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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION .
AGENCY

40 CFR Parts 413 and 433
[OW-FRL-2383-7]

Electropiating and Metal Finishing
Point Source Categories; Effluent
Limitations Guidelines, Pretreatment
Standards, and New S~urce
Performance Standards

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Aguacy (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

suMMAnY: This regulation limits the
pollutants that electroplating/metal
finishing facilities may discharge to
waters of the United States or to
publicly owned treatment works
-[POTW). The Metal Finishins,
Regulations provide effluent limitations
based on "best practicable technology”
and “best available technology” and
establish new source performance
standards and pretreatment standards
under the Clean Water Act. In addition,
this rule amends the pretreatment
standards for existing sources for the
Electroplating Point Source Category.
The preamble summarizes the legal
authority, background, technical and
ecor.omic bases, and other aspects of
the regulation as well as a summary of
comments on the proposed regulation
and on the record supporting the
proposed regulation. The abbreviations,
acronyms, and other terms used in the
preamble are defined in Appendix A.
(See “Supplementary Information"
below for complete table of contents).
The final rule is supported by EPA’s
technical conclusions detailed in the
Development Document for Effiuent
Limitations Guidelines, and Standards
for the Metal Finishing Point Source
Category, June, 1983. The Agency's
economic analysis is found in Economic
Analysis of Effluent Standards and
Limitations for the Metal Finishing
Industry, june 1983, Further supporting
materials are filed in the reccrd
supporting this rulemaking.

DATES: In accordance with 40 CFR
100.01 (45 FR 26048} this regulation shall
be considered issued for the purposes of
judical review at 1:00 p.m. Eastern time
on july 29, 1983. These regulations shall
become effective August 29, 1983.

The compliance date for the BAT
regulations is as soon as possible, but no
later than July 1, 1964.

The compliance date for New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) and
Pr- ‘reatment Standards for New
Sources (PSNS) is the date the new
source begins operaiions. The

compliance date for Metal Finishing
Pretreatment Standards for Existing
Sources (PSES) is February 15, 1536 for
metals and cyanide. Metal Finishing

- PSES establishes twao levels of toxic -

organic control; the less stringent must
be met by June 30, 1984 for most plants
and by July 10, 1985 at plants also
subject to Part 420 (Iron and Steel); the
more stringent must be met by Februcry
15, 1988. In addition, Electroplating PSES
requires toxic organic control by July 15,
1986.

Under Section 509(b)(1) of the Clean
Water Act judicial review of this
regulation can be obtained only by filing
a petition for review in the United States
Court of Appeals within 90 days after
these regulations are considered issued
for the purposes of judicial review.
Under Section 509(b)(2) of the Clean
Water Act, the requirements of the
regulations may not be challenged in
later civil or criminal proceedings
brought by EPA to enforce these
requirements.

Reporting provisions in 40 CFR 413.03
and 433.12 will be reviewed by OMB
under the paperwork reduction act and
are not effective until ~nproved.

ADDRESS: Technical i..ormation may be
obtained by writing to Mr. Richard
Kinch, Effluent Guidelines Division
(WH-552), Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M St., S.W., Washington,
D.C. 26460, Attention: Metal Finishing
Rules. Approximately two weeks from
publication, the record for this
rulemaking will be available for
inspection and copying at the EPA
Public Information Reference Unit, .
Room 2404 (Rear) PM-213 (EPA Library).
The EPA public information regulation
{40 CFR Part ) provides that a
reasonable fee may be charged for
copying. Copies of the technical and
economic documents may be obtained
from the National Technical Information
Service, Springfield, Virginia 22181 (703/
487-4650). Copies of both documents
will be available for review in the public
record at EPA headquarters and
regional libraries.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Richard Kinch, Effluent Guidelines
Division (WH-552), EPA, 401 M Street,
S.W., Washington, D.C. 20460, or by
calling (202) 382-7159. Economic
information may be obtained by writing
Ms. Kathleen Ehrensberger, Economics
Branch (WH-~588), Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M 5t. S.W.,
Washington, D.C, 20460, or by calling
(202) 382-5307,
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1. Legal Authority .

This regulation is being promulgated
under the authority of Sections 301, 304.
308, 307, 308, and 501 of the Clean Water
Act {the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1972, 33 U.S.C. 1251
et seq,, as amended by the Clean Water
Act of 1977, Pub. L. 95-217) (the “Act")
and as further amended. This regulation
is alao being promulgatea in response to
the Settlement Agreement in Natura/
Resources Defense Council, Inc. v.
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Train, 8 ERC 2120 (D.D.C. 1976), as -
modified, 12 ERC 1833 (D.D.C. 1979},
modified by Order dated October 28,
1382. :

A. The Clean Water Act

The Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1972 established a
comprehensive program to “restore and
maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the Nation's
waters,” Section 101(a).

e Section 301{b)(1)(A) set a deadline
of July 1, 1877, for existing industrial
direct dischargers to achieve “effluent -
limitations requiring the application of
the best practicable control technology
currently available” (“BPT").

¢ Section 301(b)(2)(A) set a deadline
of July 1, 1983, for thos: dischargers to
achieve “effluent limitations requiri
the application of the best availali;le
technology economically achievable . . .
which will result in reasonable further
‘progress toward the national goal of
eliminating the discharge of all -
pollutants” {“BAT").

» Section 306 required that new
industrial direct dischargérs comply -
with new source perférmance standards
(“NSPS"), based on best available
demonstrated technology. '

s Sections 307 (b) and {c) required
pretreatment standards for new and
existing dischargers to publicly owned
treatment works (“POTW"). The Act
made pretreatment standards
enforceable directly against dischargers
to POTW's (indirect dischargers), unlike
the requirements for direct dischargers
which were to be incorporated into
National Pollutant Discharge
Elimhination Sgtem (NPDES) permits
issued under Ssciion 402,

« Section 402(a){1) allows
requirements for direct dischargers to be
set case-by-case. However, Congress
intended control requirements to be
based for the most part on regulations
promulgated by the Administrator of
EPA. T

¢ Section 304(b) required regulations
that establish effluent limitations
reflecting the ability of BPT and BAT to
reduce effluent discharge.

s Sections 304(c) and 3086 of the Act

.required regulations for NSPS. <

* Sections 304(g), 307(b), and 307(c)
required regulations for pretreatment
standards.

¢ In addition to these regulations for-
designated industry categories, Section
307(a) required the Administrator to
promulgate effluent standards
applicable to ali dischargers of toxic

pollutants.

* Section 308 gave the Administrator
authority to collect information
necessary to develop and enforce
regulations. ’ ] .

. * Finally, Section 501(a) authorized
the Administrator to prescribe any

* additional regulations “necessary to

carry out his functions” under-the Act.
EPA was unable to. promulgate many
of these regulations by the deadlines

contained in the Act, and as a result—in .

19876, EPA was sued by several
environmental groups. In settling this
lawsuit, EPA and the plaintiffs executed
a “Settleme at Agreement” which was
approved by the Court. This agreement '
required EPA to develop a program and
meet-a schedule for controlling 85
“priority” pollutants and classes of .
pollutants. In carrying out this program
EPA must promulgate BAT effluent
limitations guidelines, pretreatment -
standards, and new source performance
standards for 21 major industries. See
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
v. Train, 8 ERC 2120 (D.D.C. 1878),
modified, 12 ERC 1833 (D.D.C. 1979),
modified by Order dated October 26,
1982.

Several of the »asic elements of the
Settlement Agreement program were
incorporated into the Clean Water Act
of 1977. This law also makes several
other important changes in the Federal
water pollution control program.

* Sections 301(b)(2)(A) and
301(b)(2)(C) of the Act now set July 1,
1964 as the deadline for industries to
achieve effluent limitations requiring
application of BAT for “toxic”
pollutants. “Toxic" pollutants here
includes the 65 “priority” pollutants and
classes Jf polintants which Congress

declared “toxic” unczr Section 307(a) of

the Act.

¢ Likewise, EPA's programs for new
source performance standards and
pretreatment standards are now aimed
principally at controlling toxic
pollutants. _

¢ To strengthen the toxics control
program, Section 304(e) of the Act
authorizes the Administrator to
prescribe certain “best tnanagement
practices” (“BMPs"). These BMPs are to
prevent the release of toxic and -
hazardous pollutants from: (1) Plant site
runoff, (2) spillage or-leaks, (3) sludge or
waste disposal, and (4) drainage from
raw material storage if any of those
events are associated with, or ancillary
to, the manufacturing or treatment
procsss.

In keepin&,wlth its emphasis on toxic
pollutants, the Clean Water Act of 1677
also revises the control program for non-
toxic pollutants.

* For “conventional” pollutants
identified under Section 304(a){4)

. {including biochemical oxygen demand,

suspended solids, fecal coliform and-
pH), the new Section 301(b}{2}(E) . .
requires “effluent limitations requiring -
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology” {“BCT"}— -
instead of BAT—to be achieved by July
1, 1984. The factors cop-” lered in ’
assessing BCT for an industry are thé
relationship between the costof = .
attaining a reduction in effluents and the
effluent reduction benefits attained, and
a comparison of the cost and level of
reduction of such pollutants by .
publically owned treatment works and
industrial sources. For non-toxic,
nonconventional polhitants, Sections
301 (b){2)(A) and (b){2}{F) require
achievement of BAT effluent limitations
within three years after their
establishment or by July 1, 1984,
whichever is later, but not later than
July 1,1987. o

The purpose of this regulation is to
establish BPT, BAT, NSPS, PSES, and
PSNS for the Part 433 Metal Finishing
Point Source Category, and to amend
the Part 413 Electroplating PSES. ‘

B. Prior EPA Regulations
On March 28, 1974, EPA promulgated

“~BPT limitations for the electroplating

industry but suspended them on
December 3, 1976, Interim final
pretreatment standarda for the
electroplating industry were issued on
July 12, 1977, and suspended on May 14,
1979. On September 7, 1978, EPA
promulgated tlie Part 413 PSES for the
electroplating industry. Amended PSES.
‘were promulgated on January 28, 1961
{40 FR 9462). :

Currently only those Ell;cuoplaﬁng

. PSES are in effect. Nonintegrated

indirect discharging facilities must
comply with those standards by Apxil
27, 1984. See 47 FR 42638, September 28,
1982, A non-imegated facility is one
which does not discharge significant
process wastewater, other than from

electroplating operations, through a

- treatment system Yor proposed

treatment system).

Integrated indirect discharging :
facilities are also currently covered by
the electroplating PSES. These facilities,
which prior to treatment combine
electroplating waste streams with
significant process waste streams not
covered by the Electroplating Category.
must comply with its provisions by June
30, 1)904 {see 48 FR 2774, January 21,
1983).

. €. Cverview of the Ihdustry

There are 13,500 plants in the

cloctro'rlatlnslmetal finishing industry.
Many discharge wastewaters from



mhlﬁnishing operations other

than, and in addition to, electroplating. _

Part 413 {electroplating] currently
applies only to fiows from the six

 specified electroplating processes.

. These Fart 433 {metal finishing ‘

: regulations) will apply to those

- electroplating streams and also to -

‘wastestreams from most other metal
finishing operations within the same
plants. The Part 433 PSES will apply

- only to plants already covered by Part
413; however Part 433 will often cover
additional wastewater within the same
plants. Thus the Part 433 limits on
discharge of toxic metals, toxic urganics,
and cyanide will apply to most facilities
in the electroplating/metal finishing

- industry., .

The industry can be divided into the
sectors indicated on Table 1. Facilities
are either “captives” [those which in a
calendar year own more than 50% (area
basis) of the materials undergoing metal
finishing}; or “job shops™ {those which
in a calendar year do not own more than

50% (area basis) of materizal undergoing
metal finishing). .
. Captives can be further divided by
. two definitions: “integrated” plants are
those which, prior to treatment, combine
electroplating waste streams with
significant process waste streams not
covered by the electroplating category;
“non-integrated” facilities are those
:il}.i;h}_havemcan&msteWater
harges only from operations
addressed by the electroplating
catégory. Many captives (50%) are
“integrated™ facilities. Whereas captives
often have a complex range of
operations, job shops usualiy perform
fewer operations. In theory job shops
can be divided like captives; in
actuality, however, approximately 7%
‘of all job shops ia this industry are
“non-integrated”.

Finally, the entire industry can be
divided into “direct” and “indirect”
dischargers. “Directs” discharge
wastewaters to waters of the United
- States and are subjeci io NPDES permits
incorporating BPT, BAT, and BCT
- . limitations or NSPS. “Indirects"
discharge to POTWSs and are subject to
PSES or PSNS.

As discussed sbove, the

electroplating/metal finishing industry is

currently covered by Part 413 PSES for
the Electroplating Category promulgaied
on September 7, 1978, and amended on
January 28, 1981. The effect of today's
amendments is to create a new
category—Metal Finishing (Part 433}-~
and to shift most electroplaters to it,
replacing their current PSES with new
limits which apply uniformly to
discharges from their electroplating and
other metal finishing operations. This
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meets industry'a requests for equivalent
limits for process lines often found .
together and greatly reduces the need to
rely on the Combined Waste Stream
Formula for intcgrated metal finishing
facilities. Direct discharger and new
source requirements are aiso being
issued as part of the metal finishing
regulations.

Indirect discharging job shop
electroplaters and independent printed
circuit board manufacturers, howevez,

-would be left under the existing Part 413

PSES for Electroplating and are
exempted from Part 433, This is
consistent with a 1880 Settlement
Agreement in which the National
Association of Metal Finishers (NAMF),
and the Institute for Interconnecting and
Packaging Electronic Circuits (IIPEC)
agreed not to challenge the Part 413
PSES in return for the 1681 amendments
and EPA’s commitment that the Agency
did not intend to develop significantly
more stringent standards for those
plants for the next several years.

TABLE |.—BREAKDOWN OF THE
ELECTROPLATING/METAL FINISHING INDUSTRY

INumber of p: - o per sector 13,470]

- Job Captive faciiities (10,000)
ond ' f
GA70) | NOARIOT | iriegrated
Indirect 3061 job& . (3,750 3,750
diacharg- PCBM noninte- ntegrated
s indirect. grated captive
(10,561). captive.
Direct 409 job & [ Y .
discharg- 1PCEM :
ors (2,909). | directs.
t W printed circuit board manufacturers.
t caplive directs. :

_The M - :al Finishing Category covers
plants which perform one or more of the
following six operations: electroplating,
electroless plating, anodizing, coating
{phospha: 'ns, chromating, and coloring).
chemicai -tching and milling, or printed
circuit board manufacture. If a plant
performs any of those six operations
then discharges from the 46 operations

listed in Appendix C are covered by

these standards.

In some cases another industrial
category may cover wastewater
discharges from a metal finishing
operation, In such éases the more
specific standards of the other Part(s)
will apply to those wastewater streams
which appear to be covered by both
regulations. Fo- example, if a plant
performs coating operations in
preparaticn for painting and also
performs electruiess plating as part of a
porcelain enameling process, then these
Part 433 standards would apply to
discharges from the coating operation:
while Part 468 (porcelain enameling)

would apply to discharges from the
second opzration,
The following regulations will take

_ precedence over métal finishing (Part

433) and electroplating {Part 413) when
such an overRp occurs: )
Nonferrous metal smelting and refining

(4¢ CFR Part 421) -

Coil coating (40 CFR Part 465)

Porcelain enameling (40 CFR Part 466)
Battery manufacturing (40 CFR Part 461)
Iron and steel (40 CFR Part 420)

Metal casting foundries {40 CFR Part

464)

Aluminum forming (40 CFR Part 467)
Copper forming (40 CFR Part 468)
Plastic molding and forming (40 CFR

Part 463)

In addition, EPA is excluding from the
metal finishing (Part 433) regniation: (1)
Metallic platemaking and gravure
cylinder preparation conducted within
printing and publishing facilities; and {2)
existing source jcb shops and
independent printed circuit board
manufacturers which introduce
pollutants into a publicly owned
treatm. -at works. As noted above, the
standards do not apply to facilities
unless they perform at least one of the
foliowing: electroplating, electroless
plating, anodizing, coating, chemical
etching and milling, or printed circuit

. board manufacture.

The most important pollutants of
concern found in metal finishing

. industry wastewaters are: (1) toxic

metals (cadmium, copper, chromium,
nickel, lead, and zinc); {2) cyanide; {3)
toxic organics (lumped together as total
toxic organics); and-{4) conventional
pollutants (T'SS and oil and grease).
These and other chemical constituents
degrade water quality, endanger aguatic
life and human health, ard in addition
corrode equipment, generate hazardous
gas, and cause treatment plant
malfunctions and problems in dispesing
of sludges containing toxic metals.
‘These plants manufacture a variety of
products that are constructed primarily
of metals. The operations, which involve
meterials that begin as raw stock (rods,
bars, sheet, castings, forgings, etc.), can
include the most sophisticated surface
finishing technologies. These facilities
include both captives and job shops.
They vary greatly in size, age, number of
employees, and number and type of
operations performed. They range from
very small job shops with less than 10
employees-to large facilities employing
thousands of production workers.
Because of differences in size and
processes, production facilities are
custom tailored to the individual plant.
Some complex praducts may require the
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use of nearly all of the 46 unit operations
metioned above; a simple product may
require only one.

Many different raw materials are used
by these plants, Bagsis materials (or
“workpieces") are mostly metals; from
common copper and steel to extremely
expensive high-grade alloys and
precious metals. They can also include
plastics. Solutions used in unit
operations can contain acids, bases,
cyanide, metals, complexing agents,
organic additives, oils, and detergents.
All these materials may enter waste
streams during production.

Water use within the metal fmishmg
industry is ciscussed fully in Section V
of the development document (see
summary above). Plating &nd cleaning
operations are typically the biggest
water users. While most metal finishing
operations use water, scme may use
none at all. Water use depends heavily
on the type—and the flow rate—of the
rinsing used. Product quality

requirements often dictate the amount of

rinsing needed for specific parts. Parts
involving extensive surface preparation
will generally require larger amounts of
water in rinsing.

111 Scope of this Rulemaking

This regulation establishes Part 433
BPT, BAT, NSPS, PSES, and PSNS for
the Metal Finishing Point Source
Category and amends Part 413 PSES for
the Electroplating Point Source
Category. The BAT goal is to achieve, by
july 1, 1984, the best available
technology economically achievable
that will resunlt in reasonabie further
progress toward the national goal of
eliminating the discharge of all
pollutants. This regulation does not alter
the existing metal and cyanide
standards for job shop electroplaters
and printed circuit board manufacturers
discharging to POTWs.

EPA first studied the electroplating/
metal finishing industry to determine
whether differences in raw materials,
final products, manufactyring processes,
equipment, age and size of plants, water
use, wastewater constituents, or other
factors required separate effluent
limitations and standards for different
industry subcategories. This study
involved a detailed analysis of
wastewater discharge and treated
effluent characteristics, including, {a)
the sources and volume of water, the
processes, and the sources of pollutants
and wastewater in the plant and (b) the
constituents of wastewaters, including
toxic pollutants. This analysis enabled
the Agency to determine the presence
and concentrations of toxic pollutants
on the major wastewater discharges.

