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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The objective of this report is to determine whether there are point source discharges
into navigable waters that, in terms of volume, concentration, and type of pollutant, are not
significant, and to determine the most effective and appropriate methods of regulating any
such discharges. This report is required by Section 516 of the Water Quality Act of 1987.

This Report to Congress addresses the requirements of Section 516 by identifying
potential de minimis discharges and recommending effective and appropriate methods of
regulating those discharges. The Report includes five major elements: (1) legislative history
and background, (2) classification of de minimis discharges, (3) regulatory options, (4) unit

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

Legislative History and Background

In 1972 under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments (FWPCA), the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) was established. The NPDES
Program requires all point source discharges of pollutants to have a permit (except as
provided in Section 404 of the Water Quality Act, which regulates dredge and fill activities).
Considerable resources for both permitting agencies and permittees are involved in the
NPDES permit process. Permits for major discharges average 30 pages, consume four
months’ processing time, and cost thousands of dollars to issue.

Since 1972, approximately 65,000 dischargers in the United States have been issued
NPDES permits, which require renewal at a maximum of five-year intervals. EPA and State
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permitting agencies are faced with an increasing backlog of permits that have expired and
should be reissued. EPA has always been concerned about how to set priorities for permit
writing. The Agency has grappled with this problem in a number of ways. One of the first
steps EPA took in setting priorities was to classify all discharges as either major or minor.
Confronted with the enormous task of reviewing permits for major point source discharges,
EPA and State agencies have not been able to act on over 10,000 permit applications and

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

In 1982, during public hearings before Congress, modifications to the NPDES permit
regulations that address insignificant discharges were suggested as possible amendments to
the FWPCA. During these hearings, the term de minimis was used to reflect insignificant
discharges. The de minimis concept under the NPDES program was further discussed during
public hearings before Congress in 1983 and 1985. In 1987, Congress passed the Water
Quality Act, which mandated this study of de minimis discharges in lieu of amending NPDES
permit requirements for such discharges.

Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Potential de minimis discharges are classified in this report through a two-part process
using readily available data and supporting information from permitting authorities. The first
part screens the potential number of de minimis discharges by evaluating the type of facility,
type of effluent, current Federal effluent regulations, and permit limitations. This initial
screening had to be conducted on a very limited data base since most permitting and
compliance monitoring activities have concentrated on major discharges, which by definition
are not de minimis. Because the data on most minor facilities are limited, entire groups of
dischargers were screened out from the category of potential de minimis if there was reason
to conclude that a group of permittees contained at least a reasonable number of dischargers
that could not be considered de minimis. The Agency approached the de minimis

i
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classification in this manner to avoid overestimating the number of de minimis discharges.
As a result, the projected number of potential de minimis discharges may be underestimated,
some facilities that were categorically excluded could be determined to qualify as de minimis
if it were possible to examine them on a case-by-case basis. The second part applies

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

Screening and Evaluation of Discharges

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

into four categories:

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

[ PN thtmn mloncifiad ne caczrmma L—‘AA—_‘-‘ P M -

Sewage Treatment Facilities: Facilities classified as sév'vagc it I
have a high potential for toxic pollutant discharges, ammonia, and chlorine, as
well as pathogens. Consequently, all sewage treatment facilities are excluded
from de minimis.

¢ Unknown Facilities: All facilities with incomplete or insufficient data that could
not be classified in any industrial category are consxdered to be potentxal
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from de minimis.

¢ Secondary Facilities: Secondary facilities were categorized into three groups:
(1) facilities with significant potential for toxics in their discharge; (2) facilities
with effluent guidelines; and (3) all others. Facilities classified as "all others”
were further classified into facilities with permit limitations for any toxics,

a‘rnmen_}a or chlorine and facilities proiected to he potential de minimis.
A A y vJ valluﬂl o0
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Application of Site-Specific Criteria

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

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

Public health impact;

Water quality factors; and
Proximity to near coastal waters.

Nationwide Projections

An estimated 893 facilities (1.2 percent of all active NPDES facilities) are projected,
as a group, to be potentially de minimis, applying the classification system previously
discussed (See Table 1). Each facility would require site-specific evaluation before being
confirmed as insignificant in terms of volume, concentration, and pollutant type.

Table 1
Projection of Potential De Minimis Discharges

\ctive NPDES Faciliti p ial De Minimi
Eacility Type Number Percent Number Percent
Primary Industrial 17,463 23.4 0 -.-
Sewage Treatment 21,073 28.3 0 -
Unknown 4,031 54 0 -.-
Secondary Facilities 31,958 429 893 1.2

TOTAL 74,525 893

v
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Regulatory Options of De Minimis Discharges

De minimis discharges may be suitable for alternative regulatory approaches.
Existing regulatory options include the standard NPDES program (including model permits)
and the general permit. Possible alternative regulatory options that would require statutory
change include the ten-year permit, over-the-counter permits, exclusion by waiver from the
NPDES program, and the national rule approach. These options are described below:

e  Model Permit: Uses an "example® standard permit to reduce burden. Requires
complete application and processing.

¢  General Permit: Extends broad coverage for a class of similar discharges.
Contains many of the standard permit provisions at a considerable reduction in
administrative burden. Requires review by EPA Region and/or Headquarters.

® Ten-Year Permit: Extends the lifetime of the permit from S to 10 years.
Requires a statutory change. Difficulties perceived in responding to changes in
effluent, regulations, etc.

¢  Over-the-Counter Permits: Abbreviates application and permit process.
(Applicants receive same-day or 24-hour service.) May require statutory
change. Difficulties perceived in maintaining public notice and establishing
suitable Regional/State permitting procedures.

¢  Exclusion by Waiver from the NPDES Program: Excludes certain categories
of discharges from NPDES. Requires a statutory change and case-by-case
designations. May eliminate some discharges from regulation; possible water
quality impacts.
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e  National Rule: Allows the instantaneous regulation of large groups of
de minimis discharges by coverage under a general rule. The rule would state
coverage of specified activities and corresponding national standards (similar to
EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards) that would apply to the facility.
Requires confirmation of de minimis status. A Notice of Intent may also be

required.

Unit Resource and Cost Savings of Regulatory Options

Analyses were conducted to determine the potential unit savings in resources
(person-hours) and costs attributable to the alternative regulatory options. These addressed
only savings for permitting agencies (EPA and approved States); savings for industry and

nth et ttane
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1986 North Carolina Effort and Cost of Permitting Study, which outlines the permit steps
and effort involved in a standard/model permit program; and (2) the 1987 EPA Permit
Issuance Workload Model, which predicts levels of effort involved in permitting various
discharges. Supporting information was obtained from the EPA Regional permitting

\ tha
J uic

authorities and State permitting agencies.

>
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Resource (%) Cost (%)
1.  Exclusion by Waiver 92 94
2. General Permit 20 23
3. Over-the-Counter Permit 19 22
4. Ten-Year Permit 16 17
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Savings are in relation to the Standard/Model (baseline) Permit requiring an estimated 147
person-hours and $1,807 per facility over a S year term.

The national rule approach was not evaluated since it requires that classes of
discharges be confirmed as de minimis before any site-specific investigations are conducted.
EPA'’s limited data base on these potential de minimis discharges prevents this confirmation.

Recommendations

An estimated 893 facilities (1.2 percent of all active NPDES facilities) belong to
industrial types that can readily be projected as potentially de minimis. In part, because it is
the best regulatory option available under current law, the general permit is recommended as
the most effective and appropriate method of regulating these discharges (Table 2). Although
a prudently managed system for exclusion by waiver or a national permit by rule approach
for de minimis discharges may ultimately offer the greatest savings to government and the
economy, quite possibly at little risk to the environment, those options are not available
under current law. General permits can be issued with unit resource and cost savings of 20
and 23 percent, respectively. No statutory change is required as general permit regulations
were promulgated in 1979. General permits are currently used by a number of EPA Regions
and approved States with noted success in reducing the burden for permitting agencies. A
positive consensus was received from EPA Regional and State permitting authorities on the
applicability of general permits. However, the general permit will be effective only if the
number of potential de minimis discharges within a specified geographical or political
boundary is adequate to make the permit administratively worthwhile. (General permits are
rulemakings that require substantial data gathering on the part of permitting agencies.) In
such cases where the general permit is not effective, individual 5 year permits would be
appropriate based on standard "models” issued by EPA as guidance. Model permits can be

vii
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Table 2
Summary of Regulatory Option Evaluations

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

General Permit No 28 NPDES 20 23 Yes

States pius

16 non-

NPDES

States or

Temntories
Ten-Year Yes California 16 17 Yes
Permit pon-

NPDES

ex -

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

NPDES

permits
Exclusion by Yes Californis 92 94 Yes
Waiver for land

discharges

(non-

NPDES)
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helpful by giving generic permit requirements and guidelines for certain types of discharges.
This template can then be tailored to a specific discharge with less burden than it takes to
develop a permit from scratch.



INTRODUCTION

The objective of this study is to determine whether there are point source discharges
into navigable waters that, in terms of volume, concentration, and type of pollutant, are not
significant (i.e., de minimis). The Agency is required to submit a Report to Congress on the
results of the study, along with recommendations concerning the most effective and
appropriate methods of regulating such discharges. This study was required by Congress in
lieu of revisions to this aspect of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES).

As established by Section 402(a)(l) of the Clean Water Act (CWA), all point source
discharges of pollutants to navigable waters must have a NPDES permit (except as provided
in Section 404 which regulates dredge and fill activities). The time and resources involved
in the NPDES permit process are considerable for both the regulatory agency and industry.
Permits for major discharges average 30 pages, consume 4 months’ processing time, and cost
thousands of dollars to issue.

Since 1972, approximately 65,000 NPDES permits have been issued, which require
renewal at a maximum of five-year intervals. EPA and State permitting agencies are faced
with an increasing backlog of permits that have expired and should be reissued. EPA has
always been concerned about how to set priorities for permit writing. The Agency has
grappled with this problem in a number of ways. One of the first steps EPA took in setting
priorities was to classify all discharges as either major or minor. Confronted with the

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

If discharges are de minimis, based on concentration, volume, and type of discharge,
and do not significantly impact water quality, regulatory options may be recommended to
reduce their regulatory/administrative burden on the regulatory agencies as well as industry.
Resources could then be concentrated on permit compliance rather than permit

administration.

Chapter One of this report provides background information on the evolution of the
De Minimis Discharge Study. The legislative history is presented, beginning with the 1982
public record, which mentions excluding "insignificant discharges” from the requirements of
NPDES permits. A description of the Regional/State survey conducted for this study is also
included.

Chapter Two presents the data and information pertinent to classifying a discharge as
de minimis using criteria established by the Agency. The methodology and data sources used
in the assessment are discussed. The assessment was severely hampered by the lack of data
since most permitting and compliance monitoring activities have concentrated on major
discharges, which, by definition, are not de minimis. The specific criteria used in the
classifications, such as Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code and effluent
characteristics, are defined. The chapter concludes with a classification of potential
de minimis discharges.

Chapter Three discusses existing regulatory options currently in use and other
potential regulatory options compiled by the Agency. Regulatory options are described and
evaluated.



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

1.3 1 % 1.

of resources and doliars that could be attributed to the alternative regulatory options used to
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and unit savings to government are projected and evaluated for each regulatory option. This

chapter concludes with a comparison of savings.

Chapter Five presents the conclusions and recommendations of the Agency. It
provides an overview on the Agency’s findings, as well as recommendations concemning the

most effective and appropriate methods of regulating de minimis discharges.

Various appendices are attached to this report, providing more detail on the specific
issues and options addressed in the main text. Appendix A presents, in chronological order,
all information found in the public records concerning the legislative evolution of the study
of de minimis discharges. Appendix B provides the questionnaire used to survey permitting
authorities on the types or categories of discharges that could be considered de minimis, as
well as to recommend regulatory options. Appendices C and D summarize the results of the

OteecdaVa necememnce o Mool nanl o d Canaa _.__ .......... A o 2o T el LY el
SHUdy 3 SuIvey ul 101 alld dtalc pIim lg duuwnuca BPWHUICCQ L uuaougn J Culniaiil
additional information on the classification of de minimis discharges. Appendix K provides a

Appendix L provides general permit information, including current program status and a
listing of categories currently covered by general permits. Appendix M includes the North
Carolina Case Study on the Effort and Cost of Permitting. Appendix N presents the EPA
workload model that estimates outputs, workloads, and resources for various types of
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Chapter One

BACKGROUND

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The evolution of the De Minimis Discharges Study was obtained from the
Congressional Record, which was reviewed for all references to the Federal Water Pollution
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FWPCA. Appendlx A presents, in chronological order, all mformatlon found in the public
records concerning the legislative evolution of the study of de minimis discharges. All page
references cited in this chapter are contained in Appendix A.

Q- (m callad thea FWPCA Amendments of 10
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The NPDES program requires all point source discharges of pollutants (other than dredged or
fill material regulated under Section 404 of the CWA) to United States waters to have a
permit, the term of which may not exceed 5 years. Subsequent amendments to the FWPCA
were produced by Congress, but contained no references to insignificant (de minimis)

Modifying regulations for insignificant discharges under the NPDES permit program
were first proposed during public hearings held in 1982 on possible amendments to the
FWPCA. Hearings were again held in 1983 and 1985. The bill passed by Congress in
February 1987 became Public Law 1004 (PL 100-4), amending the FWPCA. Section 516
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of the Water Quality Act (WQA), a "Study of De Minimis Discharges,” mandated the study
of insignificant discharges of pollution, as well as recommendations for methods to best
regulate them. The following paragraphs present the legislative evolution of the De Minimis
Discharges Study.

The 1982 hearings before the Subcommittee on Water Resources of the U.S. House
of Representatives Committee on Public Works and Transportation produced the first
mention in the public record of the exclusion of "insignificant discharges® from the
requirements of the NPDES permit program. The idea was first set out by J.C. Hildrew,
speaking for the American Petroleum Institute on July 28, 1982. He quoted a 1979 report of
the Association of State and Interstate Water Pollution Control Administrators (ASIWPCA)
as source of the assertion that "about 51 percent of all permits issued . . . involved relatively
insignificant facilities with respect to point source pollution concerns,” which places a heavy
burden, in terms of both time and cost, on government and industry. He concluded that "the
EPA Administrator should be given specific authority to exempt environmentally insignificant.
discharges from the requirements of the NPDES permit program” (p. A-1). On July 29,
R.F. Flacke, Commissioner of the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation, estimated the number of "dischargers of a minor nature” to be "about eighty
percent of the permittees.” He stated that these minor discharges do not require review
every 5 years due to "the unchanging nature of the waste streams and/or the lack of
additional treatment requirements” (p. A-5). J.W. Haun, speaking for the National
Environmental Development Association (NEDA) on July 29, introduced the term
"de minimis" for those discharges that *. . . based on concentration, volume, and type of
discharge . . . are insignificant to the protection of water quality . . . " and advocated their
exemption from NPDES requirements (p. A-6). Following these hearings, a bill (H.R. 3282)
was introduced by Rep. Howard on June 13, 1983, and contained Section 35 entitled "Study
of Regulation of De Minimis Discharges” (p. A-9).
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The Committee on Public Works and Transportation, U.S House of Representatives,
held hearings in the fall of 1983 on possible amendments to the FWPCA. On September 20,
H.G. Williams, Commissioner of the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation, reported that "in New York, ninety percent of the point source pollution
comes from ten percent of the sources.” He recommended the extension of NPDES permits
to a duration of 10 years to ". . . give regulating agencies the ability to concentrate their
resources on permit compliance rather than permit administration” (p. A-11).
O.G. Simpson, Atlantic Richfield Company, urged the exemption of "de minimis classes of
point source dischargers of conventional pollutants” (p. A-12). K.E. Blower of the Standard
Oil Company of Ohio, representing the American Petroleum Institute Water Program
Committee, on November 10 urged Congress *. . . (a) to exempt appropriate discharges
from categories of point sources, and (b) to exempt specific point source discharges on a
case-by-case basis® (p. A-13). J.W. Haun, appearing again for NEDA, recommended that
“the EPA Administrator should be allowed to exempt de minimis point source discharges and
channeled stormwater runoff containing de minimis quantities of pollutants from the NPDES
permit procedure” (p. A-15). After this phase of hearings, the text of H.R. 3282, ordered to
be printed by the Committee of the Whole House on June 6, 1984, retained its Section 35 (p.
A-16).

On June 20, 1984, Rep. Oberstar and cosponsors introduced H.R. 5903; Section 35
of that act required a study of regulation of de minimis discharges, which was identical in
wording to that of H.R. 3282 (p. A-18). A subsequent amendment (p. A-20) merged the two
bills into H.R. 3282, which was passed by the House on June 26 (p. A-22), sent to the
Senate, and placed on the calendar on July 24. H.R. 3282 died for lack of action.

When the 99th Congress convened in 1985, Rep. Howard on January 3 introduced
H.R. 8, which was a virtual copy of his H.R. 3282 of 1983; Rep. Oberstar on March 7



introduced H.R. 1509, which was a virtual copy of his H.R. 5903 of the previous year.
Both bills contained de minimis discharges study sections identical in wording (pp. A-26 and

A-28). J.L. Ledbetter, Commissioner, Department of Natural Resources, State of Georgia
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appeared at a heaning before the Subcommittee on Water Resources of the House Committee
on Public Works and Transportation on April 30, 1985. Speaking for ASIWPCA, he
estimated that "in most states, seventy-five percent of the permits are for relatively small
dischargers with nontoxic wastewaters, and 10-year permits would enable the states to spend
more time developing and re-opening the permits for major sources” (p. A-29).
Amendments were added to H.R. 8 in July; renumbering of the sections caused the study of
de minimis discharges to become Section 43, but the wording was unchanged (p. A-30).

On July 23, H.R. 8, as amended, was passed by the House. The House then agreed
to consider Senate bill 1128. Rep. Howard amended it by substituting its contents with the
text of H.R. 8 as passed. This brought about another renumbering of sections, and the
de minimis discharges study became Section 67 (p. A-36). The Senate disagreed with the
House amendments and requested a conference. S. 1128 emerged from the conference on
October 15, 1986, in drastically altered form, but the de minimis discharges study was
retained and became Section 516 (p. A-38). S. 1128 was pocket vetoed by President
Reagan.

On January 6, 1987, S. 1 was introduced in the Senate by Sen. Byrd and numerous
cosponsors, and H.R. 1 was introduced in the House of Representatives by Rep. Howard and
a multitude of cosponsors. The bills were identical and contained the exact wording of
S. 1128. In the House debate, Rep. Hammerschmidt expressed his belief that most
stormwater discharges would not have significant environmental impacts and would not
require permits (p. A-47). The House passed H.R. 1 on January 8, 1987 (p. A-49). Asa
part of the Senate consideration of H.R. 1, Sen. Dole proposed an amendment that would
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reduce the funding. This amendment had two sections dealing with the de minimis
discharges study, 511 and 526, which were identical in wording and unaltered from Section
516 of S. 1 and H.R. 1. The Dole amendment was rejected by a vote on January 21, 1987,
after which the Senate passed the original bill. President Reagan vetoed the bill on

January 30. The House voted on February 3, 1987, to override the veto, and the Senate
followed suit on February 4. The study of de minimis discharges was thus mandated.

REGIONAL AND STATE PERMITTING AUTHORITY CONTRIBUTIONS

The NPDES permitting program is administered by Regional (EPA) and authonized
State permitting agencies throughout the United States. EPA Regional permitting authonties
were initially contacted to provide suggestions on the types or categories of discharges that
could be considered de minimis, including data and supporting rationale. A detailed

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

The ten EPA Regional permitting authorities and nine State permitting agencies
(Maine, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, Wisconsin, Texas, Missouri, California, and
Washington) recommended by the Regional offices (Figure 1-1) were surveyed to obtain
information on the types or categories of discharges that could be considered de minimis, as
well as to obtain recommendations for regulatory options and to identify associated
procedural implications with respect to the classification of de minimis discharges. Results of
the survey were assessed and compiled. Regional and State permitting agencies
recommended several categories of de minimis discharges that national data bases have
identified as having a potential discharge of toxics (Appendices C and D). As a result, these

recommendations were not carried forward in this report.
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Figure 1-1. EPA Regional and Statle Cantacts for the De Minimis
Discharges Study.



Chapter Two

CLASSIFICATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES

Over 74,000 facilities nationwide are currently discharging into navigable waters.
From an environmental standpoint, any discharge may have a potential for water quality
impacts. However, some types of discharges may not be significantly impacting water
quality. This chapter classifies those discharges identified as potentially de minimis using
readily available data, supporting information, and guidelines established by the Agency.
The classification process was severely hampered by the lack of data since most permitting
and compliance monitoring activities have concentrated on major discharges, which, by
definition, are not de minimis. The classification is a two-part process involving (1)
screening and evaluation of discharges according to the type of facility, type of effluent,
current Federal regulations, and permit limitations to quantify potential de minimis discharges
and, subsequently, (2) application of site-specific criteria to confirm a discharge as
de minimis. Based on the initial screening, which is the level of analysis conducted for this
report, the number of facilities classified in this study as potentially de minimis is projected
nationwide. The criteria to confirm a discharge as de minimis under the second part of the
process are outlined, but none of the facilities classified as potentially de minimis have
actually been confirmed from the initial screening as part of this report.

METHOD OF CLASSIFICATION

Data were retrieved from four EPA data bases (Permit Compliance System (PCS),
Industrial Facilities Discharge (IFD) file, REACH, and GAGE), and subsequently compiled
and analyzed using a computerized software system. Facilities identified in PCS as actively
discharging into "waters of the United States” were retrieved by State or Territory for the ten

10



Classification of De Minimis Discharges

EPA Regional Divisions of the United States (Table 2-1) and classified into four categories
based on the facilities’ 1972 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: (1) primary
industrial, (2) sewage treatment, (3) unknown, and (4) secondary (Table 2-2). The four
categories were defined in order to determine industries that discharge or have the potential
to discharge pollutants (toxics, conventional pollutants, and nonconventional pollutants
(ammonia and chlorine)) into receiving streams. The secondary facilities category contains
the largest number of active facilities (Figure 2-1). The four categories were then screened

and evaluated for potential de minimis status.

Screening and Evaluation of Discharges

The screening and evaluation of a facility’s discharge were based on four criteria: (1)
category of industry; (2) effluent characteristics, such as the type of effluent and its potential
for toxic pollutants; (3) promulgation of Federal effluent limitation guidelines and standards
for toxics, conventional pollutants, and nonconventional pollutants; and (4) permit limitations

for any toxics, ammonia, or chlorine.

Several assumptions and limitations were made in applying these criteria.

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

11



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

Table 2-1

Classification of De Minimis Discharges

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

Waest Virginia (WV)

REGION IV

Alsbama (AL)
Florida (FL)
Georgia (GA)
Kentucky (KY)
Mississippi (MS)
North Carolins (NC)
South Carolins (SC)

REGION V

Illinois (I1.)
Indiana (IN)
Michigan (MI)
Minnesota (MN)
Ohio (OH)

REGION V]

Arkansas (AR)
Lowsiana (LA)
Oklahoma (OK)

Texas (TX)
New Mexico (NM)

REGION VII

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

REGION VIII

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

REGION IX

California (CA)
Nevada (NV)

Arizons (AZ)

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

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

12



Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Table 2-2

Categories Used to Define Potential
De Minimis Discharges

Category

Definition

1 Primary Industrial Facilities:
(17,463 Facilities)

2 Sewage Treatment Facilities:

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

4  Secondary Facilities:
(31,958 Facilities)

Facilities included as part of the industry

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

Establishments primarily engaged in the collection

and disposal of wastes conducted through s sewer system, including
such treatment processes as may be provided (SIC 4952).

Facilities with an unknown Standard Industrial

Classification or listed as nonclassifiable.

All facilities categorized other than

primary facilities, sewage treatment facilities, or unknown facilities.

13



Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Table 2-3

Category 1
NPDES Primary Industrial Categories

Adhesives and sealants

Aluminum forming

Auto and other laundries

Battery manufacturing

Coal mining

Coil coating

Copper forming

Electrical and electronic components
Electroplating

Explosives manufacturing
Foundries

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

preparations
Photographic equipment and supplies
Plastics processing
Plastic and synthetic materials manufacturing
Porcelain enameling
Printing and publishing
Pulp and paper mills
Rubber processing
Sosp and detergent manufacturing
Steam electric power plants
Textile mills
Timber products processing

Source: CFR, Appeadix A of Part 122
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Classification of De Minimis Discharges

31,988 =\
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4,031
———5 . 4%
21,073
28.2%
|E=3 srirmmRY FACILITIES - CATEGORY 1 |
Bl SEwWARGE FACILITIES - CRTEGORY 2
(] uNKNOWN FRCILITIES - CATEGORY 3
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Figure 2-1. Nationwide Distribut i on of Al
Active NPDES Facil t es. (74,529)
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Classification of De Minimis Discharges

2. Limitations existed in the identification of secondary facilities with potential for

discharging toxics, ammonia, or chlorine. Because of the limited data, if one

i SRANSA REEWw e

facility was identified as having a limit for one of these pollutants, the entire
industry was projected within a SIC code to have a potential impact on water
quality. Therefore, the number of facilities with projected impacts from these
pollutants may be overestimated.

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

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

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

Primary Industrial Facilities (Category 1): Industries in this category have been
defined, through research and evaluation by the Agency, as having a high potential for toxic
pollutant discharge. Therefore, facilities with process wastewater discharges (which have
come into direct contact with or result from the production or use of any raw materials or

product) were excluded from de minimis.

Primary facilities with only noncontact cooling discharges were also excluded from
potential de minimis. These discharges would have potential for water quality impacts
because of the potential for toxics due to the use of algicides, slimicides, and corrosion
inhibitors in noncontact cooling waters.

Sewage Treatment Facilities (Category 2): Facilities classified as sewage treatment
facilities are defined as facilities primarily engaged in the collection and disposal of wastes
conducted through a sewer system including both privately and publicly owned treatment

16



AN NPDES Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Exciuded From
De Minimis

'

Addtitional
Facllities With
Effiuent Guidelines

* Includes Ammonia
and/or Chiorine

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

works. Facilities in this category have a high potential for toxic pollutant discharges,
ammonia, and chlorine, as well as pathogens. Ammonia is frequently found in the effluent
because of the nature of the waste, with chlorine being used as a disinfectant. Ammonia and
chlorine are known to be toxic to fish; EPA has established national water quality critenia for
the protection of aquatic life at 1.15 mg/L-N (pH 7.75, temperature 20°C) for ammonia and
0.11 mg/L for chlorine. Consequently, all sewage treatment facilities were excluded from
de minimis, regardless of discharge flow, including both privately and publicly owned
treatment works.

Unknown Facilities (Category 3): All facilities that could not be classified in any
industry had an unknown potential for toxic pollutant discharge. Unknown facilities were

excluded from de minimis.

Secondary Facilities (Category 4): Secondary facilities were classified into one of
three groups: facilities with a significant potential for toxics in their discharge, additional
facilities with effluent guidelines, and facilities classified as "all others.” Facilities classified
as "all others” were further classified into facilities with permit limitations for any toxics,
ammonia, or chlorine, and facilities projected to be potential de minimis.

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

evaluations:

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

2. Industries regulated by Federal effluent limitation guidelines or standards for
toxic pollutants.

18



Classification of De Minimis Discharges
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discharged to local wastewater treatment plants.
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4. Industries currently being evaluated for possible effluent limitation guidelines
development (by the Engineering and Analysis Division (EAD)).

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

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

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

with algicides or slimicides.
Facilities in industries regulated by Federal effluent limitation guidelines or standards

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

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

facilities with only noncontact cooling water discharges.

Facilities classified as "all others” with permit limits (PCS) for any toxics, including
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sample size within an industrial category, a statistical analysis was not feasible. Therefore, if
one facility was identified as having a limit for toxics, the entire industry (i.e., SIC code)
was projected to have a potential impact on water quality.

The remaining facilities were classified as potential de minimis. Based on available
information, there is no evidence that any facility in the industries so classified would cause a
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Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Confirmation of Classification

Once a facility is identified as potential de minimis, site-specific criteria should be
applied to confirm a facility as de minimis or non-de minimis. Such an effort is appropriate,
but beyond the scope of this report. The following criteria are currently in use by the
Agency’s Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance (OWEC) to designate an
industrial discharge as major or minor. The criteria are based on an assessment of six
characteristics of a facility’s discharge (Appendix F). Generally, permitting agencies should
already have available adequate information from permit applications to determine final
status.

¢ Toxic Pollutant Discharge:
Are toxics present in the discharge?
¢ Flow/Stream Flow Volume:
(1) Does the quantity and type of wastewater discharge alone indicate a
potential significant impact?
or
(2) Does the dilution capacity of the receiving stream, in addition to the
quantity and type of discharge, indicate a potential significant impact?
¢ Conventional Pollutants :
Do the loads (or concentration) of oxygen-demanding (BOD, COD, TOC etc),
total suspended solids (TSS), and ammonia (NH,, TKN) pollutants indicate a
potential significant impact?
¢ Public Health Impact:

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

20



Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Water Quality Factors:

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

Proximity to Near Coastal Waters:

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

SOURCES OF DATA

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

Permit Compliance System (PCS), December 1987: A computerized management
information system for tracking permit, compliance, and enforcement status data for the
NPDES under the Clean Water Act (CWA). The PCS data base is the national inventory for
NPDES permit issuance and compliance/enforcement data. The Agency is required by law
(PL 92-500) to maintain this inventory and to ensure its integrity. The data in the PCS data
base were initially loaded by EPA several years ago. Currently, data may be entered or
edited by the Regions and States.
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Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Industrial Facilities Discharge File (IFD), December 1987: A comprehensive data
base of industrial and municipal point source dischargers. The data base includes general
information about each facility, including discharge and location information, Standard
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes, and categorization of process and discharge type. PCS
was used to identify NPDES permitted facilities to be included in the IFD file. NPDES
permits were used to provide general information, and various State and local agencies
provided additional and more recent information. The Needs Survey was used to add
information on existing Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs). Updates are made by
EPA Headquarters as needed.

REACH File: A digital data base of streams, lakes, reservoirs, and estuaries divided
into segments called "reaches.” Each of the 68,000 reaches included in the file is uniquely
identified by an 11-digit reach number. The data base includes stream names, open-water
names, stream and shoreline traces, and mileage information. EPA Headquarters is adding
new reaches to increase the utility of the REACH File for data integration and water quality
analyses.

GAGE File: A data base containing information on approximately 36,000 stream
gaging locations throughout the United States. Information includes the location of gaging
stations, types of data collected, frequency of data collection, media in which data are stored,
identification of the collecting agency, and mean and annual flow and 7Q10 low flow, where
available. These stations are considered to have the longest period of record of natural flow.
Updates are made by EPA Headquarters as needed.

EPA Regional and State Permitting Offices: Supporting information was obtained
from the ten EPA Regional Permitting Authorities and nine State permitting agencies (Maine,
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New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, Wisconsin, Texas, Missouri, California, and
Washington) recommended by the EPA Regional Offices.

Additional Sources:

1972 Standard Industrial Classification Manual

- Federal Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards
- National Enforcement Investigative Center in Denver, Colorado

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

- Engineering and Analysis Division

CLASSIFICATION PROJECTIONS

The following section summarizes the classification of potential de minimis
discharges. Data are projected nationwide based on the four major categories: primary
industrial, sewage treatment, unknown, and secondary. A total of 893 facilities were
projected to be potentially de minimis (Figure 2-3). As mentioned previously, the data base
supporting this analysis is extremely limited. Because the data on most minor facilities are
limited, entire groups of dischargers were screened out from the category of potential de
minimis if there was reason to conclude that a group of permittees contained at least a
reasonable number of dischargers that could not be considered de minimis. The Agency
approached the de minimis classification in this manner to avoid overestimating the number
of de minimis discharges. As a result, the projected number of potential de minimis
discharges may be underestimated; some facilities that were categorically excluded could be
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Figure 2-3

Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges

Number ot Facilities Number of Facilities Description
Excluded
NPDES facilities currently discharging into navigable
74,525 Active Facilities waters. Includes facilities with permit applications
and expired permits.
Primary industrial Facilities (Category 1)
"""""""""""""""""" 17,463 Industries in this category have been defined through
research and evaiuation by EPA as having a high
potential for toxic pollutant discharge.

57,062

Sewage Treatment Facilities (Category 2)
Facilities in this category have a high potential for
.................................. 21,073 . . : ) .
the discharge of toxic pollutants (including ammonia
and chiorine), as well as pathogens.




Figure 2-3

Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges (cont.)

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

25

Description

Unknown Facilities (Category 3)

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

Secondary Facilities (Category 4)

Facllities with Significant Potential for Toxics

NEIC Facliities:

Facilties identified through industrial evaluations
compieted by the National Enforcement investigative
Center that defined the probable discharge of toxic
pollutants from an industry based on assignment of
foxicily indices.

Effiuent Limitations:
Facillties in industries reguiated by Federal effluent
Emiation guidelines or standards for toxic poliutants.

DSS:
Facilities in industries identitied in the Domeslic Sewage
Study as having a high polential tor toxic discharge.

EAD:
Faciities in industries currently under evaluation by EAD.



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

Number of Facilities =~ Number of Facilities Description

:

Excluded

Facllities with Effluent Guidelines for Conventional
or Nonconventional Pollutants

18,238
.................................. 17,345
Faciiities with Effluent Limitations (Permit)
@ Toxics:
Facilities In indusinies with 1oxic pollutant limits.
@ Ammonia and Chiorine:
‘ Facilties in industries with ammonia and/or chiorine mits.
893

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

893 Potential De Ainimis

e pe
‘ 17,483 Primery industrisl
namramesninon TR  rnacien

LimRations (Fermn) (industries in this category have
Not De Ainimis been defined through research
and evaluation by EPA as having
a hhh nnlhnllal {or toxic nnlhlnnl

dsdmpo) Not Dolhlmlo

%
%

9,585 Faciities with s s

Effuent Guideines tor \NNENENNNN SN
Conventionasi or

Nonconventionsl —_

Polhutants.
Not De AMinimis

Fewre mrw reee vveevv—

21,073 Sewsge Tresimeni

Facitities (Category 2)
Facilities in this category have a
4,155 Faciiities with Significant :.' high potential lor discharge of toxic
Potentisl for Toxics R : poliutants (Induding ammonia and
Not De Minimis w chiorine), as weii as paihogens.
Not De Alinimis
4,031 Unknown Faciltitles (Category 3)
Facilties classified as unknown could not be classified
in any indusiry and, thereiore, had an unknown
potential jor discharges containing toxic pollutants.
Note: Total does not equal Not De Minimis
100% due io rounding io
nearest whole number. Total Active Faclitles = 74,525
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determined to qualify as de minimis if it were possible to examine them on a case-by-case

basis.

Primary Industrial Facilities (Category 1)

Out of a total of 74,525 active NPDES facilities, 23.4 percent or 17,463 facilities
were classified as primary industrial. Approximately 16,222 of the facilities were identified
as having process wastewater discharges or incomplete data and were excluded from
de minimis. The remaining 1,241 facilities were identified as having only noncontact cooling
discharges and were also excluded from de minimis because of the potential for

contamination with algicides and slimicides.

Sewage Treatment Facilities (Category 2)

The 21,073 facilities classified as sewage treatment (SIC 4952) account for
28.3 percent of all active NPDES facilities. All sewage treatment facilities were excluded

from de minimis.
Unknown Facilities (Category 3)

Facilities classified as unknown (4,031) account for 5.4 percent of all active NPDES
facilities. Such facilities could not be classified in any industry and, therefore, had an

unknown potential for discharges containing toxic pollutants. All unknown facilities were
excluded from de minimis.
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Secondary Facilities (Category 4)

Séoondary facilities represent the largest (43 percent) single category of all active
NPDES facilities. The 31,958 facilities identified as secondary facilities were further

classified into four groups:

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

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

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

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

In Groups 1 and 2, 13,720 facilities identified with process wastewater discharges or
with only noncontact cooling water discharges were excluded from de minimis. In Group 3,
all facilities (17,345) were excluded.

The remaining 893 facilities were classified as potential de minimis. Based on
available information, there is no evidence that such facilities would cause a significant water
quality problem.

An indeterminate number of minor discharges may be informally recognized by the
permitting authority as de minimis discharges, even though they belong to a category of
facilities that was screened out through the classification scheme used in this report. This
subset of minor discharges bears little regulatory burden. Once the initial NPDES permit of
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such discharges is issued, it may be administratively extended for a lengthy time before
reissuance, while the permitting agency concentrates on major discharges. These minor

discharges may also be covered by general permits.

Summary of Potential De Minimis Facilities

A total of 893 facilities are projected nationwide to be potential de minimis,
accounting for 1.2 percent of all active NPDES facilities. Once identified, potential
de minimis facilities would be subject to site-specific criteria to confirm the facility as
de minimis. The level of regulation imposed on a facility confirmed as de minimis may be a
function of the permitting agency’s degree of concern. The available regulatory options
currently employed for the permitting of discharges, as well as other potential regulatory
options that have been compiled by the Agency, are presented in the following chapter,
Regulation of De Minimis Discharges.
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administrative burden to the regulatory agencies, as well as to industry, have been

recommended to the Agency. This chapter provides a discussion of (1) regulatory options
that are currently employed for the permitting of discharges, (2) other potential regulatory
options that have been recommended, and (3) a technical evaluation of the various options.
The standard permit program (including model permits) and the General Permit Program
currently exist under Clean Water Act legislation and involve certain permitting steps ranging
from application to compliance monitoring and inspection. Other potentially applicable

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

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) "requires permits for
the discharge of pollutants from any point source into waters of the United States,” except as
provided in Section 404 of the CWA, which regulates dredge and fill activities. Currently,

two regulatory approaches exist for NPDES permitting agencies (EPA
neet this ra‘iuiremeﬁt. These opti

(standard NPDES permit program incl
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Table 3-1.

Steps [nvolved in Potential De Ninimis Regulatory Options

Standerd WPDES Permit

Over-the-Counter

Regulstory __Nogel Permit —General Permit Exclusion by Weiver Nationgl Ryle
Steps (o PA {1 ] PA [1] e PA (1] PN PA EN 2] PA EN m PA (1]
1. Pre-spplication P 4 p [ 4 [] R (4 P
discussion
2. Permit applics- L} [ P-May require @ R R-Abbreviated P-May require a P-May require s
tion Notice of Intent process Notice of Intent Notice of Intent
3. Applicstion L] [ [ ] P P
processing
4. Development of o R R R1 P-Could be
draft permit bypeased
8) Effluent limits R P | nay have R| One permit
to be covering »
b) Monftoring R P| sltered to R I designated
requirements L} fit indiv. group of
focit. dischargers
c) Standerd conditions L} R
d) Special conditions P P PJ
5. Statement of Basis R-Unless a R-Unless »
foct sheet foct sheet
is required is required
(EPA only) (EPA only)
6. Fact Sheet P-for major P-For msjor [ ]
fac. only foc. only
7. Mesdquerter Review R-Also P
Region
Review
for State
permits
8. Public Notice ] ] R-Only for P-Bypess 4 R-For rule
the draft would
permit require
(1 public a statutory
notice) change)
9. Public Hearing [ [ [ P [ 4
10. Permit Issuence L} R ] ] R-A rule
stating
coverage L
criteris
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Table 3-1

Steps Involved in Potentiel De Ninimis Regulatory Options

Regulatory

Standard NPOES Permit
- P

Steps " PA EN

—_Nodel Permit =~ _Genergl Permit

o] PA EN ) PA EN

Over-the-Counter

rm
PA

EN

Exclysion by Waiver

P PA 4]

N
PM

i

R
PA EM

1.

12.

13.

Muinistrative R-For EPA-
Record fssued
permits

Discharge [
monitoring
Reaports

Compl fance 4
Monitoring &
Inspection

R-For EPA- R-For EPA-
fssued issued
permits permits

R-For rule

- Permittee

- Permitting Agency
- EPA Neadguerters
- Potential Step

- Required Step
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As of September 1991, 39 States and Territories have been authorized to issue permits under
the standard NPDES program. In addition, 28 of the 39 States and Territories have been
approved to administer general NPDES permits (See Appendix K). A Federal Facilities
Program and a Pretreatment Program are also a part of the NPDES program authority, but
do not include additional means by which facilities can be permitted.

Standard NPDES Permit

The standard NPDES permit is the most commonly used permitting procedure and
involves application filing, application processing, developing a draft permit, formulating a
statement of basis (or fact sheet), participation of the public, and issuing a final permit.
Slight modifications to this procedure are used for both municipal and industrial facilities.
All standard permits must contain effluent limits, monitoring requirements, and standard
conditions, as well as special permitting conditions. The duration of a standard permit is a

maximum of 5 years.

