic pollutant limits (or organic indicator
limits). (See438.4(b)). The organic pollutant management plan must specify, to the satisfaction
of the permitting authority or control authority, the toxic and non-conventiona organic
condtituents used at the facility; the disposa method used; the procedures in place for ensuring
that organic pollutants do not routingly spill or leak into the wastewater or that minimize the
amount of organic congtituents used in the process; the procedures in place to manage the
oxidation reduction potentia (ORP) during cyanide destruction to control the formation of
chlorinated organic byproducts; and the procedures to prevent the over dosage of
dithiocarbamates when treating chelated wastewater. Facilities choosing to develop an organic
pollutant management plan must certify that the procedures described in the plan are being
implemented at the facility. EPA estimates the burden associated with preparing an organic
pollutant management plan and an accompanying certification satement to be 50 hours. After
theinitid plan is approved, EPA estimates one additiona hour of burden (once per year for
direct dischargers and twice per year for indirect dischargers) for facilities to verify that the plan
is being implemented and to prepare the certification satement. However, EPA believes that
fadilities thet are dready regulated by the Metd Finishing Effluent Guiddines (40 CFR Part 433)
and that have a solvent management plan in place under those regulations will only require 20
hours to update their plan for the initid submittal. EPA estimates 7,200 facilties will chooseto
implement an organics management plan in lieu of monitoring.

Third, EPA is congdering an dternate approach to the use of an organic indicator
parameter (see Section X X1.C.2 for adiscussion on the proposed organic indicator). EPA notes
that this dternate approach is not being proposed in today’ s notice, but is being considered for
thefina rule. Inthiscase, there would be some additiond reporting and record keeping.

MP&M facilities could choose an indicator pollutant parameter from a given set of choices.

EPA would require facilities to demonstrate a correlation between the chosen indicator parameter
and the regulated organic pollutants (i.e., the TOP organic pollutants) found in their wastewater.
EPA is soliciting comment on this gpproach and has estimated the burden of performing testing,
andyzing andytica results, and keeping records that demondtrate a correlation between the
regulated organic pollutants and the selected indicator parameter to be between 70 and 100 hours
per facility once per permit cycle (i.e, 5 years). If no major changes in processes or raw
materials occur during that period, the demonstration would not have to be repeated for the next
permit cycle. The Agency notes that the choice of an option would be voluntary. EPA has
estimated |ess burden for direct dischargers than for indirect dischargers (i.e, 70 hours versus 100
hours) because the direct dischargers typicaly have more advanced trestment in place and permit
writers typicaly require them to monitor for the types of parameters that EPA is consdering as
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indicators (e.g., COD, Oil & Grease, TOC, TPH), and therefore, may have data available that
demongtrates a correlation to the regulated organic pollutants. EPA estimates that given the
choice, approximately 515 facilities would choose to demongtrate and use a Site-pecific organic
pollutant indicator.

Fourth, EPA is congdering whether to dlow certain facilitiesin the Meta Finishing Job
Shops subcategory to demonstrate compliance with specified pollution prevention and water
conservation practices (in addition to maintaining compliance with the exising Metd Finishing
and Electroplating Effluent Guiddines) in lieu of meeting the requirements of the MP&M
regulation. EPA notes that this dternate approach is not being proposed in today’ s notice, but is
being consdered for the fina rule. Facilitiesin the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory that
do not wish to use the compliance dternative would need to meet the full requirements of the
MP&M regulation as specified in today’ s proposed rule (see Section XX1.D for adiscussion of
the Pollution Prevention Alternative). EPA has estimated the burden associated with preparing
the associated certification statements to be 30 minutes each. Facilities would submit
certification gatements one time initially (by the compliance deadline) and twice per year
thereafter for indirect dischargers, or once per year for direct dischargers. In addition, EPA
estimates the burden associated with record keeping and reporting for the other related
compliance paperwork to be 40 hours one time for the period of the permit or control mechanism
(i.e, fiveyears). EPA isdso soliciting comment on whether facilities in other subcategories
should have asmilar dternative. EPA esimates that if the Pollution Prevention Alternative
were available to facilitiesin the Metdl Finishing Job Shops Subcategory, 1,360 facilities would
choosethis aternative. In addition, EPA estimates that there would be 550 additional
respondentsif a limited number of other subcategories were able to choose this compliance
dterndive.

Findly, EPA is proposing to set numericd limitations on the discharge of Totd Sulfide
from facilities in severd subcategories. In an effort to reduce monitoring burden on indirect
dischargers, EPA is considering (but not proposing) to dlow awaiver for the monitoring of total
sulfide (even when present), at the discretion of the POTW, when a facility demongtrates thet the
sulfides will not generate acidic or corrosive conditions and will not cregte conditions that
enhance opportunities for release of hydrogen sulfide gas in the sewer/interceptor collection
system or at the receiving POTW or otherwise interfere with the operation of the POTW EPA
estimates the burden associated to make such a demongtration is 100 hours. EPA would require
this only one time per permit cycle and if no mgor changesin processes or raw materials occur
during that period, the demongtration would not have to be repeated for the next permit cycle.
EPA estimates that 4,420 facilities would be respondents under the totd sulfide waiver if it were
avalable.

The total burden for the two areas which are being proposed today is 437,070 hours for
approximatdly 7,200 facilities [Note: gpproximately 5,200 facilities are expected to be
respondents in both areas]. In addition, for the three areas that EPA is not proposing but is
considering for the final rule, EPA estimates 565,595 hours for 6,845 respondents (some
facilities may be respondentsin more than one of the three areas). Labor costs are accounted for
within the estimated burden hours. EPA estimates that there are no capital costs associated with
these potentia reporting and record keeping requirements. EPA estimates a reduction in the
capitad and operating and maintenance costs associated with monitoring to demonstrate
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compliance with numericd limits, particularly for the proposed monitoring waiver for indirect
dischargers and the organics management plan.

In the cases discussed above, the data and information required by the proposed or
consdered information collection, reporting, or record keeping requirements can be clamed as
confidentid business information according to the regulations found in 40 CFR Part 2.
However, as specified at 40 CFR 2.302, effluent data submitted in response to these information
and data requests can not be claimed as confidentid.

Burden meansthe total time, effort, or financia resources expended by personsto
generate, maintain, retain, or disclose or provide information to or for a Federa agency. This
includes the time needed to review ingructions, develop, acquire, ingal, and utilize technology
and sysems for the purposes of callecting, validating, and verifying informeation, processing and
maintaining information, and disclosing and providing information; adjust the existing ways to
comply with any previoudy gpplicable ingtructions and requirements; train personnedl to be able
to respond to a collection of information; search data sources; complete and review the collection
of information; and transmit or otherwise disclose the information.

An Agency may not conduct or ponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a
collection of information unlessit displays a currently valid OMB control number. The OMB
control numbers for EPA’ s regulations are listed in 40 CFR Part 9 and 48 CFR Section 15.

The Agency requests comments on its need for thisinformation, the accuracy of the
provided burden estimates, and any suggested methods for minimizing respondent burden,
induding through the use of automated collection techniques. Send comments on the ICR to the
Director, Collection Strategies Divison; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (2822); 1200
Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Washington, DC 20460; and to the Office of Information ad
Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget, 725 17th St., N.W., Washington, DC
20503, marked “Attention: Desk Officer for EPA.” Include the ICR number in any
correspondence. Since OMB is required to make a decision concerning the ICR between 30 and
60 days after [INSERT DATE OF PUBLICATION IN THE FEDERAL REGISTER], a
comment to OMB is best assured of having itsfull effect if OMB recaivesit by [Insert date 30
days after publication in the FEDERAL REGISTER]. Thefina rulewill respond to any OMB
or public comments on the information collection requirements contained in this proposal.

B. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA)

1. UMRA Regquirements

Title 1l of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), Public Law 104-4,
establishes requirements for Federd agencies to assess the effects of their regulatory actions on
State, local, and Triba governments and the private sector. Under 8202 of the UMRA, EPA
generdly must prepare a written statement, including a cost- benefit analyss, for proposed and
find rules with "Federd mandates’ that may result in expenditures to State, loca, and Triba
governments, in the aggregate, or to the private sector, of $100 million or more in any one year.
Before promulgeting an EPA rule for which awritten statement is needed, 8205 of the UMRA
generdly requires EPA to identify and consder a reasonable number of regulatory dternatives
and adopt the least costly, most cost-effective or least burdensome dternative that achievesthe
objectives of the rule. The provisons of 8205 do not apply when they are inconsistent with
applicable law. Moreover, 8205 alows EPA to adopt an dternative other than the least costly,
most cost-effective or least burdensome dternative if the Administrator publishes with thefind
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rule an explanation why EPA did not adopt that dternative. Before EPA establishes any
regulatory requirements that may significantly or uniqudly affect smal governments, including
Triba governments, it must have developed under 8203 of the UMRA asmdl government
agency plan. The plan mugt provide for notifying potentidly affected smdl governments,
enabling officids of affected smal governments to have meaningful and timdly input in the
development of EPA regulatory proposas with significant Federd intergovernmenta mandates,
and informing, educating, and advising smal governments on compliance with the regulatory
requirements.

Estimated tota annudized before-tax costs of compliance for the proposed rule are
$2,034 million ($1999). Of thistotd, $2,020 million isincurred by the private sector and $14
million isincurred by State and local governments that perform MP&M activities. Permitting
authorities incur an additiond $0.115 to $0.912 million to administer the rule, including labor
cods to write permits and to conduct compliance monitoring and enforcement activities. Thus,
EPA has determined that this rule contains a Federd mandate that may result in expenditures of
$100 million or more for State, loca, and Triba governments, in the aggregate, or the private
sector in any one year. Accordingly, EPA has prepared under 8202 of the UMRA awritten
gatement which is summarized below.

2. Andydis of Impacts on Government Entities

Although the cogts of implementation (and compliance for government-owned facilities)
are gpproximately $15 million annudly (i.e., below the threshold specified in §202) MP&M isa
large indugtrid category and EPA fully anadlyzed the impacts on State and loca governments.
The proposed MP&M Rule will affect governments in two ways
$ Government-owned MP&M facilities may be directly affected by the MP&M regulation

and therefore incur compliance costs, and
$ Municipaities that own Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWS) thet receive influent

from MP&M facilities subject to the regulation may incur additiona costs to implement
the proposed rule. These include costs associated with permitting MP&M facilities that
have not been previoudy permitted, and with repermitting some MP&M facilities earlier
than would otherwise be required. In addition, POTWs may eect to issue mass-based
permits to some MP&M facilities that currently have concentration-based permits, at an
additiona cod.

a Compliance Costs for Government-Owned MP&M Facilities

EPA administered a survey (the “Municipa Survey”) to government-owned facilitiesto
as=ssthe cogt of the regulation on these facilities and the government entities that own them.
(See Section V.B for adiscusson of EPA’s data collection efforts) The survey responses
provide the basisfor EPA’sanadysis of the budgetary impacts of the proposed regulation,
including the size and income of the populations served by the affected government entities; the
government’s current revenues by source, taxable property, debt, pollution control spending, and
bond rating; and the costs, funding sources, and other characterigtics of the MP&M facilities
owned by each government entity. Table XXI1.B-1 provides nationd estimates of the
government entities that operate MP& M facilities potentialy subject to the proposed rule. Table
XXI1.B-2 summearizes the annudized compliance costs incurred by government entities by
regulatory option.
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Table XXI1.B-1: Number of Government-Owned Facilities

by Typeand Size of Government Entity

Size of Government and Municipal State County Regional Total
Status under Proposed Government Government Government Governmental

Option Authority

Large Governments (population> 50,000)

# of government entities 60 183 7 0 319
> flow cutoff

# of government entities 512 183 610 36 1,341
< flow cutoff

Small Governments (population <= 50,000)

# of government entities 410 - - - 410
> flow cutoff

# of government entities 1,781 - 481 - 2,262
< flow cutoff

All Governments

# of government entities 470 183 7 0 729
> flow cutoff

# of government entities 2,293 183 1,001 36 3,603

< flow cutoff
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Tota

2,763

1167

4,332

Table XXI11.B-2: Number of Regulated Government-Owned Facilitiesand Compliance Costsby Size of
Government and Regulatory Option

Proposed Option Option 2/6/10 Option 4/8
#facilities | compliance | #facilities | compliance | #facilities | compliance
subject to costs subject to costs subject to costs
regulation (million regulation (million regulation (million
1999%) 1999%) 1999%)
Facilities Owned by 319 $11.3 1,660 $315 1,660 $101.3
Large Governments
Facilities Owned by 410 $2.6 2,672 $33.3 2,672 $1234
Small Governments
All Government- 729 $139 4,332 $64.8 4,332 $224.7
Owned Facilities

Cogtsincurred by government-owned facilities, particularly for fadilities owned by smdl
governments, are substantialy lower under the proposed rule than under the other two options
conddered. The lower codts result from the exclusion of alarge number of government-owned
fecilities under the proposed low flow cutoff.

b. Smadl Government Impacts

EPA’s andyd's dso consdered whether the proposed rule may significantly or uniquely
affect smal governments. Section XV1.B.3.c of today’ s notice describes the methodology used
to assess budgetary impacts on governments. Briefly, EPA examined three measures to assess
the affordability of new requirements. These three criteriaincorporate measures of compliance
costs (impacts on Site-level cost of service), impacts on taxpayers, and impact on government
debt levels.

EPA edimates that there are 2,672 facilities owned by small governments (i.e,
governments with a population of less than 50,000). The low flow exclusion in today’ s proposed
rule will exclude 2,262 smdl government-owned MP&M facilities. Thus, the proposed rule
covers 410 smdl government-owned facilities. Of these facilities, 140 incur no compliance costs
under the proposed option, and the remaining 270 incur annualized codts that average less than
$10,000 per facility. Thetotd compliance cost for dl the smal government-owned facilities
incurring costs under today’ s proposed rule is $2.6 million. Only 140 of the 270 fecilities have
costs greater than 1 percent of basdline cost of service (measured astotal facility costs and
expenditures, including operating, overhead and debt service costs and expenses). EPA
estimated no significant impacts for any of the governments owning these facilities, based on the
three budgetary criteria mentioned above. EPA has determined that this rule contains no
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regulatory requirements that might sgnificantly or uniquely affect smal governments. None of
the affected governments are expected to incur significant budgetary impacts as aresult of the
proposed rule, and consequently, that the proposed rule will not Sgnificantly or uniquely affect
smdl governments. Nonethdess, EPA did consult with smal governments (see discussons on
consultation in Sections XXI11.B.7 and XXII.C).

C. POTW Administrative Costs

EPA dso andyzed the adminidrative costs incurred by loca governments to implement
the proposed rule. The results of this analyss are presented in Section XVI.H.3. In summary,
EPA edtimates that POTWswill incur incrementa average annuaized costs over 15 years of
between $115,000 and $912,000 under the proposed rule. The maximum expenditures by all
affected POTWsin any one year will be between $186,000 and $1,607,000. These costsinclude
issuing new permits to facilities that do not currently have permits, issuing mass-based permitsto
some facilities that currently have concentrationbased permits, and repermitting some facilities
sooner than would otherwise be required to meet the three-year compliance schedule. On
average, aPOTW' s cogts for the incrementa permitting are only $23 to $184 for the 4,944
MP&M facilities permitted under the proposed rule. EPA expects that these increasesin costs
will be partidly offset by reductionsin government administrative costs for facilities that are
aready permitted under local limits and that will be repermitted under thisrule,

3. Statutory Authority

The gtatutory authority for this rulemaking is as follows. Sections 301, 304, 306, 307,
308, 402 and 501 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. Sections 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318,
1342 and 1361 and the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990, 42 U.S.C. 13101 et seq., Pub L. 101-
508, November 5, 1990. A consent decree with the Natural Resources Defense Council
established a deadline of October 2000 for EPA to propose effluent limitations for thisindudtry.

4. Costs and Benefits

The assessment of costs and benefits for thisrule, including the assessment of coststo
State, local, and Triba governments and to the private sector, is discussed above and in Sections
XVI (costs), XX (benefits) of this preamble. EPA prepared an extensve andlyss of costs and
benefits for private facilities and for governments, including andysis by size and by subcategory.
In the most summarized form, EPA estimates the socid cost of the proposed rule (which includes
facility compliance costs) a $2.0 to $2.1 hillion annually ($1999). Thetota value of benefits
that can be expressed in dollar terms ranges from $0.4 billion to $1.1 billion. Asdiscussed in
Section XX, EPA solicits comment on severd expansions to these benefit estimates. In
particular, EPA includesin the public record for today’ s proposd, an extensive andyss of
additiona categories of benefits, such as boating and wildlife viewing. EPA dso estimated
vaues for these new categories, but pending public comment and peer review, did not
incorporate the results from the new methodol ogies into the total monetized benefits of the
proposed rule.

The Federd resources (i.e., water pollution control grants) which are generaly available
for financial assstance to States areincluded in 8106 of the Clean Water Act. There are no
Federd funds available to defray the costs of this rule on loca governments.

5. Future Costs and Disproportionate Costs

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act requires that EPA estimate, where accurate

estimation is reasonably feasble, future compliance costsimposed by the rule and any

208



disproportionate budgetary effects. EPA's estimates of the future compliance cogts of thisrule
arediscused in detail in Section XVI1.G of the preamble. Briefly, new sourcesin dl but the
Meta Finishing Job Shop direct discharger subcategory incur costs that are below one percent of
post-regulation revenues, and costs for the Metal Finishing Job Shop indirect dischargers are less
than three percent of estimated facility revenues. Cost increases of this magnitude are unlikely to
place new facilities at a competitive disadvantage relaive to existing sources. Moreover, costs
as a percentage of revenues are generally comparable for new sources and existing sources with
which they will compete.

EPA does not expect that the rule will have disproportionate budgetary effects on any
particular areas of the country, particular governments or types of communities. The affected
population of MP&M facilitiesis distributed throughout the country in settings from urban to
rurd, with more facilities likely to be located in larger urban areas. EPA therefore expects that
the burden on governments to permit facilities under the rule, and the loss of employment due to
closures caused by the rule, will be dispersed rather than concentrated in any specific area.
Moreover, the proposed rule is expected to result in anet increase in employment over 15 years,
when the employment associated with compliance activitiesis consdered. A discussion of
community impactsisincluded in Section XVI.

6. Effects on Nationd Economy

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act requires that EPA estimate the effect of thisrule on
the national economy where 1) accurate estimates are feasible and 2) the rule will have a
"materid"” effect on the economy. EPA's estimates of the impact of this proposa on the nationd
economy are described in Section XV1 of this presmble and in the EEBA. The proposed ruleis
projected to result in closures or moderate financia impacts on avery smal percentage of al
MP&M facilities, to result in only limited price increasesin any MP&M sector, and to have a
negligible impact on the U.S. balance of trade.

7. Consultation

In addition to private industry, our stakeholders include State and local government
regulators. We consulted with al of these stakeholder groups on topics such as options
development, cost models, pollutants to be regulated, cost of the regulation, and compliance
alternatives. Some of the stakeholders provided helpful comments on the cost models,
technology options, pollution prevention techniques, and monitoring aternatives.

Because many facilities affected by this proposa are indirect dischargers, the Agency
involved POTWs as they will have to implement the rule. EPA consulted with POTWs
individualy and through the Association of Municipa Sewerage Agencies (AMSA). In
addition, EPA consulted with pretrestment coordinators and State and loca regulators.

The Agency collaborated with POTWsin sdecting BAT facilities for EPA wastewater
sampling and, in severd cases, POTWs performed wastewater sampling and submitted the data
to EPA for usein developing therule. As described above and in Section V.B, EPA conducted
the POTW survey to obtain estimates of POTW permitting costs and dudge disposa practices
and cogts. EPA assessed whether any impacts of the regulatory requirementsin the rule might
sgnificantly or uniquely affect POTWSs, especidly smdl POTWSs, and determinedthe degree to
which POTWswould benefit from the regulation by having more options for sawage dudge
disposal and decreased costs of digposing of the dudge.

EPA consulted with State and locd regulators during three different public meetings.
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Their main comments focused on: (1) the potential burden on them to issue permits/control
mechanisms for alarge number of facilities that have not been permitted under effluent
guiddines prior to thisrule; (2) request for additiona monitoring flexibilities, and (3) request to
alow them to use concentration-based standards in the MP& M rule for those subcategories
whereit isdifficult to obtain production or flow information &t the process-level. EPA has
incorporated many of their suggestions and addressed these concerns throughout today’s
preamble (see Sections I1.D, XI1.C, and XXI ).

8. Alternatives Considered

EPA believes that the proposed rule isthe least burdensome and most cost- effective of
the regulatory dternatives consdered that till meetsthe objectives of therule. EPA
acknowledges that the rule will impose some burden, but EPA believes that the additiona costs
arejudtified due to the additiond pollutant removas. The proposed low-flow cutoffs and
subcategory exemptions reduce the number of facilities that require permitting by over 90
percent. Section XVI.H presents EPA’s andysis of the facility impacts of the proposed rule,
which shows that facility compliance costs would be 36 percent higher under Option 2/6/10 than
under the proposed rule and 120 percent higher under Option 4/8. Section XVII presents EPA’s
andysis of the cogt-effectiveness of the regulatory options, which shows that the proposed option
is the most cot-effective of these three options.

C. Regqulatory Hexibility Act (RFA) as amended by the Small Business Regulatory

Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 (SBREFA), 5 USC 601 et.seq.

The Regulatory Fexibility Act generdly requires an agency to prepare aregulatory
flexibility analyss of any rule subject to notice and comment rulemaking requirements under the
Adminigtrative Procedures Act or any other satute, unless the Adminigtrator certifies that the
rule will not have sgnificant economic impact on a subgstantia number of smal entities. Smdl
entitiesinclude smdl businesses smd| organizaions, and small governmenta organizations.

For purposes of assessing the impacts of today’ s rule on small entities, small entity is
defined as (1) asmal business according to the Regulations of the Smal Business
Adminigtration (SBA) at 13 CFR 121.201, which define smal businesses for Standard Industrial
Classfication (SIC) codes, (2) asmdl governmentd jurisdiction that is a government of acity,
county, town, school digtrict or specid digtrict with a population of less than 50,000; and (3)
smdl organization thet is any not-for-profit enterprise that is independently owned and operated
and is not dominant in itsfied.

In accordance with Section 603 of the RFA, EPA prepared an initid regulatory flexibility
andyds (IRFA) that examines the impact of the proposed rule on smdl entities, dong with
regulatory dternatives that could reduce that impact. The IRFA isavailable for review in the
public record (as Chapter 10 in the Economic, Environmental, and Berefits Andlysis) and is
summarized below.

1. Initid Regulatory Hexibility Analyss
a. Rationale, Objectives, and Legal Basis for Proposal

EPA’s"Prdiminary Data Summary for the Machinery Manufacturing and Rebuilding
Industry” (EPA 440/1-89/106) identified the Metal Products and Machinery (MP&M) industry
as one that is discharging wastestreams containing toxic pollutants to publicly owned trestment
works and directly into the nation’s surface waters. The volume and characterigtics of these
wastestreams are described more fully in Section VI of thisnotice. Dueto the water qudlity,
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human hedlth, and environmenta concerns associated with these discharges, EPA sdected the
MP&M indudry for the development of anew effluent guiddines regulation in 1990. The
Agency deveops categorica effluent limitations under authority of the Clean Water Act (33
U.S.C. 1251 et seq.). Section | of this notice discusses the legal basis for the proposed rulein
more detail. Briefly, the Clean Water Act directs the Agency to reduce discharges of pollutants
into the Nation's water and into publicly-owned treatment works. The objective of today’s
proposed ruleis to reduce those discharges from the class of point sourcesin the MP&M
indugtry.
b. Number and Type of Small Entities

A large number of the 63,000 MP&M facilities nationwide are owned by small entities.
The smdl entities covered by this proposed rule are small businesses and smdl governmenta
jurisdictions. Table XXI1.C-1 shows the total number of facilities operating in the basdine and
the number owned by smal entities. Overal, approximately 80 percent of dl MP&M facilities
are owned by smdl entities. However, it should be noted that the low flow exclusonsin the
proposed rule will exclude approximately 85 percent of the facilities owned by small entities.

Table XXI1.C-1 Percent of MP&M Facilities Owned by Small Entities

Type of Facility Number of Number of Facilities| Percent of Facilities
Facilities Owned by Small Owned by Small
Operatingin the Entities Entities
Baseline
Private MP&M* 54,591 44,773 82%
Government-Owned 4,332 2,672 62%
Total* 58,923 47,445 81%

* Excludes baseline closures

The SBA ddfinitions for smdl business use either employment-based or revenue-based
standards, depending on the Standard Indusirid Classification (SIC) code. The manufacturing
sectors generdly use employment-based standards, and most non-manufacturing sectors use
revenue-based standards. MP&M fecilities perform awide variety of activities, represented by
over 200 SIC codes. To assessthe impacts of the rule on small entities, for anaytical purposes,
these SIC codes were organized into 18 industry sectors, with some further digtinctions by type
of activity (i.e., manufacturing or maintenance/repair). To sedect asmal business definition for
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each sector, EPA chose the SBA standard that was common to the most SIC Codes (i.e, the
mode of the digtribution of SBA definitions) in a particular sector (or activity). Table XXI11.C-2
ligts the definitions by sector used in the impact assessment.

