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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY -

490 CFR Part 463
(FRL-2716-4]

Plastics Molding and Forming Point
Source Category Effluent Limitations
Guidelines; Pretreatment Standards
and New Source Performance
Standards

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final regulation.

SuMMARY: This regulation establishes
effluent limitations gwmdelines and
standards that limit the discharge of
pollutants into navigable waters by
existing and new sources engaged in
plastics molding and forming. The Clean
Water Act and a congent decree require
EPA to issue this regulation.

EPA is promulgating effluent
limitations guidelines attainable by the
application of “best practicable
technology currently availabie” (BPTJ,
“best available technology economically
achievable” (BAT), and “best
conventional pollutant control
technology” (BCT) and new source
performance standards (NSPS)
attainable by the application of “best
available demonstrated technology.” In
addition, the Agency considered
whether to promulgate pretreatment
standards for existing and new indirect
dischargers (PSES and PSNS,
respectively).

DATES: The regulations are effective
January 30, 1985. In accordance with 40
CFR 100.01 (45 FR 26048), this regulation
shall be considered issued for purposes
of judicial review at 1:00 p.m. Eastern
time on January 2, 1985. Under section
509(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act,
judicial review of this regulation can be
made only by filing a petition for review
in the United States Court of Appeals
within 90 days after the regulation is
considered issued for purposes of
judicial review. Under section 509(b}(2}
of the Clean Water Act, the
requirements in this regulation may not
be challenged later in civil or criminal
proceedings brought by EPA to enforce
these requirements.

ADDRESSES: The basis for this regulation
is detailed 1n four major documents. See
Section XV—Awvailability of Technical
Information for a discussion of those
documents. Copies of the technical and
economic documents may be obtained
from the National Techmcal Information
Service, Springfield, Virginia 22161
{Phone: (703) 487-4600). For additional
technical information, contact Mr;

Robert M. Southworth, Industrial
Technology Division (WH-552}, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460
{Phone (202)382-7150). For additional
economic information, contact Ms. Ann
M. Watkins, Office of Analysis and
Evaluation (WH-586), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460
{Phone (202) 382-5387).

On February 20, 1985, the complete
public record for this rulemaking,
including the Agency’s responses to
comments on the proposed regulations,
will be available for review in EPA’s
Public Information Reference Unit,
Room 2404 (Rear) (EPA Library), 401 M
Street, SW., Washington, D.C. The EPA
public information regulation (40 CFR
Part 2) provides that a reasonable fee
may be charged for copying.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Robert M. Southworth at (202) 382-
7150. -

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Overview

This preamble describes the legal
authority, background, the technical and
economic bases, and other aspects of
the final regulation. The abbreviations,
acronyms, and other terms used in the
Supplementary Information sections are
defined in Appendix A to this notice.
Organization of This Notice
I. Legal Authority
11, Scope of This Rulemaking
1L Background
IV. Methodology and Data Gathenng Efforts
V. Summary of Changes To Proposed

Regulation
V1. Control and Treatment Options and
Technology Basis for the Final
Regulation
VI Pollutants Excluded From Regulation
VIiI. Economic Considerations
IX. Non-Water Quality Aspects of Pollution
Control
X. Best Management Practices (BMPs)
X1. Upset and Bypass Provisions
XI1. Variances and Modifications
X1 Relationship to NPDES Permits
XIV. Public Participation and Response to
Major Comments
XV Auvailability of Techmcal Information
XVL Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) Review
XVIL List of Subjects
XVIIL Appendices
A—Abbreviations, Acronyms And Other
Terms Used In This Notice
B—Toxic Pollutants Not Regulated At BAT
Because They Are Effectively Controlled
By Technologies Upon Which Are Based
Other Effluent Limitations Guidelines
C—Toxic Pollutants With A Concentration
Greater In The Source Water Than The
Concentration In The Wastewater
Samples

»

D—Toxic Pollutants Not Detected Or
Detected At Or Below The Analytical
Detection Limit

E—Toxic Pollutants Detected In The
Effluent From Only A Small Number Of
Sources

P-—Toxic Pollutants Pregent In Amounts
Too Small To Be Effectively Reduced By
Technologies Known To The
Administrator

1. Legal Authority

This regulation is promulgated under
authority of sections 301, 304, 306, 307,
308, and 501 of the Clean Water Act (the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972, 33 U.S.C. 1251 e!
seq. as amended by the Clean Water
Act of 1977, Pub. L. 95-217), also referred
to as "the Act”. It is also promulgated in
response to the Settlement Agreement in
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.
v. Train, 8 ERC 2120 (D.D.C. 1978),
maodified, 12 ERC 1833 (D.D.C. 1979),
modified by Orders dated October 26,
1982; August 2, 1983; January 6, 1984;
and July 5, 1984.

H. Scope of This Rulemaking

This final regulation, which was
proposed on February 15, 1984 (49 FR
5862), establishes effluent limitations
guidelines and standards for existing
and new plastics molding and forming
processes. Plastics molding and forming
processes (PM&F) include processes that
blend mold, form, or otherw!8e process a
wide variety of plastic materials into
intermediate or final plastic products.

For the purpose of this final rule, the
PMS&F category is divided into three
subcategories. They are:

Subpart A—Contact Cooling and Heating
Water Subcategory °

Subpart B—Cleaning Water Subcategory

Subpart C—Finishing Water Subcategory

BPT effluent limitation guidelines are
established for each of the three
subcategories to control the discharge of
conventional polluntants. Biochemical
oxygen demand (BODS5), oil and grease
(O&G]}, total suspended solids (TSS),
and pH are controlled in the contact
cooling and heating water subcategory
and in the cleaning water subcategory.
Far the fimshing water subcategory,
TSC and pH are controlled by the BPT
effluent limitations guidelines.

‘With the exception of certain toxic
polluntants (i.e., phthalates) in the
contact cooling and heating water
subcategory arid in the finishing water
subcategory, EPA is promulgating BAT
effluent limitations guidelines equal to
the BPT effluent limitations for each
subcategory. EPA is not promulgating
BAT effluent limitations guidelines for
phthalates for the contact cooling and
beating water subcategory and the
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finishing water subcategory at this time.
BAT effluent limitations guidelines for
those pollutants are reserved pending
completion of a treatability study of the
phthalates found in wastewaters
discharged from processes in the contact
cooling and heating water subcategory
and in the finishing water subcategory.

The Agency is promulgating BCT
effluent limitations guidelines equal to
the BPT effluent limitations guidelines
for the contact cooling and heating
water subcategory because EPA could
not identify any technology that further
reduces the concentration of
conventional pollutants in contact
cooling and heating water. BCT effluent
limitations guidelines for the cleaning
water subcategory and the finishing
water subcategory are reserved until the
promulgation of the final BCT
methodology.

NSPS are established equal to the
BPT/BAT effluent limitations guidelines
for each subcategory with the exception
of NSPS for phthalates for both the
contact cooling and heating water
subeategory and the finishing water
subcategory. NSPS for the phthalates
are reserved pending the completion of
the phthalate treatability study
mentioned above. NSPS for both the
contact cooling and heating water
subcategory and the cleaning water
subcategory control BOD3, O&G, TSS,
and pH.

The Agency is not promulgating
pretreatment standards for the plastics
molding and forming point source
category for the reasons discussed
below. Pretreatment standards for
phthalates are reserved in two
subcategories pending completion of the
phthalate treatability study. Indirect
dischargers in the PM&F category have
to comply with 40 CFR Part 403—
General Pretreatment Regulations.

IIL Background

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
Water.” {Section 101(a)). To implement
the Act, EPA was requirad to issue
effluent limitations guidelines,
pretreatment standards, and new source
performance standards for industrial
dischargers.

The Act included a timstable for
issuing these standards. However, EPA
was unable to-meet many of the
deadlines and, as a result, in 1976, it was
sued by several environmental groups.
In settling this lawsuit, EPA and the
plaintiffs executed a “Settlement

Agreement" that was approved by the
Court. This agreement requircd EPA to
develop a program and adhere to a
schedule for controlling ¢35 “priority”
toxic compounds and classes of
compounds. In carrying cut this
program, EPA must promulaate BAT
effluent limitations guidelines,
pretreatment standards, and ncw cource
performance standards for 21 major
industries. See Natural Resources
Defense Council, Inc. v. Train, B ERC
2120 (D.D.C. 1976), modificd, 12 ERC
1833 (0.D.C. 1579), modificd by Orders
dated October 28, 1933; Ausust 2, 1803;
January 6, 1924; and July &, 1224,

Many of the basic elemen!s of the
Settlement Agreement were
incorporated into the Clean Water Act
of 1977. Like the Agreement, the Act
stressed control of toxic pollutants,
including the €5 “prionity™ toxic
compounds and classes of compounds.
In addition to strengthening the toxic
control program, secticn 304{e) of the
Act authorizes the Administrator to
prescribe “best management practices”
(BMPo) to prevent the release of toxie
and hazardous pollutants from plant site

~ runoff, spillage or lealks, sludze or waste

disposal, and drainage from raw
material storage associated with, or
ancillary to, the manufacturing or
treatment process.

Under the Act, the EPA i5 to establish
several difierent kinds of effluent
limitations guidelines, These are
discussed in detail in the prcamble and
in the technical develspment document
for the proposed regulation. They are
summarized briefly below:

1. Best Practicable Control Technology
(BPT)

BPT efilucnt limitaticns guidclines are
generally based on the average of the
best existing performance by plants of
various sizes, ages, and unit pracccoces
within the catezory or subcatczory for
control of familiar (i.e., ¢lacsical)
pollutants.

In establishing BET efiluent
limitations guidelines, EPA considers
the total cost in relation to the effluent
reduction benefits, the ase of equipment
and facilities invelved, the pracecces
employed, process chanes reguired,
encinzering aspects of the contral
technologies, and non-waler guahty
environmental impacts (including energy
requirements). The Aconey balances the
catesory-wide cost of applying the
technology against the effluent reduction
benefits.

2, Best Available Technology
Economically Achievable (BAT)

BAT effluent limitations ruidelines, in
general, represent the best existing

performance in the category or
subcatezory. The Act establishes BAT
as the principal national means of
controlling the dirzct dizcharge of toxie
and nonconventional pallutanis to
navioable waters. =

In establishing BAT, the Agency
considers the a72 of the.eguipment and
facilitics invelvcd, the procscses
cmployad, the ensinecring aspects of the
control technolonies, prosecs ehangzs.
the cost of achizving such efiluznt
reduction, and non-water quality
envirenmental impacts. Thz Ageoey
retains congidzrable diccretion in
assicning the weight to be accarded
these factors.

3. Bast Conventional Pallatant Contro?
Technology (BCT)

The 1577 Amendments to the Clzan
Water Act added section 301(b)(2{E),
establishing “best conventional
pollutant control technology™ (BCT) for
the discharge of conventional pollutanis
from exdsting industrial point sourczs.
Section 304(a){4) designated the
following as conventional pollutants:
BOD, TSS, fecal coliform, pH, and any
additional pollutants defined by the
Administeator as conventional. The
Administrator desiznated oil and grease
a conventional pollutant on July 38, 179
(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 the
ECT efiluent limitations guidelines be
assessed in licht of a two part “cost-
reasonableness” test. Amearican Paper
Institute v, EPA, 620 F.2d 954 (4th Cir.
1981). The first test compares the cost
for private industry to reduce its
discharge of conventional pollutants
with the costs to publicly ovwned
treatment works for similar levels of
reduction in their dischargz of thesz
pollutants. The cocond test examines the
cest-effectivensss of additisnal
industrial treatment bzyond BPT. EPA
must find that limitations are
“reasonable™ under both tests bzfore
establishing them a5 BCT. In nio case
may BCT b less siringent than BPT.

EPA published its methodolozy for
carrying out the BCT analysis on Auzust
29,1979 (44 FR 50732). In the cace
mentioned above, the Courst of Appzals
ordered EPA to make certoin revisions.
A revised methodolosy for th= general
development of BCT effluznt limitations
guidelines was propesad on October 29,
1932 (47 FR 49176). On Szptember 23,
1984, the Agency icsued a major notice
of data availability for the BCT
methodology (49 FR 37046).
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In today’s rulemaking, EPA is
establishing BCT effluent limitations
guidelines for the contact cooling and
heating water subcategory equal to the
BPT effluent limitations guidelines for
that subsategory becaise EPA has not
identified any technology which further
reduces the discharge of conventional
pollutants in this subcategory.
Therefore, whatever the Agency’s final
BCT methodology, BCT effluent
limitations guidelines for this
subcategory would be equal to the BPT
effluent limitations guidelines. When the
final BCT methodology is promulgated,
EPA will use this methodology to
determine whéether BCT effluent
limitations guidelines should be
established for the other two °
subcategories of the plastics molding
and forming category.

4. New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS)

NSPS are based on the performance of
the best available demonstrated
technology (BDT). New plants have the
opportunity to install the best and most
efficient production processes and
wastewater treatment technologies,

5. Pretreatment Standards for Existing
Sources {PSES)

+ PSES are designed to prevent the
discharge of pollutants that pass
through, interfere with, or are otherwise
incompatible with the operation of
publicly owned treatment works
(POTW). They must be achieved within
three years of promulgation. The Clean
Water Act of 1977 requires pretreatment
standards for toxic pollutants that pass
through POTWs in amounts that would
violate direct discharger effluent
limitations guidelines or interfere with
either the POTW's treatment process or
chosen sludge disposal method. The
legislative history of the 1977 Act
indicates that pretreatment standards
are to be technology-based, analogous
to the BAT effluent limitations
guidelines for removal of toxic
pollutants. EPA generally determines
that there is pass through of toxic
pollutants if the nation-wide average
percentage of toxic pollutants removed
by a well-operated POTW achieving
secondary treatment is less than the
percent removed by the BAT model
treatment system. The General
Pretreatment Regulations, which serve
as the framework for categorical
pretreatment standards, are found at 40
CFR Part 403; 46 FR 9404, January 28,”
1981).

6. Pretreatment Standards for New
Sources (PSNS)

Like PSES, PSNS are designed to
prevent the discharge of pollutants that
pass through, interfere with, or are-
otherwise incompatible with the
operation of a POTW. PSNS are to be
1ssued at the same time as NSPS, New
indirect dischargers, like new direct
dischargers, have the opportunity to
incorporate in their plant the best
available demonstrated technologies.
The Agency considers the same factors
in promulgating PSNS as it considers in
promulgating PSES.

B. Overview of the Industry

The plastics molding and forming
industry is a large and diversified
industry with many different types of
production processes that use various
combinations of raw materials. Plants in
the plastics molding and forming .
category are generally included within
SIC 3079 of the Stendard Industrial
Classification Manual prepared in 1972
and supplemented in 1977 by the Office
of Management and Budget, Executive
Office of the President.

EPA estimates there are 10,260
plastics molding and forming (PM&F)
plants distributed throughout the United
States. EPA further estimates that 1,898
of the 10,260 plants have 2,587 PM&F
processes that use process water (i.e.,
they are wet.) The 1,898 wet plants have
an estimated 810 wet PM&F processes
with direct discharges, 1,145 wet
processes with indirect discharges, and
632 wet processes with no discharge.

The plastics molding and forming
category corsists of plants that blend,
mold, form; or otherwise process a wide
variety of plastic materials into
intermediate or final plastic products.
There are nine generic processes-used to
process plastic materials. They are:
Extrusion, molding, coating and.
laminating, thermoforming, calendering,
casting, foaming, cleaning, and finishing.
These processes are described in the

.preamble to the proposed PM&F

regulation {49 FR 5862; February 15,
1984).

Process water is used in PM&F
processes to cool or heat the plastic
products; to clean the surfaces of both
the plastic products and the equipment
used to produce those products; and to
{finish plastic products, The conventional
and nonconventional pollutants found in
PM&F wastewaters are: (1)
‘Conventional pollutants—biochemical
oxygen demand (BODS5), oil and grease
(O&G), total suspended solids {TSS),
and pH; and (2) nonconventional
pollutants—total orgamc carbon (TOC),
chemical oxygen demand (COD}; and

total phenols. The priority toxic
pollutants found in treatable
concentrations in PM&F wastewateors
are: bis (2-ethylhexyl} phthalate, di-n-
butyl phthalate, dimethyl phthalate,
phenol, and zinc.

C. Applicability

For the purpose of this final rule,
process water is defined as any raw,
service, recycled, or reused water that
contacts the plastic product or contacts
shaping equipment surfaces, such as
molds and mandrels, that are or have
been in contact with the plastic product.
Only process water discharges are
covered by this regulation.

Non-contact cooling water (i.e., wafer
that does not contact either the plastic
product or equipment surfaces that have
contacted the plastic product) is not
process water and thus is not controlled
by this regulation, Permitting and
control authorities will establish effluent
limitations for pollutants found in non-
contact cooling water and other non-
process wastewater on a case-by-case
basis.

In several instances, particular PM&F
processes and the wastewater generated
by these processes may fall within this
and other industrial categorles for which
the Agency has or will establish
categorical effluent limitations
guidelines and standards. Thus, for the
purpose of regulatory coverage, the
Agency has separated each process to
ensure that it is clearly.subject to one

~ set of effluent limitations guidelines and

standards.

Processes that coat a plastic material
onto a substrate may fall within the
definition of electroplating and metal
finishing as defined in 40 CFR Parts 413
and 433 {see 48 FR 32485; July 15, 1983).
As explained in the final electroplating
and metal finishing regulations,
wastewater ffom these coating
operations is specifically excluded from
the effluent limitations guidelines and
standards for the electroplating and
metal finishing point source category.
See 40 CFR 433.10(b). Accordingly, it is
subject to the PM&F effluent limitations
guidelines. Coating of a plastic material
onto a formed metal substrate is also
covered by the PM&F effluent
limijtations guidelines and standards and
is not covered by the specific metal
forming effluent limitations guidelinas
such as those for aluminum forming (40
CFR Part 467 (48 FR 49126; October 24,
1983)), copper forming (40 CFR Part 468
(48 FR 36942; August 15, 1983)), and
nonferrous metals forming (40 CFR Part
471 (proposed 49 FR 8112, March 5,
1984)). However, the PM&F regulation
applies only to wastewater discharged
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from the coating process; wastewater
discharged from the prior metal fcrming
operations is subject to the specific
metal forming regulation.