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

Application: Filing information is submitted by a permittee for issuance or renewal
of a permit on prescribed EPA or State application forms. Information may vary according
to the type of discharge, but generally contains facility location, operations, types of
discharge, a listing of related permits, a topographic map, outfall location, a line drawing of
water flow, design flow information, production capacity, and effluent characteristics
(40 CFR 122.21).

Application Processing: Processing a permit application involves the determination
of whether the application is complete and accurate by the permitting agency. This process
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may involve the review of discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) and effluent limitation
guidelines, and direct correspondence with the permittee.

Development of a Draft Permit: A draft permit is the core of the permitting process
and requires considerable time and effort to complete. It involves the following four steps:

(1) determination of effluent limits based on EPA effluent limitation guidelines, water quality
considerations, best professional judgment (BPJ), or a combination of these methods;

(2) development of monitoring requirements, consisting of parameters to be monitored,
monitoring points, frequency, and types of sampling; (3) inclusion of standard conditions,
which support the actual effluent limits by delineating legal, administrative, and procedural
requirements of the permit, through the use of definitions pertaining to the permit, testing
procedures as defined by EPA, requisites for records retention by the permittee, notification
requirements for monitoring data and noncompliance, permittee responsibilities, and reopener
clauses, as well as reference to applicable Federal and State laws; and (4) addition of special
conditions that apply to the specific dischargers and may include compliance schedules,
biomonitoring requirements, best management practices (BMPs), and other site-specific

items.

Fact Sheet or Statement of Basis: A fact sheet is required for major dischargers
(facilities designated as major by permitting authorities) and includes factual, legal,
methodological, and policy data considered in the draft permit. A segment of these data is
the statement of basis, which is required for EPA-issued permits that do not require fact
sheets (permits for minor dischargers). The statement of basis is a brief summary of the
basis for the draft permit conditions (40 CFR 124.8 and 124.56).

Public Notice, Comment, and Hearings: Public notice is the vehicle for informing
interested parties of the permitting of a new facility and gives an opportunity for comment on

35



Regulation of De Minimis Discharges

the decisions made in the permit. Thirty days of public notice are required for draft NPDES
permits. The notice must be submitted in at least two ways: (1) the publication of a notice
in a daily or weekly newspaper within the area affected by the facility or activity (for major
permits) and (2) the direct mailing of the notice to various designated parties, including the
applicant; any other agency required to issue a Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA)
Underground Injection Control (UIC) permit, a RCRA Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) permit, or a CWA Dredge or Fill Discharge (404) permit for the
facility; all appropriate government agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services,
neighboring States, etc.); and users identified in the permit application of a privately owned
treatment works (40 CFR 124.10). Public notice must also be submitted in accordance with
corresponding State regulations. Comments and requests for hearings may be elicited by
public notice. Any interested party may request information, dispute the draft permit, or
request a public hearing. The regulatory agency is obliged to respond to all significant
comments. The response to a request for a public hearing is based on judgment, and a
hearing should be granted by the permitting agency if there is a significant amount of interest
expressed during the public comment period.

Issuance of a Final Permit: A final permit may be issued after the close of the
public participation period, which includes public notice, any public hearing, any extension

or reopening of public comment, and permit certification.

Administrative Record: For EPA-issued permits, the record must consist of the
application and supporting information, the draft permit, the statement of basis or fact sheet
(with cited items and calculations), and all other items in the supporting file. The record for
the final permit consists of the record for the draft permit, all comments received on the

draft permit and corresponding responses, the transcripts of any hearings, and any written
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material received at a hearing. Approved States must provide access to all supporting
information and must include the fact sheet (if applicable) within this information.

Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs): DMRs are required to be filed by the
permittee on a regular basis (with a duration not to exceed 1 year), as stated in the permit.
These reports include parameters specified under monitoring requirements.

Compliance Monitoring and Inspection: Compliance monitoring and inspection are
additional means of evaluating the effectiveness of the permit and the compliance of the
permittee. They include compliance evaluation inspections (CEls), compliance sampling
inspections (CSIs), compliance biomonitoring inspections (CBIs), and operation and
maintenance (O&M) inspections.

Model Permit

The concept of the model permit is a streamlining of the standard permit. It uses an
example permit for a related facility and modifies it to fit the facility in question.

This permitting process is generally used for facilities with similar operations and
effluents. Once an original permit is developed for a facility within a category, it can be
tailored to fit each discharger within this group. Changes should be minor, encompassing
facility name, location, receiving stream, date, effluent limit and monitoring requirements
(optional), and qualitative guidelines (optional), including standard conditions and special

conditions.
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The final permit is identical to a standard 5-year NPDES permit in that it covers one
facility, requires complete application information, and is bound to all regulatory
requirements set forth in the CWA.

General Permit

A general permit is one permit covering multiple dischargers that (1) involve the same
or substantially similar types of operations, (2) discharge the same types of wastes,
(3) require the same effluent limitation or operating conditions, (4) require the same or
similar monitoring, and (5) are deemed to be more appropriately controlled under a general
permit than under individual permits. These five criteria must be met prior to the
development of a general permit for the class or category of dischargers in question. All
facilities must also be within a designated geographical or political boundary.

The General Permit Program is an optional program for States with NPDES authority
and must be approved by EPA Headquarters. Permits under this program are still issued,
modified, revoked, and reissued or terminated in accordance with the procedures followed
for standard NPDES permits, but cover more than one discharger. General permits are ideal
for, but not limited to, minor dischargers. Currently, 28 States have general permit authority
(Alabama, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky,
Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, North
Carolina, North Dakoka, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming). Also, EPA Regional Offices can
issue permits in 16 States or Territories that do not have NPDES authority (Alaska,
American Samoa, Arizona, Florida, Guam, Idaho, Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, South Dakota, Texas, and Washington,
DC).
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To develop a general permit, a permitting agency would identify a category of
discharges that appear to be applicable for coverage under a general permit. Available
information on these types of discharges would be studied to make certain that the five
aforementioned criteria are met for the category. If the criteria are met, development of a
general permit can proceed with in-depth study of the category using any applicable effluent
guidelines, industrial permit abstracts, treatability manuals, guidance documents, etc. These
tools are used to develop a draft permit that contains the same provisions as an individual
NPDES permit (e.g., effluent limits, monitoring requirements, and standard conditions).
Sometimes effluent limits and monitoring requirements are tiered so as to pertain to specific
subclasses within a general permit category. Once a draft general permit is completed, it
must undergo required reviews and public notices.

A draft general permit must be reviewed by the EPA Regional Office only if it is a
State-issued permit. The EPA Headquarters Office of Wastewater Enforcement and
Compliance (OWEC) must review all draft and final offshore general permits, but may
request at any time to review all other categories of general permits. Regionally issued
general permits can be issued only within the 16 States or Territories that do not have
NPDES permit authority. Public notice for EPA-issued permits need only be published in
the Federal Register and where required by State statutes. Public notice for State-issued
general permits must be published in a daily or weekly newspaper, distributed to interested
parties, and provided as required by State statutes.

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

participation period, and permit certification. The final permit is subject to the same public
notice requirements as the draft general permit.
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Upon final issuance of a general permit, coverage of individual potential permittees
can be issued to any discharger meeting the criteria for the given permit category without
application (automatic coverage) or with an abbreviated application (Notice of Intent).
Currently, EPA highly recommends the use of a Notice of Intent to confirm that a facility is
applicable for coverage under the general permit (i.¢., to overcome the presumption that an
individual permit is required), and to allow for tracking and record keeping of facilities

covered. A Notice of Intent (NOI) generally requires the name, address, and teiephone
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on-site official; and the name of the receiving water. Other information that may be required

is qualitative process and effluent descriptions and a justification for coverage under the
general permit. The Notice of Intent generally does not require the detailed process
descriptions, effluent sampling and analysis, and other information encompassed by standard
applications. However, facilities covered by general permits are bound to the same
self-reporting requirements that apply to facilities issued standard NPDES permits. Facilities
must submit discharge monitoring reports (as specified by the general permit) with a duration

not to exceed 1 year.

In addition to the existing regulatory options, three other options (originating from
Agency, Region, or State suggestions) are presented as potential means to regulate
de minimis discharges. These options may require statutory changes. Closer legal and
technical scrutiny would be required if further consideration of these options is deemed
warranted.
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Ten-Year Permit

The ten-year permit extends the term of a standard NPDES permit from 5 to 10 years
(statutory change). This would delay the reissuance of permits for minor facilities so that the
backlog of expired and unpermitted facilities could be reduced.

Over-the-Counter Permits

Over-the-counter processing is currently used in New Jersey for minor stream
encroachment, sewer extension, and riparian permits (non-NPDES permits) that meet specific
criteria. Applicants can receive same-day or 24-hour service. Permit applications are
handled by appointment only, and requirements are essentially the same for all projects. A
pre-application phone conversation is generally required.

Application, review, and approval of minor permits occur on the same day at the
same location. This process could be applied to de minimis discharges in one of two ways:
(1) by developing a draft permit and still incorporating public notice or (2) by issuing a final
permit and eliminating public notice (statutory change).

Exclusion from the NPDES Permit Program
Facilities excluded from the NPDES permit program would not be obligated to obtain
or be regulated by a NPDES permit. Under an exclusion by waiver process, pre-application

discussion and/or application (Notice of Intent) may be required to exclude discharges on a
site-by-site basis.
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National Rule

The national rule approach is the concept of devising a law or rule covering a specific
category of de minimis discharges. The rule would present qualifying criteria for the types
of facilities or activities that would be covered under the rule, as well as guidelines or
national standards that must be met (similar to EPA National Ambient Air Quality
Standards). No application or permitting, as such, would have be to completed; however, if
a facility were found to be in violation of the rule, it would be required to be permitted
under the standard NPDES permit program. EPA would follow standard administrative
procedures for developing a rule, including proposal, public notice and comment, formal

record, and promulgation.
EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL REGULATORY OPTIONS

The evaluation of each potential de minimis regulatory option considered the technical
effectiveness of the option; that is, whether or not the concept of the option is feasible to
implement. Also, the question of whether an option is workable and advantageous to
permitting agencies, permittees, and the Agency was addressed. Regulatory options that will
involve statutory changes were noted; however, an analysis of legal issues is not within the

scope of this study and is not discussed.

The evaluation of technical effectiveness is discussed for all of the options, with the
exception of the standard NPDES permit. The standard permit (in conjunction with model
permitting) is the current method of permitting utilized by all Regional and State permitting
agencies. This process (and its corresponding burden to regulatory agencies) is the

underlying basis for the De Minimis Study and serves as a baseline of comparison for the
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other permitting options. An evaluation of potential de minimis regulatory options is
presented in Table 3-2 and is discussed in detail below.

Model Permit: The model permit is a concept that has been promoted
by the Agency in various forms. One form is the "NPDES Model Permit Format,” which
describes the standard form of a NPDES permit with standard and special conditions written
in a prescribed format. Another form is "The NPDES Permit Abstracts,” which outlines
examples of actual permits that can be used as models for various industries. Currently,
permitting agencies are using these streamlining tools. Some agencies have entered
boilerplate language and qualitative guidelines onto word processors and modify this format
as appropriate. It is also common practice to tailor a new discharge permit using another
similar permit on file. Because this concept is so widely used and is merely a streamlining
of the standard process, Regional and State agencies feel that it is not an option that would
significantly reduce the administrative burden associated with the regulation of de minimis

discharges.

General Permit: As stated previously, the general permit is currently utilized by a
number of Regions and approved States (Appendix K). The consensus on the applicability of
this option to de minimis discharges is positive, and general permits have had noted success
in reducing burden for permitting agencies. Use of the general permit by permitting
authorities allows the coverage of moderate to large numbers of facilities with one permit
action, rather than multiple actions, and allows for new industries entering the area and
meeting general permit criteria to be covered without new permit action. Where large
numbers of related facilities contribute to permit backlogs, general permits can reduce this
backlog, with substantial reductions in resources and costs when compared to individual
permitting. In addition, potential savings can be realized by having to process only Notices
of Intent (as opposed to complete applications) and not having to issue individual public

43



Table 3-2
Evelustion of Potential De Minimig Regulatory Options

Option Adventeges Disadvantages
1. Nodel Permit Does not require a statutory change. Requires complete application and application
Can be used on word processors. processing.
Generally {nvolves minor permit chenges. Is merely & modificetion of the standerd
permit,
Is currently being used; would not reduce the
burden associsted with the permitting of
de minimig facilities.
An individusl permit must be processed for esch
discharger.
2. Genersl Permit Does not require s statutory chenge. Currently in use by only 17 States.
Covers multiple dischargers under one permit. Requires Regional and/or EPA Nesdquerters
May not require complete individusl spplications or public review.
notice. May be difficult to spply to waters with widely
Covers the same srees 8¢ s stenderd permit. different weter quality standerds.
focilities mey be permitted under the stendard WPDES program
if they sre not meeting general permit requirements.
Roquiires less time and money to process a fecility.
Reduces permit issusnce becklogs.
Can cover discharges previously unpsraitted dus to resource
comatraints.
Nay sutomatically cover new discharges.
3. Ten-Year Permit Would delay the reissusnce of permits for minor facilities Requires a statutory change.
80 the backlog of expired and unperaitted facilities could Too meny regulatory changes may occur over the
be reduced. extended term.
Nay free up more resources for compliance, monitoring, snd Term may be too long for process-oriented
fnspection. discharges.
May involve sbbreviated eppiicetions. Inspection still may be required.
Effluent change could occur over this period.
4. Owver-the-Counter Permits Could involve sbbrevisted applicstion and permit issuence. May require a statutory change.
Would reduce the time required for permit processing. May eliminate public notice.
Would still yleld en individusl permit. May cause Regionel/State procedural problems.
5. Exclusion by vaiver from Moy trarsfer regulation for some types of discharges to sore Requires s statutory chenge.

the NPOES Program

sppropriste sgencies.

Rey eliminate toopholes for noneffluent-type discharges.
Nas been shown to reduce resources required to conduct en
effective discharge regulatory program (CA lend discharges).
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Tabte 3-2
Evaluation of Potentiel Qe K{nimis Regulatory Options (continued)

aption

Advantesges

Disedvanteges

6.

Nations! Rule

wWould {nstentensously provide regulation for unpermitted
discharges.

Would irvolve a Notice of Intent or no application process.
Dischargers could be recaptured under the standerd permit
program {f neaded.

Requires confirmetion es de minimig betore
site-specific investigations sre conducted.
Probebly requires statutory change .

Moy require fnspections snd possibly esudits.
Ney require monitoring by facilities.

Key couse difficulty (n complisnce and
enforcemant,
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notices for each discharger. Although the general permit has noted advantages, some
potential drawbacks do exist. The development of a general permit is a rulemaking that
requires substantial data gathering on the part of the permitting agencies rather than the
applicants. General permits may be difficult to issue in areas with varying State standards,
and a significant number of similar discharges must exist within a category for a general

permit to be administratively worthwhile.

In addition, during the survey conducted for this study, both Regional Offices and
State agencies expressed concern that, although the General Permit Program appears to be an
appropriate regulatory option for minor facilities, streamlining State delegation and EPA

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

Ten-Year Permit: The idea of a ten-year permit provoked mixed reactions from
Regional and State agencies during the survey conducted for this study. The basis of the
long-term permit is to extend the reissuance dates of many minor permits so that the backlog
of these permits and unpermitted discharges could be reduced. Note that, pursuant to the
Administrative Procedures Act, 5 U.S.C. 558 (c), an otherwise expired permit is
automatically extended until the effective date of the new permit provided that a timely and
sufficient permit application is filed. Statutory change increasing the maximum life of
permits may not have a significant effect on the frequency at which permits for de minimis
discharges are re-issued, but it could significantly reduce the opportunity to incorporate
regulatory changes when necessary (e.g., effluent guidelines or State water quality standards)
and would delay receipt of the detailed information required in permit applications. Because
of the extended life of the permit, it would be essential that the discharge be of a truly
de minimis nature, so that the potential for environmental impact would remain low over the

term of the permit.
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Some specific concerns expressed by various agencies included the following: (1) the
10-year term may be too long for process-oriented technologies, which change more

frequentlv (Armpndw D) (2) insnection of facilities or activities should still remain a nart of
frequently (/ idix D); (Z) mspection of facilifies or activities should shll remain a

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

permitting programs.

Over-the-Counter Permits: Over-the-counter processing could reduce the expected
burden of permitting de minimis facilities in two ways. The application submittal and
processing for de minimis facilities could be abbreviated. Permittees could come to the
permitting office following a pre-application phone conversation, and a draft permit could be
developed at that time using a standardized permit format. If public notification could be
bypassed for these facilities or activities, a final permit could be issued at the same time.
Bypass of public notification would require a statutory change. Publication of a list of
permittees covered by over-the-counter permits could be an alternative to public notice.

In the survey conducted for this study, Regional and State permitting agencies felt that
this option may be applicable for only a few types of de minimis discharges and may cause
procedural problems (Appendix D).

Exclusion from the NPDES Program: Industry representatives who originally
proposed the concept of de minimis to Congress believed that many types of discharges could
be excluded from the NPDES system because they have effluents that contain nothing that
could degrade the water quality of the receiving waters. As originally stated in this report, it
is the belief of the Agency and permitting agencies alike that all discharges (particularly
process-oriented discharges) to surface waters may have an environmental impact at one time
or another because of constantly changing process, climatic, and ecological parameters.

Still, some Regional and State permitting offices feel that there are certain instances or
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certain groups of discharges that may be excluded from the NPDES program. Most
permitting agencies mentioned that a case-by-case designation of discharges or activities that
could be excluded from NPDES would be the only appropriate means of utilizing this option,
and that a means to recapture discharges under the NPDES program, should the situtation
change, must be available (Appendix D).

The State of California uses a system of exclusion for non-NPDES land discharges.
It allows site-specific or categorical exclusion of certain types of discharges, as well as a
clause that makes the exclusion conditional. The program is described as follows:

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

National Rule: A national rule approach would allow the instantaneous regulation of
large groups of de minimis discharges by coverage under a general rule. The rule would
state the coverage of specified activities and corresponding national standards that would
apply to the facility. A notice of intent may or may not be a part of the permit-by-rule
process. Although this process would not yield an individual permit for facilities covered by
the rule, it would provide a means of regulation for many de minimis activities that currently

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

presented as follows:

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

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

49



Chapter Four

UNIT RESOURCE AND COST COMPARISONS FOR
POTENTIAL REGULATORY OPTIONS

In this chapter, the unit (per facility) resources and costs to the permitting agency of
the potential regulatory options are assessed and compared to evaluate relative economic
feasibility. The national rule approach will not be evaluated since it requires that classes of
discharges be confirmed as de minimis before any site-specific investigations are conducted.

EPA'’s limited data base prevents this confirmation.

The following topics are discussed: (1) development of a permitting resource model,
(2) sources of data used in the analysis, and (3) a comparison of unit cost savings of
alternative regulatory options when compared to the standard/model (baseline) permitting
procedure. Administrative costs to industry were not evaluated.

DEVELOPMENT OF PERMITTING RESOURCE MODEL

Using a modification of a North Carolina case study (Appendix M) that includes only
secondary discharges, a permitting resource model was developed as a baseline for
comparison to other regulatory options. The resources required to perform various
permitting steps (in terms of person-hours) represent empirical values relevant to a national
analysis; however, generic costs associated with the various permitting steps had to be

developed to estimate average national permitting costs and cost savings.

Ten geographically distributed permitting agencies that were contact agencies or work

group members were surveyed to determine the average skill levels and salary profiles of
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personnel administering the various permitting steps (Table 4-1). Six permitting levels of
personnel were identified, along with corresponding base salaries (excluding fringe and
indirect costs), for each of the permitting steps. The hourly salary rates were then averaged
to derive six national generic costs associated with the various permitting steps. These
generic costs were incorporated into the permitting resource model to yield average costs of
permitting steps and total costs of permits for secondary facilities using a "minimum
reputable standard/model permitting procedure.” These data are summarized in Table 4-2
and represent the resources and costs associated with baseline permitting of a secondary
facility.

Tables 4-3 through 4-6 are similar tables that incorporate the various steps involved in
the four alternative regulatory options (General Permit, Ten-Year Permit, Over-the-Counter
Permit, and Exclusion by Waiver), and represent the estimated resources and costs associated
with typical scenarios of coverage under these options.

SOURCES OF DATA
Data used in this assessment were compiled from the sources listed below:
North Carolina’s Department of Natural Resources and Community Development
Effort and Cost of Permitting Study, April 1986: A detailed case study by the State of
North Carolina Water Quality Section outlines permitting steps involved in a "minimum

reputable standard/model permitting program.” Effort, in terms of person-hours, was
estimated for each permitting step, and weighted average salaries based on North Carolina
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Table 4-1

Development of Average Generic Costs Associated with Vanious Permitting Steps

Pepmitting Agency - Hourly Rates
General Title/Permit Steps Region | NI PA NC Wl Region VI MO Region VIII CA WA
Clerk/Typist (Data Entry) $7.43 $6.25 $7.36 $5.20 $8.03 $7.27 $5.77 $7.27 $8.11 $8.08
AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $7.07===> $7.00
Env. Technician Low $9.00 $11.85 $10.22 $8.25 $8.65 $7.27 $7.49 $9.00 $12.98 $10.36
(Permit Issuance, Renewals) AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $9.4===> $9.50
Env. Technician High or
Eav. Chemust Low or
Env. Biologist Low $13.33 $11.85 $11.08 $10.28 $12.50 $11.01 $9.81 $1597  $13.44 $11.94
(Field Inspections, DRM AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $§12.12===> $12.00
Review, Lab Work)
Engineer | Low $14.03 $14.34 $11.08 $12.15 $11.60 $11.70 $11.55 $16.33  $13.21 $12.85
(Development of Draft Permit) AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $12.88===> $13.00
Engineer 1l Mid $15.09 $15.16 $14.31 $14.32 $14.47  $16.34 $13.68 $18.99  $20.53 $14.91
(Supervises 3-S5 people, AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $15.78===> $15.50
Public Hearings)
Program Supervisor $18.99 $16.73 $16.33 $15.13 $16.78  $18.99 $14.26 $18.99  $22.50 $15.28

(Supervises 5-15 People)

AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES:

$17.40===> $17.50

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

Resource and Cost Comparisons

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

Generic
Permitting Steps Cost/Hr Person-Hr Cost

Pre-Application Discussion $13.00 4.7 $61.10
Application Processing $7.00 2.4 $16.80
Development of 8 Draft Permit:

a) Initial Engineer Review $13.00 9.4 $122.20

b) Staff Report $13.00 12.6 $163.80

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

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

¢) Data Entry $7.00 0.6 $4.20

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

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

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

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

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

Resource and Cost Comparisons

Effort and Cost of Issuing Geaeral Permit Coverage

(Secondary Facilities)

Permitting Steps

Coet/Hr Person-Hr

Cost

Notice of Intent Processing
Data Entry

Certification of Coverage
(Issuance)

Records/Dats Management

Compliance Monit. and Inspection
a) 5-Year Composite Inspections®
b) DMR Review

GP Developmental Costs**

Supervisiont

$7.00 2.4
$7.00 0.6
$9.50 0.6
$7.00 4.4
$12.00 99.9
$13.00 0.6

$14.2500¢ 9.1

$17.50 -

$16.80
$4.20

$5.70

$30.80

$1,198.80

$7.80

$129.68

Total Effort and Cost:

$117.6

* Does pot include chemical laboratory costs.
** Avenage development costs per facility = 600 hours for the development of a non-OCS
general permit (EPA workload model)/66 facilities per general permit (based on survey
dats average - Appendix L) = 9.1 bours.
*+s Avenage of the generic costs for an Engineer | and an Engineer II.
t Due to difficulty in estimating, omitted from analysis.

$1,393.78

NOTE: Public notice costs are assumed to be negligible on a per facility basis.



Resource and Cost Comparisons

Table 44
Effort and Cost of Ten-Year Permitting
(Secondary Facilities)
Generic
Permitting Steps Cost/Hr Person-Hr Cost

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

a) Initial Engineer Review $13.00 9.4 $122.20

b) Staff Report $13.00 12.6 $163.80

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

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

e) Data Entry $7.00 0.6 $4.20

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

8) 5-Year Composite Inspections** $12.00 199.8  $2,397.60

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

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

include chemical laboratory costs.

+ Due to difficulty in estimating, omitted from analysis.
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Resource and Cost Comparisons

Table 4-5
Effort and Cost of Over-the-Counter Permitting
(Secondary Facilities)
Weighted
Permitting Steps Cost/Hr Person-Hr Cost
Pre-Application Discussion $13.00 4.7 $61.10
Development of a Draft Permit:*

a) Initial Engineer Review $13.00 8.0 $104.00

b) Review Monit. Data BRagses

c) Final Engr. Rev./Draft or

Final Permit

d) Data Entry $7.00 0.6 $4.20
Public Notice (Labor) (Optional) $7.00 0.6 $4.20
€50.00

Public Notice {Publication) (ﬂnt‘imnl)

BRI VUMY (& mvlavmeslUne ) (W

Reocords/Data Management £7.00 4.4 $30.80
Crmenliania Manit B Taanant: e
wuq.cu-nw AVAVRALRS. W u-yvtaaw
8) 5-Year Composite Inspections** $12.00 99.9 $1,198.80
h) NALD Dasrimes, €12 NN n £ <7 on
V) &FAVAEN NGOV OW Phde VWV Vs TI.
Damaseral Madina ¢a &n n £ e 1IN
INGAMNOW 13} PF IV V.U PP IV
[ R P pipny 3 e*e17Y &n
SUPTE ViR } SLI.IN - -
Total Effort and Cost: 118.8 $1,412.40
A V4B N W M ny at . A o) - b ] .« e A r X} ASL T
If Public Notice i1s Required: 119.4 $1,456.60

* Assumes that the over-the-counter process of application processing and permit

development can occur in one working dsy.
*¢ Does not include chemical laboratory costs.
1 Due to difficulty in estimating, omitted from analysis.
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Resource and Cost Comparisons

Table 4-6
Effort and Cost of Exclusion by Waiver
(Secondary Facilities)
Generic
Cost/Hr Pesson-Hr Cost
Pre-Notice of Intent Discussion $13.00 4.7 $651.10
Notice of Intent Processing $7.00 24 $16.80
Certification of Waiver $9.50 0.6 $5.70
Records/Datas Management $7.00 44 $30.80
Supervisiont $17.50 -~ -
Total Effort and Cost: 12.1 $114.40

1 Due to difficulty in estimating, omitted from analysis.

57



Resource and Cost Comparisons

data were also included. This study and its corresponding methodology are included in
Appendix M.

EPA Permit Issuance Workload Model, 1987: This EPA model predicts levels of
effort involved in the permitting of various types of discharges (e.g., minor municipal, minor

industriai, and general permits). The modei, inciuding outputs, workioads, and resources, is

EPA Regional and State Permitting Agencies: Supporting information was obtained
from the EPA Regional permitting authorities and State permitting agencies to assist in the
economic assessment of the various regulatory options. Statistical information on the
resources required for the development of options, permitting staff salary information, the
average number of discharges covered under a general permit, and other pertinent data were
compiied and assessed.

UNIT COST COMPARISONS

The projected resources, costs, and unit savings (in relation to the standard/model
baseline) are presented in Table 4-7.

If unit savings are ranked in descending order, the following results are obtained:

Resource Cost

Savings Savings

(Percent) (Percent)
1. Exclusion by Waiver: 91.8 93.7
2. General Permit: 19.9 229
3. Over-the-Counter Permits: 19.1 21.8
4. Ten-Year Permit: 16.0 16.8

W
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Table 4-7

Unit Resource and Cost Comparison

Resource and Cost Comparisons

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

General Permit 117.6 $1,393.78 29.3 (19.9%) $413.22 (29%)
Ten-Year Permit®® 123.4 $1,502.90 23.5 (16.0%) $304.10 (16.8%)
Over-the-Counter Permit 118.8 $1,412.400 28.1 (19.1%) $394.60 (21.8%)
Exclusion by Waiver 121 $114.40 134.8 (91.8%) $1,692.60 (93.7%)

*Savings are in relation to the Standard/Model Permit (Baseline).
*+Costs are divided by 2 t0 represent costs over a 5-year term.
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Chapter Five

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The preceding chapters have summarized EPA’s current information about the type of
discharges that may be classified as de minimis, evaluated the existing and alternative
methods of regulating such discharges, and assessed the potential unit cost savings to the
permitting agency in terms of resources and dollars that could be attributed to the alternative
regulatory options used to permit de minimis discharges. This chapter provides conclusions
on the Agency’s findings, as well as recommendations concerning the most effective and

appropn
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IDENTIFICATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES

Based solely on readily available data systems within the Agency, approximately
1.2 percent of discharges into navigable waters can be identified as potential de minimis
(e.g., not significant) discharges. The data base used to make this determination was

that could not be considered de minimis. The Agency approached the de minimis
classification in this manner to avoid overestimating the number of de minimis discharges.
As a result, the projected number of potential de minimis discharges may be underestimated;
some facilities that were categorically excluded could be determined to qualify as de minimis
if it were possible to examine them on a case-by-case basis. All potential de minimis
facilities should be subject to site-specific criteria (e.g., toxic pollutant discharge,
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Conclusions and Recommendations

The best data systems available to the Agency for use in the classification of
de minimis discharges are not up-to-date and are known to lack information on minor
discharges, which are the only candidates for potential de minimis classification. EPA is
currently updating its data systems. In addition, the designation of SIC codes has been
refined by the Agency’s Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance (OWEC) for the
probable discharge of toxic pollutants from an industry, based on assignment of toxicity
indices. The criteria used by OWEC to designate a discharge as major or minor have also
been revised and full implementation occurred on July 1, 1991. The revised criteria will be
applicable for use by permitting authorities to confirm a facility’s discharge as de minimis or
non-de minimis. This information updating may enable EPA to develop a more accurate and
complete profile of de minimis discharges in the future and to develop regulatory and

management programs as needed.

REGULATORY OPTIONS

Alternative types of regulations were considered for discharges that are determined to
be de minimis, which may reduce the regulatory/administrative burden on the regulatory
agencies as well as on industry. Potential regulatory options include general permits
(currently administered under existing regulations), the ten-year permit, over-the-counter
permitting, exclusion by waiver from the NPDES program, and a national rule approach. As
previously mentioned, the national rule approach was not evaluated because of the limited
data base. Options other than the general permit approach may require statutory changes.

As this report does not review these legal issues, closer legal and technical scrutiny would be
appropnate if further consideration of other options is deemed warranted.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

General Permits

The technical and economic evaluations performed in this study indicate that general
permits are the most effective and appropriate method, from the permitting agency's
perspective, of regulating de minimis-type discharges at this time, if a sufficient number of
potential de minimis discharges are confirmed within a specified geographical or political
boundary (Table 5-1). This conclusion is based on the following information:

e Resource and Cost Savings: Unit resource and cost savings attributed to the
permitting of de minimis discharges using general permits, although approximate,
are shown to be significant. Twenty and 23 percent unit savings are projected for
resources and costs, respectively.

* Regulatory Authority: The regulatory authority for the General Permit Program
is already in place. EPA proposed general permit regulations in 1977; they were
published as final in June 1979,

o Utilization: The General Permit Program is currently utilized by a number of
Regions and approved States with noted success in reducing the burden for
permitting agencies. The State of Wisconsin has an extensive and effective
General Permit Program that covers one-half of the facilities or activities within
the State. The majority of these discharges are minor discharges.

¢ Positive Consensus: A positive consensus was received from EPA Regional and
State permitting authorities on the applicability of the general permit.

62



Conclusions and Recommendations

Table 5-1

Summary of Regulatory Option Evaluations

Positive
Estimated Consensus

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

16 non-NPDES

States or

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

extended-

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

discharges

{non-NPDES)
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Concern has been expressed by EPA and State authorities that although the general
permit appears to be an appropriate regulatory option for de minimis discharges, the need
exists for better communication and coordination in the State approval and permit review
process to help streamline State authority and permit approval. The Agency has developed
guidance in the form of manuals, briefing papers, and other documents that describe the uses
and benefits of the General Permit Program; has assisted authorities in the development and
issuance of general permits; and has identified model general permits that have already been
developed.

Ten-Year Permits

The ten-year permit concept shows estimated unit savings of 16 and 17 percent for
resources and costs, respectively, and a positive consensus among permitting authorities.
However, a statutory change would be required.

Over-the-Counter Permits

Over-the-counter permits are estimated to have low applicability within the current
NPDES program and did not generally receive positive reactions from permitting authorities.
Unit resource and cost savings are estimated at 19 and 22 percent, respectively. If this
process is to incorporate a bypass of public notice, a statutory change would be required.

Exclusion by Waiver

Exclusion by waiver would be a site-specific means of excluding discharges from the
NPDES program. Permitting authorities felt that there may be a need for site-specific
exclusion for special types of discharges because they are regulated by other agencies, they
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Conclusions and Recommendations

are short-term and intermittent, or they have a unique noneffluent nature. Unit resource and
cost savings were estimated at 92 and 94 percent, respectively. Exclusion by waiver would
require a statutory change. Additional study would be needed to determine whether
exclusion by waiver, which would result in the greatest cost savings, could provide an
effective measure of dealing with de minimis discharges under the appropriate site-specific
circumstances, including ensuring insignificant risk to the environment.
National Rule

A national rule approach would be a means of regulating classes of de minimis
discharges without having the administrative burden of processing permit applications or

issuing permits at the State level. The national rule approach may require a statutory
change.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

EPA recognizes that there may be point source discharges into navigable waters that,
in terms of volume, concentration, and type of pollutant, are not significant (i.e.,
de minimis). The general permit is recommended as the most effective and appropriate
method, at this time, of regulating such discharges to reduce the regulatory and
administrative burden on permitting agencies as well as industry. However, the general
permit will be effective only if the number of potential de minimis discharges within a
specified geographical or political boundary is adequate to make the permit administratively
worthwhile. Because of the low number of projected de minimis discharges (893 facilities), a
general permit may not be effective in all cases. Implementation of individual 5-year permits
based on standard "models” issued by EPA as guidance would be appropriate.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Implementation of other options may also not be cost-effective if there is a low number of

de minimis discharges.

The following activities should be undertaken if further evaluation of a de minimis

regulatory program is deemed warranted:

* EPA should continue to strongly encourage States that currently do not have
general permit authority to seek such authority. (Eleven States were granted
general permit authority between January 1, 1991, and September 30, 1991.
Eleven States with NPDES authority still do not have general permit authority.)

® A strong technical assistance and information transfer effort should be established
between the Agency and permitting authorities to ensure that a de minimis
regulatory program would proceed smoothly and expeditiously.

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

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

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

* EPA should consider assessing, through on-site surveys in watersheds, whether
de minimis discharges are found in groups categorically excluded from
de minimis through the methodology used in this report.

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

® To the extent that the Agency determines that an option which requires statutory

change is the more appropriate approach, such change shouid be dealt with as
part of the CWA reauthorization process.
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APPENDIX A

Legislative History

This appendix provides the legislative history of the De Minimis Discharge Study
beginning with the first mention in the 1982 public record of the exclusion of "insignificant
discharges” from the requirements of the NPDES permits.



Statement of James C. Hildrew, Manager, Environmental Affairs,
Mobil 0il Corporation, on July 28, 1982, on behalf of the
American Petroleum Institute before the Subcommittee on Water
Resources of the Committee on Public Works and Transportation,
U.S. House of Representatives [As printed in Committee Print 97-
73, Possible Amendments to the Pederal Water Pollution Control
Act, pp. 1013 - 1016, published by U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, 1982].

11. Matienal Pellutant Discharge Eliminstion Systes (WPDES)
Dermite Pregras

Sestison 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes the

#POES permit progran. Usder this pregram, all peint saurse
dsschacrges of pollutasts te savigadle vaters must have as WPORS
pearmit. Besanse tie permit pregran Lapeses ez ugaccessarily
heavy burdes is terms of time and reseurces on geoversamest aad
tadustry, seme medification of the pregram requiremeats is
aecessary. Specifically, the petreleus {adustry 15 coaceracd
with the lifetise eof NPDERE perwuits sad the fast “hat Lnsigaifi-
caat discharges are {seluded ia the FPDES permit pregras.

A. BEPDES Permit Term Rxtessieg -~ Under Bectiea 482 of the
CWA, WNPDES persits nay de vrittea fer & periesd net te azseed
tive years. The prepesed revicios te Seatien 401 veald sxtend
this peried up te ten pears.

The existiang five year nexinawm lifespan fer NPDES permite
impeses uanesassary burdeas o2 ifadastry, 3PA and states slike.
It may teke 28 loag as & yeay fer a fiaal permit te be igsned.

AMditienally, up te three years say da required te isstall
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trestaeatl teadaclegy necessary te comply vith persuit condi-
tieas: Under this asssarie, the affactiveness of existiag pare
mit cosditiens may aet Dbe ascertaissble by the time the permit
spplicactien aad Lesvance Pprocess Bust De repasted sisce the
permittee RaY have oaly ese year of astusl experiesse iz the
effectivenass of the partisular techaoloegy.

Extendisg the lifetime of an WPDES permit veuld anet
adversely impact vater quality. Secties 121.9%(e) of EPA’'s Con~
selidated Peruit Negulatiess sstbheriges isevance of peruits for
duratiens less than the full sllevadle tera. Mereever, Sectien
402(®){(1)(C) of the Ast prevides feor the termiastien or sediff-
caties of an exstsat FPDES persit fer cawse. Therefere., BPA and
the states have adequate flexidility te issue fized life per~
Bits of lese than ten years duaraties and te Teepe:r & pearmit
whieh vas isssued for & full ten-year term if iadi-idusl eendi-~
tions varramt sseh treatsent.

AP supperts the Adaisistzation's efferts te place the
Cleas VWater Ast o8 Parity vith ether savireamestal statutes.
Congrees hae net placed restricctions oa the dursties of permis
terns usder other oavirenmental statutes suek ass the lesosurse
Conservation and Macevery Aot (BCRA) and the Clean Alr Aet.

3. BExelueding lssiguificant Disehayges -~ An additiesal
buzrdensene problem vith Seetien 402 is the applicatioen of perx-
81t requireaests te esviresaentally iasiganificant peint seuree
disehargyees. Thousands of discharges, Lacludiag sany senrses of

sters vater ruseff, have little or 3¢ adverse iApact en vater
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quality yet are regnlated uander the NPDES perait prograas. ais
ie doth time censumiag asd cestly and imposes a2 snreasonadle
aad uasnesessary durdea e» beth state and IP?) persmit issuiag
authorities and (ndestry. Psced with the emormous task of
reneviag pernits fer major peiat assurce discharves, it 1ls
doadtful that permit issuiang asthorities vill de able te act on
sest miser disebarge permit applisations dsriag the sext sev-
ersl Yyears.

Duriag the first rewad of NPDES permit issuances uader the
Pederal Water Pollutien Coatrel Act of 1972, EPA attempted teo

_________________________ [4

quaatities of pellutaants frea NPDIS permit requiresmsents. 7This

exclusion vas challenged by the National Reseurses Defasnse

Cauaeil (NRDC) whieh elaimed thae A had ae antherity mnadar
the Ae¢t teo exclude any peiat seurce dissharges of yolla-

t‘lt..l/ The court agreed with BRDC aad as & o5 .t EPA aev

of the permit program.

asé
1979 repertad that a total of 5,800 mngjor and 234,090 asaer
SPDES discharge peruits had beca issned te doth industrial aad

»e
w
[
L)

cont of all permits 0ssed ... Liavelved relatively insignifi~
cast faeilitiee with respest te peiat seurss pellutien con-

serms.” iIa spive ef ‘s efferts, there are still theuwsandés
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of permit applications (seme sudaitted ae long sgo as 1972) fer
emall sources that have aet yet Deen acted upos and o8 vhich
the permit Leouing sutderities have little iaterest ia actiag.
The resources of geverameant 4and industry should be directed
tovard esliminetiag major sesurces of pollutios te the satioan's
vaters asd should not de diluted by tde necesaity te iaclude
misor er Lasiguificast diacbarges ander the ¥WPDLES peruit pro-
qTanm. By reduciag the UPOHES permit requiremeat froa alsest
uaiversal ceverage to & sere realiastic level, beth iadustry aad
goevaramest vill de sble te detter fecus o3 the real predlean
areas affectiag the eavireament.
API Delieves that the Cleans Water Agt Beedes further assead-
meat is this sres. Specifieslly:s
e Tohe EPA Adaisistrater sheuld dbe gives specific
autherity te exesPt eaviresmentally iangi;nifieant
discharges froa the requiremeats of the NPOES per-
ait pregram. This astherity sheuld be suffiecieacly
flexible te allev botd enclusion of apprepriaste
discharges suegh as sterm vater rumn-off frems a cate-
gory eor ¢lass of polat seurces as vell ass case-~by-

case exemptiens:. Aa expedited precedure sheunld de
established for case-~by-case exsaptioas-
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Testimony of New York State Commissioner of Environmental
Conservation, Robert F. Flacke, on July 29, 1982, before the
Subcommittee on Water Resources of the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation, U.S. House of Representatives [As printed in
Committee Print 97 - 73, Possible Amendments to the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, pp. 1506 -~ 1507, published by U.S.

