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- EXEéL’T-IVESQMMARYi -

: Early in- 1996 an interview team from EPA headquarters vrsrted fourteen 1ndustr1al
. pretreatment programs throughout Cahforma Indiana, and V1 ginia. The trlps were undertakeri as
- part of EPA's Common Sense Initiative (CSI) for the Metal F rmshmg mdustry in recognition that"

"~ the quality of a POTW's pretreatment’ program can have an 1mportant 1mpact on’metal ﬁmsher :
. comphance with the Clean Water Act ' :

The goals of this prOJect were twofold to 1mprove the capabrhtres of the lowest tier POTWs

-and to provrde the most effective POTWs with increased flexibility to achleve higher-environmental . :
) quahty at a lower cost. Programs visited represented a wide range of capabilities, from top-trer '
" . winners of pretreatment awards to small programs under EPA or state enforcement action for
3 madequate performance. . Strong programs tended to have ‘technically-skilled. staff, adequate .

", resources,'good information on their industrial users, and proactive and positive relationships with - |

the regulated universe of dischargers. Weaker programs were not only lackmg n these areas but also ;
'. oﬁen faced pohtrcal 1nterference in carrymg out thelr mission.

: The many perspectrves heard on th1s trip suggested a. few common areas where pretreatment
staff felt EPA mvolvement could be of great beneﬁt to leveragmg therr performance and i unprovmg
: envrronmental quahty ’ ; S

- e .Upgrades to PIPES on:line mformatron system Addressmg the common

* - need for faster accessto a wrder range of information on preh'eatment ‘and the -

" industrial users, a hrgh-pnonty effort to upgrade PIPES would give the
programs real-time. access to a host of core program resources not easrly
available now ’ ~ : B

e Increased transfer of pretreatment mformatlon systems EPA could
. facilitate. 1mproved information - management Wwithin the programs by -
‘identifying and promoting mechanisms that allow pretreatment programs to '
~ share information system development costs wrth other POTWs and wrth
' other branches of then‘ own POTW -

o Trammg Vldeos Focusmg on program basrcs samplmg, and conductmg an .

- inspection, the videos. would bring expertise to small, strugglmg programs . .
‘that do not have the budget or staff to travel to more tradltlonal training -
‘ act1v1t1es : :

- e Cost accountmg and budgetmg By provrdmg examples of good budgetmg ‘

' : and-cost accounting practices, this. EPA project would provrde pretreatment
“programs with useful tools to demonstrate the cost-effectlveness of their =
'~programs and to better understand the ﬁnancral 1mpact of certam types of

.,";v, .
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discharges on their sewage treatment system. .

- wGuidance to the Guidance.” A need expressed especially by the s‘zbnal‘i‘e‘r: o

programs, this guidance would serve as.a"roadmap" to help new.coordinators
prioritize their learning and filter the massive amounts of guidance now
available. The goal of the project is to quickly bring programs to a functional
level, and to help structure incremental learning.

Choosing a contract laboratory. Many programs were not confident in
their ability to evaluate the quality of the contract laboratories they relied on
for at least some of their analytical requirements, despite the importance of
this choice in ensuring an effective pretreatment program. This guidance
would provide them with the tools to evaluate laboratory performance and
make beitgr choices regarding contract laboratory services. ’

Increased regulatory flexibility for top performers. A number of '
programs complained that certain regulations required substantial staff time
with little or no environmental benefit. A possible pilot study would give a_
top-performing POTW the flexibility to redeploy the resourcés now used to
meet these regulations towards areas of higher environmental benefit. -

ry
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INTRODUCTION

Early in’ 1996 an interview team from EPA headquarters v1srted fourteen mdustnal ‘

L “'pretreatrnent programs throughout Cal1forma, Indiana, and Virginia. The trips ‘were part of EPA's -
.. Common Sense Initiative (CSI) for the Metal Flmshmg industry, initiated in 1993 by EPA

Administrator Carol Browner. CSI's purpose is to use a less-adversarial regulatory approach ’
workmg with industry, government the pubhc and envu'onmental groups to achieve more’ efﬁcrent

envrronmental protection. : g o R ‘ :

7

Through'working with the metal ﬁnishlng industry, EPA determined that pretreatment

programs, managed by the local wastewater treatment authorities throughout the country, are an - -

extremely important regulatory factor in-metal ﬁmshmg operatrons This reflects the large

~ discharges of water associated with. metal ﬁmshmg processes The metal ﬁmshmg mdusu'y has
~ shown great interest in seeing 1rnproved _pretreatment programs since effective | programs help o
' ﬁmshers achieve and maintain environmental compliance while ‘also forcmg negligent. firms to

upgrade or cease production, thereby preventmg them &om undercuttmg the envrronmentally- '

' - responsrble firms. Environimental participants on the Metal Finishing subcommittee were equally
. supportive of the effort because of the large potentlal to 1mprove water quallty through more
effectlve pretreatment programs :

v

' Programs v151ted represented a wide range of capablhtles, from top-tier winners  of . .

” “pretreatrnent -awards to small programs under -EPA or state -enforcement action. for inadequate
o performance. Despite the d1vers1ty of the prograins, there were many areas of agreement Some of
.. -the practices that the best programs felt contributed to their success were areas where stiuggling -

' programs knew they needed to unprove The day-long interviews at each fac111ty included a range ‘
of people, mcludmg the pretreatment program coordinators, lab personnel inspectors, samplers and
. utlhty-managers In a number of cases, the team also interviewed local 1ndustr1al users (most often

metal finishers) to get their perspectives on the programs The results of these interviews: have been'

: summanzed in this document. - As was. agreed prior to the site visits, the names of specrﬁc
A 1nd1v1duals or programs have been excluded from thlS report ‘ - : '

B Goals of the Site V|s1ts

The goals of tlus prOJect were twofold to unprove the capablhtres of the lowest t1er POTWs -
so that they can manage their industrial users in such a way as to reduce mass pollutant loadlngs ’

"without unnecessanly lnmtmg or curtailing 1ndustr1al activity; and to prov1de the most effectlve -
' xPOTWs wrth 1ncreased ﬂex1b1hty to ach1eve h1gher env1ronmental quahty at a lower cost.

The mtervrews were successful in both of these areas Top-uer progra.ms shared many

--aspects of what they feel make them effective; strugghng programs were equally candid dlscussmg :
.. . theif 11m1tat10ns and how to address them In addmon every program v151ted had numerous




suggestions to both EPA and the Common Sense Initiative aboﬁi where regl“;latlory‘ flexibility would

reduce workloads and costs while improving or maintaining environmental quality.

Thq_“‘results of the visité, smpmariied in this report, outline some élééi needs of the |
pretreatment programs and highlight effective directions for EPA involvement in the pretreatment

arena. The interview team hopes that the insights we have collected from the many.dedicated =

pretfeéﬁnent staff across the country will help EPA to reallocate priorities and budgets to better
reflect the expressed needs of the field staff. | | . ’ )

y Y

Site Visit Logistics

As mentioned ébbfé, the interview team visited fouiteéﬂ prétfeaiiﬁénf prdgfé}ﬁé” in three
states? ' e I | . B

e . California; Bast Bay Municipal Utility District, Urion Snitation District,
- City of Escondido, City of West Sacramento; and County Sanitation Districts
of Orange County. : S _ , 1cts

e - Indiana: Elkhart, Fort Wayne, Richmond, Connersville, Muncie. © .

0  Vi;'ghﬁa: I-"fémi)tbn Roéds‘,Hobév'rn‘ell, Rlchmond, Alexandria

The interview team varied somewhat in the thr‘ee‘ states, but contained repréSentatives ﬁ'bin"th‘e -

_ Office of Policy, Planning, and Evaluation; the Office of Water; and the Office of Enforcement and

Compliance Assurance. EPA staff from the Region 5 and 9 offices also participated on a number

gf the site visits. Additional support was provided by Industrial Economics, an EPA contractor. The
- multi-office approafih gave the interview team a

1ge of perspectives and skills that made the visits

more successful.

Overview of Rep ort Structure

This report contains a brief sumfrl'aiy‘of the major findings of the interviews, follbwed bya
number of attachments containing more detailed summaries of the site visits: ‘

¢ Attachment 1: mgefview Guidelisies o

®  Attachment 2: Summary of Issues and ‘Iiecom'lne‘ndations‘by Program Area
‘e Attachment 3: Summary of Top-Ranked Projects Identified Through Site Visits

C oo




o " Attachment 4: Tnp Report from Cahfd"ma Site VlSltS-
° lAttachment 5 Tnp Report ﬁ'om Ind1ana Slte V1s1ts : |
e \Attachment 6: Tnp Report from Vlrglma Slte VlSltS

e N Attachment 7: Summary L1st of All Potentlal PrOJects Suggested Dunng Stte VlSltS

L

: MAJ OR FINDINGS OF THE INTERVIEWS

MaJor ﬁndmgs of the mterv1ews are descnbed m three sectlons "The ﬁrst sectlon dlscusses
‘ ‘common themes raised by the various programs; there was a rather remarkable con51stency in
information reported across POTWs of different sizes and performance levels regarding the .
challenges they face arid the factors that make a program successful. The second section 1dent1ﬁes ‘
some of the unmet needs of struggling pretreatment programs. -The third section 1dent1ﬁes common :
challenges or needs of both the top-tler and the strugglmg programs

- General Issues N

o Common elements repeatedly brought up by pretreatment staff mcluded

e Enforcement is extremely lmportant Where local pohtlcs prevented the -
' pretreatment program from enforcing the law against TUs or. where
insufficient or poorly trained staff precluded running an effective
~ -pretreatment programi, enforcement was critical. ‘All-of the programs visited
' that were under current or past EPA enforcement actions said they were E
~ grateful the action had been taken. The pressure from out51de enabled them -,
~to get rid of mcompetent staff obtam addltlonal resources a.nd get the .
o .program back on track.

e Cooperatlon works better than confrontatlon Once there 1s respect for
. . the necessity of pretreatment (1 e, IUs aren't flouting the law), a cooperative -
relatlonshlp for solving dlscharge problems has been most effecnve in
’ ensurmg comphance

- e ,Establlshmg " control" over an TU productlon process isa crmcal goal L
- Successful programs worked hard with IUs so that the industrial process was
- well understood and the impact on water quallty from changes in production’
- parameters could be predicted ahead of time. The technical expertise of -

o o 'pretreatrnent personnel was an 1mportant factor in ach1ev1ng thJs level of
Lo control. - . .




" reduced testing.

POTWs felt that some EPA

' S

that they don't feel have any particular environmental benefit, but these

- activities use up staff time and resources.

Access to timely information is critical but often missing. Information
management within pretreatment programs, as well as access to important
information of a more general type (¢.g., pollution prevention), exists in very
few programs. T T e |

B B

“ Se[f-repdrtéd IU test data generalls' viewed with sképticism. ThePOTWs

" i »

" consistently said that industry self-reported tests found substantially lower

constituents of concern than did the POTW's ‘own sampling. Self-reported
data was heavily discounted by the pretreatment staff. This has important
implications for CSI-related efforts to provide flexibility to industry through

ot

_ Staff ‘i;eteptﬁi‘on is imppi'tant in building a good program. Pretreatment

- staff must have knowledge across a wide range of topics, skills that can take

' years to develop. ‘Upgrading staff skills and retaining core staff were
" extremely important in assuring quality programs, though sometimes difficult

for the smaller programs. = -

Pretreatméntw staff neéd direc; oi?eréight of dischargers in ordertorun

~* an effective program. Many programs receive wastes from industries in .

surrounding municipalities, where an interjurisdictional agreement governs

' - pretreatment accéss to discharging industries. These agreements often fail to

- give program staff the oversight required to ensure proper environmental-

.+ performance._

Un‘mgt Needs of Strugglingl Pfograms; -

Struggling pro‘grams‘sometimes‘faced‘ an uphill battle in improving their performance
were a number of common needs expressed by these programs. 7 : s

~ Special needs of smali p‘ioératﬁsL Given the diversity of r‘e‘quired‘

knowledge for pret;'ea‘tment’staff, as well as the role that local politics

' . sometimes plays in the programs, it is not surprising that staff in some of the
' small programs sometimes struggled to meet the heavy program demands.

"Common needs of these ;}rogrénis include prioritizing training activities for
new ‘cbo;‘d'm‘ators and key staff, overcoming political pressures, and

' demonstrating the value of pretreatment to the local economy.

regulgtioﬁ's made little environmental or .
economic sense. Some EPA regulation of POTW' requires them to do things

. There




h Even successful programs face challenges in trylng to make thelr programs more effectrve T
‘ The 1ntervrews 1dent1f1ed several areas where most programs face challenges '

"Information ﬁltering Struggling pro grams oﬁ‘en need help managing and .-
o processing large amounts of regulatory, industry, and program information.
+ In addition to s1mply wntmg regulatrons more clearly, solutions such as

common language summanes of new regulatrons would help reduce this

- burden

-~

‘More trammg optlons Trarmng staff was a cntrcal need in all of the N
struggling programs. New trammg alternatlves that did not require expenswe -

regrstratlon fees or travel were a hxgh pnonty for these programs

_ 'Common Challeriges Across Most ‘Pretreatrnent Programs S

Cost accountmg and budgetmg ThlS was a ma_]or weakness across almost

- every program.” Without good . information, program coordinators had a -
© difficult time makmg efﬁcrent decisions, ‘demonstrating the value of
" pretreatment to the locality, or- 'sending the proper economic signals to -
_ ‘industries about priority -areas in which to mvest resources for pollution -
preventron or 1mproved pollutron controls e v

'_More rapld access to better mformatron Both large and small programs :
" thought access to better information would help them do ‘their jobs better.
iThe areas suggested for unprovement included a comprehensive on-line ‘
repository of all EPA ‘guidances, an on-line database on pollution prevention

opportunities for core discharging mdustnes and unproved data management

. systems within programs

Demonstratmg program efﬁcrency and effectlveness Pr\etreat‘rnent"“

_coordinators descnbed their programs on & number of occasiors as the ' '‘poor”
- stepchild” .to other “water- programs. - While strongly convinced that

pretreatment was an extremely effective and efﬁcrent mechanism by which

. to protect the qualrty of the receiving waters, program coordinators were '

seeking better ways to demonstrate their convictions tanglbly to the broader

- utility and the’ broader commumty The impending threat of pnvatlzatlon -
‘mentroned by most programs v1s1ted added a certam urgency to thls need.




: POSSIBLE METHODS TO ADDRESS PROGRAM NEEDS

i bsmg the interview comments EPA staff developed a list of poss1ble actlons to address the "
‘ central issues identified through the site visits (Attachment 7). This list was then ranked to narrow
the. act1ons to those felt most llkely to have a posmve 1mpacts (Attachment 3). These top-ranked
pI'O_] jects are descnbed bneﬂy below . ‘

K Upgrades to PIPES on-lme mformatlon system Addressmg the common
¢+ needfor faster access to a wider range of information on pretreatment and the -
industrial users, a h1gh-pnor1ty effort to upgrade PIPES would accelerate the
transition from paper to on-line distribution of information with many =
lpenpheral benefits. Spemﬁc components of thlS upgrade 1nclude

Putting old EPA guldance on-line. : |
Converting all system documents to a standard portable d1g1tal '
format. ‘ -
Converting the site to a full World Wide Web capablhtles to unprove
. access, and make usmg the site easier for users. ’ '
: Uploadmg "plam Enghsh" updates and summanes of regulatrons of
 'concern. -
. Creatmg a regronal calendar to whlch reglons and states could add
- activities. .
Creatmg additional content for the system, mcludmg mformatlon on .
- P2, changes facing pretreatment programs as their NPDES permlts .
; are renewed, and complhng national SNC/NOV summaries to
increase leverage of POTWs over recalcxtrant mdustnes

Increased transfer of pretreatment mformatmn systems ThlS prOJect ‘

would help identify and promote mechanisms that allow pretreatment

programs to share information systeém development costs with other POTWs ,
and with other branches of their own POTW, thereby reducmg the costsof .
‘1mproved lnternal mformanon management ‘ o

L Trammg Vldeos Focusmg on program basms samplmg, and conductmg an

. - inspection, the videos would bring expertise to small, struggling programs

~ * that do not have the budget or staff to travel to more tradxtlonal traunng
‘activities.

4

Cost accountmg and budgetmg By prowdmg examples of good budgetmg
and cost accounting practices, this project would provide pretreatment
programs with useful tools to demonstrate the cost-effectiveness of their
programs and to better understand the ﬁnancral impact of certain types of
dlscharges on their sewage treatment system

e




. "Gundance to the Gurdance - This °u1dance would help new coordmators o
prioritize their learning and, filter the massive amounts of guidance now
. available. The goal of the proj ect is to quickly bring programs to a fu.ncuonal

, level, and to help structure 1ncremental learmng : ‘

v Choosmg a contract laboratory Sohd analytlcal results are a cntfcal mput v
‘toa successful pretreatment program, yet many programs were not conﬁdent -

in their ability to-evaluafe the: quality of the contract laboratories they relied -

- on for at least some of their analytical requlrements " This guidance would

provide them with the tools to evaluate laboratory performance and make .

better ch01ces regardmg contract laboratory serv1ces

Increased regulatory ﬂenblhty for top performers ~A number of
- programs complained that certain regulations required substantial staff t1me _
with little or no env1ronmental benefit. A possiblé pilot study would givea
top-performing POTW the ﬂex1b1hty to redeploy the resources now ‘used to ..
. meet these regulatlons towards areas of hlgher envu'onmental beneﬁt







" Attachment 1: 'A

. Interview Guidance for POTW Site Visits

cs I’\ITRODUCTION o

. ® ' Overv1ew of CSI and 1mportance of pretreatment issues to metal ﬁmshmg
C sector. =
. - ,Goal of pI'O_] ject to learn from pretreatment program staff what works, what

doesnt and to hear thelr suggestlons for makmg the program work better

’GENERAL INTRODUCTION

coN

Purpose To set the scene, pnor to bxasmg mtemewee w1th certam types of questlons that'

-could make them defenswe

“’Program Background How many employees are worklng on pretreat:ment‘7 Where 15 the’ :
- pretreatment ‘program located in the local government structure? . What is the =~ -
authorizing/ fundmg authority for the. POTW -- mumcrpahty or regronal authonty" Descnbe o

o 'your Industnal Users thelr products and their d1scharges How many are metal ﬁmshers‘f ‘

" treatment pro gram work more effect1ve1y" What would help you most in bemg able to better

oy

~ 5

' Successes What have been your blggest successes (mdrvrdual or overall POTW) in the pre— ;
' treatment program during the past three years? ' :

Challenges.” What- are the blggest problems/challenges you face in makmg your pre-

address these problems"

',)L) v

Identlfymg IUs. How do you locatelldennfy IUs‘7 What process do you use to categonze "

o them" Do you expenence any problems locatmg and categonzmg metal ﬁmshers‘7 -

v Permlttmg IUs What are some partlcularly etfectlve or efficient aspects of your program
fo permit or otherwise apply pretreatment requlrements to the nondomestlc users. addressed- '

' in your program‘7

'6)

_ Pollutlon Preventlon Does your operatlon (both wu;hm the POTW and workmg with IUs)* o
'_ . emphasize- pollutlon prevention? . _What pollution preventlon initiatives have you found. -
successful? What have not worked as you had expected‘7 What were the marn barners n
‘ _tmplementmg pollutlon preventlon‘7 :

,

B




Pref‘\‘rtefr.l‘tihg Media-Shifting. (Expldin this ywhat is meant here - o{zéfdllﬂwa'sze 'rr'zdn"c‘z‘ge‘r‘ne‘hti‘ .
as ‘opposed to moving pollution from one media to another). Do you operate on a
mul“t;media basis? How dQ you factor multimedia cqgsiderations into your operations?
Suggestions to EPA Regarding Oversight. What would you change about the existing = -
- NPDES program/pretreatment programs? ' ‘ :

Suggestions | ‘t"o EPA Regarding Focus. Where should EPA/State devots comphance o
. assistance/enforcement resources in the next few years? Would you change the roles of the
. states and EPA regarding the pretreatrnent program? "How? -

' EVALUATING THE PRETREATMENT PROGRAM

10) Measuring Results. How do ‘you assess the environmental results of the pretreatment
' program? S T

e  Have yqu established local Iitpité and how are these implemented?
® Do you tragk trends m inﬂuént, efﬂueht, and éludgé loadihgs“ over time? |
e  Whatis the quality of the POTW's sludge?

Cont;olling DiéchafgesL What approéch do you use to control po'llufént ditharges'ﬁom
industrial or commercial customers? 'How does the POTW prevent upsets? How do you
respond to strange influent at the plant? Do focus éxclusively on IUs or do you look at
commercial and domestic contributions also? - - - '
Samplmg Strategy. Please describe ybur strategy for sampling IUs. Specifically, what

frequency is sufficient? What balance do you strike between self-reported data and POTW
inspections? How do you ensure sampling accuracy? A

Inspection Strategy. Please describe the sirategy and objectives for your inspection -
program. co E e o

E_nforcémmt Strategy. Please describe the strategy and objectives ‘bf your enforcement .
program. What is the level of management support for enforcement activities? ’
Assuring Consistent Iniplémenfaﬁon. ‘How do you assure that the préﬁ'eauhéht program .

is implemented consistently in all political jurisdictions served by the POTW? How is the
communication between thp'inSpectors,' the plant operators, the sampling personnel; the lab
personnel‘ coordinated between themselves and with the program coordinator? .(May be
simple for small POTWS). ‘ ‘ : o




o 16) Benchmarking. Do you.Study other treatment plants for n'ew ideas‘?—

17) Future Goals Please descnbe your goals for the pretreatment program over the next three '
to ﬁve years. : ., , : :

EMPLOYEE ISSUES

. 18) Ovemew Please descnbe the number and orgamzanon of pretreatrnent employees How .
' " many years has the program coordinator worked at the POTW? How long has the
: . coordinator been working in the environmental field? Provide similar information for the
staff. .~ (May have been partly covered durmg the zntroductory program background -
' dzscusszon) , : _ : : —

‘ I9) - Staff Turnover Is staff tumover a problem" If so what steps have been taken to retam |
, staff‘7 ' . o : , .

TEDUCATION/T RAINING ACTIVITIES AND INITIATIVES

Purpose. To leam whlch areas the POTW thmks are most unportant to 1dent1fy current -
' gaps, to 1dent1fy why past efforts may not have worked : .

20) Internal Trammg Descnbe your tralmng program for staff and the : resources you have * .
* savailable for training activities. ~ How important is training in running a successful -
pretreatment program? - How many state.or EPA training events have you and your staff .

' \attended over the past year" Did you ﬁnd thern useful‘7 | . ‘

;. 21) External Trammg Descnbe any trammg programs started (or used) by your ofﬁce to

' . educate IUs. : :

22)"“ ) Addltlonal Trammg Do you thmk addltlonal POTW pretreatment trammg/outreach is :
S needed‘7 Of what type and by whom‘7 ' :

23) TUsefuI Guldance Documents Do you use any pretreatment program guldance documents . .
“or manuals regularly? Would you recommend any partlcular guldance documents to other oo
g pretreatment professmnals‘7 . '

' PRETREATMENT RESOURCES AND COST ACCOUNTING

| . 24) ‘ Budget How is your program funded? What trends do you foresee" i '
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27) |
28)

-29)

 investments in equipment, traivning,‘ outreach, or consulting services?

Dén}on‘straﬁng V’aluéaddéd. “Whai appréach do y"o‘il use to illustrate to IUs and taxpayers
that your pretreatment services are valuable and efficiently provided? ' -

“Cost Accounting. Do you calculate the cost of handling pértiéulaf IUs and/or pamcular

types of pollutants on the overall system? Are these costs charged back to specific
dischargers? To indqstrial dischargers overall, or paid for by all dischargers?

Impact of IU Fees on Economic Activity. Pleasé describe what impact full cost recovery .
from IUs has had (or would have) on the industrial base located in your service area.
Investment Decisions. What information do you review to make decisions réga‘r‘din‘g‘

g

Contracting Services. Do you, or have you, considered using consultants or contractors-for

parts of your program? How did you make this decision? If not,-do you ever evaluate
whether outsourcing would be attractive for certain portions of your program? '

INFORMATION SYSTEMS

30)

31)

) Targeting enforcement and/or outreach.

Overview of Information Systems. Please describe any information systems that are being

used to support the pretreatment program. Are these systems linked to the rest of the

POTW? Have there been any past attempts to build information systems that did not provide

the expected benefits to the program?

Areas of Interest Include:
e  Enforcement, ‘comblianpe,”p'errﬂxﬁt‘tihg systems,
e  Tracking trends and variances.

@ ' Cost accounting.

: s

° Expert systems 6n pollution prevention Qppbrttﬁlities for particular sectors. “

Ensuring Compliance. How do you gather and maintain data to determine pretreatment
program compliance? Describe how sampling, testing, chain of custody, and pretreatment
program compliance determinations are handled. What steps do you take to get |
noncomplying IUs into compliance? o o ' .




36

OUTREACH . . = .. . ,‘ R

33)

| .",3'3)’;

34

Industrlal Users. Do you meet regularly with your mdustnal users‘7 How would you :
.charactenze your relattonstup" S : :

k Local and State Government. Descnbe the relatlonshlp between the program coordmator. .
- and his/her management. What dialog occurs between the program and the mayor/city
‘councﬂ/regtonal authority? - What effect does the Chamber of Commerce have on the
. program’ functioning properly? What is. the level of local govemment support for the

' pretreatment program" ‘ : ‘

General Pubhc What outreach act1v1t1es for the general publlc do you undertake" Have g

“there been any issues over the past three years that have generated substanttal interest ﬁom

L c1tlzens or public interest groups"

ISSUES FOR CLASS 1 AND CLASS 2 POTWS

‘ Class 1

‘35)‘ :

g

. 39) .
o 1mprove its noncompliance status? What are the first steps a POTW program should take o
- to 1mprove 1ts 1Us' noncomphance status? . > . : :

Reasons for Non-comphance What are the key contnbutmg factors to your past .
pretreatment program noncomphance‘7 What steps have you taken to overcome the barners Gl
to comphance" o : SRS o

iIU Non—comphance " What steps have taken to achteve an tmproved Tevel of U

complaince? What methods have you found effectlve in changmg a noncomphant IU mto
-a compltant one? ’ . : :
Class 2
3 Reasons for Success What are the key contnbutmg factors to your successful program‘7
IU Non-comphance. What steps have taken to ach1eve an- unproved level of U
" complaince? What methods have ‘you found. effectlve in changmg a noncomphant IU mtoi
a comphant one" » : : : o
Suggestlons for Non-compllers What are the ﬁrst stepsa POTW program should take to
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s »Attachmént 2: -

| SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS BY PROGRAM AREA

-y

Followmg the format of the mterv1ew gu1dance (Attachment 1), thls sectlon provrdes a -
) summadry overview of- the. major issues brought out by pretreatment staff during the course of our*
© _ site-visits and interviews. Each issue is followed by a summary of the recommendanons made by
- ' program staff’ and EPA personnel as possible solutions. These recommendations represent a lrsnng
. of suggestions; they have not been analyzed for effectiveness. . With this caveat in mind, it is also
important to note that many of the suggestlons are in current use by one or more of the programs
. v151ted and that the programs oﬁen felt the’ approaches were workmg 7

: Identifying IU '
'l.' L Identlﬁcatlon of unpermltted dlschargers has been a challenge for some POTWs
oL - ) . [ l‘
e Use multrple sou.rces of mformanon to 1dent1fy these ﬁrms Some of thej .
- "sources that programs relied upon mcluded telephone yellow pages, changes
"in water consumption, site visits, constructlon perrmts applications for water |
or sewer hookups, inquiries to the local Chamber of Commerce and ‘
hazardous matenals ﬁlmgs wrth ﬁre departments :

o Rely on. regulated competltors to’ act as a powerful source of 1nformatron o
. Firms -do not warnt to be unfairly d1sadvantaged by busmesses that evade
~water treatment regulatrons T -
e Employ unannounced 1nspectlons and "drlve bys" of 1ndustnal areas tov

1dent1fy new dtschargers

|

Permlttlng IU

1. ‘ Inspectxon of mlnor mdustrlal users (MIUs) lncreases workload thh small or
: mSIgmficant env1ronmental benefits ' ‘

e ‘ 'Relax regulatlons of smaller categoncal users who dlscharge such low levels

of regulated consntuents that they have no effect on the POTW rneetmg local
limits. o : ,
. ‘..vReduce frequency of MIU inspection.