Some molding and forming processes
{e.g., extrusion and pelletizing) are used
by plastic resin manufacturers to

. process crude intermediate-plastic
material. For the purpose of this
regulation, plastics molding and formiug
processes used by plastic resin
manufacturers to process crude
intermediate plastic matenals for
shipment off-site are excluded from this
regulation and are to be regulated under
the organic chemicals, plastics, and
synthetic fibers category {48 FR 11828;
March 21, 1983). Plastics molding and
forming processes used by plastic resin
manufacturers to process crude
intermediate plastic materials, which
are then further processed on-site into

- intermediate or final plastic products by

molding and forming, are controlled by
the effluent limitations guidelines and
standards for the plastics molding and
forming category in this Part.

Plants in the PM&F category may have
processes that generate only one type of
wastewater and thus fit within one
subcateggry. However, many plants
have more than one PM&F process and
those processes may be in different
subcategories. In this instance, plants
must comply with the effluent
limitations guidelines and standards
that apply to each process.

Wastewater is generated by the
solvent recovery operation in the
solution or solvent casting process.
However, this wastewater does not
result from the blending, molding,
forming, or any processing of the plastic
material and is not a process water. Itis
generated when steam condensate from
the solvent casting process is distilled to
recover acetone. Data from the analysis
of samples of this wastewater indicate
that its pollutant characteristics are
different from the characteristics of
PM&F process wastewaters. In addition,
the Agency estimates that only eight
plants im the ¢ategory generate solvent
recovery wastewater. For these reasons,
the Agency believes that solvent
recovery wastewater is best controlled
on a case-by-case basis by the permit
“ writer or control authority. Analytical
data for this type of wastewater are
presented in the technical development
document for the PM&F proposal and
may be used as a guide by the permit
writer or control authority.

Commenters on the PM&F proposal
indicated that research and
development (R&D] laboratories and
technical centers may use PM&F
processes to produce plastic products.
They questioned the applicability of the

PM&F regulation to tire RGD prorecscs
because those processes usually
produce a low annual macs of plaslic
preducts. This final rule applics to PM&F
processes that discharge process water
regardless of the macs of plaste -
products produced by a praccss.
Therefore, PMGF pracesses at LD
laboratories must meet the FMGF
effluent limitations guidclines and
standards if those processes discharge
process water, Section 463.01 has been
revised to odd a netr paragraph (c) that
males clear the application of this
regulation to R&D facilitics.

This rulz doas not apply to
wastewater generated Jduring the
reticulation of polyurcthane feam.
Reticulation can ba dore by eithcra
chemical process or a thermal process.
In the chemical process, the fecm is
passed through a bath of cedum
hydroxide and then is quenched ina
series of water baths to stop the
chemical reaction. In thermal
reticulation, the foam is reticulated by
controlled explosions inside the foam
structure, Products of combustion are
removed front the foam by a vacuum
pump and are absorbed in the water
inside the pump. Process water uzed in
chemical and thermal reticulation is not
cooling water because it is not used for
heat transfer; it is not cleaning water
because it does not clean the surface of
either the plastic product or the
equipment that contacts the plastic
product; and it is not finishing vrater
because ke process waler is not uccd to
finish a plastic product. For these
reasons, the PMGF effiuent limitations
guidelines and standards do not apply to
the processes that reticulate
polyurethane foam. Section 463.01 has
been revised to add a new parasraph (f}
specifically excluding thece processes
from the PM&F regulation. These
processes will be addressed in the
effluent limitations guidclines and
standards for the organic chemicals,
plastics, and synthetic fibers catezory. If
the reticulated foam is further pracessed
in a molding and forming procecs, that
process is subject to the PM&F
regulation.

This requlation does not apply to
processes used to produce regenerated
celluloge for two reasons. First, cellulose
is a natural organic material, not a
“plastic material” as defined by EPA.In
this regulation, & plastic material is
defined as “a synthetic organic polymer
. . " {emphasis added]. See 40 CFR
463.02(f). Second, the final step in the
xanthate process used to regencrate
cellulose is to wash the regenerated
cellulose to remove dissolved salts and
sulfur compounds from within the
cellulose. Process water used in this

final step is not cleaning weter as
defined in this requlation because it
eleans more than just the surface of the
regenerated gellulose. Sze 40 CFR
403.02(d). Fer thece reasons, the
manufactoring process for regenerated
collnlese is not subject to the PMGF
rerulation. However, it is subject to the
efiluent limitations guidelines and
standards for the organic chemicals,
plastics, and synthetic fibers category.

Similasly, this regulation does not
apply to molding and forming cperations
that progess regenzrated cellulose
beeause regenerated celiulose isnot a
plastic material as dzfined in this
rogulation (40 CFR 432.02(f)). This
regulation dees apply, however, to
molding and forming prosesses that use
cellulose derivations (e.g., cellulose
acelate) becanse cellulose derivatives
are plastic materials as defined in this
regulation.

V. Methodolozy and Data Gathering
Efforis -

The methodology and data gathering  ~
efforts uzed in developing the proposed
PMG&F regulation were summarized in
the preamble to the proposed regulation
(49 FR 5232; February 15, 1824) and were
described in detail in the Davelopaent
Document for Ejfluznt Limitations
Guidelinz: and Standards for the
Plastics Melding and Forminz Point
Source Catezory—FProposal (U.S. EPA,
February 1934).

In summary, EPA studied the plastics
molding and forming category to
determine whether differences in the
ravy materials, final products,
manufacturing pracesses, equipment,
age and size of plants, water use,
wastewater characteristics, or other
factors required the development of
separate effluent limitations gaidelines
and standards for diffzrent segments (or
subcatenories) of the category. This
study included the identification &f raw
waste characterislics, sources and
volumes of waler used, processes
employed, and sources of wastewater.
Sampling and analysis of specific
wastewaters enabled EPA to determine
the presence and concentration of
pollutants in wastetwvater discharges.

EPA also identified actual and
potential wastewater control and
treatment technologies for the PMGF
category. The Agency analyzed dataon
the performance, operational
constraints, and reliability of these
technologies. In addition, EPA
considered the impacts of these
technologies on air quality, solid waste
generation, water scarcity, and energy
requirements.
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The Agency estimated the costs of
each control and treatment technology
considered using cost equations based
on standard engineering analyses. EPA -

- derived control technology costs for 112

-PM&F plants in the-Agency’s data base.
*The Agency then evaluated the potential
economic 1mpacts of these costs on the

category.

The Agency also developed a
financial profile for 112 plants in the
data base using information from
questionnaire surveys and publitly
available data. Using plant specific
financial information and compliance
cost estimates, the impacts of this final
regulation on plants with a direct
discharge were determined. Those
impacts werg extrapolated to the
estimated total number of plarnts in the
PM&F category that discharge -
wastewater directly to navigable
waters. .

On the basis of this information, EPA

. identified various control and treatment

technologies to use ag the basis for the
effluent limitations guidelines arid
-standards established by this final rule.

In addition to the data gathering
efforts discussed in the preamble and
development document for the proposed
rule, the Agency collected additional
samples of wastewater discharged by
contact cooling and heating water

*processes subsequent to proposal to
_Jrespond to comments submitted by
industry. Contact cooling and heating
‘water samples wére collected at nine
processes and analyzed for-
conventional pollutants. The analytical
results were then-used with data from
previous sampling episodes 1o calculate
the average concentration of
conventional pollutants in untreated
contact cooling and heating water.

Additionally, fimshing water samples *
were collected at two finishing
processes and analyzed for
conventional, selected nonconventional,
and priprity toxic pollutants. The
analytical results were used with-data
from a pre-proposal sampling episode to
characterize wastewater discharges
from finishing processes.

The Agency has also gathered
additional information since proposal
through a telephone survey of five PM&F
plants on the feasibility of 100 percent
recycle for low flow rate contact cooling

and heating water processes. Results of ~

the evaluation of that information are
discussed in the next section of this
preamble.

The Agency’s post-proposal data
gathering activities were intended
primarily to obtain information
necessary to evaluate fully and respond
to industry’s comments on the proposed
rule. For several aspects of the proposed

rule, EPA recognized that additional
information may be needed and
specifically requested additional data
and information. EPA then used the data
and information submitted by
commenters and collected by EPA to
evaluate the regulatory decisions for the
proposed rule and to consider whether
such decisions were still appropriate for
the final rule. To the extent new
information confirmed arguments made
by commenters, EPA revised certain
regulatory options and performed
further analyses to evaluate the revised
options. Because the new data and
information were used primarily to
evaluate and respond to public
comments, EPA determined that further
public notice and comment were
unnecessary. For the most part, new
information supported the positions
taken by commenters and the regulation
has been revised accordingly.

V. Summary of Changes to Proposed
Regulation

A. Definitions
1. Plastic Material
In the proposed rule, plastic material

-was defined as:

* * * an prgamc polymeric matenal of large
molecular weight that can be shaped by flow.
The material can be either homogenous
polymenc resins or resins combined with
fillers, plasticizers, pigments, stabilizers, or
other additives.

In response to several comments
requesting clarification as to whether
this definition included materials like
regenerated cellulose, the Agency has
revised the definition of plastic material
to make it clear that the PM&F
regulation does not apply to the
processing of natural organic materials.
Plastic material is now defined by the
final rule’as:

* * * 3 gynthetic orgamc polymer (i.e., a
thermoset polymer, a thermoplastic polymer,
or a combination of a natural polymer and a
thermoset or thermoplastic polymer) that is
solid in its final form and that was shaped by
flow. The matenal can be either a "
homogeneous polymer or a polymer
combined with fillers, plasticizers, pigments,
stabilizers, or other additives. (40°CFR
463.02). .

2. Average Process Water Usage Flow
Rate

N
Average process water usage flow
rate was defined in the proposed rule as:

* * * pqual to the volume of process water
(gallons) used per year by & process divided
by the total time (munutes) per year the
process operates.

The average process water usage flow
rate was used to determine which

portion of the proposed rule applied to &
contact cooling and heating water
process. In the proposed regulation,
processes in the contact cooling and
heating water subcategory with an
average process water usage flow rate
of 35 gallons per minute (gpm) or less
would have had to comply with effluent
limitations guidelines and standards
that were different from the effluent
limitations guidelines.and standards for
contact cooling and heating water
processes with an average process
water usage flow rate of greater than 35
gpm. The purpose of the definitlon-was
to specify how to calculate an average
process water usage flow rate, which, in
turn was determinative of the applicable
effluent limitations guidelines,

The Agency redefined average
process water usage flow rate in thig
final rule because an average process
water usage flow rate is now used in
each subcategory to calculate pollutant

. mass limitations for a process instead of

being uséd to determine which effluent
limitations guidelines apply to a contact
cooling and heating water process. It is
now defined as: .

* + * equal to the volume of process water
{liters) used per year by a process divided by
the number of days per year the process
operates.

The permit writer multiplies the
average process water usage flow rate,
which is obtained from the permittee, by
the pollutant concentration promulgated
in this final rule to obtain the mass of
the pollutant that can be discharged
from a process.

B. Industry Subcategorization

In developing the proposed regulation,
the Agency, studied the PM&F category
to determine if different effluent
limitations guidelines and standards
were appropriate for different segments
{subcategories) of the.category. The
major factors congidered during this
review included: Waste charactetistics,
raw materials used, manufacturing
processes, products manufactured,
water use, applicable water pollution
control technologies, treatment costs,
solid waste generation, size of plant, age
of plant, number of plant employees, .
total energy requirements, non-water
quality characteristics, and unique plant
characteristics. Section V of the
technical development document
supporting the proposed rule contains a
detailed discussion of these factors.

The PM&F category was subdivided
into two subcategories at proposal: (1)
Contact cooling and heating water
subcategory and (2) cleaning and
finishing water subcategory. This

%
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subcategorization scheme was based on
water use and wastewater
characteristics.

For the final rule, EPA has further
subdivided the PM&F category to create
a separate subcategory for cleaning
water and one for finishing water. At
proposal, the Agency had limited data
on finishing water characteristics.
Accordingly, EPA solicited data from
the industry and collected more
sampling data to characterize finishing
water. Those data indicate that cleaning
water and finishing water have different
wastewater characteristics. Cleaning
water contains treatable concentrations
of BOD5, O&G, TSS, COD, TOC, total
phenols, phenol, and zinc while only
TSS and three phthalates were found in
treatable concentrations in finishing
water. EPA has determined that these
differences require separate
subcategories for each type of
wastewater.

Accordingly, the subcategorization
scheme for the final regulation includes
three subcategories. They are:

¢ Contact cooling and heating water
subcategory;

¢ Cleaning water subcategory; and

¢ Finishing water subcategory.

The contact cooling and heating water
subcategory includes those processes
where process water contacts raw
materials or plastic products for the
purpose of heat transfer during plastics
molding and forming. As discussed later
in this preamble, the only toxic pollutant
found in wastewater discharged by
contact cooling and heating water
processes in a treatable concentration is
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. No
conventional or nonconventional
pollutants are found in treatable
concentrations.

The cleaning water subcategory
includes those processes that use
process water to clean the surface of the
plastic product or to clean the surfaces
of shaping equipment that are or have
been in contact with the formed plastic
product. Process water used to clean the
surfaces of either the plastic product or
shaping equipment includes water used
in the detergent wash cycle and water
used in the rinse cycle to remaove
detergents and other foreign matter.
Pollutants found in cleaning water in
treatable concentrations are: BODS5,
0&G, TSS, COD, TOC, total phenols,
phenol, and zinc.

The finishing water category includes
those processes involved in the finishing
of a plastic product. Finishing water
consists of water used to carry away
waste plastic materiat or to lubricate the
product during the finishing operation.
TSS, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, di-n-
butyl phthalate, and dimethyl phthalate

are the pollutants identified in finishing
water in treatable concentrations.

C. Types of Effluent Limitations
Guidelines and Standards

In the PM&F proposal, the efiluent
limitations guidelines and standards
were production-based. They were
calculated by multiplying an effluent
concentration by a subcategory
production-normalized flow (i.e., liters
discharged per 1060 hilograms of plastic
product produced}. Mass of plastic
praduct was selected as the production-
normalizing parameter because there is
a theorstical corrglation between the
mass of plastic praduct praduced and
the amount of water used to cool, clean,
or finish the product. This correlation is
supported to a certain extent by the raw
wastewater data available to EPA. EPA
recognized, however, that other data in
the Agency's data base showrd a wide
variation in the amount of water used to
process similar plastic products with no
apparent basis for that variation. For
this reason, the Agency solicited
comments on the use of mass of plastic
product produced as the production-
normalizing parameter.

Several commenters on the praposed
rule stated that production-based
effluent limitations guidelines and
standards are not appropriate for the
PMG&F category because water use
varies by type of material processed and
by product quality requirements. For
example, they stated that some
processes produce several different
types of plastic products with different
quality requirements. The amount of
water used to process those products
depends on the desired quality of the
product. Commenters recommended that
production-based limitations not be
used for the PM&F category.

EPA considered subdividing the PM&F
category based on either the plastic
materials pracessed or on product
quality to account for the variability in
water use caused by the different plastic
materials, Such a subcategerization
scheme would be extremely complex
because of the lurge number of plastic
materials and the combinations of
plastic materials that are nsed. In
addition to being extremely complex,
the Agency has determined that such an
approach is not feasible because many
plants produce several different plastic
products, each having different
individual water usc requirements, using
the same process equipment.
Accordingly, the PM&F catesory cannot
be subicategorized to account for the
wide variation in water use and EPA
has delermined that production-based
effluent limitations guidelines and

stundards aye not appropriate for the
PMEF category.

The effluent limitations guidelines and
standards in this final rule are mass-
based. They are calculated using the
following equation:

Efflucnt Mass=(Concentration) (Average
Pracess Water Usage Flow Rate)

The pollutant concentrations are based
on the performance of the selected
treatment technology and are
promulzated in this final rule. The
average process water usage flow rate is
the process water, including recycle,
that flows through a process and
contacts the plastic product. A permit
writer uses the concentration values
established in this rule and the average
process water usage flow rate, which is
obtained from the permittee, to calculate
the effluent pollutant mass that can be
discharged.

If a plant has more than one PM&F
process in the same subcategory, the
average process water usage flow rate
for those processes is the sum of the
average pracess water usage flow rates
for each process. This sum is used to
calculate the allowable pollutant mass
discharge level for the processes at the
plant in the same subcategory.

Using the above equation to calculate
efiluent pollutant mass assures that
proresses with the same average
process waler usage flow rate, whether
water is recycled or used on a once-
throush basis, have the same mass
limitations. If only concentration
limitations were employed, EPA
believes that facilities that recycle
pracess water may be penalized
because their discharges would likely
have hicher concentrations than the
concentrations in discharges from
processes that use once-through process
water.

D. Subcategory Average Pollutant
Concentrations

In response to comments, EPA made
several changes with respect to the
subcatesory average pollutant
concentrations calculated for the final
rule. Following proposal, EPA reviewed
all exisling raw waste data, gathered
some additional data, and revised its
methadolozy for calculating subeategory
average pollutant concentrations. EPA
used the average concentrations to
determine which pollutants must be
regulated and to select the varions
control and treatment options available
to control these pollutants. Changes
made with respect to the calculation of
average concentrations are discussed
below.
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First, in its review of existing data, the
Agency found that data from one plant
process had been incorrectly included in
the raw waste data base for the contact
cooling and heating water subcategory.
Information relative to that plant -
process indicates that these data were
from a cleaning process {i.e., removal of
glycerol from the surface of the plastic
product) rather than from a contact
cooling and heating water process. To
correct this error, EPA transferred the
data from that process to the cleaning
water subcategory data base and
deleted it from the contact cooling and
heating water subcategory data base.
EPA also transferred data for one
process from the data base for the
finishing water subcategory to the data
base for the contact cooling and heating
water subcategory because those data
were incorrectly placed in the finishing
water data base at proposal.