77777777 & L aers 1B ~ e

Government Printing Office, Washington, 1982].

1l. NPUES Permu: Terz Extansion (Sectian 402)

This amndmnt provades for extansion of NMAES papmit tarmg from five
YOArs tO NO Ere than ten yeArs.

The paper, tims, and resaaces irvolved in issuing a IDES delegmtad
paImit ars considerable, mmmmdaﬂmmm“m
SOUITE OWNAr. FEIMITS [Tr BMEJGI SOUrCEs NOW AVEIEGgR TIUITY pagwms, four
sonths processing tire, and cost thousards of dollars to issus. Since DEC
malmuxqumo:uco:un.w?ooomnm

EEIVEC PRSI CE. 1INE LIFT @ETUP O PRIRLTS LE8SuUnd iN late lY/) MO UDES
issuad by IPA pricr to dalegatian bhave epired and are now mbject to
rensal

but the
ware issusd by IMA and/ar DIC with sy @quring vithin a few years of the
T platesu, i.e. 5uiy i, 1983, uummmwmmﬁia
requirenants (besides the chromalogicsl difficulties, the lack of pramilgeted
stardards wvas parsmoaunt and mxch scre highly publicized) .

Rv we are at a point vhare the so-called second rowdd —refting of
permits must be acoomplisherd! quickly to provids the psxmtz e gufficient time
o et the ariginal 193 requiresmsvts (now proposed for ext 'nsaon to 1588).
1f parsuts are issued in a tumely sanner Auring 1982, the e irataon would be
in 1987 undar the presant five lS)ﬂ-rmmg. T end dats sey o
mmy not be adequate should anothar sssndeant allow s further exwansian. The

Additionally, dischargars of a minor nature, which are about 808 of the
parmitteas, need not be reviewed overy five years. Tw unchanging nature of
the waste strears and/or the lack of adiitional TTeatrent requLIwants or
resd reke peomt renewal routine. The perut process would be eanhanced
substantially if parmit Munmmaum-db-yuu‘xw (S) years. As

Lastly, the lav gives us the right to modify a pamit at any tise for
cmuss, tharedy partislly negating the nesd to reissus on &
basis.

e
Wev York recamwnds that the saximm period for which WPOES
valid bs lengtimned to tan years, while
pezmit sore frequantly.

%
¢
%
|
3
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Statement of J. William Baun, Chairman of Clean Water Project,
National Environmental Development Association, on July 29, 1982,
before the Subcommittee on Water Resources, Committee on Public
Works and Transportation, U.S. Bouse of Representatives (As
printed in Committee Print 97 - 73, Possible Amendments to

the Pederal Water Pollution Control Act, pp. 1829 - 1830,
published by U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 1982).

DeRininis Digcraiees

The Act requires that & WPDLIS permit must be obtained fer a point
souzce discharge even it the discharge 18 smsll of ceatains ealy
Binute Quantities of benignh pollutants. Ia sbort, every soutce
discharging watar tequizes & persit. This is sigaificancly
ditferent than such lavs 88 the Clean Air Act which tegulates

sources only above certain Size limits.

The EFDRS permit Progran (EPOses tiBO-CORSURINg requirzeneats set
saly o8 iaduStIY But upeoe perait-issuing authorities. laplamesting
regulations are complex and can require censidecrshle effert and
expeanse. The PErNit Process a4y take seaths, ead (s sowe cases,
ysars. 1n mamy cases the dischatge 18 of little or mo -onsequense
to Laproved watef quality but & permit 18 still required. Per
example, the lav is 0 £i9id that & perwit (s required tor
sacsataninsted stormvetsar runoff channeled iate ditches sreund an

iadusttial plamc.

Bearly evesryome iavolved in the adminiscration of the lav
scknovliedees that s significant pocrtion of the $0,800 permics

isvelves iassigaifigant seutces.

It sppears sensidle te dizect the Clean Water Act efferts of
goversmant and industry tovard cleaning up significast pollutionm of
the nation’'s watefs, vithout uAnecessary time, Beney, snd attentjon
einad st permits for insignificant discharges. IPA is moving 1a
this direction Py setting priorities for renewal. Byt sore can be

done to onclog the systes.
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It discharges sre do 9inipis. besed on concentration, volume and
type of discharge, and ate insignificant to the protection of wacer
quality, BPA sbould De given the flexibility to ezeampt soOurces or

categocries of sources free RPDRES permit tequirements.

Onder tde present low, UPORS permits sust be renewved every five
yeacs even though it frequently takes more than one year for the
final permit to be issued and up to three Yyears to isstall treatmeat
technology. A five-year perait life allows little time for the
pernit holder to test the effectiveness of the treatment before the
permit renevwal applicatien pProcess degins asgain. ?Tie nesd for
reneval of peraite every five years, ¢r sven more ::requently ia many
inatances, subjects EPA and the state agencies to :.>stantial
edministrative burdens especially when considering -pe volume of

permits in the systea.

Thace ({8 & groving coasetsus that the Baximus alloweble life of a
SPORS permit should be extonded fros five to ten years. A 1900
Souse Sudcemmittee 84 Oversight and Meviev zeport titled
*laplencatatica of the Pederal Bater Pellutiea Ceatrol Act® states
that leagtheaing the pecied for which s peruit remsins valid will
*provide grester stabilicy asd sertainty te the BPDRS pregraa.”
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RIEPORT OPF COMMITTEES ON
%C BILLS AND RESOLU-

Under clause 2 of rule XIII. reports
of committess were delivered to the
Clark for printing and reference to the
proper calendar. as {ollows:

Mr. BOWARD: Committes on Pubdlic
Worka and Transportation. ILR. 3282 A vil)
o amaend the Pederal Water Polution Com-
el Act o provide for the renewal of the
quality of the Nation's waters. and for other
purpossc with an amendment (Rept. No.
09-2377). Referred o the Committee of the
Whole Bouse oo the State of ths Truoa

June 6, 1984



Union Calendar No. 480
2 H, R, 3282

[Report No. 88-827]

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide for the renewal of
the quality of the Nation's waters, and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Junz 18, 1983

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

SerrEMBES 14, 19088

Additional sponsors: Mr. UpaLL, Mr.. OBERsTAR. Mr. JrFPORDS, Mrs. ScuNEl-
pER, Mr. Towns, Mr. LANTOs, Mr. Bonos of Michigan, Mr. Guazov, Mr.
Orrinoes, Mr. Robino, Mr. MasxxY, Mr. FaonTROY, Mr. TALLON, Mr.
Frank, Mr. Sunia, Mr. MitcHeLL, Ms. MrxuLska, Mr. SerseRLING, Mr.
Frorio, Mr. Evans of Dlinois, Mr. D'AMouns, Mr. CrockerT, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. Convers, Mr. VENTO, Mr. RaTcHrFORD, Mr. BaBNES, Mr. COUGHLIN,
Mr. Stoxes, Mr. Dixon, Ms. Karrur, Mr. WeIss, Mr. JoNEs of Oklaho-
ma, Mr. Ecxart, Mr. DE Luco, Mr. LEEMAN of Florids, Mr. Scaxuss,
Mr. MrvisH, Mr. BErLxnsoN, Mr. Mozzison of Coonecticut, Mr. GRJDRN-
soN, Mr. DonneLLY, Mr. LONG of Marviand, Mr. Fagzio, Mr. ForsrTHS,
Mr. TorriceLLI, Mr. CaRrER, and Mr. YaTEs

Feaavaay 2, 1984

Additional sponsors: Mr. Fisr, Mr. Lowny of Washington, Mr. Huomzs, Mr.
Levive of California, Mrs. ScHzOEDER, Mr. DeLLUNMS, Mrs. Boxesz, Mr.
Weaves, Mr. McDape, Mr. Epcar, Mrs. Bumton of Californis, Mr.
NzaL, Mr. Bates, Mr. KovLtez, Mr. Maazzx, Mr. WaEAT, Mr. HoTER,
Mrs. KennELLY, Mr. Bosco, Mr. Weaer, Mr. SEANNON, Mr. CLaRKE,
Mr. KosTmaYer, Mr. MavaouvrLes, Mr. MoaxieYy, Mr. SMITR of New
Jersey, Mr. Beaman, Mr. Hazxan, Mr. Wypen, Mr. Owens, Mr. Sano,



70

STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES

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

later than one year after the date of enactment of this Act.
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Testimony of New York State Commissioner of Environmental
Conservation, HBenry G. Williams, on September 20, 1983, before
the Committee on Public Works and Transportation, U.S. House of
Representatives [As printed in Committee Print 98 - 33, Possible
Amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, p. 369,
published by U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 1984].

4. NPDES PERMIT DURATION

Ten-yaar permits would give regulating agencies the ability 1o concentrate their
resources oo permut complLance rather than permut adminstrabon. Obvious advan-
tages w0 the permitise are s reduction \n paperwork and s more stable basw on
10 make business decisions.

In New York., minety percent of the pownt source pollution icad comes from ten
t of the sources Ten-ysar permits will allow us to concentrate our resources
on the more mgnificant discharges. We've aiways had, and should continue to have,
the authonty o revise permits pnior to their expirstion to update psrmut require-
ments or schedules It is recommended that the durstuon of NPDES permuts be ex-
tended from five w Do more than ten years.

icf
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Statement of O. G. Simpson, Atlantic Richfield Company, Dallas,
Texas, on October 24, 1983, before the Committee on Public Works
and Transportation, U.S., House of Representatives [As printed in
Committee Print 98 -~ 33, Possible Amendments to the Pederal Water
Pollution Control Act, p. 13604, published by U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, 1984)]).

T. 1 alnint 5 L]

Unlike the Clean Aflr ACt ane other pollution contro) statutes,
the Clean Watar Act makes no silowance fn 1ts permit requirements
for small point sourcs dischargers of conventions! pollutants.
This lacx of consideration imposas unnecessary control require-
®ments on insignificant dischargers and prevents full concentration
of resources on control of more leportant sources of pollytion.
Tha Clean vater Act thould be amended to allow EPA to establisn
gg siniais classes of point sourca dischargers of conventiona!
poliutants. A g etniets discharger wouid de required to file 2
request for caametion and aperopriate documentation relative to
the proposed discharqe with EPA or the state, &3 the case say De;
1f the permitting authority took mo ACL1ON On the request within
30 says, the cxemption would Se agwroved atomatically.

A-12



Statement of Kenneth E., Blower, Manager of Environmental Affairs,
The Standard 0il Company of Ohio, representing The American
Petroleum Institute as Chairman, API Water Program Committee, on

November 10, 1983, before the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, U.S. BHouse of Representatives [As printed in
Committee Print 98 - 33, Possible Amendments to the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, pp. 2491 - 2493, published by U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, 1984).

AP! recommends that Section 402(>5)(1)(B) of the Clean Water
Act De amended to read as follows (changes are underscored):

“(9) except as provided under paragraph (C) of this sub-
section, are for Iixed terms not exceeding ten years, uhless
e perwmit includes & waiver or modification of any otherwvise
applicadble reqQuirement pursuant to Sections J0l!c), (g). (N}
and (m) of this Act, i1n which cese such permit shall De for a
Tixed term not exceeding five years:®.

Where a facility 18 Qranted an economic OF water Quality based
waiver under the sct, the permit lifetime would still de limited
to five years. However, other minor modifications would not
prevent a faCility from obtaining & ten year permit.

The amendment recommended by API would allow a 10-year permit
term that corrects the problems encountered vith the five-year
term. The existing five-year maximaum lifespan for NPDES permits
has imposed unnecessary durdens and costs on industry, EPA and
Rhe states alike. It may take as long as & year for 3 fanal
pernit to de 1ssued. Up to three years may De requi.red to
4fnstall treatment technology hecessary to comply vi:- permit
conditions. This scenario leaves little time to ob:..n data on
@tfluents before the permit has to de renewed,

It has been estimateo thst about §5,000 permits 'ave been
issued since 1972.1 EPA and the states are now fac:ing an
increasing backlog of permits which have expired and must be re-
dssued. This prodles could be alleviated in the future Dy amend-
ing the act to provide permit authorities the flexibility to
1ssue permits for terms up to 10 years.

noreover, the l0-year lifetime .ould make the NPDEIS permit
progrsm more consistent with permit programs enforcing other
environmental laws. Congress has not placed restrictions on the
duration of permit terms under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act and the Clean Air Act.

8. Excluéding Insignificant Discharges

S, 431's Section 1) recogniszes the need to exempt Irom the
NPDES permit program discharjes that have lit:le or no sdverse
L=;8Ct On water Qualisy. The provisidon exewpts Cischarges of
3:>rmwater runol! from mining operations and 011 Or gas
ex;loration, Procduction, Frocessing, NT treastment Operiiinng that
are not contaminated with process wastes, overdurden, raw

Copczy AC™Ia.sirazor, Or. John dernsndez, Jr., ..S. Eav.rcon-
mer:al Protessior Agency, Tesiimony bDelore :he Sudcor™itiee
on Eavironmental Pollution, Senate Committee On En-iTonment
and Public Worxs, Fedruary 5, 1982.



materials. toxic pollutants, hazardous sudstances in excess of
reportable quantities., or o1l or grease from the Clean Water
Act's regQuirement to obtain an NPDLS pecrmit.

However. the proposed language fails to explain what consti-~
tutes “contaminated by o1l or Jrease.® APl recommends that line
17 of Section ] %e changed to read “or oil or gresase in excess
of reportadle quantities.® This (s the phrasing used to define
‘contamination Dy hasardous substances.’

in addition to the specific exemption provided by Section 1}
of $.431, Congress should consider amending the act to provide
authority for EPA tD> exempt Sther environamentally i1nsignificant
discharges from the NPDES perait program. That (s, EPA shou.d De
allovead ‘s O exenmpt appropriate dischacrjes from categories of
point souries and (D) td enenmpt specific point source discharjes
on & Case-dy~case Dass.

A Clean Water Act asmendmen: excluding insignificant
discharzes from the NPOES permit program will help address a
prodiem that EPA, state asgencies and 1ndustry have all
acknowledged. Thousands of insignificant dischacges are
curtently cregulated under the NPDES permit program. Paced with
the enormous tasx of renewving permits for major point sources,
Perhit 1ssuIng authorities probadly will not be able to act on
mos: minor discharje permit applications during the next several
years.

During the first round of NPDES permit {ssusances under the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, EPA attempted to
exclude many stormwater discharges containing insignificant
quenctities of pollutants from NPDES perwit requirements. This
exclusion wvas challenged by the Matural Resources Defense Council
[NRDC) which claimed tnRat EPA had no suthority under the ect to
exclide any point source discharges of pollutants.? The court
ajreed with NRDC, and, as & cesult. CPA now delieves that it hag
little or no discretion in its application of the permit prograa.
Based on & survey of 19 states, the Association of State and
Interstate .dater Pollution Control Administrators in May 197%
reported that a total of 5,808 major and 36,090 mi~or NPDES
discharge parmits had been issued to Doth industria. and sunici-
pal dischargers. The report stated: “Adbout S1 pe-:ent of all
per=1:3 issyed ... 14volvel relatively tasignifica - facilities
with resDect tO DO11t s0.rSe pollution conceras.®’ Ia spite of
TPA's @lfozis, thousa~is 5! jpermit applications ‘s--e gucitzed
a8 long ago as 1972) for saa.ll sources sre still ;.v-ding.

NARDC v. Trein, 19& F.Scpp 1393 (D.0.C. 19°9), af?'d. N®DT v,
~383.8, 363 F,23 _)69% (3.C. C.z. 49T -

8y excluding insignificant discharges from NPDLS permit
requirements, bDoth industry and government will be able to Detter
focus on eliminating major sources of poliution from the nation’'s
vaters.
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Statement of J William Haun UYirca Dracident Carmaral 8a:sn
cea LN asL oA v e ™ A 4 a & W Sismaia g Vaeto FLaCoLiUClIiL, eTiiweral 11llS8
Corporation, as Chairman, Clean Water Project, Nationa]
Pnui:mnnnntxl Development Asgociation AR Mavamhasr 10 10409
-V ViliiTii v @ v VT aaL nReevVL.ialLaviig Vil I(YWWUvVveEnaT L &V, 43095,
before the Committee n Public Works and Transportation, U.S.
Eeuse cf Renrgsnnbnh(n-e fae Mmrimbad (o FAammibbana Peidas ao - o
FiTacTiivLavivee lAas PpPiriilbeud Jdll LUl LTS rFiLidlll JO - 3J,
Possible Amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act,
- C AL - 247 mithlI{oehad ke 11 & P attnrmmanb Dwdmbime ALL: __
P &L J RV = NN PUWLLQUuEU U Vede VUVETLiluTii - FiLauviny viiice,

Washington, 1984]).

De “:aimis Exempt:ons

The majocrity of Clean Water Act pertiits are for minot

;sande of NBDES esamall~source discharge
per=it applications, some written as long ago as 1972, are avaiting
sction.

the problem is an actual case where a
company's drinking fountain, because ¢! 1ts location, drains 1ts
overflow in%0 a water body. That drinzing fountain requires an

NPDELS permit, and there is no Provision allowing it o be exempted.

Ihe IPA Administrator should be allowed to exer;: de minimis
point source discharges and channaled stormwater runoff containing

de miniNis quantities of pollutants from the NPDLS persit

based on concentration, volume and type of dischatge.

The Senate Committee has, in part, recognized this poin: and
has 1ncluded in $.43]1 exesmptions for channeled stormwvater runoff
which contains no pollutants for oil, gas, and mining industries.
Bowever, ws 586 N fesson to limit this exemption to certain
industries or types of discharge. All discharges whick contain

little or no pollutants should be eligible for exemption.



a2 CONGazss

T Session HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES ronT
S —

WATER QUALITY RENEWAL ACT OF 1984

ang 6. 1984 —Commutied to the Commuittee of the Whole House on the Stats of the
Union and ordered to be printed

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

REPORT
together with
ADDITIONAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS

(To accompany H.R. 3282)

(laciuding cost estimate of the Congreasonal Budget N Tice)

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

The amendment strikes out all after the enacting clause of the

bUl and inserts a new text which appears in italic type in the re-
ported bill.

45
SECTION 35

This section directs the Administrator to study the feasibility
and desirability of eliminating the regulation of discharges of pol-
lutants into the navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of
volume, concentration. and type of pollutant, are not significant. A
report, with recommendations. is to be submitted to the House
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public Works within one year of
the date of enactment of H.R. 3282.
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Co Rero
T SoNCRES | HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 98.838

PROVIDING FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 3282

Juwe 13, 1984 —Referred 10 the House Calendar and ordered to be printed
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98tTH CONGRESS
w22 H. R. 5903

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide for the renewa! of
the quality of the Nation's waters, and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JUNE 20, 1984

Mr. OBersTAR (for himself. Mr. MavROULES. Mr. Wox PaT. Mr. LEVINE of
Califorrus. Mr. STOKES. Mr MiTcHELL. Mr. SHANNON, Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr.
Sixorskl. Ms. EaAPTUr. Mr. CouGHLIN, Mr. FaunTROY, Mr. ASPIN, Mr.
BaTes, Mr Speatr. Mr. CarPER. Mr. Lowey of Washington. Mr.
KiLpee, Mr. Green, Mr. BarNes. Mr. EpwaRrDps of Califorrua. Mr. Mor-
RISON of Connecticut. Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. FraNk, Mr. Hasarton, Mr.
MINETA, Mr. BoNER Of Tennessee. Mr. WEAVER, Mr. DumbBIN, Mr. Fas-
CELL. Mr. DascrLE, and Mr. BOEHLERT) introduced the following bill
which was referred to the Committee on Public Works and Transportation

A BILL

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide
for the renewal of the quality of the Nation's waters, and
for other purposes.

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

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

2
3 SHORT TITLE
4 SecTiON 1. This Act may be cited as the ‘“Water Qual-
5 ity Renewal Act of 1984"".
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66

STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES

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

Act.

HR 5903 |H

A-19



June 22, 1984

H 6360

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 6 or rule XXIII1. pro-
posed amendments were submitled as
followx:

HR 3282
By Mr. ROL

Amendment tn the nature of 8 substitute.
~8trike out all after the enacting clause
and tnsert th Lieu thereof the follow\ng:

EBORT TITLE

Sacriow 1. This Act may be cited as the

“Water Quality Renewal Act of 1984,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

STUDY OF REGULATION OF 38 MINTMIS
PISCRARGES
Ssc. 33. The Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency shall study
the feasidiity and destradifty of eliminat.

A-20

H 6351

June 22, 198}



H 6874

June 26, 1984

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. ROE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment in the nature of s
substitute be considered a8 read and
printed in the REcosp.

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

There was no objection

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

(By unamumous consent. Mr. Rot
was aliowed Lo proceed for § additional
miuutes.)

Mr. EOWARD. Mr. Charman, wul
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROE. 1 yield o the gentieman
from New Jersey.

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentle-
man {or yielding.

Mr. Chairman. [ just wish to take
this time to congratulate the gentle-
man in the well, the gentleman {rom
New Jersey (Mr. Rog]. the gentlieman
from Minnesota (Mr. STawcianp). the
ranking minority member oo the Sub-
committee on Water Resources. all the
members of the Public Works and
Trarsportation Committee., and to &
very great degree the majority and mi-
poriy s.affs of this subcommittee,
which have worked s0 long and #0
hard to preserit this, the finest clean
water bill ever presented to the Con-
greas. 1 congratulate them on their
work and effort. and I ask for the
overwhelming support of our col-
leagues on this vital measure.

Mr. ROE Mr. Chairman, [ thank
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
Howaxno) for his comments. and 1, too,
want to extend my appreciation to
him and to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Swyosa], the ranking mi-
nority member of the committee. and
thd gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
StancoiaNp)]. the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, who is
my counterpart on the Subcommittes
on Water Resources. ] also want to
particularly single out the gentieman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Edcaa)
amongst our other Members who have

done such a lendid job on this legis-
lation, and partucularily the staff for
the outstanding job and the work that
they have conducted on this most im-
portant Water Quality Renewal Act of
1984.

Mr. Chairman. this amendment is an
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute to the bul. HR 3282, the Water
Quality Renewal Act of 1984, which
was reported by our committee on
June 6. 1984. This amendment is de-
si1gned o address a number of prob-
lems which arose after the dill was re-
ported. The amendment was published
in the Corcazxssional Raconp for June
22 for the informstion of the Mem.-
bers. A detalled analysis of the amend-
ment followx:

SaCTION-sY-BTION ARALYSIS
|AMENDMENT ¥ TER FATURS OF 4 SUBSTITUTE
7O ALA 3583 OFFEAED £Y MR BOB)
amCTION )

Section | provides that this Act may be

cited as the Water Quality Renewal Act of
1984

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

SECTION 38
This section directs the Administrator to

study the feasibility

and desirabllity of

eluninating the regulstion of dicherges of
pollutants (nto the navigable walers 0
amounts which. (0 terms of volume. coboen-
tralion. and type of poliutant, are not sig-
nificant. A report. with recommendations. s
t0 be submitied to the Mouse Committes en

Public Works within coe year of the dats of
enactment of H R 3352

A-21
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June 26, 1984 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 7017

The gQuestion was taken and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared LO have it.

Mr. FRENZEL Mr Speaker.! object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum s DOt present and make the
pownt of order that s quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Euvidently a quorum
s not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

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

[{Rol No. 26T
YEAS—403
Ackerman ‘Darw Baves
Addadpdo o2 s Germa Helner
ARARS Delluraa Hefel
Albests Derrick Herte!
Alexancer DeWune Hignhweer
Angersan Dack ineoo Hier
Andrews (NC:  Dicas M
Angrews ‘TX: Drogel Hoi:
Annunzio Donnely Bopains
Anthons Dorgan Horwor
ADDlegate Dosay Hosare
Arcr.er Dosmey Hoser
Aspun Dreter B.ooa~g
Badharn Dudcan Huczady
Baroard Durown Hughes
Barnes Duyer Hunter
Baieman Dyson Hut'o
Bates Tarly Bjyae
Bedel Lexan Irewand
Belienson Jacoos
Bennett Bduards (AL)  Jellords
BDerevter Bowards (CA)  Jenkuns
Berman Bdewds OK: Johmson
CHAIRMAN ) Bethune Dogish Jones 'NC
The pro tempore. The g, Trarexn Jooes OK:
question is on the amendment in the gugn Bans (A Jorves TN
nature of & substitute offered by the :‘1""" Doans (TL! Kaotwr
o uey "] c™
e menacs, N e M e R e
. . Bogn Peighan Kazen
The amendment (n the nature of & Bownag Perero Kemp
substitute. a3 amended. was agreed to  Boner Pedier Kenielly
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore Bo°%* Prelias Kuaee
P pore. Botixer Pun K.indness
Under the rule. the Commitee rises. Bors PLppo Kieczus
Bosco Pono Koiter
c 118 Bouchet Pogiieua Kostmayer
Accordingly. the Committee rose, 3oi¥ Poiey Kramer
. * Bresus Pord (M1 LaFuce
and the Speaker baving resumed the pn Pord (TN Lagomarino
chair. Mr. Kazzw. Chairman pro tem- mﬁén ::: x.wuu-
pore of the Commuittee of the Whole 1A b
. Brosn (CO!» Prankitn Lamch
House on the State of the Union, re- grenn Prensel Lasth

ported that that Committee. having
had under coasideration the bdill (H.R.
3282) to amend the Pederal Water Pol- prophredl e

L Prost Lenman (CA}

Burton .CA»
Byres
Campdell

lutton Control Act to provide f0r the Curney Oesdaermen L
Curver Oetas
Carr
Chandler
Chapoell

Fuqua Lenman (PL,

renswal of the quality of the Nation's Lenine
walers. and for other Purposes, pursu- Qephardt Leviias

ant to House Resolution 3522. he re- pémore byiiteh
ported the bill back 0 the House with Chapoie g-n- ﬁ;":"‘"
adopted by the Com- Clrse Lckman ¥
mittee of the Whole. <A o tyotidri
The SPEAKIR. Under the rule, the Couns Gere Lang MD)
previous QUestion is ordered. Cesibe Oretisen Latt
Is & separate vole demanded on any Colemar (MO) Orumm e
amendment 10 the amendment in the Comm ™%’ Onv byt Akl
nature of s sudstitute adopted by the Cenadie Luken
Committee of the Whole? If not. QQ Conw Guari Lundine
question is on the amendment. L Qe seekar
The amendment was agreed to. Curssran Ralph Madwuo
The SPEAKIR. question is on Cseenis Reil San Marte
the engromsment and third reading of Couner Mamilen ::'n“‘:,“‘n_,
the dIL &"." "“'...,. sreRma Marun ¢
Ths bill was ordered to be engroased Cremeu Sares (U m(:?)
and read 8 third time, and was read DaAmeun Barun "
%‘ummmuu —— -podiost —
the pessage of the bill Damd Mavtins MeCain



H 7018 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE June 28, 1984
MeCandias Puresl [
MeClaskey Quilaa & Owwaln
MeCollum Raball agpwre
MeCurey Saagetand
McDude Ratchiarnd Sare
Mclwen Ray SRenholm
Melugd Reyula [ J L]
Retd Rration

MeNulty Richardsen Studdas

73 Ridge Surdewst
Michel Rinaido snst

Ritrer Sywar
Miller (CA) Rosers Tallan
Miller (OR) Robuwan Teuse
Minew Radino Tewuna
Minmh Roe Tayior
Mitetall Roamer Thomas CA)
Monkiey Rogers Thomee (QA)
Molirar Rasusnzowsk! Torres
Molenan Rown T arveoelll
Mooigomery Roukems Towns
Meosty Rowiand Trauer
Meare Roybal Caall
Meorbead Ruas Yaaotne
Morrison (CT) Russo Vasger Jagt
Morrissm (WA) Sado Vandergni!
Muroby Savage Vento
Murine Sawyer Volkmar
Myery Schaeler Vucadoreh
Nawcher Bcheuer Walgw
Neal Schneider Walker
Nalson Wett.os
Nichol Schulae Warman
Nowak Schumer Wenver
O Seiberung Weber
Oukar Shary Weim
Dbervar Mhav Wheat
Ovey 8heldy Whitah uset
Oun Shumway Whitey
Oons Shusar Whittarer
Owunger Stkoraks Whituam
Owens Sander Wilams (MT)
Ozley Stmon Wlliame (OR)
Peatard Sigaky Wson
Pabdetia Exeoeo wWins
Purre Belten Wi
Pusbayun Rattery Wise
Patman Smith (PL) Wolt
Pasterson B (LAY Wolpe
Pease Gmuth (NE) wngm
Penny Srith (NJ) W ydsn
Pepper Gmith Denny Wiyle
Pertine Smith, Resart Yates
Petrt anowe Yatron
Pacile Snyder Young tAK)
Porter Solar Young FL)
Prue Solomean Young (MO)
Pritehard Soeass 2echas
NAYS-11
Baruett Crane. Palllp Nicienn
Burswe (DN Dunnbemeywr Paw)
Cheney Lungren Stump
Crane. Daniel  Marienee
NOT VOTING-17
AuCo Hall (DO Mressk
Breoks Hanses (ID) Rose
Dizoo Kogovest Seassobrenner
Dywmally Lewis (CA) Shannon
Emersen MeOria Weriey
Erieobern MceKinney
0 1730

80 the bill was passed

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the tadle.
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2. 1954

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

MESSAGES PROM THE HOUSE

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

HER. 3382 An act W amend he Pederal
Water Pollution Control Act to provide for
the repewul of the quality of the Nation's
waters. and for other purposes; and

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bills were read the
first and second times by unanimous
consent. and placed on the calendar:

HR. 3282 An act 0 amend the Pederal
Water Pollution Control Act to provide for
the repewal of the quality of the Nstion's
weters. and for other pUrposes.
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99rH CONGRESS
1sT SESSION o . 8

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide for the renewal of
the quality of the Nation's waters. and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JANUARY 3, 1985

Mr. Howazp (for himself, Mr. ANpDERsON, Mr. Roe, Mr. SnYDER, and Mr.
STANGELAND) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transportation

A BILL

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide
for the renewal of the quality of the Nation’s waters, and
for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives of the Unued States of America in Congress assembled,
3 SHORT TITLE

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

ity Renewal Act of 1985".

[$]]
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STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES
SEc. 36. The Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency shall study the feasibility and desirability of
eliminating the regulation of discharges of pollutants into the
navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con-

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

‘ministrator shall submit a report of such study along with

recommendations to the Committee on Public Works and

Transportation of the House of Represeriatives and the
Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate
not later than one vear after the date of enactment of this

Act.
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99TH CONGRESS
18T SESSION o o l 509

To amend the Federa! Water Pollution Control Act to provide for the renewal of
the qualitv of the Nation's waters, and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MARCH 7, 1985

Mr. OBERsTAR (for himsel!. Mr. EpGar, Mr. MooDY, and Mr. MINETA) intro-

duced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation

A BILL

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide
for the renewal of the quality of the Nation's waters, and
for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 SHORT TITLE

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

5 ity Renewal Act of 1985"".
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STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES
SEc. 36. The Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency shall study the feasibility and desirability of
eliminating the regulation of discharges of pollutants into the
navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con-
centration, and type of pollutant, are not significant. The Ad-
ministrator shall submit a report of such study along with

cecommendations to th: Committee on Public Works and

ol 0 0

69

Transportation of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate
not later than one vear after the date of enactment of this

Act.
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Testimony by J. Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner, Department of
Natural Resources, State of Georgia, appearing in his capacity as
Vice President, Association of State and Interstate Water
Pollution Control Administrators, on April 30, 1985, before the
Subcommittee on Water Resources, Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, U.S. House of Representatives [As printed in
Committee Print 99 - 9, Possible Amendments to the Federal wWater
Pollution Control Act, p. 484, published by U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, 1985]).

Iv. TITLE IV
Section 402 - (NPDIS Permit Progras)

This Section sbould be revised to allow partisl assusmption
by States of the NPDES program pursuast to joiat Tederal/State
agreesents. 1o additios, it is essential ¢that the Act be
amended to provide for the issuassce of NPDES permits up to
tes years, provided (flexibility is msaintained tOo Tre-open
a permit for good cause. The States support re-opening the
permits to 1isclude promulgated efflueat 1limitatioss or to
address violatios of water Quality stasdards. Io most 3tates,
seveaty-five percesct of the permits are for relatively small
dischargers with BOS-tOXiC VasStevaters and ten year permits
would enable the States to spead more time developing aad
re-opesing the permsits lor major sources.
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Last year this House adopled similar
lagisiation, HR. 3332 by a simable
marwin Onfortunatsly the othar body
«a8 unable te act on this lagislation
prioe to adjournment and another

wane moasned obdtbha.id MNomemema saa.
TSAD PAESSU Viubils LOhgToas Teal-

thorizing the Clean Water Act. HBR. 8
is, I belisve. an even better bill and de-
sarves our strong support. According-
ly. 1 urge my colleagues o smipport
this maasure inclusive of tha commit-
tes amendmenia, 80 that we can con-
unmwdlmwm.wmwnl
waters ‘“‘swimmable and fishahle”
within the next 10 years.

The CHAIRMAN. The question ison
the amendments offersd hy tha gea-
tleman from New Jersay [Mr.
Howml.

L a8 un:nnmuu werse m io.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to thse
rule, ths substitute commities amend-
menl recommendad by the Committes
on Putlic Works and Transportation
now printed in the reported hill as
modified by ths amendments offered

by ths mﬂm from New Jersey
My Howanal] shall he snnsidered as

amendment printed In the Comcazs-
s10NAL REcorp of July 16, 1984 dy and
U affered by Representative Jownzs of
North Carolina, wirdch shall be consid-
ered as harving been read
The Clerk will desisnate ssction 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:

RORPOINL

14 Cbnu:o:mmumd’do-

& Lehe restoretion puidenss menual

5. Small lows ciesringhouss

18 ENotbie categonaes of prasects.

1L Time limu on resoiviag certain dis-

L puim

1L Federal share

13 Agreement on eligtdle cosls grunles
certificetion of trestment proc

F K KE ERER 8 F KR §3

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Junda

Sec 14 Greals o Slates for calablishment
of waler goliubios coatlrol re-
volving funds

Sec. 17. Insovetive lechnelogy complignce
doudlings for dtrect €lachary-
o

Joc. i2 Improwrmeni projecis
Sec. 43. Study of regulation of de wintmu
dlscharpes

S

Sac

Sac.

Jutmats

Sec. 48 Sulfids corrorion study.
Sec. ¢5. Pulp mill study.

Cam

Soc.

L8 Clude of -‘-I-ll indusrad hﬂl'.-

The wxt of the remainder of the
Pmumnmmm:.uuw-
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SBC 41 STUDY OF RECLLATION OF DB MINIMIS DIS-
CRARCES

{a) Syvny. —The Admuntstretor shall itudy
the feandilily end destradniuly of eltminal-
tng he regulsiion af ducharye of pollut-
ants inlo the nacoable valers 1R aMOouUnls
WAlCA, {n terms of oolume cONCEniralion,
and type of pollutant, sre not ngnificant

1d) Reronar.—Not later than one pear afler
the datle of the enactment of this Act he Ad-
minisirelor shall sudmi ¢ report on he Te-
sulls af such study slong wtih recommends-
ttons Lo e Committes on Public Works and
Trensportaiion of tAe House of Representa-
tivas end the Commilies on Invirorment
and Public Works of the Sensle



Excerpt from House Report 99 - 189, page 49, on The Water Quality
Act of 1985, concerning the study of regulation of de minimis
discharges.

SECTION 43—STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMUS DISCHARGES

This section directa the Administrator to study the feuibilit{
and desirability of eliminating the regulation of discharges of pol-
lutants into the navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of
volume, concentration. and type of pollutant. are not significant. A
report. with recommendations, is to be submitted to the House
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate
Commuittee on Environment and Public Works within one year of
the date of enactment of H.R. 8.
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Anderest mﬂ’ m!ﬂ)
(ol
The CHAIRMAN. The question 18 0n semmte s frrovied
ths Ccmawf smeodment o the assy Pugve Moakiey
nature of a substituta, as amended “""“‘, parny mo.,,. '““‘,,,,“,, .'.
The Committee amendment in the suise Oayeos :.M,_.,
nature of a substitute, as amended, AsCown Oejdengsa Moody
was m to. Bedbham Qelas Meosre
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, samert rohare Moorhesd
the Committee rises. uw 8wun ml
. urphy
chair, Mr. Rxmp, Chairman of the pemaeu Oradison Nea
Committee of the Whole House on the Benuey Oray (IL) Neisen
State of the Union, reported that that === -ttt okt
Committee, having had under consid- m 81.‘.“@ Sﬁ
;;ulon "{"F bill ;ouu 8) to amend the m‘m mmom omm
deral Water ution Control Act ¢
to provide for the renewal of the qual- 2o Hau Ralsh  Obey
ity of the Nation's waters and for !‘..“..“,..-.,,, '.".".‘ﬁ",‘.;..-..._&":_.‘
other purposes, pursuant t-o Kouu Beaker
Resolution 222, he reported the bill Jerd e o
back to the Houss with an amend@ent poucher Heftel Pashayan
adopted by the Committee of the Bezer Hortel Peass
Whole. Breaux =l.l.llh Penny
The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the goericaA)  Horwom Pertine
previous question is ordered. Brues Howard Pt
Is a separate vote demanded on any m(c;u =m' ’ m
amendment to the Committee amend- "“. .“‘n ole "‘""',, .
ment in the nature of & SULSLItUtS pyrea :..u. m..
adopted by the Committee of the Calhan Hyde Ranall
Whole? If not, the question is on the Camobel Jacete Rangel
amendment. Qo dwew R
The amendment a;!; agreed Care ;onn-:m Reté
The SPEAKER. [ ] quutlon is on Chapoell 008 ( Richardsen
::: ;&ment and third reading of hee™ janox N
The bill was ordered to be engrossed Cosihe Kaptur Rodine
and resd a third time. and was resd J3emas(MO) Xamsomelar  Ros
the third time. Coliine Kennelly Rose
MOTION TO ASCOMMIT OFFERED 3Y MA dElAY  Coote Kides mﬂm
Mr. DELLAY. Mr. Speaker. I oifer o c“’c,,,.' e muu, Roukems
motion to recommit. Coughlin Kostmayee Rowiand (CT)
The SPEAKER. Is the gentieman Couner LaPuos Rowland (GA)

)
|
]
y
]
1
'!

opposed to the bill? Loyoe Laais (TR) Ro7oad

Crockess hmas (CA) R
Mr. DELAY. I am, Mr. Speaker. In Its  owon, Ceoman (Fl)  Mume
present form. \ Darden x;:u :io
The SPEAKER! The Clerk wil] Duchie .,"“m.
nport lho motion to neoumm. 2':0.,. ;.“'.,".‘.‘?‘c’l, Schasfer
The Cletk read as follows: Sellums z.-=‘a-(c'i.:; Scheusr
Mr. Dzlay moves to mnu the byl Dema Levia Schrosder
HER. 8 w0 the Committee oo Public Works e Lyviiishen Fovigatl
and Transporiation. Dingell W Setbariing
The SPEAKER. Without objection, DwQuare Shars
the previous question is ordered on peee.. B rich oty
the motion to recommit. Dergan (ND)  Lowry (WA) Shuster
%:“sr""“...‘.n'._..;‘o‘:’e‘!c‘g: nqu%dsa 553 pyen m :::'
the motion to recommit. Deryer MacKay Skeiten
The motion to recommit was reject- Dymally M Sauery
% Larly Marx Soutd (PL)
The SPEAKER. The QUestion 18 0N Lase M)  Mams(Ly  Seuth (IA)
the passage of the bill. Lagvs ca Martin (NY) ;;.: (N
The question was taken; and the “""" ¢ """""" Bare
Speaker mnomwod that the ayes 8D prgien Ms rrowes Solars
peared to have Praveten Mammalt Solomen
Evans (1A) McCala Spence
m yOoTR
Evars (L) McCandiam Soratt
_Mr. LUNGREN. Mr. Speaker. I n-u( McClonkey 8t Germaln
demand a recorded vote. Putie McCoiium Staggers
A recorded vote was ordered. Trahes bt e FpevorriO)
The vote was taken DY electronic puia MeFwen Stark
aﬁa. and Lh:? 'c‘ro—u- 340, noes Pur ﬁ:‘: Stobes
not voting 10, as follows: Pispe . Suntien
(Roll No. 250) Perts McKormaa  Buse
ATES-340 Puiey Mica et
Pord (M) Miuleki Synas
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Tallon Viscloaky wirth
Taamin Velkmer Wiee
Taylor Vueanovich Wolf
Thamaes (CA) Walgren Wolpe
Thomas (CA) Welkins Wertley
Torres Waxman Wrght
Torricelll Weaver Wyden
Towns Weum Yatas
Tralicant Wheat Yatros
Traxier Whitehurst Young (AK)
Udall Whaitley Young (FL)
Valentine Whitlen Young (MO
Vander Jagt Willlams
Vento Wusoa
NOES—83
Areher Prensel Morron (WA)
Armey Oocodiing Nieison
Bartiett Qregs Oun
Barton Orotbers Onley
Bereuter Hansen Pursel
Butrexs Harwneut Ritter
Boulter Hendon Robera
Brown (CO) Henry Roemer
Broyhil Huer Schuette
Burwon (IN) Hopkins Sensendrenner
Chandler Hunter Shumesy
Cheney Lreland Silljander
Coata Kauch Santh (NT)
Cobey Kindnes Swmith (NN
Cobdie Kolde Smith. Denny
Combest Kramer Smith, Rovert
Craig Lagomarino Stenholm
Crane Latta Surang
Dunnemeyer Leach (1A} Stump
Daud Loetfler Sweeney
Delay Lott Swindall
DeWune Lungren Tauke
Dornan (CA) Mack Walker
Dreler Marienee Webder
Eexert (NY) McMlllan Whittaker
Edvards (OK) Meyers Wyle
Pawell Michel Tachau
Pranklin Muller (WA)
NOT VOTING-10
Boruyor (M1) Refper Murtha
Broomfieid Hubbard Schoeider
Downey Lantos
CGlchman Moason
0 1730

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

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

So the bill was passed.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO MAKE CORRICTIONS
IR ENCROSSMINT OF R.A. 6, WATER QUALITY
RAENTWAL ACT OF 1088
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that, in the en-

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

8.