EPA also identified several distinct
control and treatment technologies (both
in-plant and end-of-pipe}, including
those with potential use in the

. electroplating/metal finishing industry.

The Agency analyzed both historical
and newly generated data on the
performance of these technologies,
including their non-water quality
environmental impacts on air quality,
solid waste generation, water scarcity,
and energy requirements. -

Cost curves were used to estimate the
cost of each control and treatment
technology. These cost curves were
developed by applying standard
engineering analyses to metal finishing
wastewater characteristics. Unit process
costs were than derived by applying
model plant characieristics (production
and flow) to the unit vost curve of each
treatment process. These unit process
costs were added together to yield the
total cost at.each treatment level.

By considering these factors, EPA was
able 1o characterize the various control
and treatment technologies used as the
bases for effluent limitations, new
source and pretreatment standards.
However, the reg ‘. ..tions do not require
any partxcular technology. Rather. they
require plants to achieve effluent
limitations {mg/1) which reflect the
proper operation of these technologies
or equivalent technologies. Some

facilities are already successfully using

technologies other than those relied on
by the Agency, such as dragout control,
reciycle. and recovery, to achieve these
values.

IV. Data Gathering Efforts

To dev- lop the regulation, EPA began
with a review of previous work on the
electroplating/metal finishing industry. -
The major source of information on this
is the Droft Development Document for
Effluent Limitations and Standards for
the Metal Finishing Point Source
Category (June 1980). Several studies

" completed before this development

document was published also
contributed technical information to the
metal finishing data base for the
following segments of the industry:

* Machinery and Mechanical
Products Manufacturing.

¢ Electroplating.

* Electroless Plating and Printed
Circuit Board Manufacturing (Segments
of the Electroplating Category).

» Mechanical and Electrical Products.

We also gathered data on the metal
finishing industry from literature
surveys, inquiries to professional
contacts, geminars end meetings, and
the survey and evaluation of '
manufacturing facilities.

We contacted afl Fedeul EPA tem
several State environmental agencies,
and numerous suppliers.and - ‘
manufacturess for the metal finishing
industry to collect information o {1)
Permits and monitoring data, (2) the use
and properties of materials, (3) process
chemical constituents, (* waste
treatment equipment, (5, waste
transport. {6) and various process
modifications to minimize pollutant ~
generation.

Under the authority of Section 308 of
the Clean Water Act, the Agency sent
three different data collection portfolios
(DCPs) to various industries withix the
Metal Finishing Point Source Category.
The first DCP obtained data from 336 of

1,422 plants originally contacted from
the machinéry and mechanical products
industry. The data included general
plant information on raw materials
consumed, specific processes used,
composition of effluent streams, and
wastewater treatment. The second DCP
obtained data from 365 of the 900 plants
originally contacted in the mechanical
and electrical products industries. These
data covered general plant
characteristics, unit ~perations
performed, plating type operations,
wastewater treatment facilities, and
waste transport. We sent the third DCP
to 1,883 compdnies involved in
electroplating, Appro:nmately 1190
plants sent back economic analysis data
and information on general plant
characteristics, production history,
manufacturing processes, process and
waste treatment, westewater
characteristics, and treatment costs.

EPA and its contracters also visited
210 manufacturing facilities to collect
wastewater samples snd pertinent
technical information on ;
processes and various treatment -
techniques.

V. Sampling and Anslytical Program

EPA focused its sampling and analysis
on the toxic poliutants designated in the
Clean Water Act. However, we also
sampled and analyze( conventional and
nonconventional pollutants. Prior to
undertaking sampling programs in
support of mlemaldng actions, EPA hed
to identify specific toxic pollutants that
would be appropriate subjects for
investigation. The list of 05 pollutants
and classes of pollutants potentially -
includua thousands of apecific
compounds, the analyses of which could
overwhelm private and government
laboratory resources. To make the task
more manageabls, thezefore, EPA
gelected 129 spc.ific toxic pollutants for
stedy in this rulemuking and other
industry rulemakings. The criteria for
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“ choasing these pollutants included the

-fre y of their occurrence in water,
their chemical stability and structure,
the amount of the chemical produced,

_and the availability of chemical

standards for measurement.
In addition to the original 129 toxic
pollutants {of which three are now

‘considered nonconventional pollutants),

EPA checked for the presence,
frequency, and concentration of xylenes,
alkyl epoxides, gold, fluoride,

" phosphorus, oil and grease, TSS, pH.

aluminum, barium, iridium, magnesium,
molybdenum, osmium, palladium,
platinum, rhodium, ruthenium, 2o0dium,
tin, titanium, vanadium, yttrium, and
total phenols.

“The criteria used to select plants for

- sampling visits were: (1) A large

percentage of the plant’s effluent
discharge should result from the
manufacturing processes listed in
Appendix C; (2) the physical layout of
plant plumbing should facilitate
sampling of the wastewater type under
study: (3) the plant must have waste
treatment in place; (4) the mix of plants
visited should contain discharges to
both surface waters and publicaly
owned treatment works; and (5) the
selected plants should provide a
representative geographical distribution
to avoid a data bage that concentrates
on a unique geographical condition. EPA
sampled 210 facilities to identify
pollutants in plant wastewaters. Before
visiting a plant, EPA reviewed all
available data on manufacturing -
processes and waste treatment. We
selected representative points at which
to sample the raw wastewater entering
the treatment systems and the final
treated effluents. Finally, we prepared,
reviewed. and approved a detailed
sampling plan showing the selected

. sample points and the overall sampling

procedure.

Based on this sampling plan, we then
took samples at each sample point for 1,
2 or 3 consecutive days. The samples
were divided into two analytical groups.
Within each group the samples were
subjected to various analyses,
depending on the stability of the
pollutants to be analyzed. The various
levels of analysis were conducted at: (1)
Local laboratories, (2) EPA's Chicago
laboratory, (3) contracted gas :
chromatography/mass spectrometry
{GC/MS) laboratories, and (4) the
sampling contractor’s central laboratory.
The sampling and analysis methods are
outlined in the Development Document.

The acquisition, preservation, and
analysis of the water samples followed
the relevant methods set forth in 40 CFR
136. Although the Agency has not
promulgated analytical methods for

many organic toxic pollutants under
Section 304(h) of the Act, a number of
these methods have been proposed for
40 CFR 136 (44 FR 69464, December 3,
1578; 44 FR 75028, December 18, 1578).

V1. Industry Subcategorization

In developing this regulation, the -
Agency considered whether different
effluent limitations and standards are
appropriate for different segments of the
metal finishing industry. The Act
requires EPA to consider a number of
factors to deter: ine if subcategorization
is needed. These factors include raw
materials, final products. manufacturing
processes, geographical location, plant
size and age., wastewater
characteristics, non-water-quality
environmental impacts, treatment costs,
energy costs, and solid waste
generation. ‘

The metal finishing industry
comprises 45 unit operations. These
processes generate wastewater that falls
into five waste groups, each requiring
different treatment to reduce the
discharge of pollutants. The five groups
are metais, cyanide, hexavalent
chromium, oils, . 1solvents, with
significant toxic organics pollutants
potentially present in the last two.

These wastes occur in a wide variety .

of combinations. Throughout the
industry, however the wastestreams are
alike in one critical sense; they all
respond similarly to the treatment
system which is already most widely
used in the industry. That system was
selected as EPA's model technology. Its
major components, i.e., precipitation and
clarification, are used for all waste
streams After isolated treatment of
hexavaient chromium, cyanide, and oil
and grease, pollutants in these waste
streams are further reduced by passage
through the precipitation-clarification
system which is also used for metal-
bearing wastes.

The Agency has determinhed that the
Metal Finishing Point Source Category
need not be subcategorized for
regulation. A set of concentration based
limitations, based on the performance
capabilities of the model technology,
can be applied to all metal finishing
process effiuents.

EPA has, however decided to exempt
indirect discharging job shops and
independent printed circuit board
manufacturers from the Part 433 PSES.
This has an effect similar to placing
them in c separate subcategory. As
noted above, this is consistent with the
1880 Settlement Agreement in which the
National Association of Metal Finishers
promised to withdraw its legal challenge
to those Part 413 PSES if EPA did not,

for the next several years, make them
significantly more stringent.
The Agency considered. but decided

'ﬂ against production based standard.
With the wide range of operations,

product quality requirements, existing
process configurations, and difficulties
in measuring production, no consistent
production normalizing relationship
could be found. Concentration based
limits, however, can be consistently
attained throughout the industry.

VII. Available Wastewater Control and
Treatment Technology ’

A. Status of In-Plcce Technology

Installed control and treatment
technologies in the metal finishing
industry generally consist of some form
of alkaline precipitation and
clarification installed at “end-of-pipe” to
remove metals. When cyanide or
hexavalent chromium wastes are
present, these wastewaters are
generally segregated and treated
upstream.

B. Control Treatment Options

We examined the following control
treatment options:

Option 1: Precipitation and
clarification. Stream segregation for
cyanide, hexavalent chromium and
concentrated oily wastes followed by
cyanide destruction, chromium
reduction and emulsion breaking
skimming as necessary. Solvent waste
segregation and removal by hauline.

Option 2: Option 1 plus filtration.

Option 3: Optior: 1 plus in-plant
control for cgdmium.

VIIL. General Criteria for Effluent
Limitations

A. BPT Effluent Limitations

The factors considered in defining
best practicable control technolgy
currently available (BPT) include: (1)
The total cost of applying the technology
relative to the effluent reductions that
result, (2) the age of equipment and
facilities involved, (3) the processes
used, (4) engineering aspects of the
control technology., (5) process changes.
(6) non-water-quality environmental
impacts (including energy requirements),
(7) and other factors, as the
Administrator considers appropriate. In
general, the BPT level rapresents the
average of the best existi
performances of planta within the
industry of various ages, sizes,
processes, or other common
characteristics. When exis'
performance is uniformly inadequate,
BPT may be transferred from a different
subcategory or category. BPT focuses on
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end-of-pipe treatment rather than
. process changes or internal controls,
except when these technologies are
common industry practice. '
The cost/benefit inquiry for BPT is a
. limited balancing of costs versus .
benefits, committed to EPA’s discretion,
which does niot require the Agency to
quantify benefits in monetary terms. Sez
e.g., American Iron and Stcel Institute v.
EPA, 528 F. 2d 1027 (3rd Cir. 1975).In
balancing costs against the benefits of
effluent reduction, EPA considers the
volume and naturé of existing
discharges, the volume and rature of
discharges expected after application of
BPT, the general environmental effects
of the pollutants, and the costand
economic impacts of the required level
of pollution control. The Act does not
require or permit consideration of water
quality problems attributable to
particular point sources, or water
quality improvements in particular
bodies of water. Therefore, EPA has not
considered these factors. See
Weyerhaeuser Company v. Costle, 590
F. 2d 1611 (D.C. Cir. 1978). :

B.BA TEﬂ’I:}ent Limitations

The factors considered in defining
best available technology economically -
achievable (BAT) include the age of the
equipment and facilities involved, the
processes used, engineering aspects of
the control technology, process changes,
non-water-quality environmental

impacts (including energy requirements),

and the costs of -applying such
technology {Section 304(b)(2)(B})). The
BAT level represents the best
economically achievable performance of
plants of various ages, sizes, processes,
or other shared characteristics. As with
BPT, uniformly inadequate performance
within a category or subcategory may
require transfer of BAT from a different
subcategory or category. Unlike BPT,
however, BAT may include process
changes or internal controls, even when
these technologies are not common
industry practice. :

The statutory assessment of BAT
“congiders” costs, but does not require a
balancing of costs against effluent
reduction benefits (see Weyerhaeuserv.
Costle, supra). In developing BAT,
however, EPA has given substantial .
weight to the reasonableness of costs.
The Agency has considered the volume
and nature of discharges, the volume
and nature of discharges expected after
application of BAT, the general :
environmental effects of the pollutants,
and the costs and economic impacts of
the required pollution control ievels.

Despite this expanded consideration
of costs, the primary factor for
determining BAT is the effluent

reduction capability of the control
‘technology. The Clean Water Act of
1977, establishes the achievement of
BAT as the principal national means of
controiling toxic water pollution from
direct discharging plants.

C. BCT Effluent Limitations -

The 1977 amendments added Section
301(b){2)(E) to the Act, establishing
“best conventional pollutant centrol
technology" {BCT) for discharges of
conventional pollutants from existing
industrial point sources. Section
304(B)(4) £ ecified the following as
conventionai pollutants: BOD, TSS, fecal

" coliform, and pH. The Administrator

designated oil and grease as
*“conventional” on july 30, 1979, 44 FR
44501.

BCT is not an additional limitation but
replaces BAT for the control of
conventional pollutants. In addition to
other factors specified in section :
304(b)(4)(B), the Act requires that BCT
limitations be assessed in light of a two
part “cost-reasonableness” test. -
American Paper Institute v. EPA, 660 F.
2d 954 (4th Cir. 1981). The first test
compares the « - .I for private industry to
reduce its conventional pollutants with
the costs to publicly owned treatment
works for similar levels of reduction in
their discharge of thesé pollutants. The
second test examines the cost-
effectiveness of additicnal industrial
treatment beyond BPT, EPA must find
that limitations are “reasonable” under
both tests before establishing them as
BCT. In no case may BCT be less
stringent than BPT. .

EPA published its methodology for
carryir ! out the BCT analysis on August
29, 1979, (44 FR 50732). In the case
mentioned above, the Court of Appeals
ordered EPA to correct data errors
underlying EPA’s calculation of the first
test, and to-apply the second cost test.
(EPA had argued that a second cost test
was not required). -

BCT limitations for this industry were
proposed on QOctober 29, 1882 (47 FR
49176). They were accoimpanied by a
proposed methodology for the general
development of BCT limitations. BCT
limits for this industry will be
promulgated with, or soon after, the

" promulgation of the final methodology

for BCT development. At that time EPA
will respond to relevant comments filed
in either that rulemaking or in this one.

D. New Source Performance Standards
The basis for new source performance

"~ standards (NSPS).under Section 306 of

the Act is the best available
demonstrated technology. New plants
have the opportunity to deaign the best
and most efficient metal finishing

.

processes and wastewater treatment
- . technologies, Therefore, Congress

directed EPA to consider the best
demonstrated process changes, in-plant
controls, and end-of-pipe treatment
technologies that reduce pollution to the
maximum extent feasible. :

E. Pretreatment Standards for Existing
Sources :

Section 307(b) of the Act requires EPA
to promulgate pretreatment standards
for existing sources (PSES), which
industry must achieve within three years
of promulgation. PSES are designed to
prevent the discharge of pollutents
which pags through, interfere with, or
are otherwise incompatible with the
operation of POTW’s.

The legislative history of the 1977 Act
indicates that pretreatment standards
are to be technology-based, analogous
to the best available technology for
removal of toxic pollutamts. The General
Pretreatment Regulations which serve as
the framework for the finzl metal '
finishing pretreatment standards are in
40 CFR Part 403, 46 FR 8404 {January 28,
1981). o

EPA has generally determined that
there is pass through of pollutants if the
percent of pollutants removed by a well-
operated POTW achieving secondary
treatment is less than the percent -
removal by the BAT model treatment -
system. A study of 40 well-operated
POTW's with biological treatment and
meeting secondary treatment criteria
showed that regulated metals are
typically removed dt rates varying from
20 to 70%. POTWs with only primary
treatment have even lower rates of
removal. In contrast, BAT level
treatment by metal finishing industrial
facilities can achieve removals of
approximately 97% or more. Thus it is
evident that metals from this industry do
pass through POTW’s. As for toxic
organics, data from the same POTWs
illustrate a wide range of removal, from _
0 to greater than 99%. Overall POTW's
have removal rates of toxic
which are leas effective than the metal
finishing TTO technology basis of no
dumping of toxic organic wastes. The
POTW's effluent discharge of specific
toxic pollutants renged from 0 to 4.3
milligrams/liter. Many of the pollutents
present in metal finishing wastes, at
sufficiently high concentrations, can

" inhibit biodegradation in POTW

operations. In addition, 8 high
concentration of toxic pollutants in the
sludge can limit PO''W use of sludge
management altematives, including the
beneficial use of sludges on agriculturel

lands.

ey
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~ Section 307 of the Clean Water Act

¢ provides that POTW’s may grant credit

to indirect dischargers, based on the
degree of removal actually achieved at
the POTW. EPA has General
Pretreatment Regulations regulating
POTWSs' authority to grant such credits.
A Federal Register notice of
September 28, 1982 explained EPA's
latest data and proposed national
removal credits for well operated
POTW's achieving the national
secondary treatment limits. See 47 FR
42608. That proposal is not being relied

" on in this rulemaking: however if such

credits are available the costs of today's
standards could be sustantially reduced.

F. Pretreatment Standards for New
Sources

Section 307(c) of the Act requires EPA
to promulgate pretreatment standards
for new sources (PSNS) at the same time
that it promulgates NSPS. These
standards are intended to prevent the
discharge of pollutants which pass

ugh, interfere with, or are otherwise
incon:patible with a POTW. New
indirect dischargers, like new direct
dischargers, have the opportunity to
incorporate the best available
demonstrated technologies—including
process changes, in-plant controls, and
end-of-pipe treatment technologies—and
to select plant sites that ensure the
treatment system can be adequately
installed. Therefore, the Agency sets
PSNS after considering the same criteria
considered for NSPS. PSNS will have
effluent reduciion benefits similar to
NSPS.

IX. Summary of Final Regulations

In the electroplating/metal finishing
industry, the pollutants of concern are
cadmium, chromium, copper, lead.
nickel, silver, zinc. cyanide. toxic
organics, TSS, oil and grease, and pH.
The treatment option selected for each
effluent limitation, pretreatment
standard and new source performance
standard is based on the criteria
specified in the Clean Water Act. The
technologies are discussed in more
detail in the Development Document for
this rulemaking.

A. Part 433

The pollutants being regulated under
BPT iimitations are cadmium, copper,
chromium, nickel, lead, silver, zinc, total
cyanide, TSS, oil and grease and pH,
Total toxic organics {TTO) is also being
regulated. CompHance with the TTO
limit basically involves not dumping
concentrated toxic organic wastes, e.g.,
solvent degreascrs and paint strippers.
Other sources are fenerally small,
infrequent, and of low concentrations.

For BPT, EPA is setting limits
achievable by techuiology based on
precipitation and clarification for all
metal finishing effluents. In addition, for
cyanide or hexavalent chromium the.
technology basis incorporates
techniques to destroy cyanide and
reduce -hexavalent chromium to its
trivalent state. These effluent limitations
reflect the average of the best existing
control technologies widely used in the
industry and remove approximately 97.6
percent of the raw waste of toxic metals
and cyanide, and 99 percent of the toxic
organics discharged. The technology is
consistent with that used as a basis for
PSES for the electroplating industr
(January 28, 1981, 40 FR 9462) and t!
March 28, 1974, suspended, BPT
limitations. The limitations are derived
in the manner discugsed in the following
section. They are generally more
stringent than those found in currently
effective electroplating pretreatment
regulations, because EPA is now using a
revised and updated data base.