-

b




Coordmate w1th local 1ndustr1es and trade associations to xmplement best
‘management practlces on lndustnes 'w1th relatxvely small dlscharoes 1nstead
of perrmts ‘

° Requ1re zero dlscharge from certain types of 1ndustnes (e g. dry cle aners) T

Settlng local lxmrts has been dlfﬁcult for smaller POTWs to do.
e  Hire consultants to aid i in thlS challenge
e ' Work with other POTWs to share successt‘ul strategles for estabhs;hmgl o
techmcally-based local l1m1ts B
Pollutlon l:’reventlon P2
Econorntc beneﬁts ol‘ lnstallmg P2 equrpment and processes were often not known o

- e Demonstrate the econom1c beneﬁts of pollutlon preventlon through pllot
“‘ prOJects

Prepare mformatlon on costs of service and mﬂuent constltuents (1 e, better
cost accounting) in order to adjust fees accordingly. This will give
dischargers price signals that help them identify. where to invest in waste
muurmzatlon or pretreatment equlpment “

Inspectors are not always tramed to identify promrsmg pollutlon preventlon‘ "
opportunltles . , '

& Have mspectors shadow an expenenced staff person to learn how to 1dent1fy
P2 opporttmmes :

‘ 0 Create a handbook that hlghhghts P2 prospects |
] Provrde 1nspectors w1th pollu,tlon preventlon matenals to dlstnbute

‘ There are not enough mdustry-speclﬁc mspector tramrng gmdes avarlable for those ‘
1nterested in expandmg thelr P2 efforts ‘ ‘

. Implement better shanng of ex1st1ng P2 documents, 1nclud1ng matenals
. developed in other languages (to target 1ndustr1es with large 1mm1grant
a “ populat1ons) and at conferences '

T




' ,Prov1de educatxonal courses on: waste mlmmlzatron opportumtxes»

x Develop industry-'speciﬁci information on PZ options ohtainahle via PIPE:S".A o

- _ Estabhsh a phone list of spec1alty contacts who are w111mg to ﬁeld questlons

about partrcular P2 issues..

’.,Work through local trade asSociations to dernonstrate the 'vaiﬁé of P2.

: ,There is an exrstlng level of concern among POTWs that P2 or pollutlon control '

equlpment (PCE) will not perform as reqmred or as advertlsed

A .

Provrde fac111t1es w1th actual exarnples of 1ndustr1es that have successfully
beneﬁtted from mstalhng the equlpment v

Compile performance da_ta onl_ eq‘uiprnent and 'technologies. o

EVALUATING THE PRETREATMENT PROGRAM R

Controllmg Dlscharges/Sample Strategy . )

f, :(lo‘ ‘

P A

'Chemlcal dlscharges are not always detected in advance, leavrng treatment process
- vulnerable to potentlal upsets. . - S .

- Understand IU processes to ensure that processes are "under control " If
_ v1olat10ns occur they can be qulckly detected and corrected C

v

Install sensors on’ inflow prpes or conduct regular trunkhne/hﬁ station .

- sampling to alert a facility in advance if they should d1vert ﬂow to protect the’

treatment plant from upsets

: Use dedicated sa.mplers to make testmg SIUs easier to do and to reduce the .
: ablhty of the U to mampulate ﬂows when an mspector arrives.

Increase use. of unannounced samphng to conﬁrm IUs are not altering

Mproductlon parameters to the non-comphance

Distribute test kits to pubhc works personnel to fac111tate rapld samphng of
unknown dlscharge seen or smelled in the sewer.
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Create an Interjunsdlcttonal Atgreement (IJA) that c1ves POTWs dtrect
enforcement or monitoring control over remote industries. This would work

~ to ensure that pretreatment programs have adequate control over the1r

‘dlschargers

Regulatlon of indirect dlschargers only does not necessanly allow the POTW to protect :
“ quahty of thelr overall recelvmg water ‘

u<"

Give pretreatment program respon51b1hty for the entlre recetvmg water rather

‘ ‘ than Just the plant outfall

Target direct dlschargers as well as 1nd1rect and Work w1th them to

“ ‘ unplement pretreatrnent programs

IUs do not always feel comfortable talklng to POTWs about a problem that they are -
experiencing.

Imtlate an mdustry adwsory council approach to act as a forum to educate

. mdustry about regulatlons and to bmld trust over the l?ong-term

: Estabhsh aclose working mspector/IU relatlonshlp to promote open 11nes of |
commumcatton e

[
&'

Treat IUs fa1r1y in regards to self-reportlng and m51grnﬁcant v101atlons .

Maintain frequent contact with IUs even When there is not a pendmg
problem -

Many POTWs use contract laboratorles that provnde poor qnallty analy51s and
‘ madequate semce. | : .

Develop gutdance to ass1st pretreatment programs and IUs m choosmg a
quahﬁed lab. o

Require a copy of the lab's Standard Operatmg Procedures (SOP) manual o

. and visit the.lab. If the lab-will not send an SOP, or the pretreatment
- manager is not allowed to observe the operatlons unarmounced, d1squahfy the

lab ﬁ'om con51derat10n

Requtre that the lab meet a pre-determmed turn around t1me Upon farlure o
to meet th15 ume frame, dlsquahfy them




. i Develop laboratory certlﬁcatlon or 1ncrease the. ﬁ'equency of EPA quallty B
- control audlts to mcrease lab quahty ‘

, - ® . Substitute brologlcal 1ndlcators for some chemical lab-tests where possible
- such as.by testing whole effluent’ toxicity. Tms will help ldentlfy any
E synergxstlc 1mpacts of dlscharges ‘ :

S. Several top performmg pretreatment programs express frustratmn at- some of the
federal requu'ements ~ : S

| ] Allow top-perforrmng pretreaunent programs greater ﬂex1b1hty in deploymg
-available resources to areas of the program that the fac1hty feels w111 have the -
greatest envuonmental benefits. :

N _Inspectlon and Enforcement Strategg . :

o O leﬁcult to balance enforcement and edncatlon, good workmg relatlonshlp is needed
between pretreatment program ‘and IU to ldentlfy and solve dlscharge problems

i’ o 'Mamtam the educatlon and enforcement balance Incorporate educatlon mto :
- the strategy wh11e preservmg the enforcement component of the mspectlon

- Provide. general mfonnanon on how to address comphance issues by .
~ wayof educatlon, rather than making specific recommendatlons that
. could cause problems later on if they don't work. . :
- In addition to.the typical inspection, add a new educatlonal' N
- component each visit, by choosmg a dlfferent target area to dlSCllSS .
. " in detail with the TU. | :
-~ Invitea third party to take over from pretreatment staff (e g POTW's
- -legal staff) as soon as there is a problem, so as not to contammate the
- relatlonshlp between IUs and pretreatment personnel

."‘7

L Commumcate program goals to the 1'Us

‘. Focus attention on'why an IU was out of comphance and not on deterrmmng :
- whether they were or not. : T

‘ L _ :Send the same- 1nspector for a number of years to prov1de cont1nu1ty and‘
o spec1al1zed knowledge ' ~
. _ Rotate mspectors every few years to av01d cooptlon and to allow fresh eyes

.‘tospottroubleareas o S
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Streamline mspectlons by muluple oversrght agencres to reduce the
regulatory burden on mdustnes

Inspectlons tend to capture facxlltles when they are on thelr "best behavror" ‘

o ) Conduct unscheduled mspectlons to allow mspectors to see. how the facrhty

. .isrunonan average day L
Pohtlcal pressures and the .threat that |ndustry mlght move out of town sometlmes “
make it dlfficult for POTWs.to enforce agamst IUs. - o

L Demonstrate how a strong pretreatment program isnota threat to busmess

e Bulld a sohd worklng relatxonshlp W1th the pohtxcal ent1ty to allow for S
L contmued progress over a penod of many years ‘

Bnng in help ﬁ'om the state or regron
- ‘Use publ1c1ty to leverage reca1c1trant natlonal compames

Levy fines that are reﬁmdable upon IUs 1mplement1ng spemﬁed
‘ 1mprovements in the appomted time frame.
’ Provrde POTW some leeway by “creatmg a h1erarchy of enforcement
strategles of gradually mcreasmg seventy

EMPLOYEE ISSUES, EDUCATION/T RAINING ACTIVITIES AND INITIATIVES

Staff Issues
1. POTWs are faced wnth a hlgh rate of staff turnover

o Expand Jobs to keep them both challengmg and 1nterest1ng, by prov1d1ng
’ “ opportumtles for cross-tralmng development to learn other’s roles. -

1

' Implement a formal tier job classxﬁcatxon system to ehmmate dead-end Jobs
move employees to the h1ghest level over tlme and 1ncrease expert1se

‘ Develop an awards system to mamtam motlvatlon.

'Dlstnbute " grun t" tasks equally among all t1ers of employees |

26




- Training

.. New coordmators often do not know "where to begm" in runnmg a pretreatment '1 |

' "program - P
‘o 'Provrde a sxmple "ramp up" course that helps them pnormze trammg and

"' navigate the many avallable gu1dance docurnents
. e Develop a new employee pretreatment program- onentatlon package that‘v i
: would include the history of the pretreatment program, job responsrblhtles o
“and the requ1red reports and plans ‘ : : : -
- e Develop strategres to assrst small pretreatment programs '

2. It is dlfﬁcult for POTWs to stay up-to-date w1th current regulatrons.

e Create a non-legahstlc gulde of the regulatrons ina tlmely manner, to a1d in
comphance _— :
e . Create workmg relatlonshlp w1th surroundlng universities and use students o

t to. leverage 11m1ted staff and update routme mformatlon v

o 'rObtaln regulatory changes from WEF and on-lme sources.
) o | 'Work wrth surroundmg POTWs to leverage useful problem solvmg '
L resources. :
‘e ,» f Seek out top1ca1 seminars that travel to the plants
-3, Tlme and ‘budget constramts do not allow POTWs to take advantage of tramlng
| opportumtles and tools that would make thelr Jobs easier and their programs more -
- ‘effective. : : - :
e Provrde tools that can be dlstnbuted locally

L - 'Imtlate regional pretreatment meetmgs , " ,
e Develop exchange programs for pretreatment managers and staff that . -
- allow them to visit various sites.
- 'Obtam or develop training videos. that use expert 1nspectors to help o
train staff at smaller programs both i in general techmques and how to, s
evaluate with new industries.
Cee 'Hold 1n-house trammg semmars produced by larger POTWs




e = 'Use state and federal water personnel as informational resources.

@ 'Videotape WEF conferences.' |
°« Create certlﬁcatlon programs for samplers and 1nspectors
o  View 1nspectors notes to see what they are thmkmg as they go through the
plant / :

4. Poorly-tramed pretreatment operators wrthln IUs make POTW's Job more drfficult -
and harm water qualrty :

O Requxre penodlc tralmng to ensure on—srte equlpment 1s bemg operated
properly. ‘
'®  Create certification programs for pretreatment operators.

Information Systems

1. Program staff is unable to obtam or analyze pretreatment mformatxon in a trmely

manner.
®  Investinanew information system or improVe‘ existing one.

"--  Seekouta Laboratory Informatlon System LIM) in order to 1mprove 7
 laboratory and sampling operations and to save time and money for
- pretreatment persorinel. -
=<~ Update and seek out a commercial vender for a general pretreatment
management soﬂ:ware package (e g PCME) :

| ° U “ “ V\\Standardrze and share common programmmg elements where possrble to7 o
e ehmmate redundant spendmg on soﬁware development by POTWs ‘

. Increase transfer of effectrve soﬁware modules among POTWs, develop |
- mdustry standards to streamhne data collectron and dlssermnatlon

- : Collaborate w1th other POTWs to share matenal from pollutlon
| preventron programs in order to reduce costs.
- Develop electromc reportmg protocols to allow electromc data "
interchange. : : : o
—~ = Create mspectron reports electromcally to reduce the -amount of
o paperwork. :




2. Geographic Information Systems offer much to pretreatment but are slow to evolve.
B ) { ) T ’ ‘ :

o - Learn how GIS could help pretreatment programs
, ¥ I Establrsh lmks wrth ex1st1ng GIS groups in mumcrpahty or other parts of the
~ WWTP to collaborate and coordmate mformatron gathenng and system
xde51gn : . o
PRETREATMENT RESOURCES AND COST ACCOUNTING
; ‘Budget

l, o Some programs lack an mdependent budget for pretreatment staff and are not made
P aware of the resources that they have at their dlsposal ' '

’ 0 : Work closely w1th the utility manager to create a budget system that
communicates available funds to pretreatment staﬁ‘ and provrdes mcentlves .
_ for 1mprovmg program efﬁcrency

e -Create a model budgetmg system (EPA) PR :

2. o Wlthout capxtal budgeting, POTWs do not develop a normahzed estlmate of thelr cost
' of provrdmg semce. ' o .

o Establlsh a capltal budget usmg debt 1ssues or smkmg funds to ﬁnance a :
capltal mvestrnent : : , :

e | All caprtal mcludmg computer systems development, should be ﬁnanced thls
. way. :

3. .. Programs do not have any mdlcators to measure thelr program efﬁclency agamst
others ‘ - ; . :

. ;' Develop ‘and use deﬁned measurements (e g, operatmg ratlos) to enable the
' program to compare its facrhty to others around the country '




Cost Accounting
1. ‘ POTWs are seldom aware of the ﬁnanclal 1mpact that partlcular dlscharges, or
‘ “ rpamcular dlschargmg mdustrles, have on their system. For example, contamination
‘of sludge and treated effluent, such as wrth metals or salt, can preclude its reuse as a
- sml amendment or as rrrlgatmn water.

' @ ‘;1-1‘ L
. . S I T \;‘,“‘

I " S e ‘W‘Work wrth crty ofﬁc1als or outs1de consultants to set up a strong cost
. . % accounting and’ cost recovery program to ensure that 1Us are- not bemg
L - undercharged | ‘

e Evaluate how partlcular mdustnes or dlschargers affect plant costs. Use this
. information to set charges or to 1dent1fy areas for POTW mvestment m “
. pretreatment

° Charge IUs the actual amount the POTW incurs to prov1de serv1ce, in order |
a - to elunmate any cross subsrdy and to encourage P2

i

2. The bllhng of mspectlons and assoclated lab tests is often dlfﬁcult to track o
K “ Integrate these components mto a broader cost accountmg system. . |

o Hrre a ﬁrm to take over brllmg processes

3. Expansmn of sewer lmes is subsndlzed by the POTW or by the county, understatmg cost
of servnce and reducmg the mcentlve to ﬁnd alternatlve treatment.

o ' Be sure lme expansmns are 1ncluded 1n a cost accountlng system |
~ Innovatlve User Fees | |
1. Faclhtles l‘ace the need to expand capaclty wrthout the financlal means to do so.
;e o Requlre developers to purchase access to sewers ‘before begrnnrng thelr B
‘ pro;ects . o |
° Use cost accountmg system to help 1dent1fy ways to use exrstmg capaclty |

more efﬁc1ently
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' Attachment 3¢

'SUMMARY OF TOP-RANKED POTW PROJECTS

D "Guldance to the Gurdance" for pretreatment program coordmators

 Purpose: To pr0v1de a Slmple "roadmap" for 2 new pretreatment coordmator about what
they are responsible for, where they can get a-quick overv1ew of each area of respon51b1hty, and B L

o resources they can use for upgradmg thelr knowledge base. The prOJect would produce

e A general overview of the components of a pretreatment program and the
respons1b111t1es of the coordmator :

0 Background on the requlrcments for each aspect of the program

. Suggested references for. mcreased understandmg of a.ny one part of the -
. program.’ This would refer staff to specific. chapters within a broader guldance :
when possrble to reduce the need to rev1ew penpheral mformatlon

' Need Pretreatment coordlnators ‘must have an exu'emely w1de range of knowledge ﬁ'om
tate and federal regulations to laboratory and sampling issues to a variety of industrial
‘processes. ‘Many coordinators, especially at smaller programs, faced a difficult situation when
© starting their JOb They lacked trained colleagues to transfer knowledge on ‘how the program o
“ should be run, yet faced many reqmrements as soon as they took the _]Ob

Progress to Date:
° Developed outlme of guldance components o L o B
. Identlﬁed some’ programs w1th expertlse in the area of staff tralmng, and

others w1th an mterest in usmg such a document

L, N

) - Next Steps EPA has prepared an outhne of what tlus docurnent would look hke 3
(attached) Movmg the pro;ect forward requlres o

‘. Work group approval of preparmg the guldance

e, Subcommtttee'endorsement. -

3




“1 i PR
\ .

L Identlﬁcanon of partners OW OC AMSA (to work w1th programs that have

already developed similar products, such as Orange County, CA); and one or

two regions (to work with regional staff and local programs that would be
usmg the document)

Tlmehne The workgroup expects th1s pI'O_] ect. to take approxrmately 6 months
~ to complete. ‘

2) Trammg Vldeos '

Purpose To bnng targeted expertlse to remote programs w1thout travel budgets and to
. help IUs improve their pretreatment systems by glvmg them m51ghts into what a pretreatment ,
_inspector is looking for dunng a site visit.

Need ‘Many of the programs v151ted expressed a strong mterest in vrsual tralmng
materials. They felt that a video would educate personnel with different learning styles better
~than wntten material, and that many of ‘the subtleties associated with an inspection (e.g.,
professmnal appearance, tone of questmmng, eye contact, etc.) could be demonstrated. Since a’
video could be shipped to small, remote programs, this medium would prov1de a low-cost but
useful learning mechanism. '

. Progress to Date

e ‘:The workgroup has 1dent1ﬁed its preferences for the ﬁrst three v1deos (l)‘ o
. program basics, including how a strong pretreatment program helps business;
2) samplmg, 3) conductlng an 1nspect10n

A couple of potentlal longer-term sources of fundmg have been identifi ed,
. (primarily the CWA grant pr0gram) . - |

Based on the near umversal support for his wntten guldance matenals, Ken 3
‘Kerri (of California State Umvers1ty at Sacramento) has been 1dent1ﬁed as the
first choice to produce the videos.. -




Next Steps: ~ - o S S e
o o -Workgroup approvaI‘ for moving~forwar&;vSubcornrnittee”endorsement :
e Addmonal research on fundmg mecha.msm

- CWA grants '
[ ) Ken Kerri interest & expenence with videos.
- Check existing pl‘O_]CCtS of Nat1onal Enforcement Tralmng
B Institute. - : 4 o J
- Work out: ﬁ.mdmg mechamsm for ﬁrst v1deo [ A

. ° Idennfy partners '

ow, oc AMSA, NETI

7‘ 3) o Upgrades to PIPES on-lme mformatlon system

B Purpose Develop PIPES mto the pnmary conduit - for general ihformation on
pretreatment for the nation. Provide user-ﬁ'rendly repository for past. guidances, and a point for
commumcatron and shanng of solutions among pretreatment staff across the country

R -

Need: .
| ) . Most pretreatment programs faced a handful of sumlar problems

- Couldn’t ﬁnd the mformatron they needed to solve partlcular problems

--. "Had difficulty obtalmng copies of EPA's past guidances. - :

=~ -Often couldn't afford to travel to attend conferences or visit other o
‘ programs ST e T 3

L PIPES as an exxstmg bulletrn board system for water issues, is the natural S~
" solution to disseminate knowledge’ across the natlon and to- develop mto an o
T actlve cornmumty of mformed users. :

w,
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~ Progress to Date:

° Have identified major areas of PIPES ﬁpgrédes from site visits:

" Put old EPA g@idﬁndé o:n‘thev siyétefn. o

. -~ Convert all system documents to universal PDF format.
. Expand access to PIPES, make full WWW site, and make more
© . userfdendly. =~ | o ‘
- Upload "plain English" updates and summaries of regulations of
~-comcern. o
- Create a PIPES regional calendar, to which regions and states
. could add activities. -
" .- Create additional content for the system, including informationon

P2, changes facing pretreatment programs as their NPDES permits
 are renewed, and compiling national SNC/NOV summaries to
increase leverage of POTWs over recalcitrant industries.

Next Steps‘:1
. N P

e Kdentify budget and plans of current PIPES staff. ”

- %thwwor‘légrbﬁp and éubébmnﬁﬁéé éppdeaI ,_té make PIPES apnonty, and get‘ -
| “\éndor‘“seme‘nt of various subtasks. k B X o -

" e _ Identify partners and develop timeline for each subtask.
4 Pr‘et‘reatmént‘infho‘rm\ati‘_on systems transfer

| . Purpose: To ‘identify‘ and promote ‘mechanisms that allow pretréaﬁhéﬁt' programs to
share information system development costs with.other POTWs and with other branches of their

- own POTW; toudemonst‘rate the financial and environmental bepeﬁts of good pretreatment

information systems.

.. Need: Pretreatment programs face very similar challenges and regulatory requirements |
across the country. Information managemeént and pretreatment data systems play a critical role in
organizing the information the programs need to meet regulatory requirements and ensure their ‘
POTWSs meet their NPDES permits. Large programs have tended to develop unique data

~ systems, at a cost of hundreds of thousands of dollars each. Small programs have either written -

their own simple (but limited) applications or used less-than-satisfactory commercial or EPA-
developed software packages. In both areas, programs éxpressed interest in ways to improve
their systems at a lower cost. ‘ I S - ‘ :




B f:I’rOgres’s to Date: SRR

. Have’begun background_researcn on'pretr’eatment inforrnation 'systems.

e Have 1dent1ﬁed programs that mlght be mterested m partrcrpatlng in th151
prOJect ‘ a S : : -

Next Steps :

L Imtlate dxscussron of strengths and weaknesses of ex1st1ng systems and unmet.

' ~needs o Lo - R T
e Work with one or two large programs on issues assocrated thh sellmg or
" giving .away software ‘to other POTWs, and  on. documentmg the
> envn'onmental and ﬁnanc1a1 benefits of good mformatlon systems "

. Identlfy 1nnovat1ve mechamsms to encourage pnvate sector prov1sron of '
pretreatment soﬁware : -

5)  Cost Accounting and Budgeting:
Purpose: To demonstrate how improved cost accounting and budgeting for pretreatment
can make the Job of pretreatrnent ‘coordinators easier, demonstrate: the cost-effectiveness of -
,pretreatment programs and provrde important information to, 1Us about the most effectwe areas
to invest in pretreatment equxpment or pollutron preventron '
. v . ;
Need POTWs with approved pretreatment programs are reqmred to have adequate ‘
resources to implement the pretreatment program. There is a very strong link between resources
and funding of the program. Both dischargers and POTWSs make decisions, in part, based on
costs.  If the cost information they use in these declslons is wrong, they may undennvest mn
pretreatment eqmpment or in the pretreatment program overall. Most of the programs visited
~had. mcomplete or inadequate cost accountmg and budgeting. systems In some cases, program
- “staff had no access to information on the pretreatment budget In other cases, the pretreatment
staff had little information on how partlcular dischargers affected the overall cost of operating the
. 'POTW. In both cases, staff did not have the information necessary to inform their management
about the various operatlonal tradeoffs they faced in runnmg the program L.
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Progress to Date:

] Have 1dent1ﬁed maJor categones of weakness in ex1st1ng cost accountmg and
budgetlng systems. ‘ : ‘

° Have 1dent1ﬁed a couple of promlslng case studles although these programs e
have not been approached yet to see if they are mterested in pa.rt1c1pat1ng

Next Steps

° Identlfy target case studles to gauge thelr w11hngness to partxc1pate

0 Idennfy addmonal data that would be needed to conduct oné 1n-depth study of D
cost accountmg problems and one of budgetmg problems

o j“:Develop format for case studles that would be useﬁ.ll both to EPA HQ/CSI and o
to the case study part1c1pant in 1mprovmg the1r ex1st1ng systems '

6) Choosmg a Contract Laboratory

Purpose: To help pretreatment staff understand how to evaluate contract labs Areas to
be covered include: the types of questlons to ask, how to structure an RFP for lab services,
evaluating a laboratory Standard Operating Procedures manual, and evaluating' the decision of
when to use a contract' laboratory rather than conduct testmg ‘in-house. The focus would be on

" 1ab consumers (i.e., pretreatment programs) rather than on laboratory staff as has been done in

past EPA guidance.

Need: Much of the effectweness of a pretreatment progra.m rehes on sound analytrcal
data. Thus, choosmg a laboratory capable of producing such results is critical. Since many of
these labs may also be used by IUs, and for sampling as well as analysis, many programs felt that
the choice of a lab was one of the most important in their program. POTWs with relatively

“ sopmsucated lab assessment practices felt that many programs had little undersandmg of how to

ensure they were gettmg good analytlcal services.

[ .
.

Progress to Date

o Have 1dent1ﬁed POTWs that mlght be 1nterested in servmg as partners on thls o
pI'O_]eCt : e




Next St,eps:‘
. !Dlscussmn of why thlS is 1mportant at the July F ACA meetmg

o Workgroup and subcomm1ttee approval of prOJect gomg forward
L 1 ‘Identlﬁcatlon of add1t10nal partners (con51der1ng OC Elkhart HRSD and
OWOM&OST) e .