Table XXI1.C-2: Small Business Definitionsfor Analyzing MP& M Sectors

Sector and Activity

Small Business Definition Using the M ost Common
SBA Standard for the SIC Codesin Each Sector

Hardware 500 Employees
Aircraft - Manufacturing 1,000 Employees
Aircraft - Maintenance/Repair $5 Million
Electronic Equipment 750 Employees
Stationary Industrial Equip.- Manufacturing 500 Employees
Stationary Industrial Equip.- Maint/Repair $5 Million
Ordnance 1,000 Employees
Aerospace 1,000 Employees
Mobile Industrial Equip 500 Employees
Instruments - Manufacturing 500 Employees

I nstruments- Maintenance/Repair $5 Million
Precious Metals/Jewelry - Manufacturing 500 Employees
Precious Metals/Jewelry - Maintenance/Repair $5 Million
Ship - Manufacturing 1,000 Employees
Ship - Maintenance/Repair 500 Employees
Ship - Maintenance/Repair (SIC 449)* $5 Million
Household Equip.- Manufacturing 500 Employees
Household Equip. - Maintenance/Repair $5 Million
Railroad - Manufacturing 1,000 Employees
Railroad - Maintenance/Repair 1,500 Employees
Motor Vehicle - Manufacturing 500 Employees
Motor Vehicle - Maintenance/Repair $5 Million
Motor Vehicle - Maintenance/Repair (SIC 5013)° 100 Employees
Bus & Truck - Manufacturing 500 Employees
Bus & Truck - Maintenance/Repair $5 Million
Office Machines- Manufacturing 1,000 Employees
Office Machines- Maintenance/Repair $18 Million
Steel Forming & Finishing 1,000 Employees
Printed Circuit Boards 500 Employees
Metal Finishing & Electroplating Job Shops 500 Employees
Other Metal Products- Manufacturing 500 Employees
Other Metal Products- Maintenance/Repair $5 Million

Notes: 1= SIC Code 449 - Includes 4491 (Marine Cargo), 4492 (Towing & tugboat service), 4493 (Marinas), and 4499

(Water Transportation Services, nec)

2 = SIC Code 5013 - Wholesal e distribution of motor vehicle supplies, tools and equipment; and new motor vehiclg
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c. Impacts on Small Entities

For smal businesses, EPA drew on the firm and facility impact andyses discussed in
Section XV1 of this notice to assessimpacts on smal entities. The andys's compared
compliance cods to revenues for the smdl entities a the firm level. EPA aso examined the
facility impact andysis results for facilities owned by smdl firms. The facility impact analysis
estimated facility closures and other adverse changes to financia conditions (denoted here as
“moderate impacts’). See Section XV1.B of this notice for details on how EPA determines
closures and moderate impacts for private busnesses. The results from these andyses are
discussed in more detail in the following paragraphs. Briefly, these andysesindicated that 941
of the smdl entities may incur costs equd to 3 percent or more of annua revenues, 181 facilities
owned by small entities might close as aresult of the proposed rule, and 492 facilities owned by
amdl entities are likely to experience moderate financid impacts. Thel81 smdl entity facility
closures represent less than one-hdf of one percent of the facilities owned by smdl entities that
are operating in the basdline. Although the percentage of smdll facilities projected to incur
impactsis quite smdl, the number, in absolute terms, was large enough for the Agency to
conclude that asmal business analysis was gppropriate. After EPA considers comments and
data received in response to this proposed rulemaking, especidly with regard to the IRFA, the
Pand’ s recommendations, and aternatives that would reduce smal entity impacts, EPA will
adjust the rule as gppropriate and it is possible that the find rule will not have a sgnificant
economic impact on asubstantial number of small entities. Consequently, thereis apossibility
that the Agency may not prepare afina regulatory flexibility analysis and would certify the fina
rule.

i. Compliance Costs as a Percent of Firm Revenue

EPA compared compliance costs to revenues &t the firm level as ameasure of the releive
burden of compliance costs. Table XXI1.C-3 shows the results of this comparison. The Agency
was not able to estimate nationa numbers of firms that own MP& M facilities precisdly, because
the sample weghts based on the survey design represent numbers of facilities rather than firms.
The resultsin Table XX11.C-3 are reasonable gpproximations, however, in that 95 percent of the
facilities owned by amdl firms are single-facility firms, for which sample weights could be used.

Table XXI1.C-3: Firm Leved Before-Tax Annual Compliance Costs as a Percent of
Annual Revenuesfor Private Small Businesses

Number of Number and Per cent with Before-Tax Annual Compliance
Small Firmsin CostgAnnual Revenues Equal to:
the Analys's L essthan 1% 1-3% Over 3%
Number % Number % Number %
42,509 40,560 95.4% 1,008 24% A1 2.2%
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Approximately 85 percent of the small entities are not projected to incur any cossto
comply with the proposed rule because they are among the facilities covered by the low flow
exclusons (See Section XII for discusson of the low flow exclusons). Even o, the IRFA
includes acogt andyssfor dl smdl facilities. The results reported here account for the
exclusons. More than 95 percent of smal entities incur compliance costs less than 1 percent of
annua revenues. A small percentage (2 percent) of the smal businessesin the andysisincur
costs equal to 3 percent or more of annua revenues. (Results of the cost-to-salesratios are
presented in the EEBA.) Of the smdl firms that incur costs greater than 1 percent of revenues,
612 firms are projected by the facility impact andysis to close or experience moderate impacts.

ii. Facility Closures and Moderate Impacts

Table XXI1.C-4 summarizes the results from the facility closure analysis for the proposed
option for private facilities owned by smal entities, by discharge status. Table XXI1.C-4 aso
shows the number of facilities owned by small businesses that experience moderate impacts.

Table XXI1.C-4: Closuresand Moderate |mpactsfor Private Facilities Owned by Small Entities
| All Facilities | Indirect Dischargers | Direct Dischargers

Number of facilities operating 44,773 41,536 3,237
in the baseline
Number of closures 181 161 20
Percent closing 0.40% 0.3% 0.62%
Number of facilities with 492 454 33
moderate impacts
Percent with moderate impacts 11% 11% 1.2%

Again, goproximately 85 percent of the facilities owned by small entities are not
projected to incur any costs to comply with the proposed rule because they are among the
facilities covered by the low flow exclusons. (See Section Xl for discusson of the low flow
exclusons) The projected number of closuresis very smal compared to the large number of
fadilities owned by smdl entities. Lessthan one-haf of one percent of the facilities owned by
amdl entitiesthat are operating in the basdine are projected to close. The percentage of small
entities experiencing moderate impacts is also low, at one percent. In regard to the basdline
closure andysis, to put this information in context, data on facility start-ups and closures from
the Census Satistics of U.S. Businesses indicate that between 6 and 12 percent of facilitiesin the
magor metal products manufacturing indudtries close in any given year. (Seediscussonin
Chapter 5 of the Economic, Environmental, and Benefits Analyss)

iii. Impacts on Smdl Governments

For small governments, EPA relied on the analysis described in Section XVI1.B.3.c. EPA
edimates that there are 2,672 facilities owned by smdl governments. The low flow exclusonin
today’ s proposed rule will exclude 2,262 of these smal government-owned MP& M facilities.
Thus, the proposed rule covers 410 smdl government-owned facilities. Of these fadilities, only
270 incur cogts, and the average cost per facility isless than $10,000. The totad compliance cost
for dl the smdl government-owned facilities incurring costs under today’ s proposed rule is $2.7
million. Only 140 of the 270 facilities have costs greater than 1 percent of basdline cost of
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sarvice (measured as total facility costs and expenditures, including operating, overhead and debt
sarvice costs and expenses). EPA egtimated no significant impacts for any of these facilities,
based on three budgetary criteria (i.e., impacts on site-level cost of service, impacts on taxpayers,
and impact on government debt levels) as described in Section XVI1.B.3.c. Thus, EPA
concluded that none of the affected governments are expected to incur sgnificant budgetary
impacts as aresult of the proposed rule.
d. Alternativesto the Proposed Rule

EPA sought from the outset to design a regulation that would not unreasonably burden
small entities. In particular, EPA consdered anumber of regulatory dternatives for indirect and
direct dischargers, and conducted extensive andysis of wastewater flow exclusons. Asdetailed
in Section XI1 of this notice, EPA sdected aregulatory dternative that incorporates low flow
exclusonsfor severa subcategories. The primary aternatives to the proposd, while providing
additiona pollutant reductions, aso increased the number of small entities covered. These
dternatives would have resulted in additionad smal entity impacts. The results from the closure
andysis and the cost-to-revenue andysis for these dternatives are included in the IRFA, but are
not summarized in this section of today’ s notice. Asaresult of sdecting the low flow
exclusons, the proposed rule imposes subgtantialy lower impacts on smal entities than the other
options. In particular, the low flow excluson for indirect discharging fadlitiesin two
subcategories--the Generad Meta s subcategory and the Oily Wastes subcategory--played a
sgnificant role in minimizing smal businessimpacts. EPA estimates that there are over 26,000
facilitiesin the Generd Metds subcategory and over 28,000 in the Oily Wastes subcategory
operating in the basdline, and that smal entities comprise alarge portion of these subcategories.
Thelow flow exclusion for both of these subcategories will largely reduce the number of smal
entities affected by the MP&M proposed rule. For the Generd Metds subcategory, EPA is
proposing al MGY flow cutoff for the reasons explained in Section XI1.D. Thislow flow
exclusion reduces the number of regulated facilities in this subcategory by 75 percent. The
facilities that comprise the 75 percent are mostly small entities and represent only 6 percent of
the total pollutants discharged by the facilities in this subcategory. For the Oily Wastes
subcategory, EPA is proposing a2 MGY flow cutoff for the reasons explained in Section XII.
Thislow flow exdusion reduces the number of regulated facilities in this subcategory by 96
percent. The facilities that comprise the 96 percent are mostly smal entities and represent 39
percent of the total pollutant discharged by the facilitiesin this subcategory. In Section XI1, EPA
presented its rationale for concluding that nationa pretreatment standards were not warranted for
fadilities discharging lessthan 2 MGY in this subcategory.

EPA considered and incorporated other types of dternatives, such as monitoring
dternatives. These are summarized below and discussed more fully in Sections XXI1.C and
XXI.D of today’ s notice.

e. Reporting, Record Keeping and Other Compliance Requirements

There are five areas for which EPA is proposing to require, or considering requiring,
reporting or record keeping by MP&M facilities: (1) certification to waive monitoring for
pollutants thet are not present; (2) certification and implementation of an organic chemicas
management plan in lieu of monitoring for organic pollutants, (3) demondtration of a correation
to asite-gpecific organic pollutant indicator parameter; (4) certification of atotal sulfide
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monitoring waiver for indirect dischargers, and (5) demondtration of specified pollution
prevention practices and compliance with existing regulationsin lieu of compliance with the
MP&M effluent guiddinesfor facilitiesin the Metal Finishing Job Shop subcategory and some
facilitiesin other subcategories. In dl cases, EPA bdievesthe collection of information,
reporting, or record keeping is an dternative (i.e,, voluntary) that will allow areductionin

overd| burden to facilities Snce EPA intends for these activities to reduce or diminate effluent
sampling and andysis costs. Each of these five areasis briefly described below and is described
in detail in Section XXI, and the associated burden is discussed in Section X XI11.A.

Briefly, for the certification to waive monitoring for pollutants that are not present, EPA
expects that facilities will need to review andyticd sampling dataand other technica
information required to make the certification (e.g., raw materid inventory logs, production
information, product chemistry, and reports on source water). There is some additiond effort
required to prepare the certification statement one time per permit cycle (i.e., every 5 years).
EPA isdlowing the use of historicad sampling data as well as sampling data generated for
compliance reports required by the Generd Pretreatment Standards (40 CFR 403.12) in the
development of the certification statement. Therefore, EPA does not anticipate additiona
monitoring burden associated with this waiver, particularly in comparison to the periodic
compliance monitoring thet is being replaced by thiswaiver. A wastewater treatment operator or
other quaified facility personnel who is familiar with the facility’ s processes, products and
andytica monitoring reports can make the determination.

In terms of the certification and implementation of an organic chemicds management
plan in lieu of monitoring for organic pollutants, facilities choosing to develop an organic
pollutant management plan must certify that the procedures described in the plan are being
implemented a the facility. EPA notes that development and implementation of the plan would
likely require the attention of the wastewater treatment operator or plant manager. EPA believes
that facilities covered by the Meta Finishing effluent guiddines (40 CFR Part 433) witha
solvent management plan in place under those regulations will only have to update their plan.

EPA is consdering (but is not proposing) alowing the demondtration of a correlation to a
Ste-gpecific organic pollutant indicator parameter as an dternate approach to the use of an
organic indicator parameter (see Section XX1.C.2 for a discussion on the proposed organic
indicator). In this case, there would be some additiona reporting and record keeping. Fecilities
would need to perform testing, andlyze analytical results, and keep records that demondirate a
correlation between the regulated organic pollutants and the selected indicator parameter. EPA
notes that direct dischargers may incur less burden than indirect dischargers because they
typicaly have more advanced trestment in place and permit writers typically require them to
monitor for the types of parameters that EPA is consdering asindicators (e.g., COD, Oil &
Grease, TOC, and TPH); therefore, they may adready have data available that demongtrates a
correlation to the regulated organic pollutants. A wastewater trestment operator or other
qudified facility personnd who is familiar with the facility’ s processes, products, and andlytica
monitoring reports should be able to make the determination. Some facilities may prefer
consultation with an andyticad chemidt.

EPA is proposing to set numericd limitations on the discharge of totd sulfide from
facilitiesin severd subcategories. In an effort to reduce monitoring burden on indirect
dischargers, EPA is consdering (but not proposing) to dlow awaiver for the monitoring of total
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aulfide (even when present). EPA would require this demonsration one time per permit cycle
and if no mgor changesin processes or raw materials change during that period, the
demonstration would not have to be repeated for the next permit cycle. A wastewater trestment
operator or other qudified facility personnd who isfamiliar with the facility’ s processes,
products, and anaytical monitoring reports can make the determination.

Findly, EPA is congdering, but not proposing, whether to dlow certain facilitiesin the
Meta Finishing Job Shop subcategory to demonstrate compliance with specified pollution
prevention and water conservation practices (in addition to maintaining compliance with the
exiging Metd Finishing and Electroplating effluent guiddines) in lieu of meeting the
requirements of the MP&M regulation. Facilities would submit certification Satements one time
initidly (by the compliance deadline) and twice per year theresfter for indirect dischargers, or
once per year for direct dischargers. The compliance paperwork necessary to implement this
dternative would likely require the attention of the wastewater treatment operator or plant
manager.

f. Overlapping Federal Rules

EPA has established effluent guidedines regulations for thirteen industrid categories
which may perform operations that are sometimes found in MP&M facilities. These effluent
guiddinesare
C Electroplating (40 CFR Part 413);

Iron and Stedd Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 420);

Nonferrous Metals Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 421);

Ferroaloy Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 424);

Metd Finishing (40 CFR Part 433);

Battery Manufacturing (40 CFR Part 461);

Metd Molding and Casting (40 CFR Part 464);

Coil Coating (40 CFR Part 465);

Porcelain Enameling (40 CFR Part 466);

Aluminum Forming (40 CFR Part 467);

Copper Forming (40 CFR Part 468);

Electrical and Electronic Components (40 CFR Part 469); and

Nonferrous Metals Forming and Metal Powders (40 CFR Part 471).

In 1986, the Agency reviewed coverage of these regulations and identified a sgnificant
number of metals processing facilities discharging wastewater thet these 13 regulations did not
cover. Asdiscussed above, EPA’s " Prdiminary Data Summary for the Machinery
Manufacturing and Rebuilding Industry” (EPA 440/1-89/106) identified the MP&M industry as
one that is discharging hazardous wastes to publicly owned treatment works and directly into the
nation’ s surface waters.

EPA recognizes that in some cases, unit operations performed in industries covered by
the existing effluent guiddines are the same as unit operations performed at MP&M facilities. In
generd, when unit operations and their associated wastewater discharges are aready covered by
an exiging effluent guideline, they will remain covered under that effluent guiddine. However,
for the existing Electroplating (40 CFR 413) and Metal Finishing (40 CFR 433) effluent
guiddines most facilities will be covered by this proposal. EPA is proposing to replace the
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exiging Electroplating (40 CFR 413) and Metd Finishing (40 CFR 433) effluent guidelines with
the MP&M regulationsfor dl facilitiesin the Printed Wiring Board subcategory, dl fadilitiesin
the Meta Finishing Job Shop subcategory, and for direct discharging facilitiesin the Non-
Chromium Anodizers subcategory. (See Section VI.C for a discussion of subcategory-specific
applicability).

When afacility covered by an exising metas effluent guidelines (other than
Electroplating or Metd Finishing) discharges wastewater from unit operations not covered under
that existing metals guideline but covered under MP& M, the facility will need to comply with
both regulations. In those cases, the permit writer or control authority (e.g., Publicly Owned
Treatment Works) will combine the limitations using an approach that proportions the limitations
based on the different in-scope production levels (for productionbased standards) or wastewater
flows. POTWsrefer to this gpproach as the “ combined wastestream formula’ (40 CFR
403.6(e)), while NPDES permit writers refer to it as the “building block approach.” Permit
writers and loca control authorities currently issue permits and control mechanisms for many
fedilitiesin other effluent guiddines categories where overlgps with more than one effluent
limitation guidelines regulation occur (e.g., Organic Chemicals, Plagtics, and Synthetic Fibers,
Pegticide Manufacturing; Pesticide Formulating, Packaging and Repackaging; and
Pharmaceutical Manufacturing). See Section 111.D of this preamble for additiona discussion of
applicability.

2. Smal Business Advocacy Review Pand

Asrequired by section 609(b) of the RFA, as amended by SBREFA, EPA aso conducted
outreach to smal entities and convened a Smal Business Advocacy Review Pand to obtain
advice and recommendations of representatives of the smal entities that potentialy would be
subject to the rul€ s requirements. The Panel consisted of representatives from three Federa
agencies. EPA, the Small Busness Adminidration, and the Office of Management and Budget.
The Pand reviewed materials EPA prepared in connection with the IRFA, and collected the
advice and recommendations of small entity representatives. For this proposed rule, the small
entity representatives included nine smal MP&M facility owner/operators, one small
municipality, and the following S trade associations representing different sectors of the
industry: National Association of Metal Finishers (NAMF)/Association of Electroplaters and
Surface Finishers (AESF)/MP&M Codlition; the Association Connecting Electronics Industries
(dso known as IPC); Porcdain Enamd Ingtitute; American Associaion of Shortline Railroads
(ASLRA); Electronics Industry Association (EIA); and the American Wire Producers
Association (AWPA). Prior to and following the convening of the Pand, EPA and the other
members of the Panel sought to gather advice and recommendations by meeting and consulting
with the small entity representatives listed above. On September 16, 1999 and October 5, 1999,
EPA held pre-Pand meetings with the potentia small entity representatives to provide
background information on the MP& M regulation and EPA’ s regulatory process and to provide
detailed information on the dements of the IRFA including possible regulatory dternatives.

After EPA’s Smdl Business Advocacy Chair convened the Panel on December 8, 1999, the
Pand provided over 300 pages of background information and andysisto the smdl entity
representatives and met with the representatives on December 17, 1999 and January 7, 2000.
The Pandl asked the smal entity representatives to submit written comment on the MP&M
rulemaking in reaion to the demerts of the IRFA. The Pand carefully considered these
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comments when developing its recommendations.

Congstent with the RFA/SBREFA requirements, the Pand evaluated the assembled
materids and small-entity comments on issues related to the eements of the IRFA and prepared
areport. The report summarizes the Pandl’ s outreach efforts to small entities and the comments
submitted by the small entity representatives. The Pand’ s report also presents their findings on
issues related to the dements of an IRFA and recommendations regarding the rulemaking. EPA
included a copy of the Pandl report in the docket for this proposed rule.

In the area of potentia reporting, record keeping and compliance requirements, the Panel
recommended that EPA consider reduced monitoring schemes for smdl entitiesincluding
incorporating severd concepts of the proposed EPA NPDES Streamlining regulations
(“Amendments to Streamline the Nationd Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program
Regulations: Round 2; Proposed Rule’ 61 FR 65268; December 11, 1996). For example, the
Pand “encourages EPA to explore options for alowing certification in lieu of monitoring where
an operator can determine, based on knowledge of the facility and its processes, that certain
pollutants are not likely to be present or are adequately controlled.” Based on the Pand’s
recommendations, EPA is proposing to dlow MP&M indirect discharge facilities to gpply for a
waiver that will alow them to reduce their monitoring burden. In order for afacility to receive a
monitoring waiver, the facility must submit a certification statement in writing to the control
authority (e.g., POTW) dtating that the facility does not use nor generate in any way a pollutant
(or pollutants) at their site or that the pollutant (or pollutants) is present only at background
levels from intake water and without any increase in the pollutant due to activities of the
discharger. EPA notes that the NPDES streamlining for direct dischargers, which includes a
amilar provison, was finalized on May 15, 2000 (65 FR 30886).

The Pand dso recommended that EPA give serious consderation to alowing the use of
best management practices (BMPs) instead of numericd limitations, at least for some pollutants
and/or subcategories of facilities. In response to this recommendation, EPA is soliciting
comment and data on a* Pollution Prevention Alternative for the Metal Finishing Job Shop
Subcategory.” This dternative would alow facilitiesin the Metd Finishing Job Shop
subcategory to implement a set of pollution prevention measuresin lieu of monitoring for a set of
regulated parameters. The Agency is aso soliciting comment on dlowing facilities in other
subcategories to comply with this pollution prevention dternative. EPA fully describesthis
potentiad aternative in Section XXI.D.

In relation to proposing an indicator for toxic organic congtituents to reduce the burden of
monitoring for pecific organic pollutants, the Pand recommended that EPA attempt to identify
an appropriate organic indicator if it turns out that limitations for organic pollutants are
appropriate for one or more subcategories. However, the Pandl aso recommended that if organic
pollutant removals by subcategory are not higher than levelsin the preliminary analysis provided
to the Pandl, then EPA should give serious congderation to not proposing pretreatment standards
for those pollutants in those subcategories. In response to this recommendation, the Agency is
proposing severd dternatives for organic pollutant monitoring. EPA is proposing to dlow the
use of Total Organic Carbon (TOC) as an indicator parameter for organic pollutants found in the
wadtewater discharges at MP&M facilities. Theindicator is an dternative limit. If facilities do
not wish to use TOC as an indicator, EPA is proposing two other dternatives. The second
dternative alows facilities to monitor for alist of organic pollutants (i.e, totd organics
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parameter (TOP) list) and to meet alimit which would equate to the summation of al
quantifiable vaues of the listed organic pollutants. The third dternative dlows facilitiesto
develop and certify the implementation of an “organic chemical management plan.” The Agency
further discusses these organic monitoring dternaivesin Section XXI.C.

The Pand aso recommended that EPA not regulate TSS, pH, iron, or duminum for
indirect dischargers. The Agency is not proposing pretrestment standards for any of these
parameters.

In the area of overlap with other Federd rules, the Panel recommended that EPA attempt
to minimize the potentia for MP& M facilities to be covered by more than one effluent guiddine
and that EPA darify in the preamble how it plans to regulate facilities that have operations
covered by more than one effluent guideline. In response to this recommendation, EPA has
made an effort to clearly define the applicability of the proposed MP&M rule. In addition, EPA
is replacing the Meta Finishing (40 CFR 433) and Electroplating (40 CFR 413) effluent
guidelines for alarge number of facilities. Therefore, these facilities will only be covered by the
MP&M rule.

The Panel recommended that EPA consider regulatory dternatives, including a“no
regulation” option, to reduce any significant economic impacts that are not judtified by
environmenta improvements and to improve the cost- effectiveness of the regulation. In
response to these recommendations, the Agency is proposing low flow exclusonsfor two
subcategories and is proposing not to establish pretreatment standards for three other
subcategories based on low levels of pollutants discharged. EPA discusses these issues
throughout this notice (see Sections 11.D, VI.C, and X1 for detailed discussions of the proposed
flow cutoff (or no regulation) by subcategory).

Additionaly, as recommended by the Panel, EPA has solicited data and comment on the
following topics discussed in the Pand report: the cost savings to Control Authorities and
dischargers of BMPsin lieu of numericd limitations; in-process versus end- of- pipe monitoring
for cyanide; inclusion of the sted wire producersin the proposed rule; cogts for contract hauling;
certain methodologica issues, including costs and adequacy of operationa changes or treatment
enhancements for BAT facilities to congstertly and rdiably achieve full compliance with
proposed limitations, the POTW removas methodology; and the revision to the Toxic Weighting
Factors. EPA invites comments on al aspects of the proposa and its impacts on smal entities
(see Section XXI11 for a specific request for comment on each of these issues).

D. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory Planning and Review

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, October 4, 1993), the Agency must
determine whether the regulatory action is*“sgnificant” and therefore subject to OMB review
and the requirements of the Executive Order. The Order defines “sgnificant regulatory action”
asonethat islikdy to result in arule that may:

(1) have an annud effect on the economy of $100 million or more or adversdly ffect ina
materia way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public hedth or safety, or State, loca, or Triba governments or communities;

(2) create a serious inconsstency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned
by another agency;

(3) materidly dter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan
programs or the rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or
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(4) rasenovd legd or palicy issues arising out of legal mandates, the Presdent's
priorities, or the principles st forth in the Executive Order.

Pursuant to the terms of Executive Order 12866, it has been determined that thisruleisa
“dgnificant regulatory action.” As such, this action was submitted to OMB for review. Changes
made in response to OMB suggestions or recommendations will be documented in the public
record.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federdism

Executive Order 13132, entitled “Federalism” (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999), requires
EPA to develop an accountable process to ensure “meaningful and timely input by State and
locd officids in the development of regulatory policies that have federalism implications.”
“Policies that have federdism implications’ is defined in the Executive Order to include
regulations that have “substantid direct effects on the States, on the relationship between the
national government and the States, or on the digtribution of power and respongbilities among
the various levds of government.”

This proposed rule does not have federalism implications. 1t will not have substantial
direct effects on the States, on the relationship between the national government and the States,
or on the digtribution of power and respongibilities among the various levels of government, as
Specified in Executive Order 13132. The rule establishes effluent limitationsimposing
requirements that gpply to metal product and machinery facilities, as defined by this preamble,
when they discharge wastewater. The rule gpplies to States and locdities when they own and
operate an in-scope MP&M fecility. EPA estimates 4,300 MP& M facilities are owned and
operated by State and local governments. Only 730 of these 4,300 facilities discharge MP&M
process wastewater at levels above the flow exclusons for the Genera Metds and Oily Wastes
subcategories (1 MGY and 2 MGY, respectively).