For BAT. EPA is establishing
limitations for the toxic pollutants and
at a level equivalent to BPT. The Agency
seriously consid  d setting BAT and
BAT-level PSES umitations based on
BPT level technology plus filtration.
Filtration would have led to an
additional capital cost of almost $1.2
billion. In light of the statutory mandate
to consider cost in setting BAT, EPA
decided to reject the filtration option,
because of its very high aggregate cost
on a nationwide basis. We did not select
in-plant cadmium control because it can
require significant re-engineering of
process water flow and of product and
equipment handling, on a plant-by-plant
basis. T..e changes vary widely and in
many cases could be difficult for
existing plants to apply. The compliance
date for BAT is no later than July 1,
1984, the maximum time allowed by the
Act.

For NSPS, EPA is establishing
limitations based on BPT/BAT
technology plus in-plant control of
cadmium. This additional control takes

-advantage of a new plant's ability to

achieve effluent reductions of 69%
beyond BAT cadmium  zvels. The
pollutants regulated under NSPS are the
same as those regulated under BPT
limitations.

For PSES in the Metal Finishing
Category, limitations are based on
technology equivalent to BAT and BPT.
The pollutants regulated under this
PSES are the same as the toxic
rollutants regulated under BPT (BAT)
imitations. A study of 40 well-operated
POTWs with biological treatment and
meeting secondary treatment criteria
showed that regulated metals and

cyanide are typically removed at rates

- varying from 20 to 70%. POTWs with

primary treatment have even lower
rates of removal. In contrast, metal
finishing PSES-level treatment can
achieve removals of approximately 97%.
Thus it is evident that metals and
cyanide from this industry do pass
through POTWSs. As for toxic organics,
data from the same POTWs illustrates a
wide range of removal, from 0% to
greater than 89%. Overall POTWSs have
removal rates of toxic grganics which
are less effective than the metal
finishing TTO technology basis of no
dumping of toxic organic wastes. The
POTWs effluent discharge of specific
toxic pollutants ranged from O to 4.3 mg/
1. Many of the pollutants present in
metal finishing wasté3 at sufficiently
high concentrations c.n inhibit
biodegradation in POTW operations. In
addition, a high concentration of toxic
pollutants in the sludge can limit POTW
use of sludge management alternatives,
including the beneficial use of sludges
on agricultural lands.

The compliance date for the metal
finishing PSES is
February 15, 1986 fur wmetals. cyanide;
and TTO. Agency analysis indicates
that facilities can plan, design. and
install the necessary equipment in 31
months, which will be allowed by the
specifid compliance date. There is also
a June 30, 1984 compliance date for an
interim toxic organic limit, which can be
met by in-house management and
handling controls.

For PSNS, limitations are based on
technology equivalent to NSPS. The
pollutants regulated under PSNS are the
same as the toxics regulated under
NSPS. As with PSES, these pollutants
are necessary for control in PSNS to
prevent pass through, interference, and
sludge contamination.

B. Part 413

Indirect discharging job shops and
independent printed circuit board
manufacturers will continue to be
regulated under the existing PSES for
Electroplating. This is consistent with a
1980 Settlement Agreement in which the
National Association uf Metal Finishers
and the Institute for Interconnecting and
Packaging Electronic Circuits agreed not
to challenge the Part 413 pretreatment
standards for existing source :
electroplaters, in return for the 1981
amendments and an EPA commitment
that, in Ii%ht of their economio
vulnerability, EPA did not pian to
develnn significantly more stringent
standards for those plants for the next
several years,
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Control of toxic organics is being
added to the requirements for facilities
under the Electroplating PSES.
Examipation of the technology |
requirements, costs, economic impact,
and timing indicates that requiring
control of-toxic organics is consistent
with the Settlement Agreement.

First, it will not increase the economic
vulnerability of job shops or
independent prix.ted circuit board
manufacturers. Compliance with the
toxic organic gtandards can be achieved
y good management practices {i.e., not
dumping waste solvents into the
wastewaters). No additional end-of-pipe
technology (beyond that already
required by Part 413) is necessary.
Economic analyses reveal th:at control of
toxic organics does not impose ~
significant additional costs or impacts.

Second, these facilities are being
allowed 3 years to compi;’ with the toxic
organic standard. Thus, evex if control
of TTO were considered “more
stringent”, the time allowed for
compliance will amount to 6 years from
the date of the Settlement Agreement.
That fulfills the Agency’s obligation not
to develop more stringent staridards for
these facilities in the next several years.
X. Derivation of the Limitations

"EPA began development of these.
standards by building on the
information obtained in developing the
Electroplating Pretreatment Standards.
For Metal Finishing, 2783 companies .
were contacted as part of two surveys
(one of 1190 plants and the other of 365
plants) and 1555 useable questionaire
responses were obtained. The Agency
also selected 322 plants for visits and/or
obtained long term self-monilorigg data

" on them.

The data gathering effort was the
basis for the Agency’s first two critical -
determinations. First, pursuant to
Section 307(b) of the Act, EPA identified
those pollutants that would pass through
or interfere with a POTW, or its sludge.
Second, EPA discovered that a basic
and “classic” pollution contro} -
technology was widely practiced in the
industry. The system is designed to
remove toxic metals from raw
wastestreams and it has two principal
components—precipitation and
clarification. Of 1190 surveyed plants,
689 reported treatment present, of these,
426 facilities practiced the precipitation
of metals through pH adjustment of
wastewater. § s :

EPA then analyzed the data to
discover what those classic and
commonly used treatment devicee could -
.achieve. For sach regulated pollutant
"EPA looked for two key figures: The

>verage concentration that properly

operated technoiogyxwould achieve over
time, and the variability from that
average that would be inevitable even-

.at well-operated plants.

To find long-term concentration
averages, EPA examined its file of 322
plants which had been vigited and/or

_had sent'long-term self-monitoring data

to EPA. Of these plants EPA had
sampled 72 with precipitation and
clarification. After deletions for
improper treatment, dilution, and low
raw waste concentrations, 30 plants
(sampled by EPA. from 1 to 6 days) were
used for devel ,ping the long-term
concentration averages. For these
plants, EPA had obtained detailed
information on treated and untreated
(raw) wastewater characteristics.

For most pollutants the average of this
data was used for the long term average.
EPA sampled data for cadmium and
lead appeared too low to represent the
range of raw wastes in the industry. For
these parameters EPA used available
self-monitoring data to calculate the
long-term average. Although the Agency
has less information on which to judge
the adequacy of tre ~tment in the self-
monitoring data, ti. _se higher values
were used by the Agency to compensate
for the relatively low raw waste
cadmium and lead at EPA sampled
plants. The average of the self-
monitoring data for lead and cadmium
was used for the long-term average.

The regulations specify daily and
monthly average maximums. Thus, the
limits are devéloped from the Agency
assessment of long term concentration
averages multiplied by variability
factors. If a plant intends to consistently
comply wi .s the regulatory limit it
should use the long term concentration
average as the basis for design and
operation. The following long-term
concentration averages were found to be
attainable by the technology EPA
assessed, and were costed in this
rulemaking. They are prese.ited here as
guidance to dischargers and control
authorities:

Long Term Concentration Averages

hY

Long term

concen-

Poliutant of pothitant property l"vormm

ol (-

P midigrams

. et ior

img/1)

Cadmium (T; 0.13
Chromium (T) 0872
(Y] 0818

Lead (T) . 020
Nickel (1)..: 0.942
Sitver (T) 0.006
Zine (T) 0549

Cyanide (T 0.48

Cyanide, A, 0.08

- Long Term Concentration Averages—

" Postant of postant property

Oil & Grease. 118
788 11168
TTO (raw waste) 108
TTO (siflvent)

Variability factors were determined
by looking at variations that have
occurred in the past. This requires
multiple observations at single ,
treatment systems. The self-monitoring
data collected by EPA provided
approximately 12,000 self-reporting
observations which were used to derive
variability factors. The variability
factors were derived by estimating 99th
percentiles based on a lognormal . :
distribution, and then dividing those
numbers by the average: These Part 433
metal finishing standards are based on
the variability expected for one-day and
one-month time periods. The monthly
variability factors were derived
assuming the monthly average was
comprised of ten:daily observations. -

Finally, the Agency multiplied the
resulting variability factor by the
expected long-term concentration
averages. The resalts were effluent
concentration limits based on actual
observations of well-operated plants
which allowed for the variability
observed at all types of repo:ting
facilities. EPA has ass2ssed the cost of
this regulation on the assumption that
plants design and operate to meet these
long term concentration averages. The
final limits represent limits which a
well-designed and operated plant should

. meet approximately 99% of the time. If a

plant designs and operates its treatment
sysicm to achieve the long-term
concentration average and reasonable
control fluctuations, then it should have
very little expectation of exceeding the
promulgated limit for each sampling of
the discharge.

XI. Changes From the Proposed Limits

As previously stated the limitations
are derived using long-term: averages
and variability factors. Both of these
items underwent some changes between
proposal and promulgation.

Withregerd to long-term
concentration averages only slight
changes were made. Additional data
were added to the data base for lead -
and zinc; aud one plant's data for .
cadinium were excluded due to
complexing problems. The long-term
concentration average for lead changed

o)
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o

et i




Fodorsl Registar { Vol. 48, No. 137 j Friday, july 15,

-

“ " frow 81746 020 mg/1, zinc changed
. from 0.582 to 0.54@ mg/1, and cadmium

;. .. changed from 0.19t0 0.13 mg/1. -

- The derivation of the proposed TTO

| ‘Yimit did not distinguish differences -

" between plants. Comments suggested
that plants with certain processes
should be allowed a higher limit. EPA in
response, examined grouping of plants-
by sources-of TTO; e.g. those that
perform solvent degreasing, and/or
P.:lmm Plants whichdperfomed bgth

vent degreasing and painting ha
higher raw waste TTO than any other

R process group. The final TTO limit is

based on that process grouping, which is
a coaservative assumption asince it had
the highest background concentration.
Furthermore, EPA is now promulgating
two TTO limits for plants covered by
Part 433. The first is based solely on
background levels found prior to end-of-
pipe treatment. It must be met by June
30, 1964, except that plants covered by
Part 420 (iron and steel) need not meet it
until July 10, 1985. The second TTO limit
is based on effluent data and takes into
account the additional temovals
achieved by end-of-pipe treatment. This
second limit must be met by February
15, 1866, Most facilities should be able
to meet this limit after installing end-of-
pipe tredtment to meet the electroplating
PSES of Part 413, However Part 433 :
allows the period until February 15, 1966
in case additional process streams
present special compliance problems.

For PSES,-job shops and independent
printed circuit board manufacturers are
regulated only cader Part 413. They will
have until july 15, 1886 to comply with
TTO. Thus “several years” will have
followed the Settlement Agreement of
1060. - :

In calculating variability factors,
changes were made to both the daily
maximum variability and thirty day
variability. First, the daily maximum
variability was calculated in the
proposal by using lognormal statistics
for plants with less than 100 sampling
days and a nonparametric procedure for
plants reporting 100 or more
observations. For the final regulation the
Agency found that the larger data sets
had a good fit to the lognormal :
distribution. Thus the Agency is using
the lognormal procedure for all data  °
seix. Second, 30 day limits based on the
average of 30 samples fiave been
replaced with a monthly average based
on 10 samples per reporting period. This
is consistent with other recent Effiuent
Guidelines for siinilar industrial
o cﬁﬁ'{ he Age ded
. addition, ¢ ncy responded to
comments that the statistical

. methodology-used in proposal did not
predict percent exceedances of the 30

"

-day limits consistently with the 99%

criterion used to derive the limits. The
main reason for this was that day to day
dependence in the data was nut

-accounted for in deriving the proposed

limits. In deriving the 10-sample monthly
limits, the Agency examined data
dependence in three ways. First, by
fitting the data to a statistical time
series model; second, by incorporating
direct computations of auto-correlations
into derivations of the limits; and third,
by fitting observed sequences of 10 day
averages to a lognormal distribution.
The final monthly limits were
determined by fitting observed
sequences of 10 day averages to a
lognormal distribution because this
provided the most satisfactory fit to the
data. The general effect of these
statistical changes was to raise some
limits. .

Another change is that an alternative
amenable cyanide limit is made
available to facilities with significant
forms of cyanide (i.e., iron cyanides) riot
controllable by the technology basis.

XIL Pollutants and Subcategories not

.Regulated

Paragraph 8 of tne Seitlement
Agreement contains provisions
authorizing EPA to exclude toxic
pollutants and industry categories and
subcategories from regulation under
certain circumstances. .

A. Exclusion of Toxic Pollutants

Paragraph 8 (a) (iii) of the Settlement
Agreement authorizes the Administrator
to exclude from regulation toxic
poliutants: .

* Not ¢ tectable by Section 304(h)
analytical methods or other state-of-the-

.art methods; or

¢ Present in amounts too sn.all to be
effectively reduced by available
technologies; or _

e Present only in trace amounts and
neither causing nor likely to cause toxic
effects; or -

e Detected in the effluent from cnly a
small namber of sources within a
subcategory and uniquely related to
those sources: or

¢ That will be effectively controlled
by technologies on which other effluent
limitations and standards are based.

Appendix B to this notice indicates
the réason for the exclusion of each
toxic pollutant excluded from regulation
on the basis of the paragraph 8 criteria.

B. Exclusion of Subcategories

- In selecting effluent limitations for the
Metal Finighing category as a whole,
EPA hus not established subcategories
and, therefore, has not excluded any
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subcategories from toxic pollutant’
regulation. However, as discussed
‘above, job shope and [PCBMs which are
existing indirect dischacgers remain
subject to the less stringent Part 413
requirements.

XAI1. Costs, Effluent Reduction Benefits,
and Economic Impact

A. Cost and Economic Impacts

The economic impact assessment of
this regulation is presented in Economic
Impact Analysis of Effiuent Standards
and Limitations for the Metal Finishing
Industry. The analysis details the
investment and annual costs that the
industry will incur as a result of this
reguiation. The report assesses the
impact of effluent control costs in terms

. of plant closures, unemployment effects,

and increases in the costs of prod:iction.
Since proposal, the economic impact
analysis has been revised to reflect
changes warranted on the basis of
comments received and as a result of
continued EPA review. Monitoring and
compliance costs associated with the
control of the regulated pollutants have
been estimated for each industry sector
and are presented below. Also, the
economic analysis has been revised to
reflect a current nominal cost of capital -
of 13 percent versus the 10 percent
originally used. In addition; the
Economic Analysis was revised to more
clearly present supporting data from
elsewhere in the record. Finally, the
indirect discharging captive facilities
with flows less than 10,000 gallons per -
day have been included in the analysis.
Costs and impacts for this group are '
presented separately below. Thia
industry group was inadvertently
omitted from the earlier economic
impact analysis.
. In order to measure the potential
economic impact, EPA reviewed its
incremental effect on each of the sectors
of the industry (described above in the
“Overview of the Industry,” and Table
1). These impacts are presented
separniely below for direct and indirect
discharging facilities by job-shop,
independent printed circuit board shop
and captive shop facilities. The
incremental combined investment and
annual costs, which include interest and
depreciation, for all metal finishing
facilities incurring costs are $351 million
and $118 million respectively. These
costs are in 1962 dollars, as are thase
presented below. No plant closures or
employment effects are projected.
Increases tn the cost of production
averaga 0.02 percent. If ail 10,409
facilities using end-of-pipe treatment
technologies are renuizzd by the

-
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municipalities and permit writers to
monitor 10 days per month, the total
annual costs increase by $61 million
from $118 million to $179 million. No
closures or employments effects are
projected to result from this level of
monitoring; the average increase in cost
of production would be 0.03 percent
versus the 0.02 percent presented above.
The Agency has determined that this
regulation would be economically
achievable even if gl facilities are

required to monitor 10 days a month. No .

measureable balance of trade effect is -
expected from this regulation due io the
estimated small change in the price of
metal finishing products.

BPT

Direct discharging facilities are not
expected to incur costs to comply with
the metals and cyanide Limitations
because these facilities are already
covered by NPDES permits which set
BPT limits on case-by-case best
engineering judgments. A 1981 survey of
randomly selected permits indicates that
nearly all existing permits specify limits
equivalent to, or more stringent than,
those contained in this regulation.

Direct discharging facilities may incur
costs to comply with the limitation on
total toxic organics. EPA assessed TTO
compliance costs on the assumption that
all plants would incur baseline
monitoring costs of $1,904 on a one time
_ basis. EPA believes that almost all
plants will then comply through the
certification process. Nevertheless, EPA
agsumed that those facilities which
currently dump woulid not be able to use
the certification process and would
incur annual compliance casts. {This
same procedure was used for TTO
compliance under PSES.) EPA has
assumed that the annual BPT
compliance costs could be $29,000 for
jab shops, $34,700 fo. independent
printed circuit board manufacturers and
$468,000 for captive shop facilities.
Thesé costs apply to 10 out of 365 direct
discharging job shops, 12 out of 44 direct
discha.ging independent printed circuit
board manufacturers, and 162 out of
2,500 direct discharging captive shop
facilities. Increases in the cost of
production resulting from the control of
TTO are not expected to exceed 0.9
percent. No closure or employment
offects are projected for these sectors.

BAT

Since the BAT limitations are the
same as the BPT limitations, there is no
incremental cost or impact associated
with compliance with the BAT
iimitatione. ,

PSES

. Indirect discharging job shop and
independent printed circuit board
facilities are expected to incur costs:
only to comply with the TTO limitation
which is being added to the

electroplating pretreatment standards in -
Part 413. This TTO limitation is included

in the regulation because compliance
will significantly reduce toxic organic
pollution and will cause negligible
economic impacts on these industry
sectors. EPA is not imposing metals and
cyanide limitations more stringent than
those specific 4 in the existing applicable
pretreatment standards despite
evidence that such limits can be reliably
achieved by the technology that {orms
the basis of the current standards. This
is consistent with a March 1980
Settlement Agreement in which the
relevant trade associations agreed not to
challenge the Part 413 pretreatment
standards for existing source
electroplaters.

Approximately 77 of an estimated
2,734 indirect discharging job shops and
88 of the 327 indirect independent
printed circuit borrd manufacturers are
assumed to incur - asts to comply with
the TTO standard. Annual costs of
$222,500 and $254,300 respectively are
projected for the two sectors. The
average annual cost per facilityto
comply with the TTO limitations is
approximately $2900, primarily for
sampling and analysis. Mo closures or
employment effects are projected for
these sectors. Production cost increases
are expected not to exceed 0.03 percent
for the two sectors. ’

Non-integrated indirect discharging
captive f: - ilities with effluent flows

" greater then 10,000 gallons per day are

assumed to incur additional costs to
comply with the TTO standard. Control
of metals and cyanide can be achieved
through capital investment already
required by currently effective
electroplating regulations. Although the
metals and cyanide standards
promulgated today are more stringent
than those in the currently effeciive
electroplating regulaticns, they can be
met through use of the same pollution
control equipment relied on to meet the
electroplating pretreatment standards.
The $167,600 of annual costs associated
with control of TTO applies to 58 of the
800 nonintegrated captive indirect
dischargers with flow greater than
10,000 gpd. No closure or divestitures
are expected to occur.

