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Response: Federal criterie will be
implemented in accordance with
existing stale adopted compliance
sched
this subject see a responsa to comment,

* .in subsection 4 of this section.

‘

e that Region IX's

133. Comment: A commenter assorted

os. For & detailed discussion of .

pollutants would reasonably be . -
expected to interfere with designated .
uses in all waters of the State.
135. Comment: The Federal criteria
- are more stringent than necessary for
some water bodies in California.
Response: Without specific

that EPA did not do enough to educate . information about which pollutants and

the State early on of the 303(c)(2)(B) -
requirements and that EPA’s final
303(0)(2){8] guidance wasnot . .
transmitiad to the States until Decomber -
12, 1988, almost two years dfter the -
1587 amendments. This delay left -*
California with inad
criterin on & poliutant:
water body
the scientific uncertainties relating to
the Federal data and msthodologies.
Response: As stated in the Preamble -
to the pro rule, the Decembar,
1988 guidance was not substantially .
differont from earlier drafts wlhich were

y-pollutant an

* availeble for roview by the states. That

dance pro a pollutant-b
%:lnumntgn watexbgg y

approach as an weeptable -option, While ) -dischm'g
proaches, the -

recommending certain ap
guidance also made it .cledr that States
retained flaxibility to implement their.
‘own preferred approaches. Pleasa seo
Science and Timing‘and Processmder

. general comments.-

134, Comment: One commanter stated
fent that-
California adopt critéria for all pxionty
pollutants s erronecusly bassd on  ~

» statementsin Califomia s Funcﬁonal

Equivalent Documents and is - -
inconsistent with national gulaance
Axnother commenter stated that this
ment was unfounded. ‘e
esponse: Region IX has consistently .
advised California that it must adopt
criteria for all pollutants for which EPA |
has section 304(s) criteria . .- -
rocommendations, with the exception of
any pollutants which cannot reasonably
be expected to interfore with designatéd
uses. Omission of any such pollutant  +
must be based on evidence concerning
the presence and effoct of that pollutant -
in any given watarbody. This poHcyis -
consistant with national guidmce the -
history of which is set forth in Part B2
of the Preamble of November 18, 1891.
None of the guidance options hias’ ever
allowad the exclusion of anysuch - : <
pollutant from the ments o{
uction 303(c){2)(B) without a factual
scientific basis, In the absence of such-
sclentific basis, EPA relied on .
California’s draft Punctional Equivalent
Documcnt which statéd that “jitis likely
priority l}:«:llutants notcoversdin
th!s plan will be found [in'the State] in
a more extensive analytical survey.”
This statement is sufficient basis for
EPA to have datermined that all priority

-gpacific basis, and consider -

" petition out of concern over si

. which water bodies the commenter is

referencing, EPA has difficulty
responding to this commaent. In the
absence of such s c information, -
EPA dstermined that it was appropriate

"to adopt EPA's gection 304(e) criteria for
te time to adopt ~-all “waters of the U.S.” that lack State-

adopted, EPA-appmved criteria. If, -
on further scientific information,
* the State adopts site-specific criteria -
which are less stnngent than the Federal
criteria but, in EPA’s jud, tgrmmt. fully
.meet the mentn of the Act, EPA
will un emaking to remove
the £ollntants from the Federal
_rule. For additional information, please
‘-géa Science under general comments,
136. Comment: Major wastewater -
ars in California have filed &
petition in State court to restrain the
- State from w itasection - - -

_ 303(c}2)(B) e R el wters,

bays, and estuarios. They filed the
cant
economic impacts caused by blanket -:
Jimposition of the [EPA] criteria ;The -
Eling of the petition illustrates the .- /
concerns of many public agandes over
-use of EPA criteria as national -
- 'standards., .

Response: The petition refemd to in
. this comment is a challenge to section .
.804(a) criteria which have been adopted
by the State. Itisa

in State court and J)ens not aﬁ'ect today’s ‘

rulemaking. The cominenter states that -
this matter reﬂects a widespread
concern over adoption of section. 304(a)
.criteria as national standards. That
concern is apparent in the comments
received froxi:;l saveral ent:ltiesd. they.
- particularly in California, an are -
-addressed in the Economics under
eral comments. :

137. Comment: A oommenter stated
that “only marine criteria'should be :
selected for enclosed bays in Gnlifomh
since thess are, by definition,- - -
indentations along the coast which
enclose anmaofoceanil mer Itis .
 not appropriate to apply water -
criteria toptgese water bodies.” The
tommenter also indicated that States

" ghould be given the discretion to-

du:termmsg o\ﬂxden ﬁfishi\;rater or s8it water
teria a an estuary

- Response: Statlt’apst{ndards
California’s Inland Surface: Waters nnd

- Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Plans have
-been approved for most of the pnonty
‘toxic pollutants. These standards -

- gcheme and’

.based on

include both freshw ater and saltwater
uses-and leavs the selection of - .
appropriate criteria to the regional
boards. EPA approved the twa sets of
criteria on November 6, 1991. The .

 Federal rule hes boen amended to eflect

this approval. The finel Federal rule

- applies to those parameters and also to

water bodies whers State standards are
lacking or not protective. The regional
boards shall determine for both State

and Federal criteria ‘'whether freshwater L

or saltwater criteria are appropriate at
the confluence of the waterbodies wlth

approved State criteria for those States
not in full complisnce withsection

303(c) of CWA. EPA’s reasoning behind

this appmch (and the exceptions) are
discussed fully in the preamble. o

Howevaetr, two reasons deserve repeating .
* .here. First, existing data sources’ - :
"indicate the discharge,

potential -
ar presence of substantial

' numbers-of priarity toxic pollutants in

most States. With the fathire of some

. States to adopt toxic criteria in a Himely
- ﬁashiom. coupled with the evidence of

the discharge or Hw:ntial presence of -
priority toxic pollutants for which the
State has faﬂed to adopt criteris, the
Agency balieves there is a need for .
numeric criteria for most priority toxic
pollutants in most States. Second, the
support of each criterion on a state-by-

state and waterboc'ly-by-waterbody basis -

_ by EPA would be an enormous - _
- administrative burden on EPA and .
wouldbecontrarytothestatutmy g
sionel diréctive for
swift action. Congress directed EPAto

. accomplish the promulgstion within 90

days and EPA has made évery effort to’

- expedite this rulemeking. Providing the

acy far ell criteria for all States
d take years end would be counter

,tothadirecﬂve ofswiﬁwﬂon -
Florida - ) . . -

. . 139, Commant. Dne commeniter stated
that, since the State of Florida adoptod

mimeric criteria on December 7,’ 1690 .
on Ii of EPA’s section ~ ™
303(c)(2)(B guidance, the Pederal rule
should not includecriteria for all
priority toxic pollutants. ~ ° i
Hesponse: Since the time that the

proposed rulemaking was published;

Florida formally naquested EPA's review .