5§

[N

® jCoordmatlonwuhrelated EPAwork S RN

- 0C work on good lab practrces
- OST Engmeenng and Analysxs w0rk

- Dec1sron on whether to mtegrate WlIh a lab. certlﬁcatlon program or to
- consider separately o L

0 Evaluatlon of xssues assocxated w1th POTWs preparmg a hst of acceptable
contract labs

T ,Increased regulatOl'y ﬂexxbxhty for tOP performers

, Purpose: To allow top-perfonmng pretreatment programs greater ﬂex1b1hty in
- deploying available resources to areas of-their program that they thmk wﬂl have the greatest
,'env1ronmenta1 beneﬁts “ o , } o ‘

Need Many of the top perforrmng pretreatment programs expressed &ustratlon atsome
of the federal requirements they had to follow. An example is the requirement. that they monitor = '
and 1nspect all categorical users, no matter how small. ‘In some areas, program coordmators

*-- pointed out that these small CIUs had very little impact on their systems (i.e., POTW

. performance, effluent and sludge quality), yet-took up a dlspropomonate amount of staff t1me to
. oversee. A number of other examples were also mentloned S '

‘ ‘,Progress to Date
) ;* - EPA Office of Water Perrmts Dlvrsmn has started work on a plan for streamlmmg the‘

_iNat1onal Pretreatment Regulatlons Issue papers have been dlstnbuted to approxunately 80A -
ldennﬁed stakeholders : :
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* Next Steps:w

° Develop a plan to educate POTWs about where ﬂexrblhty exrsts in the current |
L regulatlons that they have not taken advantage of :
“:‘ “Provrde more, detalled 1nformat1on on the progress of regulatory revisions
' now_ in -process, 1ncludmg which specrﬁc areas it is .addressing, who is
o mvolved and the expected timeline for cornpletlon Possibly bring in other
partres (e 2. AMSA) s) they are aware of the progress berng made
Develop consensus on results-based perforrnance measures that would allow o
EPA to grant ﬂexrblhty to POTWs without a nsk of this ﬂex1b111ty o
‘ contnbutmg to reduced envrronmental quahty ‘

Abbrevnated Summary of Other PrOJects Consrdered o

Each of the pl‘O_] ects described- below were brought out during site visits w1th pretreatment
‘ programs "Based on the priority rankings expressed by EPA staff or ongomg EPA 1mt1at1ves,
| they have been put on hold ' :

A Inspectlon Streamlmmg :

To reduce the regulatory burden on 1ndustr1es thls project would have worked to
consohdate some of the many different mspectrons that a facility faces each year. Since
1nspect10ns occur across all media and at the federal, state, and local levels, tlus project would'

o ~have mvolved substantral cooperatlon wrth a range of govemment agencres

B) Model Interjunsdlctlonal Agreement

Many POTWs accept mdustnal drscharge from lUs in surroundmg are_as, but have no
- direct enforcement or monitoring controls over these remote industries.” This project would
create a model IJA that, if unplemented, would ensure pretreatment programs had adequate
control over thelr dlschargers , ,

y 'EPA staff pomted out that EPA recently developed a model IJA and. felt that thlS
- adequately add.ressed the concerns mentroned by the programs :




' ©) , Evaluating impact of new discha’rges‘onﬁPOTW o

t \Iew matenals are constantly entermg the marketplace res1duals often . then enter the .
- POTW system This project would develop an orgamzed way of testmg these matenals to be .
sure they drdn't inhibit POTW ﬁmctlomng | SN : :

N

B _ D) Place-based regulatlon of water quallty

- POTWs regulate only 1nd1rect dtschargers though d1rect dlschargers can have a
- substantlal 1mpact on the quality of recewmg waters into which the POTW" discharges. This
, project would compare the quality of receiving waters between regions that have locally-based‘ '

- .regulatory control over the entlre water-body with those that dont (1 €., most POTWs) '

" E) :.Informatlon provrsron o

. A number of addttlonal ‘areas of - mformatlon prov1sron were- suggested mcludmg‘ _
guidance on sludge and samplmg, and PR matenals for pretreatment overall ‘These were viewed
as lower pnonty than other prOJects - '







Attachment 4

SU\/I\'IARY OF CALIFORNIA POTW SITE VISITS F EBRUARY 26 MARCH 1, 1996

SITES VISITED e

' East Bay Mumapal Utlhty Dlstnct '

Union Sanitary District . ' C %
City of Escondido’s Hale Avenue Resource Recovery Facrhty

" City of West Sacramento POTW ' L

. 'County Samtatlon Dlstncts of Orange County

~

| Interv1ew Team: Jun Casey, OPPE Manne M1ller OECA Doug Koplow ]ZEc, Greg Arthur, EPA‘
Reglon 9 (for East Bay Mum01pal Ut1hty Dlstnct and Umon Samtary Dlstnct only) '

S

MOST CRITICAL FACTORS IN RUNNING A SUCCESSFUL PROGRAM L i L

Every program evaluated dunng the CA tnp has reduced metals loadings substantlally during . .
- the past 10 to 15 years. These reductions seem to have come both from pretreatment programs and

- from changes in the industrial dischargers.! Despite this commonahty, however, there are important

- distinctions between highly ¢ effecnve and less effective programs. Below are the pretreatment staff's

. views on the cnncal faetors m makmg a program Successful .

° Staff Expertlse Programs with substantlal in-house expertlse regardmg A
pretreaunent systems were much more suecessful ‘ .

- Better able to wnte perrmts and evaluate the adequacy of pretreatment B
<. systems proposed by the Industrial User (IU). One inspector noted
~ that "rejectmg applications i is an important power, but utility districts -
. must ‘have the technical expertise to evaluate a permlt apphcatlon
S Many POTWs 51mply can't do this." )
.. == Betterableto provrde useful feedback to IUs dunng mspectlons about o
- technological options and management methods. With the same -~ .
' " inspectors coming over a couple of years, they know what is going on ‘
EE at the facility and can prov1de more effective overs1ght

- 1 For ewx‘amnle,v-one of the POTWS had_ 62-63 platersvin the 198QS; it novv rha,s less than 40., -




.’.‘

o ) Balancmg enforcement and educatlon durlng mspectxons At effectwe‘
-POTWs, mspectors have a great deal of knowledge about pretreatment
. systems and act as professional resources for-IUs. They are vrcwed by IU s
as a useful resource as well as an enforcement mechamsm

e Understandlng U processes | The effectiye programs focused on
‘ ‘ understandmg the treatment process at TUs and ensuring that their processes
'~ are "under control "2 In this respect vrolatlons even 1f they occur, can be
C qulckly detected and corrected | : |

. ‘,“‘;‘ P

l g L Proper local llmlts Proper local l1m1ts helped to focus program resources .
'+ in'the areas most critical in protectmg env1ronmental health and meetlng the = .
B ) ‘plant's NPDES penmt requu‘ements | : : o

X T Good lnformatlon on costs of service and lnﬂuent constltuents “This
S “‘mforrnatmn is used to set fees that send the proper. s1gnals to dischargers = =
: regardmg where to mvest in waste rmmrmzauon or pretreatment equlpment

OPPORTUNITIES FOR TRANSFERRING SUCCESSES

o Staff Trammg and Retentmn

- In-house tralmng seminars produced by the larger POTWs could be B

. opened to inspectors from surrounding regions.

-- Some of the combining of staff functions initiated by programs we
visited ‘can help smaller programs to retain staff despite a small
diversity of IUs (often associated w1th lumted opportunity for on-the-

- Job professional development). : ‘

- Training videos usmg expert 1nspectors could help train staff at
" smaller programs 1n general techmques and how to deal with new )
mdustnes “ S

14

2 Accord.mg to Greg Arthur, an EPA Reglon 9 study compared U compha.nce rates to mstallatlonw "
of BAT. It was found that only 60 to 70 percent of the categorical IUs with BAT installed were able
to achreve comphance rates better than 92 percent and 97 percent of them could only achieve
o comphance rates of better than 67 percent ‘However, these rates far exceed the abilities of the
industries without BAT in place The reason this does not show up. clearly is that most CIUs with
standards based on BAT in good programs in CA have the BAT installed already which means the
vrolatlons that show up now are usually due to the 1nab1l1ty to operate the treatrnent equlpment

A




f’o ‘ Information Sharing ‘:

- Informatlon systems and programmmg solutlons to eommon o
- problems could beneﬁt many pretreatment programs S

-- - Improved on-line access to' training manuals and regulatrons of '.

. concemn could i improve dissemination of existing matenals L

- Pollutlo'r prevention programs often develop s1m11ar matenals A'

R Jomt effort among POTWS could reduce the cost. '
e Generic permits could be developed and shared among POTWs. o
-~ " Multiple POTWs have repeatedly used out51de consultants to produce' o
o 'mformatlon systems . . : h

e Cost Accountmg and Charge Structures
R Estabhshmg a better understandmg of how costs vary in response to . .
‘particular types of dlscharges can help the POTWs set better fees and .
. _ encourage investment in pretreatment equipment. v )
- - Understandmg cross-subsidies and potentially eliminating them could .
' help to encourage new controls in the mest appropriate sectors. -

V&VMEETING DISCHARGE LIMITS

: The purpose of pretreatment programs isto help the POTW meet the dlscharge requn‘ements )

" under their NPDES permits. These limits drive the local hrmts -set by the POTWs for IUs. - Stringent - o

NPDES limits for particular constituents. generally translate to stringent local limits. For example,

. copper discharges into the SF bay are such an issue of concern that the POTWs have had to expand

outreach into the re81dent1a1 sector in order to achieve the reqmred control levels Some mterestmg
' NPDES-related issues: ' : o

o Mulnple POTWs may share a smgle NPDES perrmt and dxscharge pomt For. .
3 example several facrhtles are part of the East Ba.y Dlschargers Authonty

- . Allocation of allowable limits among these POTWs hias many of the
‘ same opportumtles for market-based mechamsms as are apphcable to
: U dascharges and POTW limits. , k
-~ - In the case of East Bay. Dischargers Authonty, there is no efﬂuent: E
o tradmg now aithough tradlng has been discussed.® . :

.3 There are a pumber of factors that can make trading comphcated Fll’St tradmg may be apphed
" to both point sources (PS) and nonpoint sources (NPS). NPS are complex to model, and the
allocation of. reductions between PS and NPS is currently done at the state rather than the federal

level. In addition, trading must be based on mass-loadmgs rather t.han concentratmn—based loadmgs P

'comphcatmg measurement somewhat
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. POTWs dtscharglno to the ocean tended to have less dxfﬁculty meetmg the ‘
. terms of their permits-than those d1scharg1ng 1nto SF bay, because llmrts; o
tended to be less stnngent ‘ “

‘;Settmg local l1m1ts has been dlfﬁcult for the smaller POTWs
.1 b )
ﬂ One of the treatment works hlred a consultant who ongmally set the; . o “ |
-~ local hrmts w1thout scahng up from thexr industrial flow to account : -
- for dilution. As a result, the limits were originally set far too low.*
- Another program did not have local llmrts unt11 forced to develop B

“ tthem under court order

N Mass llInltS encourage mcreased water l'ecyChngs though they are SomeWhat - .
w“ more dlfﬁCUlt tO set and momtor than are COncentratlon‘based lnmts (TWO -
o Cahforma POTWs use some form of mass-based lnmts) |

EE T

oy

New Versus Old Sources Newer sources w1thm a dlscharge area sometu'nes

" have more stringent dlscharge restrictions than do older sources. Thistends

© 'to occur because CIUs must meet both Federal and local limits. The '

(R dlfference in standards for exrstmg Versus new sources varies, andisdueto

o the ability of the Feéderal government to unpose amore rigorous level of BAT

‘on new 1ndustry For certain industries, such as platers, some of the

¥ ‘1ndustnal users ‘we v151ted argued that these dlfferences had substantial

. competltlve 1mpacts with | allowable concentrations up to an order of
magmtude dlfferent between snmlar plants

No Use of Marketable Permlts AIlowable dlscharges were allocated
among IUs by fiat. Although the flows are centralized within a single
POTW, none had used market-based mechanisms to allocate allowable-
SUE d1scharges based on the margmal costs of control at the plant 5

‘ However once these new lumts were set thelr prograrn manager calculated mass-based limits
o:1 his own. Despite their ability to encourage water conservation, mass-based limits are more
“ dtfﬁcult to set and enforce than concentratron-based lumts As a result there are relatlvely few
POTWs that use them ‘ : :

s EPA carne out w1th some ermssmns tradmg guldance 1n J anuary 1996 that may malce
‘more common | ‘ ‘




'IDEVTIFYING IVDUSTRIAL USERS

» - An 1mportant aspect of every pretreatment program is the ab111ty to 1dent1fy new IUs All
of the POTWSs we visited felt that there were very few [Us of which they were.not aware. They

- described a fatrly complex process to 1dent1fy new dxschargers ThlS process was srmllar across o
o POTWs S : , - :
e therature Revrews Yellow pages and busmess licenses were revrewed as

well as.any new constructlon perrmts or sewer modtﬁcatlon penmts

" e  Information from Other Mumclpal Departments Pretreatment staff '
‘ - networked with other municipal functions, such as local fire departments and
- hazardous materials regulators for leads on industries to target. Similar links
were oﬁen maintained. w1th surroundmg commumtres for advance -
1nformatlon of ﬁrms seekmg to move in. ' : o
e Slte VlSlts Unannounced mspectrons of 1ndustna1 areas were employed by .
"' many pretreatment programs to identify new dlschargers This approachis .
especially important in warehouses, where subtenants may share a general
f water meter and dlscharge prpe : :

e '. ‘Competltor Reportmg A couple of POTWs mentloned that regulated .
‘ competitors havebeen a powerful source of mfonnatlon, as firms do not want .
to be unfairly drsadva.ntaged by busmesses that do not mcur the proper waste -

water treatment costs. . : ’

o Analysrs of Water Data Where POTWs have access to water consumptron E
" data, this has proven to bea valuable targeting tool for 1dent1fymg IUs. High

. ‘water consumption-or sudden ‘changes in consumptlon patterns are an :

~ important indicator. Most of the POTWs require a periodic water mass
‘balance, where an industrial user  must reconcile water inflows and - .
- dischiarges. This exercise prov1des the pretreatment program with important -
baseline data on IU productron processes, as well as evaporauve losses and
non-productton uses such as landscapmg -

Accordmg to one of the larger POTWs ﬁeld—checklng remains extremely 1rnportant because their
18] turnover can be as high as 10 t0'20 percent per year. Despite the: feeling that most IUs had been
1dent1ﬁed, some of the POTWs did experience fairly high levels of discharges that were unaccounted
for. While not large enough to send the POTW out of compliance with thetr NPDES perrmts the
dlscharges do suggest that there may be pockets of 1llegal d1schargers -

o+
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 SAMPLING .S;\'D INSPECTION STRATEGY

!gggectxon Strategy_

A number of goals assocxated w1th the pretreatment 1nspect1on programs were mentloned by
multiple 1nterv1ewees

e Thebest programs used inspections as a way to communicate program goals’
to their IUs and to educate them regardlng pretreatment optlons

i by
N v i

e Balancing édthcation and enforc‘ernent objectiveso'f the inspe_ction wasnot
‘ -easy:’ ’ A A

Inspectlon and Samplmg Freguency

Wh11e the exact number of 1nspectxons per year vaned somewhat across POTWs the
m:mmum for IUs tended to be two per year, with one being announced and one unannounced. The .
announced mspectmn helped the 1nspectors 1dent1fy how well the systems could perform, and

To provide contlnulty and spec1ahzed knowledge, the same mspector '
owill generally visit the same sites for a number of years. This helps
‘ "‘them to understand the s1te and quxckly 1dent1fy changes although

- POTWs must rotate staff eventually to minimize the risk of coopt1on

" One of the smaller POTWs said that their mspectors pick a targetarea -

ahead of time to dlscuss in detail w1th the IU. In th1$ l‘eSpect the

.- inspections convey new mfonnatlon at-each v1s1t .

| Umversally, whlle 1nspectors would provrde general 1nformat10n
~about avallable technology or waste water treatment operations
o management they would not make any specific recommendations.
- Specific recommendations, if they drdn't end up workmg, could be
. 'very problematic’ for the POTW. o

Larger POTWs rotated staff every'11/2 to 3 years, to minimize the
lrkehhood of mspectors being coopted The rotation represents a

- balance between srte-spec1ﬁc knowledge and inspector independence.
Inspectors liked staying on the same cases for a few years because =

‘ ;they were able to see nnprovements in plant operatlons attnbutable

“ to their work.

) Many of the mspectors tried to have some interactions w1th IUs that

- were not enforcement—related such as sharing information. This

. helped them to be'seen as a conduit of possible : solutlons rather than
' simply an enforcement agent ,

e
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‘ prov1ded data used to set. local limits.6. Larger IUs tend to have a greater requrred samphng
' frequency For example, one of the larger POTWs requires sampling at SIUs of 8 to 12 times per

year and four times per year at IUs. Self-monitoring (whrch does not always need to be sent to a
‘ cemﬁed lab) is'done even more frequently ' :

| Wrthrn these frequency targets many of the programs give the 1nspectors wrde latltude ini

: scheduhng specific mspectlons One POTW, for example, feels that inspectors need to be free to (
spend as long as necessary at a particular site to get the rnformatron they need.- Flexrbrhty in

,s’chedulmg gives them’ this freedom : : -

, " Dueto the h1gh workload and relatrvely low reductrons in loads ﬁ'om minor mdustnal users.
(MIUs), most of the programs have tried an alternative to the 1nspectron and samphng routme
followed for larger lndustnes Among the optlons utrhzed : :
5 :
B ‘0= o Reduced lnspectlon frequency MIUs are. ﬁequently mspected only once L
A .,j‘peryear 1fatall ‘ L -

e Prohlbrt dlscharges For industries where zero dlscharge is techmcally
' feasible, some of the POTWs have pressured these firms to stop discharging
entrrely The approach often employed is dual track permrttmg simple for
~ firms agreeing to zero drscharge, more. complicated and expensrve for ﬁrms Lo
‘ _ioptmg for tradrtlonal oversrght : '

e Best management practlces and standardlzed permits. Industnes with ‘
- relatively small discharges and srrmlar characteristics across a large number
of small shops have been dealt wrth in some cases usmg a best management
- practice approach rather than through mdrvrduahzed permits with chemical-
. /.specific limits. One POTW has applied suchan approach to radiator shops - -
“and automotive repair shops with machine- shops Another has used the
approach for restaurants- and dentrst ofﬁces ‘

B

- Many of the'MlU strategies require careful coordination with local industries and'u'ade' associations.

- %One POTW noted that if the IU ran. operatrons in order to minimize pollutant loadmgs dunng
- the.announced inspection, this would hurt them'in the long-run because therr local hmts would be
setata lower overall drscharge level ' : : e :

7 Prior to sh.rﬁrng to’ thrs approach one of the srtes had nearly 200 perrnltted facrlmes and not .

. enough inspectors. to go around. Once local limits were developed, the POTW could 1dent1fy_'
‘ problem areas and ehmmate unnecessary perrmttees : - : ‘




.~ One FOTW was hopmg to ¢x;ef1d prohibitions on oil and grease discharges from resta;uraﬁ‘ts,“
‘rather than having specific limits. Under 40 CFR 403.5b, petroleum oil and nonbiodegradable

cutting oil are prohibited from being introduced into a POTW. Testing for these constituents is
expensive and requires the use of Freon and hexane, posing both environmental and worker safety
issues. Furthermore, the oil and grease is a problem for the collection system rather than for the
treatment plant. A blanket prohibition would simplify inspections and avoid the need for sampling

and testing.

Slug Protection and TU Process Controls.
| To p?otect their t:eaﬁnenf process from upsets caiised by chemical discharges, prétréatrneht |
staff have worked to improve advance detection of incoming chemicals, accelerate their ability to

* tface such discharges back to their source, and work with industrial users to reduce the likelihood -

“ ¥

- of surprise discharges.

. Advance ﬂ:gtecti“on Qf ‘Ihcd“lﬂi“q‘g Chemicals and Ti'acihg“ Discharges Back to their Source

e~ Remote Sensors. In one of the plants a series of sensors were installedon
" their inflow pipes. These automatically relay information back to the central
.. offices, providing advance warning of impending slugs. The POTW can then
- divert flow if necessary to protect the treatment plant from upsets.

Unannounced Sampling. Most of the plants we visited supplement self-

~ monitoring and site-sampling with unannounced trunkline sampling. Thus,

. illegal discharge levels can be detected. These tests have been useful on

many occasions. For example, one of the POTWs discovered that one of its

"model" industrial users, nominated for a pretreatment award, was illegally
.discharging wastes on a regular basis. N ' - '

Ensuring a Process is "In Control"

~ An industrial process that is "in control" is well understood and behaves predictably. In the

same way that a plant works to ensure its products have no defects, process controls from a -

" pretreatment perspective involve ensuring that discharges are predictable and within compliance.’
‘If exceedances do occur, the IU should have a process to quickly detect the problem and correct it.

Pretreatment staff use inspections to ensure that adequate equipment is in place, and use monitoring

~and self—monitoring requirements to force the TU to gather information on how well its pretreatment
_process is working. N Lo e e




The views expressed by staff on self-momtonng are partxcularly mterestlng All of the
POTWs require TUs to self-monitor and supplement less-frequent POTW site-visits with self-
monitored data. Across-the board POTWS viewed self-reported data as less accurate than POTW »
samplmg events. - - . , . »

o . IUs would generally choose a tlme to ta.ke samples. that would be most
- beneficial to their meeting ‘effluent limits. In addition, ‘contract labs would
do what was p0551ble ‘to help thelr cllents

Lo ® ' The sampling accuracy of these tests varies by const1tuents One of the
' . POTWs has found. oil and grease results to have the largest discrepancies
_“between POTW' tests and self-reporting, In- addition, contract labs often
conduct metals tests w1thout usmg low enough detectlon hm1ts i
o POTWs v1ewed self-reported data as m.formatlon for the l'U to use to
~ understand their production process and waste water treatment system, rather . .
" than as useful for enforcement. Itisa very usefil tool for process control, but.
.a relatlvely poor tool for enforcement. The unphcatlon of this wewpomt for
" CSI is that a shift to total reliance on self-reported data, even for top tier
. .performers, may not prov1de an adequate over51 ght mechamsm

: Substltutmg Blolog;cal Indlcators for Some Laboratogy Tests

~ - Many of the programs we v151ted used mdlcator species to test for effluent purity. These .
organisms are sensitive to a wide vanety of water quahty disruptions, and therefore providea useful -
. general indicator of treatment efficacy. One of the smaller POTWs does not conduct metals analyses
N in-house. As a result, they seldom test influent for metals, but rely instead on. disruptions to plant
: “microbes to signal influent problems. While these approaches may provide a cost-effective way to
_ detect problems, strong analytical capabilities are also needed so that problem constituents can be
= qmckly 1dent1ﬁed 1f a blolog1cal mdlcator should die. - : \
|

ENFORCEMENT STRATEGY

" above: focus on the mdustnal process rather than a spec1ﬁc incident. The enforcement components- -

' o Successful programs echoed a theme already tdentlfied in the mspectlon strategy sectlon .
o presented below support th1$ view of comphance assurance.
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‘ “Informatlon Flow to POTW At one POTW the program manager wanted
" to creat€ an atmosphere of cooperatron with the I[Us 'to solve discharge
' problems; to have [Us focus on solving the problem rather than being fearful
‘i of ‘going to jail. This was echoed by another POTW, again focusing on being -
contacted when there was a problem so the pretreatment staff could help the
TU solve it. ' :

Mmor v101at1ons especrally if they dont cause any problems for the

- POTW meetmg local limits or plant upsets, are met with relatlvely‘ .
- low economlc penaltles, but ﬁaud and lymg to the POTW are. met o
" .with criminal action.

. " The brggest problem they have faced with IU noncomphance is the . "
. use ‘of unquahﬁed people to operate the treatment equipment. At

- most POTWs visited, staff felt that the IUs did have pretreatrnent o

“vx“equ1pment 1nstalled | ‘ o

‘Focns on Why out of Comphance “The effectrve programs were not -
R mterested in the simple question of whether an IU was out of compliance, but
i ‘ rather on deterrmmng _w_hy such non—comphance had occurred. One of'the
e larger POTWs tries to tailor.its requu'ements on IUs t0 help them better
. charactenze therr waste streams. “

o Seventy and Frequency of Vlolatlon One of the sma.ller programs felt that
. the Seventy and frequency of violations were 1mportant components of
" deterrmnmg an appropnate enforcement response

b
B

Most of the programs had a h1erarchy of enforcement strategles of gradually mcreasmg

K

© ., severity. These hierarchies could be quite complicated, although all of them spanned a range from -
.o .a srmple letter to criminal prosecutlon Smaller programs seemed less willing to take significant
enforcement actions, espec1a11y if the non-compliance was not causrng NPDES violations. Oneof -

. the programs used program engineers, rather than inspectors, to pursue enforcement activities as a
way to somewhat protect the inspector's role as a source of solutions for the IU. Where enforcement
actions forced the POTW to incur additional samplmg and analy51s costs, these costs were generally-
charged back to the IU if a violation was found. Whether the additional charges were passed on fo
the U if v101at10ns were not found vaned by POTW

o

POLLUTION PREVENTION o

Pollutron preventlon programs were one area where activities vaned 31grnﬁcantly between |
- large and small POTWs. Most of the large POTWs had well-developed pollution prevention-
- programs consrstmg pnmanly of 1nformat10n shanng, case studles outreach and tralmng Only

. i
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one program had financral incentives in place to encourage U mvestment in pollutlon preventron
" ‘equipment, although several references were made to state-level programs that ostensibly encouraged
such investments.® This program is financed through budget savmgs that the pretreatrnent pro gram’
. is allowed to retain. - The loan subsidy is open to any industry, even large sophisticated ones that. - )
~ have regular access to capital markets. Nonetheless, there have not been many apphcants Staff ‘
R beheve thrs is due to the fact that so. many of the IUs are already in comphance

) POTWs have been mnovatlve in llnkmg pollutron preventron to therr etforts to remove mmor” '
mdustnal users from the standard permitting process. Efforts have included developing education
materials in foreign languages and workmg through- local trade associations. Some have even
developed educational courses. For example one of the programs has taught a course on waste

“~ minimization opportunities for metal platers. This course was. ﬁnanced through a settlement with
an IU for dlscharge violations.. Other 1mportant ﬁndmgs : - :

e Smaller programs dlscuss pollutron preventron as an area they would hke to:

' 1 'expand into, but feel their largest benefits in the short-ferm lie in unprovrngt .
their control over wastewater treatment operatlons both at the POTW and at"

. IUs.
‘e Itisour observation that even the larger programs have done little rigorous
- - analysis to evaluate the cost—effectlveness of their. pollutlon prevention -
-~ act1v1t1es : , - : -
e In addltron there appears to be substanual overlap between the pollutron ) "

. prevention materials developed by different POTWs. Combined efforts may,.
" be able to’ unprove the efﬁcxency of some of these operatrons

- EMPLOYEE ISSUES N
‘ " In-house experttse to write and review perrmts and conduct inspections was rdentrﬁed asan’
. extremely important component of a sticcessful pretreatment program. To mamtam and develop in-
. = house expertise, staff' retention and traJmng are important. Staff retention and training are contmual
L challenges even for the larger programs. It is especrally drfﬁcult for the smaller mumcrpally—run -
' : programs where pay scales can be low 1 : : .

y o

SIn Cahforma, thls is pnmanly the CALCAP program that subsrd.rzes loans to certam industries.
~In practice, the program ‘has not had much success in targetmg pollunon preventlon mvestments over
pollutlon control equrpment or even general capltal : »
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\onetheless the best proorams tend to have h1°h staff retentton exctted and motwated 8
people, and many more job candldates from outside the system than there are new opemngs The
struggling programs have had a more difficult time atiracting and retammg staff Some useful |
themes came out across all fac1ht1es

L N Cross-Trammg Tralmng staff in multlple d1sc1p11nes was vrewed as
-important by many of the POTWs, both to improve the decisions that field
staff make and to help with staff retention by keeping _]ObS challengingand =
1nterestmg A major goal of one tralmng program for example is to get the
staff to see the cross-medla and cross-program 1mpacts of theu' act1v1t1es ’

R Plant Operatlons and Pretreatment For many of the programs we
. visited, pretreatment staff was fairly distinct from treatment plant .
staff However, pretreatment staff that did have plant operatlons
 experience felt that this expenence Wwas extremely beneficlal because
it allowed them to see the "b1g plcture" regarding TU practlces and .
. overall plant operations.
S Alternate Staffing One of the programs has developed an _
~ innovative program to upgrade the skills .of its staff and has
estabhshed a formal three-tler _]Ob classxﬁcatlon system (entry,
' Journey, and expert) to accomphsh this'end. The goal was to
eliminate dead-end jobs and to move everybody to the highest level
‘over time. The system has unproved staff retentlon and expertlse .
o Although staff will become more expensrve over time (as more andA ‘
- more people reach the upper levels), program managers were
confident that the 1mproved expertlse would be well worth it. Joint
' training between pretreatment and stormwater staff has greatly R
"« increased cooperation between the two divisions. - o
-- . Permitting and Enforcement. One program had’ problems in the
_past because permits were written with a different perspective than
" enforcement. This caused friction because poorly written permits
" caiised probiems for enforcement staff. To address this issue, they
: combmed the functions. The mspectors havea long-term relatlonshlp |
with the firm's they ‘inspect, conducting routine site visits and
‘ mspectlons Engineers, who also write the perm1ts get mvolved as
soon as there is any hint of enforcement action against an IU. This
division is helpful because the inspectors sometimes have a difficult
time taking 51gmﬁcant actions agamst the firms.