Non-integrated indirect discharging
captive facilities with flows less than
10,000 gallor.., per day will incur costs
from both the metals and cyanide
standards and the TTO standards.

~ estimatea that

'Unlike the prior ‘group with flows greatet

~

than 10,000 gpd, this group was
generally exempt from Part 413’s
precipitation/clarification based

pretreatment standards. Their inclusion’

in the metal finishing standard counld

- %

necessitate investments in bothend-of: -

pipe and in-plant treatment
technologies. The cost for these facilities
to comply with the metals and cyanide
standards totals $11.8 million annually.
These costs apply to 912 outof an
estimated 2850 nonintegrated indirect
discharging captive facilities with flows
lesa than 10,000 gpd. Data indicate that
the remainder of these plants already
have adequate treatment in place. The
annual cost to comply with the TTO
standard is $534,600; this applies to 185
facilities. The average increase in the
cost of production is approxinately one
percent. No closure or employment
impacts are projected.

Of the 3,750 facilities in the last
industry sector, integrated indirect
discharging captives, 1,200 may incur
aggregate costs of $104 million annually
to comply with the metals and cyanide

standards and 243 of thesé facilities may

incur costs of approxsmately.$705,000
.annually to.comply with the TTO
standard. Integrated shops perform  _
metal finishing operations in addition to
electroplating processes. Thus, they are
affected by the existing electroplating
standa:ds as weli as by today’s
regulation. EPA anticipates that the
integrated facilities will comply with the
metal finishing standards by treating
their total process discharge through a
single treatment system that would be
more costly than the one required solely
to treat electroplating wastewaters. .
The costs indicated above reflect the
additional costs of complying with the
metal finishing standard; the
electroplating casts were reviewed in an
earlier regulation 40 CFR Part 413, 44 FR
52590, September 7, 1979 and they serve
as the baseline for determining the
impacts of the metal finishing regulation.
To determine the baselin~ costs required
to comply with the electn, lating
pretreatment standards, EPA first
revised its earlier estimates, based on
updated surveys of treatment in place,
improved estimates of the population of
affected captive shops, and calculated
costs attributed to the electraplating
flow of integrated captive indirect
dischargets. The revised estimate {in

1982 dollars) indicates that this sector's

costs for compliance with the
electroplating pretreatment standards
are $512 million in cap‘tal costs and $169
million in annual costs, including
interest and de&rociaﬂon. EPA now

© major economic
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. _ ) cﬁects bf that regulation would be 24

plant closures and six electroplating
divestitures which could result in 896
job losses and 84 job transfers.

In estimating the economic impact of
today's metal finishing regulation, EPA
aseessed the costs of treating the
additional flows covered by today's
regulation at the model plants used in

- the electroplating analysis. The costs

used in conducting the economic impact
analysis reflect the cost of treating all
process flows, expect for the six
electroplating process streams specified
in Part 413. To the extent these flows
include processes not regulatéa under
metal finishing, the costs and resulting
impacts overstate the effect of the metal
finishiag regulation.

EPA’s estimates of the effects of these

. regulations are based on a sample of

approximately 1,100 plants. The results
have been extrapolated to the full
population of 3,750 plants in this sector.
For each model plant the analysis
determines the incremental inciease in
the costs of production to comply with
the metal finishing standards. If a
plant’s compliance costs relative to
sales are high, the analysis projects
metal finishing process line divestitures
or plant closures. Additional impacts,
thus, are those due to today’s metal
finishing regulation only. Investment
costs are expected to total
approximately $351 million, while
annual costs are projected to be
approximately $118 million, including
interest and depreciation. The annual
costs represent approximately 0.20
percent of the $60 billion annual value of
shipments from integrated indirect-..
captive plants. EPA’s analysis projects
that this would lead to nc plant closures
or process line divestitures, and that no
employment disruption would result.
The TTO portion of these total annual
costs shown above is approximately
$705,000. TTO costs apply to 243 of the
3750 integrated indirect discharging
captive facilities.

Finally, EPA assessed the combined
impact of today's regulation and the
electroplating pretreatment regulation
on the captive integrated indirect
discharging sector of the industry. This
analysis, like those for electroplating
and metal finishing alone, was based on
costs for the treatment technology used
for the development of the limitations.
Some plants may receive removal
credits or install less expensive
technology. In addition, EPA has
deferred the compliance date for
integrated facilities, thereby allowing
plants additional time to plan for
compliance and no* be subject to
treatment costs, This analysts indicated

that the combined investment for the
captive integrated indirect discharging
sector for both regulations was $827

. million, with annual costs of $274

million, including interest and
depreciation. Thirty plants {out of 3,750)
might divest their electroplating lines or
close, and 880 jobs (cut of 456,000} could
be lost or displaced. These impacts are
the same as those due to the ‘
electroplating pretreatment standards
alone. No additional closures,
divestitures, or unemployment effects
are expected from the more stringent
standards promulgated today.

NSPS and P5NS

Finally, the requirements for new
sources are the same as those for
existing sources, except that cadmium
must be controlled more stringently. The
incremental cost of compliance with the
cadmium control ranges from $14,000 to
$24.000 per facility depending on the
water flow. These costs represent
between 0.02 and 2.0 percent of .
projected value of sales for these -
facilities. Since cadmium plating occurs
at only about 15% of the facilities and in-
plant controls ca~ be designed into new
facilities, there & :«pected to be no
competitive disadvantage for new
sources seeking to enter the industry.

Total Toxic Organics

EPA's economic analysis of the TTO
limit had its own costing methodolgy. Its
results were incorporated into the
impact analyses for the other specified
limits. EPA believes, however, that a
certification procedure will make these
costs unnecessary in almost all cases.

The Agency is offering the )
certifica’ on procedure as an alternativ
to self-monitoring because frequent
monitoring for toxic organics could be
expensive, Under the certification
procedures facilities can identify the
toxic organics used and certify that the
resultant wastes are being proprrly
disposed, i.e., recovered or contract
hauled. The Agency expeéts that almost.
all plants will certify.

Some plants may still be required to
monitor. However, estimating the
number of facilities that may still be
required to monitor TTO must be
accomplished indirectly, because there
is no history to indicate how control
authoritivs will apply toxic organic
n;quirezngms and ca::iﬂcatjl?l:\
alternatives to monitoring. The Agency
examined twe indicators of the need to
require monitoring. The first wae the
percentage of plants that currently dump
waste solvent dagreasers. This
percentage may approximate the
population size that control authorities
need to check. Only 24% of the captivee
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use solvent degreasing, which is the
primary source of potential toxic organiz
violations in these wastawaters.
Comparable figuree are 10.3% for job
shops and 100% for printed circuit board
manufacturers. ) '

These wastes can profitably be
recovered by the plant and some waste
hauiers, who pay for waste solvents,
have been identified, and are cited in
the public record. Approximately 73% of
the facilities which utilize solvent
degreasers, already properly dispcse of
this.waste. However even the 27% of the
populat’on who now dump their
solvents will probably stop that practice
and be eligibie for certification. In
addition some of the solvent degreasers
that these plants use do not contain any
toxic organics. Other sources of toxic
organics present at metal finishing
plants may cempensate for the Agency's
conservative agsessment on degreasing
but this should not be significant since
dumped solvent degreasers are clea:ly
the single most significant source of
'TTO in wastewnters. Thus this
approach leads to a congervative
overestimation by the Agency.

The second appreach was to examine
the percentage of EPA sampled data
which exceeded the TTQ limit and to
consider this as a measure of the
fraction of facilities needing monitoring.
This was 2.8 percent of the data {i.e..
97.4% of sampled data already corzplies
with the TTO limit}). The 2.6 percent
exceedance rate of the TTO limit during '
EPA's sampling supports the need for
certification and for control authorities
to establish reasoned plant specific
monitoring frequencies.

For purposes of economic analyses
the number of facilities costed for TTO
monitoring was estimated to be
equivalent to the number of facilities
currently dumping solvent.. The
economic impact analysis also
performed two sensitivity analyses. The
first was with a greater number of plants
monitoring for TTO. The second
assumed that plants monitored for TTO
monthly instead of quarterly. Both
changes led to only slightly different
impacts. All scenarios were found to be
acceptable and economically
achievable.

Summary

‘The Agency concludes that the final
regulation is economically achievable,
and the impacts are justified in light of
the effluani reductions achleved. The
metal finishing regulation will remove
an additional 20 million pounds per year

.of metais and cyanide and 10 million

pounds per year of toxic organics.
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B. Executive Order 12291

Under Executive Order 12291 the
Agency must determine whether a
regulation is “Major” and therefore
subject to the requirements of a
Regulatory Impact Analysis. Major rules
impose an annual cost to the economy
of $100 million or more or meet other
economic impact criteria.-Based on the
Agency's estimates this regulation could
have an ar.nuai effect on the economy of
more than $100 million, making it a
major regulation.

Executive Order 12291 does not
require a Regulatory Impact Analysis
where its consideration would conflict
. with the development of regulations
pursuant to a court orcer, as with this
metal finishing regulation. EPA has
prepared, however, an analysis that
contains many of th~ elements of a
Regulatory Impact Analysis. A copy of
the analysis can be cbtained from Alec
McBride, Monitoring and Data Support
Division, WH-553, U.S. EPA, 401 M
Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 28460.

C. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

Pub. L. 96-354 requires that a

Regulatory Flexibility Analysis be
-prepared for regulations that bave a
significant impact on a substaatial
number of small entities. The analysis
may be done in conjunction with, cr as
part of, any other analysis conducted by
the Agency. .

A small business analysis is included.
in the economic impact analysis. This
analysis shows that there will not be 2
significant impact on any segment of the
industry, large or small. Therefore a
formal Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
was not required.

D. SBA Loans

The agency is continuing to encourage
small plants—including circuit boerd
manufacturers—to use Small Business
Administration [SBA) financing as
needed for pollution control equipment.
The threz basic programs are: {1) The
Gnaranteed Pollution Conirol Bond
Program, {2) the Section 503 Program,
and (3) the Regular Guarantee Program.
All the SBA 1van programs are only
open to businesses that have: (a) net
assets less than $8 million, and (b} an
average annual after-tax income of less

than $2 million, and {c) fewer than 250
employees.

For further information and specifics
on the Guaranteed Pollution Control
Bond Program contact: U.S. Small
Business Administration, Office of
Pollution Control Financing, 4020 North
Fairfax Drive. Rosslyn, Virginie 22203
(703) 235-2802.

The Section 503 Prugram, as amended
in July 1980, allows long-term loans to
gmall and medium sized businesses.
These loans are made by SBA approved
local development companies. These
companies are authorized to issue
Government-backed debentures that are
brought by the Federal Financing Bank,
an arm of the U.S. Treasury.

Through SBA's Regular Guarantee
Program, loans are made available by
commercial banks and are guaranteed
by the SBA. This program has interest
rates equivalent to market rates.

For acditional information on the
Regular Guarantee and Section 503
Prograins contact your district or local
SBA Office. The coordinator at EPA

* headquarters is Ms. Frances Desselle

who may be reached at (202) 382-5373.

XIV. Non-Water-Quality Environmental
Impacts

The elimination or reduction of one
form of pollution may aggravate other
environmental prebi=ms. Sections 304({b)
and 306 of the Acx require EPA to
consider the non-water-quality
environment - _mpacts {including energy
requirements) of certain regulations. To
comply, EPA considered the effect of .
this regulation on air, noise, radiation, -
and solid waste generation. While
balancing pollution problems against
each other and against energy use is
difficult, EPA believes that the final
regulation best serves overall national
goals,

The following are the non-water-
quality environmental impacts
(including energy requirements)
asso _ated with today's regulation.

A. Air Pollution

Compliance with the BPT, BAT, NSPS,
PSES, and PSNS will not create any
substantial air pollution problems.
Alkaline chlorination for cyanide
destraction and chromium reduction
using sulfur dioxide may preduce some
emissions to the atmosphere.
Precipitation and clarification, the major
portion of the tecbnology basis, should
not result in any air pollution problems.
In addition, contrel of total toxic
organics at the source will result in a
decrease in the voiatilization of solvents

from streams and POTWs.
B. Noise

None of the wastewater treatmen!
processes cause significant
objectiouable noise.

C. Radiation

None of the treatment processes pose
any radiation hazards.

" energy

D. Solid Waste

EPA has considered the effect these
regulations would have on the .
accumulation of hazardous waste, as
defined under Section 3001 of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery -
Act (RCRA). EPA esiimates that the BPT
and BAT limitations will not contribute
to additional solid or hazardous wastes.
However, PSES will increase the solid
wastes from these plants by
approximately 165,000 metric tons per
year: This sludge can be hazardous
because it will necessarily contain
additional quantities {and

. concentrations) of toxic metal

pollutants. Disposal of these wasles was
costed as though they were hazardous.
EPA’s OHice of Sclid Waste has
analyzed the solid waste management
and disposal costs required by the
industry’s compliance with RCRA
requirements. Some resnlts were
published in 45 FR 33068 {May 19, 1830).
In addition, RCRA costs have ben
included in the costs and economic
impact analysis during the development
of this regulation. However, since
November 1980, EPA has received 196
petitions to dedist wastes from metal
finishing facilities. Seventy-seven have
been granted, 104 ave pending and 15
have been rejected. Thus it appears thet
the decision to cost all solid waste
disposal as hazardous probabi
overstated likely costs. Purthermore, the
Agency has not essessed the savings
tikely to oocer becawse of reduced
contamination of POTW siudges. Those
savings are ikely to be considerable.

E. Energy Reguirements

EPA estimates that achieving the BPT
and BAT effluent limitations will act
increase electrical energy consumption.

The Agency estimates thot PSES will
increase electrical energy tion
by approximately 142 milliop kilowatt-
hours per year. For a typical existing
indirect discharger, this wili inurease

consumption less than one
percent of the total energy consuired for

production.

The energy requiremcnts for NSPS
and PSNSmes\nm!ed to be similar to
energy requirement for BAT. However,
this can onty be quantified in kwhfyear
after projections are made rnew p!ant
construction,

XV. Best Managemant Prectices (BMPs)

Section 30¢{e) of the Clean Water Act
authorizes the Administretor o

prescribe “best menagoment practices”
("BMPs"). EPA may develop BMPs that
appiy to all sitesortoa *
designated industrial category, and may
offer guidance to permit authorities in



‘32474

_Rederal Register / Vol. 48, No. 137 / Friday, July 15, 1963 / Rules and Regulations

- establishing management practices
- reguired by unique circumstances at a
given plant.

Although EPA is not prescribing them
at this time, future BMPs.could requirc
dikes, curbs; or other measures to
contain leaks and spills, and could
require the treatment of toxic pollutants
in these wastes.

XVI. Upset and Bypass Provisions

A recurring issue is whether industry
Fmitations and standards should include

provisions that authorize noncompliance .

during “upset” or “bypasses.” An upset,
sometimes called an “excursion,” is
unintentional 2oncompliance beyond
the reasonable control of the permittee.
EPA believes that upset provisions are
_ necessary, because upsets will

inevitably occur, even if the control
equipment is properly operated. Because
technology-based limitations can require
only what technology can achieve, many
claim that liability for upsets is

. improper. When confronted with this
issue, courts have been divided on the

questions of whether an explicit upset or.

excursion exemption is necessary or
whether upset or excursion incidents

" may be handled through EPA's
enforcement discretion. Compare’
Marathor Oil Co. v. EPA, 564 F. 2d 1253
{ath Cir. 1877) with Weyerhaeuser v.
Costle, supra and Corn Refiners
Assaciation, et al. v. Costle, No. 78-1069
(8th Cir. April 2, 1979). See also
American Petroleum Institute v. EPA,
540 F. 2d 1023 (10th Cir. 1976); CPC
Iniernational. Inc. v. Train, 540 F. 2d
1320 (ath Cir. 1878); FMC Corp. v. Train,
539 ¥, 2d 973 (4th Cir. 1976).

Unlike an upset—which is an
unintentional episode—a bypass is an
intentional noncompliance to
circumvent waste treatment facilities
during an emergency.

EPA has both upset and bypass
provisions in NPDES permits, and the
NPDES regulations include upset and
bypass permit provisions. See 40 CFR

° Part 122.41, 48 FR 14151, 14168 (April 1,
1983). The upset provision establishes
an upset as an affirmative defense to
prosecution for violation of tgchnology-
based effluent imitations. The bypass
provisicn authorizes bypassing to
prevent loss of life, personal injury, oc
severe property damage, Since
permittees in the metal finishing
industry are entitled to the upset and
bypass provisions in NPDES permits,
this regulation need not repeat these
provisions. Upset provisions are also
ciaaained in the general pretreatmient
regulation,

XV Variances and Modifications

Federal and State NPDES permits to
direct dischargers must enforce these
effluent standards. The pretreatment

- limitations apply directly to indirect

dischargers.

The only exception to the BPT efflaent
limitations is EPA’s “fundamentally
different factors” variance. See E. /.
duPont de Nemours and Co.v. Train,
supra: Weyerhaeuser Co. v. Costle,
supra. This variance recognizes
characteristics of a particular discharger
in the category regulated that are
fundamentally lifferent from the
characteristics considered in this
rulemaking. Although this variance
clause was set forth in EPA’s 1973-1876
industry regulations, it need not be
included in this regulation. See 40 CFR
Part 125.30. -

Dischargers subject to the BAT
limitations are also eligible for EPA's
“fundamentally different factors”
variance. BAT limitations for
nonconventional pollutants may be
modified under Sections 301{c) and
301(g) of the Act. These statutory
modifications do not apply to toxic or
conventional pollu - ..ts. According to
Section 301(j){1){B). applications for
these modificatione must be filed within
270 days after promulgation of final
effluent limitations and standards. See
43 FR 40859 {Sept. 13, 1978). These Part
413 and Part 433 regulations do not
regulate any non-conventional, non-
toxic, pollutants. If any of the regulated
pollutants are declared non-toxic, and
non-conventional in the future, then
dischargers may seek 301(c) or 301(g)
modifications.

Indirect “ischatgers subject to PSES
are eligible for the “fundamentally
different factors™ variance and for
credits for toxic pollutants removed by
POTW. See 40 CFR 403.7; 403.13; 48 FR
9404 (January 28, 1981), Indirect
dischargers subject to PSNS are only

eligible for the credits provided for in 40 °

CFR 403.7. New sources subject to NSPS
are not eligible for EPA's
“fundamentally different factors"
variance or any statutory or regulatory
modifichtions. See E. 1. duPont de
Nemours v. Train, supra.

XVIIL Implementation of Limitations
and Standards

. A. Relation to NPDES Permits.

The BPT, BAT, and NSPS in this
regulation will be applied to individual
metal finishing plants through NPDES
permits issued by EPA or «pproved
State agencies under Section 402 of the
Act. The preceding asction of this
preamble discussed the binding effect of
this regulation on NPDES permits,

except when variances and
modifications are expressly authorized.
This section adds more detail on the
relation between this regulation and
NPDES permits;

EPA has developed the limitations
and standards in this regulation to cover
the tynical facility for this point source
category. In specific cases, the NPDES
permitting authority may have to
establish permit limits on toxic
pollutants that are not covered by this
regulation. This regulation does not
restrict the power of any permit-issuing
authority to comply with law or any
EPA regulation, guideline, or policy. For
example, if this regulation does not
control a particular pollutan., the permit
issuer may still limit the pollutant on a
case-by-case basis, when such action
conforms with the purposes of the Act.
In addition, if State water quality
standards or other provisions of State or
Federal law require limits on pollutants
not covered by this regulation (or
require more stringent limits on covered
poliutants). the permit-issuing authority
must apply those limitations.