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

New Jersey?

There was no odjection.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the Senate bdlll (8.
1128) to amend the Clean Water Act,
and for other purposes. and ask for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk Tread the title of the
Senate bllL

The SPEAKER. 13 there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

8. 1128

Be i enacted by the Senale end Howuse of
Reprasentatives of the Usnited States of
America (n Congress assembled, Thatl this
Act may be cited as the “Clean Watar Act
Amendments of 1983".
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MOTION OFFERED 5Y MR. ROWARD

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Howarp moves Lo strike out all after
the enacting clause of the Senate dill. 8.
1128, and (o insert in Ueu thereof the text
of H.R. §. as passed. as follows:
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SECTION ). SNORT TITLE TABLE OF CONTENTS

ANENDNENTS TO FEDERAL DPATER
POLLLTION CONTROL ACT: DEMINITION
OF ADMINISTRATOR

(a) SWORT Trnis. —This Act may de ciled a2

the *

‘Watler Quality Renewal Act of 1985°.

(d) Tasis Or CONTENTE. —

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec.

Sec

Sec
Sec

Sec

§|M
"
n

Sec.
Sec.
Sec
Sec

RERRERY

Sec.

8

Sec.

g

Sec.
Sec.

8

1. Short title; tadle of contents, emend-
ments (o Federol Water Polu-
tion Control Act definilion of
Adminastralor.

2. Avlhonzalions o/ approprialions

3 Authoruations Jor conslruction
grants

4. Complwance deadlines

§. Indindual control strolegnes for
tanc pollulants

& Policy for comtrol af nompoini
sources of pollution

7. Control of nonpotnt sources of pollu-
tom

8. Lake restoration guidance manugl

9. Small lows cleannghouse

10. Zligndie calegomes af projecis

11. Tyme I1mil on resolting certain dis-

pules.

12 Federal share

13. Agreement on eligidle cosls, grantee
certiication af treatment proc-
¢33, turkey coniractis

14. Grant condilions wser charpes on
low-1ncome residential users

15. Alotment af comstruction grant
Junds

16. Granly to Stales for estadliishment
o/ waler pollution control re-
voiting funda

17. Mod\Acalion for monconventional
pollulania

18. Ducharpes tnlo marine walers

19. Fuing deadline for treatmen! works
modiicelon

20. Applwcation for ocean duscharpe
modyicalions

21. Innovalive technology compliance
deadlines for direct diuscharp-

ers.
22. Variances from the applicatlion of
effluent limilations
23. Coal remining operalions
24. Water qualily critena.
2S. Test procedures
26. Pretreatment standards
27. Inspection and entry.
28. Cnminal penallies
29. Qyvul pengllies
30. Administrative penallies
J1. Relationship Lo other laws
J2. Marine sanilation devicea
3. Clecn lakas.

37 Agricultural stormuweler discharpes
38. Citizen suits

9. Reports to Congress

40. Indian trides

41. Definition of point source.

42. Chesapeake end Narrepansel! Deys.
4). New York end New Jersey Asrdor

eres.

44. San Francisco Bey.

45. Meintengnce of waler qublily in ¢s-
tugries.

46. Research om ¢ffects of pollutanta

€7. Sewape sludoe

48. Puget Sound

49. Ocean discharpe resesrch projects.

$0. Granls for replacement of contami-
neled pround waler.

§1. Unconsolidaled quarternary oqui-

Jer.

$2. Orants for prolecting groundwvaler
ouality.

$3. Demonstration progrem om ecidi-
Sled lakes.

$4. Newtown Creek, New York

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

Sec.
Sec

Sec

Sec
Sec.

Sec

§ KRR R

Sec

58,
s¢
§7.
5.
(1)
§0.
(18
2.
[} 8
[ [#
6.

(13
67

(1
89.
0.
71
72,
73
4.
78.
7¢
77
78

79.
80.
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San Diepo. Caltfornia

Naco. Arizona

Limitation on discharpe of rew
aevepe by New York City.

Deer [3land treatment plant, Massa-
chusetls.

Grea! Lakes International Coord:-
nating OMMice

Beach and Red Hook

progects. New York

Chippewa Towvmship, Pennsylvania

Des Moinas, Iowe.

Wastewater reclamation demon-
stration

Boston Hardbor end edcen!

valers

Treatment works (n Washington
State

Improvement projects.

Study o/ regulgtion of de minimu
ducharges

Study of effectiveness of tnnovalive
and aliermalive processes end
techniquesr

Water quality improvemen! study.

Study af testing procedures

Study qf pretreaiment af toxtc pol-
lutants

Studies of waler pollution probdlems
n aguyers.

Great Lakss consumplive wses
study.

Sulfide corrodfion study.

Pulp mill study.

Study of reinfell induced in/lltra-
(10m (RO seweET SYslema

Study of pH in discharpes from

) MINING Operaliions

Study af polutwon ia Lake Pend
Oreulle. ldoho.

Limilation on payments

Rights and lhigduities under othe
Federcl statutes.
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SEC €. STIDY OF RECTLATION UF DE MININIS DIS.
CRARCES

ig) STUDY. —The Adminisirator shall study
e feaaidility end deriradiiity of ediminal-
ing he nn.lcﬂon dluduw d’oﬂu-
anis inio w u""ﬂl oaisry ll amoeRis
WAlCA, (R lerms of voluma, conceniretion,
and type of pollulent ere not significent

1A) Boanas AMad lodom mam mwma sans afos
TU/ NUBIURT. = (VUL IBeET WIGR UTeE Jewi BT

the datle of the enactment of (his Act the Ad-

ministrator shall sudmit ¢ report on the re-
sults &f sush studw alans with resnmmenda.

== it o

mwwmmnmu Works end

Trensportation of he Nouse of Represenia-
tives and the Comwrittse om Enriroamen!

and Pudiic Works of (Ae Semsta

-
T
wn
[ ]
(=2
9
[#]]
“©0

|- 7
JULY &v, 4

WATER QUALITY RENEWAL ACT
OP 1988

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President. I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a

omacsa ma fnn, tha aiea af D a -e
MEASAFT ITOM LN s20Use Of n.c.u =111

atives on S. 1128.

The assistent legislative clerk laid
before the Senate the amendment of
the House of Representatives to th2

S 10260 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SE_.ATE July 29, 1985

mill (S, 1128} te ameng the Clean
Water Act. and for other purposes.
(The unendmem. of Lhe House is
S

(o]
printed in the Recowd of July 23.

beginnung at page HE117.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President. I
move ihat the Senate disagree o ihe
House amendments and request a con-
ference on the disagreeing votes there-
on and the Chair be suthorized to ap-
point conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to. and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. Hrewe) ap-
pointed Mr nrarromrn Mr Cuarre Mr.
Siurson. Mr. DoroveeacIn. Mr. Brwe.
sEx. Mr. MrrexmiL, l.nd Mr. MOYRINAN

sranflacasna Aam tha na Camata
conderees on the pamt of Senate.
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APPOINTMENT OP CONFERZES
ON 8. 1128. CLEAN WATER ACT
ANENDMENTS OF 1985

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker. I ask
unanimous consent to taxe from the
Speaker's tatle the Senate bill (S.
1122) to amend the Clean Water Acs.
arcd for other purposes, insist on the
House amendments, and agree to the
con’erence requested by the Senste.

The SPEAKFR. 1s there objection
to the recuest of the gentleman from
New Jersey? The Chair hears nore.
and appoinis the following conferees:
Messts. Roxk. ANDIRSON, MINTTA. OBtn-
STAR. Edcar, Towns, Sxrom. Hawvaarx-
SCIODT, STANCIIAND, aAnd CLINGER;

Ard additional conlerées as {olows:

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

Mr. Rowranp of Georga. solely for
sections 5. 16bX1IXb) 18(BXIXa);
2¢4(eXTr 28(bX3); and 31(ax2) of the
House amendment and modi’ications
conunitted to conference.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

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

poris of committees were delivered to

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

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

1004). Ordered to de printed.
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U.S House of Representatives, Conference Report 99 - 1004,
Amending the Clean Water Act, ordered to be printed October 15,
1986.

Action of the Conference (page 172)

STUDY OF REBGULATION OF DE MINTMIS DISCHARGES
Senate bill
No comparable provision.
House amendment

The House amendment directs the Administrator to study the
f-nhhtyunddnnbquchmmhuth.muh:wuddb
f llutants into the navigable waters in amounts which,
volume, concentration, and type of pollutant, are not
ngmﬁcant.

Conference substitute

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

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

Final Wording (pages 83 & 84)

SEC $16 STUDY OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES
(a) STuny.—The Administrator shall conduct a study of dis-
char'- of ?lluma into the navigable waters and thewr regulation
ederal Water Pollution Control Act to determine wheth-
uwmthmandmhamofpollumambmh waters in
amounts which, in terms of volume, concentration, and type of pol-
lutant, are not significant and to determine the most effective and
appropriate methods of regulating any such discharges.

(5) Reroat.—Not later than 1 year after the date of the enactmaent
this Act, the Administrator shall submit to the Committee on
Xo&k'wbcndmwmdwaowof&mwnw
and the Committes on Environment and Public Works of the Senate
a report on the results of such stud along unth recommendations

regulating ducllam of 1 navigable waters
?n,cmounb wah'zh the Administrator determines under such study
to be not significant.
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Si 1128, Clean Water Act Amendmens. Pocket Vewed.

Calendar No. 1

18T SEpagION

A a asasaaseY

100t CONGRESS
S.1

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act o provide for the renewal of
the quality of the Nation's waters, and for other purposss.

TRARY A% J T RT A J I -l * v L ahnl 3l B Al N

Mr. Brap (for Mr. Burpick) (for himself, Mr. Cuarze, Mr. MIiTCHELL, Mr
Starrorp, Mr. Brap, Mr. MOYNTHAN, Mr. ADAMS, Mr ARMSTRONG, Mr.
Baucus, Mr. BenTsEN, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. Bmneaman. Mr. Boren, Mr.
Baaprzy, Mr. Buxrezs, Mr. CmiLes, Mr. Comen, Mr. Conmap, Mr.
CraNsTON, Mr. D'AMaT0, Mr. DaANPORTH, Mr. DancurLg, Mr. DeCon-

ciNl, Mr. Dixon, Mr. Dopp, Mr. DomENICl, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr.
M

Evans r Exon Mrs Fomn Mr Fourre Mr QGuresx Mr Gonp r
’ . AN, Mad. A UBL, MAi. AUV A, Mad. SasaesSiV, mai. T\Sovasy .

GranaM, Mr. HazxIN, Mr. , Mr. HoLLINGs, Mr. HuMPHREY, Mr.

Pmimrmane Mo V7 . srmmirnman ) Y P

- \l
. ABERY, Bf. BENNEDY, ml. LAUTENBEERG,

Lzamy, Mr. LEVIN . Lucaz, Mr. McConNELL, Mr. MELCHER, Mr.
MeTzENBAUNM, Ms. MixULSKD, Mr. NUNN, Mr. PaAckwoop, Mr. PxLL, Mr.
PressrLrz, Mr. Proxauaze, Mr Puon Mr. Rxip, Mr. Rizorr, Mr.
RocxererrLer, Mr. RoTH, Mr. BUDMAN, Mr. SaNPORD, Mr. SARBANXS,
Mr. Sassex, Mr. 8mMoN, Mr. SpecTer, Mr. SYmus, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.
Tamrze, Mr. WannNer, Mr. Wricxez, Mr. WiLsoN, Mr. WIBTH, and Mr.
ZorINeKY) introduced the following bill; which was read twice and ordered

to be placed on the calendar

.~

A BILL
To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide

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

A-39



a O & W N

-)

2
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS; AMEND-
MENTS TO FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON.
TROL ACT; DEFINITION OF ADMINISTRATOR.
() SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as the
“Water Quality Act of 1987"".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Shor title: table of contents; amendments to Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act: definition of Adminustrator.
Sec. 2. Limitation on psyments.

TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I

101. Autbonzations of appropnations.
102. Small flows clearinghouse.

. Chesapeske Bay.

104. Great Lakes.

105. Research on effects of pollutants.

fEE8e

TITLE O—CONSTRUCTION GRANTS AMEN "MENTS

Time limit oo resolving certain disputes.

Federal share.

Agreement ou eligible costs.

Design/build projects.

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

ZEEEEEERS

T

i

i
1
t

E

. Improvement projects.

0
oct
. “ .

CEERERERERERALS
]
|
3
i

:
i
|

30‘: Flling deadline for reatment works modification.

308. Insovative technology compli doadlines for direct dischargers.
308. Pundamentally differest factors.

301. -

Ceal remining operations.

frEeeey
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Sec.
Sec.

£5

Sec.

£

FEFFEREY FEAALLLROLLLALLLS

FEELERELNER

806.

$10.
311
312
313.
314.

818

s16.
317
318.

401.
402.
403.
. 404.
4095.
. Sewage sludge.
407.

310.
511.
512.
518.
514.
515.
516.
517.

518.
519.
520.

521

3

Individual oontrol strategies for wxic pollutants.
. Pretrestment nandards.

Inspection and entry.

Marine sanitation devices.

Criminal penalties.

Civil pensities.

Administrative penalties.

Clean lakes.

Management of noopoint sources of pollution.
Natooal estuary program.

Unconsolidated quaternarv squifer.

TITLE IV—PERMITS AND LICENSES

Stormwater runoff from oil, gas. and mining operations.
Additiona) pretreatment of conventional pollutants not required.
Partia! NPDES program.

Anti-backsliding.

Municipal and industrial stormwater discharges.

Log transfer facilities.
TITLE V—~MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

. Audits.

Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands.

. Agricultural stormwater discharges.
. Protection of interests of United States in citizen su 's.

Judicial review and award of fees.
Indian tribes.

. Definition of point source.

Special provisions regarding certain dumping sites.

Ocean discharge research project.

San Diego, Californis.

Limitation on discharge of raw sewage by New York City.

Oakwood Besach and Red Hook Projects, New York.

Boston Harbor and adjacent waters.

Wastewater reclamation demonstrasion.

Des Moines, Jowa.

Study of de minimis discharges.

8tudy of eflectiveness of innovative and alternative processes and tech-

niques.
Study of testing procedures.

Study of pretrestment of toxic pollutants.
Scudies of water poliution problems in aquifers.
. Great Lakes consumptive use study.

522. Sulfide corrosion study.

528
52¢
523

. Study of rainfall induced infiltration into sewer systems.
. Beudy of pollution in Lake Pead Oreille, Idaho.
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11
12
13

203

SEC. 516. STUDY OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES.

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

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

204

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

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Administrator shall submit to
the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works of the Senate a report on the results
of such study along with recommendations and findings con-
cerning the most effective and appropriate methods of regu-
lating any discharges of pollutants into the navigable waters
in amounts which the Administrator determines under such

study to be not significant.



100TH CONGRESS=
1ST SESSION H R 1
° °

To amend the Federal Water Poliution Control Act to provide for the renewa,; of
the quahity of the Nation's waters. and for other purposes

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JANUARY 6. 1957

Mr Howakp tfor himeelf. Mr HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr ROE. Mr STANGELAND.
Mr Nowak Mr. Axpersos. Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr
ARCHER, Mr ATKINS, Mr BaTeyMan, Mre BENTLEY., Mr Bevitr. Mr
BriLey. Mr. BoeHLERrRT, Mr BoRski. Mr Bosco. Mrs Boxegr. Mr
Brows of Califormia. Mr. BUsTaMasTE. Mr CaLtaHan, Mr. Carpiy Mr
CARPER. Mr. CHANDLER. Mr CHAPMAN, Mr. CLARKE. Mr CLINGER. Mr
CoLEMAaN of Texas. Mrs. Corrins, Mr CotUrTER. Mr CROCKETT. M-
DagpEN, Mr. DEFazio. Mr. pE LuGo. Mr. Dicks. Mr. DiNceELL. Mr Dio-
Gt ARDL. Mr Dorcay of North Dahota. Mr. DowNey of New York Mr
Dignrin. Mr. DwyFr of New Jercev. Mr Dysrr. Mr ECKarT. Mr
Evaxs. Mr. Fascerr, Mr. Fazio. Mr. FEiGHAN. M- Fieeps. Mr Fisn,
Mr Frorio. Mr FuGLIETTA, Mr FoORrD of Mich :in. M: FRaNk. Mr
GaLLo. Mr. GEJpENsON. Mr Giemas, Mr Goszoiez. Mro GoobpLING.
Mr. Grapisox, Mr. GraNT, Mr. GREeN. Mr. Graz:ini. My GUNDER~UN,
Mr. Hanarton, Mr Haves of Loutsiana. Mr Heswy. M: Horton. Mr
Hoyer. Mr. HUGHES, Mrs. JoHNsON of Connecticut, Mr JoNTZ. Mr Kaw-
JORSKI. Mr. KasTENMEIER, Mr KIiLDEE. Mr KrLeEczka. Mr LaFaicE.
Mr. LaxTtos. Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. LELAND. Mr. LEvVIN of Michigan,
M- Lewis of Florida. Mr. LiGHTFOOT, Mr. Lirixskl. Mr. LowERY of Cali-
fornia. Mr. THOMAS A. LUKEN, M. MacKkay., Mr. ManNTON, Mrs. MaRTIN
of Nlinois, Mr. MaTsul, Mr. McCoLruam, Mr. McDape. Mr. MCGRATH, Mr.
McHueH, Mr. McKinney, Mr. McMiLLaAN of North Carolina, Mr. MILLER
of California, Mr. MINETA, Mr. MoLINARI, Mr. MooDy. Mr. MRAZEK. Mr.
MuerpHY, Mr. NarcHER, Mr. NEaAL., Mr. NELSON of Florida. Ms. OaKaRr,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. OLIN, Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Packamp, Mr.
PANETTA, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. RaHaLL, Mr. RicHaRrDsON, Mr. RinaLpo.
Mr. Ropino, Mr. Rose, Mr. RosTENkOwSKI. Mrs. RoUKEMA, Mr. Row-
LAND of Georgia, Mr. RowLAND of Connecticut, Mr. Russo, Mr. SavacE,
Mr. SaxToN, Mr. SCHEUER, Miss SCHNEIDER, Mr. SCHUETTE, Mr. ScHu-
MER, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. SHAW, Mr.
SHUSTER, Mr. Sixorsxi, Mr. SkaGGS, Mr. SMITH of Jowa, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. SoLOMON, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. STRAT-
ToN, Mr. STupps, Mr. SunpQuIsT, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. SwiPT, Mr. THOMAS of
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Georgia, Mr. Tornes, Mr. TosmiceLLI, Mr. Towns, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
VaLENTINE, Mr. VENTO, Mr. ViscLosxYy, Mr. WrLriams, Mr. Wirsow,
Mr. Wise, Mr. WoLpre. Mr. WorTLEY, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. YATES) intro-
duced the following bill: which was referred jointly to the Committees on
Public Works and Transportation and Merchant Marine and Fisheries for
considerstion of such provisions of the bill as fall within that committee’s ju-
nsdiction pursuant to clause 1l(n), rule X

A BILL

amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide
for the renewal of the quality of the Nation's waters, and
for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE: TABLE OF CONTENTS: AMEND-

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

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

“Water Quality Act of 1987".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Shont title; table of contents; amendments to Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act; definition of Admurustrator.
Sec. 2. Lhmitation on psyments.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I

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

103. Chesapeake Bay.

104. Grest Lakes.

105. Research on effects of pollutants.

£Eese

TITLE O—CONSTRUCTION GRANTS AMENDMENTS

. Time limit on resolving certain disputes.
. Federal share.

. Agreement oa eligible costs.

. Design/build projects.

§E8f
gER8
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Sec. 512. Oakwood Beach and Red Hook Projects, New York.

Sec. 513. Boston Harbor and adjacent waters.

Sec. 514. Wastewater reclamation demonstration.

Sec. 515 Des Moines, Jowa.

Sec. 516. Study of de minimis discharges.

Sec. 517. Study of effecuveness of wnnovative and alternative processes and tech-
niques.

Sec. 518 Study of tesung procedures.

Sec. 519. Study of pretreatment of toxic pollutants.

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

Sec. 521. Great Lakes consumptive use study.

Sec. 522. Sulfide corrosion study.

Sec. 523. Study of ranfall induced infiltration into sewer systerns.

Sec. 524. Dam water quality study.

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

203

SEC. 816. STUDY OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES.

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

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

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 vear after the date of
the enactment of this Act, the Administrator shall submit to
the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works of the Senate a repo:t on the results
of such study along with recommendations a.d findings con-
cerning the most effective and appropriate methods of regu-
lating any discharges of pollutants into the navigable waters
in amounts which the Administrator determines under such

study to be not significant.
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT

The ~ew ianmuage w1l properly
reduce ine Lo.verte of pernuts e
Q-.7¢d for grorm aater from mailiors
1o treousands without redusing the
proteci:en of tae environment. \We es-
labusfied 2 mettamsm that will re-

uire Fermils ol where necessayv-—
rasl.er toan 10 every nstance. Without
these crhamges. jocal Siste. and Feder-
Ri viliClals v.OUId e INUNdALled 8ilh AN
enOrTIouUsS permutting work.oad even
thoush most ¢f the discharges nould
not nave sigrilicant environmerta! im-
pacts.

Januur £ Tl



January §, 1987

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Speaker. 1
rise to address provisions in HR. 1,
the Water Quality Act of 1987. This

legislation is the result of conference
discussions in the 99th Congress span-
ning over & months and work by
House and Senate committees span-
ning over ¢ years. Weeks of hearings,
thousands of peges of testimony. and
countiess hours of analysis, discussion
and debate led to development of this
vitally important environmental legis-
lation.

H.R. 1 should look strikingly famil.
iar to each of us. This legislation—like
its counterpart 8. 1 —is virtually identi-
cal to the conference renort on &
1128. which passed the House and
Senate unanimously—by combined
votes of 504 o O—less than 3 mooths
ag0 but was pocket vetoed by the
President on November §. As a matter
of fact, HR. | is the same a2 8. 1128
except for a few purely technical
changes, such as replacing 1986 with
1987 in the act's name to reflect the
new year.

1 should also point out that despite
fts immediate consideratoln in the
100th Congress. H.R. 1 has a complete
legislative history in the form of docu-
ments from the 99th Congress. To de-
termine congressional intent tin HR. 1,
one should first consult the confer.
ence report on & 1128 and then, if
necessary, committee reports and floor
statements for the 9Mth Congress’
House- and Senate-passed dills (HR. 8
and 8. 1128). These documents, par-
ticularly 8. 1128's conference report,
provide a detalled legislative history
for H.R. 1 even though the new legis-
lation introduced just 3 days ago has
no committee report, conferencs
report, or statement of managers {rom
the 100th Congresa.

A-48
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S 802

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

WATER QUALITY ACT

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1

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

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and tnsert un lieu thereof the following:

TABLE OF CONTENTS

(s) Sxort TITi —This Act may bde cited
a8 the “Water Quality Act of 1987

(d) Tasts or CONTENTS. —

Sec. 1. Short ttle: tadbie of contents amend-
ments to Pedera] Water Pollu-
tiort Control Act. definition of
Administrator.

Sec. 2. Limitation on payments.

TITLE |-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE ]
Sec. 101. Authortzations of appropriations.
Sec. 102. Chesapeake Bay.

Sec. 103. Great Lakes

Sec. 104. Research on effecta of pollutanta.

TITLE II-CONSTRUCTION GRANTS

AMENDMENTS

201. Eligidilities. CSOs, Dispute Reso-

lution, Lumitations.

202. Pedersl share.

203. Agreement on eligidle costs.

204. Destgn/duild projects.

203. Grant conditions user charges on

low.income residential users

206. Allotment forroula.

207. Rural set aside. [nnotvative and al-
ternative projects. and Non-
point source programs.

Regional organizaticn funding.

Authorization for oo
rants.

Grants 1o States for making water
pollution control loans..

Ad valorem tax dedication

Improvement Projects.

Chicago Tunnel and Reservoir
Project.

TITLE [[I-STANDARDS AND
ENPORCEMENTS
8ecc. J01. Compliance dates.
8ec. 302. Modification for nonconventional

208.
209.

210.
nL

12
1.

$85 F 88 £F HOAR X

e

Sec. 308. Fundamentally different factors.

Sec. 307. Coal remining operations.

Sec. 308. Individual control strategies foe
toxic pollutants.

Sec. 309. Pretreatment standards.

Sec. 310. Inspection and entry.

Sec. 311. Maring sanitation devices.

Sec. 312, Criminal penalties

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Sea 313. Civil penalties.

Sec. 314. Administrative penaities.

8ec. 315. Clean lakes.

Sec. 316 Management of nonpoint sources
of pollution.

Sec. J17. National estuary program.

8ee. 3108 Um;o.'uolldncd quaternary aqul-
er.

TITLE I[V-PERMITS AND LICENSES

Bec. 401. Stormwater runoff from oil. gaa
and mining operstions.

Sec. 402 Additional pretrestment of ocon-
ventional pollutanis not re-
qQuired.

Sec. 403. Purtial NPDES program.

Sec. 404. Anui-dacksliding.

Sec. ¢0S. Municipal and industrial storm-
water discharges.

Sec. 406. Sewage sludge.

8ec. 407. Log tranafer facuities.

TITLE V-MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS

Sec. 301. Audita,

Sec. 302 Commonwealth of the Northern
Marians Lslands.

Sec. 503. Agricultursl stormwater dts-
charges.

Sec. 504. Protection of interests of United
S:ates in citizen sutts

Sec. 508. Jua:-:al review and award of fees.

Sec. 306. Indian tndes

Sec. %07. Definution of point source.

Sec. 508. Special provisions regarding cer-
tain dumping sites

8ec. 309. Ocean discharge resewrch project

Sec. 510. Limitation on discharge of mw
sewage by New York City.

Sec. 311. Study of de minimis ducharges

Sec. 512 Study of effectiveness of innova.

tive and alternative processes
and techniques.

Study of testing procedures.

Study of pretreatment of toxi

pollutants,

Studies of water polution prod>

lems in aquifers.

Great Lakes consumptive use

study.

Suifide corrosion study.

Study of rsinfall induced (nfiitra-

tion (nto sewer systems.
Dam water Quality study.
Study of polliution n Lake Pend
Oreille, Idaho.

San Diego. Cllifornia.

Oakwood Beach and Red Hook
Projects, New York.

Sec. 813,
Sec. S14.

Sec. 818
Sec. 316,

Sec. 517,
Sec. 518.

Sec. 519,
Sec. 520.

Sec. 321.
Sec. 822

Sec. §23. Boston Harbor and Adjacent
Waters.

Sec. 524. Wastevater Reclamation Demon-
stration

Sec. §23. Des Moines. lowa.

Sec. 526.
Sec. 827,

Study of De Minimis Discharges.
Amendment to the Water Re-
sources Development Act.

A-50
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

SEC. 11 STUDY OF DE MINIMIS DISCRARGES.

(s) 8ropY.—The Administrator shall con-
duct & study of discharges of pollutants into
the navigable walers and their regulation
under the Pederal Water Pollution Control
Act Lo determine whether or pot there are
discharges of poliutanis into such saters in
amounts which, In terms of volume. concen-
tration. and type of poliutant, are not sig-
ailficant and o determine the most effective
and appropriate methods of regulating any
such discharges.

(d) Reror?.—Not later than | yesr after
the date of the enactment of this Act. the
Administrator shall submit 0 the Commut-
tee on Public Works and Transportation of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate a repcrt on the results of such
study along si1th recommendations and
findings concerning the most s{fective and
sppropriate methods of regulating any dis
charges of pollutants into the navigable
waters {n amounts which the Administrator
determines under such study to be not sig-
nificant.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ARC
() Srver.—The shall eon
dect & study of @scharges of pollutants into
the navigable walers and on

chargess of pollutants Into such waters i
amoants which, (o terme of volume. concen-
tration, and type of pollutant, are not aig-
detarmine the most effective

1
g

January 14, 1987
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January 21, 1987

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

WATER QUALITY ACT OF 1987

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A dll (HR 1) to amend the Pedenal
Water Pollution Coatrol Act to provide for
the renewal of the quality of the Natlon's
waters and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the bill.

AMENDMEINT RO. )

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

A-52

S 1003



January 21, 1987

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

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. Bowp] is
absent due to {liness. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER WOMr.
BrraUX). Are there any other Sens-
tors in the Chamber who desire w0
vote?

The result was announced—yeas 17,

nays 82, as follows:

[(Rollcall Vote No. J Leg.})

YEAS-117
Armstrong Haweh Nicties
Cochran Heeht Simpson
Dole Hefun Symras
Cxon HAeims Thurmond
Oumn Kassebsum Wallop
Gramm McClure
NAYS—82
Adurs Glenn Puckwood
Baucus Core Pel
Benwen Graham Pressier
Biden Crassley Proxmire
Buigaman Rartun Pryor
Boren Hatfield Quayle
Boschwitz Helns Rerd
Bradiey Houwngs Riegle
Bresuz Humphrey Rockefeller
Bumpers lnouye Roth
Burdica Johnsten Rudman
Byrd Kasten Sanferd
Chalee Kennedy Sarvanss
Chues Kerry Sasser
Cohen Lavtenberg Shelvy
Conrsd Leahy
Cransten Levin
D Amato Lugar Swaftord
Danforih Mstsunags Stennis
Duschie McCain Stevens
DeConcinl McConnel Tribie
Dixon Melcher Warne?
Dodd Metarnboum Weicker
Domenict Mvlsks Wilson
Durenberger Mitethell Wirth
Evars Meyninhan Zorinsky
Pord Murtewakl
Powier Nunn
NOT VOTINO-1
Dend

80 the amendment (No. 1) was re-
Jected.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, !
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question i{s on the third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing and was read the third time.

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

The bdill having been read the third
time. the question i3, Shall the bill
pass?

The yess and nays have been or-
dered. and the clerk will call the roll

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON announced that the
Senator from Missouri {Mr. Bowp) is
absent due to lliness.

1 further announce that, If present
and voting. the Senator from Missour|
(Mr. Bonp] would yote “yea."

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

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

(Rollcall Vote No 4 Leg.)

YEAS—03
Adams Oarn Moynihan
Baucus Glenn Mursowsl)
Bentsen Gore Nunn
Biden Graham Packwood
Bingaman Orassley Pel
Boren Harkin Pramier
Boschwits Hateh Proxmire
Bradiey Hatfieid Pryor
Bresux HAecht Quayle
Bumpers Heflin Rasd
Burdicx Heuns Riegle
Byrd Holiings Rockefeller
Chatee Humphrey Roth
Chiles Lnouys Ruaman
Cechran Johnston Sanford
Conen Sartanes
Conrad Kasten Sasser
Crunston Keanedy 8heidy
D Amato Kerry Sunoo
Danforth L ] 8
Duschle Lesny Specter
DeCancint Levin Swftord
Dizon Lugwr Swsanu
Deodd Mausymag SNevens
Dele MeCaln Thurmend
Deaenici McClure Trible
Durenserger McConnel Warner
Bvans Melcher Weicger
Ixon Metaenbeum Wison
Pord Mkulaks Wirth
Powier Mitenel) Zortneky
NAYS—¢
Armstreng Helme Sywems
Oramm Nichiss Wallop
NOT VOTINO -1
Bond

80 the bill (H.R. 1) was passed.

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

Mr. BURDICK. I move t0 lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the tadle was
agreed to.
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Mr FLORIQO Mr. Speaher. | Nse o suppont
of efforts to overrde the Presdental veto of
HRA. 1. the Clean Water ACt resuthorzation,
and wmorove the waler Guakty of our Nabon's
mvers. sveams. and lakes For the second
trme 1 3 maner of weens, Congress agan has
the opportumty 10 reaftrm the message that
was serm 10 the President On twO OCCAONS.
The heamh of Owr ciizens and Owr Natural re-
sources and the futire Of our Naton s devel-
opment wil be severely thveatened f we GO
nOt take SiePs 10 Clean up our Nahon's water
supphes

The lack of 3 Clean water reauthorzation en-
aangers not only the economc health of our
Nahon Dut 8is0 the sanctty of our natural re-
sources MR 1 prowvdes O MuNCIDaives
with an ermaronmentally respons:ve and fiecal-
ly responsbie combingbon Of grants and
icans that would aliow them 10 comply wth
the law and coNstruct sewage treatment 1acik-
Des. N provides O MUMNCIpaLtes wath the
mesns 10 meet he mandate and ensure that
OUr COMIMUIYhes CaN CONLNLE 10 Jeveiop.

Wnrhout thrs vital comtvnabon of $18 eikon
n grants end j0ans, our commurvues will find
thew @CONOMC growth stunted. Without the
mandated IMPDrOVeMENnts M OWr Sewer Sys-
tems. CONOMIC development and expansion,
wih the creadon of new jobs, wouid be
haited. The $99 milon per year in grants and
ioans that is siated for my own State of New
Jersey through 1992 would guarantes that the
sewage systems will de abie 10 sustan hegher
GEveIoDment without jeopardinng the Quakty of
our eNVIONMENt. Wrhout thas Money, esch of
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harards as Aicyon Lake. next 1o Lipan landfill,
the No 1 site on the Superfund ngbonal pnon-
ty st n Pman, NJ. | knOw how STrOngly the
remcents of Pitman feel about beng adie to
once sgan fish and swwn n thus lake and |
know that thes 13 @ feeling shared Dy many
commurvties across the Nauon.

In sum, Mr. Spesker. enactment of the
Clean Water Act resuthonzaton @ something
we, as 8 Congress. owe not Only 0 O con-
sttuents Dut aiso 10 Alure pgeneratons. We
Owe 1t 10 Owr Cheidren and Our grandachiidren to
ensure that the legacy we leave them 8 one
that wil nCiude Our bDest efforts 1O preserve
Our Natwral resowrces and prevent future 0eQ-
radaton of our envwonment | urge my Coi-
l0agues W Jon N MANtINNG OUr CXMTWLMenNt
10 8 clean and salje enNvronment end enactng
MR 1

01333

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr.
Speaker, I do not have any further re-
qQuests for time, but before I yield back
the balance of my time, I yield myself
such time as 1 may consume so that I
may say this:

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

I also wish to thank and congratu
late the gentleman from New YorX
(Mr. Nowax.) who will be assuminy
the responsibilities as chairman of the
subcommittee.

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

Mr. ROWARD. Mr. Speaker, dbefore
I yield back the balance of my time, I
yield mysel! such time as 1 may con-
sume.

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

1 especially thank the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. Roz) and our
new subcommittee chairman of the
Subcommittee on Water Resources,
the gentleman from New York (MLr.
Nowax). [ appreciate the efforts of
our ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
Stanceranp), and I thank all the Mem-
bers for the work they have done oo
this vitally important issue.

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

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

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

The previous question was ordered.

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

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

The vote was taken by electronuc
device, and there were—yeas 40!, nays
26, not voting 6. as follows:

(Roll No. 14)

YEAS—401
Ackerman Conyers Gingrich
Akaks Cooper Glicuman
Alexander Coughlin Gonzales
Andersoa Courter Goodling
Andrews Corne Gordon
Anthony Craig G radison
Applegate Crockett Grandy
Archer Daruel Grant
Armey Durden Gray (IL)
Aspin Daud Gray GA)
Atkins Deavis (IL) Green
AuCow Deves (MDD QGregs
Baker de s Oerza Guannl
Balienger DeFanio Gunderson
Barmnard Dellums Hall (OH)
Bateman Dermick Hall (TX»
Bates DeWine Hamiiton
Beilenson Dicas Hammerschmidt
Bennett Dingell Hansen
Bentiey DioGuardl Hurs
Bereutar Dizon Hastert
Berman Donnely Matener
Bevil) Oorgan {ND) Hawkins
| TV Dewdy Heayes (1L
B:i1dray Downey Hayes (LA)
Bilirnkas Drever Hefley
Bliley Duncan Hetner
Boehlert Durtn Henry
Bogsy Dwyer Herte!
Boland Dymally Huler
Boner (TN) Dyson Hochbrueckner
Bonmor (M) Carly Holloway
Bonker Eckart Hopains
Borski Lawwdes (CA) Horwon
Boesco Ldwards (OK) Houghton
Boucher LCmaerson Moward
Boulter Cnglsh Hoyer
Boser Erdrexch Hudbard
Brennan Loy Mucksdy
Bresta Lvans Hughes
Broemn (CA? Paacell Hunter
Broem (CO) Pawell Hutte
Beruce Pasio Ireiand
Bryant Peighan Jucobs
Bunning Peide Jelfords
Bustamante Puh Jenkins
Byron Pake Johreon (CT)
Callahan Pipee Johneon (8D
Campbell Plore Jones (NC)
Caréin Poglietta Jones (TN
Carper Poley Jonts
Cary Pord (M1 Kan)jorski
Chandler Pord (TIN Kaptur
Chapman Prank Kaaich
Chapeen Prenael Kasteameier
Clarse Prest Kanseday
Cuay Quallesly Kennelly
Costs Qalle Kilgee
Cobte Qaren Ksssha
Conlbe Qaydes - Ralve
Colowman (MO Oe)tensen Rehar
Colsman (TX} Ownes Reonrryuw
Colline [« ] Xanmayer
Come Olman xn
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laPuce Oua Saith FL) The result of the vote was an-
Lagomarsino Ons Semith (1A) nounced as sbove recorded.
Lanenster Owers (NT) Grwith (ML)
Lanios Owers (UT) Smaa (X)) The SPEAKER. The Clerk will
Leuch (LA) Osley Smuh (TX) notify the Senate of the action of the
Leath (TX) Pectard Smith, Denny House.
Lehman (CA) Panetia (OR)
Lehvman (PL) Parres Smith. Robert

Pasharan )
Lent Palterwon Smith. Robert
Levin (MD) Pease (OR)
Levine (CA) Penny Snowe
lewis (PL) Pepper Solars
Lewis (GA) Perine Solemon
Lightioot Petrt Sepence
Liptrakl Pickett Sprait
Livtngmon Pickie 8t Gerwmain
Loy Poriar Susren
LOwRry (CA) rrwmm (ik) SRALUES
Lowry (WA) Price (NC) Stangeland
Lajan reel Sk
Luken, Thomas Quilien Stenholm
Mack Rahall Rose
MacKay Range! Biratton
Manton Ravenset Studds
Markey Ray Sundquist
Marun (1L) Reguls Sveeney
Marttn (NY) Rbesm St
Martines Richardson Swindall

Ridge Synar
Msvrouwes Rinalde Tallon
Mamol Ricter Tauke
McCandiems Roberws Tautan
McCloakey Rodireca Taylor
McColUumm Redino Thomas (CA)
McCurdy Roe Thomas (TA)
McEwen Reemer Torres
McGrath Rogers Torncells
McHugh Rose osTe
McKinney Roswenkowski  Traficant
McMuian (NC)  Roth Trasier
McMilen (MD) Routesna Odall
Meyers Rovwiand (CT) Upton
Mfume Rowiand (GA) Valenune
Mica Royba) Vento
Muler (CA) Russo Visclosky
Miller (WA) Sabo Volkmer
Mineta Saixs Vucansich
Moalley Savage Walgrea
Molinart Savyer Walker
Mollohan Saxion Watkins
Mosntgomery Schaefer Wazxman
Moody Sehever Webver
Moorhead Schneider Weiss
Morells Schroeder Weldon
Morruon (CT) Schueuls Wheat
Mormison (WA) Schulas Whitlaker
Mrasek Schumer Whitten
Murphy Sensenbrenner Williame
Murtha Sharp Wilsoa
Myers Shaw Wise
Nagle Sr.umwsy Wolf
Nawcher Shuster Wolpe
Neal Skorskl Wortley
Nelson Sisisky Wyden
Nichols Sagss Wyle
Nielson Skeen Yolas
Nowsak Skeiton Yatron
Ouakar Sattery Young (AK)
Overstar Slaughter (NY) Young (FL)
Ovey Slaughter (VA)

NAYS—28
Badharn Dunsemeyer Lett
Bartiett Delay Lukeva, Denald
Bartes Dernaa (CA) Langrea
Bresmfieid Herger Madipna
Buschaer Ryee Mariense
Burtea 1nhele Michet
Cheney Kemp Stume
Combant Latta Vander Jagt
Crune Lewts (CA)
NOT VOTING—$
Annunsie Dickirnen McDuade
Clinger Qepharat Miller (ON)
O 1388

Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. HEFLELY
changed their votes from “nay” to
“yea”

80, two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof, the bill was passed, the objec-
tions of the President to the contrary
notwithstanding.
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WATER QUALITY ACT OF 1987—
VETO

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 2 p.m.
having arrived. the Senate =il now
proceed to the consideration of the
President’'s veto message on H.R. 1,
which the cierk wiil report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

Velo message on H.R. 1. an Act to amend
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
and to provide for renewal of the quality of

o s m Ao oo athman =

edma BIoes = - . o e e
LOT ValiI0N 3 RalTis, U JIUF Gluicr puipuass.