.of the criteria adopted by the State on.

00824

-

_ different water qmtlity objecﬂves
: Distrlct ofColnmbla o .
~138. Comment: The adequacy of-new S
‘humanhealthu-mmhunotboen e

: pmventobegmmetothem:tﬂctof .

Cojllnmbm. . As "

esponse: As 8. geneml prop on,
EPAis aﬁplymg criteria for ority
toxic pollutants not addressed
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December 7. 1990. EPA apptoved these Nevada

protact
dioxin ea December 18, 1991.£PA% -
mewiumdthd!imuimadcpbd
-. byﬂmStdn-:sdn
" - defensibleand

“of the axist.ing aquauc 1ife useand'the . =

. criteria, with the exosption of the - - Comm: Neva eommsnter ~ potential for consumption of aquatic Gt s
absence nfu:imﬂafnrg.sﬂ 8 TCDD (ie., ‘zsted m:n Cot:lﬁmnl){l:mteria - organisms, EPA has applied co umnBz o
 dioxin) on 25,1992." e Iy et the pofat of istake - CTiterie to Las Vegas Wah.
 EPA has caty incloded criteria for should apply only at the point of intake
: - of any munlci alordomesbcsuppl ot 148, Cominent: &Nevadacommomar S
' 237.8mfnr:ha&atsofﬂundain Res, Jumn D1 criterisareto stated ¢hat the proposed rule dossnot - T
- 3heﬁnnlmlsmnking. applytoallmteudeagnnedbythe " . providesufficient noticeastowhy - . -
Kenmcky . . State of Nevada for municipe! of 7. certain critaria were included and .
‘ domestic supply. Inthecase of Laké ~  others excluded from the pmposod :
7 140, Comenl:Oneeommanermd Meed, that is the entirs 1ake except for . mlmkingﬁ:rNenda. St
- that Kentocky has end © . the ent at the end of Las'Vegas Bay Respome‘lhemlema‘klnginc‘ludu R
: ‘adopted a revision to 401 KAR 5:031 . _ . Tecognizing that Las Vegas Wash enters - - criteria only for that Neveda . . v
- which deletes the previcusly ad there, A!lofuhmadiudwjoctto - did mot-edopt, or, if the State did adopt . iy
numsxicimmhealthcﬂmiaﬁn' - bumean consumption of wiiter either .- criteria Yor a paremeter, forparemeters. |
dio:dn.Angnestwasmdo%ytha - I+ . directly from the 1ake or downstreim. " that were ally: \isevriroved. This = l
eonnnantarﬂut'ﬁ’&:detamﬂmﬁonbf" “143. Comman! hwasststed that the - - jnforation wasell pevtofthe. . = - A
- full compYiance for forthe: .- Smaomedn'hanhnadywmidmd administrative record associatedwith~ . . . |~
. " section 303{(2)(B): tbe - end rejected criteria similartothe - . . Novads's adoptionof mimericstandards’ | ©
dena&anda?odamlwatexquallty ropwedamendmenu.mﬂNevadas . for toxicsin May 1950 and EPA's L
. criteriabe promulgatsd dedsionunotwnmxy:othe L approvalidisspproval on January 16, ]
- Federal emaklng..&lmmaﬁvely. . ments of the Clean Water Act.” .- 1091 and wes evailableto the public - -
' “vequest was made that such criteriabe. esponse: The State: exc‘lndedcrhaﬁn orior to the notice of EPA’s proposed '
esubmaasan:mﬁmmnnsxna mmwmmmmepmpmd -~ PRe mm&,mmm :
sepamtanﬂamaking. rulemaldngﬁamtbewater - puiu' a for propoaad :
&epaue..t\tﬂnﬂmuEPA d~ -stan : Novada 5 L ﬂ- ¥ :
‘h"pﬂ""‘a,m. the State” - gvimn?e{llt:l'mmmmsion(mm : ’ i o
, :}?:smd h”ﬁin!um‘: - State did nof | anndaguate 14£.Comment.Ammmentm'mxuas
-part of 401 XAR 5:051 {Secfacs water -~ - justification for this exclusion; . - ﬂmﬁ’"’ kmmmm
proposad daletion of 2,37 BTCDD . - disapptovadahis porﬁonofﬂmssc . Act because ﬂ" Stete jicoeparates .
"~ Ceiteria was put fnto afiect on Jamuary “ctiges boing ranatont with soction m‘ﬂ e "Yf‘,m‘"
29,7082 EPA’s positicnon Kentucky’s  303(cH2MB). Withoutsubstantive . - p B o ol B e
pro delstion of the Stats-adopted - jusﬁﬁc&hn{sguﬁueﬁdmmdldd Regulation ot ving :
" dioxin Criteria wes transmitted 1o - ¢ . Présence.of particular poliutantsin - ‘development of water quslityhased . .
. - "Kentucky by letter dated November 21, - mtersofthesn!ajimmduﬂingany “ eﬂlmthmﬂaﬁmhr;dntm
"' 1991.In that lettor, EPA’s Regica IV - riodty‘so Response: Whils the State Water L
Water Mimagement Division Director of: ﬂmmmmtba nddnd. Qualitgﬂmda:ﬂs ' does -
statod, “Should the State.complete - 144 Oummmt'ANsvadamm incorporate section 304(a)- dtchby
adoptmnofﬁ:e amendment , ttatadthatLuVaguWuh:bmdﬂba - yeference, the standards do not spcdfy
without replacing the adopted dioxin =~ xcluded from any humen health -: ‘the a Sactors necessary 1o
" criteria wl:happtwtbieuitsrhvdme. protaction for of implemeatchma(a.g..aﬂxkknlim
. Iwill recommend to the %the?odardnﬁg‘b - Further, the referencein.
dministrator dioxin teﬁa esponse: gmenlhsue e water quality standards segulstion. . .
' :bwmofdiéggu?;ia.hm . ef column D2 - limibap&@mofthauuhdah " -
- 4 by EPA.. TF the State does (consumptimof acﬁonsnvdving of - .
. not criteriawithin 90 days of dm:ginthpnambh Mmhﬁpniﬁ - .
EPA'S ettion, BPA will intheSdmpmﬁmdm .. sourcés waterqualitystendards. -~ . .
* initistee. tion-of Federal water - cmm&mnhmlmmih mustwveasthehskixmu;g :
quiality criteria for dicxin for the State™ - nqxdmdwhmanﬁ:hnry.m allsouns.;:nim-ndnmpohn. - :
m‘mﬁnmmbenmpmanm ‘ 1ife that cait be consumsd. is ‘147, Cominent: A conimenternoted * .- *
this fssus, . present. Las Vagas Wash hasbeen - - tha‘twatatgna'lityuitmhmm
Tre T m et dedpadbythnsuhhthsmof '~ propossd in e Jrommigetion for
Loielemia G ’m’;mmmmuw “Jarsey waters classified asPL -
141. Comment: EPA should not ‘-"m designetion does pot: dnthe - . (Pinelands), or as mainstem
it diexin stendards for cotablisracst of & fibeey: Adthoe “ mmmdnahwmﬁq(mlc-m.
Response: Lovisiana submitted to.- . - - in{or o =
EPA txiterfa to hmnnhu!&ir of