B. Indirect Dischargers

For indirect dischargers, PSES and
PSNS are implemented under National
Pretreatment Program procedures
outlined in 40 CFR Part 403. The table
below may be of assistance in resolving
questions about the operation of that
program. A brief explanation of some of
the submissions indicated on the table
follows: .

A “request for category determination
request” is a written request, submitted
by an indirect discharger or its POTW,
for a certification on whether the
indirect discharger falls within a
particular subcategory listed in a
categorical pretreatment standard. This
assists the indirect discharger in
knowing just which PSES or PSNS limits
it will be required to meet. See 40 CFR
403.6({a).

A “request for funZamentally different
factors variance” is a mechanism by
which a categorical pretreatment
standard may be adjusted, making it

‘more or less stringent, on & case-by-case

basis. If an indirect discharger, a POTW,
or any interested person believes that
factors relating to specific indirect
discharger are fundamentally different
from those factors considered during
development of the .elevant categorical
pretreatment standard and that the
existence of those factors justifies a
different discharge limit fraia that
specified in the categorical atendard,
then they may submit a request to EPA
for such a veriance. See 40 CFR 408.18.



pretreatment standard. The report must
indicate the nature and concentration of
all regulated pollutants in the facility’s
r~ilated process wastestreams; the
av. e and maximum daily flows of the
regulated streams; and a statement of
whether compliance is consistently
being achieved, and if not, what
additional operation and maintenance
and/or pretreatment is necessary to
achieve compliance. See 40 CFR
403.12(d)

A “periodic compliance report” is a
report on contimiing compliance with all
applicable categorical pretreatment

-standards. It is submitte ] twice per year
{(June and December) by indirect
dischargers subject to the standards.
The report shall indicate the precise
nature and concentrations of the
regulated pollutants in its discharge to

" the POTW; the average and maximum
daily flow rates of the facility; the
methods used by the indirect dis~harger
to sample and analyze the data, and a
certification that these methods
conformed to those methods outlined in
the regulations. See 40 CFR 403.12(e)
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] A "baseline monitoring report” is the TaBLE 2.—INDIRECT DISCHARGERS SCHEDULE FOR SUBMITTAL AND COMPUANCE
{irst report an indirect discharger must , —
file following promulgation of a Htem/event opucase ; Date ™ r Mozsired rom | Hem submated 1o
standard applicable to it. The baseline i T + -
report includes: an indentification of the Request for category deter- | Existing........... .1 60 days. ... ... : meeﬂ'-cm date of stand- | Dxector.*
indirect discharger; a description of its minaon. ! or 60 days... . o From Feoesay REGiSTER Do-
operations; a report on the flows of i | veiopment Document
regulated streams and the resulis of New.... . orar o  Avaisbiiy.
sampling analyses to determine levels of © commencement | ]
regulated pollutants in those streams: a ' . Of ecnarge 1o i
statement of the discharger‘s Request tor fundamentally | Al ... v 180 days....... .,..' From effective date of stand- | Dwector.?
compliance or noncompliance with the diferent factors vanance. ' ox 30 days._. .| From final dscision on cate-
standard; and a description of any , o | _gory determination.
additional steps require d to achieve Baseline monitoring report....... All it wo days.... Fr:rn; m % st'u:-‘ Controé authorsty *
compliance. See 40 CFR 403.12(b) : Saiermination, .

A “report on compliance” is required Report on comphance Exsting ‘ 90 days. Fr:mm m tor firal complé- ; Control auihority
of each indirect discharger within 90 New......cooooves e : 90 days..... From commencement of dts-
. . | charge to POTW.

days following the date for compliance  perioic Comptiance Reports | Af............. ! June ang Conirol authorty 2
with an applicable categorical | December 1 j

! Director = &) Chist Administrative Officer of a State water pollution
or b) EPA Regnonal Water Division Director. if State does not have an appravec
ntrol Authority = a) POTW if itc pretreatment program has been approved or ©) Director

agena/ with an
pretreatment program.

C. Applicability and Compliance Dates

In the electroplating/metal finishing
industry some facilities are subjec! to
the Electroplating Category (Part 413)
and/or the Met: ! ¥inishing Category
(Part 433). Tabli s below illustrates
which of the regulations are applicable
1o the various types of facilities.
Facilities are subject only to Part 433
(metal finishing) for BPT, BAT, NSPS,
and PSNS. For PSES, facilities generally

contro! agency with an apiyoved pretrealment program
Simte watsr poliulion conirol

program or c) EPA Regional Administrator, if State does not have an approved

fall within the applicability of both
Parts, although, for each pollutant, only
one Part will apply at a given time.
There are two exceptions: (1) Existing
indirect discharging job shops and
IPCBMs have been uxempted from the
Part 433 Metal Finishing PSES, and (2)
metal finishing wastewaters at iron and
steel mills are exempted from the Part
413 Eleciroplating PSES.

TABLE 3.—APPLICABILITY

; : tieshing &t
Job shops IPCBM Captives wor 7d
! S~ St
PSES: :
Electre ating (Part 413) . Px. x x
Metal Finishing (Part 433).................... AR P Y ‘x.
BPT. BAT, NSPS, PSNS: | \
Metal FIRISNg..........cormemeiiren st nes sossecs o 1 X X x ' [ 8
" i
1 Electroplating pr

wastewater at iron end steel mills was excirled from the Electropiating PSES by 40 CFR 41301

ocess
Fiows trom the metal finighing processes at those plants are covered by 40 CFR 433,
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The compliance dates for the two program. This was an important EPA Region V

categories are presented in Table 4. BPT,  consideration in developing this ERC-Lancy

- BAT, PSNS, and NSPS compliance dates

are specified by the Clean Water Act.

The compliance dates for Electropiating

PSES were set in the Federal Register on

_ September 28, 1982. See 47 FR 42698,
Today's regulation allows facilities 3
years to comply with the Electioplating
PSES for toxic organics consistent with
the Settlement Agreement with NAMF.
For metal finishing, the Agency is
allowing 31 months for compliance with
all parameters. In addition an interim
TTO limit has been established for
complience by June 30. 1984; except for
metal finishing wastewaters from plants
which are also subject to Part 429 {iron
and steel), which must comply by July
10, 1985. This last exception is pursuant
to a settlement agreemernit with the steel
industry in which EPA agreed that
pretreatmer. . requirements would apply
to steel discharges in July 1985. It is
possible that control of TTO in metal
finishing waste s‘reams could. in some
cases, lead steel facilities to install
treatment technology on the discharge
from their steel processes. Therefore,
EPA has decided tq allow plants
covered by Part $20 until June, 1985 to
comply with the TTO limit.

TABLE 4.—COMPLIANCE DATES

Regutation

Electroptating PSES for ........

M:@;s’ ad Cyarwde (Part
Electroplating  PSES  (Part
413) for TTO.2.

Mztal Finishing BPT  (Pant

Metal Finishing BAT ................ Juty 1, 1984,

Mets) Finisting PSES  for | June 30, 1984 (except for
T10 . covered by Part
420), July 10, 1935 (for
plants covered by Part
420).

February 15, 1986,

Apr 27, 1984 (for noninte-
gratod plants).

Yune 30. 1984 (for integrated
plants).

July 15, 1986

AS 3007 as possibie

Metal Finishing PSES  for
Metals, Cyanide and TT0.2.
Metal Finishing NSPS and | Fiom commencement of dis-
PSNS. L charge.

'Far these facitties the fwst TTO lnwt 18 based on
t practices only.
2 This TTO Wmit is based on management practices fol-
fowed by percipitation/clasification.

D. _aforcement

A final topic of concern is the
operation of EPA's enforcement

regulation. EPA deliberately sought to

_avoid standards which would be

exceeded by routine fluctuations of
well-designed and operated treatment
systems. These standards were
developed so as to represent limits
which such a plant would meet
approximately 99% of the time.

The Clean Water Act is a strict
liability statute. EPA emphasizes,
however, that it can exercise discretion
in deciding to initiate enforcement
proceedings { Sierra Club v. Train, 557 F.
2d 485, 5th Cir., 1977). EPA has
exercised. and intends to exercise, that
discretion in a manner that recogni.es
and promotes good-faith compliance.

XIX. Summary of Public Participation

At the time of publication of the
proposed metal finishing regulation
{August 31, 1982), EPA solicited
comments cn the proposed rules and. in
particular, on six specific issues. Ninety-
one commenters responded to these and
other issues relat'ng to the electroplating
and metal finish! , standards. The
following parties submitted comments:

Air Transport Association of America

Alpha Industries Inc.

The Aluminum Association Incorporated

American Airlines

American Foundrymen's Society

American Hot Dip Galvanizers

American Meial Stamping Association

Anerock Corporation

Anaconda Aluminum Compuny

Ansul Fire Protection

Apollo Metals. Inc.

Americar Telephone and Telegraph
Company

Atwood i

Babcock and Wilcox

Bausch and Lomb

California Metat Enameling Co.

Caterpillar Tractor Company

Charles A. Frawley

Chrysler Corp.

Control Data Corporatior

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles
County

Cumberlund Corporation

D.AB. Industries, Inc.

Deere and Company

Delta Airlines, Inc.

Department of the Air Force

Eaton Curporation

E. 1. DuPont de Nemours and Co.

Fltech Systems Corp.

EMP Laboratories, Incorporated

Federal-Mogul Corporation

Ferro Corporation

Ford Motor Co.

General Electric Company

General Motors Corporation

Goodyear Aerospace Corporation

Goudyear Tire and Rubber Co.

Gould Electronics and Electrical Products

GTE Services Corporation

GWS Technology, Inc.

Harris Corporation

Harvey Hubbell Incorporated

Hofmann Industries Incorporated

Honeywell

Halogenated Solvent Industry Alliance

Huntington Alloys

Imperial Clevite, Inc.

Institute for Interconnecting and Packaging
Electronic Circuits

ITT Telecommunications Corporation

Jenn-Air Corporation

Jayto Corporation

Kaiser Alumin

Masco Corporation

Manufacturing Associstion of Central New
York

Maytag

Metal Finishing Association of Southiern
California

d Chemical Corporaticn

- Metro Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle

Midland Ross-Corporation

Milwaukee Metropolitan-Sewerage District

3M Company

Mobay Chemical Corporation

Modine Manufacturing Company

National Association of Metal Finishers

National Electrical Manufsacturers’
Association

New York State Department of
Environmental Con: :rvation

Nort ern Telecom

Ozark Airlines

PCK Technology Division

PEC Industries

Pioneer Metal Finishing, Inc.

Porcelain Enamel Institute

Porcelain Metals Corporation

Praegitzer Industries Inc.

Raytheon Company

Republic Airlines

Rexnord

Reynolds Aluminum

Rockford Area ©hambers of Commerce

R.R. Donnelley .nd Sons

Sanders Associates Inc.

Sanitury District of Rockford

Sperry Corporation

Square D Company.

State of Connecticut Department of
Environmental Protection

State of Vermont Ageney of Environmental
Conservation

State of Wisconsin Department of Natural
Rerources

United Airlines
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Whirlpool Corporation
York Metal Finishing Co.

The major issues raised by
commenters are addressed in this
section. A summary of all comments
received and of our responses is
included in the public record for this
regulation.

1. Comment: Many comimenters
objected to the certification language
EPA proposed as an alternative to TTO
Monitoring. One commenter pointed out
that EPA had recently proposed new
certification language for signatories to
permit apylications and reporis (40 CFR
122.6) as part of a settlem: .. agreement
in the consolidated permits litigation,
(NRDC v. EPA, and consolidated cases,
No. 80-1607, D.C. Cir.) and suggested
that EPA adopt that language liere.

Response: EPA agrees that changes in

the certification lunguage are warranted.

First, we believe it is appropriate to
modify the proposed language to accord
more closely with the certification .
language agreed to in ti.2 consolidated
permits settlement agreement
concerning 40 CFR § 122.22, formerly
§ 122.8. 47 FR 25548, 25553 (June 14,
1982]. We do not see a significant
enough difference between this
regulation and § 122.22 to justify
substantially different language. Thus,
we have adapted the proposed

- settlemcnt language with minor
differences reflecting the particular
nature of the TTO certification
requirement. This language is
substantially similar to that now
available for the electrical and
electronics industry (Phase I). See 48 FR
15382, April 8, 1983.

Second, we have amended the
language to aiiow the discharger to
certify that “no dumping of concentrated
toxic organics into the wasieweter has
occurred since filing the last discharge
monitoring report.” The proposed
language appeared o require the
discharger to certify that he is in
compliance with the limit; we recognize
that it may be difficult io certify to this
language in the ebsence of monitoring.
‘Now, the discharger will be allowed to
certify asg to his toxic organic
management practices. However,
because the new wording is less precise
(i.e., no “dumping of concentrated toxic
organics”) and because some
commenters pointed to the need for
more specificity about certification

procedures, we are adding more explicit-

language requiring the discharger to
describe his toxic organic management
pian, The proposed I~ nguage would
have rejuired the discharger to specify
the toxic organic compounds used &nd
the procedure used to prevert excessive

wastewater discherge of toxic organics,
whereas the final language requires the
discharger to submit a toxic organic
management plan that specifies to the
permitting or control authority's
satisfaction the toxic organic
compounds used; the method of disposal
used-instead of dumping, such as resale,
reclamaticn, contract hauling, nr
incineration; and procedures for
assuring that toxic organics do not
routinely spill or leak into the
wastewater. The discharger must also
certify that che fagcility is implementing:
the toxic or ;unic management plan.
Finally, for direct dischargers, the
solvent management plan will be
incorporated as a condition of their
NPDES permits. A similar requirement

" does not exist for indirect dischargers

because under the Clean Water Act
permits are not issued for them by the
contro} authority. However, the

pretres tment standard does require
indirect dischargers to implement the
plan which they submit to the control
authority. Both these requirements
reinforce the discharger’s responsibility
to implement hir certification statement.

Addition of ¢. .[fication language is
intended to reduce monitoring burdens.
It does not in any way dimish the
discharger's liability for noncompliance
with the TTO limitation.

2. Comment: Several commenters
questioned EPA’s estimate of minimal
costs for TTO control stating that
signficant costs would be incurred from
solvent disposal and from compliance
monitoring. A number of commenters
questioned the stateme~ _ that costs for
solvent disposal could be offset by
reclams‘ ‘on of these wastes.

Response: The Agency recognizes that
costs can be associated with proper
solvent management and compliance
monitoring. However, the Agency does
not believe these cos._ will be
significant for the majority of the
facilities in the industry. 24% of the
captives, 10.3% of the job shops and
100% of the printed circuit board
facilities perform solvent degreasing. An
estimated 73 percent of the facilities
using solvent degreasing are already
practicing proper disposal of these
wastes and would, therefore, not be
expected to incur additional costs to
comply with the electroplating or metal
finishing TTO limits. Facilities not
presently practicing proper solvent
management wouid need to implement
practices such as contractor removal
and/or reclamation.

Costs of proper solvent disposal can
be offsst by solvent reclamation. In
response to comments, the Agency
contacted representatives of nutional
solvent reclamation associations. These

representatives indicated that solvent
reclamation is a widespread, readily
available, and growing practice. in
addition to the numerous piants with on-
site reclamation facilities, it is estimated
that more thar 100 independent
reclaimers are in operation throughout
the country and that reclaimers will pay
for spent solvents especially if the
solvents are segregated and there is a
market demand for the particular
solvents. ) .

The Agency recognizes that frequent
monitoring for TTO can be expensive.
The Agency has attempted to reduce the
cost by establishing the certification
alternative and by allowing monitoring,
when necessary, to be limited to those
toxic organics likely to be present in the
wastewater of a plant. The Agency
believes that almost all facilities will be
able to ccrtify in lieu of monitoring.
However, in response to comments on
the cost of compliance monitoring, the
Agency has re-assessed its cost estimate
to consider quarterly monitoring for
TTO. This frequency is reflective of a
common monitoring frequency required
by control authorities. For the reasons
explained in section IX, above, EPA
believes that *s economic ana.yses of
the impacts o« the TTO limit are
conservative and fully state or overstate

- the likely actual economic impacts.

3. Comment; Some commenters
pointed out that the new source limits
for cadmium weze not supported by
historical performance data. However,
no commenters submitted data on )
performance capabilities of new source
technology.

Resporse: New scurce standards for
cadmium are based on control
technology which i3 designed to reduce
cadmium in wastewater discharge from
cadmium sources, €.g. cadmium plating.
chromating of cadmium plated parts,
and acid cleaning of cadmium platcd
parts. The new source standards for
cadmium are based on the amounts of
cadmium expacted as a background
level to be found in wastewaters from
piants not involved with cadmium
plating. The standards were determined
from data on concentrations observed in
untreated wastewater from metal
finishing plants that do not plate
cadmium. It represents the amount of
cadmium present from incidental
sources, when the principal ¢»dmium
sources are full controlled..The data
consist of 61 observations from 27
plants. The data were divided ix:to
statistically hoinogeneous groups by
plant. The average upon which the
standards were based was taken from
the group with the highest average

cadmium concentration. Estimatec of
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variability used in determinin the limits
w.re obtained from the two hignest
groups. This was somewhat
conservative, because precipit: tion/
clarification systems should achieve
significant further removals from these
faw waste streams.

‘The Agency also checked the
consistency of the limit with data from
EPA sampled precipitation/clarification
systems. These data indicated that the
new source limit could be achieved
alternatively by using precipitation/
clarification, rather than total control of
the principal cadmium source. Thie
review included plants with cadmium
raw wastes of from 0.012 to 1.88 mg/1.
The Agency also reviewed the data base
used to develop the cedmium iimit to
verify that it included all available data
from non-c. dmium plating plants. Prior
to promulgation costs were also re-
examined to include expenses for
control of chremating and acid cleaning
of cadmium plated parts, in addition to
controlling cadmium plating which was
agseased in the proncsal.

4. Comment; Commenters suggested
various averaging times as the basis for
monthly limitations, including 4-day, 30-
day. and “N" day averages.

Response: The Ager -+ has evaluated
the merits of the sugges'cd alternatives
and decided that an average of ten
samples (obtained within a one-month
period) would provide a reasonable
basis for monatlly limitations,
minimizing the number of samples
necessary. .

. Although it is not anticipated that a
monitering frequency of 10 times per
r-onth will always be renuired, the cost
of this frequency of muntoring is
presented in the economic impact
analysis to tae metal finishing
regulation. That frequency was selected
because if facilities sample 10 times per
month they can expect a compliance
rate of approximately 99 percent, if they
are operating at thc expected mean and
variability. Plant personnel, in
agreement with the control authority,
may choose to take fewer samples if
their treatment system achieves better
long term corsentrations or lower
variability than the basis for the limits,

't if plant personnel are willing to
accept a statistical possibility of
increased violations. The 10 sample
monthly limit is consistent with other
regulations and recent proposals for
other metals industries, e.g., porcelain
enameling, coil coating, batteties,
copper, and aluminum forming.