The message {rom the President is
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To the House of Representalives

1 am returning herewith without my
spproval HR. 1, the “Water Quality
Act of 1987.” Because all regulatory,
research, enforcement, and permit is-
suance activitles are continued under
permanent law and current appropris-
tiora—including grants to finance the
construction of sewage Lreatment
plants—I emphasize that my veto will
have no impact whatsoever on the im-
mediate status of any water quality

rograms.

‘The cleanup of our Nation's rivers.
lakes, and estuaries iz, and has been
for the past 13 years, s nalional priort-
ty of the highest order. This Adminis.
tration rernains committed to the ob-
fectives of the Clean Water Act and to
continuing the outstanding progress
we have made In reducing water pollu-
tion. But the issue facing me today
does not concern the ensuring of clean
water for future generations. The real
issue i3 the Federal deficit—and the
pork-barre] and spending boondoggles
that {ncrease it.

The Clean Water Act construction
grant program, which this legisiation
funds, ts a classic example of how well.
intentioned. short-term programs bal-
loon into open-ended, long-term com-
mitments costing billions of dollars
more than anticipated or needed.
Since 1972, the Federal government
has helped fund the construction of
Jocal sewage treatment facilities. This
is a matter that historically and prop-
erly was the responsibility of State
and local governments. The Federal
government's first spending in this
area was intended to be a short-term
effort to assist {n financing the back-
log of facilities needed at the time to
meet the original Clean Water Act re-
quirements. When the program start-
ed, the cost of that commitment to the
Federal! taxpayer was estimsted at $18
blilion. Yet to date, $47 billion hss
been appropriated. HR. 1 proposes to
put still another $18 billion of taxpay-
ers’ money Into this program. Despite
all this money, only 67 percent of all
municipalities have actually completed
the construction needed to comply
with the Clean Water Act poliution
limits. On the other hand, non-munici-
pal treatment systems, which have re-
ceived no Fedenl funding, have com-
pleted 94 percent of the construction
needed for compliance with Federal
pollution standards. I want s bill that
spends only what we need to spend
and no more—not & dlank check. For
these reasons | must disapprove H.R.
1. a bill virtually identical to 8. 1128,
which 1 disapproved last November.

Money i3 not the only problem with
this legislation. In my November 6th
memorandurn of disapproval, I poted
that S. 1128 was unacceptabdle not only
because it provided excessive funding
for the sewage trestment grant pro-
gram, but also because it reversed im-
portant reforms enacted in 1981, for
example, increasing the Federal share
of costs ob some projects that munici-
palities were going to build anyway.
Furthermore, both 8. 1128 and this
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blll would aleo estadlish a federally
controlled end directed program to
control what is called “non-polnt”
source pollution This new program
threatens Lo become the ultimate whip
hand for Pederal regulators. Por ex-
ample. in participating States, if farm-
ers have more run-of{ from their land
than the Environmental Protection
Agency decides (s right. that Agency
will be able to intrude !nto decisions
such a3 how and where the fasrmers
must plow their flelds, what fertiitzers
they must use, and what kind of cover
crops they must plant. To take an-
other example, the Agency will be able
to become s major force in local
woning decisions that will determine
whether families can do such basic
things a3 build a new home. That is
too much power for anyone to have,
least of all the Pederal Government.

As part of my FY 1988 Budget, | pro-
posed legislation that would avoid all
these prodblems while continuing our
commitment to clean water. It would
provide $12 billlon for the sewage
treatment program, halfway between
the 88 bdillion I had proposed tn 1988
and the $18 bdillion the Congress pro-
poses. Senstor Dowz introduced this
proposal as s substitute for H.R. 1.

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

The 812 billion requested in the Dole
substitute would have flnanced the
“Pederal share” of sll of the treat
ment plants that have aiready been
started. It would also have provided
the “Federal share” of financing for
all facilities needed to meet the July 1,
1988, compliance requirements in the
Clean Water Act It was as much
money a3 we needed to get the job
done—period.

The Dole substitute offered the Con-
gress 8 genuine compromise that met
all of the mational objectives and
goals. Nevertheless, the Congress
chose to ignore that proposal, forgoing
even the normal hearing process. and
repassed last year's legislation with
virtually no changes. The House Rules
Committee even preventsd consider-
ation of this compromise dy the full
House. They sought to challenge me.
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But in s0 doing they are sending a
message L0 the American people and
the worid that those who want to raise
taxes and take the lid off spending are
back again This is perUous.

H.R. | gate the Congress the oppor:
tunity to demonstrate whether or not
it ts sertous adbout getting Federal
spending under control. The Congress
should fulfill its responsidbility to the
American people and support me on
these important fiscal lssues. Together
we can cut the deficit and reduce
spending. But by passing such mess-
ures as H.R. 1, the Congress divides
our interests and threatens our future.

RonaLd REacan,

Twue Wurrg House, January 30, 1947

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Dascmiz). Time for debate is limited to
1 hour. to be equally divided between
the Senator from North Dakota and
the Senator from Vermont. The vote
thereon will occur at 3 pan.
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The PRESIDING OPFICER (Mr.
AdaMs). All time 18 yielded dack. The
question a. shall the dill pass. the ob-
jections of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstand.
ing? The yeas and nays are required.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

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

The yeas 6nd nays resulted: Yeas 86,
nays 14, as followx

(Rollcall Vote No. 19 Lesg.)

YEAS—88

Adams Qlera Nunn
Baucus Gere Puch veod

n Qraham Pel
Buden Qreasiey Prausler
Bingaman Raruin Proasure
BSend Haten
Boren Hatlieid Quayie
Boschwnta Heent Rawe
Bradiey Hetiin tegie
Breauz Revrm Raecgefeller
Bumpers Bellings Roth
Burdiea o nrey Rud
Byvre Inouye Sanferd
Chalee Jehnssa Sarvanes
Chiee Kasten Samer
Cohen Kannedy Sheiby
Conreg Kerry Simen
Cransen Lautenberg S
D Amare Leany Spectar
Danferth Lenan Swiferd
Ouactue MeCaln Stennis
DeConcyd MoConnel Stavens
Drasen Matsunags Trivie
Desd Meicher Warner
Demenics Metaenbaum Weicker
Durenserger M ixutsxi Wilson
Tvare Mitehell wWirth
Pord Meynihan Zonrsxy
Pesier Murtewsxs

NAYS—14

Armatrong Crarmm Nictles
CecAiran Heims Symme
Dele Kassebaun Thurmond
Laen Luger Wallop
Gare MeClure

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

Fedruary §, 1987



This appendix provides the questionnaire used to survey EPA regional permitting
authorities on the types or categories of discharges that could be considered de minimis, as well
as to recommend regulatory options and associated procedural implications, with respect to the
classification of de minimis discharges. A similar questionnaire was developed for the State
permitting agencies.



DE MINIMIS REGIONAL CONTACT QUESTIONNAIRE #1

REGION:

CONTACT:

AGENCY:

ADDRESS:

PHONE #:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
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Discuss the region’'s initial responses regarding categories of De Minimis,
if applicable.

a. Rationale for Each Category?
b. What Type of Effluent?
¢. Any Other Suggestions for De Minimis?
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2. Discuss other potential candidates for De Minimis.
a. Candidates from Other Regions.

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

a-3. Seafood Packaging/Processing:

B-5



a-4.

water Filtration Plants:

a-5.

Mine Dewatering:
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a-6.

Pit Dewatering:

a-7.

Sand Dredging:
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(o] fa s
a-0. Qyuarries:

a-9. Swimming Pool Filter Backwash:
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7

o

(stripper wells):

)

=7

Brine Discharges

o

[a-]
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a-14. Heat Pumps:

a-15. Hydrostatic Testing:

B-11



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

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

POTWs & Other Sewage Treatment Facilities (minor municipals)

Pretreatment.
Plant Flow.
Dilution Factors.
Population Served.
. Seasonal.

oanow
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Discuss special cases of De Minimis and how classification can be achieved:

Noncontact Cooling Water

Plant Flow.

Heat.

Stream Flow or Dilution Factor.

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

ano oo
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3. Discuss special cases of De Minimis and how classification can be achieved:

Individual Homes (define)

a. Type of Treatment.
b. Septic Systems.




4. Discuss regulatory options.

a. Exclusion from NPDES Permit Requirements:
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4.

Discuss regulatory options.

b. Model Permit (rubber stamp):
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4.

Discuss regulatory options.

c. General Permit:
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4. Discuss regulatory options.

d. Ten-Year Permits (as opposed to five-year):

<o
[}

-t

w



4.

Discuss regulatory options.

e. Over-the-Counter Processing:
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5.

Request any information helpful in evaluating cost savings attributed to
regulatory options:
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7. State (Contacts:

B-22



APPENDIX C

De Minimis Discharge Survey Results

Potential De Minimis Discharges
EPA Region Responses Cl1-C4
EPA Responses C5-C8

This appendix provides the results of the Study’s survey on the types or categories of
discharges that could be considered de minimis. Results were compiled for the ten EPA regional
permitting authorities and nine State permitting agencies recommended by the regional offices.



EPA REGION RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS DISCHARGLS

Region | Region 11 Region 111 Regron 1V Region ¥
Aquifer No comment No comment NQ - Can be dealing with QK - Originally NO - You are pumping
Restoration highly toxic chemicals suggested from N( contamination, should not
{Superfund) elminate public notice
Brine No comwment . 2 - Preliminary results 2 - A NEIC report NO - A lot of problems, NQ - Strong argument for
Discharger of a study indicate indicates some situations however, may fit under a zero discharge in Michigan
{Stripper potential mpacts n NY. where 1mpacts can be general permit
Wells) minimal *
Car Vashes No comment . M) - Hesitant because of No comment NO - Should be kept under  No comment

fish Hatcheries

Hydrostat ic
Test ing

Nine Dewatering

Noncontact
Cooling

0K - Origwnally
suggested . *

No comment .

0K - Many coastal or
1stand discharges only
2-300 6P0."°

No comment .

No cosment

0K - Must have criteria
based on heat *

phosphorus, salt, and

o1l and grease.

2 - Can have severe
nutrient problems

OK - 1f heat 1s considered
n relation to flow

2 - Septic systems
should be a Department
of Health concern

K - If stractly hydro
testing. Beware of acid
and chemicals being
rinsed from new pipe

No comment

OK - Needs criteria based
on fraction of flow or

temperature rise

X - Originally
suggested by region

0K - YA may have permits
for these dischargers

0K - A hagh number 1in
PA (septic discharges)

No comment

NQ - Mines, especially
coal mines, are a serious
problem 1n Region 111

0K - Logical choice,
some situations where 1t
could be covered

a regular permit - dirt
detergents, 01

? - Depends on type of

operation, fish, and size
{*-NC trout farms only)

No comment

7 - Are county regulated

No comment

NQ - Varies too much, coal

1s a problem (° NC)

2 (an’t be too general.

should not exempl power

plants Temperature
should be o (ritera
(" N

? - Chemicals used to
control fish disease
However, are generally
minor permits

OK - MN 15 working on a
general permit for these®

No comment

No comment

N0 location of

discharges can move

Or Wl has a general

permit
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EPA REGION RESPORSES TO POTLNIIAL O MININIS OISCHARGES (cont inued)

Region VI Regron V1| Region Vil Region IX Region X Totels
Aquifer 7 Varisble depending N0 It pumping No comment Maybe it contamin b NOt adkiressed n ¢ O
Restoration on conteminat ion contaminat ion stion meets drankaing Regron ¢
water stamlardy, > KO

6rine
Discharger
(Stripper
uells)

Car Meshes

F 1sh Hatcheries

Nydrostat ic
Test \ng

Ox - Currently
1gnored. left
wp to individual

- farly
nsignificant | but

very questonabie

Ok - for special cases.
trout and shrimp farms

1.3

0K - See smdll sewsge
treatment facilities

o (onstantly
bombarded with
spplications, hard to
desl with  Good
candidate

No (omment

o0 Only o tew
directs within
region

Only a handtul
within the region. Mmay
be @ problem

o

QK Individusl septic
systems

O One state s
1ssuing & general
these

drischargers, new VS

permit for

exi1sting pipe lines
1S 4 consierat ion

fFrom wate:r
sottening cylinders
could be & problem

M (an Le o
problem, deyreaser,
hot water .

etc

Size must be o
cons gderaton

Mo ( omment

®  Generslly a low
permitling priority,
but miy be high-
strength et! luent

O venerally minor,

however  rate of

discharge, water source,

andi type of line

shou id be cons dered

or for short term

pumnp ing te.ts

Possilily to marine
environments, but nol

frestmater

NO (omment

MO (en be quite large

and cause prol lems
are easy permits (o

wiite and keep

LY

2 - Public hesith
concerns

O It auditives are
not used

NO « awnent

ho (umment

O fot small tarm

poidd types. not large

Of raceway tacilities

L.

»  See small
trestment plants

latye

amount s ol pollutantsy to

Mine Dswstering M) (oa) operations No (omment NO ¢ omment L8} NG Lan releane
can be significaent
P hne eny  prementy
Soncontact o O Biocide should be 00 O Lo W Many minos
Cooling a cons ierat 1on trecc rdes . 110w 1ate tag o Iile .
and Lemper atute
kY O generally 11 sgreement wilth Lhe Cateyory Ot g Ly agae 10 U1y Kego

LY

generally

moybe ool ke

oppoL Lot 1o (he categury
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EPA REGION RESPONSES

10 POTENTIAL DE MININIS DISCHARGES

Region | Region |1 Region 111 Region 1V - Region ¥
0i) Storage No comment 2 - Perhaps, may fit 2 - May be a minor On - Many are covered Or - But do have
facilities under a general permit category, however, spiltls  under general permite potential far spitls
01)-Vaste but would not exc lude are a serious concern (" NC)
Separators from NPDES
Pit Dewatering OK - Construction NOo comment NO comment O - For certawm types NO Lonment
dewatering *
Quarries No comment No comment No comment No comment No comment
Sand Dredging No comment No comment 2 - Have not seen many On - No long standing No Comnent
problems within the harm, are mob:le
region operations {*-R()
Seafood No comment NO - Tuna packers have NQ - Problems have NO - Especrally for No comment
Packaging & been shown to be a real occurred within processing operations
Processing problem (BOD). Region [1] Small packing or dock
operations may be 0K
("-NC packing)
Smail Sewage 0K - Perhaps less than 2 - Small facilities tend OK - VA and HD are I - Health depertment Ko comment
Treatment 0.1 MGD.* to be poorly operated work ing on general could better handl
Facilities and maintained permits for these types * these dischargers, some
are current ly neglected
Steam No comment 0K - if heat 1s No comment [L.Y On A lot of this type
Condensate considered 1n relation to within reqion, volume
flow. 15 small ’
Swiwming Pools x 0K - Generally, only a Ok - Minimal type Ok - Are currently being oL Loud candhdgte,
few concerns (chlorine) prob lem over looked, exemption generally small
would be a good option
vater x - QK - But should not be Ok - For small On  However, special ihece are a ot
Filtration deregulated dischargers into large cases should be looked that could tit an the
Plants streams, the converse of at (1 e ., aluminun region, but ensure
this may be a proLlem sludge. <ze, eto ) they gte De M name,
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(PA RIGION RESPONSES 10 POLINIVAL DU WNININES DESCIARIGE S (cont inued)

Region ¥ Regron ¥ Region Vi1 Region 1X Reqion X lotlels
D) Storans [} o Probahly f11s [0 1t Ry ! age fac it ies Ty K i o(4
D) Storage o o y s [ 3 z ge o ties v | (Y
tacilities category of gooul, no wurse than only waule separators §
01 vasie JE mifiimis parking luts Lan have furicy I Mo Comment
Seperators
Pt Dowatering No commenit No (ommen) NO Camment N NG o ¢
1 N0
/7 No Commeit
Duarr ies [Ty (1Y Originally Mo L ommmsent Msohe nomaetal Moy oo Cmemimenit 1
Quarriss o g y B syl normmet s ¢ omenent Lo
suggested bearing pity B8 N
i
8 Nu coment
Send Dredging 0% 7 - A few site Mo Comment N0 Some (ause M Placer mining PR
prob lems signifaicant stresm needs Y yeat AL 1Y)
pr.ob lems peimit ¢
4 MO Luenent
Seafaod M In some cases, Mo comment NO Comment N0 Canneries can Perhaps sima bl 1
Packaging & Couve 3EvErE patkaying facitities & WO
Process ing prol lems {inse water unly) Y N umment
Sas 1) Sewage Ok General permit for N)  MI takes a iot NO comment N0 Small systems have Ok Many small 0
lreataent several thousand of time 10 dea) woi 51 operat 1on and seasunal comps, et ¢
facilities dischargers in LA with these, located meintenance. potential in o this region A waste ¢ WO
Relative s1ze of stresm on high-quality tor health 1mpacts of time 10 monitor * ¢ No comment
should be considered smsll streams
[ Py N A o M o e S Na [RT™
a8 n WU LU i L U LU T L - _\: PRV 8
Condensate )
4 Mo comaent
Swisming Pools 00  Gowl 1dea * o O Generally not o O Lo candidate L3 14w
prob lem
Yaler O Good candidale O Generally not a Lan te o problem o (B Lowl Candbidale G Part ot back oy B D
tiltration prot lem * ol Llivams (lariter 10 year opl tan ¢
flants 15 o llowed b Luttals
Lo be discharged on
4 teyuial hasisy
(N0 [V ] yrieislly i syreement with the caleyory ' Covgainally g e ted Ly Ko e

LI8}

LT N}

generally o opposttton to the caleyury

Mayhe | e ried

ool e o o

tee long tonandl o b gy,
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SIATL RESPONSES TO POTEMIIAL DE MININIS DISCHARGES

Maine New Jersey Pennsylvania Kentucky Viscons in
Aquifer Restoration Ok - Is in need of some NQ - Can be a problem MO - (ontaminated water No comment NO  Toxacs
xind of regulation, {well drilling should not be considered
should meet applicable chemicals) de minimis
water standards
Brine Discharges No comment No comment NO - A mejor problem, PA NO - Al) are permitted NO - Industria) brine

{Stripper Wells)

Car Mashes

Fish Hatcheries

Heat Pumps

Hydrostatic Testing

Hine Dewatering

Noncontact Cooling

NO - Soaps and
nutrients.

NQ - Can be @
sigmficant nutrient
problem, may fi1t a
general permit scheme

QK - May be possible to
exempt this category

NQ - Coastal package
plant discharges have
caused shellfish harvest
problems due to bacteria

X - txemprion, over-the-
counter, or a rule may
fit this category

Ok - Over-the-counter
processing or general
permit

0K - Covered under a
genera) permit 1n
Region |, site specifics

must be addressed

ND - NJ has tried to
convert most to indirect
or 2ero dischargers.

NQ - Significant
contributor of BOD,
bacteria, and solids.

Ok - But there are not
many 1n NJ

NO - See Sewage
Treatment Plants

No comment

2 - NJ does not have a
coal problem, localized
nuisances have

occurred

On - Has issued a
general permit for
small discharges

has a separate bureau to
handle these dischargers

NO - PA tries to dis-
charge these subsurtace
In non-sewered area

NQ - Are a significant
problem on high-quality
streams

Ok - Not a problem

2 - significant from a
public health standpoint
(raw sewage)

NQ - Can cause
substantial environmental
prob lems

NO - Acid mine drainage

ts a major problem in
PA

QK - Not a problem

n KY with a new
chloride standard

dischargers are
permitted in Wl
NO - Are steering toward NQ - Are encouraged

zev0o discharge to be indirect

dischargers
NQ - Have denied NO - Ammonia can be a
permits prob lem
oK Oh  See Noncontact
Cooling
Ok - If lJess than No comnent

2.500 gal/d. a general
permit may fit

WD Some P(Bs have bLeen On
detected. cutrently

Are considered
e minamys by state
involved tn litigations

Shou ld be

addressed individual ly

NQ - Has been a problem NO
tn hY, 3100 dischargers

are under a general

permit

NO  Are currently O Under a generg!
permitted, new toaiey permit

standars must be

cons rdered

c-5



STATE RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES (cont inued)

lexas Missoury California Washington lotals
Aquifer Restoration NO - Are currently 2 - Dependent upon 0K - Generally no NO /o Or
requlated contaminant prob lems 1
bl NO
1 No comment
Brine Discharges NQ - Regulated by 2 - MO returns brine to NQ - Large number of No comment 1
(Stripper Wells) ratlroad commission aquifer abatement orders 5 NO
current ly 3 - No comment
Car Vashes .0 NQ - Soiids and soaps Ok No problems NQ - Soaps and 1 o
detergents ) NO
L imkh et rhoasr ioe M . Ctate Anac nnt NO - n ¢ laaninn ? Niecrharane trn cmall MOy e né crirenn 1 N
TSR TERALITERY WP = SIELE U 9 TTw oY% LAl LR L LLR A ] - VISLIKITYL o LU o v Dy 13 Uil Ldrigiit 1 un
issue permits for operations are inc luded streams can cause public 1i1nterest, have 1 ?
these n discharge prob lems seen some prob lems 7 NO
Heat Pumps NO - See Steam 0K - For households oK Ok - If not large, 8 O
(ondensate. commnercial units i NO
Homes NQ - Health concerns 0K - Not regulated, No comment NO  See sewage ¢ O
therefore, are Treatment Facilitres i ?
potentially de minimis 4 NO
e No commnent
Hydrostatic Testing 0K - Currently requlated 0K oK 2 - 1t short term could 5 - On
by letters, working on be regulated by some i ?
a rule or general permit other means than NPDES ¢ NO
| No comment
Nine Dewatering NO - Lignite mines NQ - Coal and lead N0 - There have No comment I ¢ N
are covered by state- have been a3 been probiems 1
wide rules prob lem n these areas b - NO
1 No comment
Roncontact Cooling ? - Generally permitted Ok - For small [L.Y O It dow tlow and 7o
dischargers temperature 1
1 NO

[



STATE RESPOMSES TO POTENTIAL DE MININIS DISCHARGES (cont inued)

New Jersey

Pennsy lvanmia

Kentucky

Wisconsn

011 Storage Facilities
0i)-Waste Separators

Pit Dowatering

Quarries

Sand Dredging

Seafood Packaging
& Processing

Sms ] Sewsge Irestment

Facilities

Steam Condensate

Swimming Pools

Mater Filtration Plants

2 - Separators are
current ly under a general
permit, however, there
1s concern whether this
regulation 13 adequate
PAH's have been detected

OK - Over-the-counter
or general permit.

DK - Over-the-counter
or general permit

0K - Over-the-counter
or general permit

NQ - Receiving water
specific  May fit anto
a general permit scheme

M) - See Homes

1.9

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

Ok - This category needs
to be addressed somehow,
perhaps a general permit

NO - Are currently not
being adequately
regulated

NOo comment

NQ - Can be a
problem.

No comment

N0 - Even minor
facilities can cause
major prob lems

NQ - NJ would not
support de minimis
classification of
these plants

Ok - If discharge 15
1s uncontaminated

1 - Category where
there 15 a potential
problem, but would
lke to 1gnore

In NJ, water plants
draw large percentages
from streams and want
to put back the solids

0K - Probably fits
Into a de minimis
category

15

Ok - Does not appear to
be

a signtiticant problem

Ok - Does not appear to
be a significant problem

2 - Not familiar with
these types of

facilities

Ok - Mot & real problem

No comment

Ok - Not a problem

On - Probably a de

minimis category

Ok - A general permit
may fit here

0K - General permit

0K - Genersl permit

Ok - General permit

No comment

NO kY has had o
significant problem
with package plants

L
o
N0 oust wrued o lot
of permits o et them

e line

Oh  Covered under &

general permit

Oh (overed under a

qgeneral permit

O - Covered under o
general permit

Ok (overed under a

general permit

No comment

Oh - May be covered

under s general permit

O, See Noncontact

(ouling
o
O Lovered under

A guneral pennit
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STATE RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MININIS DISCHARGES (continued)

Texas

Missour?

Calhiformia

Washington

lotals

01) Storage Facilities
0i1)-Vaste Sepsrators

Pit Dewatering

Quarr ies

Send Ovedging

Sesfood Packaging
A Processing

Sms !l Sewsge Treatment

Facilities

Stesm Condensate

Swisming Pools

Mater Filtration Plants

0K - for small tank
farms or bulk stations

NQ - If they discharge,
they are permitted

NQ - Potenthral for
significant pollution

2 - Generally zero
discharge, a genera)
permit may fit

MO - Are currently
reqgulated

MO - Are currently
regulated.

NQ - Regulated with
other operations
n a permit

Ok - Not regulated in
X

2 Most decant
and recyc le, close to
zero discharge

Ok - Generglly just
stormwater

L1}

QK - Limestone 1s not
a problem

2 - Based on nature
of water, MO and MS
Rivers are 0K QOzark
pristine waters - NO

Mo comment

2 - Possibly for small
dischargers, MO

18 trying to write

a general permit

Ok - For small
dischargers

x

Ok It discharging to
large receiving waters
In MO, only the M0 and
MS Rivers

Series of ¢leanup
and abatement actions
on these types in (A

7 - No operations in

CA region

0K - Generally no
prob lems

OK - Generally no
prob lems

2 - Do not think
they are generally
a problem

2 - A few under
enforcement actrons

I»

Facriities down
to and inc luding
bulk stations and
distribution terminals

may be significant

Ok - It the volume 15 not
too high  (urrently
unrequlated. a general

permit may fit here

Ok See Pt
Dewater 1ng

O - See Pt
Dewater ing

2 - Only small operations
such as oyster shucking

are nsagnificant

N0 Generally
discourage small
sewage discharges

ok It small hesting
steam condensate

Ok Generally, g
few tish kills

have been noted

Lontrover gl
vssue, prob lems,

setting Lomate

“ - &

ox

NO

)

NO
No

- NO

NO
No

NO

o
NO
No

comment

comnent

comment

comment
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APPENDIX D

De Minimis Discharge Survey Results

Potential Regulatory Options

EPA Region Responses D1-D2

State Respnnqps D3-D4
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EPA REGION RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS REGULATORY OPTIONS

Region |

Region 11

Region 1V

Region ¥

Model Permit

General Permit

Ten-Yesr Permit

Over-the-Counter

Exclusion from WPOES

M0 - Still requires

requirements.

0K - Essentially a
letter stating that a
standard permit is

0K - As long as

notification of chanase
netficaton of Changes

is st1}) mandatory.

1 - No comment

2 - Perhaps facihities
and POTWs with less
than 1,000 6P0.

QK - May fit certain
situat ons such &3
constructon runoff and
other high burden

temnorarv onerat ions .
Serely Opetat b

QK - Good 1dea,
especially for stripper
wells and 01) storage

Y S
Tactiiities.

0K - 1f mandatory
monitoring and
inspections are still
required

']

- If 1t can actuslly
streamline the process

N0 - These operations
can have effects on
smaii, high quaiity
streams Also makes
permittee aware of

X - Good option, s
being considered for
o1l & gas and small

sanitary

a
»
o
g
L
%

NQ - Does not feel this
type of process would
be helpful.

OK - May be a viable
option for certain
categories.

-

[ & QP [ S
irigrent 1 rom a

NO - Is not any
d
standard permit put

'n & word processor.

OK - Is used n KY for
coal mines and private
residences

N0 If 1t s not

imnortant 1t woul
wortant, 1! wou

Id be
better to requlate under

a general permil or to

exempt from requirements.

KO - Woulid not have

public participation,
also similar to general

narmit in termec of
permit 1n termsg of

regulations

2 - if unimportant.

1t may be an option
See comments on the
10-year permit

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

great advantage

OK - txcept process to
get state authority
1S too time consuming.

- Good 1dea

(1.3
Shou

1d yac
uld ane

yde chart
wuoe short

app hicaton format and
simplified procedures

7 - no comment

NO - Regulations say

that all point sources
must be permitted,

wou ld not change this

KEY:

~ &R

generally 1n agreement with the option
generally 1n opposition with the option
maybe, undecided, or no comment
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EPA REGION RESPONSES 1O POIENTIAL DE MINIMIS REGULATORY OPTIONS (cont inued)

Region V1 Region YII Region Vill Region IX Region X Totals
finde | Permit 2 - Not familiar with 2 - No comment 2? - for guidance only, NQ - lIs in use 0K - Could work for 2-0K
process, but may be must modify permits to and does not certain cateqories 4-7
appropriste. suit specific needs. tend to eliminate (placer mines and 4-NO
processing burden fish hatcheries)

Goneral Permit &K - The region needs QK - States are using 0K - However, approval 0K - But needs to be 0K - But issuance 10-0x
to uti1lize this more, this, effective for and interaction with easier getting through EPA
and interaction with De Minimis categories EPA headquarters needs through EPA headquarters needs to
EPA headquarters needs 1o be expedited headquarter's review be streamlined
to be stream)ined.

Ten-Year Permit DK - Good rdea, perhaps 0K - Would delay the 2 - Mixed emotions, OK - May be useful in 0K - Many facilities 8-
even 15 years for reissuance of maybe OK 1f the option some instances. where discharge will 1-?
reissued permiis. thousands of minar io reopen is there not change, &nd notif - i -HO

facihithes cation 1s required f
changes do occur

Over-the-Counter NO - Circumventing 2 - Sounds close to OK - A modification 2 - May be a useful 0K Good idea, 3-0x
USEPA regulations and the concept of a of the general permit, alternative especrally for 4-7
the Clean Water Act, general permit, may a8 good concept unique, noneff luent 3-NO
not much better then be applicable discharges and
not addressing to nondelegated emergency permitting
discharges. states. needs  Option to

revoke if a problem

Exclusion from WPDES OK - [deal for some 2 - Perhaps, but NQ - Perhaps, prefer 2 - Perhaps, but some oK - Especrally for 3-0x
categories, minor some mechanism to determine 8 llowances must be unique, noneff luent 57
sources which are less for regulation 1s on a case-by- set for permitting type discharges 2-N0

sigmificant than

&L
TunorTi

st111 needed

case basis

authorities to permit
faciiities on a

case-by-case basis

KEY

- generally in agreement with the category
NO -

generally 1n opposition to the category

- maybe, undeci1ded, or no comment

<
~n



STATE RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL Df MINIMIS REGULATORY OPTIONS

New Jersey

Pennsy lvania

Kentucky

Wisconsin

Node! Permit

General Permit

Ten-Year Permit

Over-the-Counter

Exclusion from WPODES

NO - Is a modification

of the standard procedure

being used currently.

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

QK - Particularly for
general permit
categories

OK - May be a good
concept for particular
categories

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

OK - Agency would
probably not object.

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

2 - NJ has previously
been opposed to this
concept

2 - Probably would not
fit by 1tself, maybe
combined with the
general permit

L1

N0 - Would have limited
application within PA
due to intricate water
quality standards.

OK - May be applicable

0K - Good administrative
action for dealing with
minors

NO - If the process 1s
that simple. why bother
with a permit?

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

Ok - Is currently
used

OK - Has been effective
in KY program for coal
mines and ndividual
home s

2 - Only tor general
permit categories

No

0K - For some
categories

NO - Already n use,
not much benef 1t

On - Good concept,
one-half of W]
facilities are covered
under general permits,
most ly de minimis

O - In favor of this
option for minor
permits

Oh - tlimination of

public notice would
be extremely helpful

Ok - In some cases

KEY oK -

generally 1n agreement with the categary

NO - generally in opposition to the category
? - maybe, undec ided

No comment

- not discussed or no feeling toward category
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Texas Missour i California Washington lotals
Wode Permit 2 - is currentliy used KO - Standard procedure Not much different N0 Does not help get ¢ Ok
for domestic permits already 1n use than what 1s being done around requliatory and ¢
administrative probliems 5 - NO
General Perwit Ok - Good tool for Ok - Good for some Ok - Good idea, have .8 9 - O
large minor categories classes. working on a applied for authority
general permit for
sewage dischargers
Ten-Year Permit NQ - For process-oriented 2 - Might be all right, OK - Use & similar system NO Permits and 4 O
discharges, the 10-year but would have to for land discharges; regulations change too 3 -
term 1s too long change state law 3. 5 and 10-year permit  much May be used only 2 N
basis based on potential as a temporary means to
environmental impact eiiminate backlog
“extension provisions
Over-the-Counter K3 - State law requires B0 - Would cause Ok - Allow use of own K0 - Should not elwminate 3 -
notification, would not administrat ive problems public notification public notification | I
change requirements 5 - N0
Exclusion from WPOES 2 - lero discharge 2 - A genersl permit Ok - By means of & 0K - May fit some 6 - 0K
permits are exc iuded with no monitoring waiver with a set of categories Short-term 2 - "
requirements would be conditions discharges should be I N

better

under some other

reaulator
Tegu at

v mechanigm
Cry mecnanism,

possibly a rule

KEY oK -

N0 - generaiiy 1n opposition to the
? - maybe. undecded

No comment

generally i1n agreement with the category

category

not discussed or no feeling toward category



Enforcement Investigative Center, which defined the probable discharge of toxic pollutants from
an industry, based on an assignment of toxicity indices. Industry types and subcategories in
Groups II through VI had a high probability of toxic pollutant discharge and were excluded from

de minimis.



TOXICIIY 1NDI RS TOR JHOUSTRIAL SUBCATECORIES

fonicity
Hajpor fimbistry [vdbistey Subcategory S1C Code(s) Indox ™ Croup
Adlwesiveer & Sealants Mihesives & Sealants 289} 206 v
Alialnom | arming Can Making AL1] ] 129 v
Alualim 1 01ming Casting 1353 33588 129 v
Alimlomns oiming Cleaning & Plchiing )4)) 129 v
Alvmbon §uimbing Cold Rolling 35) ))%S 129 v
Ahumima foraing Orawing AL D 31 129 v
Alimime 1 orming Extruding 1154 129 v
Alualinm loraing fell Relling 3119 129 v
Aluaimm foralng forging 146} 65 1
Alumines foraing Heat Ireating ))98 129 v
Aunime feraing tiot felling B313 IR 3 1} 129 v
Aule & Uther Laundries Car Mash 1542 15 ]]
Aule § Other Laundries Carpet & Upholstery Craning n2u }S 1
Aute & Uther Loundries Coln-Operated Laundries 1218 15 "
Aule & Other Laundries ODlaper Service 1214 15 1}
Aule & Other Laundrles Ocy Cleaning Plants 1216 15 1]
Aule & Olher Loundries Industrial Loundry 1218 150 v
Aule § Other Laundries 1inen Supply 121) 150 v
Aute & Other Laundries Power Laundries 1211 15 ]
Battery famufacturing Alkaline Hanganese Batileries 1691 3692 10 i
Battery Manufacturing Carbon-linc Alr Batteries 691 3692 » i
Baltery Hanutoctluring Carbon-linc Paper | incd Batteries 369 3692 70 1
Sattery Hanufacturing Carbon-linc, Paste Batieries 3691 3692 1] 4 (1]
Brttery Manufactiuring tead ACiE Batteries 39 X692 H ] i
Satlery Manufacturing Lead Acld Reserve Batleries 3691 )692 8 N
Battery Manulacturing Lithlue Batieries J691 292 ) "
Aattery Munnfacturing Magnes lum Reserve Ratleries W6l 3692 )9 1ni
Batltery Hanufacluring MHagnes fum-Carbon Batteries 3691 3692 ) (1] ]
Battlery Manufacturing Mercury (Ruben) Batleries 3091 3692 18 1
Aittery Numlaciuring Hercury (Weston) Cells WAL 692 1] "
Batiery Manulacturing Hinfature Alraline Batteries 3691 )692 i} ] "ni
Battery Manulacluring Mickel Iinc Batlerles 3691 3692 » m
Asttery Manntfaciuring Wickel-Caimbium, Doy Prucess Batleries 9 M2 8 1
Qattery Hmlaciuring Nickel-Cadmium, Wel Frocess Batlerles 1691 1692 18 n
Battery Mamufacluring Silver enide-Zinc Batleries 3691 3692 18 (1] ]
Carian Hiack Channel Process 2A9% 12 n
Cashion Black furnace Process 2895 12 N}
Carbon Blach Lamp Process 2895 12 "
Cartion Black lhermal Process 2095 12 1
Coal Hining Acid or Ferruginous Mines 1 121t 252 v
Coal Hining Atkaline Mines 110 121t 252 v
Coal Minlng Anthracite segment ol acid mine subcalegory ni 126 v
Cnal Mining (oa) Preparatiaon Plant . L 121 252 v
Cual Hining Reqrane/Revegetalion Hnn 2n 292 v
Colt Cuating Alveinue & Aluminized Steel 479 )e9) 7] (R R
Cnll Cuating Cold Rolled Slee) 14/9 11 It
Col) Cuating Galvanijed Stee) 1479 1l i
350 58 "l

Copper forming

Cold Rolling



Majur Industry

1ORICHTY INOLNLS FOR PHOUSIAIAL SUBCATEGORILS

Copper foiming
Copper farming
Cuprer torvming
Copper luraing
Copper Tuiming

flectrical Products
flectrical Products
Elecirical Products
{lectrical Producis
S lnedoiconl Doad.sta
S ITL LRI FE By Frowsmap

Elecirica) Prodcis

Electe lca

Products

(lectrical Producis
Elecirica) Provhcis
Elecirical Products
Clectrical Products
fieciricai Froduciy
Electirical Prodcts

Elastoiral Pradwsta
L1214 a7 vISEKLS

(Vectrical Praducts
Elecirical Products
Electrical Pradhects
Electrical Products

Lieciroplating
Clectroplatling

inpiesives ((ommercisi Jeci)
(aplosives (Commercial Sect)
fapiatives (Coomerclal Sect)
faplosives (Commercial Sect)
Caplosives ((ommerclal Sect)
taplesives (Commercial Sect)
Eaplesives ((ommercia) Sect)
tapiesives (Hiiitary 3ect)

Caplosives (Military Sect)

Eonlasives IMIMlRary Sach)
5 sry 9<%,

SEpISEIVES

Explinsives (Miditary Sect)
Eaplosives (Militlary Sect)
Caplossves (Military Sect)

faundry
foundry
foundry
Towmnivy
{ oseniry
foueniry
Foumdry
Founiy
foundry

Cim & Wong (hemicals

Drawing

fatrusien

fergeling

ot Relling

Capaclters

Carbon & grophite products

Cathede ray & IV pliclure tubes

Coystols 8 Crystald products

flectrdc & slaciventc componeats

Eleciric lamps

Eleciron Lubes & alats 2ncaptulated devices

ferrile electronic paris

Fuel cells

fuel colls

Insulaled wire b coble

insuiating devices

Motors, generaters & ailernalers

ance heaters

Seal-condiclors

Switchgear

Translermers, dry

Iransformers, liquid (illed

Jok Shops

Processes wilthin €lectroplating category

iapiosives

Crplostves
[ %

Inltlaters
LAP & Ory NWia
Prope)lants
Propellants
Deaiiitarizotion
(splosives

Propellants
Pyretechaics
Aluminua Casting
Copper Casting
Iroa & Steel

iesd Lasting
Hagnesfum Casting
Michet Casting
Tin Casting
Htanhem Casting
linc Casting

Char & Chatrcoa) Lriyneties
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1
NSy
Juie
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ruve

.18
X1
12
) b
nn
SLYA )
n32
ma2
2ue?