pumdimd' 1.~Dehmhy(m16-'6)mm v

- 00825




. Puerto}llco

" Standards Regulation, whi

", Quality Stan
. “thaneed to conduct useattainability - -
< are ex'cae?ed.’:.

. the adoption of a variety of uses fora” :

- Commonwealth, *

. uses, or when

. Water Act, Statss may not remove . - =" .

080z Federal Register-/ Vol. §7; No.:246" / Tuesday, December 22, 1092 / Rules and Regulations

°

148. Comment: A commenter stated ~
that EPA’s proposed rule presants © "~
serious problems regarding its * °
implementation, specifically in .
delermining the waters to which such
cxiteria veould be applicable in the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. . .

Response: The Puerto Rico Water -~
Quality Standards Regulations is clear ..
regarding the designated uses of all
waters of the Comimonwealth of Puerto.
Rico. EPA {s assigning n and. |
appropriate criteria to suppart those *;
uses in order to satisfy the requirement
of saction 303(c)(2)(B) of the Clean. ... -__
WaterAct. © . i

-148, Comment: A
that the Puerto Rico Water

commenter stated .
Qu‘_ali_ ] ‘-. .
ch establishes
the classifications and designated.uses,
doss not ebmdply with the Federal Water
ards Regulation in terms -
of the adoption of subcategories of uses,..

analyses when standards
single waterbody, and in considering’* - .
the social and economic needs of the ©

< Response: While the Foderal Water .7
Quality Standards Regulation authorizes

designated uses that are not existing - -*-

{nconsistent with the goals'of the Clean
-designated uses if they are existing uses.
In the establishment of water quality - .

standards end waterbody ossie
classifications, including requisite -~ - °
public participation, Puerto Rico has . ...
taken social and economic needs.of the
Commonwezlth:into consideration, as - .
D protacion and water iy vired
-o1p on and water xOq -
by the various designated uses. ... . .
Notwithstanding this discussion, the " ..
rule anly addresses appropriate criteria -

for priority toxic pollutants. Other .

. eloments of Stale water quality -~ ™~

standards are not ad R
150, Comment: It was commented that’

the Puerto Rico Water Quality Standards

Regulation does not theuses

of waterbodies that are actually attained. -

* Response:Designated usesof, . . -

wat es-are.not required §o-only - -

. yoflect those usesthat are actually - -

‘ waters presently meet these goals.

~ for designal

anecessary 3
(s Of the Clean Water Act. Federal .
regulations require

. Washington . -~

"+ .Resporise:
_misprint.” -

-EPAto defer action pending

. chall .
- establish permit limitations based on its -

. the comments on this issue and has

attained. While the Puerto Rxco Water

" Quality Standards Regulation defines.
. Class SD waters as surface waters -

intended far use as a raw water source

for public water supply and the °

gresarvation and propagation of
esirable species, not all Class SD

Designated uses need not be existing
wuses. Consolidation of various uses (i.e., .
fishing and swimming) into one ,
classification is an acceptable approach
ting uses of waterbogi‘_ jodies, and
ono in order to meet the goal
that waters have .
designated uses that provide for |
le/swimmable water ty - -
where attainable, When éstablishing

criteria to leact ‘these various -
designated uses, criteria may be

specified to protect each use.

* 151. Cominent:Thé term “water * -

' suppliés” shouild be déleted from the

Cla istinig in (22)(f) because it is
mmm"' Tt e ." C 'A,.".. A
EPA concurd, ftwase © -

152 Commient: Comments were -
received that EPA should not =
promulgate criteria for dioxin in the -

., the adoption of subcategaries of uses, . State of Washington. The commenters -
_ Statssare notrequired toadopt .- - expressed concerns that EPA's actions
" subcategories ofnsesinthe . . would be disruptive and unnecessarily - -
.. estab ent of standards. Statesare,  interfere with ongoing State -~ =~
= notm&d.mdto completenss .- .- '* . administrative and judicial actions . .
attainability analyses (UAAs) when .. . . involving t of Ecology's -
designated uses are not met. Section - decisionsin establishing effluent
131.10(j). of the water quality standards - limitations in permits fssuedto~- .
" yegulation requires that Statesmust - ;. numerous IP and paper mills. The ™ .
complete UAAs when removing - .Department of Ecology had established -

the permit effluent limitations based on
the State’s existing narrative water” -
quality criterion. The oohimetxlx:ers urged

] -
conclusion of the ongoing State actions
the State’s authatity.to .-

narrative criterion. In eddition - -7 -
commenters said that the current State .
lations met the fequiremients of -
section 303(c)(2)(B) and that the State’s .
regulations were equivalent to another-
State’s water-quality standards thatan -
EPA region had-ap as being in

compliance with section 303(c)(2)(B). . .
. ~ Response: EPA carefully ered

decided to exarcise its discretionary
authority under section 303(c){4)(B) to.
promulg teria for -

ate human health crd
.dioxin and the other-toxic

be applicable to waters in the State of
w . This action will ensure - .
quality - .-

llutants to -

that there are numeric water

_ criteria applicable in the State as -

required by section:303(c}(2)(B).