. @ Sharing "Grunt" ‘Work Evenly. Samplmg is a task that most mspectors B )
‘ 1+ don't like. Concentratmg sampling tasks on entry-level employees has
created a "dead-end" job with high turnover. To address this problem, one .
of the programs has requlred that samphng tasks be shared evenly by all‘ o
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levels of their pretreatrnent staff. Such a dlstnbutron keeps all staff current » _
* .in sampling techmques as well as reducmg the turnover at the entry levelf o
’ posmons : '

K Expandmg Jobs to Keep them Challengmg The greater the dtver51ty of '
: - the challenges facmg a pretreatment employee, the more likely staffis to'stay.
- r_.?'Larger POTWs, serving IUs in complex industries and a larger number of -
 users, have better staff retention than those with a required skill set thatisnot
. challenging to master. For many inspectors, especrally at small programs .
there. is little opportunity for upward movement within the plant S. Thus :
- lateral movement or movement toa larger POTW is qu1te common '

s POTWs may combme functtons, such as wastewater and stormwater
' - inspections.. This reduces the inspector burden on private industry,
', provides the inspectors ‘with a broader exposure t6 the dischargers, -
"+ “and improves the efficiency of government oversight.
-~ ¢ For small POTWs, comblmng roles is'a necessity; there simply isn't.
" abudget to have highly specrahzed staff positions. For example, the -
* - same-staff at one POTW manage water, wastewater, and stormwater .
: 'functlons -This vanety does help to make the _]Ob more challengmg -
. to 1nspectors o

X YEDUCATION/T RAINING ACTIVITIES AND INITIATIVES

. Pretreatment personnel stated that they found EPA manuals to be generally (although riot
, always) useful. 10 However, ‘they were oﬁen difficult to obtain, especially ¢ after they were no longer

_ printed. Program managers thought that’ putting the manuals on the Internet would be a valuable tool .

. and eliminate many of the problems associated with an inability to obtain the documents.” 11 Short.
of this, some of the older ones should be repnnted Nearly every POTW was usmg at least one EPA.
' manual that was over ten years old statmg that it contmued to be of value

Even large programs may face sumlar problems One of the large programs had a dlfﬁcult nme '
etalmng its-engineering staff after it had collected basic data on- its IUs.

10 When asked for spec1ﬁc utles that were valuable, few were able to hst them on the spot

M Some manuals are avaxlable on the Point Source Informatlon Provxsrons and Exchange System .~ -

» (PIPES) bulletin board system. However, EPA could convert manuals into a PDF format fairly
easily. This format allows graphics and text to be combined in a visual i 1mage of the original. The -

documents are accessible to all platforms (DOS Apple and UNIX) usmg a ﬁ'eely available reader' - A_ '

‘ (Acrobat reader) and can be searched on-line or pnnted
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‘ Smaller POTWs also felt that trarmng assrstance related to federal regulatrons Would be . "
‘extremely useful. At the very least, EPA could provrde continuously-updated regulations on the
Internet for local program managers to reference. Changes could be highlighted so that managers
. could easrly 1dent1fy how changes were lrkely to affect therr workload and responsxbrlttres

‘ The larger POTWs had forrnalrzed trarmng programs One such facrhty has developed an“ |
internal training manual that all new inspectors learn during their first two years on the job.. Another
program has developed formal skill categories for employees and runs internal training sessions on
* various topics throughout the year. Partnenng on 1nspectrons is another approach often used in the

larger drstrlcts to train employees in new areas. :

Some anecdotal 1nformatron on favored approaches follows

K ‘One POTW mentroned Kenneth Kern s series of gurdance manuals (put out
" by Cahforma State Umversrty, Sacramento) as an mdustry standard

‘ Some POTWs felt that vrdeos would be more helpful than wntten matenals B
o for a number of reasons: o

They could be lent to IUs as well as used by mspectors
' They are useful to both visual and aural learners.
~ They can contain many subtletres of a s1te vrsrt such as how to
~ introduce yourself. * :
' They provide an nnportant résource to small programs where there is
‘a l1m1ted d1versrty of IU mdustnes
‘ Wntten matenals remam nnportant as reference tools however
~ One POTW felt that mspector certrﬁcatron would be useful as well Whrle
R already requrred in California, broader application of minimal standards
| mrght help to bolster the professronahsm of the busmess

Industry conferences offer a good opportumty for contmued leammg One .
- POTW wanted EPA support for the Association of Metropohtan Sewerage .
Agencres (AMSA) pretreatment conference to contrnue

One POTW has developed its own trarmng manual for mspectors that
t mspectors learn over their first couple of years on the job. EPA development
| documents were helpful in developmg tlus manual
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\ Smaller POTWS faced umque tralmng challenges because they: drd not have the mternal ( -
resources to Cross-train through rotation.  Certain industries or issues simply do not exist within therr
. districts. For these POTWs, developing networks w1th the surroundmg POTWs was deemed one

solution. Inspectors could travel to attend trarmng sessions'or inspections; at the very least, they . =

could have a telephone network with other mspectors to help them address new challenges Use of -
EPA's PIPES bulletm board could also serve asa networkmg dev1ce for pretreatment coordmators

 OUTREACH

Outreach generally focused on industrial users both large and small Where classes of users '

" needed to be’ educated fegarding new requirements or best management practlces, the larger POTWs 7
would work through trade associations and community groups, as well as through local néwspapers.

" Two of the programs had initiatives targeting immigrant subgroups, and produced materials in

Korean and Spamsh to reach them. -One of these sponsored workshops for the Korean Drycleaners .

Assocratron as another way to educate small IUs.

The mdustnal advrsory councrl approach was also used by at least three of the POTWs we
: v1$1ted The Councils prov1ded pretreatment program managers with sounding boards regarding rate -
. structure outreach; and new regulations. Working through the Councils, program coordinators were
able to disseminate information and reduce fears in the IU community. For POTWs that historically
had strained relationships with their IUs, the Councrls provrded a forum for reburldmg trust andv .
cooperatron between mdustry and the POTW. . ‘

3 . ™Thé Councrls, by desrgn, have tended not to 1nclude envuonmental groups -Thls decrslon .

 is based on their purpose of mforrmng the mdustnal commumty about compliance issues rather than

serving as a forum for policy discussion. Some program managers thought that including non-
- governmental organizations (e.g., envrronmental groups) on these councrls would be drvxsrve and :
o prevent mdustry from statmg its concerns S - :

PRETREATI\'IENT RESOURCES AND COST ACCOUNTING - :

, Even the best perfomung POTWs had hrmted mformatron on therr cost of provrdmg services
"to specrﬁc classes of customer or managing certain types of constituents. - In addition, budgets
" appeared to be developed on a cash-flow basis, with little or no use of muln-year caprtal accounting.
As a result, there are multiple levels of cross-subsrdrzatron within the pretreatment program, and
‘between pretreatment and other municipal activities. - - These oross-subsrdxes make it difficult to’
prioritize areas in which to focus pretreatment actrvrty, and can reduce the incentives of IUs to install
pretreaunent equlpment or rmmmrze the use and drscharge of constrtuents of. partrcular concern.
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‘ Budgetmg

Budoetrng 1ssues centered on three marn areas: use of caprtal budgetm mCenti
1mprov1ng program efﬁcrency, and companng program efﬁcrency '

o e Caprtal budgetmg Caprtal budgetmg is not always used rather the full
1 costsare f nanced out of a single year's budget. For example setting local
. limits m one facility cost $200, 000, nearly doubhng the pretreatment
program s "normal" budget. However, the cost was not allocated over the -
~ number of years that the local limits would be i in effect in order to estlmate
' the cost of service.

‘ ‘As a result, budget demands can be volatlle and the POTW does not
develop a normalized estimate of their cost of providing service. ‘
The POTW noted however, that it would be difficult to retain surplus-
funds within the pretreatment program to finance a capital
mvestment grven the many other revenue needs within the
‘ ,department and city. Therefore, a debt approach would be needed A
‘mstead - ' o
Incentrves for lmprovmg program efficnenéy One of the programs is.
" allowed to retain surplus funds for use in subsequent years. This has
i provrded them with an incentive to spend their budgeted funds more
efficiently (i.e., providing the same services: for less money). The POTW
' operates on a two-year budget cycle, and is allowed flexible line-item
‘budgetlng so that spending can be shifted as needed to meet the critical
. demands of the program. This differs from other programs, where fines and
' penalties are returned to the general fund. The pretreatment budget in these
‘/+ other programs if not spent wrthm a ﬁscal year, also reverts back to the‘
R general flmd " :

. Evaluatmg program efficlency All of the programs have expenenced
~ declining budgets and, in some cases, pressure to privatize all or a part of
~ their operatiens. One of the larger POTWs, in grappling with these pressures,
was interested in what measures one rmght use to evaluate the efficiency of
. apretreatment ptogram, and to enable it to be compared to other programsr‘ -
around the country
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Cost .—\cco‘unting ‘

Accountmg for the costs: of provxdmg wastewater treatment services is an unportant exercise.
 for every POTW to underta.ke Only when costs are allocated to particular classes of users or types‘ -
“of dischargers can both the community and the industries make rational decisions regarding which
wastes to treat at the’ factory and which to treat at the POTW; how much water to-conserve; and
which constltuents are most 1mportant to remove from the dlscharge '

The cost accounting and cost recovery programs varied wrdely among the POTWS v1$1ted ’

S Many POTWs did not know how much they spent to provide service to partlcular types of
- dischargers, and did not know how much problem discharges such as metals .or salt cost their =~

~ systems in higher maintenance; testing, or residual management expenses. Cross-subsidies between '
water and sewer services and between dlﬁ’erent classes of dischargers were the norm rather than the .
exceptlon This has generally resulted in. underpncmg services 1o IUs . and therefore ,an ‘
undermvestment in source reduction and pretreatment by these USETS, :

" Cross-Sub'sidies .

Cross-sub31d1es refer to srtuatlons where the fees on partlcular types of dlschargers are set .
_ too low to recover the costs of the services provided to those dischargers. This shortfall i is made 1 up .

through increased ‘charges on other users. A wide variety of cross-subsidies can- exist within'a .

pretreatment program; each will cause different types of. distortions. Examples of cross-subsidies
existing at the CA sites we v1$1ted are presented below thlS is not mtended tobea comprehenstve
- listing. - - -

o Between Mnmclpahtles One of the POTWs receives sewage from IUs.
" - located in an adjacent large city. While this city does pay a fee for sending .
~ this sewage to the plant it'is hkely that these charges do not reﬂect the -
program s full costs of treatlng ttus dlscharge oo

* Between the General Taxpayer and/or Water Consumer and the
- Wastewater Treatment Program. ‘A number of the commumtles we visited -
have some fund transfers into the program from general tax revenues. The . -
. size of these transfers varies by locality. In one POTW, for example the Co
- development of local lnmts was entlrely ﬁnanced from outsrde the
: wastewater tréatment program :

12 For example, an SIU in this c1ty is a major dlscharger of some of the constrtuents of concern
that prevent this POTWs from selling its treated effluent to the agricultural sector. This discharger
.should bear a substantlal portlon of lost revenues to the POTW that result ﬁ'orn this dlscharge
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‘Betweeu Industnal Dlschargers \/Iost prograrns seemed to. undercharge o
o ‘_drscharcrers of consutuents of concern, such as metals or salt

One of the POTWs wants to sell its treated efﬂuent for agncultural
use, but can't due to salt content, primarily from water soﬁenmg‘
© operations (both industrial and residential). Currently, the plant can't
| ‘charge more for salf discharge, but wants to move in this direction --
1nclud1ng much higher charges on home water softeners. Longer
term, the plant hopes to divert brine wastes directly into the ocean,
thereby not contammatlng its secondary effluent. ‘

Between Industrlal and Non—Indusmal Dlschargers One of the POTWs R
: evaluated a cost recovery plan to charge customers based on thelr cost of
servrce 1n the pretreatment pro gram g

s The cost for IUs skyrocketed to a level thls facﬂlty thought rmght‘
o lead industries to relocate. Especrally hard-hit were the small
" categorical users, regulated ‘based on statute even though their
- discharges were qmte small. Under the prospective system, their fees
- would have gone from $100 per year to about $18,000. '
‘In contrast, when these costs are allocated across all users, they were
" Yery low. As a result, they decided that the pretreatment program .-
* benefitted all dlschargers and that fees should not be based on cost '
‘ofservrce “ N S B

BetWeen Agrlcultural Consumptlon of Fresh Water and the Wastewater o
- Treatment Program. ' Heavily subsidized access to fresh water for
‘ agnculture in California reduces the demand for treated effluent from
~ POTWs in the southern part of the state because the fresh water is too
~ inexpensive for farmers to seek out substitutes. Were POTW effluent able
to be sold for 1rngat10n the additional revenues would hkely allow sewer
" rates for all wastewater d1schargers to declme

Cost—Recovery for Pretreatment Program |

One form of cross subsrdy mentroned above mvolved transfers ﬁ'om water consumers or local
taxpayers to wastewater dischargers -- primarily industry. In fact, many pre-treatment programs are
paid for by general sewer or water users, rather than by the industries themselves. Where costs are
not recovered, industries may be benefitting from subsidized sewage treatment. Often, large
industries pay less, while, resrdentral or small commercral customers pay more.. Asrde from equrty ‘
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- concerns, such an arrangement may also reduce the incentive for 1ndustr1es to invest in pretreatment K
equrpment There was a wide variation across the POTWs regardmg the portlon of pretreatment
COotS pard for by mdustry and how these charges were structured 3. : :

: Interestmgly, whlle a couple of people d1d mentlon that they were. urder pressure to keep
sewer fees low to retain mdustry, nobody felt that i mcreasmg discharge fees had been the pnmary
factor causing IUs to shutdown. They did feel that rising fees encouraged the mdustnes to mrmmrze ,
: dtscharges however, through process changes or unproved pretreatment :

‘ 07 : One facrhty does not charge its IUs a fee In' addltron laboratory costs
;.assoclated with particular IUs are absorbed by the city rather than chargedto  ~
* the industry unless they are assocrated w1th an enforcement actlon In the
view of the POTW ) S Do

- The mdustnes bnng valuable jobs to the regron o
- . The POTW does not want to penalize local ‘business. . Nearby '
h . ’busmesses, in a different governmental jurisdiction, discharge into the
plant but are not charged a permit fee. Therefore, the pretreatment o
o personnel d1d not w15h to dlsadvantage their local mdustry

.o A The servrce area for some of the POTWs contmues to grow. Therefore, there .
is. pohttcal pressure to keep sewer fees low in order to help attract new
mdustry » '

o One program charges the same penmt fees to all srzed ﬁrms

° Another POTW, ongmally recovered very httle ofits program costs ﬁ'om IUs -
' Is has bégun to charge IUs for 1ab costs and sampling. Sewer fees make up -
. the rest of the annual budget. When the higher charges were explamed to
~ industry, the firms did not threaten to leave; they actually felt that the charges -
made sense -

"—} o Commercral firms also pay for pretreatment because the city must .
monitor discharge from this sector and mclude it as part of therr' 7
headworks analysrs The charge is $2.25 per month. '

g

Ve »

© 3 Since comimercial and resrdentlal users also contnbute d1scharges that use of capacity for ,
. particular constituents, these classes should also pay a portlon of pretreatment costs. However, the B
: =current allocatron of charges is often dlstorttonary :

)
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 Innovative User Fees

' efficiency. The POTW has an average flow of about 15'mgd, and a capacity-of 16 to 17.5 mgd.
¢, - While operating at close to capacity, there is between 1 and 3 mgd (between 7 and 20 percent of

~®  Capacity Charges. Faced with the need to expand plant capacity but
" without the financial means to do so, one of the POTWs financed new
. construction by selling access to its system. Developers were not allowed to
begin their projects without purchasing access to the sewers in advance.
- The system charged a fixed amount per EDU (equivalent discharge
" unit; equal to approximately 250 gallons per-day). The purchase of
one EDU gave a discharger the perpetual right to discharge that
amount per day, but these rights can not be bought and sold. Thus,
" once purchased, capacity fees provide little incentive for source
- reduction -- despite the fact that the market price for new discharge
* rights has risen steeply (to about $5,780 per EDU), thereby offering
. existing industries large potential gains for reducing their-demands on
the municipal system.™* ‘ T '

DA

Shadow-Pricing
" In industrial processes, capacity constraints on a single machine can limit production from

“the rest of the plant. The machine in this example, known as a "bottleneck," can greatly reduce plant
throughput, with important implications on factory profitability. Assigning costs to these
bottlenecks, equal to the value of foregone production, can help plant managers identify critical
 ‘thanges needed in their plant in order to make it more efficient. - o

- W te water treatment 1san mdustnal process, and canalso be subJect to boﬁlenecﬁs One
. of the facilities provides an interesting example of how shadow pricing can help to improve plant

 current flow) remaining. However, because the plant shares an outfall with another treatment plant,
and this plant currently needs most of the outfall capacity, managers at the site do not think they will
~ be able to use the.full capacity of their treatment plant. Thus, the outfall is a bottleneck. »

Were the limited outfall capacity to carry a shadow price (where the plants would actually
~ ‘pay a charge to use the outfall) reflecting the cost of being unable to use up to 20 percent, of the

" plant's treatment capacity, managers in both plants would have a strong incentive to innovate. These -
innovations could reduce the effluent discharged, or perhaps expand the capacity in the outfall. In
gither case, costs to the utility system and its customers ‘would be minimized. :

s The [Us also pay a charge every month based on the gallons of water consumed, providing
some incentive to conserve water. o : ’ B
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o "’CoStaAecounting and'Beneﬁcial Reuse of Effluentand Biosollds o
The contamination of sludge and treated efﬂuent with metals and salt can preclude 1ts reuse »

as soil amendments. and’ irrigation water. Proper cost accountmg would help to solve this problem

. For example, 2a POTW that must landfill its sludge due to high levels. of metals would charge all-

: metals dlschargers the mcremental cost of: sludge dlsposal ina landﬁll Versus dlsposal on a farm ’

The Cahforma sites actually v1srted all met land apphcatlon standards for their sludge L As
a result ‘improper cost accounting does not appear to be affecting th15 aspect of operations. - The
situation with secondary effluent varies. Many‘facﬂm"es reuses thexr*wastewater’foragncultural and
urban end uses. In other programs, very little of the treated water is being reused prior to dlscharge -
‘This appears partly to be due to contammatlon levels and partly due to the heavily subsidized '
-agricultural water available throughout southern California, eliminating much of the economic -
incentive to use reclaimed’ water In such cases, the lost revenues’ 1ncrease the costs of wastewater

. _"treatment to dlschargers :

* Constltuents of Concern in Sludge ananly heavy metals

N T Constltuents of Concern in Treated Efﬂuent. ‘

- Fluonde can prec1p1tate out calcmm

" .-~ Boron levels can hurt lemon trees. : :
o L. Salt 1evelsharmmany CTOpS. Espec1ally salt-sensmve crops, suchas - .
C " o ’ avocado trees, can “be used to test the ablhty to ‘use efﬂuent 1n »

_ _ agriculture. : ,
o - .Selenium, molybdenum, and zmc are also constltuents of concem 1n
’*’ o efﬂuent : '
| INFORMATION SYSTEMS

Improved Systems Would be Extremely Valnabl

- The pretreatment staff umversally felt that unproved mforrnatlon systems would benefit their
programs. The systems would allow them to prov1de their services more efﬁcxently, aswellasto '
~ identify trends in dlscharges much more readily. Rapld access to basic data on IUs has proven to
- be a powerful aid to enforcement The systems have also reduced stafﬁng needs For example a

"

15 Reuse of b1osohds seems to have as much to do with shoppmg around for an mterested farmv .

‘as with metals levels in the sludge. For example, sludge was landfilled at one of the programs until
November 1995, when they identified somebody willing to take theu' sludge for land apphcatlon .
The metals loadlngs had not changed o
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“‘combmanon of self-rnomtonno requlrements and automatlon allowed one of the POTW Y 151ted to

.+ reduce its mspectlon force by three posmons Staff are able to spend more t1me on evaluatlon and

‘:‘ nformatlo " Systems Avallable to POTWs

‘ 1nspectton and less on admlmstranon

*'«

- While some of the la.rger fac111t1es are 1nvest1ng heav1ly in 1nformat1on systems there are

o many opportunities for standardization, information sharing, and dissemination of successful systems

to the smaller POTWs The benefits would be substantial. One pretreatment staffperson (at 2 small

. POTW) estlmated that he spends about a half-day each time he gets lab results looking for data

trends. Formatting data for the various required reports and standardlzmg data forrns would also be
helpﬁ.ll :

o ', I : o lu“ . : v
Below isa compllatlon of mformatlon systems that were used by the sltes we v1s1ted or‘-
mennoned by them.
e Oracle—Based systems The larger POTWs tended to have a Laboratory "
" Information Management System (LIMs) to track laboratoty samples. The
"LIMs would be linked to an Oracle—based database contalmng information on
perrmts requlred sa.mphng dates, etc. One information specialist thought that ’
a Paradox database could be used rather than Oracle to bu11d such a system
fora smaller POTW -
- Many of the POTWs have spent tens of thousands of dollars
‘ developmg spec1ahzed programmmg to track trends, meet state and
. local reporting requirements, and generate correspondence to IUs .
- automaticaily. There exists treméendous opportunities for them to sell
. these programs to other POTWs ‘

° Pretreatment Program Manager An mtegrated DOS-based pretreatment T

' management program, this software was used regularly by one of the smaller
plants we visited, and had been analyzed by the other small plant. Staff felt

_the software was useful, albeit somewhat rigid and difficult to work with.
The software retalls for $4 500 It appears to be too hrmted for the larger

- POTWs “ |

A

e Contact ARCCA Incorporated 215/322 8396
‘-7}}‘“ o ARCCA was very 1nterested in th1s CSI prOJect and our ﬁndlngs They are .
- 1w1111ng to work with EPA to 1mprove their program, and may be open to
mnovatlve ways of extendmg the use of the soﬂware among smaller POTWs




L Prehm 4 0 Thrs procrrarn helps pretreatment programs to set local hmlts
The interview team d1d not get feedback from. pretreatment staff on 1ts
usefulness :

° PCME. This software package developed by EPA, was umversally distiked e
o by every pretreatment staffperson we asked. The program was inflexible,
- difficult to learn, and not very powerful. Many had stones of frustratxon
related to then' past attempts to use the soﬁware

. PIPES (Pomt Source Informatmn*vaxsmn and ExcbangeSystem)s Thrs
~ is EPA's on-line bulletin board for many water-related areas, including . A , ,
pretreatment’ It was mentloned as apotentlally valuable resource; however, = .- - - ..
‘ v many of the smaller programs did not currently have easy access to the o
. T Intemet : : : »

: ':A'Use of Geographlc Informatlon Sgstems gGISL o

‘Most of the programs we v151ted have begun to develop GIS The norm seems to have these .
efforts start with the treatment plant to improve operatlons and maintenance of sewage treatment
‘capxtal and sewer networks. The links between treatment-driven GIS operatlons and the pretreatment.
program is mostly hypothet1ca1 at this point, and there does not appear to be much input from the

- 'pretreatment programs to help shape GIS development. A number. of systems are linking into a
vmumcrpahty-level GIS that includes basic data on industry such as location and busmess 11censes ,
, Program staff did dlscuss numerous potentlal ‘benefits of lmklng GIS to pretreatment RN

o )Lmkmg busmess hcenses to SIC data to help 1dent1fy IUs and mform the ‘
1nspectors .

L Locatmg IUs on the sewer gnd and lmkmg to samplmg data to. 1dent1fy'
- contributions of particular pollutants to system trunk lines. For somef
, POTWs, this sampling data could be fed by automatlc Sensors located at

.- lcrmcal pomts along the gnd

e Integratmg many water and sewer-related functlons such as water networks
" sewage treatment, pren'eatment stormwaterprograms brine lines, well ﬁelds o
and even hazardous - material response w1th resultant 1mprovements in -
" accuracy and efﬁc1ency '

| . . Informlng the development of lo‘eal,limi‘ts.

L. e




Challen es Facm Informatlon Svstem Ex ansron ,‘ o o
‘ . - Some POTWs have developed segregated databases to meet spemahzed uses o
RN Whlle they acknowledge that an 1ntegrated system would be far more .
“ powerful the PTOCGSS Of lntegratton can be a dlfﬁcult task oo

Tallonng Specrahzed analyses and reports can be trme-consummg and“?‘ R
‘expenswe for POTWs , . .

Lrnks between external labs and the POTW data systems are not very a N
’ advanced

° Need systems that are user-fnendly, and that the staff can modrfy

B i it

| OWNERSHIP PATTERNS

‘ The POTWs we v1sxted m CA had a w1de range of ownersh1p patterns regardmg ”
infrastructure, management umts and degree of outsourcing. . In a number of cases, fragmented
ownershtp of assets or overlappmg Junsdlctlons created problems for efficient management and cost

. uaccountmg In other cases, pressure to improve efficiency had led to outsourcmg ‘of certain

ftmctlons, or developmg additional capabilities m-house The various patterns we encountered are

~ describe i below It is too early in the POTW sne ws1ts to draw srgmﬁcant conclusmns from the ‘
pattems seen : o

o One of the facrlmes owns the treatment system However, the sewer systems

that feed the plant are owned and operated by the local cities. Several )
POTWs dtscharge to the East Bay Dischargers Authonty Coordmatmg‘ o

K among the many drfferent owriers can be comphcated s

One of the POTWs receives efﬂuent ﬁom mdustnes ina nearby large c1ty ‘

. Industrial users, frustrated at falhng into two management Junsdxcttons o
v petmoned to be shlfted into the crty district. The city now runs the
: pretreatment program, however, since the effluent from this area still flows
_into the POTW in another commumty, the 01ty mspectors do not have a good
‘ understandmg of issues confrontmg the plant To address this issue,
mspectors from the POTW will often conduct joint mspecttons with the city.
' In addition, they do have some input into the dlscharge permits that the city

wntes ‘ ‘

‘ One of the samtatlon reglons is dwrded mto a number of dlstncts Each
- district has a different sewerage surcharge, ‘based roughly on the differing
N costs of servrce These have proven to be adrmmstratlvely complex and may | ) |




be elimi'nated). The POTW has _alﬁréa;'l'y‘dutso;lrced'a"mimb,e:'o‘f ‘actAiv’ities.
‘including biosolids hauling, design work, plant security, and legal counsel
(including enforcemenit).’ * - . S

7

. Laboratory Operations

Saraning and analysis of samples provide a core component of the éretr,éétiﬁenf program S

Whether laboratory operations -are run in-house or outsourced, the pretreatment program must
_coordinate closely with lab personnel. The degree to which Iab operations:are outsourced represents -
a trade-off between economics and convenience. - : : ‘

e  Enforcement cases require a great deal of staff time. One of the POTWs
contracts for most of their lab work even though they are certified to do it in- -
house. The pretreatment manager prefers not to have his staff tied up with o
QA/QC issues related to pending enforcement actions. - R

e . . Specialized énélyses' are ‘g:e-ne"rzill‘y 6utsourc’ed.' ‘Where the needs fora
R . particular analysis are infrequerit, even POTWs-with extensive internal labs - -
‘ ' -tend to rely more heavily on external laboratories. - R

e . Internal analyses m#&'be faétei;. \ Quick uirnarbund,'gfeétér control over |
" testing conditions, and the ability to link results easily into POTW ‘data
~ systems all favor internal testing. B E e o

Comparing the economics of internal versus external testing is iot straightforward. For
" example, because IUs must do self-monitoring and send the samples to contract laboratories for.
analysis, they can easily compare charges to fees for POTW in-house sampling. - Thié keeps pressure
on the POTW labs to be cost-competitive. In fact, one facility says their 1db costs are so low that the
- private sector has asked them to run their samples. However, meeting external lab prices does not -
necessarily mean the internal lab is as efficient. The internal lab does not earn a profit (allowing it

to underprice private labs, all eise being equal), and may be subsidized by other aspects of the

POTW operations. S ' R T o

- ¢ The enforcement portion of this function may soon be brought back in-house.