The 4-day average is an inadequate
measure of treatment system
performarnce over extended periods.
This basis was usad for the
electroplating rules only under the

special circumstances of a Se‘tlement
Agreement.

The N-day average suggested by twe
commenters was considered by the
Agency but was rejected as
unnecessarily complex and likely to
create confusion for both dischargers
and control authorities.

5, Comment: Commenters disagreed
on the desirability or need to rescind the
electroplating regulations for captive
electroplaters upon the compliance date
of the metal finishing PSES.

Response: The Part 413 Electroplating
PSES will rio loreer be applicable to
captive electroplating when they must
comply with the Metal Finishing PSES
for metals and cyanide is reached.
Captive electroplaters will then be

~ regulated under the Par* 433 Metal

Finishing PSES. There is no need to
maintain two sets of requirements for
the same pollutants at the same plants.
If. for some reason, Part 433 should
become inapplicable, then Part 413 will
apply to them.

6. Comment: The majority of
commenters responding to the question
of the PSES compliance date stated that
March 30, 1984 wot . 10t provide
sufficient time for compliance.

Response: To allow facilities
sufficient time to install or upgrade the
necessary treatment systems, the
Agency is establishing the compliance
date of the metal finishing PSES for
metals and cyanide to be 31 months
from the date of promulgation. This
extension is based on an Agency study
which showed that 31 months is

required to plan, design, and install the .

recommended treatment technology.

This exteasion does rot apply to
compliance with the tox... ¢ :;ganice limit,
however. For Metal Finishing PSES, an
interim TTO level must be achieved by
June 30, 1984, based on no end-of-pipe
treatment, and the final TTO limit based
on end-of-pipe treatment must be
achieved 31 months from the date of
piomulgation. For Electroplating PSES,
the TTO compliance date is 3 years from
promulgation of this rulemaking. That
allows the job shop and IPCBM sectors
the maximum allowable ‘ime for
compliance under the Clean Water Act
(CWA,

7. Comment: Commenters stated that
the proposed lead limit was not
achievable based o1. the technology
recommended. Some argued that piants
with high raw waste lead values were
not adequately represented in the data
base. One commentar submitted
additional data,

Response: The Agency reviewed the
lead data base to assure that all usable
data from plants havirg a lead source
ware Included. EPA did consider some

additional self-monitoring data that
were found to be applicable and
excluded data from an originally-
considered plant which was not
adequately controlling wastewaters. The
revised EPA data base was used to
derive a final lead limit. The daily
maximum for iead has been changed

- slightly frem 0.67 mg/l to 0.69 mg/1. The

Agency also examined data submitted
during the comment period. These data
were not included because of
inadequate treatment desigr: and/or
operation. For example, TSS values as

-high as 119 mg/! were submitted, oil and

grease was as high as 1395 mg/] and
hexavalent chromium was as high as
1.21 mg/l. An examination of the
possible effect of including the
commenter's data for lead revealed that
only a slight change in the limit would
have occuired.

8. Comment: Some commenters
suggested a small plant exemption from
the Metal Finishing regulations, aiguing
that an exemption should be granied
similar to that provided by Part 413 for
plants «'ischarging less than 16,00
galions per day.

Response: Small indi-ect discharging
facilities {<10.000 GPD discharge) were
given less stringent requirements in the
Electroplating Pretreatment Standards.
Many of these facilities are job shops
and for the reasons stated above will
not be covered by the Part 432
requirements,

The Agency re-examined the effect of
the ' art 433 metal finishing regulations
on small facilities, and, has determined
that because job shops and IPCBMs are
exempted from the metal finishing PSES
there would be no significant economic
impacts if the remainder were covered
by the metal finishing standards. Fur
indirect captives discharging less than
10,000 GPD, the investment cost would
amount to $36 million with annual costs
of $12 million. There are no estimated
plant closure or divestitures. A small
factlity exemption is not warranted for
the Metal Finishing regulation.

9. Comment: Some commenters stated
that the addition of a TTO limit to the
Electroplating PSES is a violation of the
NAMF Settlement Agreement.

Response: Under the Msarch 1830
Settlement Agreement the Agency
agreed that:

any further BAT anslog standards will be
based on treatment techanlogy compatible
with the model technolag: upon which these
standards were based . . . . ln develaping
BAT analog standards for the industry, EPA
will take into account the cumulutive impact
ot these * GI'T* r<guiations in determining
what {s “economically achievable * * * Ay
to this segment cf the metal fintshing industry
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that is economically vulnerable, EPA does
not believe that more stringen! regulations
are now economically - chievable. Therefore,
EPA does not plan to develop mnre stringent
new pretreament standards for ..... job shop’
metal finishing segment in the next several
years. Nor does EPA plan to develop in the
next several years more stringent standards
for the independent printed circuit board -
segment where significant economic
vulnerability also exists.

EPA is not imposing metals and
cyanide limitations more stringent than
‘hose specified in the Part 413 existing
applicable pretreatment standards,
despite eviderce that such limits can be
reliably achieved by the technology that
forms the basis of the current standards.

Indirect discharging job siiop and
independent printed circuit beard
facilities are expected to incur coste
only to comply with the TTO limitation
which is being added to the
electroplating pretreatment s .andards in
Part 413. This TTO limitation is included
in the regulation because it will
substantially redure a significant toxic
nroblem, while compliance wil’ cause
negligible econorn:ic impacts on these
industry sectors. Complian~a with the
*axic organic standard can oe achieved
by good management practices {i.e., not
dumping waste solvents into the
wastewaters). No additional end-of-pipe
technology {beyond that required for
metals removed) is necessary.

Even under very conservative
estimates only 77 of an estimated 2734
indirect discharging job shops and 88 of
the 327 indirect independent printed
circuit board manufacturers may incur
costs to comply with the TTO standard.
Total annual costs for all plants of
$222,500 and ~~54,300 respectively are
projected for the t - 2 secters. The
average annual c:. per facility to
comply with the TTO limitations is
approximately $2900, primarily for
sompling and analysis. No closures or
employment effects are projected for
these sectors. Production cost increases
are expected noft to exceed 0.03 percent
for the two sectors.

The economic impact analysis aiso
perfornied two sensitivity analyses: the
first with a greater number of plants
monitoring ard. the second, with plants
monitoring monthly instead of quarterly.
Both changes led to only slightly
different impacts. At most only one
plant wuld be affected. All scenarios
were found to be eccept..ble and
economically achievable. Thus the TTQ
lin:its are not "more stringent
standards” in the sense of the
Settlement Agreement, which expre sly
tied “stringency” to "‘econnmic
vulnerability".

Finally, the TTO limits need not be
comolied with before 1988. Thug, even if
contrc! of TTO were considered

. significantly more stringent the time

allowed for comnliance will amount to 6
years from the date of the Setilement
Agreement. That fulfills the Agency's
1980 obligation not to develop
significantly more stringent standards
for those facilities for the next several
years. _

10. Comment: Some commenters
stated that the proposed TTO limit could
not be met using a combination of
solvent management and common
metals treatment. Several commenters
also pointed out that plants previously
in compliance with the metals
limitations under Electroplating PSES
may now require installation of common
metals treatment to meet the TTO liniit.

Response: The Agency has reviewed
the TTO data base, reevaluated the
mean and variability factor, and revised
the effluent limit for TTO. The major
factor contributing to the charng: was
the examination of the TTO levels at
certain groupings of plants. The most
nc:able discovery ‘-as that plants that
pezformed both so.vent degreasing and
painting tended to have the highesi
background concentrations of any
process grouping. The limit has been
based on these plants. Where plants are
otherwise subject to a regulation whose
technology basis includes precipitation/
clarification for removal of metals, the
TTO limit has been based on effluent
data from precipitation/clarification
treatment systeris. We have also
established a TTO limit of 4.67 mg/1
based on only management practices.

-This limit .s being used as an interim

requi. :ment prior to installation of
polluiicn/equivalent to precipitation/
clarifica’* vu, and for plants discharging
less then 10,000 gpd and now covered by
the Part 413 Electroplating PSES. Thus
today’'s regulation specifies an interim
TTO limit for small glants { <10.000
gallons per day) because these plants
may not already have common metals
treatment in place. Furtheimore. the
Agency notes that most facilities should
be capable of achieving compliance with
the ultimate TTO standard even without
end-of-pipe treatment, simply through
strict management control of toxic
organics. 89% of the TTO data prior o
end-of pipa ‘reatment would comply
with the final TTO limit ! ased on the
inclusion of precipitation/clarification.

11. Comment: Several commenters
recommended an amenable cyanide
limit as an alternative to a total cyanide
limit because amenable cyanide more
accurately reflects the prerformance of
alkaline chlorination treatu.ent.

Response: Most facilities should be
able to neet the total cyanide limit. .
However, sufficient information has
been presented on cyanide formulations
and formation of complexes to support
the possibility that a significant
population could fail to meet the
limitations. The technology basis is
alkaline chlorination which destroys
amenable cyanides. Thus, the final rules
include an alternative cyanide limit for
plants generating significant quantities
of complexed cyanide. The data and
basic calculations for the alternative
cyanide limit were presented in the
proposed developmeni document. The
Agency rejected specifying a limit only
for amenable cyanide. While complexed
cyanide are sukstantially less toxic, a
review of literature indicates that
significant transformatioin of complexed
cyanides into amenable cyanides will
occur in the aquatic environment due to
the presence of sunlight. If any water
quality problems occur due to the use of
this alternative, the control authority
should examine alternative
technologies, i.e., precipitation with
ferrous sulfate

12. Comment: Severy]l commenters
suggested that fluor. e, iron, and
hexavalent chromium be regulated.

Response: The Agency did not
establish limitations for fiuorides. iron,
or hexavalent chromium because it was
determined that these p- rameters were
(1) not present in sufficiently higi.
quantities to warrant regulation or {2)

» -ould be removed by controlling a
regulated parameter.

The historical performance data for -
flouride in effluent from plants with
Option 1 treatment systems shows that
the mean concentration was 6.58 mg/l:
well below levels required by
categorical regulations for other
industries, i.e., inorganiz chemicals, and
electrical and electronic components
{phase I).

Iron was not selected for regulation
because it would be substantially
reduced during proper precipitation/
clarification troatment. Thus centrol of
regulated pollutanis will also effect
control of iron.

A limit was not established for
hexavalent caromium because it will be
controlled by regulating total chromium.
The technology basis does include the
cost for hexavalent chromium stream
segregatior and reduction. As stated in
the development document, chemical
hexavaleut chromium reduction can
readily achieve final hexevaleat
chromium concentrations of 0.16 mg/l
for a daily maximum and 0.10 mg/! for a
maximum monthly aversge.
Additionally, monitoring for total
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chromium has & distinct cost advantage
cver monitoring for hexavalent and
subsequently trivalent chromium. If any
of these or other parameters couse
problems with achieving local water
quality reqrirements, then the control
authority must specify further
requirements on a plant-by-plant basis.

13. Comment: Several commenters
stated that EPA’s method for
distributing costs for indirect
dischargers between the Part 413
electroplating and the Part 433 metal
finishing regulations is misleading a: -
unrealistic. Electroplating complience
costs for captive indirect dischargers
have not yet been incurred. When these
piants do comply, it will be with both
regulations in a one-time investment.
Therefore, no costs should be atiributed
to Electroplating; rather, all costs should
be considered as Metal Firishing
compliance costs.

Response: The fact that a company
may make a one time investment doesn't
necessarily mean taat all the costs
should be attrihuted to the Part 433
Metal Finishing Standard. The
compliaiice date for Part 433 is now
generally two years after compliance is
required by Part 413.

When EPA conducts its economic
analysis of a guideline. it identifies the
incremental costs and impac’s, as well
as the incremental pollutant :1.movals,
of that particular guideline. If other
previously promulgated regulations
pertain to the same industr:. the costs
and associated pcliutant removals
would have been identified in previous
economic and environmental analyses.
With the me"al finiching regulation, the
electroplating costs are baseline costs;
the will occur even if metal finishing is
not promulgated. Costs and impacts of
metal finishing are incremental to
electroplating; the effect of
electroplating isn't negated or uhviated
because it may be more efficient for
plants to make a one time inve...ment.

For non-integrated captive indirect
dischargers {more than 10,000 gullons
por day), this incremental investment
cost is zero. Non-integrated facilities
discharge process wastewaters from
electroplating operations only. Although
these wastewaters are covered by metal
finishing standards which are more
stringent than elect:oplating standards,
the treatment gyste m installed to meet
the electroplating ctandards will be
sufficien? .> meet the metal finishing
limits. This treatment system will be the
samc whether or not metal finighing is
promulgated. The costs associ-ted with
instaflation of thia treatment system

have already been included in the
electroplating analysis and there is no

need to include them in the metai
finishing regulatory costs.

For integrated captive indirect
dischargers, the incremental investment
cost is not zero. Integrated facilitivs
discharge wastewaters from other types
of processes in addition to

- electroplating, Although the facility may

segregate its electroplating effluent -
stream for treaument. it is usually more
economical to combine waste streams
and build a single treatment facility.
This treatment facility will be larger
than the facility which would have been
constructed to f-zat a segregated
electroplating effluent stream alone. The
costs assigned to metal finis”  are
those incremental costs over ..u ubove
the amount that would have been spent
for treatment of the segregated
electroplating efflueat stream.

Finally, as noted above. EPA did
assess the combined inpact of today's
regulation and the electroplating
pretreatment regulations on the captive
integrated indirect discharging sector of
the industry, assuming both costs would
be borne at the same lime. The impacts
are the same as thoe due to the
electroplating pret: aument standards
alone. No additional closures,
divestitures, or unemployment effects
are expected from the more stringent
standards promulgated today.

14. Comment: Several commenters
stated that the Agency shuuld do 3
Regu'story impact Analysis as required
by Executive Order 12291.

Responge: Ex:ecutive Order 12291 does
not require a Regulatory Impact
Analysis where its consideration would
conflict with the development of
regulation- pursuant to a court order, as
with this metal finishing regulation. EPA
has prepared. however, an analysis that
countains many of the elements of a
Regulatory Impact Analysis. Thi- report
is included in the public record for this
regulation.

15. Commeni: Several commenters
stated that the Metal Finishing
Guidelines are not economically
achievable.

Response: EPA's Economic Analysis
of Proposed Effluent Standords and
Limitations for the Metal Vinishing
Industry provides an in-depth analysis
uf the economic impacts of the proposed
guidelines. This anelysis conside:s the
compliance costs (both capital and
annual) for two regulatory options. The
economic impacts in terms of plant
closures, process divestitures,
employment losses, and cost increases
are also presented for both uptions.
Analysis result-. .re presented for each
segment of the industrv that is being
regulated: direct discharging job shops

and captives, indirect discharging job
shops and captives, and integrated
printed circuit board manufactures.

Results for Option 1, the selected
option, are summarized on Exhibit 1-4
and I-5 of the referenced repurt. The
direct discharging segment (both {5
shops and captives) will incur costs to
comply with the TTO limitation only.
Indirect discharging job shops and
mdependem printed circuit boards also
will incur costs to comply with the TTO
standard only. Annual compliance costs
at these facilities are less than $2,900.
No closures or employment effects are
projected. Indirect discharging captives
will incur a total of $116 million in
annual compliance costs. The analysis
indicates that this segment is composed
primarily of large plants, many of which
are members of diversified industrial
corporations. As a result, there are no
projected impacts among captive plants.
The costs of production for indirect
dlschargmg captives are projected to
increase from 0.2 io 1.0 percent.

The absence of closure or employment
effects combined with a small increase
in the cost of production ranging from

0.2 to 1.0 percent for all plants covered

by the metal finishing regulation
indicate that the guidelines are
economically achievable.

16. Comment: Commenter. iestioned
the assumption that captive .- ~ations
have no capital availability problem

> They say that the economic conditions

have changed and capital availability
could indeed be a prcblem.

Response: Changes in the availability
of capital are reflected "2 the cost of
capital. To refl_c? the increase in the
cost of capital, EPA adjusted its nominal
cost of capital assumption in the
Economic Impa~t Analysis tu 13 percent
from the 10 porcent cost of capital used
in the proposed regulation. To the extent
that an increase in the cost of capital is
a problem today for metal finishers, it
would show up in the impact analysis
conducted under the higher cost of
capital. No changes in closures or
divestitures resulted from the increased
co~t of capital agsumption.

17 Comment: Several commenters
stated that EPA did not properly
consider the impact on small businesst..,
specifically the costs of cotapliance and
resultant economic impacts for captive
indirect dischargers whose
electroplating process flow is less than
10,000 gpd. EPA implicitly assumed that
all of these plants are in compliance
with the Electroplating Pretreatment
Standards, but in fact these Standards
exempted planis from compliance -
whose flow were less than 10,000 pod
Therefors, they will incur costs and
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economic impacts to compiy with Metai
Finishing Guidelines.

Response: The commenters are
correct. The agency has sice analyzed
the impact on indirect discharging
cuptives with metal finishing process
flows of less than 10,000 -pd. The
analysis concluded that a total of 912
plants will incur compliznce costs. The
toia! capital cost of compliance for this
universe is estimated at $32 million with
annual costs of $12 million. No closures
or employment effects are projected for
this industry segment.

18. Comment: Commenters questioned
the assumption that the meta! finishing
demand curve is inelastic.

Response: Metal finished products
face a wide range of deraand
elasticities. However, ther2 are no good
substitutes for metal finishing due to the
quality it imparts on materials. As a
result, an increase in the cost of metal
finishing will not bring a more than
proportional decrease in the use of
metal finishing. The analysis assumed
that demand for metal finishing is in the
inelastic range but did not agsume that
all c st increases could be passed
through. In fact, the captive closure
analysis assumes that a plant's captive
operations will not be able to pass
through a pollution control cost increase
if it amounts to more thar 5 percent of
their tota!l revenue. If the ratio of annual
costs to total revenue was larger than 5§
percent, the plant war projected to
close.

19. Comment: Commenters stated that
they thought capt.ve facitities will be at
a competitive disadvantage because job
shops are exempted from metal finishing
standards.

Response: Captives are very rarely in
direct competition with job shops, vying
for the same customers. Captive platers,
by definition, service their own firm's
needs. A captive firm will maintai;/ ~
plating process for its cost advantages,
scheduling conirol, and specialty
processes. In the Agency's survey of
captive facilities. over 64 percent
indicated they performed metal finishing
in-houae because it was either less
expensive to do 8o or the work flow
didn't allow interruption of work. It is
true that job shops will often receive a
zaptive's overflow work, but this does
not make them price competitors. Also.
almost three-fourths of the indirect
discharging captive facilities and sl
direct discharging captives and job
shops already have treatment in place.
To the extent there may be changes in
the competitive position of captives
versus job shops. most of these changes
would have occurred already. Finally,
indirect discherging job shops were
exempted from the metal finishing

regulation specifically Lecause of their
economic vulnerability. job shops tend
to tc much smaller than captives: they
average 26 employees and $1.3 million in
sales versus over 100 employees and $14
million in sales for captives.