. numeric

" xiterion‘in developing

- . designated uses in the State. . - -

. promulgation of numeric criteria for
State of Washington should be delayéd

EPA'’s review of .th-e cdrkent -
Wi on water quality standards for

.1oxic pollutants indicates that thoso

standards do not include the necessary -
water quality criteria to satisfythe . .
iroments of section 303(c}(2)(B). - -
ile WAC 173-201-047(1) includes
aquatic life criteria,-protection
of human health i3 only addressed "
through a narrative criterion that - .
rovides that toxic substances not be -
troduced at levels which * -
affect public health, as determined by ~ -
the department * * *.” WAC 173-201—
047(4). EPA believes that this limited .
narrative criterion does not the
ments of soction 303(c2}B). -
Dopertmmant of Botlogy sliod upon it
partment of Ecology re uponits -
narrative criterion to establish effluent”
%ﬁm& f:r dioxin :g tShmto‘ NPDES.:
s, support e -
Dej ent’s reﬁm'qe in its narrative: .
necessary - - .
thecontrolof " = .

effluent limitations for

discharge of dioxin, EPA encoursgesall . - - ’

States to have narrdtive criteria for -« <. « -

) 'Krotection of aquatic life, wildlifeand: *~

uman health in instances when the -~

. State'does not-have an applicsble - -::
- numeric criterion. However, section .
" "* 303(c)(2)(B) is cleer in its directive that "

r

States sdopt numeric criteria for toxic
pollutants if EPA has issued section . =
304(e) guidance and the discharge or -* -
presence of such pollutnntsremld»-;d.-tﬁ .

-

reasonably be expected to interfere

.. Inthe notice of proposed
EPA discussed b

the basis for'its decision . °
to include Washington in the rule. 56
FR-at 58477, The ce of '
numeric criteria for human h
the acknowledged: and
presence of toxic pollutantsbeing - : . e
expocted to interfere with designated . - ..
used s:flporwd inclusion of Washington
in the rule. With respect to dioxin; the
issuancs of permits with iy
limitations was further evidence that the
A g o it
reasonably 1o inter; .
dQSi tOd bﬂ.!i& N T P )
: EPA does not believe that

‘and

the.

pending resolution of the ongoing” - -
tigation challenging the Dmtment of
Ecolo%"s authority to establish effluent-

. limitations basad an the State’s. - -

* narrative criterion. The State’s narrative
. .criterion, while it may be the basis for -
- deriving effluent limitations,isnot -~ -~

adeguate to.satisfy the requirements of

.- ‘Section 303(c)(2](B). Some commenters'
- argued that Washington had in effect -

incorporsted by reference’ EPA’s Section
304(a) water-quality criteria nceas
the basis for interpreting an o Caro
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- implemenﬁng the Sfate s narrative.
_. . criterion. The Washington water- %uahty
. standards, however. merely provide that -
- - for toxic substances not listed in the .
- . standards, concentrations shall be
. determined “in consideration of
" USEPA's Quality Criteria for Water,
* . 1986, and as revised, and other relevant
s infonnetion.” WAC 173-201-047(3)
The State standards neither require use
- of EPA’s criteria nor limit the State’s
L dedsiontouseofmch criteria,- -
- Therefore, even a decision by the
" . Washington : Suﬁme Court that the °
-~ Department of Ecology is authorized to
w0 -useits narrative criterion to develop
- 7. permit effluent limitations would not
-+ address the cyeciﬁ requirement of
* - section 303(c (2)(B) that the State adopt
" numeric criteria.
S Inresponsetotheeommentsthstthe
* ~.°  current Washington regulations are
'~ . equivalent to regulationis adopted by the
- . Commonwealth of Massachusetts which
« isnot included in today’s rulemldng.
. - EPA believes thereis a impomnt
~* difference bétween the two State
' . regulations, The Massachusetts _
© * regulations provide that in deriving "
- ‘criteria for-unlisted pollutants, the State
-+ - *“ghallusa the recommended limit . -
. . published by EPA pursuant to section -
. 304(a) .. ' * Code of Massechusetts
T tions, Title 314, section
. 4.,05(5)(e). Pursuantto an - ..
Implementation Policy’ adopted on -
" February 23, 1990, Massachusetts stated
: thetitwoulduseaﬁskmanage
.. goal of 10-¢ for individual chemicals ..
-and 10~3 for mixtures of chemicals in

oW

-derl criteria for carcino The
T iReity ~ .~ based permits might be
- designate the rule as “nisjor,"”
to the definitions included in Executive
-Order 12291, The Agencydidpot. . - -
include & quantitative estimate of the™’
costs dueto the uncertainties of such an
estimate, but instead, described the . -

f costs that w expected.
.w%egemwmnxmeﬂsucsoﬂhe

, . regulations contain a specificity =
* regarding what the-applicable cntena .
et et
e on ons. EPA's I
determined that the Massachusetts
fegulations complied with section. . .
303(c)(2)(B) and approved those .. .
.. regulati onsonDeoembetzo.Ieso See
T 56 FR- 58452 .
o 's decision to romulgate -
o appropmte ‘human health criteria for .
~ .. the State of Washington is. consistent
with the A'gency s prior statements
- of Washington® ',
. -_complienoe with Section 303(c}{2)(B). ln
. the Federal Register notice of April 17, .
1080, EPA identified Washington asnot .
. in compliance with section - ..:
"303(c)(2)(B). 55 'FR 14350; By letter
- -dated March 27, 1890, from the * .
".. Depariment of Eoology to EPA, the .-
. Department listed the adoption of -
-’ human health critéria as an action forits
trienriial review that had beén requested
by EPA. By letter dated' March 21, 1991,

. from EPA to the Departmient of Ecology. a

" . EPA explained that the State would -

A I T TR O TN

' to prepare a Regulatory Im:

.water qualit o
. discussion escrlbestheAgen ki
- .consideration of costs in the :
" and decision process evenihough
considerations are nof included in’ the
'de’;elopment of numerlc qiteda for
>t0 c

: oonsidered various pe.