&
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" in-Sdurcfng"

- back into comphance In both cases, as well, the enforcement actions had created an atmosphere in -

miade avarlable to u'nprove the treatment program and the past failures made staff changes and new

‘though in drfferent areas. One POTW we visited was espemally interested in expanding its
expenence W1th site 1nspect10ns and waste water treatment systems into the stormwater program,
prev1ously run locally "In-sourcmg" can offer 1mportant beneﬁts to the POTW '

‘ 0 eratlons of Treatment Process a Lar er Factor than Pretreatment

" with. Interestmgly, in both cases, pretreatment program managers felt that improvements in plant

“  Outsourcing refers to sh1ft1ng a functlon prevrously performed by internal staff to an outsxde -
firm. "In-sourcmg" refers to the opposrte ‘internal staff taking on a responsibility previously .
perforrned by an outside entrty Both forces are occurring simultaneously within the POTW arena,

“
. L

¥ Skrlls of 1ts 1nspectors can be utrhzed rathq;; than havrng to tram an ‘
R add1t10na1 set of 1nspectors for a much narrower job.

L Inspectlon efﬁaency can be enhanced
® ' The skilis of pretreatment 1nspectors in conjunctron wrth their presence 1n“ o
»  the field already, can provrde srgmﬁcant cost savmgs to the taxpayer over the

g current dual-rnspector system ‘ ~ : e

e “The addmonal responsrblhty can bnng in add1t10nal revenues to the POTW R
‘ as well as expose the mspectors to new potentlal dlschargers .

Another of the programs has brought equlpment repalr 1n-house in order to save money -
Previously, equipment had to be shipped to the manufacturer in another state, at great expense both
in terms of cost and time out of service. POTW staff have recently been tralned by the manufacturer

to do the repalrs themselves, wrth substant1a1 beneﬁts to the POTW

KEY FACTORS IN Il\'IPROVING PERFORMANCE AT UNDERPERFORMING POTWS

a3

“ - Two of the POTWs in Cahforma had faced comphance actions m the past five years Both B
felt that their programs were now in control, a conclusion that regulatory officials seemed to concur

operanons rather than the pretreatrnent program were the largest factors in bringing the programs

“ thch new managers were able to take over the program in a turnaround-type situation. Funds were

‘ operatmg procedures possxble to implement. New staff and resources were brought in, and, in some
srtuatrons, old staff were forced to meet employment expectanons that they had not prevrously been

eetmg o,




e  Oneofthesites visited felt that although the IUs had often been blamed for . > o
- plant failures, the operanons of the sewage treatment plant itself was more to - |
" blame for plant upsets. In addition, new loca] limits that scaled from IUs to
. the entire user base to mcorporate the d11ut10n from the other sources (and
© were thereforc easier to meet) brought the POTW out of techmcal v1olatron .

’ L e - 'Wlthln the’ pretreatment program, two changes were 1mplernented to :
B : vrmprove plant operanons First, major industries were targéted for
‘additional sc*unny Second I’U performance was tracked more
. carefully.’ .
-« The action also gave them the power to enforce ﬁnes that it had . -
prev1ously lacked due to Junsdrctlonal issues. "
e In one case, the program manager felt that local limits were very 1mportant
- in helping him set priorities. 17 Their major technical problems, however,
. were associated with poor process controls in the sewage treatment process,
rather than with 1ndustrral dlscharges In their eéstimation, 95 percent ofthe o
. unprovement in their program was due to operatlonal controls, only 5 percent o
. was due to pretreatment. : S

Challenges for Smaller POTWs

e i Expemse Trammg and retammg mspectors and engineers capable of' '
P "revrewmg perrmts and provrdmg useﬁ.ll feedback to IUs .

. e : Classrfymg IUs The federal regulatlons can be dlfﬁcult to understand and
. continually change. ' Proficiency in the regulatrons is a substantial task, and .
o poses a large fixed cost for smaller programs.- .One.small POTW" had
+ . misclassified some IUs an oversight the EPA's reglonal inspector brought to’
' "~ their attention. As a result, some IUs made. mvestments to comply with -
- particular standards. and later had to remvest in new eqmpment once the .
‘ mlsclasmﬁcatlon came to hght S : B T

. However they were forced to set local hmlts for over 70 pollutants Most other POTWs had
limits for only 15. The large number has unposed a burden on them for monitoring and testmg, and
- the pretreatrnent program rnanager feels that many of the lumts are unnecessary

Al
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| SUMMARY OF SUGGESTIONS TO EPA

e ' Putguidance manuals on the Internet. ‘Older documents are hard to find
‘once they are out of print; having them on-line would solve this problem.
(EPA's PIPES bulletin board does have a number of guidance manuals on- ’
line. These appear to be text files, suggesting that useful graphics are not
included. Expanding the menu to include all of the-documents pretreatment
- staff find useful’ as-well as putting them in PDF rather than TXT formats,
;- would add value to the existing offerings.) ‘ Lo o

~ Provide updated régthaiions of ‘relé:‘van‘t‘“ to brétfeatinent on the Internet.
'; . Any layman's guide to ‘these regulations would also be useful to a number of
*  the program staff with ‘whom we spoke. . :

_ Higher Presence of EPA Regional Inspectors. Pretreatment program staff =
~ had mixed reviews of state regulators. However; they all felt that they had
nbe“neﬁtt‘e“:qtrei‘r‘lghdpus‘ly from the knowledge and suggestions of Region 9
 inspectors. Those facilities farther away from San Francisco wanted a much
stronger presence of the inspectors than was currently occurring. For
o example, some of the smaller programs said they could go years in between
~ inspector visits. R S o
' 'Mention the Positive In Audit Reports. Where programs have improved,
", - pretreatment marniagers wanted EPA “audit reports to acknowledge these
" improvements in‘the audit report, rather than only listing the program
shortcomings. Pretreatment managers must compete for attention and
resources Wwith many other municipal needs, and positive feedback is a
_ powerfuil motivator for their staff and for their superiors. -

" More EPA Interaction with Utllity and Public Works Managers. EPA -
-contact with utility and public works managers could help boost the status of
" the pretreatment program in the eyes of these managers. o

. Encourage Use of Mass-Based Limits. According to one of the POTWs:
" visited, EPA has backed away ffom mass-based limits in recent years. This
' has led some IUs in the service area to increase water use in order to meet
| " concentration based limits.'® S R

‘1% In some cases, high concentrations of foxins could cause plant upsets, arguing for a balance |
* between mass-based and concentration-based limits. Staff say-this is not a problem in large plants
because slugs pose very little risk of causing an upset. SR




e . Set De \Ilmmrs Limits for Categorlcal Users Small categoncal users
: often discharge such low levels of regulated constituents that they have no
effect on the:POTW meeting local limits. Eliminating these users from -
~ regulation could result -in substantial cost savings with no- discernable

env1ronmental impact. . An alternative to a de minimis exemption would be

to allow the POTW to exempt small dlschargers 1f they were not affectmg

B comphance with the NPDES permlt : o -
. .v - 0 ‘ Relaxed Restnctions on tlle Use of Reclalmed Water Mostlya state Issue o

o " Greater State or. Federal Involvement in Settmg Local Limits or Wntmgl
‘Permits. According the one of EPA's reglonal inspectors, local limits and
- permit writing can be extremely- difficult for the smaller POTWs to do well.
Greater mvolvement at’ the state or federal level rmght 1mprove the results ,1n o
these areas : : g

L Re-examme the Concept of Srgmﬁcant Non-Comphance (SNC) One -
POTW felt that the current definition of SNC did not target the facilities that

’ had the brggest problems “This concluswn is based on two factors o '

= As non-comphance levels nse, the frequency of testing reqmred rises
© o aswell, , allowing extremély poor test results to be averaged acrossa .
much larger sample of readings. In contrast, a plant with no history - -
* of violations that has one test come back out of compha.nce will have
) a small number of tests over which to average the poor resuit. ,
L T -A20 percent variation between the standard and the test result can,
‘ for certam tests, be. statlsncally-ms1gmﬁcant

e - Increased Attentlon to Bloangmentatlon One POTW felt that many ‘
' *'bioaugmentation options were underutilized because many plant operators’
_ did not know about them. ‘Existing products could provide odor control ’
corrosion control ‘and achieve rapid drops in requn'ed BOD. They can also
help a plant to. recover more qulckly ﬁom an upset

PN

b The larger POTWs have- estabhshed falrly automated perm1t-wnt1ng usmg boﬂerplate text.
Some of these approaches may be transferable as well.
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“ SLGGESTIO\’S FOR THE CSI PROJECT

‘ Evaluatmg Impact of Privatization. How do POTWS compare to pnvately-‘ e

owned plants in terms of their structure and their efficiency? How-might
pnvatlzatlon affectpretreatment and envrronmental performance"

Be“hmarkmg How do you compare across POTWs to evaluate progmm* e

efﬁmency” How does one document productivity: focusmg on results rather

T than on actrons"

Barrlers to Energy Recovery Wlth No Envrronmental Benefits One of

. h the plants generates methane from its sludge digester that it wanted to use to

fuel plant operatlons The city requires such energy recovery operations to

“ “‘be permltted but the POTW's methane contained too much NOx to be
permittable. Asa result, the methane is flared off (the city has no regulations

on’ ﬁanng), and the exact same NOx is released to the atmosphere w1thout ’

‘ energy recovery

5 Reducmg the Burden of Inspectlons on IUs EPAand pretreatment B

inspectors both mentioned that they are often met with resistance by the IUs.

- Much of th1s they believe, has to do with the large number of government
officials these industries must deal with. Accordmg to an EPA regional

mspector there are 26 agencies that do environmental oversight in California,
creating a burdén especially for small businesses. ‘Multiple inspectors (local,

' state and federal) for the same med1a are espec1a11y duphcatwe . ‘

‘ There has been some talk of a" super-mspector" that would v151t a srte
and 1nspect for all programs at once. o ’
The general feelmg was that such an inspector would not have the
“ pec1ahzed knowledge to do a good job in any of the media areas, and

: ‘would not be V1ewed as an mformatlonal resource by the industry.
However, people 'did feel that a single inspector for each media,

. covenng all levels of govemment might be possible.
A number of the pretreatment ‘staff felt that greater coordination
- .. between mspectors on when they visit a site might be possible.
“Another possible solution is "eqmvalency" for permits and reporting.

“This would reduce the number of modified documents that a firm

would need to generate for the vanous regulatory authontles




Attachment 5

SUMMARY OF INDIANA POTW SITE VISITS MARCH 25- 29 1996 |

SITES VISITED

" The Crty of Elkhart Wastewater Treatment Utrhty
The City of Fort Wayne Wastewater Treatment Plant
" *Richmond Sanitary District : .
Conriersville Utilities '
The Bureau of Water Quallty, Munc1e Samtary Dlstnct -

: 'Intervrew Team Ji 1m Casey, OPPE' Greg Waldnp, OECA Patnck Bradley, OW (for Rmhmond,
- Connersville, and Muncre) Matt Gluckman, EPA Reglon 5 (for Elkhart and Fort Wayne) Doug
’ Koplow IEc ‘ _ .

B NEW INSIGHTS FROM THE INDIANA VISITS

* Polmcal support for pretreatment is lmportant Requmng mdustnes to oL
T invest in pretreatment equipment can be expensive. In a number of the cities '
- we visited in Indiana, hlgh unemployment made the city councils and utility
boards reluctant to réquire anything of mdustry that might induce them to -
leave. This historic lack of support for pretreatment made it difficult for -
_ ‘program staff to pursue even cooperatlve solutions. In some cases, the lack
of pretreatment led to problems at the POTW and reduced sludge quah -
_ forcmg the c1ty to incur substantlal ﬁnanc1al costs

e Internal "PR" is as rmportant as external PR Small pretreatment staff ‘
.. within a much larger utility were. sometimes lost. They did not ‘get
* information from other parts of the organization quickly (such as unreported
-discharges), and the other parts did not understand how pretreatment could
. help them protect their sewer infrastructure. 'Staffing resources were
sometimes-disproportional to-the requrrements of the POTW,: ‘and were not
always utlllzed across departments when thmgs were: slow in one area.

e rPrograms operatmg under exprred NPDES permlts not always aware of
" the large changes they will face as permits are renewed Although in
. compliance with their old perrmt a number of programs will face substantial .-
. - challenges as they must meet newer discharge limits, install dechlorination, - -
Y , “and mcorporate whole effluent toxicity testing. Many of these programs have f
' c not adequately begun planmng for this transmon '

b"» 1' | ““ . | . xi\ ’ | R ‘7 L. ) : 571 o




Focusing on a river or watershed, rather than a discharge point, has

“important benefits for environmental quality. NPDES permits focus.on

~ ... allowable discharges to a receiving body rather than on the health of the

" receiving body overall. Consideration of the mass loadings entering a

' watershed and its effects must be better integrated. One POTW  has adopted
this type of approach, giving a local regulatory agency control over both -

indirect and direct dischargers to the local river. This has given them much

wider latitude to implement cost efféctive controls on all types of dischargers.

. New staff in small programs need immediate guidance:  Despite the
- plethora ‘of pretreatment guidance materials available, new program .
""" coordinators need a "road map" of what running a pretreatment program
"I entails and how to use the existing literature effectively. They also require
..~ . some assistance determining the priorities of the program. This guidance
would help them "ramp up" quickly to being an effective manager even if (as
is often the case) there is no other staff on-site to train them. o

| . Many POTWs and IUs do not know how to choose a good contractlab.
- Despite the importance of accurate lab results, some Indiana staff were
" concemed that both POTWs and IUs had trouble evaluating laboratory
. options to be sure their samples were being accurately and promptly tested.

Small programs can leverage substantial nearby resources. Some
programs in Indiana have made effective use of nearby. universities. and
. pretreatment programs as fesources to help them do their job better. They
" have also linked with wastewater and water personnel to improve sampling -
"' coverage and coordinate joint problem solving. Though not always easy,
these approaches have made small pretreatment programs much more -
effective. S | PR
Age of pretreatment program affects resource requirements. Older, -~
established programs are operating in "steady-state.” IUs are under control, .
systems have been established and refined, and working relationships have
_ been established to deal with problems that do arise. Newer programs (or
‘programs under administrative orders) face large tasks in all these areas, as
. well as in learning all aspects of the program.! As a result, they will often
require more resources for a given size program. o 8

LI

~ 'A well-established pretreatment coordinator pdintéd out that material he's learhed over 25 years
is now required of new pretreatment coordinators in 3 or 4 months. |

s i
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- . . . o - ) J . - . . : P [ R
' e, Smaller programs have less resources to promote pollution prevention..
L "We'd like to do more," or "It's one of our goals over the next couple of
~years,"” are common statements at the smaller programs. With very little staff
-and often large programmatic challenges these’ programs sunply do not have’
the information or the time to conduct P2 outreach and education: Waysto
reduce the dlfﬁculty of provrdmg P2 1nformat10n to IUs would be helpful

. ‘Geographlc Informatlon Systems (GIS) are bemg rmplemented nearly ’
- everywhere, but benefits to pretreatment are still a few years off. GIS, o
- which computerizes core geograph1c data (such as sewer infrastructure, roads, o T
: o , _buildings) and allows. rapld access for updating or analyzing, is being - o
R o developedmnearly every c1ty we visited. However, the effort is in its early -
' "/ phases, and focuses on sewer infrastructure.. Parameters-of concern for -
pretreatment will be added, but not for a few more years.” EPA could help. k
shape this 1rnplementat10n by lllustratmg the value of GIS to pretreatrnent

" MOST CRITICAL FACTORS IN RUNNING A SUCCESSFUL PROGRAM

There were many similarities between Cahforma and Indlana in terms of cntlcal factors in .
’runmng a successful pretreatment program The Indlana perspectrve 1s summanzed below .

- Staff Expertise -

, e : ‘ ‘
Coordmators in small programs mentloned how unportant 1t was for them to understand thelr -
responsibilities and the various approaches at their dlsposal for enforcing the law. There was less

-. discussion about understanding the industrial process at IUs in Indiana than in California. The focus
here was more on expertise on the requrrements ofa pretreatrnent program and mnovatlve ways to. '
meet them . : : :

Balancing enforcement and education during inspections . ;
, ‘___2______—-——-——————&—4’-———, ' |

. Thisi 1ssue came out n most of the srte v131ts il

. o POTW A found that it was very rmportant to expla.m why certam thmgs were
. being requlred of IUs.. Once ﬁrms understand why somethmg 1s needed they
, wrll generally do it. - . .

R More than ° 50% of _]ObS in cormnumty are in manufactunng b
S Therefore the pretreatment program has always ernphasrzed o
- ' ‘ 'estabhshmg aworkmg relatlonshlp w1th 1ndustry :

.-}'.‘=5-3 L
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" - Assoonas there's a problem, legal staff take over from pretreatment
o staff, so as not to contaminate the relationship between IUs and =
| pretreatment personnel. T T
" POTW B:found that once they moved from catching people tc educafing
them, IU attitudes towards the POTW changed and progress was more =~
- attainable. They are careful to provide general information on how to address
compliance issues rather than making specific recommendations that could
- cause them problems later on if they didn't work. ' o
At POTW C the pretreatment coordinator will recommend consultants when -
** . IUs have questions, but will not tell them what they need to do directly. The
‘¢ - coordinator will also help them if they are having trouble with their
paperwork. - = | R Uy
" "AtPOTW D, the coordinator stressed the theme of working with industry on
" joint solutions again and again. By assuming that industry wants to do the
right thing, and by helping them to find out what it is and implement the
- solution, this program has made tremendous strides in improving water.
quality. Pretreatment staff are careful not to make-specific recommendations
to firms, though they will provide general guidance to small firms on-how to
~ solve a particular problem. . : -

- This approach has had equally positive results with both small local
-companies and with large firms headquartered in the city.
Where there are violations, POTW D generally negotiates a
. . compliance schedule with the industry. = This keeps Indiana
" Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) and EPA out,
" . and protects the company from third-party lawsuits. In addition, it
' formalizes a time line for new investment and reéduced discharges of
. concern. ' L, S
. Their approach is not to fine IUs if there has been no environmental
.. damage, but to make them invest capital to correct the problem.

° The Indiana site visits brought out the importance of the political environment in running a .
* good prefreatment program much more than was apparent during our California trip. A number of
the communities we visited in Indiana were small with few industries, and had only a handful of .
large industries. Facing alréady high levels of unemployment, the pretreatment staff faced difficult




'

challenges in protectmg water quahty In other communmes staff noted that a stable, supportive ‘»
relationship with the political entity had made their jobs much eaSIer allowmg contmued progress -
- over a penod of many years. - - '

. Suppomve relatlonshlps help ensure contmued progress One partlcularl
' ' POTW has had the same, enwronmentally—suppomve ‘mayor for twelve -
years. This consistency has allowed the pretreatment program to continue to
" progress. In contrast, a different Indiana facility for a long time had a mayor
" who was also the head of a major TU that had' strongly opposed EPA
- regulation. Since this mayor was replaced, the pretreatment program has had
~ amuch more fnendly environment in whlch to operate

e Enforcement actions help overcome local resrstanee In a number of :
y Aprograms federal and state program audits and enforcement actions gave the
pretreatment coordinator the power to make needed changes in the program.
However; as in Cahforma, some of the Indiana programs complained that
state 1nspectors were sometlmes 1ll-mformed and d1d a poor job

e Pohtlcs within the utlhty also hampered progress A couple of programs
. .we visited felt that there were problems with their reporting relatlonshlps In
some cases, the POTW superintendents paid little attention to pretreatment
* coordinators (short of plant upsets). In others, utility managers (overseemg
water, wastewater, sohd waste, storm water, etc.), v1ewed pretreatment asan - -
‘ aﬁerthought '

SEEPUA Poor relationships with ntlhty managers can lead to under '
" staffing. Under staffing at some programs made inspections and
enforoement difficult to do.. Most of the available staff time was
‘spent ‘on adrmmstranve tasks such as perrmts, and wntten
, correspondénce with industry. - ‘
-- . Under staffing is not necessanly equal across all utlhty programs o
' . Wlthm a utility district, there is sometimes surplus staff in one area -
(such as sewer mamtenance) at the same time there are staff shortages
. in pretreatment. This.is especrally true during the winter season
~+ where little sewer maintenance can be conducted. However w1thout
“intervention by the utlhty manager, these resources .are not more -
~ evenly shared. In some of the districts we visited, utlhty managers .
- felt that sewer staff were fully 1 utilized, pretreatment staff (mcludmg g
’ some who had worked with sewer crews) felt there was substantlal‘
slack labor. v :
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. Close relationships between IUs and the utility board or city mayor ‘,
. created problems. Other programs had difficulty enforcing against non-
conjpilers because the utility boards, overseeing their activities, were
" comprised of many people from the regulated industries. For example, 4 of
' the 7 members of a Utility Board in one of the cities visited were also
~.» employees or owners of SIUs. This procéss undermines the pretreatment
staff because IUs will often complain about the "faimess" of inspectionsto
* the board, with the expectation of undermining the inspector.? S

I
)

. Understanding of short-
The NPDES. permits are generally the basis by which pretreatment staff evaluate the."
' effectiveness of their program. At three sites visited in Indiana, however, NPDES permits had been
<. . expired for close to five years.? Thus, the parameters they contained were developed over ten years
ago, and are likely to change dramatically when the permit is renewed. While these programs are
~ generally in compliance with their existing permit, EPA staff felt there would be serious
shortcomings were a "modern" NPDES permit used as a basis of comparison instead. Pretreatment
staff, as well as utility-level managers, did not have the information necessary to identify areas for
“required improvement over the next five years. Some of the changes could require substantial new
capital investment. T S : SR

Focus on Watershed rather than Dis;har e Point

~ Most pretreatment programs facus on meeting discharge requirements at the POTW outfall.
_ In contrast, one POTW is organized around ariver. As aresult, it regulates both direct and indirect
. Jischargers, whereas most pretreatment programs regulates only indirect dischargers. Control of the
irect dischargers has been critical in their success. In fact, the facility targeted the direct dischargers

" first, and got them into pretreatment.

2 Even large, well known firms use this tactic. In one region, a large international firm (which has

B won environmental awards, though not in water) rarely corrects deficiencies within the allotted 30

day period. This firm will also often write complaint letters to the board. In this same POTW

region, a manufacturer of appliances, also a well-known brand name, dumped large quantities of
nickel into the sewer, upsetting the treatment plant. ' '

3 Ac':éwordihg to péfssnnel from one of these POTWS,'thé city's draft of the new perrmthas been

rejected because of a misunderstanding between the POTW and the Indiana Department of

. .+ Environmental Management (IDEM) over a c¢ombined sewer overflow (CSO) storage facility.
' IDEM thought this facility was essentially a plant bypass rather than a storage unit.




f IDE\TIFY I\G I‘\DL STRIAL LSERS

. As wrth the Cahforma POTWs, most of the Ind1ana programs have developed effective ways ' L

to identify new mdustnal users. in their communities, and generally think they have identified the-
reguldted universe.* This includes reviewing yellow pages, obtalmng information on construction
permits or apphcatlons for water or sewer hookups, changes in water consumption, and site visits.
One of the programs now requires a separate pipe for each tenant in a multi-tenant building. ‘In the
" past, they sometimes had trouble determining who was responsrble fora parttcular vrolatron ‘

o The coverage vaned somewhat across commumtres, as d1d the reasons that POTWs felt they
knew about all of the 1ndustna1 users: » o -
o For very small towns, any new business means _]obs and newjobs attract alot
) fof attent1on In such cases, new IUs are qulckly 1dent1ﬁed
L ’ One POTW plan doesn't thmk it's mssmg any IUs because they have very
-~ good baselme information and do mass balances for discharges: New IUs are
,1dent1ﬁed from phone books,  direct contact with the local Chamber of
X Comrnerce and from calls from other IUs :

'In contrast, another POTW expects 1t is st111 rmssmg many IUs. The c1ty has not conducted an IU
survey in six years. The last [U survey that was conducted got back many responses stating that the -
pretreatment requirements didn't apply to partlcular firms; however, the POTW never followed up
on these to be sure. The pretreatment coordinator would like to visit every one of these locations.
He beheves that some IUs are perrmtted and shouldn't be, and that some aren't perrmtted and should ‘
be ; . . ,

- SAMPLINCANDINSPECTIONSTRATEGY R R
'4Procedures for Inspectlon - 7

Surpnse mspectlons were an 1mportant component for all of the progra.ms In most cases,

inspectors were able to determme their own schedules for visiting sites, although they were required . S

to meet a minimum frequency of coverage. This frequency varied by commumty One of the most

" effective program s felt quite strongly that samphng frequently was a very important component of ’
their program.” Most communities rotated inspectors to balance their knowledge of a specific site.
‘against 4 desire for them to become farmhar w1th all the IUs :

- *One o,t' the prograrns did think that it mi'ght be rmssmg some auto repa.ir shops. B
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POTW A gives only 10-15 minutes warning on its unscheduled inspections.

They. rotate industries among inspectors every year; fresh eyes sometimes
| catch new things in the plant. The concept of rotating inspectors is also used
*- by another facility. - | EER Co .

POTW B felt their current sampling frequency was adequate or couldbe "
~ reduced; there was not a néed to "hammer” local industry if the POTW is
- meeting their limits. Current sampling is 4 times per year; self monitoring
.is required at least once every two weeks for any [U with compliance
problems. ' - SRR

" The POTW does not compare sample results from IU self-monitoring
- with POTW testing to identify potential problems.
" This treatment facility has had to develop very specific procedures for
.. dealing with split samples as a result of data quality challenges from
'localindustry.. DR -

' POTW C uses maintenance workers to do [U sampling. The pretreatment. =~
- coordinator is afraid that the current sampling program doesn't work because

'[Us manipulate flows. Since this region has a small riumber of IUs, the

program coordinator would like to have dedicated samplers to-overcome this

problem. . oo S S

- - Another establishment hasid dedicated ‘sé:m‘ple‘fs. “This is eas‘ie}i:;fd‘r‘ S
. staff collecting samples and less disruptive for IUs.

POTW D is a "maintenance” program, where nearly all IUs have processes =
* in control and are in compliance. . However, the pretreatment program still
.. chooses to visit each facility at least four times per year. This higher
. frequency keeps the relationship "fresh" and the inspector and plant operators .
on a first-name basis. “ B T
POTW E thought that better coordination between the inspector and the

“sampler would improve the efficiency of their program.

Slug Protection and IU Process Controls’ ‘

ﬂ‘

Advance Detection of Iécoming Chemicals and Tracing Dischérg'es ‘Back to their Source

e« ' Trunkiine Sampling. A number of the plants visited coiduct trunkline
sampling. In somie cases, data are collected regularly and provide a baseline
for any slugs. Most of the facilities, however, sampled trunklines and lift

R .
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| statlons only when a slug or strange dlscharge was detected in the system

Investigative testing was then conducted to work back from the main hnes' :

-and 1dent1fy the source of the non-perrmtted d1scharge

- ‘ One fac1hty conducts darly testmg at a senes of upstream hft stanons

Thls data helps the POTW detect changes in the influent and catch
- “illegal d1schargers Data are put into a database and evaluated for any. “
' spiking.

| - . Another-of ' the POTWs-has-five mterceptors, and tests: all of them

" . whenever a slhug is detected. Thls approach gives them a reasonably :

good chance of finding the dlscharger The mterceptors are not tested - .

on a regular basis.