Second, as explained above, EPA
further divided the category for the final
rule to include three subcategories, thus
establishing a separate subcategory for
cleaning process wastewaters and
another for finishing process.
wastewaters. Accordingly, the Agency
recalculated average pollutant
concentrations for each subcategory.
Subsequent to proposal, the Agency
collected additional finishing water
samples at fwo plants. These new data,
together with existing finishing water
data that were previously combined
with cleaning water data, form the data
base for the finishing water subcategory
average pollutant concentrations used to
develop this final rule.

Third, the Agency revised its method
of calculating the subcategory average
pollutant concentrations. For
development of the proposed rule, the
Agency calculated subcategory average
pollutant concentrations by obtaining an
arithmetic average of the pollutant
concentrations found in PM&F process
water during several sampling episodes
without regard to the process water flow
rate at the time of sampling. Several
commenters stated that the Agency’s
estimated average pollutant
concentrations derlved by this method
tended to overstate the actual
concentration of pollutants found in
PM&F wastewaters. Also, in reviewing
the data used at proposal to calculate
subcategory average pollutant
concentrations, the Agency observed
wide variation in the amount of water
discharged by the sampled processes.
Therefore, to account for the wide
variation in discharge rates and thus
obtain (as suggested by commenters)
more accurate subcategory average
pollutant concentration estimates, EPA

recalculated the estimates on a flow-
weighted basis. These flow-weighted
estimates give more weight to ligh flow
rate processes than to low rate
processes. EPA then relied on the flow-
weighted pollutant averages to estimate
the average pollutant concentrations
found in wastewater discharged from
processes in each subcategory.

Similarly, the Agency proportioned
the flow-weighted concentrations for the
contact cooling and heating water
subcategory by the number of types of
contact cooling and heating water ~
processes in the Agency’s questionnaire
data base. This gave more weight to
extrusion processes because the largest
number of processes in the data base for
this subcategory are extrusion
processes. As asserted by commenters,
extrusion processes have the highest
water use in that subcategory and the
wastewater generated by those
processes does not contain pollutants in
high concentrations. By adjusting the
average pollutant concentrations for the
contact cooling and heating water
subcategory to reflect the large number
of extrusion processes in the
subcategory, the Agency believes its
average pollutant concentrations more
accurately reflect the nature of the
wastewaters discharged by processes in
this subcategory.

VI. Contro! and Treatment Options and
Technology Basis for the Final
Regulation )

Prior to publication of the proposed
PM&F regulation, EPA considered a
wide range of control and treatment
technology options including both 1n-
process controls and end-of-pipe
treatment. These options are discussed
in detail 1n the preamble to the proposed
PM&F regulation and in the technical
development document suppporting the
proposed rule. EPA made changes 1n
both the in-process controls and end-of-
pipe treatment options considered as the
basis for this final rule based on
information obtained subsequent to the
proposal, including data supplied by
commenters on the proposed regulation.

A. Contact Cooling and Heating Water
Subcategory

1. Control and Treatment Options

The proposed effluent limitations
guidelines and standards for this
subcategory were based on: (1) For
processes with an average process
water usage flow rate of 35 gpm or
less—zero discharge by 100 percent
recycle of the process water using either
a tank or chiller; and {2) for processes
with an average process water usage
flow rate greater than 35 gpm—recycle

through a cooling tower and treatment
of the recycle unit discharge in &

, package activated sludge plant,

Based on EPA's review of all
available data and evaluation of these
data in light of comments, the only
technologies identified as appropriate
for the basis for the final effiuent
limitations guidelines and standards for
the contact cooling and heating water
subcategory are good housekeeping
practices and the activated carbon
process. As discussed above,
subsequent to proposal, the Agency
calculated flow-weighted subcategory
average pollutant concentrations. Our
analysis indicates that only one
pollutant, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, is
present in contact cooling and heating
water in treatable concentrations. The
only technology identified to control
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, is the °
activated carbon process. To maintain
the low concentrations of other
pollutants currently discharged in
contact cooling and heating water, the
Agency considered effluent limitations
guidelines based on the application of
good housekeeping practices.

The Agency rejected the package
activated sludge plant as a technology
basis for the final effluent limitations
guidelines and standards for this
subcategory because the typical BODS
concentrations in contact cooling and
heating water are too low to support
operation of biological treatment. The
average concentration of BODS in
con/tact cooling and heating wateris 1
mg/l .

The Agency rejected zero discharge as
the basis for the final effluent limitations
guidelines and standards for this
subcategory because it has determined
that it is unlikely that 100 percent
recycle is feasible for processes in the
contact cooling and heating water
subcategories even for low flow rate
processes. EPA made this determinatior
based, in part, on comments that 100
percent recycle cannot be achieved by
low flow rate contact cooling and
heating water processes because the
increase in the dissolved solids
concentrations in the recycle water may
affect the quality of the plastic product.
Commenters explained that the amount
of process water that can be recycled, if
any, depends on the desired quality of
the PM&F product. Commenters also
stated that EPA incorrectly assumed
that 100 recyle was feasible because ull
recycle units have to be cleaned
periodically, thus resulting in some
discharge from the recycle unit, Several
commenters asserted that, given the
many different products and raw
materials that may be processed in the
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same equipment at the same plant, 100
percent recycle is not feasible.

To evaluate the comments regarding
the feasibility of 100 percent recycle, the
Agency contacted eight PMS&F plants to
verify whether they did mn fact have 100
percent recycle units as reported on
their survey questionnaires. EPA found
that in all cases there was a discharge
from the recycle unit. Thus, based on
this mformation and information
submitted in comments, EPA rejected
100 percent recycle as a basis for the
final effluent limitations guidelines and
standards for this subcategory.

EPA also rejected recycle at less than
100 percent as the basis for this final
regulation. The selected technologies on
which the proposed effluent limitations
guidelines and standards for the high
flow rate processes were based included
flow reduction by recycle. A range of
recycle percentages was selected and
flows for processes in the Agency's data
_ base that had a recycle percentage
within that range were used to calculate
the subcategory production-normalized
flow (PNF). The PNF was subsequently
used to calculate the mass of a pollutant
that could be discharged.

Several commenters stated that a
subcategory recycle percentage could
not be established for this subcategory
because of the wide variation in the
amount of water used by contact cooling
and heating water processes, the
different types of materials processed,
and the varying requirements for
product quality. They asserted that
some processes can recycle process
water to varying degrees while others
cannot.

The Agency reviewed available flovs
data and agrees that there is wide
variation in recycle rates within this
subcategory. EPA considered
subdividing this subcategory based on
the type of plastic matenal processed to
account for the variation in recycle
rates. This approach is not feasible
because of the large number and the
many combinations of plastic materials
processed. This is particularly true for
plants that produce many different
products (i.e., a custom PMS&F plant)
using the same process equipment,

Because the Agency cannot subdivide
this subcategory to account for the
variation in recycle percentages, EPA
has determined that recycle should not
be part of the technology basis for the
final effluent limitations guidelines and
standards for this subcategory.
Accordingly, the Agency did not include
recycle as part of the technology option
on which the final regulation for this
subcategory is based.

2. Technology Basis for the Final
Regulation

A brief summary of the technoluay
basis for the final regulation for the
contact cooling and heating wa‘er
subcategory is presented below. A more
more detailed discussion is presented in
the final technical development
document.

BPT: The BPT effluent limitations
guidelines are based on the application
of good housekeeping practices. During
plant visits and various sampling
episodes, the agency found that gaod
housekeeping practices are commonly
employed within this subcategory. Raw
materials and lubricating oils are
routinely segregated from the cooling
and heating water, which keeps
poliutants not generated durina the
PMG&F operation out of the cooling and
heating water. The final BFT effluent
limitations guidelines ensure
continuation of those practices because
they are based on the pollutant
concentrations currently discharged by
processes at plants employing good
housekeeping techniques.

EPA is promulgating BPT effluent
limitations guidelines for this
subcategory on the basis of a statistical
evaluation of the raw waste
concentrations of BOD5, O&G, and TSS
in contact cooling and heating water
samples collected during several
sampling episodes. A detailed
discussion of this evaluation is
presented in Appendix D of the final
development document. One day
maximum concentrations are
promulgated for BODS, OGG, and TSS.
Monthly maximum concentrations are
not being promulgated for this
subcategory because there is no efiluent
variability attributed to the performance
of a treatment technology since effluent
limitations guidelines and standards are
basad on raw waste concentrations
when good housel.eeping techmques are
employed rather than the application of
a treatment technology.

EPA anlicipates that implementation
of the final BPT effluent limitations
guidelines for this subcategory will
result in only minimal removal of
conventional, nonconventional, cr
priority toxic polintants. All of the
contact cooling and heating water
processes in the Agency's data base can
meet the BPT effluent hmitations
guidelines in this final 1ule either
incurring only minimal costs or without
incurring any incremental costs. The
agency has determined that the costs, if
any, are justified by the effluent
reduction benefits.

BAT: Except for bis{2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, there are no toxic

pollutants present in treatable
contertrations in the raw wastewaters
discharzed by contact cooling and
hoatwe water praceszes. Therefore, EPA
is promulgating BAT equal to BPT far
this subgategory, except for bis{2-
ethylheuyNphthalate. The BAT effluent
limitations guidelines for all pollutants
except bis{2-ethylhexyl)phthalate ara
the same as the BPT efiluent limitations
guidelines.

The toxic pollutant bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate was found in treatable
concentrations (ranging from 0.037 mz/1
to 1.608 mg/l) in abgut 50 percent of the
contact cooling and heating water
samples collected and analyzad.
However, the only technology
considered during development of the
proposed rule that would control this
pollutant was the activated sludze
pracess. EPA has determined that this
technology cannot be applied to contact
conling and heating water because of
the low concentrations of organic
pollutants in the process vwater.
Accordingly, EPA is reserving the BAT
elfluent limitations guidelines for bis{2-
ethylhexyljphthalate pending further
study.

The Agency has identified one
technolesy (i.e. the activated carbon
process) that it believes will effectively
contral bis(2-thylhexyl)phthalate, but at
this time dees not have phthalate
treatability data for that treatment
pracess. EPA plans to study the
treatment of phthalates by the activated
carbon process and, after reviewing the
results of that study, to proposz and
promulzate BAT effluent limitations
guidelines for bis{2-
ethylhexyljphthalate, if they are
warranted. During the period prior to
promulgation of BAT effluent limitations
guidelines for bis(2-
ethylhexyljphthalate, the permit writer
chould determine whatker that pollutznt
warraats control on a case-by-casz
basis. The permit writer can use
information presented in the technical
deielopment document for this final rule
to help malie that determination.

Ezcause the BAT effiuent imitations
guidelines for all pollutants except bis{2-
ethylhexyljphthalate are the came as the
BPT efiluent limitations guidekines for
those pollutants, there are no additionzl
potlutant removals achieved by
implementation of the final BAT effluent
limitations guidelines and no additional
costa.

BCT: The Agency was unable to
identify a technology that reduces the—
concentrations of conventional
pollutants found in contact cooling and
heating water. For this reason, EPA is
promulgating ECT efiluent limitations
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guidelines equal to the BPT effluent *
limitations guidelines. Since there are no
technologies available to reduce
conventional poliutants in this
subcategory, EPA has no reason to
await promulgation of the final BCT
methodology before promulgating BCT
effluent limitations gudelines for thus
subcategory.

NSPS: The Agency is promulgating
NSPS for this subcategory equal to the
BPT effluent limitations guidelines. The
NSPS control BOD5, O&G, TSS, and pH.

NSPS are being promulgated equal to
the BPT effluent limitations guidelines
because the Agency believes that the
characteristics of wastewaters
generated by new sources will be
substantially the same as the
characteristics of wastewaters
generated by existing sources in this
subcategory. Accordingly, the Agency
considered the same technologies as the
basis for NSPS that were considered for
BPT/BAT. EPA was unable to identify
additional technologies that are capable
of reducing the concentrations of
pollutants found in raw wastewater
discharges from contact cooling and
heating water processes at new sources.
The technology on which the proposed
NSPS were based (i.e., the activated
sludge process) was rejected because
the extremely low BOD5 levels (i.e.,
average concentration of 1 mg/l) in raw
contact cooling and heating water will
not support the operation of biological
treatment.

The Agency believes that the’
concentrations of bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate in contact cooling and heating
water that would be discharged by new
sources will be similar to the
concentrations of that pollutant
discharged by existing sources., As
discussed earlier, the Agency found
treatable concentrations of bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate in about 50 percent
of the contact cooling and heating water
samples collected. Because no
previously-studied technologies
effectively control this pollutant, NSPS
for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate are
reserved pending completion of the
phthalate treatability study discussed
above,

NSPS were derived based on a
statistical evaluation of the
conventional pollutant concentrations in
raw wastewaters discharged by existing
contact cooling and heating water
processes, They ensure that the same
good housekeeping practices employed
at existing sources will be employed at
new sources. .

EPA has defined a “normal” new
source plant for this subcategory as a
plant that only contains a contact
cooling and heating water process. The

7

average process water usage flow rate
for the contact cooling and heating -
water process at this “normal” plant is*
35 gpm and the pollutant congentrations
in the wastewater discharged from that
process are assumed to be equal to the
subcategory average poliutant
concentrations. The Agency anticipates
that 14 kilograms per year of toxic
pollutants will be discharged from a
“normal” new source plant. A “normal”
new source plant 1s described in detail
in Section XII of the technical
development document for this final
regulation.

Although implementation of NSPS will
result in only minimal pollutant
removals, they will assure that only low
levels of pollutants are discharged from
plants employing contact cooling and
heating water processes. New ssurces
are expected to achieve the NSPS
without incurring additional costs.
Because existing sources must comply
with effluent limitations guidelines that
are the same as NSPS, the Agency does
not believe that applying these
standards to new sources, including
major modifications of existing sources,
creates a barrier to entry into the
category.

PSES: For all pollutants except bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, the Agency is not
promulgating PSES; PSES for bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate are being reserved
pending further study. EPA has
determined that the average percentage
of toxic pollutants removed nation-wide
by well-operated POTWSs meeting
secondary treatment requirements
(ranging from 35 to 89 percent) is greater
than the percentage of pollutant
removals achieved by direct dischargers

meeting BAT (i.e., zero percent removal).-

Therefore, the pollutants do not pass
through a POTW. Even though .
categorical pretreatment standards are
not being promulgated, indirect
dischargers in this subcategory must
comply with the General Pretreatment
Regulations—40 CFR Part 403.

PSES for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
are reserved pending proposal and
promulgation of the BAT effluent
limitations guidelines for bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate. When BAT is
selected, EPA will determine if that
pollutant passes through a POTW.

PSNS: For all pollutants except bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, the Agency is not
promulgating PSNS; PSNS for bis{2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate are bemng reserved.
The Agency believes that new and
existing indirect discharge sources in
this subcategory will discharge the same
pollutants in similar amounts. As
discussed in the preceding section, the
average percentage of removals of toxic
pollutants {ranging from 35 to 99

percent) nation-wide by well-operated
POTWs meeting secondary treatment
requirements is greater than the average
percent removal by direct dischargers
complying with BAT/NSPS for this
subcategory (i.e., zero percent).
Therefore, the toxic pollutants do not
pass through a POTW. Even though the
Agency is not promulgating categorical
pretreatment standards, indirect
discharging new sources in this
subcategory must comply with the
General Pretreatment Regulations—40
CFR Part 403.

The Agency believes that the
concentrations of bis{2- ,
ethylhexyl)phthalate in contact cooling
and heating waters discharged from new
indirect sources will be similar to the
concentrations of that pollutant
discharged from existing indirect
sources. For this reason, the Agency is
reserving PSNS for bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate until completion of
the phthalate treatability study. When
the technology basis for NSPS for that
pollutant is selected, EPA will determine
if bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate passes
through a POTW.

B. Cleaning Water Subcategory
1. Control and Treatment Options

EPA proposed effluent limitations
guidelines and standards for cleaning
water processes based on in-process
controls consisting of recycle of process
water through a sedimentation tank and
end-of-pipe treatment of the discharge |
from the recycle unit in a package
activated sludge plant. The package
plant included an equalization unit and
pH adjustment, The sedimentation tank
was designed to remove the suspended
solids so the process water could be
recycled.

EPA considered the same end-of-pipe
treatment technology (i.e., the package
activated sludge plant) as the basis for
the final effluent limitations guidelines
and standards for cleaning water
processes that was selected for the
proposed rule. As discussed earlier, the
Agency made two significant changes to
the raw waste data base for cleaning
water. First, EPA further subdivided the
PM&F category to create a separate
subcategory for cleaning water and
another for finishing water, Accordingly,
to select a treatment option for this
subcategory, the Agency considered
only data from cleaning water
processes. Second, the Agency
recalculated flow-weighted average
pollutant concentrations for the cleaning
water subcategory. Notwithstanding
these changes, the data indicate that
there are three conventional, three
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nonconventional, and two priority
pollutants present in treatable
concentrations in cleaning water. The
conventional pollutants (i.e., BODS,
O%&G, and TSS} and the nonconventional
pollutants (i.e, COD, TOG, and total
phenols) are the same as the
conventional and nonconventional
pollutants considered for control at
proposal. Furthermore, the conventional
pollutants were found in concentrations
sufficiently high to support biological
treatment. For this reason, the activated
shudge process, on which the proposed
effluent limitations guidelines and
standards were based, is the only
technology the Agency relied on for this
subcategory in this final rule.

‘Based on further evaluation of
existing data and comments on the
proposed rule, EPA rejected recycle of
process water as part of the final -
treatment technology option.
Commenters asserted that a subcategory
recycle percentage could not be
established for the cleaning water
subcategory because, as with the
contact cooling and heating water
subcategory, the amount of water that
can lge recycled varies widely. They
suggested fwo reasons for this variation:
{1] The type of cleaning process used
dictates water use; and (2) product
quality considerations require some
products to be cleaned with potable
water to achieve the desired quality
while others can be cleaned with
recycled water. EPA reviewed the data
and agrees there is wide variation in
recycle flows.