In addition, this proposed rule will affect State and local governments when they are
administering CWA permitting programs. The proposed rule, a mogt, imposes minima
adminigtrative cogts on States that have an authorized NPDES program. (These States must
incorporate the new limitations and standards in new and reissued NPDES permits). In an effort
to minimize this adminigtrative burden, EPA has incorporated alow flow cutoff for indirect
dischargersin the two largest subcategories (i.e., Genera Metd's and Oily Waste) to reduce
permitting burden on POTWs related to permitting the smallest MP&M facilities (see Sections
I1.D, VI.C, and XII for discussions on the proposed low flow excluson). Thetota cost of
today’ s proposal to governments (including regulated MP&M government-owned facilities and
regulators) isless than $15 million. Thus, Executive Order 13132 does not gpply to thisrule. See
Section XXI1.B for adiscussion of the adminigtrative cogts to State and local governments.

Although Executive Order 13132 does not apply to thisrule, EPA did consult with State
and loca government representatives in developing this proposa. EPA developed and
administered a survey questionnaire to collect information from POTWs on the burden of
implementing permits for MP& M facilities (see Section V.B.5 for ainformation on the POTW
survey questionnaire). In addition, EPA attended severa industry and professona mestings
such asthe Nationd Metd Finishing Strategic Goa's Summit and the annud mesetings of the
Association of Municipa Sewerage Authorities (AMSA) to tak to States and local governments
(and other stakeholders) about the MP&M proposed rule including severd possible dternative
options for monitoring. States and local government representatives were so present at EPA’s

221




public meetings on the MP&M proposed rule (see Section V. .E of this notice for adiscussion on
public outreach efforts). Section 11.D summarizes many of the mgor concerns expressed by
MP&M stakeholders (including State and loca governments) during the development of this
proposal.

In the spirit of Executive Order 13132, and consistent with EPA policy to promote
communications between EPA and State and local governments, EPA specificdly solicits
comment on this proposed rule from State and locd officids.

F. Executive Order 12898: Federal Actionsto Address Environmenta Justice in

Minority Populations and L ow-1ncome Populdions
1. E.O. 12898 Requirements

Executive Order 12898 requires that, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by
law, each Federd agency must make achieving environmentd judtice part of itsmisson. E.O.
12898 provides that each Federal agency must conduct its programs, policies, and activities that
subgtantidly affect human hedth or the environment in amanner that ensures that such
programs, policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding persons (including
populations) from participation in, denying persons (including populations) the benefits of, or
subjecting persons (including populations) to discrimination under such programs, policies, and
activities because of their race, color, or nationd origin.

2. Environmentd Jugtice Andlyss

EPA examined whether the proposed regulation will promote environmentd judtice in the
aress affected by MP&M discharges. This andyssfirst examines whether the proposed rule
specificaly reduces risks to disadvantaged populations. EPA then examined whether MP&M
discharges have a disproportionaly high environmenta impact on minority populations based on
the demographic characteristics of the populations resding in the counties affected by MP&M
discharges.

a. Changesin Health Risk for Subsistence Anglers

Subs stence anglers include low-income and minority populations that rely heavily on
subsistence fishing in their food supply. Subsistence anglers are likely to be at disproportiondly
high risk from consumption of contaminated fish because of heavy rdiance on fish caught in
loca watersin their diets. EPA’s andysis of changesin adverse hedlth effects from the proposed
rule show that benefits to subsistence anglers substantiadly exceed benefits to recreetiond
anglers.

EPA used the same methodology for estimating cancer and systemic hedlth risk used in
the nationad human hedlth benefits andyss to estimate changesin hedth risk to subsstence
anglers. EPA’ s estimates show that subsstence anglers face significantly higher cancer risk from
fish consumption than recreationd anglers at the basdline discharge levels. The estimated
average lifetime cancer risk in the basdine for subsistence and recreationd anglersis20.3ina
million and 8.08 in amillion, repectively. The estimated reduction in average lifetime cancer
risk for subsistence anglersis more than double the reduction in risk for sport anglers (i.e,, 7.70
inamillionvs. 3.77 in amillion) (see Table XXII.F-1).
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Table XXI1.F1: Edimated Changesin Lifetime Cancer Risk to Subsistencevs. Recreational Anglers

Exposd Average Lifetime Cancer Risk per Individual Egtimated Changesin Individual

Population Lifetime Cancer Risk

Category . . . . .
Baseline Proposad Option Option Proposd Option Option 4/8

Option 2/6/10 4/8 Option 2/6/10

Subsistence 20.3E-06 12 6E-06 124E-06 12.8E-06 7.7E-06 7.9E-06 7.5E-06

Anglers

Recreational 8.1E-06 4.3E-06 4.3E-06 4.5E-06 3.8E-06 3.8E-06 3.6E-06

Anglers

EPA dso andyzed changes in systemic hedth risk from fish consumptionto subsistence
anglers. Thisandyssis performed a the sample levd only. The results from this
andysis show that approximately 7,000 subsistence anglers (two percent) in reaches near
sample facilities are estimated to ingest MP&M pollutants & rates sufficient to pose a
significant risk of hedth effects at the basdine discharge levels. The proposed regulation
reduces the number of subsstence anglers at risk of developing deleterious hedlth effects
by 4,616 (66 percent) (see Table XXII.F-2.).

Table XXI1.F2 Changesin Systemic Health Risk to Subsistence Anglers (Sample Basis)
Regulatory Status Total Exposed Subsistence Anglers Subsistence Anglers
Subsistence Anglers Exposed to Hazard Ratio >12 Benefitting From
theMP&M Rule
Number of Per cent of Number of Per cent of
Individuals Total Exposed Individuals Basdline
Individuals
Baseline 320,366 6,971 2.18%
Proposed option 320,366 2,355 0.74% 4,616 66%
Option 2/6/10 320,366 2,355 0.74% 4,616 66%
Option 4/8 320,366 2,355 0.74% 4,616 66%

a. Hazardratioisaratio of the estimated ingestion rate of a pollutant to the reference dose (RfD) value for the pollutant. The
RfD is an estimate of the maximum daily ingestion rate in mg/kg per day that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of
deleterious effects during alifetime. A hazard ratio greater than one indicates that individuals would be expected to ingest
MP&M pollutants at rates sufficient to pose asignificant risk of systemic health effects.

b. Demographic Characteristics of the Populations Resding in the Counties
Affected by MP&M Discharges
EPA assessed whether adverse environmental, human hedth, or economic effects

associated with MP&M facility discharges are more likely to be borne by minorities and low-
income populations. This analyssis based on information on the race, netiond origin, and
income leve of populations residing in the counties traversed by reaches receiving discharges
from 885 sample MP&M facilities. The andyss was not done a the nationd level. The 885
sample facilities are located in 643 counties in 46 States (excluding Alaska, Hawaii, Nevada, and
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Wyoming). Two sample facilitiesthat are located in Puerto Rico were excluded from this
andydis due to insufficient data.

EPA compared demographic data on the counties traversed by sample MP& M reaches
with the corresponding state-leved indicators. The results of this andys's show that counties
affected by MP&M discharges tend to have alarger proportion of African- American population
than the State average in 41 States. In five States, the proportion of African- Americansin
MP&M counties corresponds to the State averages (Didtrict of Columbia, North Carolina, South
Cardlina, Vermont, and West Virginia). Other socioeconomic characteristics of the populations
residing in the counties abuiting reaches affected by MP&M discharges reflect the corresponding
State averages.

3. Findings

Findings from the EPA’ s andlysis show that this proposed rule is expected to promote
environmentd judice in the areas affected by MP&M discharges. EPA’sanalyss of changesin
adverse hedlth effects from the proposed rule indicate that health benefits to 3.8 million
subsistence anglers substantialy exceed benefits to recreationd anglers. The estimated reduction
in annual cancer risk is an order of magnitude greater for subsistence than for port anglers (i.e,
0.5 in one hundred million vs 0.5 in one billion). The proportion of subsstence anglersthat face
ahazard ratio of greater than one under the basdline conditions (2.2 percent) declinesby 1.5
percent due to the proposed rule (see Table X XI11.F-2). [Note: the hazard ratio is aratio of the
estimated ingestion rate of a pollutant to the reference dose (RfD) vaue point. A hazard ratio
greater than one indicates that individuas would be expected to ingest MP&M pollutants &t rates
aufficient to pose asgnificant risk of systemic hedth effects] A much smdler proportion of
recregtiona anglers (0.15 percent) is expected to suffer from systemic hedth risk effects under
the baseline conditions. The percentage of recreationa anglers facing a hazard ratio of one drops
to 0.05 percent under thepost-compliance. Higher representation of African-American
households in the areas where most MP&M sample facilities are located and their effluents are
released indicates that the disadvantaged populations will receive ardatively larger share of the
benefits from the MP&M rule, though they may aso bear a disproportionate share of costsif the
MP&M facilities that close are in their community (e.g., lost jobs).

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from Environmental Hedlth Risks

and Safety Risks
1. E.O. 13045 Requirements

The Executive Order “Protection of Children from Environmental Hedlth Risks and
Safety Risks’ (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997) appliesto any rulethat: (1) isdetermined to be
“economically significant” as defined under Executive Order 12866, and (2) concerns an
environmental health or safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a disproportionate
effect on children. If the regulatory action meets both criteria, the Agency must evauate the
environmenta hedth or safety effects of the planned rule on children; and explain why the
planned regulation is preferable to other potentialy effective and reasonably feasible dternatives
considered by the Agency. This proposed rule is subject to the Executive Order becauseitisan
economically sgnificant regulatory action as defined by E.O. 12866. It is expected to reduce
numerous pollutants, including leed, in fish tissue and drinking water that exceed human hedth
criteriafor consumption of water and organisms and organisms only. Therefore, EPA has
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performed an analyss of children’s hedth impacts reduced by this proposed rule.
2. Andyssof Children’s Hedlth Impacts

EPA expects that the proposed regulation will benefit children in many ways, including
reducing hedth risk from exposure to MP&M pollutants from consumption of contaminated fish
tissue and drinking water and improving recregtiond opportunities. The Agency was ableto
quantify only one category of benefits to children, however -- avoided hedth damagesto pre-
school age children from reduced exposure to lead. This andysis considered several measures of
children’s hedlth benefits associated with lead exposure for children up to age six. Avoided
neurologica and cognitive damages were expressed as changes in three metrics. (1) overdl 1Q
levels, (2) the incidence of low 1Q scores (<70),and (3) the incidence of blood-lead levels above
20 mg/dL. The Agency aso assessed changes in incidence of neonatal mortality from reduced
materna exposureto lead. EPA’s methodology for assessing benefits to children and adultsis
presented in Section XX.B.3.c. Thisanalyss showed that the proposed rule is expected to yield
$14.4 million (1999%) in annud benefits to children from reduced neurologica and cognitive
damages and reduced incidence of neonata mortality.

The Agency aso examined whether lead discharges from MP&M facilities are likely to
have a disproportionate impact on children in subsstence anglers families. Childrenin
subsistence fishing families face a greater of risk adverse hedlth effects from exposure to lead-
contaminated fish due to high proportion of fish from locd watersin ther diet. EPA’sandyss
showed that the beneficiad outcome of the MP&M rule favor children from subsistence fishing
families. The average estimated hedlth risk reduction per child for each of the four lead-related
hedlth effects was much larger for children from subsstlence fishing families. Thisfinding is
aso supported by the monetary estimates of benefits per child in each population category. EPA
estimated that the monetary vaue of benefits to a child from a subsgence fishing family is
$781.2 (19999%) per year, as compared to $82.6 (1999%) for a child from arecreationd fishing
family. These benefits comprise amuch larger portion of subs stence fishing familiesincome
compared to the benefits received by arecrestiond fishing because subsistence fishing families
(eg., Native American families) have on average alower household income. EPA estimated that
the monetary vaue of benefits from reduced cognitive damages to children for a subsstence
household is about 2.9 percent of their current household income, while benefits for a
recregtiond fishing family is 0.2 percent of their household income. This analys's uses average
household income in Native American families and average household income of al households
in the United States. Table XXI1.G-1 summarizes estimated changes in hedth risk and the
monetary vaue of benefits to children from recreationd and subsistence fishing families.

Table XXI1.G-1: Egimated Benefitsto Pre-School Children from Reduced Exposureto Lead

Benefit Population Number of Reduction in the Egtimated Monetary Value of
Category Category Children Number of Avoided Health Damagesto
(agesOto 1) AdverseHealth | Children (1999%) - Mean Estimates
Effect Cases Total | Per Child
Preferred Option
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Table XXI1.G-1: Estimated Benefitsto Pre-School Children from Reduced Exposureto Lead

Benefit Population Number of Reduction in the Estimated Monetary Value of
Category Category Children Number of Avoided Health Damagesto
(agesOto 1) AdverseHedlth Children (1999%) - Mean Estimates

Effect Cases Total Per Child
Neo-Natal Recreation 0.92 $5,536,000 $47
Mortality Subsistence 0.69 $4,002,000 $609
Avoided Recreation 390.43 $3,934,410 $30
1Q Loss! Subsistence 93.65 $994,104 $151
Reduced Recreation 0.02 $101,311 $1
Q<70 Subsistence 0.09 $25,079 ™
Reduced Recreation 0.03 $686 negligible
Pb > 20 Subsistence 0.06 $60 negligible
Total Recreation 131,511 $9,372,407) $33
Subsistence 6,576 $5,021,243 $764
All Children 138,087 $14,393,650 $120

Option 2/6/10
Neo-Natal Recreation 0.95 $5,510,000 $49
Mortality Subsistence 0.71 $4,118,000 $626
Avoided Recreation 402.75 $4,058,465 $31
IQ Loss?! Subsistence 10174 $1,025,276 $156
Reduced Recreation 0.02 $104,529 $l
Q<70 Subsistence 0.09 $25,864 H
Reduced Recreation 0.03 $609 negligible
Pb > 20 Subsistence 0.04 $36 negligible
Total Recreation 131,511 $9,546,407] $34
Subsistence 6,576 $5,13,243 $781
All Children 138,087 $14,683,650 $122
Option 4/8

Neo-Natal Recregtion 0.95 $5,510,000 $49
Mortality Subsistence 0.71] $4,118,000 $626
Avoided Recreation 402.75 $4,058,465 $31
1Q Loss® Subsistence 101.74 $1,025,278 $154
Reduced Recreation 0.02 $104,529 $l
Q<70 Subsistence 0.09 $25,866 #
Reduced Recreation 0.03 $609 negligible
Pb>20 Subsistence 0.04 $36 negligible
Total Recreation 131,511 $9,673,603 $35
Subsistence 6,576 $5,169,178 $784
All Children 138,087 $14,842,781, $124

Children over age Sx are d <0 likdly to benefit from reduced neurologicd and cognitive
damages due to reduced exposure to lead. Recent research on brain development among 10- to
18-year-old children shows unanticipated and subgtantiad growth in brain development, mainly in
the early teenage years (Giedd et ., 1999). Thisresearch suggests that older children may be
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hypersengitive to lead exposure, as are children aged 0 to 6.

Additiond benefits to children from reduced exposure to lead not quantified in this
andyss may include prevention of the following adverse hedlth effects. dowed or delayed
growth, ddinquent and anti-socia behavior, metabolic effects, impaired heme synthes's, anemia,
impaired hearing, and cancer.

H. Executive Order 13084: Consultation and Coordination With Indian Tribal

Governments

Under Executive Order 13084, EPA may not issue a regulation that is not required by
datute, that sgnificantly or uniquely affects the communities of Indian Triba governments, and
that imposes substantia direct compliance costs on those communities, unlessthe Federa
government provides the funds necessary to pay the direct compliance costs incurred by the
Triba governments, or EPA consults with those governments. If EPA complies by consulting,
Executive Order 13084 requires EPA to provide to the Office of Management and Budget, in a
separately identified section of the preamble to the rule, a description of the extent of EPA’s
prior consultation with representatives of affected Triba governments, asummary of the nature
of their concerns, and a statement supporting the need to issue the regulation. In addition,
Executive Order 13084 requires EPA to develop an effective process permitting dected officids
and other representatives of Indian Triba governments “to provide meaningful and timely input
in the development of regulatory policies on matters that Sgnificantly or uniquely affect their
communities”

Today's rule does not gnificantly or uniquely affect the communities of Indian Tribd
governments. Based on the information collection efforts for thisindustry category, EPA does
not expect any Indian Triba governments to own or operate in-scope MP&M facilities. In
addition, given the proposed applicability thresholds (i.e., low flow exclusions for the Generd
Metals and Oily Wastes subcategories), EPA estimates that few, if any, new facilities subject to
the rule will be owned by Triba governments. Accordingly, the requirements of section 3(b) of
Executive Order 13084 do not apply to thisrule.

l. National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act

Section 12(d) of the Nationd Technology Transfer and Advancement Act (NTTAA) of
1995, (Pub L. No. 104-113 Sec. 12(d) 15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs EPA to use voluntary
consensus stlandards in its regulatory activities unless to do so would beincongstent with
applicable law or otherwise impractical. Voluntary consensus standards are technical standards
(e.g., materias specifications, test methods, sampling procedures, business practices) that are
developed or adopted by voluntary consensus standard bodies. The NTTAA directs EPA to
provide Congress, through the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), explanations when the
Agency decides not to use available and applicable voluntary consensus standards.

Although today’ s proposed rule does not establish new andytica methods, it does require
dischargers to monitor for TSS, O& G (as HEM), Tota Organic Carbon (TOC), Aluminum,
Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Cyanide (T), Cyanide (A), Lead, Manganese, Molybdenum,
Nickd, Slver, Sulfide (as S), Tin, and Zinc. (EPA notesthat the pollutants listed may not be
regulated for dl subcategories). All of these andytes can be measured by EPA methods and
many using consensus standards that are specified in the tables at 40 CFR part 136.3. EPA is
also proposing alimit for Tota Organics Parameter (TOP), as part of an organic monitoring
dternaive. (See Section XXI.C.2). EPA deveoped the TOP ligt of organic pollutants usng the
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ligt of organic priority pollutants and other non-conventiond organic pollutants that met EPA's
"pollutant of concern” criteriafor thisrule (see Section V11 for a discussion on the selection of
the MP&M pollutants of concern). Of the nonconventional organic chemicals on the MP&M
pollutant of concern list, EPA included only those that were removed in appreciable quantities
(based on toxic weighted pound-equivalents) in two or more subcategories. See Appendix B of
the codified rule accompanying this notice for alist of organic pollutants that comprise the
proposed Total Organics Parameter (TOP). The following andytes that EPA is proposing to
comprise the TOP do not have approved EPA methods. benzoic acid, carbon disulfide, 3,6-
Dimethylphenanthrene, 2-1sopropylnaphthalene, 1-Methylfluorene, and 2-Methylngphthalene.
In addition, aniline and 1-M ethyl phenanthrene do not have procedures approved in 40 CFR Part
136, but have procedures that have been validated as attachments to EPA Methods 1625/625.
EPA plans to promulgate methods or validate the procedures for these andytes prior to the
promulgation of the MP&M rule. EPA welcomes comments on this aspect of the proposed
rulemaking and, specificdly, invites the public to identify potentialy applicable voluntary
consensus standards and to explain why such standards should be used in this regulation.

J Plain Language Directive

Executive Order 12866 and the President’ s memorandum of June 1, 1998, require each
agency towrite dl rulesin plain language. We invite your comments on how to make this
proposed rule easier to understand. For example, have we organized the materiad to suit your
needs? Arethe requirementsin the rule clearly stated? Does the rule contain technica language
or jargon that isn't clear? Would a different format (grouping and order of sections, use of
headings, paragraphing) make the rule easier to understand? Would more (but shorter) sections
be better? Could we improve clarity by adding tables, ligts, or diagrams? What ese could we do
to make the rule easier to understand?
K. Executive Order 13158: Marine Protected Areas

1. E.O. 13158 Requirements

Executive Order 13158 has been established to "help protect the significant natural and
cultura resources within the marine environment for the benefit of present and future
generations by strengthening and expanding the Nation's system of marine protected areas
(MPAs)." MPAsinclude areas of coastdl and ocean waters, the Great Lakes and their connecting
waters that have been reserved by laws or regulations to provide lasting protection for part or al
of their naturdl resources. Thelist of MPASs defined for the purposes of this Executive Order will
be published and maintained by the Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary of the Interior.

This order ams at further enhancing and strengthening protection of the existing MPASs
and establishing new or expanded MPAs. The order provides EPA with the ability to propose
new science-based regulations, as necessary, to ensure better protection for beaches, coasts, and
the marine environment from pollution.

2. Impacts on Marine Resources

The proposed regulation is expected to enhance protection of MPASs by improving the
quality of marine waters receiving discharges from MP&M facilities. Although the list of
MPAs affected by this order has not yet been published, may include waterbodies currently
protected under the National Estuaries Program (NEP), wildlife refugees, and other significant
natural and cultura resourcesin marine environments. EPA compared sample MP& M facility
discharge locations with the list of the 28 waterbodies under the NEP and the Chesgpeake Bay to
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asess potentia impacts of the regulation on Sgnificant marine resources. Sample MP&M
fadlitiesincluded in this analyss discharge directly or indirectly to 627 receiving waterway's, of
which, 544 are riverd/streams, 55 are bays or estuaries, and 28 are lakes, including the Great
Lakes. Thisandysis showed that severd of the NEP waterbodies currently receive discharges
from the sample fadilities, including Long Idand Sound (NY/CT), Buzzards Bay (MA),
Narragansett Bay (RI), and Puget Sound (WA). Most of the other protected estuaries receive
effluents from the sample MP& M facilities via connecting waters. For example, dischargesto
the Connecticut River enter Long Idand Sound (NY/CT), and discharges to the Hudson River
enter the New Y ork-New Jersey Harbor.

The absence of the current MPA list makesit difficult to determine the extent of benefits
to MPAs from the proposed rule. The breadth of this regulation, however, ensures that some
MPAs are likely to benefit from reduced pollutant discharges from MP&M facilities.

L. Coadtd Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments (CZARA)

Congress enacted Section 6217 of the Coasta Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments
(CZARA) in 1990 to address the problem of nonpoint source pollution in coastal weters.
Section 6217 of CZARA requires dl States/tribes with federaly approved coastal zone
management programs to develop and implement coastal nonpoint pollution control programs.
The EPA and NOAA adminigter the Section 6217 program and have developed guidance to
asss Statesin implementing the coastal nonpoint pollution control programs. States may
choose the specific practice or combination of practices that will achieve the goals of contralling
nonpoint source pollution and of protecting coastal waters.

Section 6217 of CZARA differs from the previous Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA) of 1972 in that it isamandatory program. Under CZMA the participation by Statesin
coastal resource management was voluntary. CZARA requires coastd States'tribes to submit a
coasta nonpoint pollution program to the EPA and NOAA within 30 months of the technica
guidance issuance by EPA and NOAA (by July 1995).

The technica guidance provided by EPA and NOAA identifies five categories of
nonpoint sources affecting coastal waters: agriculture; forestry; urban runoff; marinas and
recreationa boating; and hydromodification. For each category, the technica guidance specifies
management measures and practices to control nonpoint pollution. Management measures are
defined in CZARA as economicaly achievable measures that reflect the best available
technology to control the addition of pollutants to coastal weters.

Although today’ s proposed rule does not affect nonpoint sources directly, it may
contribute to nonpoint source pollution control in coagta areas by improving the qudity of
sawage dudge. EPA estimatesthat 1.7 million dry metric tons of sewage dudge would be newly
quaified for land application as aresult of the proposed rule. Sewage dudgeis a vauable source
of fertilizer and can be gpplied to agriculturd land, golf courses, sod farms, forests, and
resdentid gardens. Compared to nitrogen in most chemicd fertilizers, nitrogen in sewage
dudge isredively insoluble in water. 1f sewage dudge is used as a subditute for chemica
fertilizers on agricultura land nonpoint source contamination of surface water can be reduced.

XXIII. Solicitation of Data and Comments
EPA invites and encourages public participation in this rulemaking. The Agency asks
that comments address any perceived deficiencies in the record of this proposa and that
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suggested revisons or corrections be supported by data where possible. See Section X X1V for
guiddines for submitta of data

EPA particularly requests comments and informeation on the following issues:

1. Sed Forming & Finishing Fedilities. EPA solicits comments on the choice to include
the Sted Forming & Finishing facilitiesin today’ s proposed MP&M regulation. Facilitiesin this
subcategory predominantly process stedl wire, rod, bar, pipe, or tube. EPA previoudy regulated
these sites under the 1982 Iron & Sted Manufacturing effluent guiddines (40 CFR 420).
However, based on the information gathered during the data collection effort for the Agency’s
proposed revison to the Iron & Steed Manufacturing regulations, EPA has determined that these
facilities are more gppropriately regulated by the MP&M proposed rule. (See Section VI.C.5 for
adiscusson of the proposed applicability of the Sted Forming & Finishing Subcategory). EPA
isaso interested in andytical sampling data to help better identify the raw wastewater
characterigtics and treatment performance of facilitiesin the proposed Sted Forming & Finishing
subcategory. Please note the requirements for submitting paired influent and effluent data, as
described in Section XXIV.A.

In addition, for facilities that perform operations that fal within the proposed scope of
both the MP&M Stedl Forming & Finishing subcategory and the proposed Iron & Stedl
regulations (i.e., afacility that performs manufacturing and batch ectroplating of sed), EPA is
soliciting comment on whether both regulations should cover these facilities (using the combined
wadte stream formula for indirect dischargers or building block approach for direct dischargers)
or whether EPA should dlow facilities that would fal under the scope of both regulationsto be
regulated only by the Iron & Sted Manufacturing rue. EPA notes that both the proposed
regulations discussed here set mass-based limits for these facilities. If the Agency wereto
choose the later option, it would need to incorporate a wastewater flow allowance for the stedl
forming and finishing operations into the mass-based limits of the Iron & Sted regulation, where
gpplicable. EPA is particularly interested in comments from permit writers and control
authorities concerning the burden of permitting an Iron & Sted facility under two effluent
guiddlines (using the building block approach or combined waste stream formula) versus the
expected complexity of interpreting the gpplicability statements when two regulations cover the
same operations. In addition, EPA isinterested in better understanding the potential economic
advantage (or disadvantage) this might create between stand-done ded forming & finishing
facilities and stedd manufacturing facilities where sted forming & finishing operations occur.