" regarding thep
“ costs that

. "'~ Agency concluded that the Gosts -

;inmrredbyindivzdualdischaxgersesa

- combinations can be rem

. ..”_Additionally, an analysis
" incremental costs attributed to the rule :
= should reflect information on specific -

.impairedstreamse,gmenls endthe---n-

S mmain in nonoomplianoe under sectlon :

" 303(c)(2)(B) for human heslth criteria -

even if the State proceedod to adopt .
- aquatic life criteria and a human health

risk level. These documentsnreinthe
' moordofthismlemaldng e :

Executive Order 12291 - ..
1. Introduction and Rat:onnle for

- Bstimating Costs "

Exsciitive Order 12201 requlm EPA
hi Toa
for major regulations. W,
by certain levels of costs or impacts:
- example, the Exscutive Order spodﬁes
thnt a regulation imposing an annual. -

_ cost to the economy'of $100 million‘or - -

' mare is considered major. According | te

. the Executive Order, the Regulato:y

Impact Analysis should contain .
descriptions of both potential costs end,

benefits. Whiile'the Executive Order -

he calls for an estimaté of costs; the Statute
‘mandating today’s rile does not ellow

cost to be a consideration in
criterie. The follo

llutants, .~
oveloping the propoeed rule. EPA

ential inu'emental
ofthe numeric
criteria for &yd?ﬁdm The: ;

result of complying with water quality-

rule that make the estimation of costs -:
pertmﬂar!y complicated and. diﬁcult.
Since the rule imposes requirements - -

only until the State submits, and EPA.

. approves, the State’s ownnumeric .-
‘standards, the cost estimates shouldbe .

_calculated an a per State'and per_ . .
llutan '

-,L s ~1nayalsomcurlncreased costs to the
- extent that best managem

.. moed to be modified or a pliedtomoxe

‘pollutant basis, so that State/

numeric standards are approved.
of the .

dischargers on th 088 segmen
Because a detailed anal sisofell

affected stream segmantsis not practioal
© given the available resources, the . - -
v development of complianoe coit -

are defined’
For

- -a-.cost to:some
'with new water quality standards as_

tbeincurxeduaresnlt I.

"/ pumber and

'eshmates for this rule would require

numerous assumptions about pollutant
loadings, impacts of technology-based
regulations on loadings, combinations of -
pollutants handled by a given txeatment
approach, and the costs of each -

" treatment train. The many sources of

uncertainty associated with estimating .
the costs would produce an estimate

- with limited value for evaluating the g
- merits of the rule; In addition, the rule

does not remove.the responsibility of -

States to adopt numeric criterie for toxic 7

pollutants, As the remaining States

* submit their own standards and EPA
‘approves thogs standards,

attributed to the rule will d

. Hencs, EPA; with the oonclmnoe ol'

OMB, proceeded with the proposed .
l'ulem
of compliance oosts.

"2 Ovemewo}hojected Costs

.EPA ecknowledges that there will be

those stan translated into -

spedﬁcNPDESpermitlimns.‘n\e R
"addition of Federally p

romulgated -
Criteria for toxic pol utnnts could aﬁeot

segment in affected
od into the stream.
NPDES )

t limits for point source ‘. T
rs, and these edjustmen(s

-v:couldresultininu'easedwastemter” B
, treatment costs or other pollution ..
large ught ~control activities such as

eno 0.

roCess . The magnitude of ;
esecostsdepends on the typesof - -

rs for oomplying

withoutaquentitaﬁve e

- - 'the wasteload allocations. developed ﬁor
- each waterbody .
: States to the extent the pollutantis -
Revised.

"‘wasteloadellooauonsm  tesult in l' o
- adjustments to individ :

treatment or other pollution control, the :

- of pollutants being -

treated, and !

n souroesofcostsnndthe
vnna es affecting

tolndimdindustrml
- extent that the indusuialdxschargerisn

the POTW. ThePO'I'meincurcoﬂs

forexpansi tional
additional treahnpgg. modified

* pretreatment programs nnd im:reased _

tor traiping. ’
pr?ll:npomt sources of toxic poﬂuunts

entxncdces

sources to reflect the re water.

sources comparable to that for pomt
sources, there are State regulatoxy

. programs to control nonpomt source

level of control that. can .
-be achieved by technology-based - . . -
v efﬂuent limits for each industry. - :

 -source of toxic pollutsnts discharged by °

. quality standards. Although there isno‘
- Federal permit program fornonpoint "~ -

00827 '
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© Monitoring are another

*sgurce of potential incremental costs to

.dischargers and States. Monitoring

< programs to genarate information on the

. &xdsting quality of water and the types

< Qietharmed soe botontinty afecied by
are poten oct

the imposition ofEPA cr{turia. The

addition of Federal criteria for taxic

poliutants does not require the State to

options for the ruls,

structuring’ wheére -
theoptiomm!ghtmﬂoctnﬂmslcvslof W‘hthemﬂhdmwfmm

stringency. Due to the complexitiss of - -

- analyzing the impacts of this rule,

however, a'meaningful cost estimate
would be extremely difficult and costly.
and it is uncertain whether an RIA -

would lend relieble information tothe ~

decision-meking process. -- -
4. Scope of Cost Impacts

Since this rule directly affects
those States that have not adopted

sources that could be

-p.

'uﬂudﬁuu&lhhwmm

: mbar of Stites.

£
2

Stntas i.ncludedintoday’s rulo® The R |
focus on major dischargers (where the - Y I
term “major”’ refers to; edisﬁncﬂon CT o
mwﬂ”sw@mmﬁm B
e poten % can - 3 -

mdgn ) is consistent !
g’s focus on taxic ; LA ’