The Agency considered subdividing
thé cleaning water subcategory based
on either the type of cleaning process or
- the type of plastic material processed to
account for the variation in recycle
rates. However, if the subcategory was
subdivided based on the type of
cleaning process, it would have to be
further subdivided to account for the
different plastic materials used. The
Agency believes that neither approach
is feasible because of the large number
and the many combinations of plastic
materials that can be processed in the
different cleaning processes, For thesz
reasons, EPA has determined that
recycle is not feasible as part of the
technology basis for the final effluent
limitations guidelines and standards for
this subcategory.

2. Technology Basis for the Final
Regulation

A brief summary of the technology
‘basis of the final regulation for the
cleaning water subcategory is presented
below. A niore detailed discusston is
presented in the technical development
document for the final regulation.

-

BPT: The Arency is promuleating BPT
effluent limitations guidelines for this
subcategory based on the performance
of a package activated sludee plant with
pH adjustment. The final BET effluent
limitations cuidelines conteal EODJ,
0&G, TSS, and pH. This is the came
end-of-pipz treatment technolooy
selected as the basis for the propocod
effluent limitations cuidelines for this
subcategory. However, the soleetod
technology for the final reonl tion doco
not include recycle. As discuscod eardicr
in this preamble, the Agency has
determined that a cubcateory reeyele
percentage is not feasible for the
cleaning water subgatenory.

EPA hag determined that toatable
concentrations of EQDZ, OLG, ond TSS
are dischargzd in cleaning water. Thess
are the came pollutants considcred
during development of the propocced BPT
effluent limitations guidelineo, Unlike
the contact cooling and heating water
subcategory, BOD3 levels are sufiicient
in cleaning water fo support the
operation of biological treatment.

Data available to the Agency indicate
that, where cleaning waters are treated
by biological treatment, wastcwaters
from other manufacturing processes are
commingled with the cleaning water
discharges. Therefore, data are not
available on the application of
biolegical treatment to cleaning vsaters
only. As at proposal, EPA found that
treatment at plants that treat cleaning
waters separately is uniformly
inadequate because those plants
indicated in their questionnaire
responses that they use only
sedimentation and oil skimming to treat
cleaning water. These technologios do
not remove the dissolved poliutants in
the cleaning water. Thus, the Agency
has determined that the PMGF industry
has uniformly inadequate tscatment of
wastewater discharges resulting from
only cleaning processes. Accordinaly,
the Agency has relied on the transfer of
biological treatment (i.e.. the activated
sludge process) from the crganic
chemicals, plastics, and synthetic fibers
category to establish efiluent hmtations
guidelines for this subcatezory. The
Agency believes that such o transfer is
appropriate because of the cimilarities
between wastewaters dischasged by the
PMEF caterory and wastewators
discharged by the eroanic chemicals,
plastics, and synthetic fikors eatesory.
As at propossl, to cvaluate fully thece
two types of wastewaltess, the Ageney
conducted a statistical comparison of
the raw wastewater contcational
pollutant concentrations in PM&F
wastewaters and the concentratiens of
those pollutants in raw wastewaters

gencraled at plants in the plastics enly
subcatesory in the organic chemicals,
plastics, and synthetic fibers catzgory.
This comparison was reviczd to suppoct
the final rule using the flov-wreightzd
subcatelory average concaatraticas
diseussad earlier in the prearle. Aftsr
reviewing the recul’s of the updatz:
analysis, tha Agency bas esnelzdzd thet
the raw wastzwaler conventioral
pollutant conceatrations in PLIGE
cleaning waters are nzither siznificantly
greater ngr more variable tkan the
conveniional poliutant concentrations
characteristic of the raw wastewatars
diccharged by plants in the plastics anly
subgatcgory. This conclusion suppasts
the Agcncy's determination that the
activated cledze treatmant technolozy
can be transferred from the organic
chemicals, plastics and synthetic fibers
category and that the technolozy will
perform at the same level on EMXF
cleaning walters.

Performance data for the activated
sludge process were also transferred
from the organic chemicals, plastics, and
synthetic fibers category fo the PMGF
category. The transferred concentration
values in this final rule are the same as
the concentration values used to
calculate the proposed production-based
limits. One day maximum and monthly
maximum concentrations for BODS3,
0&G, and TSS are established in the
final rule. The transfer of the activated
sludge process and performance data for
that process are discussed in more
detail in Appendix D of the techmical
development document for this final
rule. The Agency believes the toxic
pollutants found in treatable
concentrations in cleaning water are
effectively controlled v7hen the effluent
limitations guidelines for the above
pollutants are met. -

The maodel technology basis for the
final BPT effluent limitations guidelines
does not include recycle. As discussed
earlicr, information submitted by
commenters indicales that recycle at an
established percentage is not feastble
for this subcategory because of diversz
product quality reguirements end
because of specific product water use
considerctions. Therefore, recycle of
process water is nol part of the final
BPT modal treatment technology. To
account for this change, the Agency
sized the package actvated sfudze plant
to handle the entire diccharge rom a
production process instead of just the
diccharge from the recyele unit. Cost
estimates wese developed en o plant-by-
plant basis for these larger treatment
systems.

Implemazntation of the BPT effluant
limitations guidelines for this
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subcategory is expected to result in an
annual removal of 217,500 kilograms of
conventional pollutants, 136,700
kilograms of nonconventional
pollutants, and 155 kilograms of priority
toxic pollutants. EPA estimates that
investment costs for the plants that will
incur costs to implement these effluent
limitations guidelines are $6.9 million
and that annual costs will be $4.4
million in 1984 dollars, including
depreciation and interest. The Agency
has determined that the costs of
compliance are justified by the effluent
reductioh benefits.

BAT: The Agency is establishing BAT
effluent limitations guidelines based on
the same treatment technology option as
the basis for the final BPT effluent
limitations guidelines. This technology
(i.e., the activated sludge process) is
discussed 1n the preceding section of
this preamble. Recycle was not
considered as part of this technology for
the reasons discussed earlier.

The Agency is not promulgating BAT
effluent limitations guidelines for this
subcategory more stringent than the BPT
effluent limitations guidelines because
there are insignificant quantities of toxic
pollutants remaining in cleaning water
discharges after compliance with the
final BPT effluent limitations guidelines. .
The Agency estimates that the BPT
effluent limitations guidelines will result
in the removal of 155 kilograms per year
of toxic pollutants from the current
discharge of 237 kilograms per year of
toxic pollutants by plants in this
subcategory. Thus, 83 kilograms per year
of toxic pollutants would be discharged
after application of the BPT effluent
limitations guidelines. This equates to
less than 0.01 kilograms per day of toxic
pollutants discharged per direct
discharger. The Agency has determined
that the amount and toxicity of these
pollutants do not justify establishing
more stringent BAT effluent limitations
guidelines for toxic pollutants.
Accordingly, for this subcategory, EPA
is excluding toxic pollutants from further
national regulation under paragraph
8(a)(i) of the Settlement Agreement 1n
NRDC v. Train, supra.

No additional toxic pollutant
removals are achieved by the BAT
effluent limitations guidelines for this
subcategory and there are no additional
costs,

BCT: The Agency has identified at
least one technology (i.e., filtration) that
can reduce the conceniration of
conventional pollutants remaining after
the application of BPT for this
subcategory. Thus, EPA Is reserving

“promulgation of BCT effluent limitations
guidelines for this subcategory pending
promulgation of the final BCT

methodology. Once that methodology is
promulgated, EPA will apply it to the
filtration technology to determine if
additional controls for conventional
pollutants are justified.

NSPS: The Agency believes that
characteristics of wastewaters
discharged by new sources in the
cleaning water subcategory will be the
same as the characteristics of
wastewaters discharged by existing
sources, Thus, the technology option
considered for new sources is the same
as the technology option considered for
existing sources in this final rule.

The Agency is promulgating NSPS for
this subcategory based on the model
treatment technology for the final BPT/
BAT effluent limitations guidelines, EPA
is not promulgating NSPS more stringent
than the effluent limitations guidelines
for existing sources because the amount
and toxicity of the toxic pollutants
remaining after treatment in the BPT/
BAT model treatment technology do not
justify more stringent controls. EPA
estimates that after application of BPT/
BAT, less than 0.01 kilograms per day of
toxic pollutants per direct discharger
will be discharged.

The model treatment technology for
NSPS for this subcategory is a package
activated sludge plant with pH
adjustment, As discussed earlier. in this
preamble, the activated sludge process
and performance data for that process
were transferred from the organic
chemicals, plastics, and synthetic fibers
category.

Pollutants controlled by NSPS
includes BOD5, O&G, TSS, and pH. The
Agency believes that the toxic
poilutants in cleaning water (i.e., phenol
and zinc) are effectively controlled

-when the NSPS for the above controlled

pollutants are met.

The Agency anticipates that 2,200
kilograms per year of conventional
pollutants will be removed from the
discharges from a “normal” new source
plant. EPA defines a “normal” plant as
one that employs a cleaning process
only. The cleaning process has an
average process water usage flow rate
of 13.5 gpm and the pollutant
concentations in the cleaning water are
assumed to be the same as the average
pollutant concentrations for this
subcategory.

The Agency considered a model
treatment technology for NSPS for this
subcategory that included a package
activated sludge plant followed by a
filter. However, EPA did not propose
NSPS based on this more stringent
technology and the Agency has no
performance data for the treatment of
cleaning water only using that
technology. Also, EPA did not receive

any comments on the proposed PM&F
regulation suggesting that a filter should
be included in the model technology for
NSPS. This may be because, based on
the normal plant, the Agency estimates
that 2180 kilograms per year of
conventional pollutants would be
removed by the activated sludge process
followed by a filter. This is only 80
kilograms per year or 0.32 kilograms per
day per direct discharger more than
would be removed by a package
activated sludge plant without a filter,
For these reasons, EPA is not including
a filter in the NSPS model technology for
this subcategory at this time. However,
after further study of filtration
technology for the BCT effluent
limitations guidelines, if the Agency
finds that additional conventional
pollutant removals based on the
application of a filter are justified for
NSPS, EPA may revise NSPS for this
subcategory using a model technology
that consists of a package activated
sludge plant with pH adjustment and a
filter.

Data relied on for selection of NSPS
were primarily data developed for
existing sources, which include costs on
a plant-by-plant basis along with retrofit
costs, where applicable. The estimated
total investment costs and total annual
costs for a "normal” treatment facility at
a new source are $267,000 and $83,000,
respectively.

The Agency does not believe that
applying the BPT/BAT level of
treatment to new sources, either
greenfield operations or existing sources
making major modifications to their
PM&F processes, creates a barrier to
entry into the category because new
sources will expend an amount equal to
or possibly less than the amount
required by existing sources to comply
with this final rule.

PSES: EPA is not promulgating PSES
for the cleaning water subcategory
because the priority toxic pollutants
{i.e., phenol and zinc) found in cleaning
water in treatable concentrations do not
pass through 8 POTW. The Agency
compared the percent removals of
phenol and zing (i.e., 75 percent and 62
percent, respectively) by a direct
discharger applying BAT to the average
percentage removal of those pollutants
nation-wide by well-operated POTWs
meeting secondary treatment
requirement (99 percent for phenol and
77 percent for zinc). Because the percent
removals in a POTW are greater than
the BAT percent removals, phenol and
zing do not pass through a POTW.
Therefore, categorical pretreatment
standards are not required for phenol
and zinc.
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Even though no categorical
pretreatment standards are being
promulgated for existing sources for this
subcategory, indirect dischargers must
comply with the General Pretreatment
Regulations—40 CFR Part 403.

PSNS: The Agency is not promulgating
PSNS for this subcategory. The Agency
believes that new and existing indirect
discharging sources will discharge the
same pollutants in similar amounts. As
discussed in the preceding section, the
average toxic pollutant percentage
removals achieved by well-operated
POTWs nation-wide meeting secondary
treatment requirements is greater than
the percentage of toxic pollutants
removed by a direct discharger in this
subcategory in compliance with BAT/
NSPS. Therefore, the toxic pollutants do
not pass through a POTW.

Even though new indirect dischargers
are not subject to categorical
pretreatment standards, they must
comply with the General Pretreatment
Regulations—40 CFR Part 403,

C. Finishing Water Subcategory
1. Control and Treatment Options

In the proposed PM&F regulations,
cleaning processes and finishing
processes were in the same subcategory.
The technology basis for the proposed
effluent limitations guidelines and.
standards for that subcategory ivas
recycle and treatment of the discharge
from the recycle unit in a package
activated sludge plant.

As discussed earlier, EPA has
gathered additional data and reviewed
existing data for finishing water since
proposal and has determined that
finishing water processes should be
considered in a separate subcategory.
Accordingly, using all available
finishing water data, EPA calculated
flow-weighted average pollutant
concentrations for the finishing water
subcategory. The caleulations indicate
that the only pollutants present in
treatable concentrations in finishing
water are total suspended solids (TSS)
and three phthalates. The only
technology the Agency identified in this
final rule for the removal of TSS was a
settling unit, This technology was
considered and discussed in the
preamble and technical development
document for the proposed rule, but was
not selected because it does not remove
dissolved pollutants (e.g.. BODS5).
However, because EPA has further
divided the PM&F category to provide a
separate subcategory for finishing water
and because finishing water alone does
not contain freatable concentrations of
BODS3, settling for removal of TSS was
considered as the basis for the final

effluent limitations gmdelines end
standards for this subcateory.

The only techzoloay identilicd for
removatl of the phthalates prozent in
finishing water is activated carbon, The
activated sludge process (Which wag the
basis for the comabined clecning ond
finishing water subcatezory cffiuent
limitations guidelines and ctandards in
the proposed rule) does remove
phthalates, but vras rejected og the basis
for the final rule for finishing water
because the typical BODS
concentrations found in finishing watcr
alone will not support the operation of
biological treatment.

EPA rejected recycle as part of the
treatment technolozy options cansidercd
for the finishing water subcatezory
because, as discucsed earlier with
respect o the other subeate-ozies, the
Agency does not believe that all
processes can reduce flows by any given
regulatory percentage. Azain, this
conclusion is based on the wide
variation in recycle rates as noted by
commenters, Commenters gtated that
potable water must be used in some
finishing processes to achicve the
product guality, while recyeled water
can be used to finich other products. In
addition, commenters painted gut that
plants may process a variety of
products, each having diffcrcat pradust
quality specifications, throuch one cet of
process equipment ot different times,
thus making the establichmentof a
single process recycle rate impossible.

Ags with the cleaning water
subcategory, the Arency considered
subdividing the finiching water
subcategory baced on the plastic
material processed to account for the
variability in attainable rcoyele raten.
The Agency has determinzd that this
approach is not feasible becauze of the
large number and the many
combinations of plastic materials
processed.

2. Technology Basis for the Final Rule

A brief summary of the technolory
basis for the finishing water subcategory
is presented below. A more detailed
discussion is presented in the tochnical
development document for the final sule.

BPT: The Agency is promuloating BPT
effluent limitations guidelines for this
subcategory based on the performance
of a settling unit. The BPT efiluent
limitations guidelines control TSS and

H.
P The selected technology for the
proposed BPT efflucnt limitations
guidelines for this subcategory was
recycle, pH adjustment, and treatment
of the recycle unit dischargeina
package activated sludge plant. The
package activated sludge plant was not

selected as the technolozy basis for this
final sule becauzs, when the Agency
estimated the pollutant concentrations
in finishing water, only TS8 was feund
at treatablz concentrations. The BOD3
concentration (averaging 6 mgfl) is very
low and vill not support the operation
of biological treatmen!. Recyele was-nat
included as part of the option that
serves as the basis for this final ruls for
the reasons diccussed eanier in this
praamble.

The Agency szlected a settling unit as
the technology basis for the final BPT
effluent limitations guidelines because it
effectively removes TSS from the
wastewaler. This technolozy is
demonsirated in the PM&F category.
Baced on questionnaire responscs; EPA
has determined that at least nine plants
in this categary bave settlingf
clarification vnits in place to freat PM&F
wastewaters. A cettling unit was
considered for the proposed rule and
was discuszed in the technical
development document for the propasal.
It has bzen uszd os the technolozy basis
for the final rule becaunce it effectively
removes TSS, which is the only
conventional pollntant found in
freatable concentrations in finiching
walers.

The cifluent limitations guidelines for
TSS in this final rale were obiained
using the subcategory average
concentration for TSS (i.e., 91 mgfl} and
a TS percent removal (i.e., 82 parcent)
reported in the technical development
document for the proposed rule. The
long-term average TSS value was
obtained by applying this removal
percentage to the subcategory average
raw wastewaler concentration.
Variability factors, which are based on
the variability of the ravr wastewater
TSS concentrations for finishing water
pracesses sampled to develop this
regulation, wore applied to the long-term
average to oblain the one day maximum
and monthly maximum concentration
values. Calculation of the variability
factors is discussed in detail in
Appendix D of the technical
S:lvelopment documeant for this final

e

The Agency estimates that the BFT
effluent limitations guidelines for this
subcategory will remove 2,520 ilograms
per year of conventional pollutants from
the raw wastewater. The estimated total
investment costs and total annual costs
for the BPT effluent limitations
guidelines for this subcategory are
£91,000 and £67,500 in 1824 dollars,
respectively. The Agency has
determined that the costs are justified
by the effluent reduction banefits.
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BAT: Except for three phthalates,.EPA
is promulgating BAT equal to BPT for
this subcategory. The BAT effluent
limitations guidelines are the same as
the BPT effluent limitations guidelines.
There are no additional pollutant
removals achieved by implementation of
the BPT/BAT effluent limitations
. guidelines for this subcategory.

EPA was only able to identify one
technology (i.e., the activated carbon
process) for the removal of the three
phthalates found in treatable
concentrations in finishing water.
However, the Agency does not have
treatability data for phthalates for the
activated carbon process. As discussed
in the contact cooling and Heating water
subcategory section, the Agency plans
to study the treatment of phthalates by
the activated carbon process. After
reviewing the results of that study, EPA
will propose and promulgate BAT
effluent limitations guidelines for the
three phthalates in finishing water, if
they are warranted. For this reason, the
BAT effluent limitations guidelines for
this subcategory for bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate, di-n-butyl phthalate, and
dimethyl phthalate are reserved. During
the period prior to promulgation of BAT
effluent limitations guidelines for the
three phthalates, permit writers should
determine whether those pollutants
need to be controlled on a case-by-case
basis. The permit writer can use
information presented in the technical
development document for this final rule
to help make that determination.