2. P2 Alternative the for Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory. EPA solicits comment on
al aspects of the Pollution Prevention Alternative for the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory
including the list of practices aswell as the possible format for the aternative (see Section

XXI1.D for adiscussion of the P2 Alternative). More specificaly, EPA requests comment on
whether there are additional or different practices that should be listed, the number of practices
that should be required in each category, the reasons why any of the practices may not be
applicable to specific facilities or processes, the cogts of implementing this compliance
dternative, the pollutant reduction associated with this dternative, and whether EPA should offer
this dterndtive to direct discharging facilitiesin the Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory, only
to facilities discharging below a specified wastewater discharge flow, other subcategories such as
Generd Metds (even those not currently regulated by the Meta Finishing and Electroplating
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effluent guiddines), or at certain facilities in other subcategories (e.g., captive meta finishing
and eectroplating shops).

EPA aso requests comment on whether the Agency should (if the P2 Alternativeis
incorporated in the find rule) require dl fadilities that choose the P2 Alternative to dso meet the
pretreatment standards for the Metd Finishing effluent guidelines (40 CFR 433). That is, should
facilities that are currently covered by the Electroplating effluent guidelines (40 CFR Part 413)
have to meet the pretreatment sandards for the Meta Finishing effluent guiddines or for the
Electroplating effluent guideines when choosing to comply with the P2 Alternative in lieu of the
MP&M pretrestment standards? EPA isinterested in receiving information on the additiord
cogs that would be incurred by facilities currently covered by the Electroplating effluent
guiddlinesin order to meet the pretreatment standards of the Metd Finishing effluent guidelines.
3. Monitoring Hexibility - Monitoring Waiver for Pollutants Not Present.  In an effort to
reduce monitoring burden on facilities, EPA is proposing to dlow MP&M indirect discharge
facilities to gpply for awaiver that will alow them to reduce their monitoring burden. In order
for afacility to receive a monitoring waiver, the facility must submit a certification Satement in
writing to the control authority (e.g., POTW) dating that the facility does not use, nor generatein
any way, apollutant (or pollutants) at their Ste and that the pollutant (or pollutants) is present
only at background levels from intake water and without any increase in the pollutant due to
activities of the discharger. Thefacility must base this certification on sampling data or other
technica factors and is not awaiver from including the numerica limit in the control mechaniam
(i.e., permit) (see Section XXI.C.1 for adiscusson on this monitoring waiver). EPA solicits
comment on the language proposed for the monitoring waiver for MP&M indirect dischargers.
EPA isdso interested in receiving comment on the Agency’ s estimate of burden related to
preparing and filing such a certification and the reduction in monitoring burden and associated
cost savings that a facility would expect (see Section XXI1.A. for adiscusson on the estimated
burden).

4, Monitoring Hexibility — Organic Pollutant Monitoring. As discussed in Section XXI.C,
EPA is proposing to dlow the use of Tota Organic Carbon (TOC) as an indicator parameter for
organic pollutants found in the wastewater discharges at MP&M facilities. Theindicator isan
dternative limit. If facilities do not wish to use TOC as an indicator, EPA is proposing two other
dternatives. The second dternative dlows facilities to monitor for alist of organic pollutants
(i.e, total organics parameter (TOP) list) and to meet alimit which would eguate to the
summeation of al quantifiable values of the listed organic pollutants. In any case where the data
for these pollutants indicated alevel below the minimum leve (i.e., below quantitation), EPA
used the minimum leve for the specific pollutant in the summetion of the total organics

parameter limit. Facilitieswill only have to monitor for those TOP chemicasthat are reasonably
present. The third dternative dlows facilities to develop and certify the implementation of an
“organic chemical management plan.”

EPA solicits comment on the three aternatives being proposed for reducing the burden
associated with monitoring for organic pollutants. EPA specificaly solicits comment on the use
of TOC asan indicator pollutant for the broad spectrum of organic pollutants found in MP&M
process wastewater and whether EPA should require facilities that are not using the Agency’'s
sedected BAT technology to demondtrate a correlation between remova of TOC and remova of
organic pollutantsin their MP&M process wasteweter.
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EPA as0 requests comment on whether the Agency should alow facilities to choose an
indicator pollutant from a given set of choices (e.g., COD, Oil & Grease (assHEM), TOC, Totd
Petroleum Hydrocarbons (as SGT-HEM), etc.) instead of specifying TOC as the only dlowable
indicator parameter. Facilitieswould be required to demondtrate that the reductionsin the
chosen indicator parameter are equivaent to the reduction in the organic congtituents required by
the limit that EPA is proposing for the “Total Organics Parameter” (TOP). EPA isdso interested
in receiving comment on the Agency’s estimate of burden related to preparing an organic
chemicals management plan and the reduction in monitoring burden and associated cost savings
that afacility would expect in each of these suggested dternatives as compared to monitoring for
the TOP ligt (see Section XXII.A. for adiscussion on the estimated burden).

5. Monitoring Hexibility — Totd Sulfide Waiver. EPA is proposing to set numerica
limitations on the discharge of Totd Sulfide from facilitiesin the Generd Metds, Metd

Finishing Job Shops, Printed Wiring Board, Sted Forming & Finishing, and Oily Waste
subcategories. In an effort to reduce monitoring burden on indirect dischargers, EPA is
congdering to dlow awaiver for the monitoring of total sulfide (even when present), at the
discretion of the POTW, when afacility demongtrates that the sulfides will not generate acidic or
corrosive conditions and will not create conditions that enhance opportunities for release of
hydrogen sulfide gas in the sewer/interceptor collection system or at the recaiving POTW or
otherwise interfere with the operation of the POTW. EPA solicits comment on this dternative
and the burden associated with demongtrating that it meets the specified conditions.

6. Oily Operations Wagtewater. Facilitiesin the Oily Wastes subcategory must only
discharge wastewater from one or more of the following MP&M unit operations. dkaine
cleaning for oil removal, aqueous degreasing, corroson preventive coating, floor cleaning,
grinding, heat treating, impact deformation, machining, painting, pressure deformeation, solvent
degreasing, testing (e.g., hydrogtatic, dye penetrant, ultrasonic, magnetic flux), steam cleaning,
and laundering. If they discharge wastewater from any of the above listed operations but dso
discharge wastewater from other MP& M operations, they do not meet the criteria of the Oily
Wastes subcategory. Facilitiesin this subcategory are predominantly machine shops or
maintenance and repair shops. Similarly, EPA is proposing to define the gpplicability of the
Railroad Line Maintenance subcategory using the same set of “oily” unit operations with the
addition of “washing of fina product” at facilities that perform routine cleaning and light
maintenance on railroad engines, cars, and car-whed trucks and Smilar structures. EPA solicits
comment on thelist of “oily” unit operations and whether commenters prefer the use of alist of
unit operations to define the gpplicability or a definition (related to low metds content of the
wastewater). EPA aso requests comment on whether there are additiond MP&M unit
operations that should beincluded in thisligt.

7. Possible Addition of Other Regulated Parameters. The list of parameters which EPA
proposes to regulate under today’ s proposa are listed in the proposed codified rule that
accompanies this preamble. EPA is soliciting comments and data on additiona parameters that
should be consdered for regulation. There are two additiona chemicds that EPA is considering
for regulation under the MP&M rule: dithiocarbamates and carbon disulfide. Dithiocarbamates
isachemicd sructurd group that refersto aset of chemicals, including sodium
dimethyldithiocarbamate, that are used by facilitiesin the MP&M industry for treatment of
chelated metals wastewater (often referred to as“DTC”). It can aso be used as a reducing agent.
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Carbon disulfide can be formed during chelation bresking and other trestment steps. Although
these chemicals are not used in the MP&M processes, they can be used/generated by the
treatment of MP&M wastewater and may cause environmental impacts. EPA is specificaly
interested in data on the trestment of dithiocarbamates and carbon disulfide (including trestment
effectiveness, treetment costs, costs of contract hauling of these wastewater) and on the
environmenta impacts that these chemicas may pose to aguatic life, human hedth, and POTWSs.
In addition, EPA solicits comment on proper management practices for using
dithiocarbamates (DTC) at MP&M facilities. EPA aso requestsinformation on dternative
chemicdls (e.g., hydrazine, sodium borohydride) or technologies for use in chelation breaking as
reducing or precipitation agents and the associated costs and environmental impacts.
8. Possible Ddletion of Regulated Parameters The list of parameters which EPA proposes
to regulate in today’ s proposa are listed in the proposed codified rule that accompaniesthis
preamble. EPA is soliciting comments and data on parameters that should be deleted from
congderation for regulation.
0. Additional Technology Data. The Agency solicits additiona data on the use of
ultrafiltration systems for the remova of oily wastes and organic pollutants and on
microfiltration systems for the remova of meta pollutants and Totad Suspended Solids (TSS) in
relation to process wastewater in the MP&M category. The Agency is particularly interested in
receiving data on: (1) technology performance, including pollutant reduction/eimination; (2)
economics, including initid capita investment, operation and maintenance cogts, payback
period, waste digposa savings, materid input savings, and other savings, (3) overdl energy use,
(4) dudge generation, including metas recoverahility and the ability of dudge to be recycled on
or off-gte; (5) waste ail generation, including oil recovery and the ability of the ail to be recycled
on or off-gte; (6) ar quality impacts and emissions. In addition, as some technologies diminate
or reduce discharges to water, but not to other media, the Agency solicits comments on the
environmental impacts and regulatory costs associated with each technology’ simpact on other
environmentad media. The Agency particularly welcomes comments on technology performance
and cogt from MP&M facilities currently using these systems and from technology vendors and
developers.
10.  Codgsof Contract Hauling MP&M Wastewater and Sludge. EPA’s cost model costs
facilities to contract haul small volumes of process wastewater when the cost is estimated to be
less than ingtalling and operating a wastewater trestment system. EPA used data from the
detailed surveys (see Section V for adiscussion of the Detailed Surveys) to estimate costs
associated with contract hauling MP&M process wastewater and wastewater trestment dudge.
EPA solicits comment on the total cost of contract hauling small volumes of untreated MP& M
process wastewater and how much those costs differ based on the type of wastewater (i., oily
wagtewater, hexavaent chromium:-bearing wastewater, concentrated metal-bearing wastewater,
chelated wastewater). EPA aso solicits comment on the cost to haul hazardous wastewater
treatment dudge.
11. Ultrasonic Cleaning. EPA solicits comment on non-chemica deaning methods, such as
ultrasonic cleaning. Prior to performing surface finishing operations, facilities must cdlean the
metal surface to remove dirt, grit, grease or other surface contaminants that may interfere with
thefinish. Currently, the most common method for cleaning meta parts prior to surface
finishing operaionsis usng an dkdine deaning bath, which may be followed by dectrolytic
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cleaning and rinsing steps, and then an acid bath followed by another rinse step. Recently, some
facilities have started to use ultrasonic cleaning (i.e., the use of sound waves) to clean meta
surfaces prior to eectroplating (or other surface finishing operations). Ultrasonic cleaning
generates awastewater that does not contain acid or dkaline cleaning agents. EPA solicits data
and information on ultrasonic cleaning including the capita and operation and maintenance

cogts, feasability of this method versus more traditional methods, characterization of the
wadtewater generated, size of the ultrasonic cleaning unit, and the limitations on its use (e.g., isit
only available for parts of acertain size or shape?).

12. Mixed-Use Fecility Definition and Determination. Asdiscussed in Sectionlll, EPA is
proposing to cover MP&M process wastewater at mixed-use fadilities (i.e,, any municipd,
private, U.S. military or federd facility which contains both indugtrid and
commercia/adminigrative buildings a which one or more industria Sites conduct operations
within the facility’ s boundaries). However, unlike the typica indugtrid facility, such asan

arcraft or dectronic equipment manufacturing plant with one primary manufacturing activity,

the mgority of military ingalaions are mixed-use facilities and more like municipdities with
severd smdl indudtries as well as other operations within their boundaries. EPA is proposing to
dlow wagtewater generated at different Stes within a mixed-use facility to be dedlt with as
separate discharges for the purpose of applying the appropriate low flow cutoff (when
gpplicable). EPA isproposing to dlow the control authority to useits discretion in determining
which wastewater discharges can be considered separate discharges for the purposes of goplying
the appropriate low flow cutoff (when applicable). The determination would likely be based on
the degree of proximity between industria operations and a practica gpplication of the
requirements for gpplicable MP& M subcategories.

EPA seeks information from facilities (both military and non-military) that believe they
would fal within this mixed-use facility category. In addition, EPA seeks comments on the
choice to dlow control authorities to make this determination and the factors for making such a
decison aswdl as dternative ways to divide a mixed-use facility.

13.  Subcategorization of Metal Finishing Job Shops. EPA is proposing to creste a
subcategory caled “Metd Finishing Job Shops” This subcategory would only include facilities
that are job shops by definition (i.e., they own less than 50 percent of the parts that they process
on-Ste) and are performing one of the Six identifying operations in the existing Meta Finishing
and Electroplating effluent guiddines. Asdiscussed in Section VI.A, EPA choseto
subcategorize these facilities as separate from facilities in the Genera Metals subcategory (which
includes captive metd finishing and dectroplating shops) based on the variahility of therr
wastewater and on economics. Although, the facilitiesin both subcategories are performing
many of the same operations and require the same wastewater treatment technologies. EPA
requests comment on whether to combine the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory with the
Generd Metdls subcategory (or a portion of the Generd Metds subcategory). Thiswould aso
include combining the data sets from which EPA sets the numericd limitsfor the rule.

In addition, the Agency notes that today’ s proposa sets alow flow exclusion for the
indirect dischargersin the Generd Metd's subcategory to reduce permitting burden, but does not
st alow flow excluson for the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory, as those facilities
dready have permits under exigting effluent guidelines (see Sections11.D, VI.C, and XI1 for
discussons on the low flow excluson). However, EPA notes that the proposed limits and

234



standards for the Meta Finishing Job Shops subcategory are somewhat |ess stringent than those
being proposad for the Generdl Metds subcategory. EPA solicits comment on whether the use
of the low flow exclusion for indirect dischargers in the Genera Metds subcategory versus no
excluson for facilities in the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory would cause ashift away
from the use of job shops or whether the difference in numeric limitations would prevent such a
shift.

14. Printed Wiring Board Job Shops. EPA solicits comment on the best placement, in terms
of subcategoriztion, for printed wiring board “job shops” EPA hasidentified asmall number of
fecilities that perform some stepsin the printed wiring board manufacturing process. For
example, a printed wiring board manufacturer may contract out the tin/lead soldering operations
to a printed wiring board job shop. Such afacility never performs dl the steps necessary for
manufacturing printed wiring boards. EPA is proposing to include these facilitiesin the Metdl
Finishing Job Shops subcategory due to their smilarity in economics (due to the “job shop”
nature of their work). However, EPA is soliciting comment on whether it is more gppropriate to
include these printed wiring board job shopsin the Printed Wiring Board subcategory. More
specificaly, EPA requests data on the characterization of the wastewater from printed wiring
board job shops, the variahility of their raw materias, and the variahility of the wasteweter they
generate.

15. BMPsin lieu of numericd limitations. EPA solicits comment on dlowing MP&M
fadilities to demongrate compliance through ingtalation of well-operated and maintained
treastment systlems. For example, instead of meeting a cyanide limit, the facility would
demongtrate and keep records of the ingtdlation and ongoing use of awell-operated and
maintained cyanide destruction unit that monitors oxidationreduction potentid (ORP). EPA is
particularly interested in comments on how to define “well-operated and maintained” and
estimates of the burden (in labor hours and dollars) required to keep records sufficient for
demonstrating compliance and prepare arelated certification statement.

EPA dso solicits comment from control and permitting authorities on whether such an
approach would increase or decrease their burden related to determining compliance and by how
much (in labor hours and dollars). Comments should account for maintaining certifications and
conducting inspections. EPA aso requests comment on whether such an gpproach would be
protective of the environment.

16.  Applicability to facilities with ancillary MP&M operations. EPA solicits comment on the
language used to define gpplicability in regards to facilities that are not manufacturing,
maintaining or rebuilding metd parts, products or machines for use in the 18 industrid sectors
and that only perform MP&M operations (e.g., maintenance and repair of metal parts and
machines) as ancillary activities. For example, as discussed in Section 111, EPA does not intend
for the MP&M proposal to include process wastewater discharges from an on-Ste machine or
maintenance shop at afacility engaged in the manufacture of organic chemicas when the facility
operates that shop to maintain the equipment related to manufacturing their products (i.e.,
organic chemicas). EPA solicits comment on the clarity of this statement and specificaly
reguests comment on dternative language. For example, EPA could use the following language
indteed: “facilities that perform on-site maintenance and repair of equipment used to produce a
product or perform an operation (e.g., manufacturing of organic chemicas) where the
wastewater generated is aready covered by effluent guidelines for another point source category
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(with the exception of the Metd Finishing or Electroplating effluent guideines) are excluded
from the gpplicability of the MP&M regulation.”

17. Non-Chromium Anodizing. EPA is proposing to exclude wasteweter from indirect
discharging non-chromium anodizing facilities (that aso do not use dichromate sedants) from
the MP&M categorical pretrestment standards. Such facilities would still need to comply with
the pretrestment standards of the Metal Finishing (40 CFR 433) effluent guidelines for their non-
chromium anodizing wastewater and the general pretreatment standards at 40 CFR Part 403.
EPA isproposing limitsfor direct dischargersin this subcategory. EPA solicits comment on
whether the applicable standards for indirect discharging non-chromium anodizers should be
transferred from 40 CFR Part 433 to the MP& M regulation in order to include dl non-chromium
anodizers under one regulation. Because today’ s proposal includes a monitoring waiver for
pollutants that are not present (see Section XXI.C.1 for a discussion on the monitoring waiver),
the Agency believes that transferring the pretrestment standards for these facilities to the MP&M
regulation would alow non-chromium anodizing indirect dischargers to reduce the number of
parameters for which they have to monitor.

In addition, EPA solicits comment and data on the chromium content of sulfuric acid
anodizing baths, anodizing dyes/sedants, and other wastewater from sulfuric acid anodizing.
EPA isespecidly interested in data that provides measurement of hexavalent chromium separate
from thet of trivalent chromium or total chromium.

18.  Cyanide Monitoring. EPA is proposing to dlow facilities, in subcategories with limits
and standards for cyanide, to so monitor for amenable cyanide when they have dkdine
chlorination trestment in place prior to commingling their wastewater (see detailed discusson in
Section XXI1.C.3). Thepoint of complianceis based on monitoring for total cyanide (or
amenable cyanide) directly after cyanide trestment, before combining the cyanide treated
effluent with other wastestreams. EPA is aso proposing an dternative where afacility may take
samples of find effluent, in order to meet the total cyanide limit, if the control authority adjusts
the permit limits based on the dilution ratio of the cyanide wastestream flow to the effluent flow.
EPA is proposing to dlow end-of- pipe dternative sampling point for amenable cyanide as well;
however, in addition to adjusting the permit limits based on the dilution ratio, facilities must

have dkdine chlorination trestment in place prior to the commingling of their cyanide-bearing
wastewater with other process wastewater. The Agency notes thisis very smilar to the language
used in the Metd Finishing effluent guidelines (40 CFR Part 433). EPA solicits comment on this
approach.

19. Compliance Codt for BAT Facilities. EPA has based the numeric limitations for today’s
proposed rule on wastewater sampling analytica data from facilities that the Agency believesto
be operating “best available technology.” Thisincludes pollution prevention and water
conservation practices as well as wastewater trestment systems. However, because EPA uses
more than one facility to determine the achievable long-term average concentrations and
varigbility factors (see Section VII1.B for adiscusson on cdculation of limits), not al mode
fadilities are achieving the long-term average concentrations for al pollutantsin their wastewater
a dl times. Therefore, EPA has included compliance cogts to enhance these model BAT
facilities to meet the proposed long-term average concentrations for al regulated pollutants. For
example, modd BAT facilities may incur costs for additiona operationa controls or for
additiona equipment or chemica additives that will dlow them to target more than one metd
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typein their wastewater treatment system. EPA solicits comment on this gpproach and the
adequacy of operationd changes and treatment enhancementsfor BAT facilities to consastently
and rdiably achieve full compliance with proposed limitations. EPA aso solicits comment and
data on additiona costs that modd BAT facilities may incur that EPA has not included in the
cost model for this proposal.

20.  SpaceLimitations. EPA solicits comment on the extent to which aMP&M facility can
ingal or upgrade its current trestment system to meet the proposed limits within the space they
currently occupy. More specificaly, when facilities are located in urban areas with little space
for expanson, can fadilities Hill ingall the trestment necessary (consider the inclusion of
pollution prevention and water conservation practices) to meet the proposed limits. If not, can
such facilities use pallution prevention and water conservation practicesand ingall
micrdfiltration sysemsindead of ingaling or enlarging their existing darifiers within the space
they currently occupy?

21. Segregation of Waste Streams. EPA solicits comment and informeation on the problems/
issues with segregation of waste streams for performing preliminary trestment steps as described
in Section VIII. EPA isespecidly interested in data on the costs associated with retrofitting
equipment to segregate waste streams.

22. Revison to POTW Removas. EPA usesthe pollutant by pollutant percent removas
achieved by POTWs (nationd average of well-operated POTWs with secondary treatment) to
give credit to the pretrestment system and to conduct the “ Pass Through” andysis for selecting
regulated parameters for pretrestment standards.

In calculating the pollutant removals achieved by the sdected technology option for
today’ s proposed rule (for wastewater generated by indirect dischargers), EPA does not take
“credit” for removing the portion of pollutant loadings that are currently removed by the
POTWs. Inaddition, EPA performs a comparison of the percentage of a pollutant removed by
POTWs with the percentage of the pollutant removed by discharging facilities gpplying EPA’s
selected technology option (BAT). In most cases, (particularly for metals and non-volatile
organics) EPA has concluded that a pollutant passes through the POTW when the median
percentage removed nationwide by representative POTW:s (those meeting secondary trestment
requirements) is less than the median percentage removed by facilities complying with BAT
effluent limitations guiddines for that pollutant. EPA notes that the Pass Through Analys's uses
adifferent standard for “pass through” than that used by POTWSs to determine compliance with
the Genera Pretreatment Standards (40 CFR Part 403).

Recently, EPA has revisited the databases used (see Section XI11.A for adiscussion of the
databases and the editing criteria used) to determine the percent remova of pollutants achieved
by the nationd average of well-operated POTWs. Previoudy, EPA edited data at or near the
minimum level for POTW performance based on the editing criteriaused to caculate BAT
limitations. EPA is congdering revisng the POTW data editing criteria. Given the range of
andytica minimum levels and their influence on calculated percent removals, EPA is
conddering severd editing dternatives, detailed in Section XIV. The Agency solicits comments
on potentia revisons to the pass-through methodology.

23.  Toxic Weighting Fectors. EPA has developed Toxic Weighting Factors (TWFs) usng a
combination of toxicity data on human hedlth and aquatic life. EPA develops TWFsreativeto
the toxicity of copper. (See Section XVII or the Cost- Effectiveness Andyss Document for this

237



proposed rule for amore detailed discussion of toxic weighting factors). TWFs are multipliers
that are gpplied to the mass of pollutants discharged (or removed) to generate toxic-weighted
pound-equivaents. EPA uses toxic pound-equivaents to indicate the amount of toxicity that a
pollutant may exert on human hedth and agudtic life rdative to other pollutants. Conventiond
pollutants such as BOD, TSS, Oil & Grease (ass HEM) and other bulk parameters do not have
toxic weighting factors. As scientists and researchers develop and publish new human hedth
and aguatic toxicity datafor various pollutants, EPA must revise the TWFs. EPA has
documented the changes to TWFs in the Cost- Effectiveness Analysis document for this proposed
rule. EPA solicits comment on these changes.

24. Phosphoric Acid Cleaning. In regards to the gpplicability of the Oily Wastes subcategory,
EPA is soliciting comment on the differences in metals content of wastewater generated from
“light” phosphoric acid operations (such as some phosphoric acid etching operations and
cleaning operations using phosphoric acid solutions) and from phosphate conversion coating.
EPA is consdering induding phosphoric acid etching and cleaning using phosphoric acid
solutionsin the definition of “oily operations’ discussed in Section VI.C.6. However, the
Agency is not considering the inclusion of phosphate conversion coating as one of the “oily
operations.” Based on EPA’ s database for this proposal, EPA believes that wastewater generated
from phosphate conversion coating operations contains high levels of zinc and manganese. EPA
isespecidly interested in anaytical data from sampling wastewater thet is representative of

either of these operations.

25. Organics Management Plan for Oily Wastes Subcategory. EPA solicits comment on
whether Stes with sgnificant amounts of oil-bearing wasteweter (for example, afacility in the
Oily Wadtes subcategory) should be digible for the use of an organic pollutant management plan
as described Section XX1.C.2. Based on the current data base, EPA believes that wastewater
generated by facilities in the Oily Wastes subcategory require end-of - pipe treatment to reduce
the concentrations of organic pollutants and that an organic management plan done may not
adequately control organic-bearing wastewater at facilities containing sgnificant quantities of
oil-bearing wastewater.

26. NSPS and PSNS Technology Option. EPA is proposing NSPS and PSNS for the General
Metds, Metd Finishing Job Shops, Printed Wiring Board, and Steed Forming and Finishing
subcategories based on BAT Option 4. This proposed option includes in-process flow control
and pollution prevention, segregation of wastewater streams, preliminary trestment steps as
necessary (including oils remova by ultrefiltration), chemica precipitation using lime or sodium
hydroxide, and solids separation using amicrofilter. The Agency aso strongly consdered
proposing NSPS and PSN'S for these subcategories based on ultrafiltration for oil and grease
remova and chemica precipitation followed by sedimentation for TSS and metals removal.
Thisoption is equivaent to BAT Option 2 with the oil/water separator replaced by an ultr&filter.
The Agency is soliciting comment and data on this option for NSPS and PSNS for the find rule.
27. Totd Sulfide. EPA is soliciting comment on the gppropriate anaytica method for
andyzing totd sulfide in wastewater from MP&M facilities, specificaly in regard to

interferences from reducing agents or organic chemicals present in the wastewater. The Agency
used EPA Method 376.1 for seven wastewater sampling episodes, EPA Method 376.2 a one
episode, and Standard Method 4500-S2 for three sampling episodes that were performed for EPA
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by aloca POTW. Stakeholders have suggested that presence of reducing agents and organic
chemicds can interfere with EPA Method 376.1, leading to over estimates of total sulfide.