, pollutnntsAny t source witha - . Sy

fglles G S P
h { u
Tan os for

in & program to monitor ambient ownnumeric criteria for toxic ‘The number of major factliti
mgt:ﬁformd; Jlutants, mthm pollmanu,thecoaimpadsmlimlwd 18 States is 2,055. (See Footnote5.) This -
htommmmgﬂexpecmﬁon 1o dischargers in those States. The cost isasuboetoﬂheugm tely 7,000
pollutants are manufactured or mmy .hnpedsuemrtherlimuedb several ' major dischargers tﬂxeanﬂmcma
usad in the State with the likelihood - other&ammthepmﬂa!imm (3,000 industrial, 4,000 municipel).
ﬁutﬂx»opdﬂuhnm\dnbedbdnmpd of the nila is limited to -5 thess, 228 facilities aiready have - -
* into surface waters, NPDES permittees - mﬂyﬂunepdhnuns xmmﬁamACmunnsuuqyunuznant
ahowmﬂdnothavatomomm-fortheae included in the forcach . ware established in respanse to section’
pollmmu. L f;ﬂe.lnotharwgs.if s Tuls: amﬂ)ofg::megWMMThm #
: o poses criteria for only one, - facilities have effluent limitations-
Camm: and EP A 3 Betpazua . (assuming criteria were adopted and .. . ' toxic pollutants sufficient to achieve
EPAmcdvodnnmmcmnmmu - approved for all other _-". . water quality
the potential cost impacts o of situation which occurs farseveral .”..". ' water, Thus, the number of
Jhe xule; most of thess commients - ™. States), the number-of dischargersin . - facilities that
contend that-aRegulatory Imp ‘-‘-- that&atezhatm.tgminaneomplianne -subject to incremental
Analysisisy Spec ;many . costsare limited todischargers far -. . 1,826. The exact nuniber
commentersaseerted that EPA should . which that nﬁdpoﬂuuntddmtbs lowerboeanseoftlw"numberof S
estimate the costs that dischargers* - treatment o comply with their :egnlated uumfmudzsmeand
would incuirend 4nclude such cost ---- -~ NPDES perinit, This situstion * ", " tdisdmge fadlmas.’
estimatos ixi ell decision-making espects - significantly reduceathanumbemol‘ : Mofthemdyﬂaldlﬁaﬂﬂes M
of the rule. ‘Soms of thiése comments ::- withacostimpad.'.l'he ... . described sbove, suchas estimating '_‘;" -
. ‘argued the qualitative discussion of ™ -numberoﬂ?oﬂxﬂmtsthatcouldheﬁe llnmtloadingsanﬂcomplimcez. -;T _
costs did mﬁﬂﬁnthe:equhammuof basis for diﬁonalmtmantmybe eouswou]dnoedmluﬁonto e
-E.O. 12201; T reduced from the number actually .- ..~ mmtelyesﬂmatedwmimpawﬁr N
EPAdoetnoteoncede!h&tits : ~inc1udad1nthemlsduefothewalap - this group of dischargers. In placeof "= .. .
costswas ofcontrolsfo:groupsofpomﬂanu.ror ntempﬁngtouﬂmatetotalcods.the- L .
" -example, discharges of saveral.ofthe . .. following four exanipiles fllustratethe " . T
hm.ﬁ.\c : metalscanbereducodbyadngle R mgeufmﬁhelytobaincmedin -
that further discussionis - treatment syst S c sitaations, and some of the' '
wuranted and hastndertaken an - “procs ltatlon nnd caﬂon] without ‘involved fn'developing - o
;.mtotpotentmmthutmlght addi onaltmaunantfomad: addiﬁoml potenﬁal complianoeeoslsforth!smle
incmmdfuzumaltypec _poll‘l:umminthat' 5 Examp]e R latngzo:dn[orth
Thhnoamusmenthnoh whether inistalied to com wltg ‘ Pulp.and Paper Industry . -
pacthﬁds,norkua fochnology-besod limitatiensarto - . Asmmmpleofﬂbemgeofm
oom;mhand ‘comply with & discharge issued  that could be essociated with the:
following discussionis inmndedto -~ pursuant to section 304(l) of the Clean . * imposition of EPA’s 1mmulccmuh.
,.dau{bathonoopeunduhgeofm WaterAd—ma&bemﬁdmttopwﬁda we considered the and ;
that might occur, Many enatyticat -".compliance With water quality criteria. indumyandﬂ:oponuunt oxin; ¢
lwmpﬁmmnmymcwduct Int ercaaes.conbolsimplomamodto Dioxin {i.e., 2,3,7,8-TCDD, nﬂ.edn
this-cost adseesment, which is pmented meet whnleufﬂmtto:ddty Compound #16 at'§ 131.35(b) of the _
in the form of four examples. Rach ents mey preclude z::posodmle)isalﬂ:dyby-
« sxamplewes coududedindepmdenﬁy implemmt additional cnmhtomduca
with no common datasources, The ~ ° -atoxicpoliutant diadmge eomvdby pnlpedwood. Gﬂurhme
sxamples ar rot intended to représent -~ the ruls,” L bynppmxlmatellym(!pul
lnastixmteo!‘thatomcostsofthende. Finally, ﬁwm M'h&m 'inthevnltodmtoﬂhmbrud:
The Agency maintainsthate .-- comditiom.nndmloaddloeatim inills, 22 are located izi States that had
comnmhenﬂvamdyﬁ:ofundnmﬂd “(lmlikal toeausevumioninmanood notadoptedhmmhnedthanuhh
provide enough additional - - . additional tredtment - dimdnnofthadaumfthaprapoud
lnfumaﬁmtocsdsu\gmcy N . tochnology Fordloﬂlwoomm.the —
“mam t with decisions concerning Asencybeﬂomtbattbemmbcof -mmwvm
“the A mmsofmfm dischargers with potential fhcremental euu-nplu-duum; .
thkmlo’w&il%ly clude - "~ - mstshdgniﬁmnﬂyiowalhanthotdal ""’“"-":"I“"m"lu.mwﬁ“~ E
differential costs to compl with'vuimu numbero!dlschmm eontmuod w’“’mtlmsu.m,wd’uh'
lavels of regulatory coritrol - ‘States. - " appiowred toxic paliufent criveris nthe . -
‘nmmu]d}j_h}’m]“m.}tmaﬁn . Ancstimateofthenumbetofpdm exaripies that & tbeumhuno(hn L

ve of the asssssmmant~4g d-aiboh RE
M dmmnumm&wm

S 0’052& .f
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o _ rule, (See Footnote 5 ) Thus; this mle hanging input chemieals or alterlng the finiching industry include nnmeﬂc o

“: establishing dioxin limitations in the. . changes are not necessarily prohibmve Available Technology Economically
NPDES permits for those facilities. Of - in terms of investment cost or opemtlng -Achievable (BAT), for djrect

~ the 22 bleach mills in “unapproved” . costs. Substantial dioxin reductions - . .dischargers. The limitations for copper. .
- States, however, 13 already have dioxin have béen achieved atliftleorno . ~  as promulgated, are a daily maximumof . -
. limitations in their discharge permits,  incremental compliance costsby - 3.38 mg/landa monthly average of2.07 =

e

o of the Clean Water Act. Only for the - .example, a change to dioxin precursor-  limitations is generally lime
- - remaining nine facilities, then will thls . free brownstock defoamers hasbeen - pracipitatlon and clarification.

e

- rule be a potential reason for - . successful in reducing dioxin discharges -~ When the Agency promulgated - o
estabhahing dioxm limitaﬁons in the - atvirtuslly no change in chemical cost omuent delines forthis industry the .
dlschaxg .~ and'with no additional pment. - "  humber of direct dischargers

“For those nine facilities; however, the Other process chemical -oub to the regulation was '