BCT: EPA was able to identify at least
one technology (i.e,, filtration) that could
reduce the concentration of TSS in
finishing water after the application of
BPT. Accordingly, BCT effluent
limitations guidelines for this
subcategory are reserved pending
promulgation of the final BCT
methodology. That methodology will be
used to determine if additional controls
for conventional pollutants are justified.
During the phthalate treatability study,
EPA intends to obtain additional
-conventional pollutant data for the
finishing water subcategory.

NSPS: The Agency believes that
characteristics of wastewaters
discharged from finishing processes at
new sources will be the same as the
characteristics of wastewaters
discharged by those processes at
existing sources. Thus, the technology
option considered for new sources is the
same as the one considered for existing
sources, .

The Agency is promulgating NSPS
based on the same model treatment

* technology as for the BPT effluent
limitations guidelines. EPA is not
establishing NSPS more stringent than

the effluent limitations guidelines for
existing sources because, except for
three phthalates, there are no toxic
pollutants found-in finishing waters in
treatable concentrations. The Agency
believes that the concentrations of the
three phthalates in finishing waters
discharged by new sources will be
similar to the concentrations of those
phthalates found in finishing waters
discharged by existing sources. For this
reason, the Agency is reserving NSPS
for bis{2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, di-n-
butyl phthalate, and dimethyl phthalate
for this subcategory.

The model technology basis for NSPS
for this subcategory is a settling unit.
The Agency did not select the proposed
technology basis for NSPS (i.e., the
activated sludge process) as the
technology basis for this final rule
because the flow-weighted subcategory
average BOD5 concentration for
finishing waters is not high enough to
support the operation of biological
treatment. ~

Pollutants and pollutant properties
controlled by new-sources include TSS
and pH. The one day maximum and
monthly maximum NSPS for TSS are the
same as the one day maximum and
monthly maximum BPT effluent
limitations guidelines.

The Agency anticipates that 363
kilograms per year of conventional
pollutants will be discharged by a
“normal” new source plant. A “normal”
plant is one that has a fimishing process
with an average process water usage
flow rate of 3.15 gpm. The pollutant
concentrations m the fimishing water are
assumed to be the same as the average
pollutant concentrations for this
subcategory. Implementation of NSPS is
expected to result in the removal of 252
kilograms per year of conventional
pollatants.

The Agency considered a filter as the
model technology for NSPS for this
subcategory, However, EPA did not
propose NSPS based on this technology
and the Agency has only limited
performance data for the treatment of
finishing waters only by the application
of filtration technology. Also, EPA did
not receive any comments suggesting.
that a filter should be included in the
model technology for NSPS (cleaning
water processes and finishing water
processes were mn the same subcategory
at proposal). This may be-because,
based on the “normal” plant, the Agency
estimates that 272 kilograms per year of
conventional pollutants would be
removed by a settling unit followed by a
filter, This is only 20 kilograms per year
or 0.08 kilograms per day per direct
discharger more than would be removed
by a settling unit. For these reasons,

EPA is not using a filter as the model
technology for NSPS for this
subcategory at this time. If the Agency
finds, however, after further study of
filtration for the BCT effluent limitations
guidelines, that additional conventional
pollutant removals based on the
application of a filter are justified for
NSPS, EPA may revise NSPS for this
subcategory using filtration as the model
treatment technology.

Data relied on for the selection of
NSPS were primarily data developed for
existing sources, which includes costs
on a plant-by-plant basis along with
retrofit costs, where applicable. The
estimated total investment costs and
total annual costs for a “normal*
treatment facility at a new source are
$9,100 and $6,800, respectively.

The Agency does not believe that
applying this level of technology to new
sources, including existing sources
making major modifications to their
finishing processes, creates a barrier to
entry into the category because new
gources will expend an amount equal to
or possibly less than the amount
required by existing sources to comply
with this final rule.

PSES: Except for three phthalates, the
Agency is not promulgating PSES at this
time for any pollutant; PSES for bis(2-
ethylhexyl) phthalate, di-n-butyl
phthalate, and dimethyl phthalate are
reserved. EPA has determined that the
average percentage (vanging from 35 to
99 percent) of the toxic pullutants
removed. nation-wide by well-operated
POTWSs meeting secondary treatment
requirements is greater than the average
percent removal by direct dischargers
complying with the BAT effluent
limitations guidelines (i.e., zero percent).
Therefore, the toxic pollutants do not
pass through a POTW. Even though the
Agency is not promulgating categorical.
pretreatment standards, indirect
discharges at existing sources in thia
subcategory must comply with the
General Pretreatment Regulations—40
CFR Part 403.

PSES for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate,
di-n-butyl phthalate, and dimethyl
phthalate are reserved pending proposal
and promulgation of the BAT effluent
limitations guidelines for these
pollutants. When BAT is selected, EPA
will determine if these three pollutants
pass through POTWs.,

PSNS: For all pollutants except three
phthalates, the Agency is not
promulgating PSNS; PSNS for bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, di-n-butyl
phthalate, and dimethyl phthalate’are
reserved. The Agency believes that new
and existing indirect discharging sources
in this subcategory will discharge the
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same pollutants in similar amounts. As
discussed in the preceding section, the
average percentage of removals of toxic
pollutants {ranging from 35 to 99
percent) nation-wide by well-operated
POTWs meeting secondary treatment
requirements is greater than the average
percent removal by direct discharges
complying with BAT/NSPS for this
subcategory. Therefore, the toxic
pollutants do not pass through a POTW.
Even though the Agency is not*
promulgating categorical pretreatment
standards, indirect dischargers at new
sources in this subrategory must comply
with the General Pretreatment
Regulation—40 CFR Part 403.

The Agency believes that the
concentration of the three phthalates in
finishing waters discharged from new
sources will be similar to the
concentrations of those pollutants
discharged from existing indirect
sources. For this reason, the Agency is
reserving PSNS for bis(2-
ethylhexyljphthalate, di-n-butyl
phthalate, and dimethyl phthalate until
completion of the phthalate treatability
study.

VIL Pollu.tants Excluded From
Regulation

The Settlement Agreement in NRDC
v. Train, supra contains provisions
authorizing the exclusion from
regulation 1 certain instances of toxic
pollutants and industry subcategories.
These provisions have been rewritten in
a Revised Settlement Agreement that
was approved by the District Court for
the District of Columbia on March 9,
1979. See NRDC v. Costle, 12 ERC 1833
(D.D.C. 1979).

The Agency has deleted the following
three pollutants from the toxic pollutant
list: (49) trichlorofluoromethane and {50)
dichlorofluoromethane (46 FR 78692;
January 8, 1981) and (17}
bis(chloromethyl)ether (46 FR 10723;
February 4, 1981). One hundrad and
twenty-three of the other 126 priority
poliutants are being excluded from
regulation for the PM&F category for the
reasons listed below.

Paragraph 8{a)(i} of the Settlement
Agreement allows the Administrator to
exclude from regulation pollutants
where equal or more stringent protection
is already provided by effluent
limitations guidelines, new source
performance standards, or pretreatment
standards promulgated pursuant to
sections 301, 304, 305, 307(a), 307(b), or
307{c) of the Act. Appendix B contains
the toxic pollutants excluded in each
subcategory for this reason.

Paragraph 8{a](ii) of the Settlement
Agreement allows the Administrator to
exclude from regulation pollutants found

in concentrations at or below the
concentration of the pollutants in the
source water. Appendix C lists the toxic
pollutants excluded for this reason,

Paragraph 8(a)(iii) of the Settlement
Agreement allovss the Administrator to
exclude from regulation toxic pollutants
not detectable by section 324({h)
analylical metheds or other slate-ui-the-
art methods. Appendix D lists the toxic
pollutants excluded for this reason,
including those pollutants that vere
detected at or below the anulytical
detection limit.

Paragraph 8{a)(iii) also allows the
Administrator to exclude from
regulation toxic pollutants detectable in
the effluent from only a small number of
sources within the subcategory because
they are uniquely related to thuse
sources. Appendix E lists, for cach
subcategory, toxic pollutants that were
excluded from regulution far tass reason.

Parag:aph 8(a)iii) allov.s the
Administrator to exclude from
regulation toxic pollutants present in
amounts too small to be effectively
reduced by technologies knovin to the
Administrator. Appendix F lists, for
each subcategory, toxic pollutants that
were excluded from regulation for this
reason.

VIII. Economic Considerations
A. Introduction

The Agency's economic impact
assessment of this regulation is
presented in the report entitled
Economic Impact Analysis of Effluent
Limitations and Standards for the
Plastics Molding and Forming Industry
(U.S. EPA, Washington, D.C., December
1984). This report details the investment
and annvalized costs of compliance with
this regulation for the plastics molding
and forming industry. The compliance
costs are based on engineering
estimates of capital and operating and
maintenance costs for the effluent
control systems described earlier in this
preamble and in detail in Section IX of
the technical development document.
The economic unpact analysis assesses
the impact of these effluent control costs
on the PM&F industry in terms of price
changes, production cost changes, plant
closures, employment effects, and
balance of trade effects. The economie
impact analysis reflects revisions in
estimates of treatment costs that have
occurred since proposal as discussed in
Section I¥ of the technical development
document.

In addition, EPA has conducted an
analysis of the incremental removal cost
per pound equivalent for each of the
technology options. A pound equivalent
is calculated by multiplying the number

of pounds of a toxic pollutant
discharged by a weishting factor for that
pollutant. The weichting factor is equal
to the water quality criterion fora
standard pollutant (copper), divided by
the water quality criterion for the
poliutant being evaluated. The us= of
“pound equivalent” gives relatively
more weight to removal of more toxic
poliutunts. Thus, for a given
expenditure, the cost per pound
equivalent removed would be lower
when a highly toxic pollutant is remeoved
than if a less toxic pollutant is removed.
This analysis is included in the record of
this rulemaking, and is entitled “Cost
Eifectiveness Analysis of Eifluent
Limitations and Standards for the
Plastics Molding and Forming Industry.”
{Refer to the address section at the
beginning of this preamble for
information on obtaining copies of these
reports.)

B. Imgauts
1. Universe

EPA estlimates there are 10,250
plastics molding and forming plants. The
Ageney also estimates that 1,893 of
those plants have plastics molding and
forming processes that use process
water. Of the plants that use water, 533
are estimated to be dirvect dischargers.
Becausz EPA is not establishing
pretreatment standards for reasons
discussed earlier in this preamble, direct
facilities are the only facilities that will
incur costs.

2. Anrvegate Costs and Impacts

Total investment for the finzl BPT
effluent limitations guidelines for all
three subgcategories is projected to ke
$7.0 million vith annual costs of $4.5
million, including depreciation and
inlerest. These costs, as well as
subsequent costs, are expressed in 1934
dollars and take into account treatment-
in-place. No plant closures are projected
as a result of compliance costs for this
regulation. However, the regulation is
projacted to result in 25 job losses due to
the closure of the PM&F process lines at
five plants. The PM&F operations at
these five plants include both cleaning
and finishing PM&F processes. The
closures geeour because of the impact of
the costs of treating the cleaning process
wastewater. However, the PM&F
prucess lines in these five plants are
secondary to other manufacturing
operations. Thus, although the PM&F
process lines are projected to close, the
plants are projected to remain open.
Preduction cost increases would ba less
than 0.3 percent. If all costs were passed
on o consumers, price increases would
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be less than 0.3 percent. Balance of
trade effects are insignificant.

Because EPA is not promulgating BAT
effluent limitations guidelines more
stringent than BPT effluent limitations
guidelines, there are no additional
impacts for BAT compliance. For
reasons explained elsewhere in this
preamble, the Agency is not
promulgating PSES or PSNS at this time.
Thus, there is no economic impact on
indirect dischargers as a result of the
regulation.

3. Methodology

The methpdology for the economic
impact analysis is detailed in Section 3
of the Economic Impact Analysis Report.
The economic impacts were analyzed
for four groups of direct dischargers in
the plastics molding and forming
industry: (1) Those plants that have only
contact cooling and heating water
processes; (2) those plants that have
only cleaning water processes; (3) those
plants that have cleaning water
processes and contact cooling and
heating water processes; and (4) those
plants that have cleaning water
processes and finishing water processes.

Economic and financial data were
available for 381 of the plants that
completed survey questionnaires. Data
from 112 direct discharging plants were
used in the closure analysis. Of the
remaining 269 plants in the economic
data base, data were not used in the
closure analysis for 100 plants because
they do not discharge wastewater and
for another 169 plants because they are
indirect dischargers and are not affected
by this regulation. A financial profile
was developed for each of the 112 plants
included 1n the closure analysis, using
the questionnaire data and publicly
available data. Key variables analyzed
for each plant included present
profitability and salvage value of the
plant.

The costs of implementing the
regulation were estimated for each of
the 112 direct dischargers. Variables
considered in developing plant-by-plant
costs included plant size and treatment-
in-place. Using these compliance costs
and sales information from each plant,
the Agency performed a discounted cash
flow analysis and plant closure analysis.

The estimated cost of the treatment
technology was subtracted from the
plant’s cash flow. If the plant’s current
cash flow exceeds the annual treatment
costs, it was assumed that the plant
could afford the pollution control.
Implicitly, then, that plant could obtain
financing for the pollution control
investment. In the plant closure
analysis, closures were assumed to
occur if the expected discounted cash

flow of the plant, less the investment
cost of the pollution control equipment,
was less than the termuinal salvage value
of the plant’s assets, If the PM&F
employees were less than 50 percent of
the total employees at a plant, the
closure was assumed to affect only the
PM&F operation, not the entire plant. If
PM&F employees were 50 percent or
more of the total plant employment, the
entire plant was assumed to close. The
results of the closure analysis on 112
plants responding to the guestionnane
surveys were extrapolated to the
estimated 558 plastics molding and
forming plants that are direct
dischargers.

C. BPT

The final BPT effluent limitations
guidelines are expected to affect all
direct discharging plants in all three
subcategories. However, costs for plants
in the contact cooling and heating water
subcategory to comply with the BPT
effluent limitations guidelines will be
mnimal; EPA has found that good
housekeeping practices are already
commonly employed at plants in this
subcategory. The costs to comply with
the BPT effluent limitations guidelines
for the cleaning water subcategory and
finishing water subcategory are
projected to be $7.0 million for
investment and $4.5 million in annual
costs (including depreciation and
interest).

Based on EPA’s analysis of economic
impacts, no plant closures are expected
to result from compliance with the BPT

effluent limitations guidelines. However,,

25 job losses are expected to result from
the closure of only the PM&F operations
in five plants that employ both cleaning
and finishing PM&F processes as
secondary operations to other
manufacturing processes {e.g., a plant
that makes both glass and plastic lenses,
most of which are glass). Production
costs are expected to increase less than
0.3 percent. If all costs were passed on
to consumers, price increases would be
less than 0.3 percent. The Agency has
determined that the effluent reduction
benefits associated with compliance
with the BPT effluent limitations
guidelines justify the costs.

D. BAT

Because the Agency is promulgating
BAT effluent limitations guidelines
equal to BPT effluent limitations
guidelines {except for the phthalates in
the contact cooling and heating water
subcategory and in the finishing water
subcategory), there are no additional
costs or impacts associated with the
BAT effluent limitations guidelines for
this category. The BAT effluent

limitations guidelines for the phthalates
in the contact cooling and heating water
subcategory and in the finishing water
subcategory are reserved.

E. NSPS

The versatility of molded and formed
plastics products and the availability of
relatively inexpensive oil supplies, from
which plastic resins are synthesized,
contributed to the rapid growth of the
plastics molding and forming industry in
the 1ast four decades. EPA believes that
demand for.molded and formed plastics
products will continue to increase in the
years ahead. This projected increase in
demand should result in the opening of
new plants.

EPA is promulgating NSPS {except for”
phthalates in the contact cooling and
heating water subcategory and in the
finishing water subcategory, which are
reserved) based on the performance of
BPT/BAT for each subcategory. The
Agency developed a "normal” plant for
each of the three subcategories. A
normal plant is a theoretical plant that
has the operations covered by the
subcategory and production that is the
average level of production in the
subcategory. Section XII of the technical
development document presents in
detail the composition of the plastics
molding and forming "normal” plants.

The Agency estimates that NSPS costs
for the normal plant with only cleaning
processes will be $267,600 in investment
costs and $83,000 in annual costs; for the
normal plant with finishing processes
only, $9,100 in invéstment costs and
$6,800 in annual costs. As a result of
NSPS, production costs at new sources
are estirmated to increase 1.3 percent for
plants with cleaning processes only and
0.6 percent for plants with finishing
processes only. These estimated costs
apply to all new sources regardless of
whether the new sources result from
major modifications of existing facilities
or are constructed ag greenfield sites.
The Agency believes that the NSPS will
not deter entry into the plastics molding
and forming industry because new
sources will incur costs equal to or less
than those costs incurred by existing .
plants to comply with the final PM&F
regulation,

F. Special Impacts

No plant closures in the plastics
molding and forming industry are
projected to result from this regulation.
However, the PM&F operations in five
plants that use process water in both
cleaning and in finishing PM&F
processes are projected to close, (As
discussed previously, the PM&F
operations are the secondary
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manufacturing operations of these five
plants.) The closure of these PM&F
operations is expected to result 1n 25
associated job losses. The community
impact of these 25 jobs losses will be
minimal,

G. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

Public Law 95-354 requires EPA to
prepare and Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis for all regulations
that have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
This analysis may be done in
conjunction with or as a part of any
other analysis conducted by the Agency.
The economic impact analysis described
above indicates that there will not be a
significant impact on any segment of the
regulated population, large or small.
Therefore, a formal regulatory flexibility
analysis is not required.

H., SBA Loans

The Agency continues to encourage
small plants to use Small Business
Administration (SBA) financing as
needed for the purchase of pollution
control equipment. The three basic
programs are: [1) The Pollution Control
Bond Program (tax exempt), (2) the
Section 503 Program, and (3) the Regular
Business Loan Program. Eligibility for
SBA programs varies by industry.
Generally, a company must be
independently owned; not dominant in
its field; the employee size ranges from
250 to 1,500 employees-(dependent upon
industry); and annual sales revenue
ranges from $275,000 to $22 million
(varies by industry). The estimated
economic impacts for this category do
not include consideration of financing
available through these programs.