EPA performed matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate recoveries as part of its QA/QC
procedures on these samples. If the matrix spikeis recovered quantitatively (e.g., 75 -125%), it
isunlikely that an interferenceis present. The data narratives for these samples did not cite any
QA/QC outliers. However, some interferences could still be present. (The data narratives can be
found in Section 5.2 of the public record.) EPA intends to perform additional sampling for total
aulfide following this proposal using both EPA Method 376.1 and 376.2. EPA notes that it
collected the data used for estimating total sulfide pollutant loadings in raw wastewater (i.e., in
wagtewater from MP&M unit operations) at sampling points located prior to treatment
technol ogies which introduce reducing agents (i.e., chelation breaking). In addition, the data that
EPA used to develop the numerical limitation for total sulfide was from a Ste thet did not add
reducing agents to treet its wastewater.

EPA solicits comment on the various sulfide methods and whether these methods are
appropriate for anaytica wastewater sampling at MP& M facilities. EPA dso solicits raw
wadtewater and trestment performance data for total sulfide.

28. Limitsfor the Non-Chromium Anodizing Subcategory. EPA is soliciting comment on two
issues relating to the proposed limitations for the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory.
These two issues are discussed below.

EPA isproposng an effluent limitation for duminum applicable to exising and new
direct dischargersin the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory. Because EPA does not have
data from any direct discharging non-chromium anodizers, it based the proposed duminum
limitation on two indirect discharging non-chromium anodizers. However, the Agency does not
believe that these indirect discharging facilities were achieving effluent levels of duminum that
reflect BAT. Because duminum assigtsin the flocculation of wastewater & POTWS prior to
sedimentation, many POTWSs do not set stringent pretrestment standards for uminum from
non-chromium anodizers. EPA is not proposing pretreatment standards for auminum in today’s
proposa for that reason. In addition, neither the Electroplating (40 CFR 413) nor the Meta
Finishing (40 CFR 433) effluent guidelines contain pretrestment standards for auminum.
Therefore, the Agency does not bdlieve that these two facilities targeted duminum in their
wastewater treatment operations. EPA believes that a non-chromium anodizer employing Option
2 technologies can achieve effluent concentrations of duminum much lower than those proposed
today. Therefore, EPA is soliciting data and comment on effective remova of auminum from
non-chromium anodizing wastestreams.  See Section X XIV for guiddines for submitting
andytica data

EPA is proposing effluent limitations for new and existing direct dischargers for
manganese, nickd and zinc for facilities in the Non-Chromium Anodizing subcategory. The
Agency based these effluent limitations on facilities in the Generd Metals subcategory
employing the Option 2 treatment technology because it did not have adequate wastewater
treatment information on these meta's from non-chromium anodizing facilities. EPA solicits
data and comment on the treatment of manganese, nickel, and zinc from non-chromium
anodizing facilities employing Option 2 trestment. See Section XXV for guiddines for
submitting andytica data.
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29. Limitsfor the Printed Wiring Subcategory. EPA is proposing effluent limitations for
chromium, copper, lead, and zinc for exiging facilitiesin the Printed Wiring Boards

subcategory. The Agency based these effluent limitations on facilities in the Generd Metas
subcategory employing the Option 2 treatment technology because it did not have adequate
wastewater trestmert information on these metals from printed wiring board facilities employing
Option 2 trestment. EPA solicits data and comment on the trestment of chromium, copper, lead,
and zinc at printed wiring board facilities employing Option 2 treatment. See Section XXI1V for
guiddines for submitting analyticd deta

30. Cyanide Loadings and Removals. EPA solicits comment and data (at the point directly
following cyanide destruction trestment) on achievable effluent concentrations of cyanide (or
amenable cyanide) from MP&M facilities that are currently regulated under the Metd Finishing
effluent guidelines (40 CFR 433). EPA’sDesign & Cost Modd for the MP&M rule estimates
pollutant loadings for the industry before and after compliance with the proposed regulation. For
the purposes of estimating basdine loadings (i.e., current discharges) for modd fecilities (i.e.,
urvey Stes) currently covered by the Meta Finishing or Electroplating effluent guiddines that
indicated in their survey questionnaire that they both generate wastewater from cyanide-bearing
operations and have cyanide treatment in place, EPA assumed that these sites were achieving the
LTA concentrations achieved by EPA’s sampled MP&M BAT facilities (sampled at the point
directly following cyanide destruction trestment).

For modd sites currently covered by the Metd Finishing or Electroplating effluent
guiddines that indicated in their survey questionnaire that they generate wastewater from
cyanide-bearing operations but did not indicate that they have cyanide treatment in place, EPA
used information from EPA sampling of cyanide bearing units operations (i.e., raw wastewater
loads) to estimate basdine loads prior to implementing the technology option under
consderation (note that cyanide loadings were not andyzed separately by subcategory). On a
nationa bass, EPA estimates that 65% (2,315) of MP& M facilities discharging cyanide-bearing
wastewater do not have treatment in place for cyanide destruction. EPA based this nationd
estimate on responses to survey questionnaires. This methodology implicitly assumes that many
of these facilities may not be achieving the cyanide removas that were projected for the Meta
Finishing and Electroplating effluent guiddines. In addition to the request for data above, EPA
aso requests comment on its method for determining basdline cyanide loadings. (See Section
6.5 of the public record for amemorandum that includes a table of the comparison of cyanide
using Sites versus cyanide treeting Sites.)

31. Subcategorization. EPA explainsitsrationde for its proposed subcategorization schemein
Section VI. EPA isproposing to subdivide the MP&M indudtria category into the following 8
subcategories. Generd Metads, Metd Finishing Job Shops, Non-Chromium Anodizing, Printed
Wiring Boards, Sted Forming and Finishing, Oily Wastes, Railroad Line Maintenance, and
Shipbuilding Dry Dock. The Agency believesits proposed subcategories make sense, but
requests comment on other possible subcategories. Commenters should include data to support
their suggestions where possible.

32. Cost Savings Associated with Pollution Prevention and Water Conservation. As discussed
in Section V111, EPA’s proposed technology options include the incorporation of water
conservation techniques and pollution prevention technologies. In al cases, EPA’s options that
incorporated these technologies and practices costed |ess and removed more pollutants than those
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optionsthat did not. EPA requests comment on its determination that pollution prevention,
recycle, and water conservation result in net cost savingsto facilities, and examples of any
specific Stuations where this may not be true,

33. Assessment of Treatment System Performance. Asdiscussed in Section VI, EPA excluded
data from chemica precipitation and clarification systems a which the concentration of most of
the metds present in the influent stream did not decrease, indicating poor treatment. Although
EPA believesthisis an gppropriate practice, in order to focus on facilities with well-run
trestment systems, it dso introduces arisk of biasng estimates of trestment effectiveness
upwards with respect to identifying pollutant removas on anationd bass. If aparticular meta

is not able to be effectively removed by a particular trestment train, but its concentration
fluctuates randomly over time in both the influent and the effluent, then retaining only data
showing pogtive “removas’ may give a mideading impression of effectiveness of thet trestment
technology nationdly. Some commenters have raised thisissue in the past particularly with
respect to boron, which those commenters believe is not effectively removed by certain treatment
trains where EPA’ s data (edited to include only decreases) appears to show removas. EPA is
continuing to assess this concern both with regards to metalsin generd and with regards to boron
in particular. EPA requests comment on thisissue and suggestions for addressing it.

34. How Cutoff Level for the Generd Metals Subcategory. As explained in Sections XI1 and
XIIl, EPA isproposng a1l MGY flow cutoff for existing and new indirect discharging facilities
in the Generd Metas subcategory. EPA requests comment on the 1 MGY flow cutoff and
whether ahigher or lower cutoff would be appropriate. EPA aso requests comment on whether
the flow cutoff should be different for facilities currently covered under 40 CFR 413 or 433 and
whether or not that would create an unfair economic advantage for those facilities (e.g., captive
electroplating shops in Generd Metals remaining regulated under 40 CFR 433 but Metd
Finishing Job Shops being regulated under the proposed MP&M rule).

35. How Cutoff Level for the Meta Finishing Job Shops Subcategory. As explained in Sections
Xl and X111, EPA isnot proposing aflow cutoff for existing or new indirect discharging
facilitiesin the Metd Finishing Job Shops subcategory. The Agency concluded that the pollutant
reductions associated with the proposed option (Option 2) were feasible and achievable and the
economic impacts were not substantialy mitigeted under the 1 MGY flow cutoff. EPA requests
comment on the use of aflow cutoff for this subcategory.

36. Flow Cutoff Leve for the Printed Wiring Board Subcategory. As explained in Sections XI|
and XII1, EPA isnot proposing aflow cutoff for existing or new indirect discharging facilitiesin
the Printed Wiring Board subcategory. The Agency concluded that the pollutant reductions
associated with the proposed option (Option 2) were feasible and achievable and the economic
impacts were not mitigated at a1 MGY flow cutoff for this subcategory. The Agency solicits
commentsonal MGY flow cutoff. Under this scenario, exigting regulation would continue to
apply. EPA solicits comment on the implementation and market consequences of this option.

37. How Cutoff Levd for the Stedd Forming and Finishing Subcategory. Asexplained in
Sections X11 and XII1, EPA isnot proposing aflow cutoff for existing or new indirect
discharging facilities in the Steel Forming and Finishing subcategory. However, EPA solicits
comment on flow cutoffs at the 1, 2, and 3MGY levels. Under these flow cutoff scenarios,
exiging regulations would continue to apply. EPA solicits comment on implementation and
market consequences of these options.
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38. How Cutoff Levd for the Oily Wastes Subcategory. Asexplained in Sections XI1 and XIllI,
EPA isproposng a2 MGY flow cutoff for existing and new indirect discharging facilitiesin the
Oily Wastes subcategory. It is proposing the2 MGY flow cutoff primarily to reduce the burden
on POTWs, and solicits comment on a3 MGY cutoff.

39. For the General Metas, Meta Finishing Job Shops, Printed Wiring Boards, and Steel
Forming and Finishing subcategories, EPA is proposing new source performance standards and
pretreatment standards for new sources based on Option 4. EPA noted in Section IX inthe
discussion of its consderation of this technology for BPT/BAT for each of these subcategories
that it isnot being proposed for BPT because the additiona removals, while large when
conddered across the entire population of exigting facilities, were not significant on a per facility
bas's, and because of concerns with potentia increased loadings (relative to Option 2) of COD
and organic pollutants. EPA requests comment on basing NSPS on Option 2 for the above
subcategories for the same reasonsiit is proposing to base BPT/BAT on Option 2.

40. Monitoring Cogts. In estimating annua monitoring costs for modd fadilitiesin EPA’s
MP&M Design and Cost Modd, the Agency assumed that facilities meeting locd limitations or
nationd effluent limitation guidelines and pretrestment stlandards will aready incur monitoring
cods. EPA solicits comment on the whether facilities will incur additiona monitoring costs to
comply with today’ s proposa (and how much that monitoring would cost). EPA has
incorporated severad options for adding additiond flexibility in regards to monitoring (See
Section XX1.C for a discussion on monitoring flexibility). EPA expects that these proposed
flexibilitieswill decrease the overdl burden and cogts of anayticd wastewater monitoring for
facilities within the scope of thisrule.

41. Cashflow assumption. Asdiscussed in Section XV1, basdine cash flow is defined as the
sum of reported net income and depreciation. The measure iswiddy used within industry in
evauating capita investment decisions because both net income and depreciation (whichisan
accounting offset againg income, but not an actua cash expenditure) are potentialy available to
finance future investment. However, assuming that total basdine cash flow is available over an
extended time horizon (for example, 15 years) to finance investments related to environmenta
compliance could overdate a Ste's ability to comply. In particular, the cost of existing capita
equipment (not associated with regulatory compliance) is not netted out of cash flow, asit is of
income through the subtraction of depreciation. Thus, any costs associated with either replacing
exiging capital equipment, or repaying money that was previoudy borrowed to pay for it, are
omitted from the facility andysis. EPA requests comment on its use of cash flow as ameasure
of resources available to finance environmenta compliance and suggestions for dternative
methodologies. (See Section XXII of today’s notice.)

42. Alterndives for Etablishing Permit Effluent Limitations and Standards for the Sted
Forming and Finishing subcategory. Asdiscussed in Section XX1.B, EPA is soliciting comment
on severd dternative approaches for the development of mass-based limitations for the Stedl
Forming and Finishing subcategory. These gpproaches may result in more stringent mass-based
permits/control mechanisms for some facilities with better protection of the environment for the
entire life of apermit/control mechanism and may result in higher cods. Each dternative
requires that production from unit operations that do not generate or discharge process
wadtewater shdl not be included in the caculation of operating rates. EPA solicits comments on
these dternatives to the proposed production basis for calculating effluent limitations and
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pretreatment standards used in NPDES permits or control mechanisms. In particular, the Agency
solicits comments on related costs and any technical difficulties that sted forming and finishing
facilities might have in meeting limits during short periods of high production. EPA dso solicits
other options for consderation including whether to dlow concentration-based limitsfor this
subcategory and any rationae for doing so.

43. Benefit Andyss. Asexplained in Section XX, benefits analyses for past effluent guiddines
have been limited in the range of benefits addressed which has hindered EPA’ s ahility to
compare the benefits and costs of rules comprehensively. The Agency isworking to improve its
benefits analyses, including applying methodologies that have now become wdl established in
the naturd resources vauation fidd , but have not been used previoudy in the effluent guidelines
program. EPA was particularly interested in expanding its benefits andysisfor thisrule to
include water-based recregtiona activities other than fishing. EPA has therefore expanded upon
its traditional methodologies in the benefits andyss for the proposed MP&M rule. Past effluent
guidelines andyses have included human hedlth benefits, economic productivity benefits such as
reduced costs for POTW dudge disposal, recreationd benefits for fishing, and nonuse values.
The additiona analysis contained in this rule expands on the traditiona andlyss by adding
benefits to participants in boating, svimming, and viewing (i.e,, near-water recreation). Because
EPA has not yet resolved some anomélies in the extrapolation of the andysis to the nationd
level, the monetized benefits for these new categories are not included in the summary
satements of benefits for the proposed rule. However, EPA isincluding these anaysesin the
EEBA to present the new methodologies and their results as gpplied to the MP&M rule for
public comment.

Although EPA is confident in the sample-based results, EPA believesthat the large
number of viewers and boaters projected to benefit from the rule a the nationd level may
indicate a need to revise its procedures for scaling up from sampled facilities to the nationd
level. This smple extrgpolation technique used in both the cost and benefit analyses may bias
both estimates and may have the unintended effect of overcounting the number of benefitting
boaters and wildlife viewers. EPA recognizes that extrapolating from sample facility to national
results introduces uncertainty in the analysis and is continuing to explore ways to reduce this
uncertainty. The Agency is requesting comment on the methods used to extrapolate sample
results to nationd benefit esimates. EPA is dso specificaly soliciting comment on severd of
the other methodological approaches used in the new analysis including the benefits transfer of
vaues from studies that did not specificaly address boating and wildlife viewing to these
activities, and the extent to which activities such as recreationd boating and wildlife viewing are
applicable to children. EPA may include additional categories of monetized benefits estimates
based on these new methodol ogies, as revised based on comment and peer review, inits
economic andysis for the find rule.

XXIV. Guidelinesfor Submission of Analytical Data

EPA requests that commenters to today's proposed rule submit andytica, flow, and
production data to supplement data collected by the Agency during the regulatory devel opment
process. To ensure that commenter data may be effectively evaluated by the Agency, EPA has
devel oped the following guiddines for submission of data

A. Types of Data Requested
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1. EPA requests paired influent and effluent trestment data for each of the technologies
identified in the technology options (especidly in cases where paired datawill be hdpful in
assessing variability), aswell as any additiona technologies applicable to the treatment of

MP&M wastewater. This includes end- of-pipe trestment technologies and in-process treatment,
recycling, water reuse, or meta recovery technologies. Submisson of effluent data only is not
aufficient for full andys's; the corresponding influent data must be provided.

For submissions of paired influent and effluent trestment data, a minimum of four days of
data are required for EPA to assess variability. Submissons of pared influent and effluent
treatment data should include: a process diagram of the treatment system; treatment chemical
addition rates;, sampling point locations, sample collection dates; influent and effluent flow rates
for each trestment unit during the sampling period; dudge or waste oil generation rates; a brief
discussion of the treetment technology sampled; and alist of unit operations contributing to the
sampled wastestream.  EPA requests data for systems that are treating only process wastewater.
Systems treating non-process wastewater (e.g., sanitary wastewater or non-contact cooling
water) will not be evauated by EPA. 1n addition to data for the analytes discussed below, data
for tota suspended solids (TSS) and pH must be included with submissons of treetment data. 1
available, information on capital cost, annua (operation and maintenance) cost, and treatment
capacity should be included for each trestment unit within the system.

2. EPA aso requests flow, production, and andlytical data from MP&M unit operations,
rinses, and wet air pollution control devices. Submissions of andytica datafor MP&M unit
operations and rinses should include a process diagram of the unit operation; a description of the
purpose and performance of the operation; production data associated with the sampling period;
flow rates associated with the sampling period (i.e., continuous discharge flow rates, intermittent
discharge rates and frequencies, or volume of bath and time of last discharge for stagnant baths);
sample type (grab or composite); temperature and pH of each sample; sample collection dates;
known process bath condtituents; sampling point locations; and, the volume, discharge
frequency, and destination of dl process wasteweter, waste il, or dudge generated by the unit
operation.

Associated production data should be provided in the following units: mass of metd
removed (for abrasive jet machining, eectrica discharge machining, grinding, machining, and
plasma arc machining operations), in sandard cubic feet of ar flow (for wet air pollution control
operations), or surface area of parts processed (for al other unit operations). Flow, production,
and analytica data should al correspond to the same period of time. When applicable, a
description of any pollution prevention technologies used at the Ste for the unit operations,
including cost savings and pollution reduction estimates should be provided.

B. Analytes Requested

EPA consdered metad, organic, conventiona, and other nonconventiona pollutant
parameters for regulation under the MP& M Category. Based on andytical data collected, the
Agency initidly identified 132 pollutant parameters as MP&M “pollutants of concern.”
Complete lists of pollutant parameters considered for regulation and pollutants of concern (as
well as the criteria used to identify each of these pollutant parameters) are briefly discussed in
Section VII and fully discussed the Technica Development Document for this proposal. The
Agency requests andytica datafor any of the 132 pollutants of concern and for any other
pollutant parameters which commentors believe are of concern inthe MP&M industry. TSS and
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pH data are requested for dl samples. Table XXI1V-1 presents the EPA andytical methods for
these pollutants. Commentors should use these methods or equivaent methods for andyses, and
should document the method used for dl data submissons.

C. Quality Assurance/ Quality Control (QA/QC) Reguirements

EPA based today’ s proposed regulations on andytical data collected by EPA usng
rigorous QA/QC checks. These QA/QC checks include procedures specified in each of the
andytical methods, as wdll as procedures used for the MP&M sampling program in accordance
with EPA sampling and andlysis protocols. The Agency requests that submissons of anaytica
data include documentation of QA/QC procedures.

EPA followed the QA/QC procedures specified in the andytica methods listed in Table
XXIV-1. These QA/QC procedures include sample preservation and the use of method blanks,
matrix spikes, matrix spike duplicates, laboratory duplicate samples, and Q standard checks (eg.,
continuing calibration blanks). EPA requedts that sites provide detection limitsfor al non
detected pollutants. EPA aso requests that composite samples be collected for dl flowing
wastewater streams (except for analyses requiring grab samples, such as oil and grease), Stes
collect and analyze 10 percent field duplicate samples to assess sampling variability, and sites
provide data for equipment blanks for volatile organic pollutants when automatic compositors
are used to collect samples.

Table XX1V-1: EPA Analytical Methods for use with MP&M

Parameter EPA Method

Acidity 305.1
Alkdinity 310.1
Ammonia as Nitrogen 350.1
BOD 5-Day (Carbonaceous) 405.1
Chemica Oxygen Demand (COD) 410.1

410.2
Chloride 325.3
Cyanide, Tota 335.2
Cyanide, Amenable 335.1
Huoride 340.2
Metds 1620
Voldile Organics 1624
Semivolatile Organics 1625
Nitrogen, Tota Kjeldahl 351.2
Oil and Grease 413.2
Oil and Grease (ass HEM) 1664
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pH 150.1
Phenalics, Total Recoverable 420.2
Phosphorus, Total 365.4
Sulfate 375.4
Sulfide, Totd 376.2
Totd Dissolved Solids (TDS) 160.1
Tota Organic Carbon (TOC) 415.1
Tota Petroleum Hydrocarbons (as SGT-HEM) 1664
Totd Suspended Solids (TSS) 160.2
Weak-Acid Dissociable Cyanide 1677
Ziram 630.1

Appendix A To The Preamble- Abbreviations, Acronyms, and Other Terms Used in This
Notice

Act - The Clean Water Act

Agency - U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency

AWQC- Ambient Water Qudlity Criteria

BAT -Best available technology economicaly achievable, as defined by section 304(b)(2)(B) of
the Act.

BCT -Best conventiond pollutant control technology, as defined by section 304(b)(4) of the Act.
BMP -Best management practices, as defined by section 304(e) of the Act.

BPT -Best practicable control technology currently available, as defined by section 304(b)(1) of
the Act.

CAA - Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et. seg., as amended)

CBI - Confidentid Business Information

Clean Water Act - (33 U.S.C 1251 €t. seq., as amended)

Conventiond Pollutants - Constituents of wastewater as determined by section 304(a)(4) of the
Act and the regulations thereunder 40 CFR 401.16, including pollutants classfied as biochemicd
oxygen demand, suspended solids, oil and grease, fecd coliform, and pH.

CE - Cos Effectiveness

DAF - Dissolved Air Flotation

Direct Discharger - Anindustrid discharger that introduces wastewater to awater of the United
States with or without treestment by the discharger.

EEA - Economic and Environmenta Impact Assessment of the Proposed Effluent Limitations
Guiddines and Standards for the Metdl Products & Machinery Industry. This document presents
the methodology employed to assess economic and environmental impacts of the proposed rule
and the results of the andlysis.

Effluent Limitation - A maximum amount, per unit of time, production, volume or other unit, of
each specific condtituent of the effluent from an exiting point source that is sUbject to limitation.
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Effluent limitations may be expressed as a mass loading or as a concentration in milligrams of
pollutant per liter discharged.

End-of-Pipe Treatment - Refers to those processes that treat a plant waste stream for pollutant
removd prior to discharge.

FTE- Full Time Equivdents (related to the number of employees)

HAP - Hazardous Air Pollutant

HEM - Hexane Extractable Materid refers to an anayticad method (EPA Method 1664) for
determining the level of oil and grease that does not use Freon extraction.

Indirect Discharger - Anindustrial discharger that introduces wastewater into a publicly owned
treatment works.

MP&M - Metd Products and Machinery point source category

NCEPI - EPA’sNationd Center for Environmental Publications

NESHAP - Nationd Emisson Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

NRMRL - EPA’s Nationd Risk Management Research Laboratory (formerly RREL - EPA’s
Risk Reduction Engineering Laboratory).

MACT - Maximum Achievable Control Technology (gpplicable to NESHAPS)
Nonconventiona Pollutants - Pollutants that have not been designated as either conventiona
pollutants or priority pollutants.

NPDES - Nationd Pollutant Discharge Elimination system, a Federd Program requiring industry
dischargers, including municipalities, to obtain permits to discharge pollutants to the nation's
water, under section 402 of the Act.

OCPSF - Organic chemicals, plastics, and synthetic fibers manufacturing point source category
(40 CFR part 414).

ORP - Oxidation-Reduction Potential

POTW - Publicly owned treatment works.

Priority Pollutants - The 126 pollutants listed in 40 CFR part 423, appendix A.

PPA - Pollutant Prevention Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 13101 et seg., Pub. L. 101-508, November 5,
1990)

PSES - Pretrestment Standards for existing sources of indirect discharges, under section 307(b)
of the Act.

PSNS - Pretreatment standards for new sources of indirect discharges, under sections 307(b) and
(¢) of the Act.

SIC - Standards Industrid Classification, a numerica categorization scheme used by the U.S.
Department of Commerce to denote segments of industry.

SGP - EPA’s Nationd Metdl Finishing Strategic God's Program.

SGT-HEM - SilicaGd Tresated - Hexane Extractable Materid refersto the freon-free oil and
grease method (EPA Method 1664) used to measure the portion of oil and grease that issmilar
to total petroleum hydrocarbons.

SIU - Significant Industrid User as defined in the Genera Pretrestment Regulations (40 CFR
part 403)

Technica Deveopment Document (TDD) - Development Document for Effluent Limitations
Guidelines and Standards for the Metal Products and Machinery Point Source Category.

TOC - Total Organic Carbon (EPA Method 415.1)

TOP - Totd Organics Parameter
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TRI - Toxic Release Inventory

TTO - Totd Toxic Organics as defined in the Metd Finishing effluent guiddines (40 CFR part
433).

TWEF - Toxic Weighting Factor

VOC - Voldile Organic Compound
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List of Subjects
40 CFR Part 413
Environmenta protection, Electroplating, Metd's, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements,
Wadte treatment and disposa, Water pollution control.
40 CFR Part 433
Environmenta protection, Metds, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements, Waste treatment
and disposd, Water pollution control.
40 CFR Part 438
Environmenta protection, Metals, Meta Finishing, Wagte treetment and disposa, Water
pollution control.
40 CFR Part 463
Environmenta protection, Plastics materids and synthetics, Waste treetment and disposd,
Water pollution control.
40 CFR Part 464
Environmenta protection, Metads, Waste treetment and disposal, Water pollution control.
40 CFR Part 467
Environmentd protection, Aluminum, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements, Waste
treatment and disposal, Water pollution control.
40 CFR Part 471
Environmenta protection, Metas, Wasgte treetment and disposal, Water pollution control.

Dated: October 31, 2000.

Carol M. Browner,

Adminigrator.