© - Athird POTW does some trunklme samphng, but it's not necessary
- to do very often since the pretreatment program has d1scharges in |
: control They have done dye testing from each mdustry so they know -
_the time of travel from each IU. Thls makes 1t ea51er to backtrack an .

"1llegal d1scharge e G

‘ Enhst Other Departments to do Testmg Ani mexpenswe samplmg kit for :
~ each pubhc works ‘and utility vehicle has been developed by one of the -
" POTWs, This kit, which their maintenance staff was able t0-assemble, allows
_them to collect a usable sample if they detect discoloration or a. strange smell -
~ inthe sewage. Prior to the kits, personnel would call the pretreatment staff,
. but the strange discharge that had prompted the mmal call was usually gone
-~ by the time pretreatment staff arnved R .

Unannounced Samplmg Asin Cahforma, unannounced samplmg is’ used' ‘
by the POTWs as an additional way to detect 1llegal discharges. The use of

) dedlcated samplers (noted above), in addition to making sampling easier to
" do, also reduces the ablllty of the IU to alter productxon parameters to affect
T the samphng result : A

Communxcatmnofl’roblems T IR

Rapid « commumcauon of potennal problems is very important in 1dent1fy1ng -
.. illegal discharges. One pretreatment program often does not hear about
. problems until it is too late even to take samples This makes 1dent1fymg the

drscharger v1rtually 1mp0551ble

. e




" Ensuringa Process is "In Control"

‘proc‘ess 45 "in control.” Such a process was less likely to be out of compliance, and, if out of

| -Indiana programs also stressed the importance of this approach. However, some of the other
‘ programs did not discuss this point. It is our observation that programs with little pohucal power ‘

o -“ENFORCEMENT STRATEGY

| IUs For these fac1ht1es they are notified early when there is a problem, and work together to

Owersrzed Plants Less Susceptlble to Slugs :

e ‘One of the POTWs felt that slugs ‘were unhkely to lead to plant upsets.
e Jbecause there was so much spare ‘capdcity at the plant [It is likely that this
. protection is provided by a small industrial flow relative to total flow (about

5%) more than by’ the excess capac1ty in the plant]

A common theme in the Cal1forma 51te visits was the 1mP°ftan°e °f ensuring that an s

compliance, the operators would know how to get it back into compliance quickly. ‘One of the

to take actlons agamst IUs were less ltkely to be able to ensure TU processes were in control

- Ona somewhat related topic, a nearby umversrty, is helpmg one plant by conductmg research ‘
into helping to'make POTW’ digesters more resilient against upsets by varymg certam parameters

of treatment such as re31dence tnne

f force “i‘ent Actron ‘Sometrmes leﬁcult to Take

As mentloned above, a couple of the POTWs v1$1ted have a workmg relattonshlp w1th thetr

quickly correct 1t Others face a dlfﬁcult task in trymg to enforce due to polmcal pressures.

) ’fi] Nottce of Vlolatxons (N OVs) Not Escalated One of the treatment fa<:1ht1es o
‘ visited tradmonally enforced against IUs up to the legal requirements,
‘ treadmg ca.refully to avord any action that might threaten the industry: NOVs
. 'were not escalated, even if the U didn't comply. ‘The first fines were not
. lev1ed unul thlS year; in prior years the c1ty ‘had generally been unwilling to -
- ﬁne mdustnes S Fines that are lev1ed now are refundable if the IU meets
" _cértain deadlmes in the appomted time frame. The city attorney is now'
. helpmg the program 0 address non-comphant mdustnes )

[ P

3 The recent change was due to anew mayor a new crty attomey, and a new member of the 3- ‘
member unhty board : 2
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. e Warmng Letters Instead of VOVs Make it Easier for Pretreatment o
~ Operators to Regain Compllance Polmcal pressures in one of the cities ‘
make it very difficult for the POTW to fine Violators. This area has one of
the highest unemployment ratés in Indiana, so the city is wary of anything -
that might cause industry to leave. IUs have recently begun to respond to
~ POTW concerns. The pretreatment coordinator thinks this is because the
. pretreatment program shifted to a. less-threatemng letter that still meets the
- requu'ements of the law : '

S 'Reports self-momtonng test results and POTW test- results -along
" .. with a paragraph explammg their violations. - y
- Top ;management is not required to sign these letters so the -
- pretreatment plant operator doesn't have go to the manager -- they just
*have to correct the problem If the problem is not corrected, a formal
NOVIS sent. . - , -

ERN ,‘Another POTW also felt that such letters weére oﬁen qulte valuable because
. they gave the plant wastewater treatment operator the clout to make changes

Programs try to share mformatlon with the regulated commumty t0 make thelr enforcement
response less ofa surpnse : : l : :

e Regular Reportmg of Test Results One POTW sends test results to the o
o IUsevenif they are in comphance : ‘ : '

K Share Enforcement Response Plan (ERP) w1th IUs An enforcement
o 'response plan gives IUs a much better understanding of what happens if they -
‘don't comply. -One of the facllmes _plans to send every IU a copy of the1r -

. ERP onceiit has been completed i : : :

- : Many of the plans in Indxana are modeled after the ERP developed by . H
Muncle : ‘ L , :

: Structure of Flnes Can Help Support Program Goals

) » Fmes are’ also structured to 1mprove the hkehhood of ﬁrms 1mp1ement1ng the desued
‘behavmr ’ ' S A '

. l




" High Fines for Grease and Oil Violations. One POTW mentioned that it
. . levies steep fines on companies that block the sewer lines with grease,
‘forcing the POTW to clean them out. The purpose of this charge is as a
deterrent, so that the restaurant owners see it in their economic self-interest -
to conduct proper maintenance of grease traps.
* Conditional Penalties. Two POTWs mentioned that they have ‘been

successful levying penalties that would kick in if sfipulated changes weren't
made by a certain date. : L e o
"' No Fines for Rapid Correction of Problems and Which Caused No
* ' Environmental Harm. One facility allows 30 days for an IU to come back
_into compliance after a violation has been detected. They will resample in 30-
days, and, if the violation has been corrected, they will not require an increase

in sampling frequency unless the IU has a history of v@ol;itio‘ns.

Publication of SNC. SNC notices are often buried in the legal section, to .

" meet the requirements of. the law at a minimum cost. This reduces the
" deterrent effect of adverse publicity. Providing greater visibility in local
- newspapers of SNC violators cited for direct environmental harm might make
.. the SNC publicity more effective a deterrent. Similarly, one POTW thought
" that if EPA consolidated the SNC reports and published a complete list, it
~ would be a more effective incentive to.comply because patterns in corporate

| behavior across regions would be visible. : '

. POLLUTION PREVENTION (P2)

‘! Pollution prevention was not something that was well established in the programs we visited.
In addition, a number of interviewees felt that the economic benefits of installing P2 equipment and
procésses were often not favorable, or, if favorable, not very significant in terms of the-overall cost
‘structure of a firm. More focus was placed on program maintenance and fulfilling the requirements
of the NPDES permit inplace. = - e N




Other Prooram Pnormes Ha\e Taken Precedence

‘e One pretreatment program sald it has not been able to accomphsh as much
"~ in the P2 area as it had hoped. W1th access to detailed information, their
inspectors could help IUs reduce pollutxon wh1ch would be of great mterest

to both the POTW and to thelr IUs. ' :

- ~Thls prograrn is workmg wnh Purdue and Notre Dame fo develop a
' 'strategy for 1ntroduc1ng P2 into local industries. They are pursuing
an economic approach, by trymg to quantlfy the payback assoclated
o with specific P2 investments. .
. - The Notre Dame researcher.thinks that inspector. tramlng in P2 would :
o lead to more viable opportunities for unplementatlon bemg identified.
. Providing ‘the mspectors with 1-2 page summaries of P2 optlons
- would also help. ‘
" -+ "He thmks an expert system approach might be useful but he dldn't -
o have the expertlse to Judge its merits as compared to other approaches )
- of prov1d1ng mformatlon on pollutlon preventlon altematlves -

o . Purdue Umversny is mmatmg a pollutlon preventlon site on the World Wide
o ' Web. - It will 1mt1ally be geared to wood: finishing, and will expand later to - R
- metal ﬁmshmg The site will hst P2 optlons available to partlcular mdustnes L T

o ‘Two of the other programs v1$1ted saw little mterest from mdustry about P2
opportumtles - They tended to recelve many more requests for mformatlon
"~ on disposal optrons than on P2. .

- _ e A fourth program noted that- whﬂe it does encourage P2, water conservation
ST "’ measures by large users could have a notrceable and detnmental 1mpact on
' " plant revenues.. S - S

. Benefits from P2 Investments May Not Be That Largg B

e An electromcs manufacturer in one POTW dnstnct dxscussed econormc )
o mcentlves for upgrading pretreatment . equipment. - All envrronmental
- comphance costs were less than one percent of his cost of goods sold

- (COGs), ¢ implying that large changes in’ cornphance costs w1ll have little -
impact on envrronmental investment decisions. Wastewater discharge fees
compnse an even smaller pomon, less than 1/ 10 of one percent of COGs. -

Y
¥

, 8 COGs mcludes the direct matenals and labor that go mto makmg a product but exclude general
' adm1mstrat1ve overhead , g

R T
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‘ Em1ronrnental 1mprov ernents in thrs case are dnven partly by .
: regulatlons and more srgmﬁcantly, by corporate culture.
- ‘Acceptable paybacks on P2 is normally six months to a year; in some
; ‘cases paybacks of up to21/2 years may be allowed

The ﬁﬂh program v1s1ted felt as though P2 may be somewhat overrated In B
.. their particular system, nearly one-third of the permitted industries are closed
P loop, a factor that may slow adoptlon of P2 by the1r mdusmes

Both pretreatrnent and process caprtal need to be niear dbsolescence o
o at the same time in order for many retrofits to be economical.
" Industries in this system don't have all the information they need to
. know their P2 opt10ns the pretreatment coordinator thought that this
information would be valuable. ' ‘
A key question for their- IUs is whether the P2or pollutlon control
" equipment (PCE) will actually work as it is supposed to This is very
- hard to tell ahead of time. ‘
“The impetus to invest in P2 varies widely by 1ndustry Three Us
from here estnnated that envu'onmental costs, as a percent of their
o ‘cost of goods sold was 1.5 percent, 251030 percent and "the third
RN hlghest expense aﬁer labor and operatmg costs

EMPLOYEE ISSUES -

Keepmg the _]Ob mterestmg remamed a key employee-related issue in Indlana as it had been
in California. Some of the same solutions have been 1mp1emented such as developlng teams that
cut across tradmonal orgamzanonal barriers. :

e Coordmatlon Across Functlons “One POTW has developed multi-
o ‘functlonal teams, combining personnel from sewer maintenance, laboratory,
engineering, plant maintenance, and information systems. The teams meet
. once per week to dlscuss problems and develop solutxons , ‘

- The teams were created to reduce the overlap between personnel in
~ different departments and to encourage cooperative problem solving.
. The utility manager consolidated water, wastewater, and the city's
" public works department for the same reasons. There are fewer -
‘ personnel but they are better educated. ‘
- The multi-functional team approach has proven quite. successful wrth
nooE staff qulckly learmng to work together - :




e V,Expandmg Jobs to Keep them Challengmg POTW A feels that staff S
. retention dépends more on keepmg the tasks 1nteresnng than on salary levels. -
Their pretreatment program coordinafor believes that they have many
. opportunities for professronal development w1th1n the. POTW for staff to-
grow into. o :

.. Retentlon Staff retentlon at most of the programs has been faxrly good Lo A D
- POTW A retains staff for about four years.., Two. mspectors is the
-~ normy although at the time of our visit, they only had one.
.. POTW B has very low workforce turnover. S
- POTW C has extremely long staff tenure Sixty percent -of the
" pretreatment staff has been’ there for more than 18 years. People who
" leave generally stay for 4 or 5 years, then goto srmrlar places and.
become part of an mformal network Employees get h1gh salanes and B
' -good beneﬁts '

\ C o

.‘ e  Some Staff Turnover is Useful While long—term mstrtunonal knowledge ‘
is unportant the utility manager at one facility felt that some new employees -
. were a cntlcal aspect in the health of the program because they brought ﬁesh o
: ; ldeas ¥

| EDUCATION/T RAINING ACTIVITIES AND INITIATIVES '

Tralmng was a b1g issue at the Indrana progra.ms v1s1ted 1nclud1ng both pretreatrnent staff N
and operators at the regulated industries. Perhaps the most unique training mechanism in Indlana
was the "Call J ohn" approach (J ohn Craddock of Munc1e) utilized at least once by every program

“we visited. State programs have relied on John for 1nformatron on how to.deal with political
interference, how to finance aspects of a program, how to prepare an enforcemerit response plan or

~ permit an industry, how o change a sewer ordinance, and how to conduct proper sampling. Many .
. programs, afraid to call state or federal ofﬁcrals for help with a problem have used John as a go-
' between. ' - : : '

" There were some common problems facmg pretreatment coordmators especxally n smaller :
progra.ms o : C :
o Tlme Constramts Program staff don't have enough t1rne to take advantage
~ of training opportumtres One program manager would like to train his staff
.. more, especially at lower levels of the organization. They even have abudget -
line item for training seminars, and think they would benefit from visiting -
| 'other POTWs However ‘they do not feel they have enough time to take . -
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! away from their regular operations. The city is tféining upper managers on
"+ managerial and leadership skills. Another program coordinator would like
©to visit other POTWs, but can't afford time out of the district.

New Coordinators Don't Know "Where to Begin” in Running a =~
 Pretreatment Program. A couple of the IN facilities we visited noted that
- a "starter pack" for a new pretreatmerit employee would be extremely useful.
This would provide some history on the pretreatrhent program, summarize
.- everything one-needs to do-as.a-pretreatment coordinatar, including required
" reports-and plans. It would also provide a logical roadmap for how to
' -sequence the many available materials into a strong training module.

s "
oy

" We discussed with J ohnC;‘addock of Muncie how a small program in trouble might get back on
track. His recommendations: TR TR T R
e Get somebody from an established program to come to your plant and
¢ Gonduct a mini-seminar. This seminar should provide the staff with actual
~ examples, supplementing the guidance manuals currently available so that the
staff can see what something (e.g., an enforcement response plan) should
~ actually look like. ' o -

- "In "4‘or 5 hours of dfsoussion, he (br another individué.l)‘ g:én gi\}e the
' .coordinator general direction and hqlp him or her set priorities.

'Shadowing another program is useful, and a number of people have

' shadowed him.” However, it is difficult for the "teacher” to complete his

* normal workload. Shadowing ‘also has some other hitches: Muncie's

© " insurance policy does not allow them to carry civilians in their field vehicles;
" and soms indusfries may not want to have outsiders in their plants. ‘

. Use state and fqd“eral‘vs‘/‘ate‘r pefsbnnél as resources ‘Tﬁéy:hav‘emé gféét deal ="
of knowledge, and appear willingtohelp. © =~~~

7 One facility's pretreatmeit coordinator came from the POTW lab, and had little training when
the former coordinator (who was supposed to train him) left. Learning what to do in the program
was extremely difficult. In retrospect, he thinks he would have been far more effective.if he had
‘spent the first two months of his job shadowing another POTW program. Co
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Some of the other tactics used by smaller communities as training alternatives include: .

@  Links with surrounding umiversitiés. Our program has leyeraged
.- pretreatment staff by forging working relatlonshlps with nearby Notre Dame
and Purdue. Students accompany- staff on many [U inspections. The schools

are also used to help ﬁll opemngs w1thm the POTW

e Lmks with surrounding POTWs... Program staff fromone of the BOTWs .
co partlcrpate in round table discussions with surrounding POTWs, orchestrated
by the Indiana Water Environment Federation (IWEF) “These round tables
- have become a useful problem-solving resource for the staff.

The 1nterv1ewees also shared therr v1ews on trammg tools that would make thelr jObS easier
or thelr programs more effectlve :

L] Certlﬁcatlon In one case 1nspectors are certlﬁed operators requxred todo
‘ ‘contmulng education. Another POTW- thinks it would be useful if [Us had
‘ A .. to have hcensed pretreatment officers. . This would ensure that on-srte
o T equlpment was bemg operated properly ‘

o Tralmng Vldeos Most of the POTWs we visited felt that trammg v1deos -
: would be useful to help train the industrial users as well as pretreatment staff,
© - as many of the mdustnes do not understand the regulatory requlrements '

- Vlewmg mspectors notes. ﬁ'om the audrts on video would also be‘
S ] useful, to see what they are thinking as they go through a plant. o
y -- . One program manager thought the followmg videos would be useful: -

' -+ sampling, conducting a show-cause hearing; computer systems; how
. to perform an inspection; and how to determine an IUs industrial
" category (i.e., SIU or CIU). T -
--- One might also be able to v1deotape Water Envrronment Federatlon
s '.'(WEF)conferences o ‘ L

e Regulatory Changes Staymg up-to-date on regulatory changes is a. v
-+, challenge. One site uses an intern to update the CFRs, though having this . -

electromcally would be easier to use and take up less space. They also rely

on regulatory updates provided by the WEF and BNA. Another facility's IUs

felt that a non-legalistic interpretation of the regulations would be extremely

valuable in helpmg them to comply ‘

o Targeted Trammg Matenals One program thought that more background ~
a tralmng on the new. sludge regulatlons would be useful

”
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Tralnmg fanuals. Befter access to what's already available would help the

program Staff. Several facilities use EPA training manuals extensively.
" Being able to obtain them on-line would be useful. The Sacramento series
.of training books (by Ken Kern) was agam mentloned as of extremely hrgh

‘ N quahty

Semlnars One pretreatment coordmator is a class 3 operator and must
- spend 20 hours per year in continuing education. Unfortunately, the
. coordmator felt that many of these continuing education courses do not offer
L ‘any new or valuable 1nformat10n

‘“themy‘are still overly general.

Top1cal seminars would be of more value. ,
"The timing of courses is also important. Seminars at night are very
' difficult for anybody with a fmmly

"The Rural Water Assoc1at10n (RWA) provides very useful training
because they travel to plants However they don't currently provrde ‘
any pretreatment trarmng

OUTREACH o

M

Programs had dxfferent views on the 1mportance of outreach to mdustry Many felt that }
outreach was less important when there were not problems that needed workmg on.

9‘“““‘ ‘ Outreachwless 1mportant as program matures One program used to grve

o talks to different industries about pretreatment options, and formed a
‘subcormmttee at the local Chamber of Commerce to address water-related

) “env1ronmental issues. However, ‘with their higher workload (due to staff
vacancies and the need to train some new staff), they don't have enough time
to do this anymore: Since most IUs now understand the program, this is less
important than it was in ‘the past. (Note that the pretreatment coordinator
stated that hé did not think it would be necessary to ﬁll the two vacancies
they currently had).

Some outreach is mformal Contrnual reﬁnement of the sewer ordmance
has helped one program to put pohcres down on paper, makmg requlrements
- clea.rer to IUs




. Outreach does help bulld trust. One POTW formed a Clean Water Councrl
' in the early years.of i its program to educate industry abouit the regulatrons -
Th1s Counc1l built trust with the [Us over the long-term; the pretreatment
! coordmator is now always not1ﬁed whenever an IU 18 havmg a problem W1th :
7 d1scharges Lo : -
- Outreach to. the commumty is’ also extremely 1mportant The’ o
pretreatmerit coordinator spends substantial timie meeting with :
- neighborhood associations. As a result; requests, for funding. become
~less mysterious if the community understands the program's mission.
- This POTW also runs an awards’ program to recogmze successful IU
L pretreatment efforts

e Internal pubhcxty is also important. Some of the pretreatment programs
. we visited are almost invisible to the rest of the utility. Asaresult, theydo. -

~ -not get the mformatlon they need from these other d1v1$1ons, and potentlal

opportumtles for cooperatton are mtssed '

. PRETREATMENT RESOURCES AND COST ACCOUNTING

Asin Cahforma, the Indlana POTWs rely .on 2 vanety of budgetmg and cost accountmg
: approaches In the most extreme situations, pretreatment progranis either did not have a budget, or -
~ program managers did not know what that budget was. The degree of cost recovery for pretreatment
ﬁ'om mdustnal users also vaned w1dely : :

Budggting[ o
. Capltal budgetmg dlfferent for different asset purchases Capital

. replacement, new capttal and sewer lme extensmns were someumes ﬁnanced
-in drfferent ways :

poem 'One POTW has a replacement fund for capltal eqmpment This fund :
. " accrues interest as it accumulates. The utility manager said these the = - C el
* city sometimes targets these fund balances for "redeployment, "but '
o '. are promptly ' "reeducated"” about their original purpose. '
. -~ New capital is not ﬁnanced through these accruals i in the POTW.
.- Sewer line extensions are paid for using economic development
. A - grants, rather than through capacity charges on the beneﬁctary users. -
e R ' Capacity charges are levied if the users are outs1de of the fac111ty s
' o normal service area.
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" . One of the other programs has 4 reserve fund for caprtal purchases

but the staff does not generally know how much i is in the fund. Staff- -
o _thought that the new NPDES permit might tngger 1arge capital
N purchases that could not be ﬁnanced in thrs way '

‘Lack of mdependent budget or budget mformatlon At a cpuple of the o

‘ programs we visited, pretreatment staff had no budget and operated in the ‘
~dark about what resources they had at their disposal. Rather, they would
‘have to request permission to make most expendrtures, and funds would be R
“ allocated froma general ut111ty or poTW account " e

“ POTW A: The. POTW submrts a proposed budget to the ut111ty

. general manager This is taken to the utxhty board and then to the .

- city council. ~ The cny council must approve the budget rate
.. increases, and sewer ordmance changes Hlstoncally, obtaining this
 approval hasn't been a problem. Staff believe this to be the case

"~ because the budgets have always been small The staff don't know .
- what final budget gets approved. The wastewater treatment and =~
' pretreatment programs simply make requests until they are denied by '
' the utility manager. -
The pretreatment budget i is part of the wastewater treatment budget.
“The utility manager estimates that pretreatment receives $50,000 per =
~ year out of a $1.6 million wastewater treatment budget (including
‘both debt service and O&M). | |
© The city has spent a lot of money to bu11d industrial parks with
~ complete sewer hookups Some of these parks have never been filled.
“The utlhty general manager also serves on the town's industrial
- ”development board. :
- POTW B: 95 percent of the pretreatment fundmg ispart of thelab -~
~_budget. Staff 1ncludmg the lab d1rector, are not given budget

R mfonnatlon Genera.lly, itisnota problem to purchase consumables

- oor small equrpment Expandmg employees is a problem. This

o program has 1.5 full time equivalents (FTEs); they don't have a basis

., of companson to see whether thrs 18 low or not glven the size of therr
- commu.mty ' o




v

Cost Accounting

Cr‘oss-S'ubs'idies' o

It appears likely that a vanety of cross-subsidies exrst n the present rate structure of the

.- Indiana POTWs. Many programs did not have detailed enough mformatlon on cost recovery forus =~ - |

to identify areas of cross subsidization. Common areas seem to be between mdustnal users and

" residential/commercial customers; between different industrial dlschargers, and between the general -
utaxpayer and the industrial discharger.’ The cost recovery approach is descnbed ona program-by-
, program bas1s below. : v -

3

POTW A Cost Recovery
e 'Charge structure: permit fee, dlscharge fee per gallon Staff do not feel that"
- . there are cross-subs1d1es between water and sewer users.

- e IU surcharges* IUs do pay surcharges based on what they dlscharge
: ' However, ammonia nitrate is not included as a surcharge parameter; though
it does force the POTW to incur costs. Inthe past, both Zn and Cu were
parameters of concern relative to sludge quality. ‘

e Surcharges Were based on self—reported data This facility had N
- ‘problems. w1th a subset of IUs that. consrstently under-reported N
. loadings. To. address the problem, the POTW had to go in and
conduct baseline measurements. Follow-up samplmg is conducted if
self—reported data appear aberrant :

- e Lab fees Only recently was a dlsposal charge added to the cost of lab tests
' . performied. They now do full cost recovery for all laboratory- samples Costs
are generally more expenswe than contract labs

o If the POTW requlres more frequent samplmg by IUs, the addltxonal'
ER cost is usually enough for them to rapidly try to solve the problem.
- ' The cost of surveillance sampling is not charged to an industry until
- the POTW can identify who was respon51ble Even then the costs S
. are oﬁen not charged back.. ‘
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| . POTW BCost ‘Rﬂe“cg{;ery o

R o oo e ‘; ot S, e K o ““h:f‘::“‘ ‘ :“11“3”“ oyt ‘uﬂ““h-‘ v . A ' oo '
" This site 'had problems with its billing for inspections of [Us and associated lab tests. To -

solve the problem, billing was transferred to the city's accounting department. ‘Now, data goes
~ directly from the lab to the accounting department.? ‘ ‘ - ’ :

'@ " The billing for inspections is an average of all activity, and not based on the
# . number of samples or complexity of testing required. IUs are billed $146.50
.per month, a fee that pays for lab costs and pretreatment: . About 50 percent
of the lab work is self-supporting through fees. '

| Fee‘s‘ collected go ‘tq the utlhty district. Pretreatment and lab funds are
" budgeted by the utility and then approved by the city council. :
‘The pretréé.tmgnt COo;dif;z_i.tc;r wanted to charge IUs e actual cost of
providing the service, but the accounting department said this would be too .
complicated. ' " S :

" When résampling is required, the TU is billed an additional $146, but the
* actual cost of doing the sample is closer to $450. -

They have done a cost-of-service study for lab tests, but the results weren't
integrated into lab fees. If it were to be included, staff thought that the
" monthly fee might increase, but the structure of the charges would be
unlikely to change. - BRI =

The pretreatment coordinator feels that higher charges would provide an-
incentive for improved operations. A proxy is the $500-31000 fine levied on
restaurants for oil and grease violations; this has proven more effective than
other types of legal action. A S
The utility director is trying to develop better cost acéounting data to help
| bring their budget "under control."” : ‘ :

b
A '

s This system is also used to notify inspectors When an inspection is next required.
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' POTW C Cost Recoverv x

' Charges are based on ﬂow with surcharges on BOD and suspended sohds -Any lab tests'
' perforrned are charged back to the TU, based on the average cost per test (with lower charges for pH) -
‘Lab test rates do include the cost of staff time, plus a flat fee for sampling. [Us-also pay a permit fee
and a one-time connect charge to the sewer. Staff doubt that mdustry is paymg the full costs’ of the
_program, though they dont have enough 1nformat10n to evaluate 1t ‘

s POTW D Cost Recovery

: IUs drschargrng to thlS facrhty do not pay the full cost of the pretreatment program The
- pretreatment coordinatoris not apologetlc at all about this. The city benefits from the jobs and the
clean water the pretreatment program makes possible. In addition, despite the cross-subsidies, the ,
- sewer rates are in the lowest 25th percentﬂe in the state. They have an $84 million bondmg capacity;
. the debt is fully paid. - , : ,

One of theu' users thought that the program s pohcy of not chargmg for testlng a.nd makmg
~ results avallable was an nnportant factor in thelr being able to come into comphance

) POTW E Cost Recovery

. This program doesnt charge for any samplmg and analysrs costs even 1f there are v101at10ns ,
Charges are based on the volume of discharge; plus a surcharge for b1010g1ca1 oxygen demand -
~(BOD) and suspended solids. There are no permit fees either. - . The pretreatment coordinator does
not think that increased feeson penmts or IU discharges would. translate to higher revenues available -
. to run the pretreatment program with; rather, revenues would go to the general fund. o




. . .. Sldge cﬁnéﬁtly‘broduced by all of the
7.7 (thoughit is not all class A).° In the past, metals

There was a wide variation in the use of pretreatment information systems in the plants :
on of the usefulness of these tools, and some program staff .