For further information and specifics
on the Pollution Conirol Bond Program,
contact: U.S. Small Business
Administration, Office of Pollulion
Control Financing, 4040 North Fairfax
Drive, Suite 500, Arlington, Virginia
22203, {703) 235-2920.

The Section 503 Program, as amended,
1n July 1980, allows long-term loans to
small and medium sized businesses.
These loans are made by SBA approved
local development companues. These
companies are authorized to issve
Government-backed debentures that are
bought by the Federal Financing Bank,
an arm of the U.S. Treasury.

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

For additional information on the
Regular Business Loan and Section 503
Programs, contact your local SBA
Office. The financial assistance

coordinator at EPA headiquariers 13 Ms.

Frances A. Dessclle who may be

reached at (202) 382-3373.

In addition to the SBA progrums
described above, the EPA has developed
a senes of fact sheets {entitled

“*Azaistance Frogram for Pollution
control Financina") on availuble
assistance programs for long-term
financing of pollution control equipment.

Federal, State and private financing

programs are described in this series of

fact sheets. Copies may be obtained
from Ms. Frances A. Desselle at the
following:

U.S. Environmental Protection Acsney, 471 M
Street, SW. (WH-585), Washinatan, D.C.
20460

or
{202) 382-5373

I, Executive Order 12291

Executive Order 12291 requires EPA
and other agencies to perform regulatory
impact analyses of major regulations.
Major rules are those that impose a cost
on the economy of 5100 millien a year or
more or have certain other economic
impacts. This regulation is not a major
rule because its annualized cost of $4.5
million is less than $100 miliion and it
meets none of the other criteria
specified in section 1 parasraph (b) of
the Executive Order. The economic
impact analysis prepared for this
rulemaking meels the requremeats for
non-major rules.

I, Non-Water Quality Aspects of
Pollution Contral

The elimination or reduction of one
form of pollution may couse other
environmental problems. Therefore,
sections 304(b} and 225 of the Act
require EPA to consider the nen-walcr
quality environmental impact (including
energy requirements) of certain
regulations. In compliance with these
provisions, EPA has considerad the
effect of this regulation on air pollution,
solid waste generation, water scarcity,
end energy consumption. This rule v.as
circulated to and reviewed by FPA
personnel respensible for nen-water
quality environmental programs, While
it is difficult to balance pollution
problems againct cach other and against
enerzy utilization, EPA is promuizating a
regulation that it belicves best serves
often compeling notional goals.

The following are the nen-water
quality environmental impacts
(including energy reguirements)
associated with this final regulation:

A. Air Pollution

Technologies used as the basis for the
effluent limitations guidelincs and
standards settle or biolcgically oxidize

pollutants found in PM%F wastewater.
Some volatile grganic compounds may
Le crmtted to the cir from these
treatrent technologzies. However, thase
emissiens are not cxpacted to causz air
polluton problems. Accordingly. the
efftuent limitations goidelines and
standurds will not ereate any
substuntial air pollution problems.

B. 8.4id Waste

EPA believes that only very small
amounts of wastewater treatment
sludges are currently generated by
PMGF plants because of the limited use
of treatment technologies in the PM&F
category. EPA estimates that the BPT
effluent limitations gnidelines will
increase the production of solid wastes
by 7,300 metric tons (or kkg) per year
beyond that now generated by plants in
this category. These wastes are
comprised of treatment process sludzes
containing biolegical solids, skimmed
oil, and, in some cases, settled solids
that may contain toxic metals. The BAT
effiuent limitations guidelines result in
no additional solids preduction because
BAT is the same as BPT.

EPA believes that the amount of solid
wastes generated by a new source will
be approximately the same as the
amount generated by an equal-sized
existing source at BPT. Therefore, for
equal-sized facilities, the estimated
annual averag2 plant produetion of solid
wastes generated in compliance with
NSFPS would be about the same as the
annual average plant production for
BPT. EPA projects that this would be
abont 40 metric tons per year per new
source in the cleaning water
subgat:zory and about 10 metric tons
par y~.ur por new sourc? in the finishing

vatcr subcategery. EPA anticipatss that
only minimal quantities of solid wastes
viould be gonerated at nevws soutces in
the contact cooling and heating water
subcateqory because of the
characteristically low levels of TSS
confoined in raw wastewater discharges
fram existing sgurces in this
subcategory. Because the Agzncy i3 not
promulzating categorical pretreatment
standards at this time, no additional
solid wastes will b2 generated by
indis 2t dischargars as a result of this
rozulation,

The Azency examined the solid
wastes that would be generated by
EMSF processes using the model
treatment technologies and believes
they are not hazardous under szction
2001 of the Resource Conservatien and
Recovery Act (RCRA). This judgment is
based on a review of the results of the
Extraction Procedure (EP} toxicity tests
that were conducted on PM&F solid



-

49042 Federal Register / Vol. 49, No. 243 / Monday, December 17, 1984 / Rules and Regulations

wastes. None of the pollutants for which
the extracts in the EP test are analyzed
were found in PM&F sludges above the
allowable concentration {i.e., the
concentration that makes the waste
hazardous). PM&F wastes are also not
currently listed as hazardous under 40
CFR 261,11 (45 FR 33121, May 19, 1980;
as amended by 45 FR 76624, November
19, 1980). For the above reasons, EPA
has not developed estimates of the costs
to dispose of solid wastes generated in
treating plastics molding and forming
wastewaters 1 accordance with RCRA
hazardous waste requirements.
Although it is the Agency’s view that
solid wastes generated as a result of
these guidelines are not expected to be
classified as hazardous under the
regulations implementing Subtitle C of
the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), generators of
these wastes must test the waste to
determine if they meet any of the

characteristics of hazardous wastes. See -

40 CFR 262.11 (45 FR 12732-12733,
February 26, 1980). As more information
becomes available, it is possible that
certain sludges could be listed as
hazardous pursuant to 40 CFR 261.11.

If any plastics molding and forming
wastes are identified as hazardous, they
will come within the scope of RCRA's
*cradle to grave” hazardous waste
management program, requring
regulation from the point of generation
to the point of final disposition. EPA's
generator standards require generators
of hazardous wastes to meet :
containerization, labeling,
recordkeeping, and reporting
requirements, If plastics molders or
formers dispose of hazardous wastes
off-site, they would have to prepare a
manifest that tracks the movement of
the wastes from the generator's
premises to an appropriate off-site
treatment, storage, or disposal facility.
See 40 CFR 262.20 (45 FR 33142, May 19,
1980; as amended at 45 FR 86973,
December 31, 1980). The transporier
regulations require transporters of
hazardous wastes to comply with the
manifest system to ensure that the
wastes are delivered to a permitted
facility. See 40 CFR 283.20 (45 FR 33142,
May 19, 1980; as amended at 45 FR
86973, December 31, 1980). Finally,
RCRA regulations establish standards
for hazardous waste treatment, storage,
and disposal facilities allowed to
receive such wastes. See 40 CFR 264 and
265 (46 FR 2802, January 12, 1981: 47 FR
32274, July 26, 1982).

Even if plastics molding and forming
wastes are not identified as hazardous,
they still must be disposed of in a
manner that will not violate the open

dumping prohibition of section 4005 of
RCRA. The Agency has calculated, as
part of the costs for wastewater
treatment, the cost of hauling and
disposing of these wastes in accordance
with this requirement. For more details,
see section IX of the technical .
development document.

C. Consumptive Water Loss

The selected treatment technologies
are not expected to cause a water loss.
Therefore, this final regulation is not
expected to result 1n a consumptive
water loss.

D, Energy Requzremer;ts

The Agency estimates that the
achievement of BPT effluent limitations
guidelines will result 1n a net increase in
electrical energy consumption of
approximately 4.1 million kw-hr/yr,
which is significantly less than one
percent of the estimated total current
energy usage for the PM&F category.
Because the Agency is not promulgating
BAT or BCT effluent limitations .
guidelines more stringent than BPT, no
additional electrical energy is required
to comply with BAT and BCT effluent
limitations guidelines. There is no
additional electrnical energy consumption
associated with pretreatment standards
because the Agency is not promulgating
PSES and PSNS at this time.

EPA believes that the energy used by
a new direct discharging plant will be
approximately the same amount as that
used by an equal-sized existing source
at BPT. Therefore, for equal-size plants,
the estimated annual plant energy use
for NSPS would be about the same as
the annual average energy use of BPT.
EPA projects that this would be about
83,000 kw-hr/yr per new source in the
cleaning water subcategory and about
12,000 kw-hr/yr per new source in the
finishing water subcategory. EPA
anticipates that only minimal quantities
of energy will be required at new
sources in the contact cooling and
heating water subcategory because the
technology basis of NSPS (the
application of good housekeeping
practices) would not mvolve the use of
significant levels of energy. These uses
do not significantly add to the total
energy consumption for the PM&F
category. The Agency concludes that the,
increased energy use to comply with
these effluent limitations guidelines and
standards i3 mnsignificant and that
effluent reduction benefits outweigh the
mcreased energy use.

X. Best Management Practices (BMPs)
Section 304(e) of the Clean Water Act

" authorizes the Administrator to

prescribe “best management practices”

{BMP}. EPA is not promulgating BMPs
specific to the plastics molding and
forming category.

XI. Upset and Bypass Provisions

A recurring issue of concern his been
whether industry guidelines should
include provisions authorizing
noncompliance with effluent limitations
guidelines during periods of “upset” or
“bypass.” An upset, sometimes called
an “excursion,” is an unintentional
noncompliance ocourring for reasons
beyond the reasonable control of the
permittee. Industry argues that an upset
provision in EPA's effluent limitations
guidelines is necessary because such
upsets inevitably occur even in properly
operated control equipment. Because
technology-based effluent limitations
guidelines require only what technology
can achieve, they claim that liability for
such situations is improper. When
confronted with this issue, courts have
been divided on the question of whether
an explicit upset or excursion exemption
is necessary or whether upset or
excursion incidents may be handled
through EPA’s exercise of enforcement
discretion. Compare, Marathon Oil Co.
v. EPA, 564 F.2d 1253 (9th Cir. 1977) with
Weyerhaeuser Co. v. Costle, 590 F.2d
1011 (D.C. Cir. 1978) and Corn Refinters
Association, Inc, v. Costle, 594 F.2d 1223
(8th Cir.-1979). See also, American
Petroleum Institute v. EPA, 540 F.2d 1023
(10th Cir. 1976); CPC International, Inc.
v. Train, 530 ¥.2d 1320 (8th Cir. 1976);
FMC Corp. v. Train, 539 F.2d 973 (4th
Cir. 1976).

While an upset is an unintentional
episode during which effluent
limitations guidelines are exceeded, u
bypass is an act of intentional
noncompliance during which waste
treatment facilities are circumvented in
emergency situations. Bypass provisions
have, in the past, been included in
NPDES permits.

EPA has determined that both upset
and by-pass provisions should be
included in NPDES permits and has
promulgated NPDES regulations that
include such permit provisions (40 CFR
122.41; 45 FR 14146, April 1, 1983). The
upset provision establishes an upset ag
an affirmative defense to prosecution for
violation of technology-based effluent
limitations guidelines. The bypass
provision authorizes bypassing to
prevent loss of life, personal injury or
severe property damage. Because
permittees in the plastics molding and
forming category are entitled to upset
and bypass provisions in NPDES
permits, this final regulation does not
address these issues.
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XTI. Variances and Mcdifications

Upon the promulgation of the final
regulation, the numerical effluent
limitations guidelines for the
appropriate subcategory must be
applied i all federal and state NPDES
permits thereafter issued to plastics
molding and forming direct dischargers.

For the BPT effluent limitations
guidelines, the only exception to the
binding limitations is EPA’s
“fundamentally different factors”
variance. See, E. 1. duPont de Nemours
and Co. v. Train, 430 U.S. 112 (1977);
Weyerhaeuser Co. v. Costle, supra. This
varlance reccgnizes factors concerning a
pariicular discharger that are
fundamentally different from the factors
considered in this rulemaking. Hovrever,
the economic ability of the individual
operator to meet the compliance cost for
BPT effluent limitations guidelines is not
a consideration for granting a variance.
See, National Crushed Stone
Association v. EPA, 449 U.S. 64 (1820).
This variance clanse was originally set
forth in EPA’s 1973-1976 industry
regulations and wiil not be included in
the plastics molding and forming or
other specific industry regulations. See
the NPDES regulations at 40 CFR Part
125 Subparts A & D for the text and
explanation of the “fundamentally
different factors” variance.

The BAT effiuent limitations
guidelines in this regulation also are
subject to EPA’s “fundamentally
different factors™ variance. New source
performance standards are not subject
to EPA’s “fundamentally different
factors™ variance or any statutory or
regulatory modifications. See, duPont v.
Train, supra.

X111 Relationship to NPDES Permits

The BPT, BAT, and BCT effluent
limitations guidelines and NSFS in this
regulation will be applied to individual
plastics molding and forming processes
through NPDES permits issned by EPA
or approved state agencies under
section 402 of the Ast. The preceding
sections of this preamble discussed the
binding effect of this regulation on
NPDES permits, except to the e tent
that variances and modifications are
expressly authorized. This section
describes several other aspects of the
interaction of this regulation and NPDES
permits.

One matter that has been subject to
different judicial views is the scope of
NPDES permit proceedings in the
absence of effluent limitations
guidelines and standards. Under
currently applicable EPA regulations,
states and EPA Regions issuing NPDES
permits before promulgation of this

regulation must do so on a caso-by-case
basis. This requlation provides a
technical and legal base for new
permits.

Another notevrorthy topic is the cffect
of this regulation on the powers of
NPDES permit issuing authorities. The
regulation does not restrict the prvwer of
any permit-issuing authority to actina
manner that is consistent with the law
on these or any other EPA remlations,
guidelines, or policy. For enample, the
fact that this requlation does not control
a particular pollutant docs not preclude
the permit issuer from limiting such
pollutant on a case-by-case basis when
necegzary to carry out the purposes of
the Act. In addition, to the oxtent that
state water quality standards or other
provisions of state er Federal law
require limitation of pollutants not
covered by this resulation {or require
more stringent effluent limitations
guidelines on coverad pollutants), the
perrait-issuing authority must apply cuch
effluent limitations guidelines.

One additional topic that warrants
discussion is the operation of EPA"s
NPDES enforcement program, many
aspects of which have been considered
in developing this reculation. The
Agency wishes to emphasize that,
althoush the Clezn Water Act is a sirict
liability statute, the initiatien of
enforcement proccedings by EPA s
discretionary (Siorra Club v. Trafn, 357
F.2d 425 (5th Cir, 1577)). EBPA bas
exercised and intends to enercise that
discretion in a manncr that recognizes
and promntes ~oed faith compliance
efforts

XIV. Public Participation and Respousa
to Major Comments

Indusiry aroups and individual
plastics molding and ferming compumics
participated during the developnent of
these effluent limitativns gudelines and
standards. Following the publication of
the proposed rule in the Fedeoral Register
on February 15, 1984, the Acency
provided the technical develapmont
document and the cconomic impact
analysis thut supperted the proposed
rule to indystry, sovernment acencies,
and the public sector. On April 3, 1904, a
public hearing was held in Fort Bitchell,
Kentucly, on the praposed rule. Five
people attended the hearing ond,
although no one presented testimeny or
comments, EPA informally answered
questions on the proposed rule.

All comments received on the
proposed regulation have boen carcfully
considered and appropriate chanres in
the regulations have been made
whenever available data and
information supported those chances.
Major comments en the proposal are

addresaed in this and other sections of
the preamble. A summary of all
comments received and detailed
recpanses 1o those comments are
included in a document entitled
Bezponce to Public Comments, Propased
FPlestics 1olding and Forming Effluent
Liritations Guidelines end Standards,
which is in the public record for this
rulemaking,

The following is a discussion of the
Agency's respanse o the major
comments.

1. Recearch and Development
Labworatories

Comment: Some commenters stated
that research and development {R&D)
laboratories that have PMIAF processes
should be exempted rom the PAICF
regulation because they geaerally
develop products for test marketing at
guantities less than 10,030 pounds per
year for each product line.

Response: The FMSF regulation is
applicable to all PM&F processes that
disckarge process water. Sze, 40 CFR
463.01. The mass of plastic product
produced is not considered when
defcrmining the applicability of the
PMGF resulation to a process. Therefore,
PMGF processes at a R&D Izboratory
are subject to the FMGF efiluent
limitations guidelines and standards if
thase proceszes discharoe process

vater.

2. Retreulated Foam Frocass

Ceminernt: Commenters requested
clarification that reticulated foam
Processes are not subject to the PMGF
renulation because reticulation
operations do not use process water
cither o cool, clean, or finish the
pruduct. In chemical reticulation, water
is uscd to quench {i.e. stop) the chemical
rezctior and, in thermal reticulation,
combustion products are removed by a
vacuum pump and are absorbzd by the
walter in that pump.

Recponse: The Agency agrees with the
commenters that the reticulated foam
process doos not use water to cool,
clean, er finish the plastic product.
Therefore, the PMUF regulation does not
apply to the processas that invelve the
reticulation of foam. Furthor discussion
relative to this icsue is found in section
L, supre.

3. Regencrated Cellulose

Comment: Several commenters stated
that the PMGF regulation should not bz
applicd to the processing of rezenerated
celluloze because regenerated cellulose
is not a plastic material, as definred in
the regulation. They also stated that the
process used to regenerate cellulose is
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not a PM&F process because process
water is not used to cool, clean, or finish
a plastic material.

Response: The Agency agrees with the
comments that regenerated cellulose is
not a plastic material. Regenerated
cellulose 1s a natural organic material,
whereas plastic materials are synthetic
orgamic polymers. Therefore, processes
that use regenerated cellulose (e.g., the
manufacture of sausage casings) are not
subject to the PM&F regulation..In
response to this comment, the Agency
has revised the proposed definition of

. “plastic material” o make it clear that
natural organic materials are not
covered by this regulation. See Section
V, supra, and 40 CFR 463.02.