2892
2892
2092
2892
092
2892

0%
Pkl

2092
2892
2092
JRIN]
3162
mi

yica
PR L

1969
3169
5169
.9
)9
20}

w75

L
' o
-

%%

317
%
Ja

nn

)24

1325
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29
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58
29
40
206
206
206
206
206
206
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206
206
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206
206
206
206
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206
206
136
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TONJCHIY Joeli ¥1S (OR JHIOUSIRIAL SUBCAICCOAI(S

Tontcit
Major bidustry Iniustry Subcategory SIC Code(s) lﬁflo_;‘—(' voup
Gua § Wood Chealcals Essential 01} 2061 9 "
Gom & Wood (healcals G rorin 2861 9 1
G § Yood (heaicals Resln hased derlvatlives 2086) 92 Iv
Gia § Mood Chemlcals fosin hased verlvatlivey in SIC Code 2821 4% 11
s & Wood Chenicals Rosin derivatives 0610 4% 1]}
(e § Mond Chealcals Sullatle (urpentine 1{ Y] 92 iy
Cun § Wond Chealcals Sulfatle turpentine 2061 46 1
G & Wond Chealcals lal) o} 2064 92 iv
Cum § Voud Chealcals 1ad) ol 8610 4% "
Gum & Woud Cheamicals Vued resin 2861 L 1 (1)
Cim § Wuond Chealcals Weed resin 2061 @® i
Inarganic (hemsicals Manul. Aluminua (hioride 2019 8 v
Ingigunic Chemicols Manul. Alusismm Compeunds 2019 L1] (1)
Invrginic Chemicals Manul. Aluaioua Flueride 2019 162 v
Inerganic (heaicals Manul. Atuminue Mydreaide H{ 1%} [ ]] 1
Inorganic (heaicals Monul. Aluminva Oside 2019 L1} v
inerqanic Cheaicoals Mamul. Aluminue Sulfate 2819 16 1
Inorqanic Cheaicals Manul, ~ Alums 2019 L1} Iv
Inorganic (heatcals Manut. Aamgala Alim 2819 (]} v
lnargenic Chemicals Manu!. Asmonive Chloride 20)9 16 "
Inorganic Chemicals Manwt. Asmoniun Coapouvids 2819 81 tv
Inovyanic Lhemicals Manul, Asmoniua Hydionide 2819 16 1
lnargamsic Chemicals Manul. Asmoniun Melybdate 019 L1 v
Inosyanic Chemicals Manul. Asmoniun Perchlorate r{ 11} (1] Iv
Ineiganic (hemicals Manul. Asmoniua Ihietulifate 20819 84 iy
Inorgwmic (heaicals Manuf. Barium Carbonale 2819 16 1
Inorganic (hemsicals Manut Sarlm Compounds 2819 al 1]
Inoryanic Chemicals Manul. Barium Sullate 2016 L1} Iv
Inorqoamic Chemicals Manul. Reryllium Oxige 819 al Iy
Tiweganic Chemicals Manut 8lesching Powder . 2019 [} v
lwrganic Chemicals Manul. Sorax 2819 119 "
Inorgwnic Cliemicals Manul, Boric Aclda 281% []] v
1norganic Chesicals Manul. Boren Cempounds (not proy. @ eines) 2009 []] v
Inorginic Cheaicals Manuf. Bocresilicate 2819 L]] Iy
Inorginic Chemicals Manuf Brine 2019 L1} v
lnarginic C(hemicals Manul, Broaine 89 16 1]
Inorganic Chemicals Manul . Syrytes Plgments 2816 81 Iv
Inacyanic Cheaicals Manut. Calchum 2019 16 1]
fuvrganic Chemicals Monul, Calclum Coarbide 2019 19 1]
tnosganic Chemicals Hanul Calcium Carbonate 2819 113 i
Inorqanic Cheslcals Manut. Calchm (hloride 2019 (3] (1]
tnnrganic Lhealcals Manag Calcbhm (vopawmnty (inorg) 2019 .1} iy
v ggannse Chemicals Manal Calcium Jlypuchiorite PLIL ] 81 Iv
luncganic Chealcals Manat Calctim Quige 2819 8l v
Inosganic (hembcals Hanul Carbon Dloniye 2811 16 "
Inorgenic Cihwalcals Manul Carbon Honoxide 2819 1] "
Inorqganic Cheamicals Manul (erlum Salty PLIE] L]] Iv
PO TN 162 v

frvigante Chrealcals Manaf (hleride Process
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JONICIEY U]y FOR IMUISIRIAL SUBCANICORILS

Major Industry

Joome gasesc
lnarywic
oo g sarie
ooy ganic
femrygonic
fnmegnic
Iwasgwnic
fweryanic
lasigwnic
Inerygsnic
Iwerqanic
tuerygmic
Ineryanic
lnsrgwnic
Inargsnic
I1ne: ganic
Inerganic
Ineo ganic
Ineinic
Ineryanic
Donespanic
Inaripanic
Innrygonig
brenryanic
Ine ganic
Jaerganic
Inerganic
ey ganic
Sy wmic
Iney pwnic
tomiganic
Inerganic
fneryanic
Inoryanic
lonryinic
Fmrganic
Ineryrnic
Imerganic
Inecrgwmic
Jmes yanic
Inasyanic
Inerganic
| P YRTRCYY ¢
oo ganis
oo qansic
Tooryganic
fiarganic
Inusganic

oulelty
tndustey Subcategory SIC Code(s) Indexs Croup
Chemicals Mol Chilorine 2812 162 v
Chemicals Mamal . Chlororulluric Acid 2019 [ 1] v
Chrmicats Maonl Chocnme Pligments 2816 2 v
Chemicals Manul. Chronic Acle 2019 113 [1]
(hemicals Manuf. Chronlun Onide 2019 [ 1] v
Chrmicals Manuf, Choronium Sulfate F{]} ) [}] (1]
(heaicals Manul. Cobalt Chiloride 289 [ 1} Iv
Chenicals Manul, Coabalt Sutfate 2049 1) "
Chealcals Manul, Cobalt 68 (vadioactive) 2019 st 114
Chealcals Manuf . Copper Chloride 2819 [ 1] (1]
Cheatcals Manul. Copper lodlue 2019 [ 1} I
Chraicals Manul. Copper Sullate 2819 162 v
Chealicals Manul. Couprous Olaie 2019 16 "
Chemicats Manul. Slaphroys cel) 012 162 v
Cheatcals Manul. Ferric Chlorlde 2019 16 11
Chemlcals Ranul. ferrous Sulfate 2019 16 i
Chenicals Monut, fissionahie Materials Procuciion 2009 [ 1] [1]
Chenicals Hanuf. fluerine 2019 16 (1}
(heaicals Manuf. Gases, Industrial Comp. Liquida/Selie 201) [ 1] Iv
Chemicals Nannl. Neavy Maler 2019 L 1] 134
Cheaicals Manut Nydrated Aluaing Sidicate Pudr. 2019 [ 1] iv
Chemicals Manufl. Nydrochloric Acid 2019 16 i
Chealcals Monuf. Hydeollueric Acid 2819 162 v
Cheaicals Manul. Hydragen 2819 [ 1}
Cheaicals Monul. Nydrogea Cyanide 2019 162 v
Cheaicals Manul. Hyuregea Peroulide 2049 16 n
Chemicals Manul. lydrogen Sullide b{11] [ 1] v
(homicals Monuf . Hydrophosphites 1819 [ 1] v
Cheaicals Mamnl . linfium Chioride 2019 [ 1] 117
Chenicals Manul tanrganic Aclds (esc. /02 or H2POA) 2019 [ 1] 1v
Chemicals Manul. lodides 2819 ] v
Clemicals Monul. lodine 019 16 1
(heaicals Monuf. lron (olors 2816 [ 1} iv
Cheaicalys Manul. fron Onide, Blach 2816 [ 1] v
Chemicals Manul . lron Onide, Magnetic 2016 (1] v
Chealcals Manul. Jron Onide, Yellow 2016 [ 1] iy
(heaicals Monul. Isolopes Radloaciive 2019 L] [1]
Cheaicals Manul, Lead Arsenste 2019 [}] v
Cheaicals Ranuf . Lead Dlontide, Brown (P002) 2816 [ ]} (1]
Chemicals Mol Lead Nononide 2819 19 "
Chealcals Manuf, 1e0d Onlde, Rod {PW)Ci) 7016 [ 1] (14
(heaicals Manul. Lead Shiicate 2819 [ 1} Iv
Cheoicals Banuf Lithhum Corbonate 2019 16 1
(healcals Manut Lithiua Cumpenniy 20019 8 1w
Chemicals Manuf, Luminus Compowunds (raulum) 2819 [ 1] Iv
Cheaicals Manuf. Magies tum Compounds (1norq) 2019 1] w
(healcals Banul . Manganese Dleoarde (powder synthetic) 2819 81 v
n1s 1) I

Cneatcals Manuf.

Hanganese Sullate
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1000 spnlc Lhemicals
Lo sgants Chemicals
Trargnic (hemicals
Chemicals
a2 [Py

LnFeicar
Chenicals

[ § oy e W
LW mIkary

Chemicals
Clanambioale

Chenicals
Chomicale

Cheaicals
inorganic Cheaicals
Inerqanic Cheaicals
Insraanic Chealcals
Cheaicals
Chemicals
luorganic Chemicals
Inerqanic Chemicals
lnergnic Chemicals
lunrganic Chealcals
Inergsnsc Chemicals
Inerganic Chemicals
inmiginic iraicais
Inarysnic Chemicals
ineryanic {heasicals
luergqanic Chemicals

s Chanicrala

Chemicals
Chemicals
1nerqanic Cheaicals
Inorgmnic Cheaicals
Inos yrnic Chemicals
fworgwnic Chemicals
liweganic Chemicals
Ingeganic Cheaicals
Inoryinic Clwaicals
liwranic Cheaicals
Inorganic Cheaicals
Inutganic Chemicals
Inerywnic Themicals
Innrginic Chemicals
inaiginic {iwmicais
Inoiganic Chemicals

fhiomisoala
LT Rilare

1normnie Chemicals
Inorqanic Cheaicals

Inotjanic (hemicals

Manuf
M .
Manul
Ranul .
Ranui .

Manel .

Manuf .

Mamaf

SRy .

Manuf .

Masauf

Manuf .

Manuf

Manul .
Manuf .
[ VY]
Ranuf.
Manul
Manuf .
Manul .
Mol .
Hanuf .
Nanul .
Hanui.

Manul.

Manul .

Manuf

Manul .
Manuf
Nanul.
Manul .
Manuf .
Hanul
Manuf .
Manaf .
MHanul .
Ml
Manul .
Manul .
MRamf .
Manuf .
Ranuf .

Hanut .

ey .

Manul .
Hanuf

Manuf .

Foxtc ity

tetuttoy Sudicalegesy SIC Tose(s) Todien ~ ooup

Hercury celd 002 162 v
ercmy C(hioeride 2019 (Y] Iv
Tercury Daivie 7819 [ 1] v
Nicke) Ammvnvim Sulfale 2019 1] Iv
#iicael Carbonaie 8i5 o1 iv
Nickel Chloride 2819 8) Iv
Rictel flushorate 815 ai iv
Mickel Nitrate 2019 (1] Iv
Michel Sullate 28! 162 v
Mitric Acld 2819 16 "
Mitric Acid (sLlrong) 2019 A 1
Nitrous Onide 281) (1] v
Muc lear fue) BReaclor Cases, lnoresaic 2019 LY] v
Muclear Fuel Scrap Re-Processing 2819 (1] Iy
Ochers 2006 [ 1} (1]
Olewn (fuming sulfuric acld) 2819 (.1} iv
Onidation Catalyst frem Porcelaln 2019 [ 1] v
Oaygen & Nilrogen 281) 16 1]
Percloric Acid 2819 8l v
Peroxides, Inorganic 2019 [ 1] v
Polash Alue 2819 1] v
Pelash Haynesia Wi [ 1} iy
Petassive Alusimm Sulfate 2019 [ 1] Iv
Tolasilua Siomide 855 s iv
Potassium Carbanate 2002 1] Iv
Yum (hlerate 284° 8! v
Chinride 2819 16 ]|
Patassium Compaunds Inerg. (oxc, NON-K2(0)) 2819 a 11}
Potassium Cyanide 2019 L] Iv
Petasslum Dichromate 2019 16 L]
Potassium Nypochlora‘’e 28019 1] iv
Potassium lodide 2019 16 1l
Potassium Hetal 2019 16 1
Putassium Mitrate & “ulfate 2019 al Iv
Potassium Pecmainianate 2019 16 1
Potasslum Sullate 20019 [ }] v
Radium Chlorine 2619 [ 1] v
Radivm Luminues Compounds 2819 [ 1} v
Rare Carth Meta) Salts s 2019 al 1v
Reagent Grode Chem (inorg ref frem tech. grades) 2019 [ ]] v
Saiis oi Rare farin Relais I8iy 8i iv
Satin White Pigment 2016 8! Iv
Stenivas 2816 L1 12
Silica Amorphous 2019 (1] v
Sitles Ced 2819 a v
Silver Diomide 2019 1] iv
Siiver Cathonate 2619 [ 1] Iv
2019 [ ] v

Stiver Chiorte

m
L]
(53]



Hajos Industry

FONICEIY L XES TOR JHOVSTRTAL SUBCALEGOAINES

loslcily _
Industiry Subcatlegory SIC Code(s) Tndex  Group
o Chemicals Manuf, Sliver Cyanide 2819 1} 1
foimes i Chrmicals Mol . Stiver Jodide 2819 a) 1]
Tonrginic Cheaicaly Manal . Silver Mitrate 2819 (1} Iv
lssggmic Chwmicals Banul . Silver Oalcr 2009 o I
Vors prnnis Choemicals Mamnul . Seds Alua 2019 [ 1} v
locgpanic Chemicals Hanul . $odiua Antlmeniate 2819 L 1] 1y
Ineryanic Chemicals Manul, Sodium Bicarbonate 2612 119 1]
fnarysic Cheoicals Manuf. Sedlius Blsullite 2009 162 v
1norganic Chemicals Manul. Sodium Carbenate 2012 [ 1] v
1m0t ganic Cheaicals Ronul. Sedium Chiorale 2819 el iv
Inorganic (henicals Manufl. Sadiua Chlerlde 2049 [ 1] v
Inerganic Chealcals Manul. Sodiue Compounds, Inerganic 2619 [ 1] Iv
Inarginic Chealicals Manuf . Sediua Cyanide 2009 el 117
Inerganic Cheaicals Nanul. Sediua Dichromate 819 162 v
Inasyanic Chealcals Ranul. Sedium I luor e 20819 119 i
Inssysnie Chenicals Banul. Sodiua liydresulfite 819 162 v
lnsrqanic Chemicals Manul. Sodium Wydrosulfide 2819 i6 ]|
Inorqanic Chemicals Manul. Sediun Meta! 2019 19 1]
lnaryanic Chemicals Manul. Sediua Silicate 2819 16 1]
Innsganic Chemicols Manul. Sedive Silicollvoride 2019 [ 1] v
tnarqanic (healcals Monul. Sedive Sullite 2019 s v
lnerquic Chemicais Mamul. Sedium Iniosulfate 2819 16 i
Inerganic Chealcals Monul. Stannic & Stamneus (hloride 2019 (1] Iv
binespanic Chemicals Nanaul, Stamnic Onide 2019 16 1"
Jnorganic Chemicals Hamul. Strontiue Carbenate ‘precipitated & onide) 2019 (1} Iv
Inorganic Cheaicals Hawul . Stront lum Nitrate 2019 sl v
tnarqanic (heaicals Namuf. Sulfate Precess 20016 162 v
toarganic Chwaicals Manul. Sulfides & Sullites 2019 (1] 1v
tomrgqanic (hemicals HRanul. Sullocyanides 2819 ]} iv
Inarganic (healcals Manul. Sullfur (rec.or ref. (el sour natl. gas) 2019 [ 1} v
Inorganic Chealcals Manul. Sulfur (hlortde 2019 81 Iy
laoryanic Cheasicals Manul. Sullur Dioxide 26819 16 "
tomigqanic Chosicals Manuf . Sulfur Hexafluoride 2819 1] iv
lowsipamic C(hemicals Manul . Sulluric Acld 2819 19 "
Inorganic (heaicals Manul. Thiocyanates, Inergenic 2619 61 iv
Inoruanic Cheaicals Manul . tin Comprunds, Inorganic 2019 1] 1]
Innrgganic (hraicals Manal . fitaniue Bionlde 2816 162 v
Inorqanic (heaicals Manul. Ultrasarine Pigsent 2046 8\ 1]
Inarganic (healicals Manul . limbers 2016 L1} v
lnsrganic (healcals Manul. Uranium Alog, Radicactive 2019 [ 1} Iv
lvacganic Cheaicals Manul, White Lead Pigment (PO(011)2+PL(C0)) 2816 []] [1]
Tnorqanic Cheatcals Mamef . Whiting 2816 al v
fuarganic (hemicals Banul. linc Chloride 2819 ai iv
lnornanic (heaicals Manul ling Onlde 2819 113 1"
Inviganic Chealcals Manuf linc Sullate 2619 119 [}
Tnoryanic C(hemicals Manuf. linc Sulfige ) 7819 8) v
Basic Onygen Furnace (Wel Alr Pollu (ontio) Methnds) 12 (5 1
Conlral Melhods M2 b} [X]

tion 8 Sleel
troa & Steel

Basic Onygen lurnace; Sea: Wet Alr Poliu
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loxlcity
Majes hinkestay ludastey Subcategory SIC Code(s) lmﬁ‘—ﬁrou‘i
tron & “leel Scehive (nke 312 '3 1
lion & Steel Blast fuinace (ferromanganese) m2 L} (1]
lson & Steed 8last furnace (liran) 312 L} (1}
lron & Steel By -Product Cote me2 4 (1)
Jron & “treld Cold Relling N2 N6 45 1
fron & Seeld Combrination Acid Pickiing (Batch § Continuous) ne 45 i
bros & “tep) Continueus Albaline Cleaning 1D IR4 45 "t
lron & “teeld Continuous Casting A Pressure Slab Molding M2 M 45 i
fron § Steel Electric Arc Furnace (Wet Alr Pollu. Contral Methods) N2 MM L1 1!
fron B Steed Electric Arc Turnace, Seal-Wetl Alr Pollu Controt Methods 1IN NN [ 1"
lroa § Stee! Hot Ceatings - Galvaulring 35z 3478 (1Y i
Jren & Steel Mot Ceatings - lerne BRI 45 n
lron & Stee! fot ferming - flal nn L1 i
Iron & Steel ot ferming - Primary Nnn 45 i
Iron & Stee) ot ferming - Section 12 B [} Tt
Jron & Siee) Open Nearth Furnace 2 45 il
lron § Stee) Pickling - Hydiuchieric Acld - Batch & Continuous 45 11
fron § Steel Pickiing - Sulfuric Acid - Batch § Continuous (3] (A1
lren § Steet Pipe & Tube 1312 NN » i
fron & Steel Scale Remova) (Kolene § MHydride) 2 45 ni
fron § Steed Sintering IR °" 131
lron & Stee) Vacwm Oegassing M2 N 45 1]
Iron & Steed Mire Pickiing & Coating 102 [} ) m
Leather launing & fintshing Bool & Shoe (wl Stuck & Findings 3 20 ] ]
Leather tanning & Finlshing foolwesr, Encept Rudiber, NEC 3149 20 ]
Leather Tanning & Finishing Hair pulp, chrome tan, relan-wel finish nil 19 v
Lertbue Jammsiong & Flnlshing  thhir save, clrose tan, setan-wel flulsh IR} 19 v
terthes lanning & Finlshing Male save, non-chrome Lan, 1etan-wetl Tlnish i 197 v
Leather lanning & (intshing tnuse S)ippers a2 20 1]
teallier tanning & fintashing Leather Gloves & Mittens 3151 20 1"
teather lanning & Flaishing Leather Coods, MC 319 20 "
Leathes lannlng & Tinlshing Lugnage Jie 20 "
teathesr Tumbig & Finishing Men's Tootwear, (acer: Athletic }J14) 20 11
Leather lanning & Finlahing Mo bheamhouse nt 19} \J
Leather lamming & Finishing Personal Lleather Gools encept Vomen's Handbags 1N 20 1
Leather lanning & Finlshing Retan-wetl finish nn 197 v
teather tamning & finishing Sheariing i 197 v
leathes Tonning & (intshing Vhrough-the blue i (31 v
teather lanning & Flnlshing VMoern's foolwear, Extept Alhletic Jlae 20 1]
Leathes Tanning & Finlshing Wueen's Handbags & Purses 1N 20 i
Mah B Hech - Shipbullding Ship Bullding & Repairing N 86 1]
Hacte & terh Porcelaln Lnomel Aliminm 360 72 1t
Muh &R Bech-Porceloin [naamel lion ILRY] 12 1
Hacti & tech Porcelaln (namel  Steel 36)) 16312 1619 16)) 12 it
Mach A techi-Porcelain fnamel Strip Stee) 16331 3632 36)9 6! m
Macth & Biech Phnto  Supp) Diarg, Solvent Process [ LN ) 124 v
Marh A tech -Fhote  Suppl Phtographic fauipment & Supplies Y] 248 v
Mach R Mech -Phinto  Suppl. Ihermal, Salveut Procesy el 124 v
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losichtly

Wiger bmbustsy Industry Subcalegory SIC Code(s) Inden  Group
Mech b Mach-Porcelain Ename) Copper N1 74 it
Bondessous Metals Bauxite 1)) (¥2) v
Mornshoersons Metals Tonlium 1) 179 v
Moortessnns Meetals Primary Aluminee 3 358 ']
Bouirrinus Heetals Primary Aatisony 319 % 1
Nonbersuus Metals Prisary Arsensc 3339 % 1
Monbriovus Hetals Primary Borlue e % 1"
Nonlersnus Hetals frimary Beryl)him 3N )58 vi
Fovicivons Reiais Frimary Siimuin 3is ) iii
Nonteronus Hetals Prisary Beren 19 19 v
Nostrssous Hetals Prisary Codulue 1)) 358 vi
Nanterious Hetals Frimary Calclum 1)) e 1
Hounfessuns Netals Primary Ceslum J)) 179 v
Honferious Metals Primary Cobalt 1) 179 v
Noulerrous Metals Primary Colimbium 33)9 158 vi
Wenlrorous Metals Primary Copper nin 350 vl
Nonlerraus Meta)s Primary Golllua 1)) 179 v
Nonlrrrous Metals Primary Gersaniue 33) 119 v
Nenfevious Nelals frimary Gold 13)9 i79 v
Honlervous Netals Primary Mafniua 3139 19 v
Nounlesrous Metals Primary Lead BR3H )58 vl
Boniesrons Hetals Primary Lithiua 1) 19 v
Nonlrirous Metals Primary Mognesiue 3339 179 v
Honleossous Netals Prisary Mercury 339 119 v
Henirsrous Metals Prissry Molybdemm 31)9 19 v
Nonferrons Wetals Primary Niche) 1) 19 v
Rontrrrous Metals Primary Platinue Group 1) 179 v
Nuntriinus Hetals Prisary Rare [arihs 1)) 179 v
Noniesreus Metals Primary Rhenlun 3 1 v
Bonlerrous Metals Primary Bubidiue 1) 19 v
Munfevrous Metals Primary Selenlum N» )58 vi
Monlerreus Metals Prisary Silver 1N 358 vi
Nonfeiinus Metals Prisary Tantalue 31)9 )48 vi
Noalecinus Metals Primary lellurive 1)) 358 vl
Nonlerinus Metals Primary lin 19 36 1]
Nenlrrious Hetals Primary Titanie 3))9 129 v
Monfrsreus Betals Primery Tuagslen 31)9 J%e vl
Nonlerieous Metals Primary Uvaniue 13)9 19 v
Nanlerynus Metals Primary linc 31 %0 vi
Munlevious Hetals Primary lirconium 3119 179 v
Honlferomus Melals Secondary Aluminue 31341 158 vi
Henleronns et als Secandary Baddn 1} M "ni
Banteruns Hetals Srcombary Beryldlum 1)el (1]
Hlonlersnus Metals Secondary Boron ) 119 v
Nanfeionus Hetals Secomdary (nlait J ALY} V9 v
fonferrous Metals Secombary Columbium L] 179 v
Nonleriuus Melals Secondary Copper A ALY 358 vl



MHipor Dimbestay

tvbustry Suicaleyory

Blasaslora s sstse Maclaly
[ [T I "e
Nesssles s s Ihe
Hesssloen o o008
Nonlrisnns Hetals
tunieronus Netals
Nonlesrnus Metals
Wonfercnns Melals
st essous M-taly
Nanterirans Helalsy
Honierrous Metaly
Nonlrirous Metaly
Munivssous Netaly
Honlcrious Melaly

Mie Nining § Uressing
Uer Bintig & Vressing
Ore Mining & fOressing
Ove Hining & Nressing
Ore Hining & Miessing
Ore Mining & Dressing
Oie Mining & Dressing
Oie Muning & Dressing
Ore Nining 8 Dressing
Ore Nining & Nressing
Orqanic (heaicals
Organic Theaicois
Paint § It

Faini & ink

Palot A fuk

Paini & ink

Prstic sides

Pesticides

Posticides

PN I PR oy
L R B SL LR AL

Pesticides

Postng isdes

Pesticrdes

Postic ribey

Petraleim Refining
Phavrmwrut Ical) Manulacturing
Fharmacrut ical) Manulacturing
Pharsacent ical Manufacturing
Fharew eut ica) Manulacturing
Phaisacrutica) Manwlacturing
fhosphate Manulfaclturing
Phasphate Hanufacturing
Phasphiate Banufacturing
Phosphate Manufacturing

Seacandary Lead
Secondary Hupws lim

Secanulasy Mercuey

Secawtary Nichel

Secondary Plutonim
Secondary Precious Metals
Secondary Rhenlua

Secondery Sliver

Secondary lantahua

Secoandary lin

Secondary Vitanium

Secandary Tungsten

Secondary Uraniue

Secondary liac

Atuainue

Base & Preclous Metals

Rase & Precious Metals
fercoaliay

ferioalley

lren Ore

Iren Ore

Mercury

Metal Oce

Uranium

Cyclic Crudes & Interved , Dyes & Organic Plgments
indusiriai Orgenic Chemicais, WC
Caustic or Water Washed Ink
Causi i< or Water Wasived Paini
Seivenl Wash lnk

Coh__oh Li__.a B_2_a
2WIUYFNL WEIW Favnu

Aaloes

welevedys

farmulation A Pashaninn af Aarlrsuliural Thamicale
foraulstion 4 Pachiging of Agricullural (healcsls
Halogenated Organics

fietevecyclic Mitrogers

Hetallo Organic
Hiscellaneous
Mo Discharye Manulaclurers

Organophesghorus

Petroleva Relining

Chealcd) Synlhesls (Medicinals & Botanicals)
(atraction (Blological Products)

fatraction (Medicinals & Botanicalsy)

feimentation (Medicinals & Rotanicals)

Nising & Formulalion (Pharmaceulical Preparations)
Delluvorinated Acld

Detivorinaled Acld

Defluvorinated Rock

Defluorinated Aok

Jualelly
SIC Code(s) Tonden ™ o
1141) wa Y}
s vvy 70 v
N 179 v
1141 e v
j21]} 179 v
13418 129 ¥
ABL)) 179 v
1me 17e v
13410 )58 vl
N4 X
M iry v
)4 179 v
N 179 v
)y 179 v
IRL)! 179 v
1051 54 11
1021 1031 J04) 1044 5S¢ (KN
1021 104) H4) "
1061 54 (1]
106} 27 ]
10)) 54 11
1001 7 ]
1092 S ]
1099 ) "
10%¢ 54 m
2865 202 v
7849 01 \
209) 229 v
285%i 225 v
209) 2) i
2454 2 i
2019 2069 640 vl
2079 320 vl
2819 2669 640 vl
20809 28L9 €e0 vi
2019 2669 640 vi
2818 2Re8 640 v
201% 2069 64 1
2819 2809 640 vi
2919 210 v
28}) N vi
2001 391 vi
201) 19t vi
281) L1 vi
204 )91 vi
2819 26 1"
2819 1) "
2819 76 it
2019 [R] 1]



JTORECIIY INEXES LOR THOUSIRIAL SURCAINLGORIN S

fomicit

Majr Irddustoy Industry Subcategory SIC Code(s) r;u‘;‘“égs..—.
Frosphate Hanulactluring flemental Phosplorus 2019 26 i
Phphle Manulacturing tlreental Phospiuin us 2819 1) 1]
Prassphote Mannlactur lig Fhoiphorus Derfved Cinatcatls 2819 26 "
Fhaspiile Manulacturing Fhnaphales 2019 26 1"
fhosphate Manulacturing Sedium Phosphates 819 26 1]
Pimsphiate Manutacturing Sudia Phesphates 2819 13 (X}
Plastive & Symthelics Cellulosic Man-Maite fibers 202) 460 vl
Plastecs & Synthetics Flastic Materials, Sy.thelic Resins, Monvulcanizable Ela: 2021 408 vl
Plastics & Symihelics Synthetic Organic Fibers, Exncept Cellulesic 2024 4468 vi
Plastics Precessing Hiscellaneous Plastics Products 019 1) v
Plastice Proacessing Plastics Processing Witheul Contact Precess Valer 3079 i 1}
Plastics Procesting Selution Casting 0)9 S? 1
Plastics Precessing Waleyr Slurry Prelocming Processes 079 Y ni
Printing & Publishing Fressroom - Waler based fnk 2100 b 1
Printivg & Pulslbshing Folnting & Publishing 2100 ] ]
Pulp, Paper b Paperdeard Albaline Harkel Pulp 2611 (24 127
Pulp, Poper & Paprrboard Bleched Kralt - BC1 Paper 2601 26)) (Y 1
Fulp, Caper & Papeibodsd Sleached Krslt - Blssolving 2610 (Y "
Pulp, Paper & Paperboard Bleached Kralt - (ine Papers 2611 Y i
Pulp, Paper B Paperboard Bleached Krall Mewsprint 2611 67 11
Pulp, Paper & faperboard Chieal-Mechanlical Pulp-(iW 2611 (Y "
Pulp, Paper & Papeiboard Deink Pulp - flne Tissue 0611 6! i
Pulp. Paper & Papesboard Detnk Pulp - News W (2 mn
Pulp, Paper & Papcrboard Dissolving Sulfite P{Y]] ¢! i
Pulp, Paprr & Paperbeard Groundwood- (MN W11 2631 (1) "
Pulp, Faper & Paperheard Growweed-f ine 2611 6) 11}
Falp, Fyper & Paperhoard Niscellaneous Mon-Wood Pulp 2611 (Y} "
Pulp. Paper & Papesboard Non-Iategrated - [ine W21 (3] i
Pulp, Fawper & Paperboard Mau- Integrated - Vilter & Non-Woven Paper 21 (3 "
Pulp, Pryper & Paperbosrd Non- Integrated - Lighiwelght & Thin Paper 2621 (34 ¥
Pulp, Paper § Paperbosrd Non-inlegrated - Paperboard 621 &) n
Pulp, Pyer & Pagierbosnd Non- Inteqrated - Specially 2621 &’ it
Pulp, Faper & Paperboard Non- lategraled - Jissue 21 6! (1]
Pulp, Faper & Paperdoard Paper Grade Sulfite 2641 1Y 1t
Pulp, Pyper & Paperboard Semi - Chealcad 2611 2031 (Y g
Pulp, Faper & Paperboard Therao-Nechanical Pulp 261} Y T
Pulp, Faper 8 Paperhoard Vb leached Kralt/Sesl-Chemical X-Recovery 2641 26)1 (Y} Hi
Pulp, Fayrr & Paperveard Waste Paper - Board 2601 2661 67 14t
Pulp, Pyper & Paperhoard Waste Paper - Constiruclion 2661 6’ (X1
Fulp, Paper & Papecrbeard Waste Paper - Molded 2611 6/ 1
Pulp, Payper & Paperhoard Waste Paper - fissue 2611 (1) m
Risdshie ¢ large-sized General Molded, {ntruded & Fahr Rubbder Plants 021 3041 1069 129} )0 "
Rudhve ¢ Lates fose 1069 10 "
Ridibery Laten-Dipped, taten-Extrued & Lalex Molided Goods 1021 1069 10 "
Ridiber Medium-slzed Gencrald rwliled, Ealewmied & Tabr fubber Placts 1021 3041 Y069 N9 10 1
Ridibse s Pan, Dry Digestion, & Mechanical Recdoia Wi 100 v
Rubher Small stred General Nudded, Latiantesd & Fabr Rubber Plants 021 )04} 3069 129) 10 it
Ritiber Synthetic Crumh Rubber Piod - teulsion Polymerization 2822 10 ]
Rubiber Synthetic Crumb Rubbier Prod - Solulion Pulumerigation 2822 10 1l
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Rusdrlse s
Reddoe e
..““'l
Sonngee.
Su,\.n'.
Saager.
Sap
Saragee
Smaps
Saaps
Seaps
Seaps
Soaps
Seaps
Soaps
Saape
Swap.
Seaps
Saaps
Soaps
Seapt
Seaps
Snaps
Svaps
Seaps
Soaps
Suaps
Soaps
Saaps
50-;‘-\
Suaps
pLY Y
Sewm
Stean
Steam
Sleam
Slean
Steam
Steam

Hapor Jwmbistay

1OKICHEY Jratba kES 1OR (IS TREAL SURCALICORICS

lisbusiry Subcateqory

_— e e o ——— — —_— -

K Detergents
A Weteiyruls
A Betrryprnts
L Drtergents
A Betergonts
A Betergents
&4 Deteryents
& Boteryeniy
L Detergents
L Belergenls
R Beleryenty
& betergents
A Belecyentsy
L Betergrnty
& Delergents
R Reteryents
A Deteryents
4 Ueteryrnts
A Beteryontsy
A Delergents
8 Deteryrnty
4 Beteryent,
& Beteryrats
A Betesgyents
A Petergents
& Detergents
A Wetergents
& Detergents
A Betorgenty
tirctric

tiecteic

Llectric

tlectric

tlectric

Ulecte ig

tirctric

fealisle Nils
fontile tslls
featoile Nl by
leatrle tilily
featide by
featede NilNs
leatsle Madis
teatoler Mitly
leatite Ml

Synthelic Latex Rubber Production

Hire & timer luhie Froduction

Wet Blgestian Rrgtai-

Als-S0) Sulfatiuva & Zulfonallon
Ehloresulfonlc Acld Sulfation
thimosullonlc ACId Hullatlivn

latiy Acld Manutacturing by Fat Splitting
Glycorine Concentration

Glycerine Bistitiation

fLnufaciuring of Bar Seaps

Mawbfactur ing of Bar Soaps
Manufacluring of Delergent Bars & Cakes
vwfacluring of let. cgent Bars L Cakes
Hamlaclucling of Bivm Oried Detergents
Manufocturing of Drum Drind Delergents
Manniacluring of Dry Blenierd Delergents
Hanulfacturing of Bry Blemird Betergents
Manulocluring of Liquid Seaps
Hanulacluring ol Liguid Detergents
funifaclucing of L1q..1d Soaps
Houmiacturing of Liquid Detergeats
Manulacluring of Seap flakes & Powders
Hanulacluring of Seap flades L Powders
Manfacluring ol Spray Oried Detergents
Meulralization of Sulfuric Acid Esters & Sulfenic Acids
Oleum Sulfonation & Sullalien

Soap Manwlactiuring by Batch Kettle

S03p Morulacluring by Fally Acid Neulratization
$0) Solvenl & Vacinm Sulfonation

M) Selventl & Yacwm Sulfenastiion
Sulfamic Actd Sulfation

Sulfamic Acid Sullation

Ash Pile Runol!

Ash lronspert Waler

Coal Pile Runall

Cealing lower Blowdo n

Low Yalume Wastes

Nelad (lesning Wastes

Once Ihrough Coeling Valer

Appare)

Carpet finlshing

Cosdne & Twine

fedl Manulacturing

Tinishing

Crerge MMy

Creiqe Mills

Greige Hills

HWoslery
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lonlchty
SIC Code(s) Tndex ™ Growp

2022 10 "
001 1e 1
Joil 100 v
2041 (§ ] T
843 §) 1
284) » 1t
284\ ¢) T
2041 '3} 1t
200 6) nt
2041 s 1"
284} » m
2044 6 ]|
2040 14 "
2041 6) 11
2041 }4 "
2041 ) m
041 » "
204) 2842 2004 6) "
2041 2042 61 171
2001 1} Hi
2643  }H "
2041 6) "
2041 » "
204} 6) 1
204) 6) 1
2041 §) "
2041 6} i
204) 6) "
204) ¢) mn
204) n Y
204} $) 1
204) 2 n
91 M) 19 1"
"1 49)) » m
911 9 4 "
9)) 9 n 1
TITE T 3Y) » m
) 49 ] "
TR }Y) » m
2300 13 "
2n 212 21y 152 v
2298 T3 1"
229 152 v
an 152 v
2210 20 21 240 1S n
225 21y 217 280 1% "
2282 2201 ts "
2250 2 152 v



TORICIIY 'NDEXLS (OR (MOUSIRIAL SIMLAILIDANES

Tonbe bty

Mojar frubustry Fivbistoy Sulicateyory $1C Cove(s) Inden  Ceoup
featile Moty Bnit fabiric Finishing 22%) 225 22%% 225% 152 v
testiile HilDs Kt fabolc Finlshing 2250 2258 229 15? v
beatole MBIy Nowveven Manul o Lir g 220 ve? v
Yealile MY Padiding & Wwirtery 227} [} 1}
leatlle NIty Stock & Yorm Byelng 2200 2202 2200 2284 152 v
lratile MIMIS Wael Scouring 2299 152 v
leatiile Ml Waven fabric | lnlshing 2200 2221 2240 2260 V2 v
leatlle Milils Weven fabric Finl.hing 2262 2269 182 v
fradirr Produls Procrssing Barding 266} ] 1]
Viadier Prashucis Processing Mardhoars - Bry Process 249 [ 1
Visdior Prodls Processing Hargweed Blocnsion L (loering Ml 2426 [ ] 1
Visdeer Probucts Processing Insulatfon Beard (2 subcategaries) b{1Y] a2 v
Viedier Products Procerssing Kiflwerk 2030 [ ] 1]
Timtier Prachr i Process lng Pacticleborrd 2492 [ ] 1]
Vindier Prodhucis Precessing Fiywoed 2405 245 [ ] "
Vindier Prodicts Processing Sawmilly & Planing Mil)y 242} [ ] (1]
lisdier Produscis Precessing Specfal Prodicts Sownilly, MIC 2429 [] 1]
Visdior Producis Precessing Veueer 2005 2406 [ ] 1]
Veadiws Prohucts Precersing Wrl Process Hardbuerd (2 subcategeries) 2499 82 v
Timbirr Prachuts Procrising Woud (ontainers, M 26449 [] 1"
Visdir Prodhuis Precesrsing Waod Rilchen (obinets 2434 0 "
Viaher Prodigts Precessing Maed Preserviag - Slesa 2491 L} v
Vimbis Poachuls Procrising Mand Freserving - Boultean 249} 82 v
limter Prodhcis Processing Yand Preserving - laviganic 2491 [ ] 1
tisdeer Producls Processing Mued Preducis, M 2499 [} 1]

ALl other Industny Lypes aad sulategories not Visted are assigued Growp |
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APPENDIX F

Classification of Major and Minor NPDES Industrial Permits

This appendix provides the classification of major and minor permits that is currently in
use by the Agency’s Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance (OWEC). The
classification uses a rating system that is based on assessment of six characteristics of a facility’s
discharge.