- _emuent levels of dioxin, as reported by . however, can result in increased costs. approadmatnly 2,900, In the Ageng‘s‘ .
-“the facilities, are all oqual to or less than For example, increased chlorine dioxide ' permit compliance database, :

; " n'.eﬁluent

: lopmgz La pq)2This - . substitution, whichisoften =~ - | ‘reflects a more recant assessment, there -
ta imporhnt hnplloations .accompanied by increased chlorine - - are approximately 4,000 metal finighing
o& rojecting costs and impacts.- ‘dioxide generation on-site, has been . : - ‘direct dischargers. The higher, lnd more -
‘s rule will result in water quality . .adopted by various facilitiesaton - conservative number (in terms of g
< ‘that contain EPA’s human - investment cost of approximatsly $20 ~  projecting the number of P
health criteria of 0.013 ppq for dioxin at ‘million each. At the costly extreme, &cﬂlﬁﬂ) is'used in this assessinent,” - -
= aw"mcrementalriak 1{or0.13. “: *dio:dndischargemducﬁonsatother ... Of the 18 States included in this

- level). This value would then be.. . " modernize or otherwise restructure the  remainder have: y ldOPW
'-raﬂectedinthe tsforthefadliﬁes facility: For example, a facili migh -~ . criteria for.copper in their stan

" "stream dilution, Iftheresulﬁngpermlt process. Costs for this type of reb ding these six States (where two States .~
. -. . limitation is less than 10 ppq, .-  ° *.- mayreach $100 million, -account for 83 percent of the ﬁadnﬁes) C
. compliance with the permit islikely to. In summary, the costs associnted with . Thenumberof potentially affected '~

.. effluent data for these nine facllitiesds - characteristics, the characteristics of the _lower, after subtracting any facilities

. thatpromulgation of thisyuleis - -yeceiving stream, and thelevel of - . thst have individual control strategies
= unlikely to affect the need for treatment control mandated by & new water -+ (ICSs) to.control the discharge of -
- and thus, th9 costs of complianoe for. quality-based permit. Based on repoﬁed copper.-In addition, the Agencyhas
s water qualify-based permits. "+ - _-gffluent levels, however, thisrule is. - provided & formula in today’'sruleto -
-~ - ‘These 001101“810!18 are very miuch ' unlxkaly to be the basis forany -  allow the permitting authorityto -

 “methods exd their levels of dstection for :and Paper mills to reduce. dioxin * for metals speciation, The practical ~ .
. ldgo:ndn. Ifz:::e pmci:es ::d mlil:bal:d . - discharges.. " .~ result is that, where deteml:ined. the-
. incorporated into the menitoring - - .~ G, Example: “‘98“’“““8 Copperinthe - - e e ety v incroes,
. requiréments in the tsforthwe . Inishing Industry . m;;djusunentwillhavatheeffectof :
, facilities; the small between As a second example of the range of . bringing the water quality-based -
- ‘their effluent levels and themore - .- .costs'that might be incurred asa yesult - }imitation closer.to the BATlimitntion.

;. - could present the need ﬁoradditioml . - permits issued inresponsetothe . | gdjustment could eliminate n.gd ﬁor Sy
treatment orrervised producﬂon el im tion of EPA’s criteria for toxic - . incremental treatment. the o
- JPrOCesses.” R tants, we considered-the metal - Finaﬂy.dependingondmdﬁc L
g Tha Agency has collscted extensive category for the oonu'ol of | tbe mndiﬁons at each facility, the
. informaﬁon about the pulp indush-y'c 'pollutant - actual discharge concentration of -
-+ . effortg to reduce dioxin discharges from . - Effluent gu&:rlines limitations end treatment-in-place, and the
 chlorinebleaching facilities. The - . - * standards, which are technology-based 'd&um provided by the receiving .

. - reduce dioxin (and related d:emlcals) pursuant to section 304 of the Clean * -~ gconcentration specified in the'rule -

. vinclude process reﬁnamenu.mchas . -effluent guidelifes for themetal . . ° L

U m—— . - .finishing industry set national standards 7, mmn‘uh'm mﬂ-hmﬁt .
: ,-u.s.snvsmmmmmnm '=foralld.lschargerstosurfncawatmmd dt-?imuhqmﬁu:tmunm s
: mdAndydsDiviﬂon,"lmw 0 wastewater treatment’plants .- - ..~ based on protecting human hoalth. Fos purposes of -
Census of Pulp, Paper, aid Paporboerd ™ © ' {sometimas called publicly mod i this assessment, EPA i3 estimating impectsrelated ' .
. Mesutactuiog Facilies—Prelialoary Susimary - groctn ol o o ogPO’I‘W) . iothe aquatic ifs protecton critaia beowmma those
‘ ,.:Bleachcmn!edhdpa oanbe:n.xmx A of_ﬂnentgni.delinesforthemetal‘ . qualitystandards . -

-is level of detection oxin for the - - can be estimated onlywithinformation = reasons. First; the number of facilities
- EPA analytical method. - - ontheb) eachingprocessczmdyusod that would actually be considered for -

- function of the thmny enalytical ~  jncremental compliance costs for Pulp determine a water-effoct ratio to sccount. l

Federal Regisler 1 Vol. 57, No. 246 I 'Tuesday, Deoemberrzz.‘iesz /. Rules and Regulations 60905 :

could potentially serve as the basis for - bleaching process. These types of limitations for copper, based on the Best C

‘established in response to section 304(1) - changing certain process chemicals. For mg/l. Thetechnology basis for these

States that have expressed & facilities reflect major renovations, not . assessment, only six: Wﬂl !'900370 EPA's -
re}erernoe fora 105 incremental rigk - - only to reduce dioxin discharges, but to - - aquatic criteria 501’

dioxin. after conducting a. ‘choose to rebuild its bleach d  {See Footnote 5.) Appmximtely 5300of -
eload ocation and sccounting for - .adopt an entirely new bl - the direct dischargers are located in

“be determined at10 ppq, because that “mieting an EPA-im dioxin limit" - facilities is further mduced for several

'l‘hepmcdcalintexpretaﬁonofthe - - "at each facility, its wastewater. ’-waterquality-bcsedpermimemﬂdbe' .