" visited. There was universal recogniti !
" expressed frustration regarding their efforts to master existing software packages (most notably -

S “‘Cés“t-.-%c‘tcounti‘n‘gw‘and ﬁghéﬁc“‘ialﬂRégu‘é‘e‘ of Effluent and Biosolids -

visited.

. INFORMATION SYSTEMS

TR

-

W1th plentiful water, beneficial reuse of effluent is not an economic issue for the plants we

fashion. This reduced the power of the systems to improve overall operations.

i

 Improved Systems Would be Extremel Valuable

One POTW conducts trends a.naiysis by‘IUmmariﬁkally,‘ by compming““t‘esfl” o

results with historical data. They do not have a laboratory information

B management system (LIMs) system, but would be interested in one. The lab

director was concerned, however, that a LIMs would be difficult for a small

staff to manage, and that it would be ‘difﬁc‘ult to conduct quality assurance on
' - sampling using the-system. | " ‘ o

"+ Inspection reports are a large paperwork burden for inspectors at oneofthe

programs. Electronic reporting would be useful in helping the inspectors to-

~ do their jobs better.

One ‘of the prdg‘ra‘xfl;sw‘ tried PCME,‘ ‘and felt that it had been’ :uséfﬁl in
* developing annual reports. However, once billing functions were shifted to

the city's accounting department system, all reporting and record keeping was

- done on an old mainframe computer (not compatible for PCME). They have
invested hundreds of thousands of dollars in this system, and are startinga

e

' YPOTW A hiad past concems with 7inc and copper,
the sludge. POTW D has problems with bacteria an |
from thew:jw}i‘se of ‘poppér‘j:"ot' control. POTW C has had problems with nickel.

Cs

POTWs visited meets land application requirements

L ‘have contaminated the sludge, and, in some cases,

. upset the plant. The cost. of these events was not charged back to the IUs, although some -
el;lforcement actions are Pfdc.eeding for the most .egregious Violati'ons.‘ ’ |

I T
L

PCME). ‘A number of the programs utilized information systems in a piéce-meal, non-integrated

and is now concerned with nitrogen levels in
d viruses. POTW B has had some problems

L

[E I ST
N .



Use of Geo‘ ra’ ahi’chnformation'S stems GIS :

GIS systems are evolvmg slowly n many of the commumttes v151ted They Wlu eventually

~ new round of programmmo soon. \Ionetheless they plan to scrap the system .
© in 2-3 years fora Unix- based system The program manager feels that the
_mamframe eomputer has been relatrvely 1nflex1ble to use. :

-- a ; The’ pretreatment program is not btlled dlrectly for the large . |

_pretreatment-programming expenses the town has incurred.

e _Their current system does not allow them to search, IUs of concern to o

- compare test results to allowable limits:

--7 " Queries can't be tailored. to produce only data on IUs of concern >

\ rather th1ck reports are generated

| One program finally got PCME to work aﬁer extensive expenmentmg They .
‘would prefer a user-fnendly program as well as one w1th contmumg on—hne
aE support .

,Another program uses a mix of computenzatlon and handwntten fonns
They have a LIMs system for lab management. Most other functions are

computerized, with the exception of samplmg reports for each IU: theseare |

~ ‘written into manual forms and are visually scanned for non-compliance
'(though the data are also entered into a computer): Report generation, record

. storage, and statistical data processmg (for the lab and the btologmal lab) are
o ‘heav11y computenzed , '

One facrhty thought they nnght beneﬁt ﬁ'om some of the programrmng.

. 'developed by other POTWs, but they would need good « documentatton They .
_have done some programmmg relative to CSO management that they thought !
other fac111t1es mlght ﬁnd useful. . :

e

prov1de a powerful tool to pretreatment coordmators, but this w111 take years to happen

~ One POTW has a parttally completed GIS The initial focus of the mapping .
. effort i is on sewer infrastructure, although links to pretreatment are planned.
f The GIS will also be extremely useful in helpmg the POTW manage CSOs.

Another POTW is, developmg a GIS also begmmng w1th sewer-
mfrastructure They plan to add manhole cover locattons and samplmg data :
m the near future : : .
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& ' “ A'third POTW has just purchiased the equipment to construct a GIS of sewer’
0% infrastructure. While pretreatment applications are still a few years off, the
" GIS will help the program to quickly identify discharges, and ease the effort
' required to respond to administrative tasks. The GIS mapping is being done
' within the POTW rather than using the city engineers, because the two
" groups would not necessarily have the same priorities. - : .

. OWNERSHIP PATTERNS

© Indiana POTWs have come under increasing pressure to improve the efficiency of their

. operations, sometimes with the threat of privatization if they are unsuccessful. This has led some-

" of them to begin to improve their cost accounting. - Others have begun outsourcing functions
previously done in-house, or expanded their srovision of services to surrounding areas in order to

bring in additional revenue. S : ‘

@ The'mayor of one city gave the POTW two years to improve the efficiency
" of their program before he would evaluate privatization of POTW operations.
'The POTW hired an environmental consultant to update standard operating
- procedures and improve training. If privatized, the POTW anticipates that’

there would be less frequent sampling conducted.
" @ Another POTW subcontracts billing to the privately-run water provider

"*'% . (Indiana American Water Company). Underpayments are split equally

" between water and sewer. | ‘

“ !;aboraftog“ Operations =

' Laboratory ﬁmg:tion.é have been outsourced, at least in part, by many of the plants visited. '
‘Generally, more complicated analyses such as metals and organics have been outsourced, while
routine procedures remain in-house. This is not always the case, as two POTWs were extremely

T proud of their laboratory capabilities.'® One issue that got a good deal of discussion during the visits -
was how to choose a good outside lab. ' ‘ - '

~ One of these POTWSs conducts all of their tests in-house. ‘They do not know if some tests would
" be rore effectively outsourced. In terms of technical capabilities, thev feel they have one of the best

labs in the state. The lab is used only for internal samples; no samples from IU self-monitoring are -
" evaluated, as this deﬂ‘l&d”‘bds‘é 4 conflict of interest, as well as be unfair to the private labs.




Outsourcmg Declslon Pretreatment staff at one of the prograrns determine

“which tests to outsource using a number of considerations: the man hours -

* ‘required to conduct a test; the wastes generated; and the number of analyses
required per year in comparison to the assocrated equrpment expense All
orgamc analyses are outsourced '

L Choosmg a Lab Choosmg the proper outs1de lab is extremely 1mportant .
 The lab director at this program requires a copy of the lab's Standard -
Operating Procedures (SOP) manual, and will visit the lab. If the lab will not

send an SOP or if pretreatment staff are not. perrmtted to observe lab . |

operatlons unannounced the lab is drsquahﬁed from con51deratxon
- Once accepted, the lab must meet a two week tumaround time; if they’ o
L fail, they are no longer used. - °

.--" " Few POTWs know how to evaluate outside labs and how to structure

workable agreements with them. This program does educate some of
‘their IUs in this regard, but much more could be done, mcludmg the

_‘preparatlon of "51mple Enghsh" gulde

) Lab Accredltatlon is Lackmg Another POTW beheves that lab
accredltatlon in Indiana is lacking. Quallty Control by EPA is done only-
once per year, even though the entlre pretreatment program depends on
accurate lab results ' . ,

- Nobody hasa "hammer" to force 1mprovements in the lab.

- - - [EPA evaluations have had very long delays. For example, the results
‘ " of an evaluation done in ‘April 1995.did not arrive until February o

o 1996. This greatly reduces the usefulness of the review.

- - The lab director would like to see EPA tests done four times per year P
. with results available within 30 days. This would also help to reduce

the impact of apiece of equipment happemng to be out of comphance :

o - ontheday of the EPA audit. . .
B Voluntary accreditation would bea good thmg, even 1f the state didn't

o ‘ ‘make it mandatory :

POTW A sends metals toa contract lab for analysxs The lab has a 4-5 week
turnaround for sample results. This delay has created problems for the

: - POTW in the past because they dldn't detect mckel violations until they had ‘

a plant upset

, ' POTW B does all of its testsm—house other than total tox1c orgamcs (’I"I‘Os), -
whlch it ships out due to a lack of space. :
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e fi:]jLab is heavrly utrlrzed nearly 50 percent of the fests they conduct are
- \*“not requrred by state or federal law. :
o :Thrs mcludes lots of momtonng of the blologtcal commumty inthe
¢ iriver. The prograrn “director thmks this should be required of all" - A
- 'POTWs, since it is the key measurement of whether all of the
- 1nvested trme and effort in treatment is workrng ST
: POTW C conducts ammoma, BOD colrform and phosphate testlng in-
‘house Ihey used to'do metals analysrs 1n-house as well but the equrpment
- became:unusable They now contract out me tals and orgamcs

3 ‘quahty requrrements have been met is cost consrdered ,
' 'The POTW also requrres a lab that has been through legal
oo Qproceedmgs and has proven the vahdrty of its test results in court

. ml‘h . . WL "

MIn-Sourcing"

Common functrons prov1ded to outsrde areas by POTWs are sewage treatment CSO -
management and sewer cleaning. ‘There are ‘sometimes problems with the 1nterjunsd1ct10nal
agreements aﬁ’ectmg who controls pretreatment oversrght

| One site accepts ﬂow from ot.her Junsdlctlons " Surcharges on IUs are the
- - same as those for industries within the POTW's normal service area. Charges
B are brlled quarterly, to the surrounding town’ rather than the drschargmg IUs
| Wh11e they do wnte the permrts for these rUs, enforcement isa b1t L
‘ muddy Some of the IUs are not well characterized. Most of the .
o 1 surroundmg areas have adopted this pretreatment program. .
S Staff did not lmow the ﬂow that comes ﬁ'om outsrde Junsdrctlons

Another fac111ty serves about 6, 000 customers outsrde of the crty (versus R
138,000 inside). This includes an industrial area in OH. They would like to
‘ provrde sewer cleamng services to smaller commumtres as well

K “ A thJId POTW ws1ted took over management of CSOs from the c1ty They
L also serve an area 10 rrules greater than the city limits. These outer areas pay
- sewer charges, but don't pay the city tax They don’t want to become part of

the c1ty for that reason. ‘
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* INDUSTRIAL USER ISSUES

.. Replacement of vapor degreasers w1th alkalme cleaners at IUs has caused,_ '
C some problems wrth ﬂocculatron at the POTW

. O ' Vendors change the. makeup of propnetary chermcals sl1ghtly, affectmg the -
- plattng bath composmon and sometlrnes the performance of the pretreatment s
‘ equlpment ’ : :

RESIDUALS MANAGEMENT |

. BlOSOlldS for all the fac1l1t1es visited meet land apphcatlon standards although some also
have old, contammated sludge stored on their property, that didn't meet these standards.!' Key
issues associated with biosolids include when it can be apphed meeting the class A standards, and

~ improving the demand for this commodrty Effluent reuse 1s not a b1g issue since water is plentrful- o
throughout most if Indtana : : .

e Tlmmg of Apphcatlon One POTW‘s sludge land apphcatron penmt hrmts ‘
; ~ the amount of frozen ground application allowed. This creates problems for '
marketing their sludge because farmer's are most open to sludge deliveries -
" during the winter, when compactlon of their ﬁelds is mrmmlzed and there is
no interference wrth plantmg or harvestmg '

e Value comparlson to chemlcal fertlhzers One of the programs visited is
planmng to conduct a cost comparison between sludge applications and

. chemical fertilizers at the end of this year The results could help them '

‘ market they product more effectrvely : o

N I ‘Metals Levels Fluctuate. Sludge from one facrhty is bemg land apphed, and -
'~ the quality is reasonably good Currently, Lead limits have the least room for -
mcreased concentration.-However, their metals values vary up and down,
. suggesting their industrial drschargers do not have their pretreatment entirely
under control. Tn the past, they have had problems with Mb levels as well, . o
but were able to address the problem by sendmg letters to all customers with . ' s
. large heatmg or coohng towers. S

-

¢

n One of the programs has tons of sludge w1th h1gh metals (ﬁ'om platers) stored near their. plant
Th1s was from an earlier penod where the pretreatment program was not effectlvely run. New
sludge meets Class A requtrements and w111 be blended wrth the old sludge over time. '
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" 'Commingling with Compost Admmlstratlvelv Drfficult Another p program ‘
- doesn't comrnmgle biosolids with compost because it is administratively
- more drfﬁcult Land apphcatron 1s cheap about six cents per gallon of
o sludge ‘ ‘
JBlOSOlldS Amendments ‘ "Envrro soﬂ" 1s a sludge amendment that blnds‘ ]
' ‘metals so they wrll be mactrve One program thought that products suchas ~
7 . this could help them to 1rnprove the qualrty and marketabrhty of therr '
" blOSOlldS N

Effluent Reuse Unhke Cahforma, water is not in short supply in Indlana
- Asaresult, there 1s less pressure to reuse effluent. One of the sites does reuse
.+ some effluent to 1rr1gate a golf course; the rest is discharged to a full-use
" stream and into a reservoir. They are constructing a wetlands that will hkely A
receive effluent as well in the near future

Vo

Some small programs, such as one of the srtes vrsrted must operate under a
| comphance order with EPA. They often have few staff, and the staff they do
have are not always fully trained. While the order gives the program greater:
leverage fo make changes, it also creates difficult challénges for existing staff
- to meet. Opportumtles for 1-2 day training modules, or resources '(such.as
videos) that would be available for review on-site, would allow staff to
- upgrade:: skills w1thout takmg substantlal time off from the _]Ob

Challenges for Smaller POTWs

. Meeting Pendmg NPDES Permit Renewals Three POTWs are operatmg _; }

} gunder exprred perrmts Some are not now required to have dechlorination or

" “conduct whole efﬂuent toxicity testmg ‘Another thmks it mrght also have
problems w1th mckel hmlts under a new perrmt ‘

Implementing P2. Requrres fau'ly lugh staff expertrse and understandmg of 3
~ options, and a substantial amount of outreach. Smaller programs don't
‘necessanly have the expertrse or the trme




o \Iass Based lrmrts for categorrcal mdustrres lndustnes don t keep accurate
7 enough productlon records to allow the use of mass-based limits. Job shops
' have enormous variation between flow and metals concentration as ‘their
~ production runs change. Therefore the. POTW often must reconvert these
mass-based hmrts 1nto concentratron lrmrts

. e - IUs Threatenmg to Leave Thisis a cntrcal problem for small POTWs in C
. regions with high unemployment .For example, one mdustnal laundry has = .
lead exceedances and is threatening to leave if they are forced to comply with . o ST
the. local limits. According to the pretreatment coordmator the' lead
- discharges have no impact on the overall system, or on meeting allowable
NPDES or sludge limits. - However, not everybody thinks strong
2 env1ronmental requrrements leads to 'loss of mdustry s

- One: program manager tlnnks that a- good pretreatment program' -
w . - - - . .means an industry has a stable regulatory environment. - Industnesf '
. “can't afford not to have a strong pretreatment program. o
BREEE I »An IU in this program felt that stringent pretreatment regulatlons '
. . don't provide a competitive disadvantage, but perhaps provide an
. advantage because other commumtles wrll be playmg a game of . -
"catch up" in the near future .

o Keepmg permrts up-to-date One forrner pretreatment staffer ofa facrlrty :
' * said that keeping permits up-to-date was a huge job. Very rarely. Would one
_ person at the 1ndustry have all the answers needed to do so. ’

- The time consummg part was in measunng ﬂows, venfymg reported ,
. E information, and commumcatmg with the industrial users, rather than
. the mechanics of permit writing and modification. As aresult, this -
[ staff person did not think information systems and standard templates '
would reduce the Workload substantlally o

‘12 Mass-based 11m1ts are oﬁen encouraged because they provrde an incentive to conserve o water. . -
One consultant (who designs and installs pretreatment systems), thmks that there are other factors
encouraging water conservation even without mass-based limits. Specifically, in areas with hard
water, each doublmg of water consumption mcreases residual sludges (which are expenswe to

" dispose ot) by one-third. : : -

A
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) SUMMARY OF SLGGESTIONS TOEPA

" Re; ‘nla‘to Flex1b|h |

Ce Allow POTW to stop testmg for pollutants that are not at an l"U facrhty (e g " o
o cyamde or chromxum) _ o

o ..Encourage removal of metals ﬁom local ordmance 1f they have no 1mpact on"’
. the plant or res1duals quahty :

‘“Iron and alummum standards dont make sense g1ven the use of these‘
matenals in wastewater treatment | : S

De mmmus exempnon for categoncal mdustnes would be very helpful New

. regulations, such as the Metal Products and Machinery MP&M) standards,

+ - will hit small industries that don't have the resources to- deal with them.
=+ Many of these small dischargers have no 1mpact on POTW performance or
X sludge/efﬂuent quahty

‘would make their _)Ob ea31er B

- aster res onse tlmes on audlts and rev1ews .

In order to be useful EPA needs to get mforrnatlon back to the POTW much o
more, qulckly o
" Lab QC audit took ten months at one faclhty ‘ .
. Review of an enforcement response plan took two - years 1n one "
program R
" In one instance, a locality did not recail ever receiving a report from
‘an audit (although EPA records do not support thls clalm) ‘

* Barium, silver, tin, selenium, and fluoride were eliminated from one POTWSs ordinance for this
reason. ‘ : o o

Lo




" Don't Only Focus on Known Sources
e Find the new or unregulated sources in order to reduce loadmgs dont SImply' S
‘ tlghten standards on the "known" umverse

—

- Don't Forget Eﬂforcement' S

e j One facxhty proposes tenac1ously seekmg out non-perfonmng programs and
forcmg them to comply -

| . SUGGESTIONS FOR THE CSI PROJECT

. 5 Cn Prov1de very short user-fnendly guldes to samplmg that could be dlstnbuted
- to'the [Us. One sampler felt as though self-momtonng samples were often
vtaken mcorrectly, rendenng the test results maccurate

° Many people in the smaller commumtles fear that reqmrmg comphance w1thr
' discharge regulanons will lead to mdustnes leaving town. To the extent that
EPA could illustrate why this is not the case (using examples from small -
. towns with high unemployment) pretreatment coordmators could use this
" -1nformatlon to their benefit. : v

--+ " Inone of the comrnumtles an IU was ﬁned $l2 000 and forced to
- clean ‘up their process. They later said that' they were wmnmg o
~ contracts that they didn't think they could have won. 1f they hadn't .
| cleaned up therr process B

o Ifa POTW is already way below its NPDES perrmt levels and have results-
based measures in place, EPA should allow them to do certain things that
- mightbe considered "outside the envelope" such as allowing IUs to reduce
. thelr testmg ﬁ'equency ' . K

A"',. . ‘,Y-EPA could educate POTWs about the ﬂex1b111ty that already extsts in the
' ' pretreatment regulatlons L :

e Accordmg to Pat Bradley, of EPA's Office of Water Perrmts D1v131on thls can already be done because
a POTW can mochfy permlts to IUs w1thout EPA regronal approval .
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. Attachment 6:

- “SUMMARY OF VIRGINIA POTW SITE VISITS, MAY 6 -10, 1996

srTEs VISITED

Harnpton Roads Samtatlon Dlstnct
Hopewell Reglonal Wastewater Treatment Facrhty
City of Richmond Wastewater ‘Treatment Plant

E Alexandna Samtatron Authonty

) Inzervzew Team Patnck Bradley, OW Wendy Mrller OECA Doug Jarmeson OECA (for Hampton' :
- Roads and Hopewell), Doug Koplow IEc. -

The V1rg1ma facrhues differed from those in Cahforma and IndJana. In V1rg1ma, no programs '
had experienced recent enforcement action, although some were deﬁmtely struggling more than
others. An additional drfference was a wide range in the level of industrial discharge, from a low of
two percent IU flow/average daily ﬂow to a- h1gh of 80 percent. ‘The POTWs varied ‘in the

‘ complex1ty of operations, from a small geographrc area with a single plant, to a large geographic area .
with a multl-plant network ‘While many issues were similar across these facilities, the diversity of -
facﬂmes raised some 1nterest1ng issues that did not surface dunng the ﬁrst two tnps

, NEW INSIGHTS FROM THE VIRGINIA VISITS

' - . The POTW as an mformatlonal resource remains a crmcal factor in IU
L - - compliance. Asin IN and CA, POTWs with effective treatment programs o
have become an informational resource for IUs to turn to ‘when they have a
’ potentral drscharge problem T '

e _Interjurlsdlctlonal agreements often fall to glve the pretreatment’f
- program the leverage it needs to control contammants in influent. Some
programs we visited received discharges from industries outside their
districts. While generally there were agreementswrth the mummpahtres :
. where these 1ndustnes were located somettmes these agreements were
‘ madequate :

e Operatmg a network of treatment plants provides : addmonal ﬂex1b1hty-
' -to operators, but also creates additional challenges. One of the programs

' we visited manages a. network  of plants, many of which have cross- 3

_, connections to allow flow diversion. Initially, communication between the .
mterceptor staff and plant personnel affected by dlverted ﬂows was’




" inadequate, causing operational problems. By requiring pre-notification to

‘plants for any diversion, these problems were solved. Another complication 4

 of a multi-planit network involves setting charges and discharge limits. Since

" the plants have different discharge points, cost structures, and [U profiles,
‘choices on allowable discharges and pricing have important implications on
*where new IUs locate and how much they invest in pretreatment.

" Serving military customers creates substantial challenges. One Virginia

POTW r@ceiyes a significant flow from military customers. Even though the .
" Clean Water Act (CWA) does not atlow the military. to- pay fines for

discharge violations, the POTW should assess them anyway. Assessing fines,
even if they are uncollectible, is an effective enforcement measure because .
. “of the military officer's concerns that the resulting adverse publicity might
' harm his or her prospects for promotion. Other effective tools include

% | enhanced education and suspension of service until stipulated conditions are

N

met,

_Partnering between city managers and industries creates opportunities
and challenges. To promote economic growth and protect the environment,

- one POTW established very strong contacts with large industrial dischargers

and city managers. The coordination gave them opportunities to jointly

. fesolve problems, but many checks and balances had to be built into the
system in order for the public to trust the arrangement. B

" Don't require pretreatment where effective centralized treatmen
" already exists. Ifa plant can handle 2 specific industrial discharge, the EPA
should not force pretreatment industry-wide for that material. The net result,
* rather than improved environmental quality, is that industries will stop
discharging to the POTW, leaving it underutilized and expensive for the
_ remaining customers. : - o
' POTWs built to serve primarily industrial customers address important
‘public policy issues regarding pollution. The EPA's "polluter pays”
+ principle strives to make industries responsible for the full cost of controlling
" emissions and tries to ensure that the price of ' their products adequately
. reflects the associated environmiental harm of production. Two of the
_ programs visited in Virginia used some public funds (either EPA grant
money or tax-exempt municipal bonds) to construct waste water treatment
plants serving primarily industrial customers (though both also serve some
residential customers as well). While in both cases the industries also "
contributed ﬁJndé, the cost of .Water pollution control was, in effect,
. subsidized by public taxpayers. While it may make sense to share
" infrastructure between municipalities and industries to take advantage of

: f_6-2‘ .




econorhies of scale, EPA may want to be sure that 1ndustnal rate structures
~ ‘recover these subsidies from industrial customers so that the industries pay .
“the full cost of managing their pollution. It should be noted that these
_subsidies are likely to be small relative to the other inducements local.
govemments blllld into the mun1c1pal tax  structure and use to lure new
mdustry : : ‘ '
- e Pretreatment is sometimes séen as perlpheral to plant operations, rather
' than central to it. One pretreatment coordinater- expressed frustration that
-the plant operations ‘staff did not see the importance of pretreatment in -
ensuring continually-solid plant operatlons He thought pretreatment should
drive. plant operatlons not v1ce versa. ' ‘ : -

o Polmcs lnﬂuences ablhty to meet pretreatment program objectlves AS‘ L -
in Indiana, politics remained an important issue in pretreatment performance ST
- but one that was difficult for program coordinators to speak openly about.
"Problems tended to be worst. with strong,. pohtlcally-connected firms.
Political mﬂuence was brought to bear in- the areas of whether or not sewage -
treatment would be provided and the economic terms of that service, as well
- as the ‘area of enforcement for violations that came out o clearly on the
Indlana tnp '

S

MOST CRITICAL FACTORS IN RUNNING A SUCCESSFUL PROGRAM

As w1th Cahforma and lndrana, many cntlcal factors in nmmng a successful pretreatment
prograrn were the same. - : ‘ .

°. ‘Regular communlcatlon with, and v1snb1hty to, the IUs. Programs that .

'maintain frequent contact with their dischargers have developed a workmg'

relationship that supports early problem identification and are tools for rapid

solutxons One program shows up unannounced quite frequently. However,

since the IUs know they will be treated fairly by the pretreatment staff, the

frequent visits support rather than impede the working relatlonshlp Another

. gets weekly reports from its ‘(albeit smaller) group-of SIUs, and holds
”monthly meetmgs with envnonmental representatlves from the IUs E

e Establlsh mdnvxdual accountablhty for. performance of TU pretreatmenti .
units. Frequent contact ' with [Us is one method of establishing
‘accountablhty Another method employed by one of the programs.is to set
* - -up regular public meetings between the citizens and the SIUs to dtscuss
' envxronmental performance 1nclud1ng wastewater treatment Th15 same
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" program has the home phone umbers of every environmental manager at the
" SIUs, and calls these individuals any time there is a problem. 'This creates
~ very different responses than holding the company in general responsible.
‘Ensure technical ‘¢competency in IU pretreatment staff. ‘Without
- technically-competent staff at the IU, it is much more difficult for the POTW
. “to ‘control the quality of effluent. IUs must have the ability to-detect and
~control problems quickly. Since this competence is highly dependent on the
- pesotiniel in charge, one of the programs requires the slug plans of each TU
‘ be updated any time there is 2 change in pretreatment personnel. This
. “reqiiirerent gives the POTW indications of when there might be staff-related
./ problems in the operation of the pretreatment equipment. :

' Balancing enforcement and education during inspections. As with the
CA and IN trips, this was a common theme in a number of the Virginia
programis. Programs have long-term relationships with many the staff at their

"““TUs " that help them to achieve compliance. One of the pretreatment

 cootdinators went so far as to define his program as successful because. they

. . can easily communicate with the industrial dischargers and are notified as
. soon as there is a problem at one of the plants. To him, this was a more

important indicator of good performance than measures such as the number
of NOVs or industries in SNC. NS i

‘Political support is iﬂniportant.“ As m Indiana, political pressure was

"* sometimes brought to bear on program staff to influence the direction of

activity or enforcement. Some of the programs felt that they did not have
- complete support from their utility-district, city managers, or city attorneys
to ‘enforce the Clean Water Act, even against large industries. This

undermined the ability to do their job, and created a more difficult working

b gnyironment.