The Agency also agrees with the
commenters that the process used to
produce regenerated cellulose is not a
PM&F process because process water is
not used to cool, clean, or finish the
product. That process is subject to the
‘regulation-for the organic chemicals,
plastics, and synthetic fibers (OCPSF)
category.

4. Subcategorization Scheme

Comment: The subcategorization '
scheme for the PM&F regulation is too
broad. PM&F processes employ many
different plastic materials and
combinations of plastic materials. As a
result, the characteristics of the
wastewaters generated by those
processes are different. The current
subcategorization scheme does not
consider these different wastewater
characteristics.

Response: The Agency agrees that the
PM&F category encompasses a wide
range of processes and many different
plastics matenials are processed mn those
processes, However, this diversity does
not lead to random inequities m the
application of the regulation.

The major factor considered when the
Agency developed the subcategorization
scheme for the proposed regulation was
water use. The Agency locked at data
from many processes that used water
for the same purpose (e.g., cooling} and
found that wastewaters discharged by
those processes had similar
characteristics. Therefore, the
subcategonization scheme for this
regulation does consider the
charactenistics of wastewaters
discharged from different PM&F
processes that use water for the same
purpose (i.e., cooling and heating,
cleaning, or finishing).

Although the Agency does not believe
that separate subcategories for different
products or processes are necessary or
appropriate, EPA has revised the
subcategorization scheme since
proposal. For purposes of the final rule,

EPA has further subdivided the category
to include a sepdrate subcategory for
cleaning water processes and another
for finishing water processes. The
reasons for this decision are fully
explained in Section V.B,, supra, of this
preamble.

5, Data Averaging Methodology

Comment: Several commenters urged
revisions of the methodology used by
EPA to calculate subcategory average
concentrations. Commenters suggested
that EPA calculate flow-weighted
subcategory averages as apposed to
arithmetic averages.

Comments also stated that, for the
contact cooling and heating water
subcategory, separate flow-weighted
pollutant concentrations should be
calculated for the extrusion processes
because those processes generate most
of the wastewater discharged by
processes in that subcategory.

_Response: EPA reviewed the variation
in the amount of water discharged by
contact cooling and heating water
processes. As a result of that review,
EPA agrees that there is a wide
variation m the amount of water
discharged by processes sampled during
the development of this regulation. EPA. .
also agrees that flow-weighted pollutant
averages address the impact of that
variation better than the arithmetic
averages calculated for the proposed
rule. Flow-weighted averages give more
weight to high flow processes and less
weight to low flow processes. An
arithmetic average gives the same
weight to all processes regardless of -
their flow rate. The Agency used flow-
weighted averages in this final rule to
estimate the average pollutant
concentrations for each subcategory.

To respond to the comment about
separate flow-weighted concentrations
for extrusion pracesses, the Agency
proportioned the subcategory average
concentrations for-the contact cooling
and heating water subcategory by the
number of the types of PM&F processes.
This gave more weight to extrusion
processes because extrusion processes
represent the largest number of
processes in the Agency’s data base for
that subcategory.

Additional changes to the average
pollutant concentrations since proposal
are discussed in Section V.D. of this
preamble. )

6. Production-Based Effluent Limitations
Guidelines and Standards

Commeni: Several commenters
suggested that production-based effluent
limitations guidelines and standards are
not appropriate for the PM&F category
because of the wide variation in the

amount of water used to process the
various plastic materials and because of
varying requirements for product
quality.

Responcze: On the basis of information
submitted by commenters and further
review of existing data, the Agency has
determined that production-based mass
limitations cannot be applied to this
category. Although some data support a
correlation between the mass of ptoduct
processed and the amount of
wastewaster generated, this correlation
could not be consistently demonstrated.
Information submitted by commenters
indicates that variations in water use
and mass of plastic products produced
can be attributed to several factors, such
as product quality requirements and
type of products being produced. The
Agency considered the option of further
subcategorization to account for these
factors as a means of retaining
production-based mass limitations.
However, given the number of possible
products, product quality requirements
and water use variations, and the
complexity of a subcategorization based
on these variations, the Agency does not
believe further subcategorization is
feasible. Thus, absent a consistent
correlation between water use and mass
of plastic products produced, the
Agengy is unable to establish
g;?duction-based limitations in this final

e.
The final rule does require, however,
that permit limitations be expressed in
terms of mass. EPA is today
promulgating a concentration basis for
each pollutant and a formula by which
permit writers use process water use
flow tates, which are obtained from the
permittee, and the promulgated
concentration value to calculate a mass
limitation for each pollutant.

7. 100 Percent Recyle

Comment: Several commenters
asserted that zero discharge by 100
percent recycle is not feasible for
contact cooling and heating water
processes with a flow rate of 35 gpm or
less as required by the proposed rule
because they stated that the increase in
dissolved solids concentrations in the
recycled water may affect the quality of
the plastic product. Additionally, they
asserted that there are no 100 percent
recycle units because all recycle units
have to be cleaned periodically, which
results in a discharge.

Response: In response to this
comment, EPA conducted a survey of
eight plants that reported zero discharge
by 100 percent recycle of contact cooling
and heating water. EPA found that all
eight of the plants that reported 100
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percent recycle on their questionnaires
actuaily discharged wastewater. In most
cases, the discharge resulted from
cleaning the recycle unit.

The Agency agrees with the comment
that product quality may be affected by
the increase in dissolved solids in
recycled water. The number of times
that water can be recycled depends on
the desiréd quality of product and the
dissolved solids concentration in the
recycle water and in any make-up
water.

Because zero discharge by 100 percent
recycle requires that all of the process
water be recycled.regardless of the
product quality requirements and
because results of our mvestigation
indicated that plants that reported 100
percent recycle actually had a
discharge, the Agency has determined
that 100 percent recycle is not feasible
for the low flow rate contact ceoling and
heating water processes. Therefore, 100
percent recycle was not considered as a
basis for final regulations for the contact
caoling and heating water subcategory.

8. Subcategory Recycle Percentage

Comment: Several commenters stated
that recycle percentages cannot be
established for the PM&F subcategories
because of the large variation in the
water used to process different plastic
materials and because of varying
product quality requirements. They
asserted that this is particularly true for
a process that employs many different
plastic materials or combinations of
plastic materials.

Response: As discussed earlier in this )

preamble, the Agency considered
subdividing the PM&F category based
on plastic material processed to account
for the variation in the amount of water
used. This is an extremely complex
approach for subcategorization and is
not considered feasible by the Agency.
For this reason, the Agency has
determined that subcategory recycle
percentages cannoft be established for
the PM&F category. Recycle was
rejected as a basis for the technology
options considered for this final rule.
XV. Availability of Technical
Information

The major documents on which this
regulation is based are: (1) Development
Document for Effluent Limitations
Guidelines, New Source Performarnce
Standards, and Prefreatment Standards
for the Plastics Molding end Forming
Point Source Category (Final) (USEPA,
Washington, D.C., December 1984), (2}
Economic Impact Analysis of Effluent
Limitations and Standards for the
Plastics Molding and Forming Industry
{USEPA, Washington, D.C., December

1984}, (3) Respense to Fublic Cormments,
Propesed Plostics Molding and Formin:
Effluent Limitations Guidelines and
Stardords (USEPA, Washinaton, D.C.,
December 1984), and (4) Sempling and
Analysis Praocedures for Screening of
Industrial Effluents for Friority
Pollutants (USEPA, Cincinnati, Ohio.
April 1977).

On January 31, 1935, copics of the
technical development document and
the economic analysis 1ill be available
for public review in EPA’s Public
Information Reference Unit, Room 2104
(Rear) (EPA Library), 401 1.1 Sixcet, SUV.,
Washington, D.C. On February 29, 1923,
the complete Record, including the
Agency's responses 10 comments on the
proposéd regulation, will be available
for review at the Public Information
Reference Unit. The EPA information
regulation {40 CFR Past 2) allows the
Agency to charge a reasonable fee for
copying.

Copies of the technical development
document and the economic analysis
may also be obtained from the National
Technical Information Service (NTIS),
Springfield, Virginia 22161 (703/467-
6000). A nolice will be published in the
Federal Register announcins the
availability of these documents from
NTIS. (This should occur within €0 days
of publication of this repulation.)

XVI, Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) Review

This regulation was submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) for review as reguired by
Executive Order 12291. Written
comments made by OMB are in the
record for this final rulemaking.

List of Subjects in 48 CFR Part 463

Plastic molded and formed praducts,
Waste treatment and disposal, Water
pollution control.

Dated: December 4, 1924,
Willizm D, Rugkelchaus,
Admu:niztrator

Appendix A—Abbroviations, Acranyms, cnd
Other Terms Uczd in This Notice

Act—The Clean Water Act.

Agency—The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

BAT—The best available technolozy
economically achievable under coction
304(b}{2) of the Act,

BCT—The best conventional pollutant
centro) technology, under ccetion 334(b)(4) of
the Act.

BMP—Best management practices under
ceclion 204{e) of the Act.

BPT—The best practicoble contral
technology currently available under cection
304{b){1) of the Act.

Clean Water Act—The Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1572

53 U'S C. 1251 e seq.). as amended by the
Clean Water Act of 1977 (Fub. L. 83-217).

Direct Diccharger—A plant that discharges
or moy discharge pollutants into waterss of
the United States.

Indircet Dizchargar—A plant that
wtroducss or may mtrgduce pollatantsinte a
pulticly owned treatment warks.

NPOFS Permit—A National Pollutant
Diccharge Euminction System permit issueid
under sceticn 402 of the Act.

NSP3~New source parfarmance standards
under section 595 of the Act.

POTV —Publicly owned treatment wosks.

P3ES—Fictrcatment standards for existing
sources of indirect discharges undzr section
3074h) of the Act

AN S—Fretreatment standards fornew
cources of indirect discharges under seetion
307(b) and (c) of the Act.

RCRA—Resourcz Conservation and
Recovary Act fPub. L. 83-533) 0§ 1976, as
amended.

Apreadix B—Toxic Follutants Not Regulatzd
ot BAT Bceause They Are Effectively
Conteolled by Techalosies Upecn Which Are
Based Other Efflucat Limitations Guidelines

Cleaninn VWater Subcalezory
? )

€5, phenol
123. zing

Appondix C—Toxic Pollutonts With a
Concentration Greater in the Source Water
Than the Concentration in the Wastewater
Samples

Contact Cooling and Heating Water
Subcatesory
47, bramoform (tribromomethane)
7. trchloroethylene

Cleaning Wator Subgatezory

23. chloroform
121. cyanide (total)

Appendix D—Toxic Pollutants Not Datected
or Detected at oz Balotw the Analyticol
Detection Limit

PMEEF Paint Soure2 Calegory

1. accnaphthene

2. acrolein

3. acrylonilrile

5. bonzidine

6. carhon toteachlonde

7. chlorabenzone

9. hexachlorebenzene

10. 1,2-dichloronthane

13 11.dichlorazthane

14. 11 2-trichloroethane

15.1.1.2.2etrachloroathan=

16. chlorgzthane

18. bis{2-chlorocthyl) ether

19. 2-chloraethyl vinyl ether (mixed)

24, 2-chloronaphthalene

21. 2.4,6—-trichloropheno!

24, 2-chlorophenol

25.1,2.dichlorobenzene

28.1,3-dichlgrobenzene

27.14-dichlozobenzene

22, 1.1-dicholoroethylena

31. 2.4-dichlorophensl

32.1,2-dichlsroprapane

33.1,2-dichloropropylene (1.2~
dichlorapropcone)
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34. 2,4-dimethylphenol 55. naphthalene 101. heptachlor epoxide
35. 2,4-dinitrotoluene 69. di-n-octyl phthalate ,
38. 2,8-dinitrotoluene . 70. diethyl phthalafe Cleaning Water Subcategory

37. 1,2-diphenylhydrazine

39, fluoranthene

40. 4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether

41. 4-bromophenyl phenyl ether

42. is(2-chloroisopropyl) ether

43. bis(2-chloroethoxy) methane

45. methyl chlonde (chloromethane)

486. methyl bromide {bromomethane)

61. chlorodibromomethane

52. hexachlorobutadiene

53. hexachlorocyclopentadiene

54, isophorone

56. nitrobenzene

57. 2-nitrophenol

58. 4-nitrophenol

59, 2.4-dinitrophenol

80. 4,6-dinitro-o-cresol

61. N-nitrosodimethylammne

63. N-nitrosodi-n-propylamine

64. pentachlorophenol

67. butyl benzyl phthalate

72. benzo(a)anthracene (1,2-
benzanthracene)

74. 3,4-benzofluoranthene

75. benzo(k)fluoranthene (11,12-
benzofluoranthene)

76..chrysene

77. acenaphthylene

78. anthracene

79. benzo(ghi)perylene (1,12-
benzoperylene)

80. flourene

81. phenanthrene

82. dibenzo(a,h)anthracene (1,2,5,6-
dibenzanthracene)

83. indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene(2,3-o0-
phenylenepyrene)

84, pyrene

88. vinyl chloride (chloroethylene)

91, chlordane (techmcal mixture and
metabolites)

95. a-endosulfan (Alpha)

108. PCB-1242 (Arachlor 1242)

107. PCB-1254 {Arochlor 1254)

108. PCB-1221 {Arochlior 1221)

109. PCB-1232 (Arochlor 1232)

110, PCB-1248 (Arochlor 1248)

111. PCB-1260 (Arochlor 1260)

112. PCB-1016 (Arochlor 1016)

113. toxaphene

116. asbestos

129, 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin
(TCDD)

Contact Cooling and Heating Water
Subcategory

8. 1,2,4-tnichlorebenzene
28, 3,3-dichlorobenzidine
38. ethylbenzene

48, dichlorobromomethane
62. N-nitrosodiphenylamine
114. antimony

115. arsenic

121, cyamde (total)

125, selenium

Cleaning Water Subcategory

8. 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene

12. hexachloroethane

28, 3,3"-dichlorobenzidine

30. 1,2-trans.dichloroethylene

38, ethylbenzene

47. bromoform (tribromomethane)

71. dimethyl phthalate
73. benzo(a}-pyrene(3,4-benzopyrene)
85. tetrachloraethylene
87. trichloroethylene
90. dieldnn
92.4,4-DDT

93. 4,4'-DDE(p,p’-DDX)
84. 4,4-DDD({p,p’-TDE)
96. b-endosulfan-Beta
97. endosulfan sulfate
99. endrtn aldehyde
101. heptachlor epoxide
117. beryllium

118. cadmium

122, lead

127, thallium

Finishing Water Subcategory

4. benzene

12, hexachloroethane

22. parachlorometa cresol

23. chloroform (trichloromethane}) -
30. 1,2-trans-dichloroethylene

44. methylene chlonde (dichloromethane)
47. bromoform (tribromomethane)

48, dichlorobromomethane

55. naphthalene:

62. N-nitrosodiphenylamine

69. di-n-octyl phthalate

70. diethyl phthalate

73. benzo{a}pyrene (3,4-benzopyrene)
85. tetrachloroethylene

86. toluene

89. aldnn

90. dieldrin

92, 4,4-DDT

93.4,4"-DDE (p,p’-DDX)

94. 4,4'-DDD (p,p’-TDE)

96. b-endosulfan-Beta

97. endosulfan sulfate

98, endrin

69. endnn aldehyde ‘
100. heptachlor

101. heptachlor epoxide

102. alpha-BHC

103. beta-BHC

104. gamma-BHC (lindane)

105. delta-BHC

117. beryllium

118, cadmium

128, silver

127. thallium ,

Appendix E—Toxic Pollutants Detected in
the Effluent From Only a Small Number of
Sources

Contact Cooling and Heating Water
Subcategory

12. hexachloroethane

30. 1,2-trans-dichloroethylene
55. naphthalene

69. di-n-octyl phthalate

70. diethy] phthalate

71. dimethyl phthalate R
73. benzo(a)pyrene(3.4-benzopyrenel
85. tetrachloroethylene
92.4,4-DDT

93. 4,4"-DDE (p,p’-DDX)

94, 4,4'-DDD {p,p’-TDE)

98. b-endosulfan-Beta

97. endosulfan sulfate

98, endnin

100. heptachlor

11. 1,1,1-trichlorethane

48. dichlorobromomethane
68. di-n-butyl phthalate

g8. endrin ~

Appendix F—Toxic Pollutants Prozent in
Amounts Too Small To Be Effoctively
Reduced by Technelogios Known to.tho
Administrator

Contact Cooling and Heating Waler
Subcategory

4, benzene

11. 1,1,1-trichloroethane

22, parachlorometa cresol

23. chloroform (trichloromethane)
44. methylene chloride (dichloromethane)
65. phenol

88. di-n-butyl phthalate

86. toluene

89 aldrin

90. dieldrin

99. endnn aldehyde

102. alpha-BHA .

103. beta-BHC

-104. gamma-BHC (lindane)

105. delta-BHC

117. beryllium

118. cadmium

119. chromium

120, copper

122. lead

123. mercury

124. nickel

128. silver «
127. thallium

128, zinc

Cleaning Water Subcategory

4. benzene

22. parachlorometa cresol

44. methylene chloride (dichloromethane)
62. N-nitrosodiphenylamine
68. bis{2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
88. toluene

114, antimony

115. arsenic

119. chromium

120. copper

123. mercury

124. mckel

125. selenium

128, silver

-Finishing Water Subcategory

8. 1,2,4-trichlarobenzene
11. 1,1,1-trichloroethane
28. 3,3"-dichlorobenzidine
38. ethylbenzene

65. phenol

87. trichloroethylene

89. aldrin

100. heptachlor

102, alpha-BHC

103. beta-BHC

104. gamma-BHC

105. delta-BHC

114. antimony

115. arsenic

119. chromium .
120. copper

121. cyanide (total)

122, lead
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123. mercury
124. nickel
125. selenium
128. zinc

Accordingly, Title 40, Chapter §, of the
Code of Federal Regulations is amended
by adding new Part 463 to read as set
forth below:

PART 463—PLASTICS MOLDING AND
FORMING POINT SOURCE CATEGORY

General Provisions

Sec.