For the reasons set out in the preamble, title 40, chapter | of the Code of Federal Regulationsis
proposed to be amended as follows:

PART 413 - ELECTROPLATING POINT SOURCE CATEGORY

1. Theauthority citation for Part 413 isrevised to read asfollows:

Authority: Secs. 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, 402, 405, and 501, Clean Water Act, as amended;
33 U.S.C. 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1342, and 1361.

2. Section 413.01 isamended by revising the first and last sentence of paragraph (a) to read
asfollows

§ 413.01 Applicability and compliance dates.

(@ Asdefined more specifically in each subpart, this part gpplies to discharges resulting from
electroplating operations in which ameta is eectroplated on any bass materid and to reated
meta finishing operations as s&t forth in the various subparts, whether such operations are
conducted in conjunction with eectroplating, independently, or as part of some other operation.
* ** This part does not gpply to any facility that must achieve the sandards or limitationsin 40
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CFR 433.15 (Metd Finishing PSES) or 40 CFR part 438 (Metal Products & Machinery).
Part 433- METAL FINISHING POINT SOURCE CATEGORY
3. Theauthority citation for Part 433 isrevised to read asfollows:
Authority: Secs. 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, 402, 405, and 501, Clean Water Act, as amended; 33
U.S.C. 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1342, and 1361.

4. Section 433.10 is amended by revising paragraph (b) to read asfollows:

§433.10 Applicability; description of the metd finishing point source category.

* % % % %

(b) In some cases, effluent limitations and standards for other industria categories may be
gpplicable to wastewater discharges from the meta finishing operations listed in paragraph (a) of
this section. In such cases, the effluent limitations and standards for this part do not apply and
the metal finishing operations are subject to the provisons of one of the following categories:
Iron and Steel (40 CFR part 420);

Nonferrous Metals Smelting and Refining (40 CFR part 421);
Meta Products and Machinery (40 CFR part 438);

Battery Manufacturing (40 CFR part 461);

Plagtic Molding and Forming (40 CFR part 463);

Meta Casting Foundries (40 CFR part 464);

Coil Coating (40 CFR part 465);

Porcelain Enameling (40 CFR part 466);

Aluminum Forming (40 CFR part 467);

Copper Forming (40 CFR part 468);

Electrica and Electronic Componerts (40 CFR part 469); and
Nonferrous Metas Forming (40 CFR part 471).

* * k % %

5. A new part 438 is proposed to be added to read as follows:
PART 438 - METAL PRODUCTSAND MACHINERY POINT SOURCE

CATEGORY
Sec.
438.1 Generd gpplicability.
438.2 Generd ddfinitions.
438.3 Generd pretreatment standards.
438.4 Monitoring requirements.
438.5 Compliance date for pretreatment standards for existing sources.

Subpart A - General Metals

438.10 Applicability.

438.12 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).

438.13 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventiond pollutants (BCT).

438.14 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best available technology
economicaly achievable (BAT).
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438.16 New source performance standards (NSPS).

438.17 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Subpart B - M etal Finishing Job Shops

438.20 Applicability.

438.21 Specid definitions.

438.22 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).

438.23 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventiond pollutants (BCT).

438.24 Effluent limitations attainable by the gpplication of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).

438.25 Pretrestment standards for existing sources (PSES).

438.26 New source performance standards (NSPS).

438.27 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Subpart C - Non-Chromium Anodizing

438.30 Applicability.

438.31 Specid Definitions,

438.32 Effluent limitations attainable by the gpplication of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).

438.33 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventiond pollutants (BCT).

438.34 Effluent limitations attainable by the gpplication of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).

438.36 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Subpart D - Printed Wiring Boards

438.40 Applicability.

438.42 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).

438.43 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventiond pollutants (BCT).

438.44 Effluent limitations attainable by the gpplication of the best available technology
economicaly achievable (BAT).

438.45 Pretrestment standards for existing sources (PSES).

438.46 New source performance standards (NSPS).

438.47 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Subpart E - Sted Forming and Finishing

438.50 Applicability.

438.51 Specid definitions.

438,52 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).

438,53 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventiona pollutants (BCT).

43854 Effluent limitations atainable by the gpplication of the best available technology
economicaly achievable (BAT).
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438.56 New source performance standards (NSPS).

438.57 Pretrestment standards for new sources (PSNS).

438.58 Cdculation of NPDES and pretrestment permit effluent limitations.

Subpart F - Oily Wastes

438.60 Applicability.

438.61 Specid definitions.

438,62 Effluent limitations attainable by the gpplication of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).

438.63 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventiond pollutants (BCT).

438,64 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best available technology
economicaly achievable (BAT).

438.65 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).

438.66 New source performance standards (NSPS).

438.67 Pretreatment standards for new sources (PSNS).

Subpart G - Railroad Line M aintenance

438.70 Applicability.

438.72 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).

438.73 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventiond pollutants (BCT).

438.76 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Subpart H - Shipbuilding Dry Docks

438.80 Applicahility.

438.81 Specid definitions.

438.82 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).

438.83 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventiond pollutants (BCT).

438.86 New source performance standards (NSPS).

Appendix A to Part 438 - Typical ProductsIn Metal Products & Machinery Sectors
Appendix B to Part 438 - TOP PollutantsList

Authority: Secs. 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, 402 and 501 of the Clean Water Act, as amended;
33 U.S.C. 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1342 and 1361.

PART 438 - METAL PRODUCTS AND MACHINERY POINT SOURCE

CATEGORY
§438.1 General applicability.

(a(2) As defined more specificaly in each subpart, except as provided in paragraphs (b), (),
(d), (e), (f), and (g) of this section, this part gpplies to process wastewater discharges from
exiging or new industria Sites (including facilities owned and operated by federd, state, or loca
governments) engaged in manufacturing, rebuilding, or maintenance of metd parts, products or
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section. A ligt of typica products found in each of the 18 industrid sectorsis provided in
Appendix A to thispart. The MP&M Industria Sectors consst of the following:

Aerospace;

Aircreft;

Bus and Truck;

Electronic Equipment;

Hardware;

Household Equipment;

Instruments,

Job Shops;

Mobile Industrid Equipment;

Motor Vehicle

Office Machine;

Ordnance;

Precious Metas and Jewdlry;

Printed Wiring Boards,

Railroad;

Ships and Boats,

Stationary Industrid Equipment; or

Miscellaneous Metal Products.

(2) Thispart dso appliesto mixed-use facilities, as described in paragraph (h) of this
section.
(b) Theregulationsin this part do not apply to wastewater discharges which are subject to the
limitations and standards of one or more of the following categories.
(1) Iron and steed manufacturing (40 CFR Part 420).
(2) Nonferrous metal's manufacturing (40 CFR Part 421).
(3) Ferroaloy manufacturing (40 CFR Part 424).
(4) Battery manufacturing (40 CFR Part 461).
(5) Plastic molding and forming (40 CFR Part 463).
(6) Metd molding and casting (40 CFR Part 464).
(7) Coil coating (40 CFR Part 465).
(8) Porcdain enameling (40 CFR Part 466).
(9) Aluminum forming (40 CFR Part 467).
(10) Copper forming (40 CFR Part 468).
(12) Electrica and dectronic components (40 CFR Part 469).
(12) Nonferrous metas forming and metd powders (40 CFR Part 471).

() When afacility discharges process wastewater that is subject to the genera applicability
of this part and the facility discharges other wastewater that is subject to the limitations and
standards of one or more of the categories listed in paragraph (b) of this section, the facility must
comply with both the provisons of this part and other parts, as applicable.

(d) Facilities other than those reasonably included in the 18 MP&M industria sectors
specified in paragraph (a) of this section are not subject to this part when discharges from the
maintenance or repair of metal parts or machines at the facility are performed only as ancillary
activities

(e) Wastewater discharges generated from dectroplating during semi-conductor wafer
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discharges from dectroplating during semiconductor find wafer assembly are subject to this

part. (f) Wastewater discharges resulting from the washing of cars, aircraft or other vehicles,
when performed as a preparatory step prior to one or more successive manufacturing, rebuilding,
or maintenance operations, are subject to this part. Wastewater discharges resulting from the
washing of cars, aircraft or other vehicles, when performed only for aesthetic or cosmetic
purposes, are not subject to this part.

(9) Process wastewater generated by maintenance and repair activities at gasoline service
gations (SIC 5541), passenger car rentd facilities (SIC 7514), or utility trailer and recrestiona
vehicle rental facilities (SIC 7519) are not subject to this part.

(h) When this part is applied to wastewater discharges generated at different indudtria sites
(indugtrid buildings as well as outdoor locations where manufacturing, rebuilding, or
maintenance occur as pecified in 8438.1) within amixed-use facility (as defined in §438.2(c)),
the control authority may consider these discharges to be separate for the purpose of gpplying the
applicable low flow exemption to a pretreatment standard. The control authority must determine
which wastewater discharges can be considered separate for this purpose.

§ 438.2 General definitions.

Asused in this part:

(8 The generd definitions and abbreviationsin 40 CFR part 401 shdl apply.

(b) The regulated parameters are listed with approved methods of andysisin Table 1B at
40 CFR 136.3, and are defined as follows:

(1) BODs means 5-day biochemica oxygen demand.

(2) Cadmium meanstota cadmium.

(3) Chromium meanstotd chromium.

(4) Copper meanstota copper.

(5) Cyanide (T) meanstota cyanide.

(6) Cyanide (A) means those cyanides which are amenable to dkaine chlorination.

(7) Lead meanstota lead.

(8) Manganese means tota manganese.

(9) Molybdenum means tota molybdenum.

(10) Nickel meanstota nicke.

(12) O& G (as HEM) meanstota recoverable oil and grease as hexane extractable material.

(12) Slver meanstotd dlver.

(13) Qulfide (as S) meanstotd sulfide.

(14) Tin meanstotd tin.

(15) TSSmeans tota suspended solids.

(16) Zinc meanstotd zinc.

(c) Mixed-Use Facility means any privately-owned or state, locd, or federal government-
owned facility which contains both industria and commercia/adminigtrative buildings (such as
military bases and airports) a which one or more industria sites conduct operations (including a
least one that discharges wastewater subject to this part) within the facility’ s boundaries.

(d) Non-process wastewater means sanitary wastewater, non-contact cooling water, and
gorm water. In relation to a mixed- use facility, as defined in this part, non-process wastewater
for this part dso includes wastewater discharges from non-industrial sources such asresidentia
housing, schools, churches, recreationd parks, shopping centers as well as wastewater discharges
from gas dations, utility plants, hospitals, and smilar sources.

(e) Process wastewater means wastewater as defined in 40 CFR parts 122 and 401, and
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from nondestructive X-ray examination of parts) performed at facilities subject to this part and
includes wastewater from ar pollution control devices.

(f) TOP (total organics parameter) means a parameter which is caculated as the sum of al
quantifiable concentration vaues grester than the nomina quantitation vaue of the organic
pollutants listed in the Appendix B to this part. These organic chemicals are defined as
parameters at 40 CFR 136.3 in Table 1C, which aso cites the gpproved methods of analysis or
have procedures that have been validated as attachments to EPA Methods 1624/624 or 1625/625.

(9) TOC (asindicator) meanstota organic carbon used as an indicator for the organic
pollutants listed in the Appendix B to this part.

§438.3 General pretreatment standards.
Any source subject to this part that introduces process wastewater pollutants into a publicly
owned treatment works (POTW) must comply with 40 CFR part 403.

§438.4 Monitoring requirements.

(& Monitoring Options. All subcategories with limitations or andards for the TOP or TOC
(asindicator) parameters must choose one of three monitoring options:

(1) Achieve the limitation or standard specified for the TOP parameter;

(2) Achieve alimitation or standard specified for the TOC (asindicator) parameter; or

(3) Develop and certify the implementation of a management plan for organic chemicals.

(b) Management Plan for Organic Chemicds. (1) The management plan for organic
chemicals must specify to the stisfaction of the permitting authority (or the control authority for
dischargesto a POTW) dl organic chemicasthat arein use at the facility; the method(s) used
for disposd of these chemicdss, the procedures in place for ensuring that organic chemicas do
not routingly spill or legk into the wastewater, or that reduce to a minimum the amount of
organic chemicals that are used in the process; the procedures in place to manage the oxidation
reduction potentia (ORP) of process wastewater during cyanide destruction to control the
formation of chlorinated organic by-products; and the procedures employed to prevent an
excessve dosage of dithiocarbamates when treeting wastewater containing chelated metals.
Facilities choosing to develop a management plan for organic chemicas must certify thet the
procedures described in the plan are being implemented at the facility. A mixed-use fadility, as
defined in 8 438.2(c), may develop, certify, and implement one or more management plans for
organic chemicals when multiple indudtria Sites are subject to this part within their facility
boundaries.

(2) Inlieu of monitoring for individua organic chemicas specified collectively as TOPin
Appendix B of this part or in lieu of monitoring for TOC (as an indicator), the permitting
authority (or the control authority for dischargers to a POTW) may dlow dischargers to make the
following certification: “Based on my inquiry of the person or persons directly responsible for
managing compliance with the provisons of the Metd Products and Machinery regulation, |
certify that, to the best of my knowledge, this facility isimplementing the management plan for
organic chemicals which was submitted to the permitting (or control) authority.” For dischargers
to surface waters, this statement is to be included as a comment on the Discharge Monitoring
Report (DMR) required by 40 CFR 122.44(i). For indirect dischargers, the statement isto be
included as acomment to the periodic reports required by 40 CFR 403.12(¢).

(c) TOP Monitoring. In monitoring to measure compliance with the TOP standard, the
industria discharger need anayze only for those TOP organic chemicals which would
reasonably be expected to be present. Facilities may apply for amonitoring waiver for any
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dischargers and 40 CFR 122.44 for direct dischargers. See 8§ 438.2(f) for definition of TOP.

(d) Cyanide Monitoring. Self-monitoring for cyanide must be conducted after cyanide
treatment and before dilution with other wastewater sreams. Alternatively, samples of the fina
effluent may be taken, if the plant limitations are adjusted based on the following dilution ratio:
Cyanide-bearing wastewater flow divided by the find effluent flow.

(e) Monitoring Waivers for Certain Pollutants. (1) The control authority may authorize a
discharger subject to pretrestment standards in this part to forego sampling of a pollutant if the
discharger has demongtrated through sampling and other technical factors, as described in
paragraph (e)(2) of this section, that the pollutant is not used or generated on-Ste or is present
only at background levels from intake water and without any increase in the pollutant due to
activities of the discharger.

(2) Sampling or other technica information, including, but not limited to, information
generated during the monitoring for the baseline monitoring report (40 CFR 403.12(b)) or the
90-day compliance report (40 CFR 403.12(d)), must be used to demongtrate that the pollutant is
not used or generated on-Site or is present only at background levels from intake water and
without any increase in the pollutant due to activities of the discharger.

(3) Any grant of the monitoring waiver must be included in the control mechanism asan
express condition and the reasons supporting the grant must be documented in the fact sheet or
smilar supporting documentation.

84385 Compliance datefor pretreatment standardsfor existing sour ces.
Any existing source subject to pretrestment standards in this part must be in compliance no
later than [DATE 3 years after date of PUBLICATION of FINAL RULE].

Subpart A - General Metals

§438.10 Applicability.

(8 This subpart applies to process wastewater discharges from facilities (as specified in
8438.1(a)) other than those subject to subparts B, C, D, E, F, G, or H of this part.

(b) Fadilities introducing process wastewater into a POTW at arate that does not exceed 1
million gallons per year are not subject to 8438.15 or §438.17.

§438.12 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currerntly available (BPT).
(@) Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitations representing the gpplication of BPT.
Discharges must remain within the pH range 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:

Effluent Limitations (BPT)

Regulated Maximum Maximum

parameter daily! monthly avg.!
1 TSS A 18
2, 0&G (asHEM) 15 12
3. TOC (asindicator) 87 50
4. TOP 9.0 43
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5. Cadmium 014 0.09




6 Chromium 0.25 0.14
7 Copper 055 0.28
8. Cyanide (T) 021 013
9 Cyanide (A) 014 007
10. Lead 0.04 0.03
11. Manganese 013 0.09
12, Molybdenum 0.79 0.49
13. Nickel 050 0.31
14. Silver 0.22 0.09
15. | Sulfide(as9) 31 13

16. Tin 14 0.67
17. Zinc 0.38 0.22

" mg/L (ppm).

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to 8 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide treetment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in 8§ 438.4(a).

§438.13 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventional pollutants (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the gpplication of BCT:
Limitationsfor TSS, O& G (as HEM) and pH are the same as the corresponding limitation
Specified in §438.12.

§438.14 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).

(8) Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the gpplication of BAT:
Limitations for TOC (as indicator), TOP, cadmium, chromium, copper, cyanide (T), cyanide (A),
lead, manganese, molybdenum, nickd, silver, sulfide (as S), tin, and zinc are the same as the
corresponding limitation specified in §438.12.

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide treatment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in 8§ 438.4(a).

§438.15 Pretreatment standards for existing sources (PSES).
(8) Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7 and 403.13, and except at facilities where the process
wagtewater introduced into a POTW does not exceed 1 million gallons per year, any existing
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Pretreatment Standards (PSES)

Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!

1 TOC (asindicator) 87 50

2 TOP 9.0 43

3. Cadmium 014 0.09

4. Chromium 0.25 0.14

5. Copper 055 0.28

6. Cyanide (T) 021 013

7. Cyanide (A) 0.14 007

8. Lead 0.04 0.03

9. Manganese 013 0.09

10. Molybdenum 0.79 049

11. Nickel 050 031

12. Silver 0.22 0.09

13. Sulfide (as S) 31 13

14. Tin 14 0.67

15. Zinc 0.38 022

" mg/lL (ppm).

(b) Upon agreement with the control authority and pursuant to 8 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide treetment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the control authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP or
TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(Q).

(d) A POTW has the option of imposing mass-based standards in place of the concentration
based standards. To convert to mass-based standards, multiply each parameter’ s concentration-
based standard times the average daily flow of process wastewater discharged by the source into
the POTW.

§438.16 New source performance standar ds (NSPS).

New point sources subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source
performance standards (NSPS), as applicable.

(& Any new point source subject to the provisons of this section and currently subject to the
provisons of 433.16 that commenced discharging after [insert date 10 years prior to the date
that is 60 days after the publication date of the final rule] and before[insert date that is 60 days
after the publication date of the final rule] must continue to achieve the gpplicable sandards
specified in 40 CFR 433.16. Those standards shal not apply after the expiration of the
applicable time period specified in 40 CFR 122.29(d)(1); theresfter, the source must achieve the
applicable standards specified in § 438.12 and § 438.14.

(b) The following performance standards apply with respect to each new point source that
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rule]. Discharges must remain within the pH range of 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:

Performance Standards (NSPS)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!

1 TSS 28 18

2 0&G (asHEM) 15 12

3. TOC (asindicator) 87 50

4. TOP 9.0 43

5. Cadmium 0.02 0.01
6. Chromium 017 0.07
7. Copper 044 0.16
8. Cyanide (T) 021 013
0. Cyanide (A) 0.14 0.07
10. Lead 0.04 0.03
11 Manganese 0.29 0.18
12, Molybdenum 0.79 0.49
13. Nickel 19 0.75
14. Silver 0.05 0.03
15. Sulfide (as S) 31 13

16. Tin 0.03 0.03
17. zZinc 0.08 0.06

" mg/L (ppm).

(c) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to 8 438.4(d), facilities with
cyanide trestment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(d) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement amanagement plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(Q).

§438.17 Pretreatment standardsfor new sources (PSNS).
New sources subject to this subpart must achieve the following pretrestment standards for
new sources (PSNYS), as applicable.

(@ Any new source subject to the provisions of this section and currently subject to the
provisons of 433.17 that commenced discharging after [insert date 10 years prior to the date
that is 60 days after the publication date of the final rule] and before [insert date that is 60 days
after the publication date of the final rule] must continue to achieve the standards specified in 40
CFR 433.17 for ten years beginning on the date the source commenced discharge or during the
period of depreciation or amortization of the facility, whichever comesfirg, after which the
source must achieve the standards specified in § 438.15.

(b) Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7, and except at facilities where the process
wagtewater introduced into a POTW does not exceed 1 million galons per year, the following
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is 60 days after the publication date of the final rule] :

Pretreatment Standards (PSNS)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!
1 TOC (asindicator) 87 50
2. TOP 9.0 43
3. Cadmium 0.02 0.01
4. Chromium 0.17 0.07
5. Copper 044 0.16
6. Cyanide (T) 021 013
7. Cyanide (A) 0.14 0.07
8. Lead 0.04 0.03
9. Manganese 0.29 0.18
10. M olybdenum 0.79 0.49
11 Nickel 19 0.75
12 Siver 0.05 0.03
13. Sulfide (as S) 31 13
14. Tin 0.03 0.03
15. Zinc 0.08 0.06
" mg/L (ppm).

(c) Upon agreement with the control authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilities with
cyanide treetment have the option of achieving the limitation for @ther cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(d) Upon agreement with the control authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP or
TOC, or implement amanagement plan for organic chemicals as specified in § 438.4(a).

(€) The control authority has the option of imposing mass-based standards in place of the
concentration-based standards. To convert to mass-based standards, multiply each parameter’s
concentration-based standard times the average daily flow of process wastewater discharged by
the source into the POTW.

Subpart B - Metal Finishing Job Shops
§438.20 Applicability.

(a) This subpart appliesto process wastewater discharges from facilities, as gpecified in
8438.1(a), that operate as ametal finishing job shop (as defined in §438.21) and perform one or
more of the following Six operaions. dectroplating; eectroless plating; anodizing; coating
(chromating, phosphating, passivating, and coloring); chemica etching and milling; or the
manufacture of printed circuit boards (printed wiring boards).

(b) Metd finishing job shops that only perform anodizing without the use of chromic acid or
dichromate sedlants are not subject to this subpart, but may be subject to subpart C of this part.

(c) Fadilities that manufacture, rebuild, or maintain printed wiring boards and do not operate
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of this part.

§ 438.21 Special definitions.

Asused in this subpart, metal finishing job shop means afacility that owns 50 percent or less
(based on meta surface area processed per year) of the materials undergoing metd finishing

within the boundaries of afacility.

§438.22 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).
() Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to

this subpart mugt achieve the following effluent limitations representing the application of BPT.

Discharges must remain within the pH range 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:

Effluent Limitations (BPT)
Maximum Maximum
daily! monthly avg.!
1 TSS 60 31
2. 0&G (assHEM) 52 26
3. TOC (asindicator) 78 59
4. TOP 9.0 43
5. Cadmium 021 0.09
6. Chromium 13 055
7. Copper 13 057
8. Cyanide (T) 021 0.13
9. Cyanide (A) 0.14 0.07
10. | Lead 012 0.09
11. | Manganese 0.25 0.10
12. | Molybdenum 0.79 049
13. | Nicke 15 0.64
14. | Silver 0.15 0.06
15. | Sulfide(asS) 31 13
16. | Tin 18 14
17. | Zinc 0.35 0.17
" mg/lL (ppm).

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide treetment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide

(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

§438.23 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
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Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the gpplication of BCT:
Limitationsfor TSS, O& G (as HEM) and pH are the same as the corresponding limitation
Specified in § 438.22.

§438.24 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).

() Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the gpplication of BAT:
Limitations for TOC (as indicator), TOP, cadmium, chromium, copper, cyanide (T), cyanide (A),
lead, manganese, molybdenum, nickd, slver, sulfide (as S), tin and zinc are the same asthe
corresponding limitation specified in § 438.22.

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide trestment have the option of achieving the limitation for ether cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

§438.25 Pretreatment standardsfor existing sour ces (PSEYS).
(&) Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7 and 403.13, any existing source subject to this
ubpart mugt achieve the following:

Pretreatment Standards (PSES)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!
1 TOC (asindicator) 78 59
2. TOP 9.0 43
3. Cadmium 021 0.09
4. Chromium 13 055
5. Copper 13 057
6. Cyanide (T) 021 013
7. Cyanide (A) 0.14 0.07
8. Lead 012 0.09
9. Manganese 0.25 0.10
10. Molybdenum 0.79 0.49
11 Nickel 15 0.64
12. Silver 0.15 0.06
13. Sulfide (as S) 31 13
14. Tin 18 14
15. zZinc 0.35 017
" mg/L (ppm).
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(b) Upon agreement with the control authority and pursuant to 8 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide treatment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the control authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP or
TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(Q).

(d) The control authority has the option of imposing mass-based standards in place of the
concentration-based standards. To convert to mass-based standards, multiply each parameter’s
concentration-based standard times the average daily flow of process wastewater discharged by
the source into the POTW.

§438.26 New sour ce performance standar ds (NSPS).
New point sources subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source

performance standards (NSPS), as applicable.

(@ Any new point source subject to the provisons of this section that commenced
discharging after [insert date 10 years prior to the date that is 60 days after the publication date
of the final rule] and before [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule] must continue to achieve the gpplicable standards specified in 40 CFR 433.16. Those
sandards shal not gpply after the expiration of the applicable time period specified in 40 CFR
122.29(d)(1); thereafter, the source must achieve the applicable standards specified in § 438.22
and 8§ 438.24.

(b) The following performance standards apply with respect to each new point source that
commences discharge after [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule]. Discharges must remain within the pH range of 6 to 9 and must not exceed the fallowing:

Performance Standards (NSPS)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!
1 TSS 28 18
2, 0&G (asHEM) 15 12
3. TOC (asindicator) 78 59
4, TOP 9.0 43
5. Cadmium 0.02 0.01
6. Chromium 0.17 0.07
7. Copper 0.44 0.16
8. Cyanide (T) 021 013
9, Cyanide (A) 014 007
10. Lead 0.04 0.03
11. Manganese 0.29 018
12, Molybdenum 0.79 0.49
13. Nickel 19 0.75
14. Silver 0.05 0.03
15. | Sulfide(as9) 31 13
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17. Zinc 0.08 0.06

" mg/L (ppm).

(¢) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilities with
cyanide treetment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(d) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

§438.27 Pretreatment standardsfor new sources (PSNS).

New sources subject to this subpart must achieve the following pretrestment standards for
new sources (PSNS), as applicable.