20. Comment: A comment was made
that the definition of a job shop msy
force some “job shops™ to be classified
as captives, )

Response: EPA proposed a definition
of job shops based on 50% ownership of
treated material. This is in accord with
existing practice by an overwhelming
portion of “Lie affected industry. An
examination of the survey of job shops
revealed that 85% of the facilities stated
that their work was either 100% job
ordered or 100% captive. Only 0.26% of
the facilities reported that inore than
25%, but less than 50%, of th.ir
production was done on materials
owned by others.

The final definition of a job shop has
t:een modified slightly, making the
measurement of “not more than 50%
ownershi~" on a yearly oasis. This
responds to a commenters’ fear of
repeated recla: ~ification as a resuit of
business trans . dons. Now facilities
will not be reclassified on a day-to-day
basis. B .

The definition is also appropriate
because, the fact that a facility is
purchasing materials to be processed
indicates some availability of cap:.al. If
o0 the less stringent Part 413
requirer::ents are less appropriate for
aconomic reasons,

The agency considered various job
shop definitions from commentors and
trade association by-laws, including:

* * .3 its major operation the
application of a surface treatment (o the
products of others.”

* “A shop which has purchased
urders from more than 50 percent of the
materials in process.”

* “Parts to be finished are transported
from the customer’s plant to the
finishers and then back.”

* “As its major operation the
application of a surface treatment to L.e
products of others.”

* A metal finisher who works to
other's specifications, making his
services, available to the public at all
times.”

While some of these, notably the first,
are close to the proposed and final
definitions. all suggestions included
substantial ambiguit,. In light of the
relaxed standards for job shops it is
important that the definition be precise
and that captive shops not evade Part
433 mer~'y by taking on nominal outside
orders. EPA therefore chose a bright-line
1est that clearly expressed the

-

overwhelmingly prevailing practice in
the industry.

EPA’s definition is concistent with our
1978 survey of the industry, which asked
for the “percent of electroplating done
on materials owned by othars (basis
area plated)” and further defined a job
si.op as “a manufacturing operation
performing work ocn materials owned by
others.”

XX. Availability of Technical
Information

The basis for this regulation is
detailed in four major document.,
Analytical metheds are discussed ir
Sampling and Analysis Procedures tor
Screening of Industriol Effluents for
Priority Pullutants. EPA’s technical
conclusions are detailed in Development
Document for Effluent Guidelines, New
Source Performance Standc. -~ and
Pretreatment Standards for t..c Metal
Finishing Pornt Source Cat._»ry. The
Agency’s ecor.omic analysis s
presented Y Ecoromic Impact Analysis
of Effluent Limitations and Standards
for the Meta! Finishing Industry. A
summary of the public comments
received on the prupos- 1 regulation.is
presented in a report “Responses to
Publi: Comments, Proposed Metal
Finishing Effluent Guidelines and
Standards,” which is part uf the public
record for this regulation.

Technical information may be
obtaix »d by writing to Richard Kinch,
Effluent Guidelines Division (WH-552)
EPA, 401 M Street, S.W.. Washington,
D.C. 20460 or by calling {202} 382-7159.

Additional information conceming the
economic impact analysis may be
abtained from Ms. Kathleen
Ehrensberger, Economics Branch (WH-
586), RPA, 401 M Street. S.W.,
Washingtor, D.C. 20460 or by calling
(202) 382-5397.

Copies of the technical and economic
documents will be available from the
National Technical Information Service,
Springfield, Virginia 22161, (703) 487~
4650.

XXI1. OMB Review

This regulation was submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget for
rev'ew, as required by Executive Order
12291, No written comments were
received.

In accordance with the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-511),
the reporting and recordkeeping
provisions i1 40 CFR 413.08 and 433.12
that are included ir. this regularion will
be submitted for approval to OMB. They
are not effective until OMB approval has
been obtained and the »blic is notified
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to that effect through a technical
amendment to this regulation.

XXII. List of subjects
40 CFR Part 413

Electroplating, Metals, Water
pollution control, Waste treatrent and
disposal.

40C: 't 433

Elecropiating, Metals, Water
pollution control, Waste treatment and
disposal. :

Dated: July 5, 1983.

William D. Ruckelshaus,
Administrator.

Authority: Secs. 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, and
501 of the Clean Water Act (the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of
1972, 35 U.S.C. 1251 el. seq., as amended by
the Clean Water Act of 1977, Pub. L. 95-217).

|Note.~These appendices will not appear
in the CFR.] )

XXIIL. Appendices

Appendix A—Abbreviations, Acronyms,
and Other Terms Used in This Notice

Act—The Clean Water Act.

Agency—The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

BAT-—The best available technology
economically achievable under Section
204(b){2)(B) of the Act.

BCT—The best conventional pollutant
contrnl technelogy. under Section
304(bj(4) of the Act.

BMPS—Best management practices
under Section 304{e) of the Act. -

BPT—The best practicable control
tech»~logy currently available uader
Szctic.a 304(b)(1) of the Act.

Captive—A facility which owns more
than 50% (annual area basis) of the
materials undergoing meta! fnishing.

Clean Watcr Act {al80 " e Act”")—
The Fede. al Water Pollution C~ntrol Act
Amendments of 1972 {33 U.S.C. 1251 et
seq.), as emended by the Clean Water
Act of 1977 (Pub. L. 95-217).

Development Document— -
Development Document for Effluent
Limitations, Guidelines, and Standards
for the Meta. “inishing Point Source
Category, EPA 440-1-80-091-A, June
1980.

Direct discharger—A facility that
discharges or may discharge pollutants
into waters of the United States.

Indirect discharger—A facility that
discharges or may discharge pollutants
into a publicly owned treatment works.

Job Shop—A facility which owns not
more than 50% {anr-1al area basis) of the
materials undergoing metal finishing.

Integrated facility—One that performs
electroplating operations (ir:cluding
electroplating: electroless plating,
chemical etching and milling, anodizing,

vvating, and printed circuit board

manufacturing) as only one of st varal
operations necessary for manufacture of
a product at a single physical location,
and has significant quantities of process
wastewater from non-electroplating
operations. In addition, to qualify as
“integrated,” a facility must combine
one or more plant electroplating process
wastewater lines before or at the point
of treatment {or proposed ireatment)
with one or more plant sewers carryins
process wastewater from nc: -
electroplating manufacturing operatie.

NPDES Permit—A Naticnal Polluta.it
Discharge Elimination System permit
issued under Section 402 of the Act.

NEUS-—New source performance
stan . rds promulgated under Section
306 of che Act.

POTW-—Publicly owned treatinent
work..

PSES—Pretreatment standards for
existing sources of indirect discharges
promulgated under Section 307(b) of the
Act.

PSNS—Pretreatment standards for
new sources of direct discharges,
promulgated under Section 307 (b) and
(c) of the Act.

RCRA—~—Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (Put ~ 94-480) of 1976,
Amendments to Sond Waste Disnosal
Act, as amended.

TTO~Total Toxic Organics is the
summation of all values greater than .01
milligrams per liter for each of the
specified toxic organics.

Appendix B—pollutants Excluded From
Regulatiot.

(1) Toxic Pollutants—found in only a
small number of sources and effectively
vontrolled by the technologies un which
the limits : e based:

Antimony
Arsenic
Asbestos
Beryllium
Mercury
Selenium
Thallium

{2) Conventional Pollutants:

BOB
Fecal Coliform

Appendix C—Unit Operations in the
Metal Finishing Industry

1. @Electroplating

2, Electroiess Plating

3. Anodizing

4. Coating (Chromating, Phosphating,
and Coloring)

5. Chemical Etching and Milling

8. Printed Circuit Board Manufacturing

7. Cleaning

8. Machining

8. Grinding

10. Polishing

11. Tumbling

12. Burnishing

13. Impact Deformation

14. Pressure Deformation

15. Shearing

16. Heat Treating

17. Tk -rma! Cutting

18. Welding

19. Brazing

20. Soldering

21. Flame Spraying

22. Sanc. Blasting

23. Other Abrasive Jet Machining
24. Ele stric Discharge Machining
25. Electrochemical Machining
26. Electron Beam Machining
27. Laser Beam Machining

28. Plasma Arc Machining

29. Ultrasonic Machining

30. Sintering

31. Laminating

32. Hot Dip Coating

33. Sputtering

34. Vapor Plating

35. Thermal Infusion

36. Salt Bath Descaling

37. Solvent Degreasing

38. Paint Stripping

39. Painting

40. Electrostatic Painting -

41. Electropainting

42, Vacu'm Metalizing

43. Assembly

44. Calibration

45. Testing

46. Mechanical Plating

PART 413—ELECTROPLATING PO'NT
SOURCE CATEGORY

For the reasons stated above, EPA is
amending Purt 413 of 40 CFR, Chapter I
as follows:

1. Section 413.01 is amended by
revising paragraph {a) to read as
follows: .

§413.01 Applicability and compliance
dates.

{a) This part shall apply to
electroplating operations in which metal
is electroplated on any basis material
and to related metal finishing operations
as set forth in the various su..parts,
whether such operations are conducted
in conjunction with electroplating,
independently, or as part of some other
operation. The compliance deadline for
metals and cyanide at integrated
facilities shall be June 30, 1984. The
compliance dat for metals and cyanide
al non-integrated facilities shall be April
27, 1884. Complis ice with TTO for all
facilities shall be July 15, 1986.' These

' The Corsent Dect 2¢ in NRDC v. Train, 12 ERC
1833 (D.D.C. 1979) specifiea a compliance date for
PSES of no later than june 30, 1984. EPA has moved
for a modification of that provision of the Decree.
Sheuld the Court deny that motion, EPA will be

. required to modify this compliance date

accurdingly .
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Part 413 standards s>all not apply to a
facnity which must comply with all the
pollutant limitations listed in § 433.15
(metal finishing PSES).

- 4 - « -

2. Sectio:. 113.02 is amended by
adding a new paragraph (i}. as follows:

§413.02 Generat definitions.

- - - 4 .

{i} the term “TTQ" shall mean total
toxic organics, which is the summation
of all quantifiable values greater than
0.01 milligrams per liter for the following
toxic organics:
Acenaphthene
Acrolein
Acrylonitrile
Benzene
Benzidine
Carbon tetrachloride
(tetrachloromethane}
Chlorobenzene
1.2.4-trichlorobenzene
Hexachlorobenzene
1.2-dichioroetharic
1.14-trichloroethane
Hexachloroethane
1,1-dichloroethane
1.1.2-trichloroethane
1.1.2.2-tetrachloroethane
Chloroethane
Bis (2-chioroethyi) ether
2-chloroethy! vinyl ether
(mixed)
2-chloronaphthalene
2,4.6-trichlorophenol
Parachlorometa cresol -
Chloroform {trichloromethane}
2-chlorophenol
1,2-dichlorobenzene
1,3-dichlorobenzene
1.4-dichlorobenzene
3.3-dichlorobenzidine
1.1-dichloroethylene
1,2-trans-dichloroethylene
2.4-dichtorophenol
1.2-dichloropropane
{1.3-dichloropropene)

2 4-dimethyiphenol
2.4-dinitrotoluene
2,6-dinitrotoluene
1,2-diphenylhydrazine
Ethyibenzene
Fluoranthene
4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether
4-bromophenyl phenyl ether
Bis (2-chioroisopropyl) ether
Bis {2-chloroethoxy! methane
Methylene chloride
{dichiuromethane) .

* Methy] chloride
(chloromethane}
Methy: sromide {bromomethane)
Bromoform (tribromomethane)
Dichlorobromomethane
Chlorodibromomethane
Hexuchlorobutadiene
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene
Isophorone
Naphthalene
Nitrobenzene

2-nitropheno}
4-nitrophenol
2.4-dinitrophenol
4.6-dinitro-o-cresol
N-nitrosodimethylamine
N-nitrosodiphenylamine
N-nitrosodi-n-propyiamine
Pentachlorophénol
Phenol
Bis {2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
Butyl benzyl phthaiate
Di-n-butyl phthalate
Di-n-octyl phthalate
Diethyl phthalate
Dimethyl phthalate
1.2-benzanthracene
{benzo{a)antt :acene) .
Benzo(a)pyrene {3.4-benzopyrene)}
3.4-Benzofluoranthene
{benzo(b}fluoranthene}
11,12-benzofluoranthene
(benzo(k)fluoranthene)
Chrysene
Acenaphthylene
Anthracene
1.12-benzoperylene
{benzo(ghi)perylene)
Fluorene
Phenanthrene
1.2,5,6-dibenzanthracene
{dibenzo(a.b)anthracene)
Indeno (1.2,3-cd} pyrene)
(2.3-o-phenylene r “~ene)
Pyrene
Tetrachloroethylene
Toluene
Trichloroethylene
Vinyl chloride (chloroethylene)
Aldrin
Dieldrin
Chiordane {technical mixture and
metabolites)
4.4-DDT
4.4-DDE (p.p-DDX)
4.4-DDD (p.p-TDE)
Alpha-endosulfan
Beta-endosulfan
Fndosul® n sulfate
E:adrin
Endrin aldehyde
Heptac' ~
Heptachlor epoxide
(BHC»hexachlorocyclohexane)
Alpha-BHC
Beta-BHC
Gamma-BHC
Delta-BHC
(PCB-polychlorinated biphenyls)
PCB-12** (Arochlor 1242)
PCB-1254 (Arochlor 1254}
PCB-1221 (Arochlor 1221)
PCB-1232 {Arochlor 1232)
PCB-1248 (Arochlor 1248)
PCB-1260°(Arochlor 1260)
PCB-1016 {Arochlor 1016}
Toxapher.
2,3.7.8-tetrachlorodibenzo-
p-dioxin {TCDD)
3. Section 413.03 is amended by
adding the following:

§ 413.03 Monitoring requirements.

(a) In lieu of monitoring for TTO, the
control authority may allow industrial
users of POTWs to make th. following
certification as a comment to the

periodic réports required by § 403.12{e):
“Based on my inquiry of the person or
persons directly responsible for
managing compliance with the
pretreatment stzndard for total toxic
organics (TTO), Fcertify that, to the best
of may knowledge and belief, no dumping
of concentrated toxic organics into the
wastewaters has occurred since filing
the las¢ discharge monitoring report. 1
further certify that this facility is
implementing the solvent management
plan submitted to the control authority.”

(b} In requesting that no monitoring be
required industrial users of POTWs
shall submit a solvent management plan
that specifies to the control authority’s
satisfaction the toxic organic
compounds used: the method of disposal
used instead of dumping, such as
reclamation, contract hauling, or
incineration; and procedures for
assuring that toxic organics do not
routinely spill or leak into the
wastewater.

(c) If monitoring is necessary to
measure compliance with the TTO
standard the industrial user need
analyze only for those pollutants which
would reasonably b2 axpected to be
present.

4.Section 413.14 is amended by

adding pacagraphs (f). (g). and (h}, as
follows:

§ 413.14 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources.

L] * L] & *

{f) In addition to paragraphs (a) and
(b) the following limitation shali apply
for plants discharging less than 38.000 1
{10,000 gal) per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewater:

Polivtant or poliutant property

Mas-
cown for
[ R
day

o7

(8) In addition to paragraphs (a}. {c). .
{d), and (e) the following limitation shall
apply for plants discharging 38,000 1:
(10,000 gal) or more per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewater:

WMag-
oum I‘u

"y
.

Poliutant of polsan groperty

o -

(h) In adunion to paragraphs (a). {b),
(c). (d) (@), (D). and () the following
shall apply: An existing source
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submitting a certification in lieu of
monitoring pursuant (o § 413.03 of this
regulation must implement the toxic
organic management plan approved by

the control authority.

5. Sector: 413.24 is amended by adding

- paragraph (f). (g) and (h), as follows:

§ 413.24 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources.

(f) In addition to paragraphs (a) and
{b) the fnllowing limitation shali appiy
fcr plants discharging less than 38,000 1
(10,000 gal) per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewater:

Maxi-
mum

Pofiutant or potiutant property any "‘"
day

™o 4.57

(g) «n addition to paragraphs (a), (c),
(d). and (e} the following limitation shall
apply for plants discharging 38,000 1
{10,000 gal) or more per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewater:

Max-
mum for
any 1
day

Poliuvtam or poltutant property

213

(h) In addition to paragraphs (a). (b).
{c). (d), (e). (), and {g) the following
shall apply: An exisiing source
submitting a certification in lieu of
monitoring pursuant to § 413.03 of this
regulation must imple: ‘ent the toxic
organic management p.,an approved by
the contro! authority.

6. Section 413.44 is amended by
addine naragraph (f), (g), and (h). as
follows: :

§ 413.44 Pretreatment standards for
existing scurces.

* - u * L

{f) In addition to paragraphs (a) and
{b} the following limitation shall apply
for plants discharging less than 38,000 1
{10,000 gal) per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewaler:

Maxi-
mum for
any §
day

Pollutant or pol.tant property

o 457

(g) In addition to paragraphs (a). (c),

" (d), and (e) the following limitation ehall

apply for plants discharging 38,000 1

(10,000 gal) or more per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewater:

Maxi-
mum for
any 1
day

Polutant or pollutant property

o 213

(h) In addition to paragraphs (a), (b,
{c). (d). (e). (), and (g} the following
shall apply: An existing source
submitting a certification in lieu of
monitoring pure jant to § 413.03 of this
regulation must implement the toxic
organic management plan approved by
the control authority.

7. Section 413.54 is amended by
adding maragraph (f), (g). and (h)}, as
follows: ‘

§413.54 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources.

* » L] * -

""" (f) In addition to paragraphs {a} and

{b) the following limitation shall apply
for plants discharging less than 38,000 1
{10,000 gal) per calendar day of
electroplating proce , wastewater:

Maxi-
mum for
any t
day

Potiutant or poilutant property

110 457

{8} In addition to paragraphs (a), (c),
{d). and (e} the following limitation shall
apply for plants discharging 38,000 .
(10,000 gal) or more per calendar day of
electroplat g process waterwater:

Maxi-
mum for
any 1

Poliutant or potiutant property
. day

o 213

(h} In addition to paragraphs (a), (b),
(c). (d). (e), (f), and (g) the following
shall apply: An existing source
submitting a certification in lieu of
monitoring pursuant to § 413.03 of this
regulation must implement the toxic
organic management plan approved by
the control authority.

8. Section 413.64 is amended by
adding paragraphs (f), (g), and (h), as
follows: '

§ 413.64 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources.
L * * * L

(f) In addition to paragraphs (a) and
(b) the following limitation shall apply

for plants discharging less than 35,000 1
{10,000 gal) per calendar day of
electruplating process wastewater:

Pollutant or potiutant property

™o

(g} In addition to paragraphs (a), {c).
{d), and (e) the foliowing limitation shall
apply for plants discharging 38,000 1
(10,000 gal) or more per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewater:

Max-
mym for
any 1
day

Potivtant or potiutant property

hafe] 21

(h) In addition to paragraphs {a), {b}),
{c). (d). (e}, )}, and (g} the following
shall apply: An existing source
submitting a certification in lieu of
monitoring pursuant to § 413.03 of this
regulation must impleme«at the toxic
organic management plan approved by
the control authority. ’

9. Section 413.74 is amended by
adding paragraphs {f}, {g) and (h), as
follows:

§413.74 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources.