463.1 Applicability.

463.2 General definitions.

483.3 Monitoring and reporting
requirements.

Subpart A—Contact Cooling and Heating
Water Subcategory

46310 Applicability; description of the
contact cooling and heating water
subcategory. -

46311 Specialized definitions, .

463.12 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application of
the best practicable control technology
currently available.

463.13 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application of
the best available techhology
economically achievable.

46314 New source performance standards.

483.15 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources. i

46316 Pretreatment standards for new
sources.

463.17 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application of
the best conventional pollutant control
technology.

Subpart B—~Cleaning Water Subcategory

463,20 Applicability; description of the
cleaning water subcategory.

483.21 Specialized definitions.

463.22 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application of
the best practicable control technology
currently available.

463.23 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application of
the best available technology
economically achievable.

46324 New source performance standards.

463.25 Pretreatment standards for existing

N sources.

463.26 Pretreatment standards for new
sources.

463.27 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application of
the best conventional pollutant control
technology. [Reserved}

Subpart C—Finishing Water Subcategory

463.30 Applicability; description of the
finishing water subcategory.
483.31 Specialized definitions.

Sec.

463.32 Effluent limitatiens gudelincs
representing the degree of efffuent
reduction attainable by the application uf
the best practicable contsal technelazy
currently available.

463.33 Effluent limitations guidelnes
representing the dearee of efflucnt
reduction attamnable by the applicatien of
the best available technolacy
economically achievable.

463.3¢ New source performance standords,

463.35 Pretreatment standards for existing
SOUTCES.

463.36 Pretreatment slandards for new
sources.

463.37 Effluent limitations gwdelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application of
the best conventicnal pollutant contral
technology. [Reserved)

Authority: Secs. 301, 304 (b). (c). {c), and
(<), 308 (b) and (c), 307, 303, and £01, Clean
Water Act (Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1872, g5 amcnded by
Clean Water Act of 1977} {the “Act”); 33
U.S.C. 1311, 1314 (b), (c), (¢) and (g), 1316 (b)
and (c), 1317 {b) and (c), 1318, and 1361; €3
Stat. 816, Pub, L. 92-50% 91 Stat. 1567, Pub. L.
95-217,

General Provisions

§463.1 Applicabllity.

(a) This part applies to any plastics
molding and forming process that
discharges or may discharge pollutants
to waters of the United States or that
introduces pollutants into a publicly
owned treatment works. Plastics
molding and forming processes include
processes that blend, mold, form, or
otherwise process plastic materials into
intermediate or final plastic praducts.
They include commonly recognized
processes such as extrusion, molding,
coating and laminating, thermoforming,
calendering, casting, foaming, cleaning,
and finishing.

{b) Plastics molding and forminn
processes {e.g. extrusion and
pelletizing) used by plastics resin
manufacturers to process crude
intermediate plastic material for
shipment off-site are excluded ftom this
regulation and regulated under the
organic chemicals, plastics; and
synthetic fibers category. Plastics
molding and forming processes used by
plastic resin manufacturers to process
crude intermediate plastic materials,
which are further processed on-site into
intermediate or final plastics products in
molding and forming processes, are
controlled by the effluent limitations
guidelines and standards for the plastics
molding and forming category in this

art.
P (c) Processes that coat a plastic
material onto a substrate may fall
within the definition of electroplating
and metal finishing as defined in 40 CFR
Parts 413 and 433, These coaling

pragesses are excluded from the effluent
limitations cuidelines and standards for
the electroplating and metal finishing
point source categories and are subject
to the plastics molding and forming
regulation in this part.

{d) Ceating of plastic material onto a
fermed metal substrate is also covered
by the plastics molding and forming
elfluent limitations guidelines and
standards and is not covered by the
specific metal forming guidelines-such
as aluminum forming (40 CFR Part 457}
copper forminz {40 CFR Part 468) and
nonferrous metals forming (40 CFR Part
471). However, the plastics molding and
forming effluent limitations guidelines
and standards in this part apply only to
the coating process; the metal forming
operations are subject to the specific
metal forming regulation.

(e) Research and development
laborateries that produce plastic
products using a plastics molding and
forming process are subject to the
effluent limitations guidelines and
standards in this part if the plastics
molding and forming process discharges
pracess water. The mass of plastic
product produced in the plastics molding
and forming process is not considered
when determining the applicability of
the plastics molding and forming
regulation in this part to plastics
molding and forming processes at
research and development laboratories.

{f) Chemical and thermal reticulation
processes for polyurethane foam are not
subject to the effluent limitations
auidelines and standards in this part.
Water used in those processes is not
considered to be process water as
defined in this requlation. Processes
used to further mold or form the
reticulated foam are subject, however,
to this regulation if they discharge
process water.

(2) Processes used to regenerate
cellulese and to produce a product (e.g.,
rayon) from the regenerated cellulose
are not subject to the effluent limitations
guidelines and standards in this part.
They are subject to the effluent
limitations guidelines and standards for
the organic chemicals, plastics, and
synthetic fibers category. Pracesses that
mold or form cellulose derivatives {e.g..
cellulose acetate) are subject to the
effluent limitations guidelines and
standards in this part if they discharge
process water.

§463.2 General definitions.

In addition to the definitions set forth
in 40 CFR Part 401. the following
definitions apply to this part:

{a) “Plastics molding and forming™ is a
manufacturing process in which plastic
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materials are blended, molded, formed,
or otherwise processed into
intermediate or final products.

(b) “Pracess water” is any raw,
service, recycled, or reused water that
contacts the plastic product or contacts
shaping equipment surfaces such as
molds and mandrels that are, or have
been, in contact with the plastic product.

(c) “Contact cooling and heating
water” is process water that contacts
the raw materials or plastic product for
the purpose of heat transfer during the
plastics molding and forming process.

(d) “Cleaning water" is process water
used to clean the surface of an
intermediate or final plastic praduct or
to clean the surfaces of equipment used
in plastics molding and forming that
contact an intermediate or final plastic
product. It includes water used in both
the detergent wash and rinse cycles of a
cleaning process.

(e) "Finishing” water 1s processed
water used to remove waste plastic
material generated during a finishing
process or to lubnicate a plastic product
during a finishing process. It includes
water used to machine or to assemble
intermediate or final plastic products.

(£) “Plastic material” is a synthetic
organic polymer (i.e., a thermoset
polymer, a thermoplastic polymer, or a
combination of a natural polymer and a
thermoset or thermoplastic polymer) -
that is solid in’its final form and that
was shaped by flow. The material can
be either a homogeneous polymer or a
polymer combined with fillers,
plasticizers, pigments, stabilizers, or~
other additives. ) -

{g) “Crude intermediate plastic
material” is plastic material formulated
in an on-site polymenzation process.’

(h) “Mass of pollutant that can be
discharged” is the pollntant mass
calculated by multiplying the pollutant
concentration times the average process
water usage flow rate.

§ 463.3 Monitoring and reporting
requirements.

The “monthly average” regulatory
values shall be the basis for the monthly
average effluent limitations guidelines
and standards in direct discharge
permits. Compliance with the monthly
average effluent limitations guidelines
and standards is required regardless of
the number of samples analyzed and
averaged.

Subpart A—Contact Cooling and‘
Heating Water Subcategory

§463.10 Applicabiiity; description of the
contact cooling and heating water
subcategory. .

This subpart applies to discharges of
pollutants from processes in the contact

4

cooling and heating water subcategory
to waters of the United States and the
introduction of such pollutants into
publicly owned treatment works.
Processes in the contact cooling and
heating water subcategory are processes
where process water comes in contact
with plastic materials or plastic
products for the purpose of heat transfer

.during plastics molding and forming.

§ 463.11 Speclalized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) The “average process water usage
flow rate” of a contact cooling and
heating water process in liters per day is
equal to the volume of process water
(liters) used per year by a process
divided by the number of days per year
the process operafes. The “average
process water usage flow rate” fora
plant with more than one plastics
molding and forming process that uses
contact cooling and heating water is the
sum of the “average process water
usage flow rates” for the contact cooling
and heating processes.

(b) The “volume of process water
used per year” is the volume of process
water that flows through a contact
cooling and heating water process and
comes in contact with the plastic
product over a period of one year.

§463.12 Effiuent limitations guldelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainzble by the application of
the best practicable control technology
currently available.

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the effluent
limitations guidelines (i.e., mass.of
pollutant discharged) representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best
practicable control teftmology currently
available, which are cdlculated by
multiplying the average process water
usage flow rate for the contact cooling
and heating water processes at a point
source times the following pollutant
concentrations: ) .

SUBPART A
{Contact cooling and heating water .

Cc ion used to calculate BPT effluent limitations
?la:ummr
or any
gay {mg/i)

Peliutant or pollutant property

BODS.

Oil and greass.
TSS.
pH

? Within the range of 6.0 10 9.0 at all times,

26
29
19
)

The permit authority will obtain the
average process water usage flow rate
for the contact cooling and heating
water processes from the permittee.

‘

§463.13 Effluent limitations guldolines
representing tho degreo of effluant
reduction attainable by the application of
the best avallable technology sconomically
achlevable.

(a) The BAT effluent limitations
guidelines for bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate are reserved. s

{b) The Agency has determined that,
with the exception of bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate, there are no toxic pollutants
in treatable concentrations in contact
cooling and heating water. Accordingly,
the Agency is promulgating BAT effluent
limitations guidelines equal to the BPT
effluent limitations guidelines.

§463.14 New sourco performanco
standards.

(a) NSPS for bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate are reserved.

{b) Any new source subject to this
subpart must achieve performance
standards (i.e., mass of pollutant
discharged), which are calculated by
multiplying the average process water
usage flow rate for the contact cooling
and heating water processes at a new
source times the following pollutant
concentrations:

SUBPART A
[Contact cooling and heating waterl

Concentration used to calculato NEPS

Maximum
for any 1

Poliutant or poliutant properly day fraly

20
29
19
pH ®

1V{ithin the rango of 6.0 to 9.0 at all timaa.

The permit authority will obtain the
average process water usage flow rate
for the new source contact cooling and
heating water processes from the
permittee.

§463.15 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources.

{a) PSES for bis(2-ethylhexyl)

BODS,
Oil and greacs.
TSS

. phthalate are reserved.

{b) Any existing source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants info a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403—General
Pretreatment Regulations:

§ 463.16 Pretreatment standards for new
sources. ~

(a) PSNS for bis(2- .
ethylhexyl)phthalate are reserved.

(b) Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403—General
Pretreatment Regulations.
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§463.17 Effluent imitations guldelines '
representing the degree of effluent .
reduction attainable by the appilication of
the best conventional pollutant control
technology.

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the effluent
limitations guidelines (i.e., mass of
pollutant discharged) representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best
conventional pollutant control
technology, which are calculated by
multiplying the average process water
usage flow rate for the contact cooling
and heating water processes at a point
source times the following pollutant
concentrations:

SUBPART A
{Contact coo®ng and heating vater)

Concentration-used to calculate BOT effiuznt Imiatons

Vowmum
forony 1

Pollutant or pollutent property
day {mg/h

BODS. .
Ol gnd greass.
TS5,

88

19
pH %)

“average precess water usage flow
rates” for the cleaning processes.

{b) The “volume of process water
used per year” is the volume of process
water that flows throush a cleaning
process and comes in contact with the
plastic product over a period of one
year.

§463.22 Efitucnt Imitations guldolinco
reprecenting tho degree of efflucnt
reduction attalnable by the opplication of
the best practicable control technology
currently avaliable.

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30~
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the effluent
limitations guidelincs (i.e., mass of
pollutant discharged) representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available, which are calculated by
multiplying the average process water
usage flow rate for the cleaning water
processes at a point source times the
following pollutant concentrations:

kyWithin the range of 5.0 to 9.0 at oll tmea

The permit authority will obtain the
average process water usage flow rate
for the contact cooling and heating
water processes from the permittee.

Subpart B—Cleaning Water -
Subcategory

§463.20 Applicability; description of the
cleaning water subcategory.

This subpart applies to discharges of
pollutants from processes in the
cleaning water subcategory to waters of
the United States and the introduction of
such pollutants into publicly owned
treatment works. Processes in the
cleaning water subcategory are
processes where water comes in contact
with the plastic product for the purpose
of cleaning the surface of the product
and where water comes in contact with
shaping equipment, such as molds and
mandrels, that contact the plastic
material for the purpose of cleaning the
equipment surfaces.

§463.21 Speclalized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) The “average process water usage
flow rate” of a cleaning water process in
liters per day is equal to the volume of
process water (liters) used per year by a
process divided by the number of days
per year the process operates, The
“average process water usage flow rate"
for a plant with more than one plastics
molding and forming process that uses
cleaning water is the sum of the

SuBPART B
[ {odudl e X uted
Censorratrnencd e I EPT o ot Imon o
| bl
Koy oy e

oot e pritent grezty | foreny 4 "é._ﬁ":s;%:f

€y m2m 20y
ECDS. 43 o=
[SAR a0 K iveies NI— K 7
TsS 117 o)
FH ] ) ¢)

Wrathorazael 6000 It

‘The permit authority will obtain the
average process water usage flow rate
for the cleaning water processes from
the permittee.

§463.23 Efflucnt Imitations guldclincs
repreccnting the degree of effiuent
redyction attalnable by the application of
the bost availablo technology economics!ly
achlevable,

The Agency has determined that there
are insignificant quantities of toxic
pollutants in cleaning process
wastewaters after compliance with
applicable BPT efifluent limitations
guidelines. Accordingly, because the
BPT level of treatment provides
adequate control, the Agency is
establishing BAT effluent limitations
guidelines equal to the BET effluent
limitations guidelines,

§463.24 New source performanco
standards.,

Any new source subject to this
subpart must achieve performance
standards (i.e., mass of pollutant
discharged) calculated by multiplying
the average process water usage flow
rate for cleaning processes at a new

source times the following pollutant
concentrations:

SusPART B
| {etacie L ol |

Consortmiznvccd ta e alata KPS

Llycrim

[ A5 exiims |
Poiremterprertpreoty | fronrd f’é&’ﬁ’;’
e T | gy
| 24w 1 O a3 22
QlendGozo.. . 71 *7
13 17 fetc]
FH ¢ 4]

WAt RS 160 B0 alel e

The permit authority will obtain the
average process waler usage flow rate
for the new source cleaning water
processes from the permittee.

§463.25 Pretreatment standards for
existing courcos,

Any existing source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 403 CFR Part 403—General
Pretreatment Regulations.

§463.26 Protreatment for new sources.

Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403—General
Pretreatment Regulations.

§463.27 Efflucnt Imitations guldelines
rcprezonting tho degree of efilusnt
reduction attalnablo by the applicaticn of
tho bost conventional poliutant control
tcchnology. [Resorved]

Subpart C—Finishing Vater
Subcategory

§463.30 Applicabllity; doceription of the
{iniching vaater cubeategory.

This subpart applies to discharges of
pollutants from processes in the
finishing water subcategory to waters of
the United States and the introduction of
such pollutants into publicly ownad
treatment works. Processes in the
finishing water subcategory are
pracesses where water comes in contact

~ith the plastic product during finishing.

$463.31 Speciolized definitions,

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) The “average process water usage
flow rate” of a finishing water process
in liters per day is equal to the volume
of process water (liters) used per year
by a process divided by the number of
days per year the process operates. The
“average process water usage flow rate”
for a plant with more than one plastics
molding and forming process that uses
finishing water is the sum of the
“average progess water usage flow
rates” for the finishing processes.
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(b) The “volume of process water .
used per year” is the volume of process
water that flows through a finishing
water process and comes in contact
with the plastics product over a period
of one year. .

§463.32 Effluent limitations guldelines
reprasenting tho degrec of effluent
reduction aitalnable by the application of
the begt practicable control technology
currently available. N

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the effluent
limitations guidelines (i.e., mass of
pollutant discharged) representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available, which are calculated by
multiplying the average process water
usage flow rate for the finishing water
processes at a point source times the
following pollutant concentrations:

SugPART C
[Finlching water)

Concentration used to celculate BPT effluent fimitations

Maximum
for monthly
average
{mg)

Maxmum

Pollutant or poliutant property for any 1
, day (mg/l)

788 130-1.- 37
pH ®) o

1 Within the ranga of 6.0 to 8.0 at all times.

The permit authority will obtain the
average pracess water usage flow rate
for the finishing water processes from
the permittee,

§463.33 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of etfluent
reduction attainable by the application of
the best available technology economically
achlevabie.

{(a) The BAT effluent limitations
guidelines for bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate, di-n-butyl phthalate, and
dimethyl phthalate are reserved.

(b} The Agency has determined that,
with the exception of bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate, di-n-butyl phthalate, and
dimethyl phthalate, there are no toxic
pollutants in treatable concentrations in
finishing waters. Accordingly, the
Agency is promulgating BAT effluent
limitations guidelines equal to BPT
effluent limitations guidelines.

8463.34 HNaiw source performance
standards.

(a) NSPS for bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate, di-n-butyl phthalate, and
dimethyl phthalate are reserved.

(b} Any new source subject to this
subpart must achieve performance
standards (i.e., mass of pollutant

.discharged), which are calculated by

multiplying the average process water.
usage flow rate for the finishing water
processes at a new source times the
following pollutant concentrations:

SuBPART C .
{Finiching water}
Concentration used {o NSPS
FMaarmurm
Maximum
Pollutant of pottutant property | for any 1 -| for monihly
day (ma/h | Smey
4
7SS 130 a7
pH ® ™

1 Within the rangse of 6.0 to 9.0 at ali times.

-

The permit authority will obtain the
average process water usage flow rate
for the new source finishing water
processes from the permittee.

§463.35 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources. )

(a) PSES for bis(2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate, di-n-butyl phthalate, and
dimethyl phthalate are reserved.

(b) Any existing source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403—General
Pretreatment Regulations.

c

§463.36 Pretreatment standards for new
sources.

{a) PSNS for bis{2-ethylhexyl)
phthalate, di-n-butyl phthalate, and
dimethyl phthalate are reserved.

{b) Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403—General
Pretreatment Regulations,

§463.37 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degreo of effluent
reduction attainable by the application of
the best conventional pollutant control
technology. [Reserved]

[FR Dec. 84-32614 Filed 12-14-84; 8:45 am}
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