Classification of Major and Minor
NPDES Industrial Permits

The Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance designates an industrial
discharger a major NPDES permit by applying a numerical permit rating system to each
industrial permit. This rating system assigns points to an individual permittee based on an
assessment of six characteristics of the permittee’s discharge. The six charactenistics or
"rating criteria” are:

1) Toxic Pollutant Potential

2) Flow/Streamflow Volume

3) Conventional Pollutants

4) Public Health Impact

5) Water Quality Factors

6) Proximity to Near Coastal Waters

To rate an industrial permit, an NPDES Industrial Permit Rating Worksheet must be
filled out. Attached is an example of a worksheet which is filled out by evaluating the
current permit application, the permit itself, and other monitoring forms kept in the
individual permit file. The sum of these weighted point values is the permit’s ranking. The

point totals range from zero to a maximum of 265.

To generate the major industrial permit lists for each NPDES State and EPA Region,
the data for each permittee is loaded into an OWEC computer system. The numbered boxes
on the worksheet correlate to specific point values programmed into the computer. The
computer adds the points for each criteria for each permit and arranges each permit by State

in descending numerical order.

Currently, a permit assigned a point total of 80 points or higher is designated a major
permit. All permits below 80 points are designated minor permits. This is an artificial
cutoff point but one which maintains the total number of majors at a level consistent with

the total number of major permits originally designated major during the first round of per-
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mitting. It also includes most permits which the NPDES permitting authorities collectively
believe should be considered major dischargers.

In addition, each Region, in consultation with their NPDES States, is allowed to
designate a certain number of their minor permits "discretionary” major permits. These are
permits which the region or state believes should be accorded major status but for one reason
or another did not achieve sufficient points to be rated a major permit. A "discretionary” is
assigned an additional arbitrary 500 points to its raw score to give it major status and to flag

it as a discretionary major permit. There are 576 discretionary majors at this time.

Also, if the facility is a steam electric power plant (SIC=4911) with a power output
of 500 MW or greater (not using a cooling pond/lake), or that is a nuclear power plant, or
that has a cooling water discharge greater than 25 percent of the receiving stream’s 7Q10
flow rate, the facility is given a score of 600 automatically. Likewise, an automatic score of

700 is given to municipal separate storm sewers serving a population greater than 100,000.

Approximately 49,000 industrial permits have been rated. No secondary minor per-
mits were rated because they would fail to qualify as major permits almost 100% of the time.

There are currently 3,803 major NPDES industrial permits. A Regional breakdown is

as follows:

__Majors*

I 339 9%)
I 435 (11%)
o 429 (11%)
v 762 (20%)
\% 533 (14%)
VI 512 (14%)
vil 122 (3%)
VIII 179 (5%)
X 138 4%)
X 354 9%)
TOTAL 3,803 (100%)

* "Majors” column shows permitees classified as majors. The revisions to the classification
system took effect July 1991.
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Of the 3,803 current major industrial permits, 2,731 are state-issued permits and
1,072 are EPA-issued permits.
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NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet QO Regular AddRion

— — — ——— — — — — — — — — — — — —— ——" —— —— — — —— — —— — — —— — ——— v———— m—— —
— — —" — — — —— — — —" — — — — — — —— ———— ——— — —" —
e s et S— et ettt S S— — — — ——— — — —— — — —— — —— ——" — —— — — — — —

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

2. A nuclesr power plant O ves; score is 700 (stop here)
3. Cooling water discharge greater than 25% of the receiving stream’s 7Q10 flow rate D NO (continue)

QO ves; xore is 600 (stop here) (I NO (continue)

FACTOR 1: Toxic Poliutant Potential

PCSSICCode: !__ ' _ I__1 ! Primary SIC Code: |___I__1__I__1}
Other SIC Codes: I__/__I__I__1| I d_ 14 N O T | I |
Industrial Subcategory Code: I__1___|__| (Code 000 if no subcategory)

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

Toxidty Group Code Points Toxkdity Group Code Points Touicity Group Code Points
O No process Q s 3 18 Q s 7 15
waste sresms 0 0 Q. « 2 Qs s @
Q. ! $ Qs s 25 Q . 9 4
Q. 2 10 Q. 6 30 Qo 10 S0
Code Number Checked: |__|_|

Total Points Factor 1: I__1__|

FACTOR 2: Flow/Stream Flow Volume (Compiete elther Secion A or Seclion B; check only one)

Section A —Wastewater Flow Only Considered Section 8 —Wastawatar and Stream Flow Considered
Wastewater Type Code Poims Wagtewster Type  Percant of instream Code fPoits
(See instructions) (See Instructions)  Wastewster Concen-
Typel: Flow < $ MCD Q n o tration at Receiving

Flow § to 10 MGD Q 12 10 Stream Low Flow

Flow >10 to S0 MCD Q n 20

Flow > 50 MGD Q 14 30 TYPE UM <10% Q 4 0
Type ll: Flow <1 MCD Q b4 10 2 10% to <50% Q Q 10

Aow 1 to $ MCD Q 2 20

Flow >$ to 10 MGD Q 23 30 2 50% Q Q P

Row >10 MCD Q 24 50

Type & <10% Q 5 0

Type li: Flow <1 MCD Q 3 0

flow 1 to $ MCD Q 32 10 2 10% 10 <S0% Q 2 2

Flow >5 to 10 MCD Q b} ] 20

Flow >10 MGD Q ) ) 2 50% Q 53 »

Code Chached from Section Aor8: |__I__J

Total Points Fector2 |__)_
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NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet

FACTOR 3: Conventional Poliutants NPOESNo.:I_ 00 I 1111 1 I
(only when limited by the permif)
A Oxygen Demanding Poliutant: (check one) O so0 Qcoo Oowe:
Code  Points
Permit Umits: (check one) o] <100 lbw/day 1 0
Q 100 to 1000 lby/day 2 s
a >1000 to 3000 lbs/day 3 1
Q >3000 tby/day 4 20
Code Checked: I__|
Points Scored: I__I___|
8. Total Suspended Solids (T35)
Code Poinc
Permit Limits: (check ane) Q <100 ibs/day 1 ]
Q 100 to 1000 lbs/day 2 (1
Q >1000 to 5000 lbs/day 3 18
Q >$000 lbs/day 4 20
Code Checked: |__|
Points Scored: |__ [_ |
C. Nitrogen Poliutant: (check one) QO ammonia O other:
Nirogen Equivaient Code  Points
Permit Limits: (check one) a <300 lbs/day 1 0
Q 300 to 1000 lbs/day 2 [
Q >1000 to 3000 Ibs/dsy 3 15
Q >3000 lbs/day 4 20
Code Checked: |___|
Points Scored: | ___[___|
Total Points Factor 3: I__1__|

FACTOR 4: Public Hedith Impoct

Is there a public drinking water supply located within 50 miles dowmstreom of the effuent discharge (this Indudes ony body of
woter to which the recelving water Is a tributary)? A public drinking water supply may include infiltration galleries, or other
methods of conveyance that uitimately get water from the obove referenced supply.

O vES f yes, check toxicity potential number below)
O NO (1 no, go to Factor 5)

Determine the humon health tosidity potential from Appendix A. Use the same SIC code and subcategory referencs as in Factor 1. (Be
sure to usa the human heaalth tosicity group column — check one balow)

Toxicity Group Code Points Tenichty Group Code Points Tonicity Group Code Points
QO No procass Q. 3 0 Q. 7 s
0 weste streems 0 0 Q . 4 0 Qs s 20
0 ! ! 0 Qs s s Q. 9 2
2 2 Qe 6« 10 Qo. 10
Code Number Cheched: |__|__|

Total Points Factor &: 1__|__|



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet
FACTOR S: Water Quality Factors NPDES No.: |__I__ 1 |__\_1__1_1_1

A. s (or wif) one or more of the efluent discharge limits based on woter quality factors of the receiving streom (rather than
technology-based lederal efuent guidelines, or technology-based stote effiuent guidelines), or has a wastelood allocation
been assigned to the discharge?

Code Points
Q Yes | 10
QO N 2 0

8. Is the receiving woter in compliance with applicable water quality standards for pollutants that are water quality limited in
the permit?

Code Poirts
Q Ye ) 0

Q No 2 s

C. Does the effiuent dischorged from this fodlity exhibit the reasonabis potential to viclate water quality standards due to whole
eMuent toxicity?

Code  Points

Q Yes | 10
Q No 2 0
Code Number Checked: Al__| eIt ci_t
PointsFactorS: Al__I_| + 8I_) + CLJ = I_J_ITOTA

FACTOR é: Proximity o Near Coastal Waters

A. Base Score: Enter low code here (from Foctor 2): |__|__| Enter the multiplication foctor that corresponds
to the fowcode: |___[__|
Check appropriate facility HPRI Code (from PCS):

"’].” Code HPRI Score .

a 1 20 11, 31, or 41 0.00
12,2, r 2 0.0
Q 2 2 y 13,33, 0r 43 0.10
Q 3 3 30 l4or M4 0.8
Q 4 4 0 N or$ 0.10
22 or 52 0.30
Q ] S 20 ors3 0.60
HPRI code checked: |___| 24 1.00
Base Score: (MPRIScore) _______ x (Multiplication Factor) - (TOTAL POINTS)
8. Additionol Points — NEP Progrom C. Additional Points — Greot Lakes Area of Concern
For a focliity thot has an HPRI code of 3, does the fociRy For o focilitty that has an HPR! code of S, does the fodlity
discharge to one of the estuaries envolied in the National discharge any of the poliutants of concern into one of the
Estuary Protection (NEP) progrom (see instructions) or Greot Lobes’ 31 areas of concern (ee Instructions)
the Chesopeahe Bay?
Code Points Code Points
Q Ya 1 10 Q Ye 1 0
QO No 2 0 O No 2 0
Code Number Cheched:  Al__J e_) ci_)

PointsFactoré Al_J_ ! + BI_J_J o CIJ_J = \_____ JTOIA

F-6



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet
SCORE SUMMARY NPDES No.:I__|__ I I I I__I__I__|

Factor Description Total Points

Toxic Polktant Potential
Flow/Streamflow Volume
Corventional Poliutants

Public Health impacts

Water Quality Factors
Proximity to Near Cosstal Waters

N W A W N -

TOTAL (Factors 1 through 6)
$1. is the total score equal to or grester than 807 DVu(Fodlityiumﬂor) Q

$2. if the answer to the above question is no, would you ke this faciiity to be discretionary major?
Q ~
O ves (Add 500 points to the above score and provide resson baiow:
Reason:

NEW SCORE:
OLD SCORE:
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APPENDIX G

Secondary NPDES Facilities with Toxic Discharge

This appendix provides a listing of NPDES facilities classified as secondary with a
significant potential for toxics in their discharge.



SECONDARY NPOES FACILITIES WITH
SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL FOR TOXICS

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

No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
4212 Local trucking without storage 29
4231 Trucking terminal facilities 43
4463 Marine cargo handling 82
4469 Water transportation 9]
4582 Airport and flying fields 68
4742 Rental of railroad cars, including car cleaning 5
4789 Services incidental to transportation, NEC 15
4953 Refuse systems 387
5161 Chemicals and allied products - wholesale 55
5171 Petroleum bulk stations 1,009
5172 Petroleum products 110
5541 Gasoline service stations 410
7261 Funeral service and crematoriums 3
7391 Research and development laboratories 104
7395 Photo-finishing laboratories 22
7538 General auto repair shop 47
7539 Automotive repair shops 10
7699 Repair shops 4]
7819 Services allied to motion pictures 2
9711 National security 484
TOTAL 4,155
Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987.

({4g/m
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APPENDIX H

Secondary NPDES Facilities With Effluent Guidelines

This appendix provides a listing of NPDES facilities classified as secondary with effluent
guidelines for conventional or nontoxic pollutants.



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES WITH
EFFLUENT GUIDELINES

No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities

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

EFFLUENT GUIDEL INES

WiVl VAV LWL AT

(continued)

No. of

Facilityac
T aN L ru D

2032 Canned specialties 29
2033 Canned fruits and vegetables 245
2034 Dehydrated fruits, vegetables, soups 9
2035 Pickles, sauces, and salad dressing 31
2037 Frozen fruits and vegetables 62
2038 Frozen specialties 17
2041 Flour and other grain mill products 14
2043 Cereal breakfast foods 10
2044 Rice milling 3
2046 Wet corn milling 22
2047 Dog, cat, and other pet food 26
2048 Prepared feeds 47
2061 Raw cane sugar 35
2062 Cane sugar refining 17
2063 Beet sugar 28
2077 Animal and marine fats and oils 56
2091 Canned and cured seafood 123
2092 Fresh or frozen packaged fish 479
2099 Food preparations 55
2591 Drapery hardware and window blinds and shades |
2599 Furniture and fixtures, NEC 3
2875 Fertilizers, mixing only 7
3211 Flat glass 24
3221 Glass containers 54
3231 Products of purchased glass 30
3241 Cement, hydraulic 121
3273 Ready-mix concrete 136
3274 Lime 39
3281 Cut stone and stone products 86
3292 Asbestos products 16
3295 Minerals, ground or treated 72
5143 Dairy products 12
5422 Freezer and locker meat provisioners 0
5423 Meat and fish (seafood) markets 14
7534 Tire retreading and repair shops 4
8062 General medical and surgical hospitals 149
8063 Psychiatric hospitals 56
8069 Specialty hospitals 10

8922 Noncommercial educational, scientific, and research
organizations 33
9,565

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987.
1 436m

X
’
~o



APPENDIX 1
Secondary NPDES Facilities With
Permit Limitations for Toxics

This appendix provides a listing of NPDES facilities classified as secondary with permit

limitations for toxics including ammonia and chlorine.



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

SIC Code Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Agricultural Production - Crops

0lle Soybeans
0181 Ornamental floriculture and nursery products
0183 Horticulture specialties, NEC
Armvs misl diienal Demndisomd v omm | suunmctbanl
AyrrLuitural rrodudcLius = LIVEILULA
n27aQ Animal ennarialeine NEr
verJ nirimma) )PCL'QILICJ, LA J Sy 93
Agricultural Services
0742 Veterinary services for animal specialties
0752 Animal spec1a]ty services
Forestry
0821 Forest nurseries and tree seed gathering and extracting

Fishing, Hunting, and Trapping

0913 Shellfish
0921 Fish hatcheries and preserves
011 and Gas Extraction
1321 Natural gas liquids
Building and Construction
1521 General contractors - single family houses
1522 General contractors - residential buildings, other than
single family
1C21 Neaamatiua hittildame
1J91 UpC'ﬂLIVC UUIIUC >
41 General contractors - industrial buildings and warehouses
1842 Canavral rantracrtare - nanvacidontial huildinac
a4 oI o WUV Gu VT O PEJITT C IO TUCITL (@l (A" | IUIIISJ
Construction Other than Building Construction

1611 Highway and street construction

1622 Brldge tunnel, and elevated highway construction

1623 Water, sewer, pipe line, and communication and power
line construction

1629 Heavy construction, NEC

[-1
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35
502

429

9l
20

24
3%

21
32
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SI1C Code

No. of

Facilities

Construction Special Trade Contractors

1731
1781
1799

Electrical work
Water well drilling
Special trade contractors, NEC

Food and Kindred Products

2051
2052
2065
2067
2075
2076
2079

2082
2083
2084
2085
2086
2087
2090
2095
2097

Bread and other bakery products

Cookies and crackers

Candy and other confectionary products

Chewing qum

Soybean o0il mills

Vegetable o0il mills, except corn, cottonseed, and soybean

Shortening, table oils, margarine, and other fats and
oils, NEC

Malt beverages

Malt

Wines, brandy, and brandy spirits

Distilled, rectified, and blended liquors

Bottled and canned soft drinks and carbonated waters

Flavoring extracts and flavoring syrups, NEC

Miscellaneous food preparations

Roasted coffee

Manufactured ice

Tobacco Manufacturers

2100
2111
2121
2131

Tobacco manufacturers
Cigarettes

Cigars

Tobacco and snuff

Lumber and Wood Products, Except Furniture

2451
Stone,

3251

19€7

RY4e R )

3255

2929
2L0C

3264

Mobile homes

Clay, Glass, and Concrete Products

w W o —
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS
(continued)

S1C Code Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete Products (continued)

3269 Pottery products, NEC

3271 Concrete block and brick

3272 Concrete products, except block and brick
3275 Gypsum products

3291 Abrasive products

3297 Nonclay refractories

3299 Nonmetallic mineral products, NEC

Railroad Transportation
4041 Railway express services

Local and Suburban Transit and Passenger Transportation

4111 Local and suburban transit
4119 Local passenger transportation, NEC
4131 Intercity and rural highway passenger transportation

Motor Freight Transportation and Warehousing

4213 Trucking, except local

4214 Local trucking with storage

4221 Farm product warehousing and storage

4222 Refrigerated goods warehousing and storage
4225 General warehousing and storage

4226 Special warehousing and storage, NEC

U.S. Postal Service
4311 U.S. postal service
Water Transportation

4411 Deep sea foreign transportation
4431 Great Lakes - St. Lawrence Seaway transportation

Transportation by Air

4511 Air transportation, certificated carriers
4521 Air transportation, noncertificated carriers
4583 Airport terminal services

I-3
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Pipe Lines, Except Natural Gas
4612 Crude petroleum pipe lines 38
4613 Refined petroleum pipe lines 64
4619 Pipe lines, NEC 7
Transportation Services
4782 Inspection and weighing services connected with
transportation 3
4783 Packing and crating 7
4784 Fixed facilities for motor vehicle transportation, NEC 86
Communication
4811 Telephone communication, wire or radio 25
4899 Communication services, NEC 6
Electric, Gas, and Sanitary Services
4922 Natural gas transmission 393
4923 Natural gas transmission and distribution 11
4925 Gas production and/or distribution 17
4939 Combination utilities, NEC 36
4941 Water supply 2,434
4959 Sanitary services, NEC 69
4961 Steam supply 67
Wholesale Trade - Durable Goods
5014 Tires and tubes 1
5051 Metals service centers and offices 19
5052 Coal and other minerals - wholesale 18
5063 Electrical apparatus and equipment 6
5065 Electronic parts and equipment 4
508) Commercial machines and equipment 5
5082 Construction and mining machinery and equipment 17
5084 Industrial machinery and equipment 18
5092 Miscellaneous durable goods 26
5093 Scrap and waste materials - wholesale 35
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Wholesale Trade - Nondurable Goods

5111 Printing and writing paper )\

5113 Industrial and personal service paper 4

5141 Groceries, general line 9

5142 Frozen foods 8

5146 Fish and seafood 43

5147 Meats and meat products 10

519] Farm supplies 10

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

5251 Hardware stores 3
General Merchandise Stores

5311 Department stores 11

5331 Variety stores 7

5399 Miscellaneous general merchandise stores 7
Food Stores

5411 Grocery stores 52

5441 Candy, nut, and confectionary stores 3

5462 Retail bakeries 3
Automotive Dealers and Gasoline Service Stations

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

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

5719 Miscellaneous home furnishings 3
Eating and Drinking Places

5812 Eating places 302

5813 Drinking places 10
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS
(continued)

SIC Code

Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Miscellaneous Retail

5921
5941
5946
5947
5999

B8anking
6022

6023
6025

Liquor stores

Sporting goods stores and bicycle shops
Camera and photographic supply stores
Gift, novelty, and souvenir shops
Miscellaneous retail stores, NEC

State banks, members of FRS
State banks, not members of FRS
National banks, members of FRS

Credit Agencies Other than Banks

6162
Insurance
6311

6324
6371

Mortgage bankers and loan correspondents

Life insurance
Hospital and medical service plans
Pension, health, and welfare funds

Insurance Agency, Brokers, and Service

6411
Real Estate

6512
6513
6514
6515
6517
6519
6531
6552

Holding and
6732

Insurance agency, brokers, and service

Operators of nonresidential buildings
Operators of apartment buildings

Operators of dwellings other than apartment buildings

Operators of residential mobile home sites
Lessors of railroad property

Lessors of real property, NEC

Real estate agents and managers

Subdividers and developers, except cemeteries

Other Investment Offices
Educational, religious, and charitable trusts

I-6
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Lodging Places

7011 Hotels, motels, and tourist courts 658

7021 Rooming and boarding houses 18

7030 Camps and trailering parks 2

7032 Sporting and recreational camps 351

7033 Tratlering parks and camp sites for transients 398

7041 Organization hotels and lodging houses 48
Personal Services

7212 Garment pressing and agents for laundries and dry cleaners 3

7249 Barber shops 1

7299 Miscellaneous personal services 110
Business Services

7374 Data processing services 3

7392 Management, consulting, and public relations services 9

7397 Commercial testing laboratories 10

7399 Business services, NEC 9]
Automotive Repair, Services, and Garages

7512 Passenger car rental and leasing 3

7513 Truck rental and leasing 8

7531 Top and body repair shops 2
Miscellaneous Repair Services

7629 Electrical and electronic repair shops, NEC 5
Motion Pictures

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

7932 Billiard and pool establishments 2

7933 Bowling alleys 11

7941 Professional sports clubs and promoters 3

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

(continued)
No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Amusement and Recreational Services, Except Motion Pictures
(continued)

7992 Public golf courses 7

7996 Amusement parks 17

7997 Membership sports and recreation clubs 183

7999 Amusement and recreation services, NEC

(including swimming pools) 554

Health Services

8011 Offices of physicians 10

8051 Skilled nursing care facilities 167

8059 Nursing and personal care facilities, NEC 80

8071 Medical laboratories 13

8081 Outpatient care facilities 21
Education Services

8211 tlementary and secondary schools 2,727

8221 Colleges, universities, and professional schools 136

8222 Junior colleges and technical institutes 35

8231 Libraries and information centers 5

8241 Correspondence schools 2

8244 Business and secretarial schools 1

8249 Vocational schools, NEC 32

8299 Schools and education services, NEC 27
Social Services

8321 Individual and family social services 23

8331 Job training and vocational rehabilitation services 9

8351 Child day-care services 28

8361 Residential care 137

8399 Social services, NEC 6
Museums, Art Galleries, Botanical, and Zoological Gardens

8411 Museum and art galleries 12

8421 Arboreta, botanical, and zoological gardens 12
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Membership Organizations
8641 Civic, social, and fraternal associations 33
8661 Religious organizations 159
8699 Membership organizations, NEC 5
Private Households
8811 Private households 221
Miscellaneous Services
8911 Engineering, architectural, and surveying services 15
8999 Services, NEC 18
Executive, Legislative, and General Government, Except Finance
9111 Executive services 13
9121 Legislative bodies 3
9199 General government, NEC 18
Justice, Public Order, and Safety
9221 Police protection 7
9222 Legal counsel and prosecution 1
9223 Correctional institutions 217
9224 Fire protection 17
Administration of Human Resources Programs
9451 Administration of veteran’s affairs, except health and
insurance 1
Administration of Environmental Quality and Housing Programs
9511 Air and water resource and solid waste management 58
9512 Land, mineral, wildlife, and forest conservation 181
9531 Administration of housing programs 29
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Administration of Economic Programs

9611 Administration of general economic¢ programs 4

9621 Regulation and administration of transportation programs 114

9641 Regulation of agricultural marketing and commodities 2

9661 Space research and technology 4

TOTAL 17,345

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987.
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APPENDIX J
Secondary NPDES Facilities
Potential De Minimis

This appendix provides a listing of NPDES facilities (secondary) classified as potential

de minimis.



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE MININIS

No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Agricultural Production - Crops
0112 Rice 1
0115 Corn 1
0119 Cash grains, NEC 3
0131 Cotton 1
0132 Tobacco 1
0133 Sugar crops 2
0134 Irish potatoes 1
0l61 Vegetables and melons 4
0171 Berry crops 3
0175 Deciduous tree fruits 1
0179 Fruit and tree nuts, NEC 1
0182 Food crops grown under cover 6
0191 General farms, primarily crop 10
Agricultural Production - Livestock
0212 Beef cattle, except feedlots 37
0254 Poultry hatcheries 21
0271 Fur-bearing animals and rabbits 1
Agricultural Services
0723 Crop preparation services for market, except cotton ginning 135
0751 Livestock services
0762 Farm management services 3
0781 Landscape counseling and planning 1
Forestry
0849 Gathering of forest products, NEC 2
0851 Forestry services 5
Fishing, Hunting, and Trapping
0912 Finfish 9
0919 Miscellaneous marine products 2
0971 Hunting and trapping, and game propagation 3
Mining of Nonmetallic Minerals
1481 Nonmetallic minerals (except fuels) services 7
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S1C Code

Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Construction Special Trade Contractors

1711
1721
1741
1752
1771
1791
1794
1796

Plumbing, heating (except electric), and air conditioning

Painting, paper hanging, and decorating

Masonry, stone setting, and other stonework

Floor laying and other floorwork, NEC

Concrete work

Structural steel erection

Excavating and foundation work

Installation or erection of building equipment, NEC

Food and Kindred Products

2045

LY Y-
(4512

2069

2071
cviri

2074
2080

Vv

2098

Blended and prepared flour
ChnacnYabo coad ~moamna mmmd.omd o
LINoLLUTale alid LULUa pruvduLy
Sugar and confectionary products
Fats and oils

Cottonseed o011 mills

Ravarane
WeVveld “s\p

Macaroni, spaghetti, vermicelli, and noodles

Tobacco Manufacturers

2141

Tobacco stemming and redrying

Lumber and Wood Products, Except Furniture

2448
2452

Wood pallets and skids
Prefabricated wood buildings and components

Furniture and Fixtures

2515

Mattresses and bedsprings

Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete Products

3259
3261
3263

Structural clay products, NEC
Vitreous china piumbing fixtures
Fire earthenware table and kitchen articles

J-2
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE NININIS

SIC Code Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Llocal and Suburban Transit and Passenger Transportation

4142 Passenger transportation charter service, except local
4151 School buses

Motor Freight Transportation and Warehousing
4224 Household goods warehousing and storage

Water Transportation

4421 Transportation to and between noncontiquous territories
444) Transportation on rivers and canals

4452 Ferries

4453 Lighterage

4454 Towing and tugboat service

4459 Local water transportation, NEC

4462 Water transportation services

4464 Canal operation

Transportation Services

4712 Freight forwarding
4722 Arrangement of passenger transportation
4723 Arrangement of transportation of freight and cargo

Communication

4832 Radio broadcasting
4833 Television broadcasting
4841 Cable and other pay television services

Electric, Gas, and Sanitary Services

4924 Natural gas distribution
4932 Gas and other services combined
4971 Irrigation systems

J-3
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SECONDARY NPODES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE NININIS

SIC Code

Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Wholesale Trade - Durable Goods

5012
5013
5023
5031
5039
5041
5074
5078
5083
5085
5086
5087
5088
5099

Automobiles and other motor vehicles
Automotive parts and supplies

Home furnishings

Lumber, plywood, and millwork

Construction materials, NEC

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

Farm and garden machinery and equipment
Industrial supplies

Professional equipment and supplies

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

Wholesale Trade - Nondurable Goods

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

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

5211
5231
5261
5271

Food Stores
5431

5451
5499

Stationery supplies

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

Poultry and poultry products

Fresh fruits and vegetables

Groceries and related products, NEC
Grain

Livestock

Farm product raw materials, NEC

Beer and ale

Wines and distilled alcoholic beverages
Paints, varnishes, and supplies

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

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

Fruit stores and vegetable markets
Dairy products stores
Miscellaneous food stores

J-4
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE MININIS

SIC Code Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Automotive Dealers and Gasoline Service Stations

5521 Motor vehicle dealers (used only)
5531 Auto and home supply stores

5551 Boat dealers

5571 Motorcycle dealers

Apparel and Accessory Stores

5651 Family clothing stores
5661 Shoe stores

Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores
5712 Furniture stores

Miscellaneous Retail

5912 Drug stores and proprietary stores
5931 Used merchandise stores
5944 Jewelry stores
5961 Mail order houses
5963 Direct selling establishments
5982 Fuel and ice dealers
5983 Fuel oil dealers
5984 Liquified petroleum gas dealers
5992 Florists

Banking
6011 Federal reserve banks
6026 National banks, not members of FRS
6032 Mutual savings banks, members of FRS
6044 State nondeposit trust companies
6059 Related banking functions, NEC

Credit Agencies Other than Banks

6122 Federal savings and loan associations
6123 State savings and loan associations
6159 Miscellaneous business credit institutions
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL OE MININIS

No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Security and Commodity Brokers and Services

6211 Security brokers, dealers, and flotation companies 6
Insurance

6321 Accident and health insurance 2

6331 Fire, marine, and casualty insurance 3

6361 Title insurance 1
Real Estate

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

6611 Combinations of real estate, insurance, loans, and

law offices 1

Holding and Other Investment Offices

6711 Holding offices 2
Personal Services

7231 Beauty shops 1
Business Services

7333 Commercial photography, art, and graphics 1

7349 Cleaning and maintenance services, NEC 1

7372 Computer programming and other software services 1

7379 Computer-related services, NEC \

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

7519 Utility trailer and recreational vehicle rental 14

7523 Parking lots 2

7525 Parking structures 4

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

No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Miscellaneous Repair Services

7623 Refrigeration and air conditioning service and repair shops 1

7692 Welding repair 5

7694 Armature rewinding shops 2
Motion Pictures

7814 Motion picture and tape production for television 3

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

7911 Dance halls, studios, and schools 3

7922 Theatrical producers and miscellaneous services l

7929 Entertainers and entertainment groups 2
Health Services

8021 Offices of dentists 2

8049 Offices of health practitioners, NEC 1

8091 Health and allied services, NEC 8
Legal Services

8111 Legal services 1
fducation Services

8243 Data processing schools 1
Membership Qrganizations

8611 Business associations 2

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

9211 Courts 6

9229 Public order and safety, NEC 3
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE NININIS

SIC Code Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Administration of Human Resources Programs

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

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

commercial sectors
TOTAL

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987.
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APPENDIX K

State NPDES Program Status

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



ATE NPDES PROGRAM STATUS
9/30/91
Approved

Approved State Approved to Approved State general

NPDES permit regulate Feder. pretreatment permits

program facilities program program
Alabama 10/19/79 10/19/79 10/19/79 06/26/91
Arkansas 11/01/86 11/01/86 11/01/86 11/01/86
California 05/14/73 05/05/78 09/22/89 09/22/89
Colorado 03727175 - - 03/04/83
Connecticut 09/26/73 01/09/89 06/03/81 -
Delaware 04/01/74 - - -
Georgia 06128774 12/08/80 03/12/81 01/28/91
Hawaii 11728774 06/01/79 08/12/83 09/30/91
linois 10723177 09120179 - 01/04/84
Indiana 01/01/75 12/09/78 - /02/91
Towa 08/10/78 08/10/78 06/03/81 -
Kansas 06/28/74 08/28/85 - -
Kentucky 09/30/83 09/30/83 09/30/83 09/30/83
Maryland 09/05/74 11/10/87 09/30/85 09/30/91
Michigan 10/17r73 12/09/78 06/07/83 -
Minnesota 06/30/74 12/09/78 07/16/79 12/15/87
Mississippi 05/01/74 01/28/83 05/13/82 09/27/91
Missouri 10/30/74 06/26/79 06/03/81 12/12/85
Montana 06/10/74 06/23/81 - 04/29/83
Nebraska 06/12/74 11/02779 05/07/84 G7720/89
Nevada 09/19775 08/31/78 - -
New Jersey 04/13/82 04/13/82 04/13/82 04/13/82
New York 10/28/75 06/13/80 - -
North Carolina 10/19775 09/28/84 06/14/82 09/06/91
North Dakota 06/13/75 01722/90 - 01/22/90
Ohio 03/11/74 01/28/83 07/27/83 -
Oregon 09726773 03/02/79 03/12/81 02/23/82
Pennsylvania 06/30/78 06/30/78 - 08/02/91
Rhode Island 09/17/84 09/17/84 09/17/84 09/17/84
South Carolina 06/10/75 09/26/80 04/09/82 -
Tennessee 12/28777 09/30/86 08/10/83 04/18/91
Utah 07/07/87 07/07/87 07/07/87 07/07/87
Vermont 03/11/74 - 03/16/82 -
Virgin Islands 06/30/76 - - -
Virginia 03/31/75 02/09/82 04/14/89 05720191
Washington 11/14/73 - 09/30/86 09/26/89
West Virginia 05/10/82 05/10/82 05/10/82 05/10/82
Wisconsin 02/04/74 11726779 12724/80 12/19/86
Wyoming 01/30/75 05/18/81 — 09/24/91

TOTALS 39 34 27 28

Number of Fully Authorized Programs (Federal Facilities, Pretreatment, General Permits) = 20
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State General Permit Program Status . L-1
Existing General Permit Classification Categories . . . . ... ................. L-3

This appendix provides a summary of State NPDES and general permit authority with
the number of general permits and discharges under general permits, as well as a listing of
categories currently covered by general permits.



State Gepersl Permit Program Status

Discharges Covered
Under
General Permits

EPA

Number of

STATE

STATES

*Alabama
*Arkansas
*California
*Colorado
*Georgia
*Hawaii
*Illinois
*Indiana
*Kentucky

*Maryland
*Minnesota
*Mississippi
*Missouri
*Montana
*Nebraska
*New Jersey
*North Carolina
*North Dakota
*Oregon
*Peansylvania
*Rhode Island
*Tennessee
*Utah
*Virginia
*Washington
*West Virginia
*Wisconsin
*Wyoming
SUBTOTAL

Connecticut
Delaware
lowa

Kansas
Michigan
Nevada

New York
Ohio

South Carolina
Vermont
Virgin Islands

*States with General
Permit Authority

3,142

(includes 3,100 coal mines)

16

Unknown

1,024

18

820

5,355

wn &

12

36
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State General Permit Status
(continued)
Discharges Covered Number of
Under General Permits
General Permits EPA STATE
NON:NPDES STATES 27 1
Alaska
American Samoa 1
Anzona 20
Flonda 3
Guam
1daho 42 1
Louisiana < 630** 2
Maine < BO** 1
Massachusetts < 80** 1
New Hampshire < 80** 1
New Mexico
Oklshoma < 500** 1
Puerto Rico 45 1
South Dakota 3 2
Texas <500%* 1
Washington, D.C.

**Given on s combined regional basis.
Average number of discharges covered under a general permit (excluding coal mines) = 3,302/50 = 66

SOURCES: EPA Regional Survey, 1988; EPA Headquarters, 1991.

L-2 09/30/91



EXISTING GENERAL PERMIT CLASSIFICATION CATEGORIES

Agricultural Production Livestock
Aquifer Restoration

Coal Mining

Concrete Products
Construction

Deep Seabed Mining

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

Meat Products

Mine Dewatering

Noncontact Cooling Waters
Offshore 0il1 & Gas

0i1 & Gas Extraction
Petroleum Bulk Stations
Placer Mining

Private Households

Processed Fruit & Vegetables
Salt Extraction

Sand & Gravel

Seafood Processing

Sewage Systems

Stormwater Runoff

Swimming Pool filter Backwash
Water Supply

Sources: EPA Regional and State Permitting Authorities, 1988
Permit Compliance System, December 1987
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APPENDIX M

North Carolina’s Department of Natural Resources
and Community Development
Effort and Cost of Permitting Study, April 1986

This appendix includes the North Carolina Case Study that outlines the effort and cost
of permitting steps involved in a "minimum reputable standard/model permitting program,”

inciuding a methodoiogy of analysis.



DRAPT (4/16/86)

ACTION
Preappl icatioa coanference
Application administration
Inftial engineering review
Biocide review
Pretredtaent progras
steff ¢ [4]
WLA level B
WLA level C -~ modeling
WLA level C - field work
WLA level C/044 resecation
WLA level C renewal teview

Reviev momnitoring detabases §9

Data emtry

rinal eagr rev/draft permit 72

public motice
Searing

Reclass / use attsinability 71

Permit issuance
Records/deta sanagesent
cel

cst

C81 biomomaitoring

on

S-yr composite inspections

Annual nondischarge inep(3)

Intensive tozicity eval
Self-monitoring data tev
Reneval notice

Supetvision

Authorisation to construct
Tan cectification

TOTAL STAPP TIMEB-BASIC

ADDITIONAL STAPP TINR-LEVEL C
ADDLITIONAL-STAPP - TINE—ESARING
ADDITIOMAL STAFP TINE-RECLASSBIPICATION
ADDITIONAL STAPP TINE-PRETREATMENT

KAXIRUR TOTAL GTAPP TING
Notes

BSTIRATED PERNITTING BPPORY
(PERSON-NOURS PER PERNIT OF 3-YRAR DORATION)

Iy CO8Y RAJO, RINOR

GRADE /MR NOWICIPAL WONICI PAL
>100 IND <108 Iwh >108 IND <108 IND
71 15.1% 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7
37 .29 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4
74 17.04 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4
72 15.88 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
72 13.88 119.5 118.5% 110.8 118.8
71 18.18 .4 23.6 3.6 3.6
71 15.18 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7
73 16.87 241.8 241.0 241.0 241.0
67 12.7¢ 604.3 604.3 €04.3 604.95
67 12.70 302.) 302.3 302.) 302.)
73 16.67 3.7 307 38.7 38.7
13.04 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
37 0.29 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
15.88 4.8 4.9 2.4 2.4
37 .29 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
75 10.24 S4.4 34.4 54.4 4.4
15.15 205.93 205.53 205.5 205.5
65 11.62 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
s7 .29 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.9
¢ 1).04 14.3 14.9 14.5 14.3
¢ 1).84 29.0 29.0 29.0 29.0
70 14.50 38.7 30.7 37.5% 3.5
¢ 1).84 19.3 19.3 16.9 16.9
€9 13.68 112.2 112.2 109.4 109.4
¢ 13.68 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
67 12.70 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4
72 15.88 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
63 11.62 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.¢
7¢ 19.12 Jo.2 30.2 3o.2 3o.2
72 1%.88 12.9 32.9 32.9 32.9
71 15.1% 2.7 9.7 9.7 9.7
252.9 245.0 239.9 23%.0
1140.¢ 1140.6 1140.6 1140.¢
34.4 54.4 54:4 S4.4
208.3 205.8 205.53 205.5
110.5% 110.8 110.3 110.3
1779.9 1772.0 176¢.8 1766.0

Chemical laboratory coste and effort are not {ncluded in this table.