(@ Any new source subject to the provisons of this section that commenced discharging
after [insert date 10 years prior to the date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule] and before[insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final rule] must
continue to achieve the standards specified in 40 CFR 433.17 for ten years beginning on the date
the source commenced discharge or during the period of depreciation or amortization of the
facility, whichever comes firg, after which the source must achieve the standards specified in §
438.25.

(b) Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7, the following standards apply with respect to each
new source that commences discharge after [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date
of thefinal rule] :

Pretreatment Standards (PSNYS)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!

1 TOC (asindicator) 78 59

2 TOP 9.0 43

3. Cadmium 0.02 0.01
4. Chromium 017 0.07
5. Copper 0.44 0.16
6. | Cyanide(T) 021 013
7. Cyanide (A) 0.14 0.07
8. Lead 004 0.03
9. Manganese 0.29 018
10. | Molybdenum 0.79 0.49
11. | Nicke 19 0.75
12. | Silver 0.05 0.03
13. | Sulfide(asS) 31 13

14. | Tin 0.03 0.03
15. | Zinc 0.08 0.06

" mg/L (ppm).
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(c) Upon agreement with the control authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilities with



cyanide trestment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(d) Upon agreement with the control authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP or
TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

(€) The contral authority has the option of imposing mass-based standards in place of the
concentration-based standards. To convert to mass-based standards, multiply each parameter’s
concentration-based standard times the average daily flow of process wastewater discharged by
the source into the POTW.

Subpart C - Non-Chromium Anodizing
§438.30 Applicability.

(a) Except for facilities that discharge to a POTW, this subpart applies to discharges of
process wastewater resulting from non-chromium anodizing, as defined in 8 438.31.

(b) Fadilities which commingle wasteweater from non-chromium anodizing with wastewater
subject to subparts A, B, or D of this part are not subject to this subpart but are subject to
subparts A, B, or D of this part, as gpplicable.

(c) Facilities that discharge to a POTW and perform anodizing without the use of chromic
acid or dichromate sedlants are subject to 40 CFR Part 413 or 40 CFR part 433, as applicable.

8§ 438.31 Special definitions.
As usad in this subpart, non-chromium anodizing means anodizing without the use of
chromic acid or dichromate sedants.

§438.32 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).
Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitations representing the application of BPT.
Discharges must remain within the pH range 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:

Effluent Limitations (BPT
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!
1 TSS 60 31
2 0&G (asHEM) 52 2
3 Aluminum 82 40
4. Manganese 013 0.09
5 Nickel 0.50 031
6 Zinc 0.38 0.22

* mg/L (ppm).

§ 438.33 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventional pollutants (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the application of BCT:
Limitationsfor TSS, O& G (as HEM) and pH are the same as the corresponding limitation
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§438.34 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the application of BAT:
Limitations for duminum, manganese, nickel and zinc are the same as the corresponding
limitation specified in § 438.32.

§438.36 New sour ce performance standar ds (NSPS).
New point sources subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source
performance standards (NSPS), as applicable.

(@ Any new point source subject to the provisons of this section that commenced
discharging after [insert date 10 years prior to the date that is 60 days after the publication date
of the final rule] and before [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule] must continue to achieve the applicable standards specified in 40 CFR 433.16. Those
sandards shall not apply after the expiration of the gpplicable time period specified in 40 CFR
122.29(d)(1); thereafter, the source must achieve the applicable standards specified in § 438.32
and § 438.34.

(b) The following performance standards apply with respect to each new point source that
commences discharge after [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule]. Discharges must remain within the pH range of 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:

Performance Standards (NSPS)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!
1 TSS 52 2
2, 0&G (asHEM) 15 12
3. Aluminum 82 40
4, Manganese 0.13 0.09
5. Nickel 0.50 031
6. Zinc 0.38 0.22

Subpart D - Printed Wiring Boards
§438.40 Applicability.

(8 This subpart applies to discharges of process wastewater resulting from the manufacture,
maintenance and repair of printed wiring boards (printed circuit boards).

(b) Printed wiring board operations conducted at ametd finishing job shop (as defined in §
438.21) are not subject to this subpart.

§438.42 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).
() Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitations representing the gpplication of BPT.
Discharges must remain within the pH range 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:
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Regulated
parameter

Maximum
daily!

Maximum
monthly avg.!

1 TSS 60 31
2. 0&G (assHEM) 52 26
3. TOC (asindicator) 101 67
4. TOP 9.0 43
5. Chromium 0.25 014
6. Copper 055 0.28
7. Cyanide (T) 021 0.13
8. Cyanide (A) 0.14 0.07
9. Lead 0.04 0.03
10. | Manganese 13 0.64
11. | Nicke 0.30 014
12. | sulfide(asS) 31 13
13. [ Tin 031 014
14. | Zinc 0.38 0.2

Y mg/L (ppm).
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(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide treatment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

§438.43 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventional pollutants (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the gpplication of BCT:
Limitationsfor TSS, O& G (as HEM) and pH are the same as the corresponding limitation
Specified in § 438.42.

§438.44 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).

() Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the gpplication of BAT:
Limitations for TOC (asindicator), TOP, chromium, copper, cyanide (T), cyanide (A), lead,
manganese, nickd, sulfide (as S), tin and zinc are the same as the corresponding limitation
specified in § 438.42.

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide trestment have the option of achieving the limitation for ether cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

§438.45 Pretreatment standardsfor existing sour ces (PSES).
(&) Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7 and 403.13, any existing source subject to this
subpart must achieve the following pretrestment standards:

Pretreatment Standards (PSES)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!
1 TOC (asindicator) 101 67
2. TOP 9.0 43
3. Chromium 0.25 0.14
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4, Copper 055 0.28
5. Cyanide (T) 021 013
6. Cyanide (A) 014 0.07
7 Lead 004 0.03
8. Manganese 13 0.64
9. Nickel 0.30 014
10. | Sulfide(asS) 31 13

11. | Tin 031 0.14
12. | Zinc 0.38 0.22

" mg/L (ppm).

(b) Upon agreement with the control authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide trestment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(c) Upon agreement with the control authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP or
TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(Q).

(d) The control authority has the option of imposing mass-based standards in place of the
concentration-based standards. To convert to mass-based standards, multiply each parameter’s
concentration-based standard times the average daily flow of process wastewater discharged by
the source into the POTW.

§438.46 New sour ce performance standar ds (NSPS).

New point sources subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source
performance standards (NSPS), as applicable.

(@ Any new point source subject to the provisons of this section that commenced
discharging after [insert date 10 years prior to the date that is 60 days after the publication date
of the final rule] and before [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule] must continue to achieve the gpplicable standards specified in 40 CFR 433.16. Those
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122.29(d)(1); thereafter, the source must achieve the applicable standards specified in § 438.42
and § 438.44.

(b) The fallowing performance standards apply with respect to each new point source that

commences discharge after [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule]. Discharges must remain within the pH range of 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:

Performance Standards (NSPS)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!

1 TSS 28 18
2. 0O&G (asHEM) 15 12
3. TOC (asindicator) 101 67
4. TOP 9.0 43
5. Chromium 0.17 0.07
6. Copper 0.01 0.01
7. | Cyanide(T) 021 013
8. | Cyanide(A) 014 007
Q. Lead 0.04 0.03
10. | Manganese 0.29 0.18
11. | Nicke 19 0.75
12. | sulfide(as9) 31 13
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13. | Tin 0.09 0.07

14. | Zinc 0.08 0.06

“ mg/L (ppm).

(©) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilities with
cyanide trestment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(d) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicals as specified in § 438.4(Q).

§438.47 Pretreatment standardsfor new sour ces (PSNS).
New sources subject to this subpart must achieve the following pretrestment standards for

new sources (PSNS), as applicable.

(& Any new source subject to the provisons of this section that commenced discharging
after [insert date 10 years prior to the date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule] and before [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final rule] must
continue to achieve the standards specified in 40 CFR 433.17 for ten years beginning on the date
the source commenced discharge or during the period of depreciation or amortization of the
facility, whichever comesfirgt, after which the source must achieve the standards specified in §
438.45.

(b) Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7, the following standards apply with respect to each
new source that commences discharge after [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date
of thefinal rule] :

Pretreatment Standards (PSNS)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily! monthly avg.!
1 TOC (asindicator) 101 67
2. TOP 9.0 43
3. Chromium 0.17 0.07
4. Copper 0.01 0.01
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5. Cyanide (T) 021 0.13
6. Cyanide (A) 0.14 0.07
7 Lead 0.04 0.03
8. Manganese 0.29 0.18
9. Nickel 19 0.75
10. | Sulfide(asS) 31 13

11. [ Tin 0.09 0.07
12. | Zinc 0.08 0.06

" mg/L (ppm).

(c) Upon agreement with the control authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilities with
cyanide treatment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(d) Upon agreement with the control authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP or
TOC, or implement amanagement plan for organic chemicals as specified in § 438.4(a).

(€) The control authority has the option of imposng mass-based standards in place of the
concentration-based standards. To convert to mass-based standards, multiply each parameter’s
concentration-based standard times the average daily flow of process wastewater discharged by
the source into the POTW.

Subpart E - Steel Forming and Finishing
§438.50 Applicability.

(8 This subpart applies to discharges of process wastewater from surface finishing or cold
forming operations on steel wire, rod, bar, pipe or tubing. This subpart does not apply to process
wastewater from these same operations when they are performed on base materias other than
ded.

(b) Wastewater discharges from the following operations on stedl are not subject to this
subpart: any hot forming operation; and cold forming, continuous dectroplating, or continuous
hot dip coating of sheets, strips or plates. Wastewater discharges from performing these
operations on stedl are subject to 40 CFR part 420.
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8§ 438.51 Special definitions.

Asusad in this subpart:

(& Acid pickling meansthe remova of scale and/or oxide from sted surfaces using acid
solutions. The mass-based limitations for acid pickling operations include wastewater flow
volumes from acid trestment with and without chromium, acid pickling neutrdization, annedling,
akaline cleaning, dectrolytic sodium sulfate descaing, and sat bath descaling.

(b) Alkaline cleaning means the application of solutions containing caustic soda, soda ash,
akaline glicates, or dkaine phosphates to a metd surface primarily for removing minerd
deposits, animd fats, and oils. The mass-based limitations for akaline cleaning operations
include wastewater flow volumes from akaine cleaning for oil removd, dkdine trestment
without cyanide, agueous degreasing, anneding, and dectrolytic cleaning operations.

(c) Cold forming means operations conducted on unhegated sted for purposes of imparting
desired mechanical properties and surface qualities (dendty, smoothness) to the sted. The mass-
based limitations for cold forming operations are based on zero wastewater discharge from
welding operations.

(d) Continuous Annealing means a heat trestment process in which stedl is exposed to an
elevated temperature in a controlled atmosphere for an extended period of time and then cooled.
The mass-based limitations for continuous annedling operations include wasteweter flow
volumes from hest treating operations.

(e) Electroplating means the application of meta coatingsincluding, but not limited to,
chromium, copper, nickd, tin, zinc, and combinations thereof, on stedl products using an eectro-
chemica process. The mass-based limitations for € ectroplating operations includes wastewater
flow volumes from acid pickling, annealing, adkaline cleaning, eectroplating without chromium
or cyanide, and electroless plating operations.

(f) Hot Dip Coating means the coating of pre-cleaned sted parts by immersion in amolten
metal bath. The mass-based limitations for hot dip coating operations includes wastewater flow
volumes from acid pickling, anneding, akdine cleaning, chemica converdon coating without
chromium, chromate conversion coating, galvanizing, and hot dip coating operations.

(9) Lubrication means the process of applying a substance to the surface of the sted in order
to reduce friction or corrosion. The mass-based limitations for lubrication operations includes
wastewater flow volumes from corrosion preventive coating operations as defined in 438.61(b).

(h) Mechanical Descaling means the process of removing scale by mechanica or physica
means from the surface of sted. The mass-basad limitations for mechanica descaling operations
includes wastewater flow volumes from aorasive blasting, burnishing, grinding, impact
deformation, machining, and testing operations.

(i) Painting means applying an organic coating to a sted bar, rod, wire, pipe, or tube. The
mass-based limitations for painting operations includes wastewater flow volumes from spray or
brush painting and immersion painting.

(j) Pressure Deformation means gpplying force (other than impact force) to permanently
deform or shape a sted bar, rod, wire, pipe, or tube. The mass-based limitations for pressure
deformation operations includes wastewater flow volumes from forging operations and extrusion
operations.

§438.52 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).
(@) Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitations representing the gpplication of BPT.
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Effluent Limitations (BPT

Pollutant 0&G (assHEM)
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.* daily* monthly avg.*
Operation
(& Acid Pickling 0.0709 0.0369 0.0312 0.0239
(b) Alkdine 0.0709 0.0369 0.0312 0.0239
Cleaning
(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.00355 0.00184 0.00156 0.00120
Annedling
(e) Electroplating 0.142 0.0737 0.0623 0.0478
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.0206 0.0107 0.00903 0.00693
(g) Lubrication 0.00170 0.000884 0.000748 0.000574
(h) Mechanica 0.000284 0.000148 0.000125 0.0000956
Descding
(i) Painting 0.00922 0.00479 0.00405 0.00311
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(j) Pressure 0.00355 0.00184 0.00156 0.00120
Deformation
Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
Pollutant TOC TOP
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg. daily* monthly avg.:
Operation
(& Acid Pickling 0.181 0.103 0.0188 0.00896
(b) Alkdine 0.181 0.103 0.0188 0.00896
Cleaning
(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.00901 0.00514 0.000937 0.000448
Anneding
(e) Electroplating 0.361 0.206 0.0375 0.0180
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.0523 0.0300 0.00543 0.00260
(9) Lubrication 0.00433 0.00247 0.000450 0.000215
(h) Mechanica 0.000721 0.000411 0.0000750 0.0000359
Descding
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(i) Painting 0.0235 0.0134 0.00244 0.00117
(j) Pressure 0.00901 0.00514 0.000937 0.000448
Deformation
! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.

Pollutant Cadmium Chromium

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.* daily* monthly avg.*

Operation
(8) Acid Pickling 0.000292 0.000183 0.000509 0.000277
(b) Alkaline 0.000292 0.000188 0.000509 0.000277
Cleaning
(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.0000146 0.00000938 0.0000255 0.0000139
Anneding
(e) Electroplating 0.000583 0.000376 0.00102 0.000553
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.0000845 0.0000545 0.000148 0.0000801
(g) Lubrication 0.00000699 0.00000450 0.0000123 0.00000663
(h) Mechanica 0.00000116 0.00000075 0.00000204 0.00000110
Descding
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(i) Painting 0.0000379 0.0000244 0.0000662 0.0000359
(j) Pressure 0.0000146 0.00000938 0.0000255 0.0000139
Deformation
! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.

Pollutant Copper Lead

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.* daily* monthly avg.*

Operation
(8 Acid Pickling 0.00114 0.000565 0.0000737 0.0000522
(b) Alkdine 0.00114 0.000565 0.0000737 0.0000522
Cleaning
(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.0000570 0.0000283 0.00000368 0.00000261
Anneding
(e) Electroplating 0.00228 000113 0.000148 0.000105
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.000331 0.000164 0.0000214 0.0000152
(g) Lubrication 0.0000274 0.0000136 0.00000177 0.00000125
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(h) Mechanica 0.00000455 0.00000226 0.00000029 0.00000021
Descding
(i) Painting 0.000148 0.0000734 0.00000957 0.00000678
(j) Pressure 0.0000570 0.0000283 0.00000368 0.00000261
Deformation
" Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.

Pollutant Manganese Molybdenum

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.* daily* monthly avg.

Operation
(8 Acid Pickling 0.000269 0.000183 0.00164 0.00103
(b) Alkaine 0.000269 0.000183 0.00164 0.00103
Cleaning
(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.0000135 0.00000914 0.0000820 0.0000511
Anneding
(€) Electroplating 0.000537 0.000366 0.00328 0.00205
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.0000779 0.0000531 0.000476 0.000297

278




(9) Lubrication 0.00000644 0.00000439 0.0000394 0.0000246
(h) Mechanicd 0.00000107 0.00000073 0.00000656 0.00000409
Descding
(i) Painting 0.0000350 0.0000238 0.000214 0.000133
(j) Pressure 0.0000135 0.00000914 0.0000820 0.0000511
Deformation
! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.

Pollutant Nickel Slver

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.: daily* monthly avg.*

Operation
(8) Acid Pickling 0.00104 0.000642 0.000456 0.000187
(b) Alkdine 0.00104 0.000642 0.000456 0.000187
Cleaning
(¢) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.0000520 0.0000321 0.0000228 0.00000934
Anneding
(e) Electroplating 0.00208 0.00129 0.000912 0.000374
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(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.000302 0.000186 0.000133 0.0000542
(g) Lubrication 0.0000250 0.0000154 0.0000110 0.00000448
(h) Mechanica 0.00000415 0.00000257 0.00000182 0.00000075
Descding
(i) Painting 0.000135 0.0000834 0.0000593 0.0000243
(j) Pressure 0.0000520 0.0000321 0.0000228 0.00000934
Deformation
" Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.

Pollutant Sulfide (as S) Tin

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.* daily* monthly avg.*

Operation
() Acid Pickling 0.0630 0.0267 0.00274 0.00139
(b) Alkaine 0.0630 0.0267 0.00274 0.00139
Cleaning
(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.00315 0.00134 0.000137 0.0000694
Anneding
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(e) Electroplating 0.126 0.0534 0.00547 0.00278
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.0183 0.00774 0.000793 0.000403
(g) Lubrication 0.00151 0.000641 0.0000656 0.0000333
(h) Mechanical 0.000252 0.000107 0.0000110 0.00000555
Descding
(i) Painting 0.00818 0.00347 0.000356 0.000181
(j) Pressure 0.00315 0.00134 0.000137 0.0000694
Deformation
* Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
Pollutant Zinc
Maximum daily* Maximum monthly avg.t
Forming/Finishing Operation
(@ Acid Pickling 0.000793 0.000456
(b) Alkdine Cleaning 0.000793 0.000456
(c) Cold Forming 0 0
(d) Continuous Anneding 0.0000397 0.0000228
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(e) Electroplating 0.00159 0.000912

(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.000230 0.000133

(g) Lubrication 0.0000191 0.0000110

(h) Mechanica Descding 0.00000317 0.00000182

(i) Panting 0.000103 0.0000593

(j) Pressure Deformation 0.0000397 0.0000228

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
Pollutant Cyanide (T) Cyanide (A)

Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg. daily* monthly avg.*
Operation
(a) Electroplating 0.000865 0.000513 0.000580 0.000282

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilities with
cyanide trestment have the option of achieving the limitation for ether cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

(d) Permit limitations must be established in accordance with § 438.58.

§438.53 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventional pollutants (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the application of BCT:
Limitations for TSS, O&G (as HEM), and pH are the same as the corresponding limitation
specified in § 438.52.

§438.54 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).
(@ Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the application of
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cyanide (A), lead, manganese, molybdenum, nickd, slver, sulfide (as S), tin, and zinc are the
same as the corresponding limitation specified in § 438.52.

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to 8 438.4(d), facilities with
cyanide trestment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

§438.55 Pretreatment standardsfor existing sources (PSES).

(a) Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7 and 403.13, any existing source subject to this
subpart must achieve the following pretreatment sandards. Limitations for TOC (as indicator),
TOP, cadmium, chromium, copper, cyanide (T), cyanide (A), lead, manganese, molybdenum,
nicke, slver, sulfide (as S), tin, and zinc are the same as the corresponding limitation specified
in 8438.52.

(b) Upon agreement with the control authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilitieswith
cyanide trestment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide
(A).

(©) Upon agreement with the control authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP or
TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicals as specified in § 438.4(a).

(d) Pretreatment standards must be established in accordance with § 438.58.

§438.56 New sour ce performance standar ds (NSPS).
New point sources subject to this subpart must achieve the following new source
performance standards (NSPS), as applicable.

(@ Any new point source subject to the provisons of this section that commenced
discharging after [insert date 10 years prior to the date that is 60 days after the publication date
of the final rule] and before [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule] must continue to achieve the applicable new source standards specified in 40 CFR 420.
Those standards shdl not apply after the expiration of the gpplicable time period specified in 40
CFR 122.29(d)(1); thereafter, the source must achieve the applicable standards specifiedin §
438.52 and § 438.54.

(b) The following performance standards apply with respect to each new point source that
commences discharge after [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule]. Discharges mugt reman within the pH range of 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:

Performance Standards (NSPS)
Pollutant TSS 0&G (asHEM)
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.: daily* monthly avg.:
Operation
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(@ Acid Pickling 0.0571 0.0358 0.0312 0.0239
(b) Alkaine 0.0571 0.0358 0.0312 0.0239
Cleaning

(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.00286 0.00179 0.00156 0.00120
Anneding

(e) Electroplating 0.115 0.0716 0.0623 0.00478
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.0166 0.0104 0.00903 0.00693
(g) Lubrication 0.00137 0.000859 0.000748 0.000574
(h) Mechanica 0.000229 0.000144 0.000125 0.0000956
Descding

(i) Painting 0.00743 0.00466 0.00405 0.00311
(j) Pressure 0.00286 0.00179 0.00156 0.00120
Deformation

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.

Pollutant

TOC
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Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.* daily* monthly avg.*
Operation
(@ Acid Fickling 0.181 0.103 0.0188 0.00896
(b) Alkdine 0.181 0.103 0.0188 0.00896
Cleaning
(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.00901 0.00514 0.000937 0.000448
Annedling
(€) Electroplating 0.361 0.206 0.0375 0.0180
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.0523 0.0298 0.00543 0.00260
(g) Lubrication 0.00433 0.00247 0.000450 0.000215
(h) Mechanica 0.000721 0.000411 0.0000750 0.0000359
Deding
(i) Painting 0.0235 0.0134 0.00244 0.00117
(j) Pressure 0.00901 0.00514 0.000937 0.000448
Deformation

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
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Pollutant Cadmium Chromium
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.: daily* monthly avg.*

Operation
(8) Acid Pickling 0.0000267 0.0000184 0.000355 0.000143
(b) Alkdine 0.0000267 0.0000184 0.000355 0.000143
Cleaning
(¢) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.00000133 0.00000092 0.0000178 0.00000714
Anneding
(e) Electroplating 0.0000534 0.0000368 0.000710 0.000286
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.00000773 0.00000533 0.000103 0.0000415
(9) Lubrication 0.00000064 0.00000044 0.00000851 0.00000343
(h) Mechanica 0.00000011 0.00000007 0.00000142 0.00000057
Descding
(i) Painting 0.00000347 0.00000239 0.0000461 0.0000186
(j) Pressure 0.00000133 0.00000092 0.0000178 0.00000714
Deformation

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
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Pollutant Copper Lead
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.: daily* monthly avg.*

Operation
(8) Acid Pickling 0.000898 0.000327 0.0000692 0.0000517
(b) Alkdine 0.000898 0.000327 0.0000692 0.0000517
Cleaning
(¢) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.0000449 0.0000164 0.00000346 0.00000258
Anneding
(e) Electroplating 0.00180 0.000654 0.000139 0.000104
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.000261 0.0000949 0.0000201 0.0000150
(g) Lubrication 0.0000216 0.00000785 0.00000166 0.00000124
(h) Mechanica 0.00000359 0.00000131 0.00000028 0.00000021
Descding
(i) Painting 0.000117 0.0000425 0.00000899 0.00000671
(j) Pressure 0.0000449 0.0000164 0.00000346 0.00000258
Deformation

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
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Pollutant Manganese Molybdenum
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.: daily* monthly avg.:

Operation
(8 Acid Pickling 0.000600 0.000364 0.00164 0.00103
(b) Alkdine 0.000600 0.000364 0.00164 0.00103
Cleaning
(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.0000300 0.0000182 0.0000820 0.0000511
Anneding
(e) Electroplating 0.00120 0.000728 0.00328 0.00205
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.000174 0.000106 0.000476 0.000297
(9) Lubrication 0.0000144 0.00000873 0.00003%4 0.0000246
(h) Mechanical 0.00000240 0.00000146 0.00000656 0.00000409
Descding
(i) Panting 0.0000780 0.0000473 0.000214 0.000133
(j) Pressure 0.0000300 0.0000182 0.0000820 0.0000511
Deformetion

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
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Pollutant Nickel Slver
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.: daily* monthly avg.*

Operation
(8) Acid Pickling 0.00391 0.00156 0.0000955 0.0000582
(b) Alkdine 0.00391 0.00156 0.0000955 0.0000582
Cleaning
(¢) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.000196 0.0000779 0.00000477 0.00000291
Anneding
(e) Electroplating 0.00782 0.00312 0.000191 0.000117
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.00114 0.000452 0.0000277 0.0000169
(g) Lubrication 0.0000939 0.0000374 0.00000229 0.00000140
(h) Mechanica 0.0000157 0.00000623 0.00000038 0.00000023
Descding
(i) Painting 0.000509 0.000203 0.0000125 0.00000756
(j) Pressure 0.000196 0.0000779 0.00000477 0.00000291
Deformation

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
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Pollutant Sulfide (as S) Tin
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.: daily* monthly avg.:

Operation
(8 Acid Pickling 0.0630 0.0267 0.0000606 0.0000453
(b) Alkdine 0.0630 0.0267 0.0000606 0.0000453
Cleaning
(c) Cold Forming 0 0 0 0
(d) Continuous 0.00315 0.00134 0.00000303 0.00000226
Anneding
(e) Electroplating 0.126 0.0534 0.000122 0.0000905
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.0183 0.00774 0.0000176 0.0000132
(g) Lubrication 0.00151 0.000641 0.00000145 0.00000109
(h) Mechanical 0.000252 0.000107 0.00000024 0.00000018
Descdling
(i) Panting 0.00818 0.00347 0.00000788 0.00000588
(j) Pressure 0.00315 0.00134 0.00000303 0.00000226
Deformetion

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
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Pollutant
Maximum daily* Maximum monthly avg.t

Forming/Finishing Operation
(& Acid Pickling 0.000163 0.000111
(b) Alkdine Cleaning 0.000163 0.000111
(¢) Cold Forming 0 0
(d) Continuous Annealing 0.00000811 0.00000553
(e) Electroplating 0.000325 0.000222
(f) Hot Dip Coating 0.0000471 0.0000321
(9) Lubrication 0.00000389 0.00000265
(h) Mechanicd Descaling 0.00000065 0.00000044
(i) Painting 0.0000211 0.0000144
(j) Pressure Deformation 0.00000811 0.00000553

! Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.
Pollutant Cyanide (T) Cyanide (A)
Maximum Maximum Maximum Maximum
Forming/Finishing daily* monthly avg.* daily* monthly avg.*
Operation
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(@) Electroplating 0.000865 0.000513 0.000580 0.000282

1 Pounds per 1000 Ibs. (gm/kg) of product.

(c) Upon agreement with the permitting authority and pursuant to 8 438.4(d), facilities
with cyanide treatment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or
cyanide (A).