* »* - - *

{f) In addition to paragraphs (a} and
(b) the following limitation shall apply
for plants discharging less than 38,000 1
{10,000 gal) per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewater:

Poltutant or pollutar ' oroperty

T10

(g) In addition to paragraphs (al. (c).
{d), and (e) the following limitation shall
apply for plants discharging 38.000 1
(10,000 gal) or more per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewater:

Poltutent or poliutant property

70

(h) In adilition to paragraphs {a), {b).
{c), (d). (e), (), and (3} the following
shall apply: An existing source
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submitting a certification in lieu of
mohitoring pursuant to § 413.03 of this'
regulation must implement the toxic
organic management plan approved by
the control authority.

10. Section 413.84 is amended by
adding paragraphs (f). (g) and (h). as
follows: .

§413.84 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources. -

-« L] « « .

{f) In addition to paragraphs (a) and
{b) the followiny limitation shall apply
for plants discharging less than 38,000 1
{10.000 gal) per calendar day ot
electroplating process wastewater:

Pollutam or pokutant property

T10. ...

{g} In addition to paragraphs (a). {c).
{d}). and {e) the ;ollowing limitation shall
apnly for plants discharging 38,000 1
{10,000 gal) or more per calendar day of
electroplating process wastewater:

Maxi-
Poltutant or pothutant property ]'“;‘n"; for
d )

(h) In additicn to paragraphs (a), {b).
(c). (d). (e). (f). and (g) the following
shall apply: An existing source
submitting a certification in lieu of
monitoring pursuuant to § 413.03 of this
regulation must implement the toxic
organic management plan approved by
the control authority.

In addition, for the reasoris stated
above, EPA is establishing a new Part
433 to Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations to read as follows:

PART 433—METAL FINISHING POINT
SOURCE CATEGORY

Subpart A—Metal Finighing Subcategory

Sec. .

433,10 Applicability; description of the metal
fin'~hing point scurce category.

433.11 Specialized definitions.

433.12 Monitoring requirements. ‘

433.13 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of efiluent reduction atiainable by
applying the best practicable control
technology surrently available (BPT).

433.14 Effluent limitations reezesr iting the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
applying the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).

433.16 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES),

433.18 New source performence standards
{NSPS).

433.17 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

433.18 [Reserved)

Authority: Sec. 301, 304(b} ‘-1, (e}, and (g}.
306(b) and {(c), 307(b) and (c}, - 38 and 501 of
the Clean Water, Act (the Federal Water
Prltution Control Act Amendments of 1971,
as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977)
{the “Act™); 33 U.S.C. 1311, 1314(b} (c). (e).
and (g}, 1316{b)} and (c}. 1317(b) and (c;. 1318
and 1361: 86 Stat. 816, Pub. L. 82~500: 1 Stat.
1567, Pub. L. 85-217.

Subpart A—Metai Finishing -
Subcategor

§ 433.10 Applicability; description of the
metal finishing point source category.

(a) Except as noted in paragraphs (b)
and (c), of this section, the provisions of
this subpart apply to plants which
perform any of the following six metal
finishing cperations on any basis
material: Electroplating, Electroless
Plating, Anodizing, Coating (chromating,
phosphating, and coloring). Chemical
Etching and Milling. and Printed Circuit
Board Manufacture. If any of those six
operations are present, then this part
applies to disch. _es from those
operations and also to discharges from
any of the following 40 process
operations: Cleaning, Machining,
Grinding, Polishing, Tumbling,
Burnishing, Impact Deformation,
Pressure Deformation, Shearing, Heat
Treating, Thermal Cutting, Welding,
Brazing, Soldering, Flame Spraying,
Sand Blasting, Other Abrasive Jet
Machining, Electric Discharge
Machining, Electrochemical Machining,
Electron Beam Machining, Laser Beam
Machin’ ig, Plasma Arc Machining,
Ultrasonic Machining, Sintering,
Laminating, Hot Dip Coating, Sputtering,
Vapor Plating, Thermal Infusion, Salt
Bath Descaling, Solvent Degreasing;
Paint Stripping. Painting, Electrostatic
Painting, Electropainting, Vacuum
Metalizing, Assembly, Calibration,
Testing, and Mechanic1l Plating

{b) In some cases eftiurnt limitations
and standards for the following
industrial categories may be effective
and applicable to wastewater
discharges from the metal finishing
operations listed above. In such cases
these Part 433 limits shall not apply ~.d
the following regulations shall apply:
Nonferrous metal smelting and refining (40

CFR Part 421)

Coil coating (46 CFR Part 465)

Porcelain enameling (40 CFR Part 468)
Battery manufacturing (40 CFR Part 461)

Iron and steel (40 CFR Part 420)

Metal casting foundries (40 CFR Part 464)
Aluminum forming (40 CFR Part 467)

Copper forming (40 CFR Part 468)

Flastic molding ai. . forming (40 CFR Part 463)

5433

(c) This Part does not apply to: (1)
Metallic platemaking and gravure
cylinder preparation conducted within
printing and publishing facilities; and {2)
existing indirect discharging job shops
and independent printed circuit board
manufacturers which are covered by 40
CFR Part 413.) .
Specialized definitions.

The definitions set forth in 40 CFR and
the chemical analysis inethods set forth
in 40 CFR 136 are both incornorated here
by reference. In addition. the following
definitions apply to this part:

(a) The term “T", as in “Cyanide, T".
shall mean total,

{b) The term “A", as in “Cyznide A",
shall mean amenable to aikaline
Chlorination.

(c) The term “job shop” shall mean a
facility which owns not more than 50%
{annual area basis) ¢ the materials
undergoing metal finishing.

{d) The term “independent” printed
circuit board marufacturer shall mean a
facility which manufacturers printed
circuit boards principally for sale to
other companies.

{e) The term “TTO" shall mean total
toxic organics, which is the summation
of all quantifiable values greater than
.01 milligrams per liter for the following
toxic organics:

Acenaphthene

Acrolein

Acrylonitrile

Benzene

Benzidine

Carbon tetrachloride {tetrachloromethane}

Chlorobenzene

1,24-trichlorobenzene

Hexachlorobenzene

1,2,-dichloroethane

1.1,1-trichloroethane
texachloroethane

" 1.1-dichloroethane

1.1,2-trichloroe!™ ~ne
1.1.2,2-tetrachlurvethane
Chicroethane

Bis {2-chloroethyl) ether
2-chloroethy! vinyl ether (mixed)
2-chloronaphthalene
24.6-trichlorophenol
Parachlorometa cresol
Chloroform (trichloromethane)
2-chlorophenol
1.2-dichlorobenzene
1.3-dichlorobenzene
1.4-dichlorobenzene
N-nitrosodi-n-gropylamine
Pentachlorophenol

Phenol

Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
Butyl benzyl phthalate
Di-n-butyl phthalate
Di-n-ootyl phthalate
Diethyl phthalate

Dimetl.;! phthalate
1.2-benzanthracene
{benzo{a)anthracene)

e

o X
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Benzo{a)pyrene (3.4-benzopyrene)

3.4-Penzcfluoranthene (benzo[b)ﬂuoranlhene)

11,12-benzoflucranthene . a

{benzofk)flucranthene)

Chrysene

Acenaphthylene

Anthracene

1.12-benzoperylene (benzo(ghilperylene)

Fluorene

Phenanihrene

1,2.5.6-dibenzanthracene
{dibenzo(a.h)anthracene

{ndeno(1.2.3-cd) pyrene (2.3-0-pheniene
pyrene}

Pyrene

Tetrachloroethylene

Toluene

Trichloroethylene

Vinyl chloride {chloroethylzne)
3.3-dichlorobenzidine
1.1-dichloroethylene
1.2-trans-dichloroethylene
2.4-dichlorophenol
1.2-dichloropropane {1.3-dichloropropene}
2.4-dimethylphenol
2.4-dinitrotoluene
2.6-dinitrotoluene

1.2-diphenylhydrazine
Ethylibenzene

Flucranthene

4-chloropheny! phenvl ether

4-bromopheny] pheny! ether
Bis {2-chloroisopropyl) ether
Bis {2-chloroethoxy) methane

Methylene c.. oride (dichloromethane)

Methy! chloride {chloromethane)

Methy] bromide (bromomethane}

Bromoform {tribromomethane)

Dichlorobromomethane
Chlorsdibromomethane
Hexachlorobutadiene
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene
Isophorcne

Naphthalene

Nitrobenzene

2-nitrophenol

4-nitrophenol

2.4-dinitrophenol

4.6-dinitro-o-cresol
N-nitrosodimethylamine
N-nitrosodimethylamine
Aldrin

Dieldrin

Chlordane {technical mixture and

metabolites)

+4-DCT

4,4-DDE (p.p-DDX)

4.4-DDD (p.p-TDE)
Alpha-endosulfan
Beta-endosulfan

Endosulfan sulfate

Endrin

Endrin aldehyde

Heptachior

* ;eptach!or epoxide (BHC-

hexachlorocyclohexane)

Alpha-BHC

Bets-BHC

Gamma-BHC

Delta-BHC
{PCB-polychlorinated biphenyls)
PCB-1242 (Arochior 1242)
PCB-1254 {Arochlor 1254)
PCB-1221 (Arochlor 1221)
PCB-1232 (Arochlor 1232)
PCB-1248 {Arochlor 1248)

PCB-1260 (Arochlor 12v0)

PCB-1016 (Arochlor 1018)

Toxaphene
2,3,7.8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin {TCDD)

§ 433.12 Monitoring requirements.

(8) In lieu of requiring manitoring for
TTO, the permitting authority (or. in the
case of indirect dischargers, the control
authority) may allow dischargers to
maks the following certification
statement: “Based on my inquiry of the
person or persons directly responsitle
for managing compliance with the
permit limitation [or pretreatment
standard] for total toxic organics (TTO).
I certify that, t) the best of my
knowledge and belief, no dumping of
concentrated texic organics into the
wastewaters has occurred since filing of
the last discharge moaitaring report. 1
further certify that this facility is
implementing the solvent management
plan submitted {o the permitting [or
control] authority.” For direct
dischargers, this statement is to be
included as a “comment” on the
Discharge Monitoring Report required
by 40 CFR 122.44(i), formerly 40 CFR
122.62(i). For indirect dischargers, the
statement is to be ~cluded as a
comment to the px .udic reports
requiied by 40 CFR 403.12(e). If
monitoring is necessary to measure
comp!iance with the TTO standard, the
industrial discharger need analyse for
only those pollutants which would
reasonably be expected to be present.

{b) In requesting the certification
alternative, a discharger shall submit a
solvent management plan that specifies
to the satisfaction of the permitting
authority (or, in the case of indirect
dischargers, the control authority) the
toxic orga .ic compounds used; the
method of disposal used instead of
dumping, such as reclamation, contract
‘hauling, or incineration; and procedures
for ensuring that toxic organics do not
routinely spill or leak into the
wastewater. For direct dischargers, the
permitting authority shall incorporate
the plan as a provision of the permit.

{c) Self-monitoring for cyanide must
be conducted after cyanide treatment
and beior dilution with other streams.
Alternatively, samples may be taken of
the finai effluent, if the plant limitations
are adjusted based on the dilution ratio
of the cyanide waste stream flow to the
effluent flow.

§433.13 Effluent limitations represanting
the degree of effluent reduction atteinable
by applying the bast practicable control
technoiogy survently avalisble (8PT).

(a) Except as provided in 40 CFR
125.30-32, any existing point source
subject to this subpurt must achieve the
following effluent limitations

representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by applying the
best practicable control technology
currently available (BPT):

BPT EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

§ ; Monthily

Poliutant or pollutant property | ':,’:;,'“"";'a'yuj Svenage
,  exceed

{ !

Mitligrams per titer (mg/i)

069 | 0.26
277} 171
338 . 207
069! 043
398 | 238
043 : 024
261} 1.48
1.20 ; 065
243 L
52 26
s | 3t
ty | )

* Within €.0 to 9.0.

{b} Alternatively, for industrial
facilities with cyanide treatment, ard
upon agreement between a sourc?
subject to those limits and the pollution
control authority, the following
amenable cyanide limit may apply in
place of the total cyanide limit specified
in paragraph (a) of this section:

. p Monthty
Poliutant or pollutant property Mmf’ :,":l',ar?;
exceed

Milfigrams per liter (mg/1)

0.86 0.32

CYanIBe (A).......ooceeoreereeeecene weeeed 'l

(c) No user subject to tiie provisions of
this subpart shall angment the use of
process wastewater or otherwise dilute
the wastewater as a partial or total
substitute for adequate treatment to
achieve compliance with this limitation.

§ 433.14 Effiuent limitations representing
the degree of 2ffiuent reduction atiainable
by applying the best availahle technology
economicatly achievable (BAY).

{a) Except as provided in 40 CFR
125.30-32, any existing point source
subject to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by applying the
best available technology economically
achievable (BAT):

BAT EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS
S
Pollutant of patiutem property I M:"w'“‘“';‘”"" m
exceed
WMithgrams pr Ree tmg/Y)
Cad m 969 026
Chromium (M " w7
Copper (M.....cotraveammivensansenny 3.9 207
Lo (T 08y [ L]
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BAT EFFLUENT LIMiTATIONS—Continued

e
) Monthly
Pokutant or potutant propey | VERTUEOr | SvSe8
. . exceed

N Sl

598 238

0.43 0.24

261 148

1.20 0.5

LA T ) 243 ). .. ..

(b} Alternatively, for industrial
facilities with cyanide treatment, and
upon agreement between a source
subject to those limits and the polluticn
control authority. the followirg
amenable cyanide limit may apply in
place of the total cyanide limit specified
in paragraph (a) of this section:

e —_
¢ :
Potiutant or pollutant property | Aaxemum for | average

any 1 day shail not
exceed
Mriiigrams per Ker (mg/1)
0.32

(e ey =
Cyamde (A} ... .ccoomrerre s+ - oo 0.881

(c) No user subiect to the provisions of
this subpart shall augment the use of
process wastewater or otherwise dilute
the wastewater as a partial or total
substitute for adequate treatment to
achieve compliance with this limitation.

§ 433.15 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources (PSES).

{a) Fxcept as provided in 40 CFR 403.7
and 403.13, any existing source subjedt
to this subpart that introduces pollutaats
into a publicly owned treatment works
must comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for existing sources {PSES):

PSES FOR ALL PLANTS EXCEPT J(B SHOPS -

AND INDEPENDENT PRINTED CIRcuiT BOARD
MANUFACTURERS
e e —

shall not
i exceed

Poniutant or potkstant property “an;! 1 da'y“

Mdligrams per liter (mg/1)

Cadmum {T) 0.69 0.26
Chromium (T) 217 1.7
Coppes T).. 3.38 207
Lead (T} 0.69 043
Nickel (T, 3.98 238
Siver (M......... 043 0.24
Zinc (M) ... 261 1.48
Cyamde {T) .. 1.20 G.65

O ... e ennd 213

{bj Alternatively, for industrial
facilities with cyanide treatment, upon
agreement between a source subject to
those limits anr the pollution control
authority. The following amenable i
cyanide limit may apply in place of the
total cyanide limil specified in

paragraph {a) of this sertion:

, Montty

Pollutant or poflutant property M::ym‘w;\el‘ya ;h“m
exceod

Mithgrams per hier (mg/H

Cyamde (AY... ..coiiivrsnnree

J T om| " oa

(c) No user introducing wastevvater
pollutants into a publicly owned
treatment works under the provisions of
this subpart shall augment the use of
process wastewater as a partial or total
s. stitute tor adequate treatment to
acnieve compliance with this standard.

(d) An existing source submittiag a
certification in lieu of monitoring
pursuant to § 433.12 (a) and (b) of this
regulation must implement the solvent
management plan approved by the
control authority.

{e) An existing source subject to this
subpart shall comply with a daily
maximum pretreatment standard for
TTO of 4.57 mg/l. ’

{f) Compliance with the provisions of
paragraph (c), {d), and (e) of this section
shall be achiev " as soon as possible,
but not later than June 30, 1984, however
metal finishing facilities which are also
covered by Part 420 (iron and steel)
need not comply before July 10, 1985.*
Compliance with the provisions of
paragraphs (a), (b). (c) and (d) of this

(b} Alternatively, for industrial
facilities with cyanide treatment, and
upoa agreement between a source
subject to those limits and the pollution
control authority, the following
amenable cyanide limit may apply in
place of the total cyanide limit specified
in paragraph (a) of th:s section:

e o e e
Maomum tor
Poltutant or posutant property | "o TS o
~ excond
Mekigrams per er (mgs>
Cyamde (A) ... . . ... ... [ 0.086 [ 032

{c) No user subject to the provisions of
this subpart shall augment the use of
process wastewater or otherwise dilute
the wastwater as a partial ot total
substitute for adequate treatment to
achieve compliance with this limitation.

§ 433.17 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).
(a) Except as provided in 40 CFR

403.7, any new souzce subject to this
.subpart that intro¢ ices pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
‘achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources {PSNS}:

section shall be achieved as soon as PSNS
pnssible, but not later than Feburary 15. - --

) ' Mo Monthy
1986. Poltutant of pohutant property for any 1 m
§433.16 New source performance o day exceed
standards (NS- ° A

{a) Any new ». .ce subject to this grams per Ror (mg
subpa' must achieve the following Cadmium (T) o oor
performance standards: ; 2n g

3.30 207
069 043
NSPS 398 238
- — 043 024
. Monthly 261 148
PoRutant or pofiutant property M::""y,“'ga;“ o 1.20 065
a 213 .
Miffigrams per ther (mg/h
' (b) Alternatively, for industrial
el o % facilities with cyanide treatment, and
Copper (T)........ 338 207 upon agreement between a source
Fooniiey et 24 subject to these limits and the pollution
Siiver (1), 0.43 024  control suthority. the following
gy":m(;;( 4 ee  amenable cyanide limit may apply in
To..... .. . 213L. .. ...  place of the total cyanide limit specified
e ena Grease. : a2 ® in paragrapb (a) of this section:
oH . o Q]

' Within 8 0 10 9.0.

'The Consent Decree in NRDCv. T in, 12 ERC
1833 (D.D.C. 1979) specifies 4 compliance date for
PSES of no later than June 30. 1964, EPA has moved
for a modification of that provision of the Decree.
Shovld ihe Court deny that motion, EPA will he
-reyuired to modify this complanes dute
arcordingly.

I
for any ¥
day

Pollutant or polfutant property | sveage
NANQrams per Rer (g’

shak ~ot

exceed
Cyanide ! . ‘[ 008 o
U SR
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{c) No user subject to the provisions of
this subpart shall augment the use of
process vzastewater or otherwise dilute
the wastewater as a partial or total
substitute for adequate treatment to

achieve compliance with this limitation.
" (d) An existing source submitting a
certification in lieu of monitoring
pursuant to § 433.12 (a) and (b) of this
regulation must implement the solvent
management plan approved by the
control authority.

$433.18 [Reserved])
|FR Doc. 83-14838 § iled 7-14-83; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 6551501