1t water quality-bassd lim!tatlons of complying with water quallty-bosod . for some facilities; this water-effect e ." ’

industry has responded to the need to tegulations developed by the Agency ' 'stream, complying with the in-stream

discharges with a variety of * . - Water Act, were promulgated for this uld be achieved by mere
‘techndlogical advancements.- 'lhm - - industry in July 3 1983 Briefly, the. - :,o(m B A‘I‘ nmmﬁ;’; Mm}i’,ﬂmf

- N . . B . '
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since the in-stream water tg.jmllty criteria
is morg ant than the
lim{tation estsblished by BAT, it is
ibla that a facility complying with
T would need ad tl treatment to
comply with & watar quality-besed
tation.
Forp of this assessment, EPA
invesugated whether BAT would be
sufficient to meet water quality criteria.

Many sim assumptions are
inco. tod into the fol&whzumd
‘discussion. The investigation

on metal facilities wﬂhwatar
releasos of t‘tl;ax m’u.lllml lul;(xltan!s )

t not {0 as.
reported in the Toxde coppar
Inventozry.® Tha facilities included in
this assossmant ware limited to thoss for
which plant and stream flow data were-
mdﬂ accessible. While the number of

se mesting all of these criteria -
wu the results were indicative of
both scenarics described shove.” In ~.
.Connecticut (which is used for..
tive only because it is-.

notincluded in the ﬁnal rule), EPA has .-
identifind a facility forwhida BAT will - .
be sufficient for contro
of copper to the level neoded to comply .
with & water quality-besed limitation for:

tg:r assuming EPA’ criteria level.
At that sito, tha stream ditution is such..
that the BAT limitation at the °
a int will also likely meet the
water ty criteriz within the stream.
We have also identified anhother Facili
in Connecticut for which BAT will not -
be sufficlent—that {s, the effluent levels
needod to comply with the water quality
criteria in the stream are Jower than the.
level that BAT will pfovide, Thus,
additional troatment cnntrols. and .
incremental compliance costs, are
mﬁ:ﬂy neoded foﬂhe aeoond

Wi outld‘daﬂedwaterqunhtymd
stresam dilution analysis forall
m.thsnumberoffaciliﬁec -
whare BAT will be sufficient to also
most water quality criteris is unknown. .
For memant.tha
.ddmchﬁu‘mOf oy bo moc
troatment may necemxy
bummodmbebawemzscndm
LAddiﬁmnlly.thadimbuﬁon
offacility and stream charscteristics for
mpetal finishers in Connecticutis -
sssurred to be representative of the
distribution of characteristics in the
othaSlntoc.Utlngtheeedmphfylng

"U.S.!hvimnmmw Agmcy 'l'o:dc
X-luu!nmxay zulAmuhdhhm

!nﬂndxsmymdoduﬁdﬂﬂn.m

alﬂu Szxmhn-mhcmtiu
cIBA’rnndm

wwmmmmmmdm

.. .‘
-

assumptions, EPA estimates that 130 to
400 facilities are potentially subject to.
sdditional treatment ents. -
Dirring the development of the
effluent guidslines for this ind
EPA considered several treatment
technologies that control pollutant . .
discharges. In addition to the
precipitation and clarification

ap mximately $7 million to $20

lt h likely that the assessment
- presented here for copper will include
- meeting aquatic criteria for other
deuc;:lo the dmilaﬁn in treatment
t 0| us, the cost impacts
esu.mam;ne will likely provide
- sufficient treatment to comply with the

t thatwasuseduthehashfor aquatlcu-lteﬂaformmtofthemetah.

effluent limitations, EPA inv¢
and published information about ..
oﬂluent filtration, which pn'mdec more
stringent control of cop,
- Filtration was not: selacted agthe hesis
for BAT because of its costwhen
considered on & nationwide besis. 10 ’l'ho
removal efficiency for filtration is
substantiall than that for "
precipitation and clarification. Based on -
t, if filtration were_
installsdaufedhtyincddiuontothe
og in-et:h‘tlx:e qu.al;’A i
. meeting water ty
criteria for co would be’
. techni y feasible, Banee. the
* incremental eosts for filtration are usod
hm to estimate tha range.of costs that
t be attiibutable to this rule,
relopment of BAT. the
cy estimated total annus] costs to
a ﬁhration 10 pxedpitauon and,
clarification’for varicus sizes of -
. facilitiez, The incremental cost .
estimates used here reflect one of
saveral combinations of | manuﬁacturlng
Biocesses and conditions. The costs are
ely to be an overestimate because
they refloct the upper bound of aach
flow gize range. :
incremental total annual costs uaed to:
estimate the compliance burden
meeting a water quality-based permi
are approximately $20,000 for small
plants, $43,000 for medium plants, and
3146.000 for large plants. To estimate’
the costs that m:;%t be inameegby e
., dischargers pot
rule, we assume that dmribuhon of -
facility sizes for those isthe...
same as the distribution used forBAT
development. While spedﬂceost

factors, the ofeosuthatcouldbe
expocted{oriaomm ﬁadlmesm

-u.awmwm
Development Docinnant

mmunﬂhﬂm.lﬁddsﬂnundWh

hwmmmmm -

”Whﬂ dﬂhhtxnlﬂ' &odta\'dnw

nqu!mlpedﬁcm
euﬂd-uimhnot

quality criteria that are protective of

human dundlht

Another meens of ¢
" potential costs is to evaluate the cost- "~
effectiveness of the additional
treatmént, where cost-effectiveness is -
defined by the ratio of incremental cost
to incremental pollutant removal. The
cost-effectivenoss of filtration for those.
facilitios to additional -
" treatment is on the cost estimates
shown above and the t removals
. for not only , but five .ddiﬁonal
" metals that mnondby
filtration. Cost-effectivensss ratios m
expressed as “dollars per
equivalent removed,” whae a pound-
equivalent isa
W by the mlauve todcity of that
gflluunt. The cost-effectiveness
tration for these facilities is $22 pet
pound-squivalent removed. This result
o that ﬁltmﬁom h a coct-eﬁectlve
Ini snmmaxy ,the admlbnrdan to -
in the meial: Co
-.indus  from no impact, whm
- BAT4is sufficient to protect the xeoaivi:g :
" stream, to.an incremontal cost impact
5 to 13 percent above the cost of BAT,
- where filtration is ne:g:f. In addition,
. treatment to comply more dﬂngent
 “standards appears to be coet-effactive.

7. Example: Regtﬂating}’noxity
Pollutanptjm 'the Organic atemicak
Synthetch' bers, and Plastics Industry -

A third example of the range of costs
that might be incurred as a result of
complying with EPA’s criteria for toxic
- pollutants is besed on several ts .
of the otganic chemiculs mani
. industry, where EPA considered the
eonnolofallpﬂomyponmt

Technology-bm effluent llmlmh