(d) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for
TOP or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicals as specified in 8 438.4(a).

(e) Parformance standards must be established in accordance with § 438.58.

§438.57 Pretreatment standardsfor new sources (PSNS).
New sources subject to this subpart must achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources (PSNS), as applicable.

(@ Any new source subject to the provisions of this section that commenced discharging
after [insert date 10 years prior to the date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final
rule] and before [insert date that is 60 days after the publication date of the final rule] must
continue to achieve the applicable new source standards specified in 40 CFR 420 for ten years
beginning on the date the source commenced discharge or during the period of depreciation or
amortization of the facility, whichever comesfirg, after which the source must achieve the
standards specified in § 438.55.

(b) Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7, the following standards apply with respect to
each new source that commences discharge after [insert date that is 60 days after the publication
date of thefinal rule] : Limitationsfor TOC (asindicator), TOP, cadmium, chromium, copper,
cyanide (T), cyanide (A), lead, manganese, molybdenum, nickd, slver, sulfide (as S), tin, and
zinc are the same as the corresponding limitation specified in 8438.56.

(c) Upon agreement with the control authority and pursuant to § 438.4(d), facilities with
cyanide treetment have the option of achieving the limitation for either cyanide (T) or cyanide

(A).

(d) Upon agreement with the control authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicals as specified in § 438.4(a).

(e) Pretreatment standards must be established in accordance with § 438.58.

§438.58 Calculation of NPDES and pretreatment per mit effluent limitations.

(8 Production-based limitations in NPDES permits must comply with 122.45(b)(2)(i). The
average rate of production reported by the owner or operator in accordance with 40 CFR
403.12(b)(3) shdl be based not upon the design production capacity but rather upon a reasonable
measure of actua production of the facility, such as the production during the high month of the
previous year, or the monthly average for the highest of the previousfive years. For new sources
or new dischargers, actua production shal be estimated using projected production.

(b) Thefollowing protocols shdl be used when caculating the operating rate for Subpart E:

(1) For gmilar, multiple production lines with process waters treated in the same
wastewater treatment system, the reasonable measure of production (the daily operating rate)
shdl be determined from the combined production of the smilar production lines during the
same time period.

(2) For process wastewater treatment systems where wastewater from two or more
different production lines are commingled in the same wastewater trestment system, the
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reasonable measure of production (the daily operating rate) shall be determined separately for
each production line (or combination of smilar production lines) during the same time period.

(c) Mass effluent limitations and pretrestment requirements for each forming/finishing
operation shal be computed by multiplying the average daily operating rate (or other reasonable
measure of production), as determined in accordance with § 438.58(b), by the respective effluent
limitations guiddlines or sandards. The mass effluent limitations or pretrestment requirements
gpplicable at a given NPDES or pretrestment compliance monitoring point shal be the sum of
the mass effluent limitations or pretrestment requirements for each regulated pollutant parameter
within each applicable forming/finishing operation with process wastewater discharging to that
compliance monitoring point.

(d) Mass NPDES permit effluent limitations or pretrestment requirements derived from this
part shal remain in effect for the term of the NPDES permit or pretrestment control mechanism,
exeept:

(1) When the permit is modified in accordance with §122.62 of this chapter or locdl
POTW permit modification provisons, or

(2) Where the NPDES permit authorizes dternate effluent limitations for incressed or
decreased production levels in accordance with §122.45(b)(2)(ii)(A)(1) of this chapter.

(e) Production from unit operations that do not generate or discharge process wastewater shall
not be included in the caculation of the operating rate.

Subpart F - Oily Wastes
§438.60 Applicability.

(a) This subpart applies to process wastewater from fecilities specified in § 438.1(a) that
discharge wastewater exclusively from oily operations (as defined in § 438.61) and are not
otherwise subject to subparts G or H of this part.

(b) Facilities introducing process wastewater into a POTW at a rate that does not exceed 2
million gallons per year are not subject to the pretreatment standards (§ 438.65 and § 438.67) of
this subpart.

§ 438.61 Special definitions.

(@ Asusad in this subpart, oily operations means one or more of the following: Alkdine
cleaning for oil removal; agueous or solvent degreasing; corroson preventive coating (as
specified in 8 438.61(b)); floor cleaning; grinding; heet treeting; deformation by impact or
pressure; machining; painting; steam cleaning; laundering; and testing (such as, hydrogtatic, dye
penetrant, ultrasonic, magnetic flux).

(b) Corrosion preventive coating means the gpplication of removable oily or organic
solutions to protect metd surfaces againgt corrosive environments. Corroson preventive
coatings include, but are not limited to: petrolatum compounds, oils, hard dry-film compounds,
solvent-cutback petroleum-based compounds, emulsions, water-displacing polar compounds, and
fingerprint removers and neutrdizers. Corraosion preventive coating does not include
electroplating, or chemical conversion coating (including phosphate conversion coating)
operations.

§438.62 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).
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() Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitations representing the gpplication of BPT.
Discharges must remain within the pH range 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:

Effluent Limitations (BPT

Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!
1 TSS 63 31
2 0&G (assHEM) 27 20
3. TOC (asindicator) 633 378
4 TOP 9.0 43
5 Sulfide (as S) 31 13

" mg/L (ppm).

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).
§438.63 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventional pollutants (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the gpplication of BCT:
Limitationsfor TSS, O& G (as HEM) and pH are the same as the corresponding limitation
specified in § 438.62.

§438.64 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).

(@) Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the gpplication of BAT:
Limitationsfor TOC (asindicator), TOP and sulfide (as S) are the same as the corresponding
limitation specified in § 438.62.

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicals as specified in 8 438.4(a).

§438.65 Pretreatment standardsfor existing sources (PSES).

(8) Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7 and 403.13, and except at facilities where the process
wastewater introduced into a POTW does not exceed 2 million galons per year, any exising
source subject to this subpart must achieve the following pretreatment standards:

Pretreatment Standards (PSES)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily* monthly avg.!
1 TOC (asindicator) 633 378
2. TOP 9.0 43
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3 Sulfide (as S) 31 13

" mg/L (ppm).

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

(c) The contral authority has the option of imposing mass-based standards in place of the
concentration-based standards. To convert to mass-based standards, multiply each parameter’s
concentration-based standard times the average daily flow of process wastewater discharged by
the source into the POTW.

§438.66 New sour ce performance standar ds (NSPS).
(@ Any new point source subject to this subpart must achieve performance standards for
TSS, 0O&G (assHEM), TOC (asindicator), TOP, sulfide (as S) and pH, which are the same as the
corresponding limitation specified in § 438.62.
(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement amanagement plan for organic chemicals as specified in § 438.4(a).

§438.67 Pretreatment standardsfor new sources (PSNS).

() Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.7, or except at facilities where the process wastewater
introduced into a POTW does not exceed 2 million gallons per year, any existing source subject
to this subpart must achieve pretrestment standards for TOC (as indicator), TOP and sulfide (as
S), which are the same as the corresponding standard specified in § 438.65.

(b) Upon agreement with the permitting authority, facilities must choose to monitor for TOP
or TOC, or implement a management plan for organic chemicas as specified in § 438.4(a).

(c) The contral authority has the option of imposing mass-based standards in place of the
concentration-based standards. To convert to mass-based standards, multiply each parameter’s
concentration-based standard times the average daily flow of process wastewater discharged by
the source into the POTW.

Subpart G - Railroad Line Maintenance
§438.70 Applicability.

(&) This subpart appliesto discharges of process wastewater from facilities that perform
routine cleaning and light maintenance on railroad engines, cars, car-whed! trucks, or smilar
parts or machines, and discharge wastewater exclusively from oily operations (as defined in §
438.61(a)) or from washing of the fina product.

(b) Facilities engaged in the manufacture, overhaul or heavy maintenance of railroad engines,
cars, car-whed trucks, or smilar parts or machines are not subject to this subpart. These
facilities may be subject to Subpart A or F of this part.

§438.72 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).
Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart mugt achieve the following effluent limitations representing the gpplication of BPT.
Discharges must remain within the pH range 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:
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Effluent Limitations (BPT)

Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily! monthly avg.!
1 BODs A 12
2. TSS 30 16
3 | 0&G (asHEM) 1 8

" mg/L (ppm).

§438.73 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventional pollutants (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the application of BCT:
Limitations for BODs, TSS, O& G (as HEM) and pH are the same as the corresponding limitation
specified in § 438.72.

§438.76 New sour ce performance standar ds (NSPS).

Any new point source subject to this subpart must achieve performance standards for BODs,
TSS, 0&G (as HEM) and pH, which are the same as the corresponding limitation specified in §
438.72.

Subpart H - Shipbuilding Dry Docks

§438.80 Applicability.

(&) This subpart appliesto discharges of process wastewater generated in or on dry docks and
smilar structures, such as graving docks, building ways, marine railways and lift barges a
shipbuilding fadlities (or shipyards). This subpart gpplies to the following when generated by
operations from within adry dock or Smilar structure: process wastewater generated inside and
outside the vessdl (including bilge water) and wastewater generated from barnacle remova
conducted as preparation for ship maintenance, rebuilding or repair.

(b) The following wastewater discharges are not subject to this subpart:

(1) Wastewater from “on-shore’ operations (that is, other than dry docks and smilar
structures) at a shipyard.

(2) Wastewater generated on board ships and boats when they are afloat (thet is, not in dry
docks or smilar structures). Wastewater generated on U.S. military ships and boats afloat in
U.S. waters are subject to the Uniform Discharge Standards (UNDS) at 40 CFR part 1700.

(3) Flooding water (as defined in 438.81(a)), dry dock ballast water (as defined in 438.81(b)),
and storm water.

8§ 438.81 Special definitions.

Asused in this subpart:

(& Flooding water means water that is used to float ships or boats into the dry dock or
smilar structure and is discharged prior to performing any MP&M operations, or water that is
used to float ships or boats out of the dry dock or similar structure after dll MP&M operations
have ceased.
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(b) Dry dock ballast water means water that enters and exits the dry dock or smilar structure
for the purpose of snking or raisng the dry dock.

§438.82 Effluent limitations attainable by the application of the best practicable control
technology currently available (BPT).
Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitations representing the gpplication of BPT.
Discharges must remain within the pH range 6 to 9 and must not exceed the following:

Effluent Limitations (BPT)
Regulated Maximum Maximum
parameter daily! monthly avg.
1 TSS 81 44
2 08.G (asHEM) 16 1

*mg/L (ppm).

§438.83 Effluent limitations attainable by application of the best control technology
for conventional pollutants (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30 through 125.32, any existing point source subject to
this subpart must achieve the following effluent limitation representing the application of BCT:
Limitationsfor TSS, O& G (as HEM) and pH are the same as the corresponding limitation
specified in § 438.82.

§438.86 New source performance standar ds (NSPS).

Any new point source subject to this subpart must achieve performance standards for TSS,
0& G (as HEM) and pH, which are the same as the corresponding limitation specified in 8
438.82.
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APPENDIX A to Part 438 - TYPICAL PRODUCTSIN METAL PRODUCTS &

MACHINERY SECTORS

AEROSPACE

Guided Missiles & Space Vehicle
Guided Missile & Space Vehicle Prop.
Other Space Vehicle & Missile Parts

AIRCRAFT

Aircraft Engines & Engine Parts
Aircraft Frames Manufacturing
Aircraft Parts & Equipment
Airports, Flying Fields, & Services

BUS & TRUCK

Bus Terminal & Service Facilities

Courier Services, Except by Air

Freight Truck Terminals, W/ or

W/O Maintenance.

Intercity & Rural Highways
(Buslines)

Local & Suburban Transit (Bus &

subway)

Local Passenger. Trans. (Lim.,

Amb., Sight See)

Local Trucking With Storage

Local Trucking Without Storage

Motor Vehicle Parts &

Accessories

School Buses

Trucking

Truck & Bus Bodies

Truck Trailers

ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT

Communications Equipment
Connectors for Electronic Applications
Electric Lamps

Electron Tubes

Electronic Capacitors

Electronic Coils & Transformers
Electronic Components

Radio & TV Communications
Equipment

Telephone & Telegraph Apparatus

HARDWARE

Architectural & Ornamental Metal Work
Bolts, Nuts, Screws, Rivets & Washers
Crowns & Closures

Cutlery

Fabricated Metal Products

Fabricated Pipe & Fabricated Pipe Fittings
Fabricated Plate Work (Boiler Shops)
Fabricated Structural Metal

Fasteners, Buttons, Needles & Pins
Fluid Power Valves & Hose Fittings
Hand & Edge Tools

Hand Saws & Saw Blades

Hardware

Heating Equipment, Except Electric
Industrial Furnaces & Ovens

Iron & Steel Forgings

Machine Tool Accessories & Measuring
Devices

Machine Tools, Metal Cutting Types
Machine Tools, Metal Forming Types
Metal Shipping Barrels, Drums Kegs, Pals
Metal Stampings

Power Driven Hand Tools

Prefabricated Metal Buildings &
Components

Screw Machine Products

Sheet Metal Work

Special Dies & Tools, Die Sets, Jigs, Etc
Steel Springs

Valves & Pipe Fittings

Wire Springs

HOUSEHOLD EQUIPMENT

Commercial, Ind. & Inst. Elec.
Lighting Fixtures
Current-Carrying Wiring Devices
Electric Housewares & Fans
Electric Lamps

Farm Freezers

Household Appliances
Household Cooking Equipment
Household Refrig. & Home &
Household Laundry Equipment
Household Vacuum Cleaners
Lighting Equipment
Noncurrent-Carrying Wiring
Devices

Radio & Television Repair Shops
Radio & Television Sets Except
Commn. Types

Refrig. & Air Cond. Serv. &
Repair Shops

Residential Electrical Lighting
Fixtures
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INSTRUMENTS

Analytical Instruments

Automatic Environmental Controls
Coating, Engraving, & Allied Services
Dental Equipment & Supplies
Ophthalmic Goods

Fluid Meters & Counting Devices
Instruments to Measure Electricity
Laboratory Apparatus & Furniture
Manufacturing Industries

Measuring & Controlling Devices
Optical Instruments & Lenses
Orthopedic, Prosthetic, & Surgical
Supplies

Pens, Mechanical Pencils, & Parts
Process Control Instruments

Search & Navigation Equipment
Surgical & Medical Instruments &
Apparatus

Watches, Clocks, Associated Devices &
Parts

JOB SHOP

Perform Work on Productsfor UseIn Any
MP&M Sector But Owns Less Than 50% of
the Products On-Site

(e.g., Electroplating, Plating, Polishing,
Anodizing, and Coloring)

MOBILE INDUSTRIAL
EQUIPMENT

Construction Machinery &
Equipment

Farm Machinery & Equipment
Garden Tractors & Lawn & Garden
Equipment

Hoist, Industrial Cranes &
Monorails

Industrial Trucks, Tractors,
Trailers

Mining Machinery & Equipment,
Except Qil Field

Tanks & Tank Components

MOTOR VEHICLE

Auto Exhaust System Repair Shops
Automobile Dealers (new & used)
Auto. Dealers (Dunebuggy, Go -cart,
Snowmobile)

Automotive Equipment

Automotive Glass Replacement Shops
Automotive Repairs Shops
Automobile Service (includes Diag. &
Insp. Cntrs.)

Automotive Stampings

Automotive Transmission Repair Shops
Carburetors, Pistons Rings, Valves
Electrical Equipment for Motor
General Automotive Repair Shops
Mobile Homes

Motor Vehicle & Automotive Bodies
Motor Vehicle Parts & Accessories
Motorcycle Dealers

Motorcycles

Passenger Car Leasing

Recreational & Utility Trailer Dealers
Taxicabs

Top & Body Repair & Paint Shops
Travel Trailers & Campers

Vehicles

Vehicular Lighting Equipment
Welding Shops (includes Automotive)

OFFICE MACHINE

Calculating & Accounting Equipment
Computer Maintenance & Repair
Computer Peripheral Equipment
Computer Related Services
Computer Rental & Leasing
Computer Storage Devices
Computer Terminals

Electrical & Electronic Repair
Electronic Computers

Office Machines

Photographic Equipment & Supplies

ORDNANCE

Ammunition

Ordnance & Accessories
Small Arms

Small Arms Ammunition
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PRECIOUSMETALS & JEWELRY

Costume Jewelry

Jewelers' Materials & Lapidary Work
Jewelry, Precious Metal

Musical Instruments

Silverware, Plated Ware, & Stainless

PRINTED WIRING BOARD

Printed Circuit Boards

Printed Circuit Boards for Television and
Radio

Wiring Boards

RAILROAD

Line-Haul Railroads
Railcars, Railway Systems
Switching & Terminal Stations

SHIPSAND BOATS

Boat Building & Repairing

Deep Sea Domestic Transportation of

Freight

Deep Sea Passenger Transportation,

Except by Ferry

Freight Transportation on the Great

Lakes

Marinas

Ship Building & Repairing

Towing & Tugboat Service

Water Passenger Transportation
Ferries

Water Transportation of Freight

Water Transportation Services

STATIONARY INDUSTRIAL
EQUIPMENT

Air & Gas Compressors

Automatic Vending Machines

Ball & Roller Bearings

Blowers & Exhaust & Ventilation Fans
Commercial Laundry Equipment
Conveyors & Conveying Equipment
Electric Industrial Apparatus
Elevators & Moving Stairways
Equipment Rental & Leasing

Food Product Machinery

Fluid Power Cylinders & Actuators
Fluid Power Pumps & Motors

General Industrial Machinery

Heavy Construction Equipment Rental
Industrial Machinery

Industrial Patterns

Industrial Process Furnaces & Ovens
Internal Combustion Engines
Measuring & Dispensing Pumps
Mechanical Power Transmission
Equipment

Metal Working Machinery

Motors & Generators

Oil Field Machinery & Equipment
Packaging Machinery

Paper Industries Machinery

Printing Trades Machinery & Equipment
Pumps & Pumping Equipment
Refrigeration & Air & Heating Equipment
Relays & Industrial Controls

Rolling Mill Machinery & Equipment
Scales & Balances, Except Laboratory
Service Industry Machines

Special Industry Machinery

Speed Changers, High Speed Drivers &
Gears

Steam, Gas, Hydraulic Turbines, Generator
Units

Switchgear & Switchboard Apparatus
Textile Machinery

Transformers

Welding Apparatus

Woodworking Machinery

STEEL FORMING &
FINISHING

Cold-Finished Steel Bars

Steel Pipe and Tubes

Steel Wiredrawing and Steel Nails
and Spikes

Miscellaneous Fabricated Wire
Products (e.g., steel wire rope,
cable, netting)




MISCELLANEOUSMETAL
PRODUCTS

Miscellaneous Fabricated Wire
Products

Miscellaneous Metal Work
Miscellaneous Repair Shops & Related
Services

Miscellaneous Transportation
Equipment

APPENDI X B to Part 438 - TOP PollutantsList

CAS Number Nomina
Tota Organics Parameter Pollutants Quantitation
Vdue
(mglL)
1 Acrolein 107-02-8 | 0.05
2. Benzoic acid 65-85-0 | 0.05
3. Carbon disulfide 75-15-0 | 0.01
4. Dibenzofuran 132-64-9 | 0.01
5. Dibenzothiophene 132-65-0 | 0.01
6. Isophorone 78-59-1 | 0.01
7. n-Hexadecane 544-76-3 | 0.01
8. n-Tetradecane 929-59-4 | 0.01
9. Aniline 62-53-3 | 0.01
10. Chloroform (trichloromethane) 67-66-3 | 0.01
11. Methylene chloride (dichloromethane) 75-09-2 | 0.01
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12. Chloroethane (ethyl chloride) 75-00-3 | 0.05
13. 1,1-Dichloroethane 75-34-3 | 0.01
14. 1,1,1-Trichloroethane (methylchloroform) 71-55-6 | 0.01
15. Tetrachloroethene 127-18-4 | 0.01
16. 1,1-Dichloroethylene (vinylidene chloride) 75-35-4 | 0.01
17. Trichloroethylene 79-01-6 | 0.01
18. Biphenyl 92-52-4 | 0.01
19. p-Cymene 99-87-6 | 0.01
20. Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 | 0.01
21. Toluene 108-88-3 | 0.01
22. N-Nitrosodimethylamine 62-75-9 | 0.05
23. N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 86-30-6 | 0.02
24. Chlorobenzene 108-90-7 | 0.01
25. 2,6-Dinitrotoluene 606-20-2 | 0.01
26. Phenol 108-95-2 | 0.01
27. 4-Chloro-m-cresol (parachlorometacresol or 4-chloro- 59-50-7 | 0.01
28. 3-methylphenol)

29. 2,4-Dinitrophenol 51-28-5 | 0.05
30. 2,4-Dimethylphenadl 105-67-9 | 0.01
31 2-Nitrophenal (o- nitrophenal) 88-75-5 | 0.02
32. 4-Nitrophenal (p-nitrophenal) 100-02-7 | 0.05
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33. Acenagphthene 83-32-9 | 0.01
34. Anthracene 120-12-7 | 0.01
35. 3,6- Dimethylphenanthrene 1576-67-6 | 0.01
36. Fluorene 86-73-7 | 0.01
37. Huoranthene 206-44-0 | 0.01
38. 2-1sopropylngphthaene 2027-17-0 | 0.01
39. 1-Methylfluorene 1730-37-6 | 0.01
40. 2-Methylnaphthalene 91-57-6 | 0.01
41. 1-Methylphenanthrene 832-69-9 | 0.01
42. Naphthadene 91-20-3 | 0.01
43. Phenanthrene 85-01-8 | 0.01
44, Pyrene 129-00-0 | 0.01
45. Benzyl butyl phthdate 85-68-7 | 0.01
46. Dimethyl phthdate 131-11-3 | 0.01
47. Di-n-butyl phthalate 84-74-2 | 0.01
48. Di-n-octyl phthaate 117-84-0 | 0.01
49. Big(2-ethylhexyl) phthaate 117-81-7 | 0.01

Part 463 - PLASTICSMOLDING AND FORMING POINT SOURCE CATEGORY

6. The authority citation for Part 463 is revised to read asfollows:

Authority: Secs. 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, 402 and 501 of the Clean Water Act, as amended,;

33 U.S.C. 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1342 and 1361.

7. Section 463.1 is amended by revising paragraph (c) to read asfollows:

§463.1 Applicability.

* *k k k%

(c) Processes that coat a plastic materid onto a substrate may fall within the Electroplating,
Metal Finishing, or Metal Products and Machinery provisons of 40 CFR parts 413, 433, and
438, as applicable. These coating processes are excluded from the effluent limitations guiddines
and standards for the electroplating, meta finishing, and meta products and machinery point
source categories and are subject to the plastics molding and forming reguletion in this part.

* * *k % %

Part 464 -METAL MOLDING AND CASTING POINT SOURCE CATEGORY

8. The authority citation for Part 464 is revised to read asfollows:

Authority: Secs. 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, 402 and 501 of the Clean Water Act, as amended,;
33 U.S.C. 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1342 and 1361.

9. Section 464.02 is amended by revising the last sentence of paragraphs (a), (b), (c), and (d)
to read asfollows:

§ 464.02 Generd definitions.
(& * * * Processing operations following the cooling of castings not covered under duminum

303



forming, except for grinding scrubber operations which are covered here, are covered under the
electroplating, metd finishing, and meta products and machinery point source categories (40

CFR parts 413, 433, and 438), as applicable.

(b) * * * Except for grinding scrubber operations which are covered here, processing operations
following the cooling of castings are covered under the dectroplating, metd finishing, and meta
products and machinery point source categories (40 CFR parts 413, 433, and 438), as applicable.
(c) * * * Except for grinding scrubber operations which are covered here, processing operations
following the cooling of castings are covered under the eectroplating, metd finishing, and meta
products and machinery point source categories (40 CFR parts 413, 433, and 438), as applicable.
(d) * * * Processing operations following the cooling of castings not covered under nonferrous
metals forming are covered under the eectroplating, metd finishing, and metd products and
machinery point source categories (40 CFR parts 413, 433, and 438), as applicable.

* % % % %

Part 467- ALUMINUM FORMING POINT SOURCE CATEGORY

10. The authority citation for Part 467 isrevised to read asfollows

Authority: Secs. 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, 402 and 501 of the Clean Water Act, as amended,
33 U.S.C. 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1342 and 1361.

11. Section 467.01 is amended by revising the fourth sentence of paragraph (a) to read as
fdlows:

8 467.01 Applicability.
(@ * * * For the purposes of this part, surface treetment of auminum is considered to be an
integrd part of duminum forming whenever it is performed a the same plant Ste a which
auminum is formed and such operations are not considered for regulation under the
Electroplating, Metal Finishing, or Metal Products and Machinery provisons of 40 CFR parts
413, 433, and 438, as applicable. * * *

* * *k % %

Part 471 - NONFERROUSMETAL FORMING AND METAL POWDERSPOINT
SOURCE CATEGORY

12. Theauthority citation for Part 471 isrevised to read as follows:

Authority: Secs. 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, 402 and 501 of the Clean Water Act, as amended,;
33 U.S.C. 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1342 and 1361.

13. Section 471.01 is amended by revisng paragraph (c) to read asfollows:

§471.01 Applicability.

* k% %k % %

(c) Surface trestment includes any chemica or eectrochemica treatment applied to the
surface of the metd. For the purposes of this regulation, surface treetment of metalsis
consdered to be an integra part of the forming of metas whenever it is performed at the same
plant site at which the metds are formed. Such surface treatment operations are not regulated
under Electroplating, Metd Finishing, or Metal Products and Machinery Point Source Category
regulations, 40 CFR 413, 433, and 438, respectively.

* * k * %