RAJOR

INDOSTRIAL IWDDSTRIAL

0.6
30.2
32.9

0.0

256.6
1140.6
544
205.%
0.0
1663.1

Rffort values adjusted for “typical® application quality and leave days.
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DRAPY (4/16/06) nroES

ESTIRATED PEMRITTING COSTS
(PER PEMRIT OP 5-YBAR DURATION)

srr CosY RAJOR NRINOR RAJOR NINOR SINGLE STONWATER COOLING
GRADE /RMR NOWICIPAL NOWICIPAL INDUSTRIAL INUDSTRIAL PARILY WATER
>100 IND <108 IND >108 IMD <108 IND
ACTION

Prespplication confereace 71 7.4 71.4) 71,43 71.43 71.43 71 43 71.43 71,43 7.4
mucauon adainistration 37 19.%¢ 19.54 19.%4 19.54 19.54¢ 19.54 19.54 19.%4 19.%4
Initiel engineecing review 72 149.7% 149,73 149.75  149.7% 399.34 149.78 24.96 149,78 19.20
Biocide review 72 0.90 0.00 0. oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 149.75
Pretrestaent program 72 1S.00 1801.49 1881.49 100). 1081.49 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00
staff report 71 18.18 476.2)  137.17 !57317 387.17 190 49 190 _49 387.17  187.17
WLA level B 71 18.18 71.48) 71.8) 71.43 71.43 95.2% 0.00 0.00 71.43
WLA level C - modeling 73 16.67  4030.81 4030.81 4030.01 4030.81 4030.01 0.00 0.00 4¢030.8)
WLA jevel C - field work 7 12.70 15527.15 15517 15527.15 15527.13 15527.15 0.00 0.00 15527.1%
WLA level C/add reaeration 67 12.70 3830.58 3830.50 3838.58 3038.58 0.00 0.00 0.00
WLA level C renewal review 7) 16.67 644.93 ‘ £44.91  £44.9) €44 9 a.00 a.00 0.00
Review monitoring databsses €% 13,84 .37 0.37 .37 0.37 8.37 8.37 8.7 8.7
Deta entry 37 0.2 5.01 5.01 3.01 .01 5.01 5.01 3.01 .01
rinal emgtr rev/drait permit 72 15.99 76.80 78.80 38.40 38.40 57.60 19.20 153.59 19.20
Pwblic notice 57 0.29 3s.0) 39.01 39.01 39.01 39.01 0.00 39.01 39.01
Bearing 7% 10.24 992.35 992.33 992.1% 992.18 992.1% 992,18 992.33% 092.18
Reclaes / use sttainability 71 15.13 3113.78 3113.78 3113.78 3113.70 3113.70  3113.70  3113.78 13113.78
Permit fssuvance 65 11.62 7.02 1.02 7.02 7.02 .02 r.02 r.02 7.02
Records/Gats management 57 8.3 6.0 38.08 36.08 38.00 36.08 12,03 12.03 3é.00
ca1 ¢ 13.84 200.79 200.79 200.79 200.79 167.33 0.00 0.00 133.86
ot 9 13.84 749.%0 749.50 749.58 749.58 €82.6% 0.00 490.3%9 €15.72
CSI biomonitoring 60 13.27 $1).39 513.39 497.38 497.38 409,32 0.00 0.00 256.69
ost ¢ 13.04 267.72 267.72 234.26 234.26¢ 234,26 03.66 0.00 03.66
S-yr composite inspections &% 13.85 1531.53 i531.53 14#93.51 1493.31 i531.53 1383.484 §3.05 i%i.10 #57.12
Annwal nonduchugo inep(S) €9 13.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Intensive toxicity eval 67 12.70 Jo.n 30.71 3o.71 30.71 30.71 30.71 0.00 0.00 0.00
Self-wonitoring data rev 72 15.608 9.60 9.60 9.60 9.60 9.60 9.60 9.60 9.60 9.60
Meneval aotice 63 11.62 7.02 7.02 7.02 7.02 7.02 7.02 7.02 7.02 7.02
supecvision 7€ 19.12  377.90 577.80  577.86 $377.%0 577.9¢ $71.58  113.3%8  1i5.58  115.3%
Authorisstion to construct 72 15.00 $22.21 $22.21 $22.21 $22.21 $22.21 $22.2) 0.00 0.00 527.97
Tex certification 71 15.13% 146.9%) 146.5) 146.%) 146.3) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL COST--BASIC 3706.18 13667.1) 3%90.5) )1%%0.%1 30%6.20 3190.64 $35.30 1146.23 2320.62
ADDSD CoST POR LEVEL C 2329€,.33 2239€,53 2339€,$3 232326.81  2132€.93  221%2€.¢) 0.00 0.00 19557.9¢
ADDED COST POR NEARING 992.)8 992,38 992.3% 992.3% 992.38 992.38 992.33 992.38 992.)3
ADOED COST_ POR_RECLASSIFPICATION 113,78 1113.70 3111.20 1113.78 Jlid.78 311).78  3113.70  3113.76 3113.78
ADOSD TOST_PQR_PRETRRATRENT 1881.49 1001.4¢9 1081.49 1881.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 6.00
RAKINOR TOTAL COST 33170.34 330%1.20 32974.66 32974.66¢ 31358.0¢ 3069).29 4641 .4) $252.36 25984.70

Totale include public notice coets, overhead (computed at $6000 per person-year), and ladboratory costs
of $7050 per level C wvasteload allocation and $340 per CSI inspection.
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NONDI SCHARGE

DRAFT (4/16/8¢)

AR DORATION)

BXT WON SEWER PAMILY

SEWER EXT SEWER DELEGATED SINGLE

RECYCLING,
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PLANT

IRRIG PEG

& LPP

SLUDGE BUBSURPAC SPRAY

DISPOSAL

CosT

| 144
GRADE /ER

ACTION
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PRAPT (4/16/06) NOND1 SCRARGE

ESTIRATED PEMNITTING COSTS
(PER PERNIT OF S-YEAR DURATION)

ACTION (144 Ccos? SLUDGE SUBSURPAC SPRAY COASBTAL ATC RECYCLING, SEWER EXT

GRADE /uR DISPOSAL & LPP IRRIGATIOPEG PLANT EVAP,P4N  /PURP STA

Prespplication conference 71 15.18 435.43 45.45 45,45 43.45 45.49 45.45 0.00
Application administcation 7 8.29 12.44 12,44 12.44 12.44  12.44 12.44 12.44
initial engineering reviev 72 1%.80 63.52 63.52 63.32 6).52 6).52 15.88 23).02
Biecide ceviev 72 15.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Pretreatment ceview 72 1%.00 0.00 0.00 15%6.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
staff geport 71 1%.18 1090.80 242.40 4354.50 227.2% 6€0.60 60.60 7.50
WA level B 71 1%.1% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
WLA level C - modeling 7} 16.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
WLA level C - fteld work 67 2.7 0.00 0.00 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
WLA level C/adéd reseration 67 12.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
WLA level C reneval review 73 16.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reviev monitoring databeses 9 13.04 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.00 9.00 0.00
Sets entcy 87 .29 4.1% 4.1% 4.18 .15 4.19% 4.18 .18
rinel engr rev/draft perait 72 1%.08 95.20 95.20 $5.20 111.16¢ 95.28 39.70 47.64
Public notice 57 8.29 8.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Beating 75 10.2¢ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reclass / use sttajinability 71 18.1% 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Permit issvance 6S 11.62 S.01 s5.01 $.01 5.01 5.01 5.81 2.32
Recorde/dats mansgesent $7  8.29 9.95 9.9% 9.9% 9.9% 9.95 9.95% 9.9%
[« 3 9 13.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
ce 69 13.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00
C8! diomonitoring 6 13.27 9.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
[+ 1] 69 13,04 9.00 0.00 166.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
S-yr composite inspections 9 1).68 0.00 0.00 819.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annval nondischarge inep(3) 69 13.63 $46.00 204.75 546.00 204.75 204.7% 204.75 6.00
Intensive toxicity eval 67 12.70 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Self-monitoring dats sev 72 15.80 317.60 238,20 317.60 238.20 0.00 230.20 9.00
Reneval notice ¢S 11.62 17.43 17.43 17.43 17.¢3 17.83 17.4) 17.4)
Supecrvision 76 19.12 478.00 95.60 470.00 95.60 95.60 95.60 93.60
TOTAL COST--BASIC 3191.00 1234.50 4902.67 1235.31 73¢.70 896.20 26).90
ADDED COST POR PRETREATHENT .00 0.00 15%6.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
MAXINOW TOTAL COST 3191.00 1234.58 6339.9) 123%.31 171)6.70 896.20 263.90

Note: Totsl costs include overhead computed at $6000/person and laboratory costs.

M-4

0.00
12.44
15.08

0.00

9.00

7.90

0.00

0.00

0.00

8.00

0.00

0.00

4.1%
39.70

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.32

9.93

9.00

9.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
17.4)
93.60

245.1)
0.00
245.1)

DELEGATED SINGLE
eXT MUN SEWER FARILY

0.00
12.44
7.94
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.1%
31.7¢
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.32
9.9%
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
17.8)
95.60

217.)3%
0.00
217.33

45,49
12.4¢
63,52
0.00
0.00
36).60
0.00
0.00
.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.15
93.20
0.00
0.00
6.00
S.01
9.9%
0.00
0.00
0.00
.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
17.4)
93.60

949.)7
.00
049. 37



DRAFT 4/14/86 ANALYSIS OF DATA
ESTIMATED EPPORT V8. AVAILABLE PERSON-YEARS

WURBER/YEAR  P-AR RSTIMATED  PRRBON-NOURS

1IN CATEGORY /PESMIT TOTAL AVAILABLE
Major municipal-pretreatment 16 371.4 6016.7
Nejor munjicipal-no 10 2%2.9 24708.4
pretrestaent
Ninor munjcipal -pretzeatasnt 14 3%8.3 $123.7
Rinor municipslno 31 2%9.¢8 7437.8
pretreatment
Ne jor industsisl 21 156.6 5337.3
Ninor industrisl 24 212.4 5097.6¢
Package plants (subdivisioms, 500 239.0 119900.0
schools, fnstitutions, MRPs)
Single family 160 36.2 5792.0
Storawvater 0 74.9 0.0
Cooling water/boilec blowdown 100 1%7.) 15730.0
Other (mines, WTPs, etc.) 50 6.8 1040.0
TOTAL NPDES PERMITS 226 - 174773.9
WLA - level C 3 1140.6 3445.0
Permit hesrzing 20 54.4 1088.0
Reclass/use attainadility S 205.5 1027.5
WPDES TOTAL 954 - 175001.0
Sludge diesposal 70 175.2 12264.0
Subsurface and LPP L L] 69.2 6220.0
Spray irrigation 110 193.2 212%2.0
Spray iccigation-pretreataent y  29).2 87).6
Cosstal pachage plaat 20 69.2 1384.0
Authorization to comstruct 260 42.2 10972.0
Recycling, evap, puwmp ¢ haul 50 $0.7 2%35.0
Sever extension vith pump etas 360 14.9 5364.0
Sever extension 520 13.9 7228.0
Delegated municipelity 440 12.4 5456.0
sever extension
Bingle family eproy icrrigation 30 7.2 1416.0
NONDI SCEARGE TOTAL 1983 - 74972.6
TOTAL ALL PERNITS 2907 250773.6 154960.0

Wondischarge permites 4o not incleude temevals of S-yr and 2-yr Suration permits.
ATCs and sever extensions have indefinite dutations.

Total person-hours available derived from PYSE program plan, page 19.
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Draft 4/16/1986
TYPE OF PERMITS

Major municipal-pretrestaent

Major municipal-no
pretieatment

ninor municipal-pretrestaent

Minor municipal-no
pretreatment

Rajor industrisl

Minot: industrisl

Package plants (subdivisioms,
schools, institutioms, MEPs)

Single fasily

Stormvater

Cooling vater/boiler blowdown

Other (mines, Wrrs, etc.)

TOTAL NPDES PERMITS

WLA - level C
Perait hearing
Reclase/use sttainsdility

NPDES TOTAL

Sludge disposal
Subsurface and LPP
Spray irrigation
Spray frrigation-pretreatment
Coastsl psckage plant
Authorisation to comstrect
Recycling, evap, pusp & baul
Bever extension vith pump sta
Sewer extension
Delegated sunjicipal ity

sever extension
Bingle family opray icrigatio

MONDISCRARGE TOTAL
TOTAL ALL PERNITS

NO/YR

16
10

14
n

21
24
300
160
L)
100
50

9226

440
30
1933
1907

ESTIRATED ACTUAL COST VS.

ree

nOw
$100.00
$100.00

$100.00
$100.00

$100.00
$100.00
$100.00

$25.00
$0.00
$75.00
$100.00

$0.00
30.00
$0.00

$100.00
$75.00
$75.00
$75.00
$75.00
60.00
§$75.00
$50.00
$25.00
$10.00

$25.00

TOTAL

rees
$1,620.00
$960.00

$1,430.00
$3,110.00

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

$4,000.00

$0.00
$7,500.00
$5,000.00

$70,120.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$70,120.00

§7,000.00
$6,750.00
$9,250.00
$225.00
$1,500.00
$0.00
$3,750.00
$18,000.00
$13,000.00
$4,400.00

$750.00
$63,625.00
$141,745.00

COST PER
PERNIT
$5,667.67
$3,706.18

$5,472.00
$3,590.51

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

$535.3¢0
$1,146.2)
$2,320.62
$574.31

$23,396.53
$992.38
$3,113.7¢

$3,191.00
$1,234.58
$4,982.67
$6,5368.91
$1,235.31
$736.70
$696.20
$263.90
$245.))
$217.3%

$049.37

PRESENT PERRIT REVENUES

TOTAL COST

$91,016.25
$37,104.5%¢

$79,249.60
$111,664.86

$80,200.9¢
$76,375.36
$1,799,755.00

$05,648.00
90.00
$232,062.00
$26,715.50

$2,621,000.10

$70,109.59
$19,847.00
$15,569.90

$2,727,405.59

$223,426.00
$111,112.20
$548,093.70
$19,616.7)
$24,706.20
$191,542.00
$44,010.00
$95,004.00
$127,467.60
$995,634.00

$25,401.10
$1,306,0893.53
$4,234,299.12

All NPOES renevals are trested like nev permits since processing and compliance
effort sre the same. Nondischer

should be. Pees ste now set at

persite never eszpite.
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renevales sre not included in these tables but
25.00 for al) renewals but 79% of all nondischarge

POTENTIAL
INCREASE
$90,196.2%
$36,124.5%¢

$76,019.60
$108,554.6¢

$78,128.9¢
$746,175.3¢
$1,749,755.00

$81,640.00
$0.00
$224,562.00
$23,715%.50

$2,543,680.10

$70,109.3%9
$19,047.00
$15,560.90

$2,649,205.%9

$216,426.00
$104,362.20
$539,043.70
$19,391.73
$23,206.20
$191,542.00
$41,060.00
$77,004.00
$114.467.60
$91,234.00

%24,731.10
$1,443,268.5)
$4,092,5%4.12



EFFORT AND COST OF PERMITTING

Pyrposes of Study:

(1) To determine current actual costs of each step in permitting anc
compliance on each type of NPDES (National Pollutfion Discharge Elimination
System) permit and state nondischarge permit.

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

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

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

Methods:

Structured one-on-one interviews with knowledgeable persons fin DEM
constituted the primary method used in this study. For each topic or process
step, from three to twelve persons were interviewed., For each step or
process, at least one person from each regfonal office was interviewed.
Initial interviews were used to define the steps in NPDES and nondischarge
permitting and compliance, and a draft sequence of steps was reviewed by each
region and by numerous central office personnel. Similarly, preliminary
zategories of permit types were developed in interviews and then reviewed.

From these 11sts two matrices were developed with sequence of steps versus
categories of permit types, one for NPDES permits and the other for
nondischarge pemmits. The cells of the matrices were filled during interviews
with regfonal and central office personnel, generally with the persons
directly performing each step and their supervisor, Each interviewee was
asked to estimate the time spent on each step both as a range and as a
"typical™ value. In nearly every case at least three independent estimates
were given for each step, and the median value was used. The two resulting
draft matrices were circulated to the regional supervisors, regional
engineers, and central office unit supervisors for review, and thefr comments
were used to make final revisfons,

Laboratory costs were taken directly from the laboratory's cost charge
sheet. Laboratory costs for level C studies were compiled by the Intensive
Survey Unit from their experience over the past two years. Laboratory costs
for complfance sampling inspections (CSIs) were computed by getting the
Compliance Unit to identffy which analyses are taken in @yery CSI and those
which are sometimes taken. The unit costs of all every-time items and 25% of
the unit costs of all sometimes 1tems were added to estimate the laboratory
cost for one CSI inspection. The actual medfan cost of hearing public notices
over the past year was used.

An imaginary S-year composite inspection was created for NPDES complfance
inspections: 1ts time requirements are the weighted averages of the four
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fnspection types weighted by the number of each type of fnspection committed
to in the FYB6 program plan. This artificial construct was necessary because
there is no written guidance concerning which type of inspection any given
facility should undergo and tecause none of the interviewees were willing to
commit to estimate the actual relative frequencies of the four types of
tnspections. As a fafr estirate of effort, the S5-year composite inspection
seems to work well and showed 1ittle sensitivity to large changes {n the
effort estimates in any one type of inspectfon or in the weighting
coefficients.

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

The effort matrices were then muitiplied throughout by a factor of 1.209
to correct for leave taken by employees (vacation, sick leave, military leave,
but not compensatory time). The 1.209 factor was computed from the management
information system (MIS) figures for permitting activities for the year ending
9/30/85.

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

Cost matrices were generated from the two effort matrices using these
weighted costs, and costs for all steps for each permit type were summed to
give the total permit cost for that type permit.

A final round of interviews was used to estimate the number of permits
which {s expected in FY87 in each category. For municipal permits, this
estimate fs very accurate because it 1s based on the list of expiring permmits,
For industries and package plants, the estimates are based on the high levels
of activities experienced since January 1986 during a period of very high
economic activity in most parts of the state. In any case the cost per permit
data are independent of the number of permits {ssued or active during any
period of time.

Results

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

EPA Permit Issuance Workload Model, 1987

This appendix provides the EPA workload model that estimates outputs, workloads, and
resources for various types of NPDES Permits.



PERMIT ISSUANCE
FY 1987 WORKLOAD MODEL

I. General Description

The FY 1987 Permit Issuance Model was developed based on a
workgroup meeting between Regional and Headquarters represen-
tatives. As a result of the meeting, several new activities
have been added to the model. These activities are: minor
permitting, modifications/reopeners, general permits maintenance,
state consistency reviews, local limits technical assistance,

POTW audit activities and modifications to reflect national
pretreatment program changes. The activities, pricing factors

and assumptions regarding outputs in the FY87 model are essentially
the same as in the FY86 model. However, some changes have been
made to existing activities regarding assumptions and pricing
factors. These changes include: the percentage of water quality-
based permits has increased, the pricing factor for state program
development and review has decreased, and the pricing factor for
NPDES State assessment has increased. The workloads and associated
resources are presented in three parts: Permitting; State Programs:
and Pretreatment. Each part consists of: 1) a discussion of the
approach taken; 2) a table showing the activities, descriptions,
pricing factors, outputs, and comments explaining any important
features or assumptions related to the outputs; 3) regional
workloads; and 4) regional resources associated with the workloads.

Two assumptions underlie most of the output projections
contained in this model. First, it is assumed that 20% of the
total number of major permits (EPA and NPDES States) will be
reissued in FY87. Second, to avoid a complex and prematurely
speculative exchange of outputs between State program related
activities and EPA permitting and pretreatment activities, the
model assumes the current status of State program approvals.

The last part of the FY87 model presents the Regional
resource distribution derived from the activities and workloads
included in the model, the actual FY86 resource distribution
and an adjusted FYB87 resource distribution.

N-1



II. Permitting

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

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

The resources (in FTE's) needed to complete the workloads for
the permitting activities are provided in Table 3.
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TABLE 1

Permitting
Pricing Comments/
Activities Descriptions Factors Qutput Assunpt ions
1. Major Municipal Issue major municipal Assumes 20% of the total number
permits. of major mmicipal permits.
(a) water Quality- Issue permits with 60 days/ 146 80% of the municipal permits to
Based affluent limits based per pemmit be issued are eatimated to be
primarily on water water quality-based.
(b) Routine Issue major municipal 20 days/ 40
navet ¢ a {(tarhnn) o nar narmtit¢
F““ \v-\—-—'w” r“ r...“b
base) .
(c) Modificationa/ A change in the permit 20 days/ 80 Assunes 10% of permits issued in
Racpeners trlggoted by specific per psmit FYB3, FYB4, FY85, and FYB6 will be
events {i.e., pramlgation modified or reopened.
of effluent guidelines,
biomonitoring, new inforwma-
& 4 e at~ )
CAANSEy WOLA-e J o
(2) Major Industrial Issue major industrial Assumes 20% of the total number
permits (technology-base). of major induatrial permits.
(a) water Quality- Issue permits with 60 days/ 196 80% of the industrial pemits
Based effluent limits based per permit to be issued are estimated to be
primarily on watar water quality-based.

nAam Isaua ?_m.{u in induo- 40 &Yg_/
trial categories for which per pemmit
affluent quidelines are

pramilgated and define BAT.

-
cr
-
]
~N
w

-
un

(c) BAT=BPT Issue penuits in induse~ 25 days/
trial categories for which per permit
effluent quidelines are
pramilgated and define

BAT equal to BPT.
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Permitting
Pricing Qomment s/
Activities Descriptions Factors Output Assunpt ions

(d) paragraph 8 Issue pemits in indus- 25 days/ 1

trial categories ered per permit

e muwnardad b ha ~Acasavrad

OF ®sapiocwes W ue (Uvaioa

by paragraph 8.
{e) Secondary Issue perwita to ma 2S days/ S
L e P { buntateadll e ) o

gories.
(f) Pederal Issue permits to 25 daya/per 7
Facilities major federal facilities. permit
(g) New Source Issue permits to major 40 days/per 43 Qutput equals 2% of the total
Permits new sources. permit nunper of major permits.
(h) Modifications/ A change in the permit 20 days/per 110 Assumes 108 of major permits
Reopeners triggered specific pemit issued in FYB3, FYB4, FY85 and
events (LZ. promilgation FYB6 will be modified or reopened.

of effluent guidelines,
biamonitoring, request fram
the permittee, etc.).

ae
1
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Activities

3.

Minor Municipal

(a) Water Quality-
Based

(b) Routine

Minor Industrial

(a) water Quality-
Based

(b) BAT

(c) BAT=RPT
(d) Paragraph
(e) Secondary

(f) Pederal
Facility

TABLE 1

Permitting
Pricing
Descriptions Factors
Issue significant minor
mnicipal permits.
Issue permits with 60 days/per
effluent limits based pemit
primarily on water
quality standards.
Issue permits to minor 20 days/per

permits (technology-base). permit

Issue significant minor
industrial permits.

Issue permits with 60 days/per

effluent limits based permit

primarily on water

quality standards.

(See major industrial 40 days/per
permit description). permit

(See major industrial 25 days/per
description). permit

(See major industrial 25 days/per
descriptian). permit

(See major industrial 25 days/per
descriptian). permit

(See major industrial 25 days/per
descriptian) . peqmit

N-5
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101

12

Qomments/
Assumpt iona

Assumes that 108 of the 20%
of total minor mmicipal permits
will be significant minors.

80% of the signficant minors are
estimated to be water quality-based.

Assumes that 10% of the 20% of
total minor industrial permits
will be significant minors.

{See minor mmicipal permit comments).



Activities

5.

6.

7.

General Permits

(a) ocs

(b) Non-OCS

(c) Maintenance
of general
perwits

Variances

(a) FOF' for

Indirects

Hearings
(a) settled

TABLE 1

Permitting
Pricing
Descriptions Factors Qutput
Issus general permits 200 days/per 23
ocovering outer conti- permit
nental shelf activities.
Issue general permits 75 days/per 10
covering a category of permit
discharges within a geo-
graghic area.
Ongaing reporting, 0.1 workyear/ 10
monitoring and trackin per Region
of gensral permits.
ACt on variances re- 65 days/per 63
quested by major variance
industrial permittees.
65 days/per 8
variance
Settle requests for 50 days/per 59

evidentiary hearings request
through negotiation.

Qomment s/

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

This output is estimated
assuming 5% of the total number
of major industrial pemittees
will request a variance.

This output is estimated
agsuming 10% of the organic
chemical plants will request
an FIF variance.

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

5% of mmicipal
108 of BAT
60% of BAT=BPT
60% of Paragraph 8
108 of Secondary
158 of Water Quality-Based



Activities
Hearings
(b) conducted

TABLE 1

Permitting
Pricing
Descriptions Factors Output
Pamticipate in formal 220 days/per 4

adjuiicatory hearings. hearing

N-7

Qomment s/
Assumpt ions

This output is estimated assuming
adjudicatory hearings will be held
on 2% of the major induetrial and
water quality-based permits.



TABLE 2
Permitting Workload - EPA

I IT|III] IV V VI|VII|VIII|IX X [Total
Major Municipal:
Water Quality 32 6 - |18 - |70 - 9 4 7 146
Routine 9 1 1 5 - |18 - 3 1 2 40
Modi fications/ 18 2 - ]12 - |36 - 6 2 4 80
Reopeners
Major Industrial:
Water Quality 25 |13 - 126 - |76 - 4 S 47 196
BAT 4 3 - 5 - ]10 - - 1 - 23
BAT=BPT - - - - - 2 - 1 - 12 15
Paragraph 8 - - - - - 1 - - - - 1
Secondary 1 - - 2 - 2 - - - - 5
Federal 1 - 1 - - S - - - - 7
New .Sources 7 2 - 5 - |18 - 2 1 8 43
Modifications/ (14 6 - |14 - 142 - 2 2 301 110
Reopeners
Minor Municipal:
Wwater Quality 2 2 - 1 - 26| -~ 4 1 1 37
Routine 1 - - - - 7] - 1 - 1 10
Minor Industrial:
Water Quality 11 2 1l |10 - 571 - 4 2 4 101
BAT 2 - 2 - 1] - 1 - 1 7
BAT=BPT 1 - - - - - - - - 1 2
Paragraph 8 - - - - - 1] - - - - 1
Secondary - - - - - 11| - - - 1 12
Federal - - - - - 2| - - - 1 3
General Permits:
oCSs 1 3 3 4 - 1 - - 3 8 23
Non-0CS 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 10
Variances:
Direct 8 4 - 8 - |24 - 2 2 15 63
Indirect-FDP's -~ 2 - - 2 3 - - 1 - 8
Hearings:
Settled 8 3 - 7 - 122 - 2 2 15 59
Conducted 1 - - - - 2 - - - 1 4
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III. State Programs

State program activities include: the development and
approval of new State NPDES programs and modification of approved
NPDES State programs; the assessment of approved State programs;
assistance to States in the preparation of major and minor permit
terms and conditions and resolution of challenges to major permits;
and the review of major permits and State regulations to ensure
consistency with the NPDES regulations and the Clean Water Act.
Tables 4 and 7 lists these activities along with pricing factors,
outputs, and the assumptions used in developing the outputs.

Table 4 shows the basic State permit issuance data used to
project EPA workloads for assisting States in major and minor
permit issuance and in reviewing State permits. Table 4 also
includes the estimated number of hearings or appeals of pernit
terms or conditions. Table 5 shows the resources (FTE's) needed
to complete the workloads.

The State programs approval and assessment workload and the
regional resource needs are presented in Tables 8 and 9. The
outputs are based on the number of States not yet approved to
administer the NPDES permit program and those States for which
modifications to add pretreatment and federal facility permit

authority expected in PY87.
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TABLE 4
State Programs

Pricing
A b F o . m, N
Technical assistance
provided to States in
the preparation of
major permit conditians
for the various types
of permits and for the
resolution of challenges
to pemmits.
(1) 30 days/per 219
pemd
(1) 10 days/per 9
permit
(1) 10 days/per 186
pemit
(1)
(1) 30 days/per 203
pemit
{1 20 days/per =
pemit
(1) 10 days/per 2
pemit
{1) 10 days/per -
permit
(1) S days/per -
permit

(1) = See Table 1 Descriptions and Qowments
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10% of State

(1)
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50% of State

108 of State

permit
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permit

penuit



TABLE 4
State Programs

Pricing Comments/
Activities Descriptions Factors OQutput Assumptions
Major Industrial
(f) Pederal Paculit.l- (1) 20 days/per - 208 of State permit workload.
permit
(g) New Sources (1) 15 days/per 20 20% of State permit workload.
(h) Modifications/ (1) 10 days/per 180 (1)
Recpeners pemit
3. Minor Municipal (1) (1)
(a) water Quality- (1) 30 days/per 75 508 of state permit workload
Based pemit
(b) Routine (1) 10 days/per 1 108 of state permit workload
pemit
4. Minor Industrial (1) (1)
(a) water Quality (1) 30 days/per 308 50% of state permit workload
Based pemmit
(b) BAT (1) 20 days/per 2 108 of atate permit workload
pemmit
(c) BAT=BPT (1) 10 days/per 16 508 of state permit workload
permit

(1) = See Table 1 Descriptions and Comments
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Activities
Minor Industrial

(d) Paragraph 8
(e) Secondary
(£f) Pederal

5. Permit Review

6. Hearings
{a) settled

7. Variances

(1)

(1)

(1)

Review permits for
consistency with
regulations and
standards.

(1)

(1)

(1) See Table 1 Descriptions and Cxments

TABLE 4
State Programs

Pricing
Factors

10 days/per
permit

5 days/per
pemit

20 days/per
pemit

3 days/per
permit

50 days/per
reguest

65 days/per
request

N-13

17

760

12

128

Comment s/
Assunpt ions

50% of state permit workload

108 of state permit workload

20% of state pemit workload

Assunes that EPA will review

all state major permits and

25% of others. The number

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

10% of State heariny workload.

(1)



TABLE S
Permitting Workload - NPDES State Assistance

I IT|III] IV V VI JVII|VIII]IX X Total
Major Municipal: [25 85 75]115]130] - 44 277 33] 16 550*
Water Quality 10 |34 |30 )46 |52 - 18 10| 13 6 219
Routine 1 2 1 2 3 - - -] - - 9
Modifications/ 8 124 |28 [35 |48 - 15 10] 13 5 186
Reopeners
Major Industrial: |30 [69 [82 [139[1l1l1l] - 26 20[ 23] 15 | 515*
Water Quality 12 |27 |32 |55 |44 - 10 8 9 6 203
BAT -l -!~-1-1-1- - -l - - -
BAT=BPT - 1 - 1 - - - - - - 2
Paragraph 8 - - - - - - - - - - -
Secondary - - - - - - - - - - -
Federal - - - - - -
New Sources 1 3 3 5 5 - i 1 i - 20
Modifications/ 9 |18 |28 |55 |41 8 6| 10 S 180
Re@Op&n&rs
Minor Municipal: 2 8 124 |35 64| - 4C 11 2 6 192+
Water Quality 1 3 9 (14 251 - 16 4 1 2 75
Routine - - l} - - - - - 1
Minor Industrial:|1l3 81i15311981173] - 83 35) 18; 21 775"
Water Quality S 32] 6l1l| 791 €9 - 33 14 7 8 308
BAT - - 1| - 1| - - - - - 2
BAT=RBPT 1 - 6! 2 4! - 2 1 - - 16
Paragraph 8 1 - 1]l 1 2| - - - 1 1 7
Secondary - 3 2] 4 4] - 1 1 1 1 1?7
Federal - - -]11 1] - - - - - 2
Permit Review 3 [10T 1277173173 - 57 34] 35] 21 760
Hearings:
Settled { = 3l 2 3| 3} - 1 -1 -1 - 12
Variances 7 17| 20} 35] 28] - 6 S 6 4 128

*NPDES State Permitting Workloads for FY87.
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TABLE 6

Permitting FTE - NPDES State Assistance

II

ITI

IV

Vv

Vi

VII

VIII

IX

Total |

Major Municipal:

Water Quality
Routine
Modifications/

4.1

1.3

vO
N

[ NeoNe]
[N N e]

Reopeners

Major Industrial:

Water Quality
BAT

BAT=BPT
Paragraph 8

Secondary

Federal

New Sources

Modifications/
Reopeners

o N

4

7

6.0

(e N o)
w N

O o

"N

27.7

@® w
w o

Minor Municipal:
Water Quality
Routine

0.1

2.2

0.5

10.1

Minor Industrial:
Water Quality
BAT
BAT=BPT
Paragraph 8
Secondary
Federal

0.7

42.1
0.5

Permit Review

0.5

l.4

10.4

Hearings:
Settled

0.4

0.3

0.4

0.4

1.6

Variances

2.1

5.0

5.9

10.3

8.3

1.2

37.9

Total

7.4

22.3

29.3

44.6

42.2

4.9

180.9
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Activities

Approval/Assessment

1.

[

Program Develop-
ment Assistance

A A

Program Application
Review

NDNEGQ Prnaram

AV RrmES @ &g S

Assesament

t%

—A A o

TARIE 7
State Programs

Pricing
Factors Output.
45 days 18
20 days 15
40 days 2
4
2
1.3 workyear/ 11
per NPDES State
with >200 majors
0.8 workyear/ 10

per NPDES State

with 100—-200
majors

N-16

Ooment s/

Full Programs

Pretraatmant DProaram
Yrecr tment Yrogra

Modifications

+ ¥ 1 aImenuase
l'ull» N YLWLGIB

Pretreatment Programs
Federal Programs



Activities
(c) small
4. Oonsistency
Reviews

Review of State
regulations to ensure
consistency with NPDES
requlations and the CWA.

TABLE 7
State Programs

Pricing
Factors Output
0.6 workyear/ 17

per NPDES State
with < 100 majors

N-17

Comments/
Assumpt ions




State Program

TABLE 8

Approvals/Assessment Workload

) §1

II1

IV

\

Vi

VIII

IX

Total

Program Development
Assistance

Full Program 3
Pretreatment -
Modifications

[ SN ot

w

~

wm

&N

-~ N

18
15

Program Application
Review/Approval

Full Program -
Pretreatment -
Federal Facility 1

-

-

[

-

-

N &N

NPDES Program
Assessment

Large 1
Medium -

Small 2

11
10
17

NPDES State

Consistency Review -
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State Program Approvals/Assessment FTE

TABLE 9

II

III| IV

V_[v1

VII

VIII

IX

Total

Program Development
Assistance

Full Program
Pretreatment
Modifications

[ S N}

- 10.2

1.0

oo
Sa
oo
~®
oo
~ e

[ S "]
oo

Program Application
Review/Approval

Full Program
Pretreatment
Federal Facility

0.2

0.2

(o N

§ o o

[ S N

ooo
FY S

NPDES Program
Assessment

Large
Medium

Small

1.2

14.3
8.0

10.2

NPDES State
Consistency Review

Total

3.3

3.6

$.3]17.6

6.5

1.2

3.5

4.6

4.3

1.8

‘1.7
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1v. Pretreatment

The primary focus of pretreatment activities will shife
from local program approval to implementation and program
oversight where the State is not approved to administer the

pretreatment program.

Table 10 presents the pretreatment activities, pricing
factors, total outputs and comments, including assumptions.
The Regional workloads for pretreatment activities are provided
in Table 11 and the associated resocurces needed to complete
the workloads are provided in Table 12.
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Activities

l.

POTW Program
review/approvals/
permit modifica-
tions

Annual Report
Reviews

Follow—up to
Annual Report
Review

Audit Activities

(a) pre-planning

(b) on-site audit

(c) audit report
reccomsenda-
tions

Descriptions

Review and approval of
final POTW submisasions
and incorporation of new
requiremsnts into the

pexrmit.

Raview of annual reports
required to be submitted
by POTvs.

Phone or written contact
with POIW personnel to
resolve problems.

File review, campliance
analysis and materials

preparation.

Actual staff visit
to POIW site.

Produce formal report
on audit camplete with
remedial actions for
POTW.

TABLE 10

Pretreatment

Pricing
Factors

15 days/per

2 days/per
report

15 days/per
report

4 days/per
audit

3 days/per
audit

8 days/per
report

N-21

20

700

210

141

141

141

Comments/
Assumptions

Assunes 2 new programs will
be required per Region.

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

Assunes 30% of the 700 anmual
reports submitted will require
follow—up.

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

20% of 700 approved proyrams will
receive an on—site audit.



Activities

(d) follow-up on
audit

S. EPA Assistance to

MNproved Pretreat-
ment States on

Axdits

6. local Limits
Technical
Assistance

7. Modifications to
Raflect National
Program Changes

TABLE 10

Pretreatment
Pricing
Descriptions Factors
Written and onsite S days

activities to insure
ocorrections by POIW.

EPA assistance to States
on audits.

20 days/audit

Develop individual 60 days
local limits with

POTvs .

A change in the 10 days

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

N-22

Qonment s/

Qutput ~ Assumptions

69

143

292

Assumes 50% of POTWs audited will
require same follow—up.

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

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

Assumes 20% of the 1463 required

pretreatment programs will be
modified.



Activities
8. BMR Reviews
9. Category
Determinations
10. Rawoval redits

11.

(a) Application
Ronri case

(b) Consistent

Evaluations

CGontrol of IUs
in non-pretreat-
mant POTWa where

EPA is control
authority

Descriptions
Review Of baseline

monitoring report required

hl indaatry,

asmmew e J ©

Evaluating individual
POTH sumisaiona demon-

strating pollutant
removal.

Evaluate the consistent

[y | PRy P e

Emmnn
ISEJvalL LA SaisLuny

credit recipients.

Identifying categorical
industries not covered
bv approved States or
POTWs and controlling

AL 2 B oo e o
UMl QLD YES .

TARIE 10
Pretreatment

Pricina
Factors

2 days/IU

12 days/IU

15 days

5 days

5 days

N-23

35

43

1015

Assumes about 100 1Us required to
submit BMRe are located where EPA

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

category will request a category

.t _ .

determination.

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



TABLE 11
Pretreatment Workload

l
|

?

"
-
-
-
-
|

3
3
[
[
*
g

£ SNt & DNV A MAN &

Navs Dy~Acrvam Daud e
VIS

LTS Aawge umes & -

and Approval 2 2 2 2 2 2

[ ]
N
N
[ ]

20

Annual Report Review
whare EPA is Approval 68 |57 [l116 |28 1[99 [123 |13 |[S2 120 |24 700
Authority

Follow-up to Annual
Report Review 20 |17 3s ({8 |30 371 4 |16 36 | 7 210

Adit Activities

-Pre-planning for 14 |11 23 | 6 |20 25 ] 3 |10 24 | 5 141
onsits auxdit
-Actual onsite audit i4 1i 23 1 & |20 235 | 3 10 24| 5 141
-Audit Report 14 111 23 1 6 |20 25|13 |10 24 | S 141
-Follow-up on Audit 7 S 1213 |10 12 |1 5 12 | 2 69
"i?ﬂ“l E\JAW
EPA Assistance to Approved
Pretreatnent Statss on |1l 5 3] 43 |24 oOj1ll}i o0 0] 2 o
Audits
Local Limits Technical 8 8 14 | 40 (33 121 7 S 12| 4 143

Asaistance

Modifications to Reflect
National Program Changes| 16 |16 28 | 81 |68 24 |16 |10 241 9 292

BMR Reviews whers EFA S (15 | 5165 120 | 2515 [ S 10| 5 | 100
is control authority

Category Determinations 2 S 2 12 6 8 | 2 2 3 12 34

Removal Credits

-Application reviess 3 k) 6|1 5 6|1 3 6|1 35
-Consistant removal 4 5 6] 2 [19 3| - 1 3| - 43
evaluations

Control of IUs in

nanr-Pretreatant POTWE 105170 (140 | 35 |70 175 1 35 210 105y 70 | 1015
where EPA is comtrol

authority

N-24



TARLE 12
Pretreatment FTE

PRETREATMENT T [II [III | IV ] V |VI [VII [VIII | IX | X |Total
New Program Review
and Approval o.1 jo.l1 {o.1 }0.1 jo.1 | 0.110.1 JO.1 (0O.1 |0.1 1.0
Annual Report Review
where EPA is Approval 0.5 0.4 |0.9 j0.2 |0.8 ] 1.0(0.1 {0.4 10.9 {0.2 ] 5.4
Authority
Followup to Annual 1.3 {1.1 }2.3 jo.5 {2.0 ] 2.5|0.2 |[1.0 2.4 [0.4 {13.7
Report Review
Audit Activities:
-pr.-plmm fOl‘ 003 002 004 Ool O.‘ 005 - 002 00‘ O-l 206
onsite audit
.kml “it‘ &ﬂit 0-2 002 003 001 003 003 - 0.1 003 001 109
‘Mit R.m 0-5 004 0.7 002 007 008 - 0-3 008 0.2 4-6
Recamendations
~Followup on Audit 0.9 |0.6 |]1.6 [0.8 |1.3 | 3.2]0.1 |[0.6 |{l.6 |0.2 |]10.9
with POIW
EPA Assistance to
Ptttrﬂm Stat. on 0'9 00‘ 012 303 1.9 - 009 - - 0.2 7.8
Axdits
Local Limits Technical 2.1 (2.1 [3.8 [10.919.0 | 3.2]1.9 |1.3 3.2 |]1.0 |38.5
Assistance
Modifications to Reflect
National Program Changes|0.6 [0.6 1.1 [3.1 [2.6 | 0.9{0.6 |0.4 (0.9 |0.4 }11.2
BMR Reviews where EPA 0.1 (0.2 {0.1 |O.1 [0.2 | O0.2]{0.1 {O.1 |O.1 {O.1 | 1.3
is control authority
Category Determinations |0.1 }0.3 l0.1 [0.1 |0.3 | 0.4]0.1 |0.1 (0.2 10.1 | 1.8
Removal Credits
-Application reviews 0.2 [0.2 |]0.4 |0.1 |]O0.3 | 0.4]0.1 |0.2 ]O.4 }]O.1 | 2.4
-@M“m ml 0.1 0.1 002 001 0-‘ 001 - 001 0.1 - 1-2
evaluations
Control of IUs in
non-Pretreatment POT™We |0.8 {0.6 |1.1 [0.3 {0.6 | 1.3{0.6 [1.6 (0.8 |0.6 | 8.3
where EPFA is contral.. [
authority
TOTAL 8.7 {7.5 [13.3]20.0]20.9{14.9({4.8 |6.5 [12.2]/3.8 |112.6

N-25