* Federal enforcement is a good thing. A common feeling on the part of the
. - pretreatment programs was that strong enforcement was sometimes the only
 way to get the resources needed to adequately run a pretreatment program or
" to ovetcorhe political pressure from industries or local politicians. One
~ program stated unambiguously: "EPA enforcement will turn programs:
. around." This response echogs perspectives we heard in both CA and IN. .
Have direct oversight for all IUs. "A number of the programs we visited
 accepted discharges from industries outside of their districts. -While there
" were generally agreements with the municipalities in which these industries -
were located, these interjurisdictional agreements (IJAs) were often’
inadequate. In some cases, the pretreatment program did not have the ability




to mspect these dlschargmg mdustnes could not levy surcharges dlrectly on . -
_them, and could not work ﬁeely to verify dlscharges and 1dent1fy unreported '
discharges in the area outsrde of their area of primary domain. Where
. réporting was required, the ‘notification process regardmg discharges or
' v1olat10ns from the surroundmg mumc1paht1es was somettmes far too slow )

Some of the POTWs actually have an UA with a surroundmg area that intum *
has an IJA with the municipality in.which the U was.located.. This. dilution
~ . of oversight power greatly diminishes the leverage that the plant actually
_treating the wastes has over ensuring that discharges do not cause operattonal
problems or NPDES violations. Where the IU in question is also large and-
B pohttcally powerful pretreatrnent leverage declmes still further. - '

e A credlble threat of enforcement by POTW isa necessary tool Two of ~
’ . the prograrns did not have the delegated authonty to take civil enforcement
' action against violators. Rather, civil action had to go through the regular - '
' city bureaucracy, where it would be subjected to the many competing .
" interests of other departments greatly reducmg the POTW's ablhty to mduce
raptd comphance

e Consent agreements with suspended fines work very well Asin Ind1ana,
‘ -a couple of Virginia facilities noted the power of consent ‘agreements with
* financial penalties which kicked in-if the industry dldn't comply on a
i snpulated time schedule. These agreements seemed 'to prov1de a strong .
- incentive for rapid correction of problems, and allowed funds to be apphed B
" to long-term solutlons to the enwronmental problems ' '

IDENTIFYING INDUSTRIAL USERS o c

The POTWs in V1rg1ma used similar methods to 1dent1fy new mdustnal dJschargers as were
»apphed in CA and IN, ranging from phone- books and communications with other municipal ‘
departments, to dnve throughs of industrial areas. Some of the VA programs even tracked
unregulated industries if they felt there was a- potential concern that discharge from these 1ndustr1es
- could affect the plant. In some cases, the POTW's plan to extend regulation to these sectors (e.g.,"
‘photo "rocessors) in the ﬁ.tture although domg SO may requxre modrfymg the exrstmg sewer

' ordmance , .

One program in parttcular*was unhappy w1th thetr mventory of 1ndustr1al users. A survey' e
- done in the 19803 identified 200 potentlal IUs (mcludmg dry cleaning and radiator shops). They felt
‘thata major area of weakness was from IUs located in surroundmg areas with whom they had an IJA
* but not much direct access. This program felt that they had fairly good communication with other

R mumc1pal ofﬁces w1th1n the mty (such as bemg notlﬁed of new water hookups and large water, :

o )v . ' :S" | 1“‘ ) ': ,v6_5/" |




‘consumers) but few hnks to 1nformat10n on new busmesses or water hookups in the other“
Junsd1ctxons For example the program does not even get sent a copv of the sewer connect lists
from the two adJacent counties that discharge into their sewage system The pretreatment
coordinator is anxious to complete a survey for spemﬁc commermal uses to 1dent1fy unknown
fac111t1es -

[

: SAMPL f; G AND INSPECTION STRATEGY

are A number of fannhar elements came up on the V1rg1ma tnp, as well as some new 1ssues that
the programs have creatively tried to address. ‘

o Rotatmg Inspectors A theme that came up in v151ts to other sites was

. echoed by an inspector in Virginia: rotating which plants you visit is

- important because it's "hard to-stay focused when you inspect the same plants
‘year after year. " There remains a balance between familiarity with a specific -

. plant and its personnel and retalmng a fresh, 1nqulsmve view of the

cr 1nspect1on process ‘

Good relatlonshlp wnth IUs makes mspectlons non—adversarlal One
program said that its industries didn't mind being inspected because they had
a long relat10nsh1p with the POTW and its personnel and trusted that the
program would treat them falrly

Frequency of Inspectlon One plant sa1d that it does not conduct annual

lnspectlons at each IU because this was not necessary and the program did

-not have enough resources to do so. Since the Clean Water Act requires STUs

~ be inspected a2 minimum of once per year, this comment seemed strange. -On

‘further examination, this facility did "audit" the [Us more frequently, but

- viewed an mspectmn as a much more detailed undertaking. It may just be a
matter of semantics smce the regulatlons do not estabhsh what an mspectton '
“must 1nclude o

Inspectlons as deﬁned would requ1re about 1 week per SIU ‘This
- time was broken out as follows: one day to review files; one day to
“'réview and assemble relevant data on- the plant one day to visit the
plant 2 days if the plant is new), and one day to wrlte-up the VlSlt and o
- ask for addmonal information.’ o
At this partlcular plant, only one person conducted the full

‘ 1nspect10ns In addmon, they had very little in the way of
information systems that would have made ﬁle rev1ew and data

rev1ew and assembly much easwr :




- The SHJs in this partrcular reglon conduct substannal self-
‘ " “monitoring, and report on a weekly basis.. Because SIU drscharges
" have’ large financial ramifications for the industries (they share plant-
‘costs on'a pro-rated basis), many para.rneters are tested every day.
- This frequerncy increases the likelihood that any problems in the [U's
. processes will be detected early, and reduces the need somewhat for
 frequent external inspections. -, , : :
- . Many of the large SIUs in. another district are also requued to sample '
darly Better comphance leads to reduced momtormg requlrements o

Samphng and Inspectlon of POTWs is madequate Many of the programs |
mentioned that they did not think the Vlrglma DEQ .did a good job
overseeing’ the state's delegated pretreatment program. One program.

_lcoordmator has not had a full aud1t since 1981. While the DEQ would visit
~once per year to review the program, they did-not do afull program audit, the

type of multr-day review that would’ provide program staff w1th useful

inforrnatlon on ways they could i rmprove

'Tlme of travel data useful in detectmg source of slugs One of the 4
' programs has modeled their interceptors to estlmate how long wastes take to -
~ flow from-one pomt to another This makes it easier for them to trace back -
- discharges, and to prepare other plants in their system for diverted slugs

Testing points at the bar screen and lift stations also help 1dent1fy and trace

“ unknown drscharges

Samplmg at mrhtary facilities requlres dlfferent strategles One facility
‘Has a substantial number of military drschargers ‘Some of these dischargers’
 tried to restrict pretreatment staff from entering their facilities because of the
top secret nature of their operations. The POTW took a hard line on this: ~ -
their staff required entry or the military would not be permitted to discharge .
_ to their plant. The POTW was willing to have its staff go through security

clearance, so long as, in the end, they could mspect unannounced as

- necessary.

Mumclpal permlts offer an alternatlve to mter]unsdlctmnal agreements o
"where inspection is a problem One- program, faced with restncted»
oversight of industrial discharges entermg its system from another crty, used -
. a municipal perrmt to solve the problem ‘This perm1t simply allows no"
3 1ndustr1a1 dlscharge from the other 01ty The POTW. can stop regular service




1o the other jurisdiction if it detects problem discharges. This provides a
relatively strong incentive for the other district to adequately monitor its own
industries.! = | S o
‘:R‘et““‘ti‘sal‘t\d“s‘plit.‘sélﬁblw‘és_'w‘ifhtIUs.' One of the programs says-it does not
“split samples with IUs, because doing so has been problematic, with certain
' 'SIUs in the past always splitting the sample and challenging the results.
Since this program does not have penalty authority, the costs of allowing
" splitting outweighed the benefits. - o o

Expanding Oversight to Include Direct Dischargers. One program in IN
felt that their success in protecting environmental quality owed a great deal
to their ability to inspect and regulate direct as well as indirect dischargers -
affecting the water quality in their receiving waters. The one program in VA
that we discussed this with thought that this approach made a lot of sense, but

* was wary of being given large new mandates without the necessary additional
fanding. =~ - B A

" ENFORCEMENT STRATEGY .

" Causes of Non-compliance

© Most program staff felt that their [Us wanted to "do the right thmg" with regard to
" minimizing the impact of their discharges on the environment. One program felt that non- -
compliance among metal finishers was an issue of expertise rather than malice. Another noted the .

... importance of well-trained staff. In this district, problems often occurred when the one dedicated

prétreatment operatorwent on vacation.? ‘ -

A Lack of Penalty Authority Weakens i‘:helPi'(ﬂ)gram J
Programs that are unable to levy financial fines have little leverage to force recalcitrant.
industries into compliance. In Indiana, a couple of programs faced pressure from their utility
managers or boards not to fine violating industries. In Virginia, a new constraint existed: a lack of

legal authority. The irhpact of this constraint is the same: less leverage to improve IU performance.

o S While thlS approach i contamedm the EPA modelsewerordmance, the pretreatment Staff
" did not think it was applied very frequently. o - ' .

~ 20me ir;;plihéation of this finding is that [Us shduld have a plan for backup respbnsib‘ili‘cy.

o et et Tl
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One nrogram that does have this authonty 1llustrates its 1mportance " The program has recently' '
begun issuing fines more often than it used to, makrng fines automatic in certain circumstances.
Pretreatment managers have noted that ﬁrms have: been gettmg back into comphance more qulckly 0

-

Two pro grams had local laws that d1d not glve the POTW penalty authonty One used back -

- charges | for enforcement sampling as a way to force IUs to incur some costs, but this-approach did

not allow for a large financial impact (with maximum charges of about $2 500) Larger fines could
. be brought only through formal htrgatron in ‘the Judlcral system using the city's attorney.
Unfortunately, in‘an apparent blatant conflict of i mterest, this-attorney sits on the board of the biggest
" TU in the region, and therefore- doesn't want to support the cases, especially against this firm. The
 pretreatment coordinator has- resorted to the "nuisance factor" to promote: compliance, calling
) 'comphance meetings at the sewer authonty and requiring upper managers of the violating IUs to -
come. This approach has worked to some degree. The coordinator of the other program remarked
that the lack of penalty authorlty greatly weakened the power of consent agreements, since such
- agreements could not have the financial penalties associated with missing stipulated deadlines

C . commonly put in by other POTWs. Adding this power would require changing the city charter but-
the c1ty doesn’t want the POTW to have thrs abrhty and is unhkely to make the change

Another Virginia program regulated a number of rmlrtary dlschargers Under a specral

exclusion in the Clean Water Act, military “installations cannot pay fines due to sovereign immunity. - o
- “ Thus, this program is also unable to collect fines. This program has ‘creatively used the fears of -

' military officers regarding how adverse pubhcrty will affect their careers to ensure responsrveness
_on the part of the installations to water quality problems Interestingly, this program assesses the -
~ fine and publishes the amount even though it can't collect the funds, as an added component ofthe

-use of public pressure.  ° : :

Strmgency of NPDES Permrts Dnves Enforcemgnt Strat_e_gy ‘

Slnce a POTW is Judged in large part based on its comphance with its NPDES perrmt o
- actions taken against IUs are often derived from the stnngency of the perrmt V1rg1ma prov1ded two Y
extreme examples of thrs pornt : L
e One program has extremely stnct dlscharge requtrements for certam' '
constituents, and has had.to regulate even minor industrial users such as 1-
- hour photo labs i in order to comply. They have been successful in this regard
*.. by conducting a large amount of outreach and by workmg with the trade"
assocratrons : .

3 Another program wsrted n VA also had penalty authonty and made. frequent use of consent
> agreefnents with suspended fines. This pretreatment coordinator noted that technique worked very
well and that it was always dlfﬁcult to ﬁgure out what to do with: the ﬁne money anyway

A
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Another program has an NPDES permit that expired five years 2go ‘
| _thewlref e less stringent than the newer ones), and a very low contribution to
- flo stries. The biggest contributors of discharges of concern are
] but any
" This program does not face the same pressures to regulate industries as the
firstcase. . | o IR

bag it e

One of the programs has ‘an awards program for industries that have superior
;€ h Phaﬂce records. Program managers felt that this was an important
- incentive for the industries (and military commanders) to do as good a job as
" possible with their pretreatment.

Another program would réédéniie IUs as exemplarylf they went all year
. without a“_\{i‘olation.‘ ' | ’ - o |

T e fgrce ment Acﬁons Slowl ‘ ESCﬂiﬂtéd

L range of enforcement responses has been noted as ' useful tool by a number of programs.
-'One Virginia program actually uses a point system, with more serious and/or more " frequent
_ violations earning more points and a more severe enforcement response. Monitoring requirements -
. also vary by IU, based on their assessment of need. . The program tries to work out cooperative
. . agreements when there is a problem before shifting to more adyersarial approaches. ‘
.. .. Thereisnot universal agreement on what a substantial violation is, however. The primary
.. drea of disagreement is reporting violations, with many programs (in VA and elsewhere) treating
" paperwork violations as insignificant. However, one VA program questioned this assumption. The
" pretreatmént coordinator felt strongly that timely reporting is an important part of compliance for
“an U, because it can greatly affect the ability of the POTW to quickly identify and address
_problems. Therefore, he did not have any problem putting somebody in SNC for reporting
‘violations, T T T e T e

' Another program felt that paperwork violations were not worthy of much action. They
~wanted the focus of enforcement to be hcélth and safety, and did not'see a connection between:
- "papérwork and improved health and safety. This same program viewed a pattern of lapse, improve,

* . lapse as particularly serious, because it suggested the TU did not take their pretreatment responsibility
. ‘seriously. T




: \Iultxple Enforcement Lnlts of leferent Strmgency Can Cause Problem

, Both the CA a.nd IN trips brought out the trans1tory confhcts between the POTW and other
direct dlschargers ‘where firms discharging into the POTW faced more stringent requirements than - |
thée dlI‘CCt dlschargers even though both used the same receiving waters. One of the VA programs |
‘had a new angle on this‘issue: some of the IUs it serv1ced discharged a portion of their effluent to
the POTW, and a portion dlrectly to receiving waters. In this situation, the state did not enforce
NPDES permits as aggressively as the POTW enforces its local limits. Thus, fac111t1es regulated by
both the POTW and the VA DEQ sometimes resent the POTW in companson ThlS miakes it harder ‘

for pretreatment staff to Work w1th these pa.rtlcular plants ' f

V‘Public‘ Oversi;ght 'through Meetings and‘Infor‘mation Sharing 4‘

The Toxic Release Inventory demonstrated how powerful pubhc disclosure can be in
encouragmg sound envxronmental practices. . Following a large chemical accident in the early 1970s,
one of t~= VA facilities visitéd had to devise a way to retain its strong industry base while

_simultai. . usly reestabhshmg public trust that the city ‘government could protect the health and
safety of its c1tlzens . They dev1sed a host of mecha.msrns to estabhsh accountabthty and rebulld
' pubhc trust: -

° . .Pubhc Meetmgs The large IUs in the town meet w1th the Clty Councﬂ in -
‘open meetings to ‘provide the city with mformatlon on their productxon and -
- discharges. Thereare additional meetings directly with citizens to explain the
dlscharges and to address any questlons the pubhc may have.

L Emergency Preparedness Detaﬂed plans have been worked out with the
% town regarding actions in the case of an emergency. Following the accident .
inrthe 1970s, the town passed an ordinance making it a felony for an industry ‘
not to report any accident to the local govemment that must be reported at the
,state or federal level. - -~ : :

-

4One concern with extremely strong local 1ndustr1es is that the pretreatrnent program would be

' unable to take eriforcemerit action against them due to political pressure. This partlcular POTW
- claims that they have not had a problem in this regard. To support. this claim, they point out that

, 'they have taken enforcement action against most of the large industrial users at least once. Some
_have had continue compliance problems and schedules. It is worth considering, even if this POTW

" . has been able to mount effective oversrght whether another district that .did not ‘haye such

‘ helghtened pubhc sensmv1ty due toa past 1ndustnal acc1dent would be able to. do.the same.
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' Information Dissemination. A variety of detailed information on the
¢ industries, discharges, and any accidents, is provided to public quickly using

‘the Internet and a system of telephone information lines, where citizens can
dial in different extensions to get information on particular topics. -

City Safety Office. The city ias establish afety office as an informatio
source for citizens to help them understand the technical aspects of IU data.
The safety office will also act as a go-between for the citizen'and the IUs, to

help citizens access information. : . o

' Third Party Verification. The state of Virginia has offered to provide
* ' additional information to local citizens and to oversee that the information

presented to the citizens by [Us and the POTWs is accurate. ,

Although therearetwo Io"c‘al"env'i‘rer‘imeﬁt‘;l “gr“oup‘s,‘ they have not placed thems _
‘opposition to the plant or its SIUs. The plant personnel credit their extensive safety/outreach effort’

~ While teeynieally sophisticated industries are able to purchase and operate pretreatment o
equipment correctly, they also sometimes cause problems for the treatment plant. They are often

- large, so that their discharge can adversely affect the plant. They may also be well connected
' politically. In one of the cities visited, a large industry would always split samples with the POTW
and often challenged the results. The industry also knew the regulations so well that in some cases

~ they met the letter of the law while violating the spirit (and increasing loadings to the system). ~

argers, such as hospitals, cause problems’ for pret

Large, compérenehtélized disc : , | ‘
‘staff. Responsibility for hospital discharge may be fragmented, even though all the flows end up
at the POTW. Thus, identifying the cause of a problem or the best method to have it cor;ected is

- more difficult.




~

Obtaining Compliance for Small. ‘Non-'Categorical Dischargers

~ As was common in California, some of 'the VA POTWs required installation of oe’rtain“f‘
v.recovery equipment to prevent problems at small non-categoncal industries such. as: - photo

processors. However, these programs. have some problems w1th shops that don't properly mamtam ‘
the systems : '

g POLLUTION PREVENTION

. , :
As in Indlana ‘most pretreatment programs felt that pollut1on preventron was a good idea,
‘ but ensuring their IUs were in compliance was a hlgher pnonty One program also felt that P2 was
likely a "tough sellon a cost/benefit basis." The pretreatment coordinator said that P2 was unfunded,
and probably unfundable. The large TUs, he said, were already implementing on their own, due to

_ TRI and Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA) goals. Their technical knowledge was far
- beyond that of the POTW staff. He thought that broader application of P2 (i.e., by smaller )
" industries) was unhkely to have much posmve impact on plant operations or residuals quahty A
- local household hazardous waste. collect1on program was classrﬁed as "costly wrth mtanglble) '

beneﬁts " - : .
Another program stated that thelr mspectors were not that well versed in P2 alternatrves for

their IUs. They thought that their current access to detaﬂed info on P2 was not great, and that it

- would be very useful to have an on-line. resource center w1th thlS mformatlon ‘

3 EMPLOYEE ISSUES
* e . ‘ ‘

Keepmg the _)Ob mterestmg remamed a key employee-related issue in Vtrglma as in the other
two states Staff retention was an important component of an effective program, since staff
~understood their programs, knew the IUs, and built up relatronshlps that made them effective
regulators overa penod of years : :

Staff retentron at the VA POTWs has been relat1ve1y good. One program had very long staff .
retention, ‘generally over 10 years. They attributed this to a fair program for staff (i.e., not every
minor situation is written up), salanes at the upper-end of the. pay. ‘'scale, good beneﬁts and '
B preferentlal promotlon from wrthm o ST -

Another program felt that whlle its staff retention was Telatively good, the costs of training
new staff (both diréct and indirect) were so high that they wanted to improve retention even further.
In contrast, a third program had- relatlvely high turnover, with a staff tenure of only about two years.

The pretreatment coordinator thought this was due pnmanly to low salary levels and numerous\
hxgher salary opportumtles for therr skills. He did not see an ¢asy solutron to increase retention.
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As'in Indiana. some of the programs made an effort to restructure their employees to provide
better overall service to customers while also making the jobs more interesting for staff. The best
‘example of this was the development of cross-functional workgroups by one plant as part of a total

.. quality initiative. Departments meet as a whole, and then form workgroups to address issues brought

up at the departmental meetings; an effort is made to mix functional staff to solve these problems.

EDUCATIONTRAINING ACTIVITIES AND INITIATIVES

' Staff training was an important aspect of staff retention, as well as improving the expertise
. of program managers. Pretreatment staff'sounded some familiar themes-irr this-area, as well as some.
riew issues. The training challenges facing small programs was clearly delineated by one program
. manager &% follows: “ co e o T

- Small programs don't have enough funds for anything, let alone training. The sta
~ used to go out and reach this audience, but has cut way back. Even at Virginia
" Association of Metropolitan Wastewater Authorities (VAMWA) mieetings, the big -
programs show up; the little ones don't. Small plants are the biggest problems -- they
may not even havé VCRs on which to watch a training video. :
- This program viewed certification of operators as one solution. In their view, certified lab
technicians and WWT operators would go a long way to improving compliance at the smaller
programs by ensuring a minimum level of competence at both the POTW and the IU.

[

.. One ofthe smaller programs felt that their training budget was adequate to meet their needs;
 however, they were located closé to a major city, and therefore had low travel costs to attend the
variety of training activities held there. Other programs had training budgets that covered training
fees but didn't cover travel costs, and therefore were of limited value and restricted them to the local

- . area. This theme was mentioned by a number of programs on other trips as well, demonstrating the

 importance of local training options and the problems associated with federal budget cuts in this

"' area, The result of the lack of funds or restricted funds, in conjunction with high daily demands on. .

the staff at smaller programs, was that the bulk of the training occurred on-the-job’

50ne of the pretreatment “.coordi‘nat'ors wanted to ‘p‘r‘é‘paxe a complete step-by-step “ manual -
- for the program as a way to make the on-the-job training easier. '
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‘ Vlews on W ntten Trammg \Iaterlal

Y

° .Ken Kern Trammg ’V[anuals Agam nghly Rated The Ken Kem'
S guldebooks (sponsored by EPA) were once agam mentronedas unportant and
valuable resources: : : -

oy

“® . Other Useful Trammg Materlals

R One program- mentloned that the Industnal Waste aner (Austm B
~ - . Jack Gatlin) and Streamhne (ffom' St. Eouis) were both usefal, =
S ‘Another program taught Ken Kerri's California State University

I (CSU) self-study course on "Pretreatment Facrhty Inspectlon" once
: 1n-house s ,

5

o EPA Gmdances and Manuals

L= EPA's sampllng and mspectlon guldance was good The ERP manual
e T .. was not ds good because it had too many "cookie cutter" plans
' - ‘Preventmg slugs and interference guidance was worthless '
- - . Treating trucked wastes was extremely confusmg , »
[ A number - of -older . guidances are still very useful mcludmg
o "Establrshmg a Pretreatrnent Program " "Perrmttmg," and "Model ,
‘ * + Ordinance.".
== EPAshould update the local lnmts guidance and the envuonmental
.. criteria (plant inhibition data). .
- EPA's internal methods manuals or guldance memorandum also
- useful. ' :
e 'EPA should have all of its gmdances ava11able on PIPES

- Seminars, Trade Assoctations, and deal Pretreatment Groups .
. ‘ Natlonal Trade Associations Are a Useful Resource Programs contmue !
" to rely on WEF and AMSA for training materials and information. One

program ‘especially mentloned the AMSA Pretreatment and Hazardous
Wastes Commlttee asa good mformatmn shanng resource

‘e Vrrgtma Assoclatlon of Metropohtan Wastewater Authorities

i . ~(YAMWA) Thls orgamzatlon has the potentlal to be a strong regional

~ resource. However some of -the pretreatment coordmators felt that

‘pretreatment was getting 1gnored by the group. One program ‘coordinator
hypothesrzed this was because the plant operators dldn't want pretreatment .

6-15




10 focus on problems at the plant that mlaht cause action by EPA or the state.®
" However, VAMWA has organized inexpensive, local workshops that
provided access to training for smaller POTWs that might not otherwise have
been avallable TOplCS have 1ncluded samphng and mspectlon

H A. One of the programs felt that.‘
" VAMWA was a powerful initiative because it was willing to take
respon31b1hty for bnnglng training to a more local level. The coordinator
wondered 1f sumlar 1mt1at1ves exrsted in other parts of the country

e Tl'almng Courses One of the 1arger POTWSs recently hosted (w1th partlal
 EPA funding) a P2 training course by SAIC thatthey felt had been useful.

*s*ta‘pi; ac‘emh. Role in D‘iééeh%‘ﬁaﬁ‘& ¢ Training Information
PIPES needs to meet a broader range of needs Programs generally et 7
that PIPES-was an extremely valuable resource, and one that should be '.

‘developed into a much more effectwe commumcatlons tool that it currently

B ‘J‘PIPES needs to be more user-fnendly and consistent. ’

- ‘A user should be “able to view information on-line before-‘ ‘
: downloadmg to be sure it's what they want. : ‘ .

7 PIPES would be a very useful resource to them, but: they dont :

. . currently have on-line access in their program. S
L. PIPES is a very good resource but a11 EPA guldance should be :

" avarlable through it.

Uu et Tramm Needs

“Skllls. Improved comrnumcatlons and mvestrgatwe skﬂls for mspectors E
Learning to do good 1nspect10ns 1s the most difficult part of the _]Ob

et Cross-Trammg One program felt strongly that all POTW employees‘
‘should understand all operatlons of the plant including plant operations,
laboratory operatlons, and pretreatment Even if not experts they should

S M“‘::‘

-6 VAMWA does have a pretreatment comm mittee. . . . R
R D e e e . ) o L B ) C B S
< ' T L A R P T G
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have a oeneral understandmg 'l'he prograrn said they are workmg in this .
~ direction through "cross-craﬁmg (cross-training) employees, but that it was =
a slow process and most staff remamed specrahzed :

°* Vldeos Industry-specrﬁc vrdeos would be useful A training video would be' ‘
" good for both pretreatment staff and IUs. Videos of value include samplmg,
" flow. meter measurement, and inspection of CIUs (one per CIU category) - o
" * This support for videos was not universal; one. program thought theywould . .
. not be useful, because inspectors: need to learn by accompanying other
inspectors on site visits. Videos could not substltute for the very 1mportant.
role that on-the-Job trammg provxded ' '

o Pollutlon Preventlon Easy-to—understand guldance on P2 is needed to |

" inform IUs and commercial dischargers.. Most IUs have a tough time
“understanding pretreatment requrrements in general unless they have an
\ -env1ronmental manager. S ‘

e :Local lelts Addmonal guldance on techmcally—based local Timits would
: - be useful , ; : :

Mmmg"v -

A pumber of programs felt that training support by EPA Reglon 3 had evaporated and that o
'more input was needed. This reglonal presence is not consistent across the country. Each Region
" approaches tralmng dlfferently, and focuses on what they feel are pnonty areas for therr Regron -

( Atthe very least, these programs Wanted to be made aware of trammg that was gomg onin .

- the region already. Pretreatment staff named a couple of examples of where Region 3 programs e
were poorly advertlsed, and others where they didn't even know about it until after it was gone. They .~ -
supported the concept of creating regional calendars on PIPES allowmg local and regxonal tratmng . :

to be pubhclzed to.other programs qulckly and easrly : : '

"OUTREACH - Q R oy 4

ﬁ' Outreach programs vaned by POTW and local needs :

e Targeted mdnstry efforts One program has initiated outreach for the shrp,
- .+ repair and printing industries, areas of concern in their district. They also

~began an outreach program for P2 in 1994 run Jomtly wrth their pubhc v
‘ relat1ons department ’ :
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. H“:Structurmg U Reportmg One prog‘ramm‘u)as having difficulty getting
accurate and consistent data from their IUs. To .address the problem,
A pretreatment staff developed "notebooks" to help. educate the IUs and
 improve their reports. The notebooks contain the sewer ordinance, the
_— enforcement response plan, a list of abbreviations, 'and relevant P2

_information. In addition, the notebook contains facrhty—specrﬁc information
- such as a perrmt apphcatlon form, a copy of the IU's permit, a fact sheet on

- the program, sampllng feSUltS and pretreatment system plans.

: Outreach to other parts of the POT‘ is 1mportant etting other part
the WWTP and the mumcrpahty know about pretreatment ‘and its important
- role in protecting plant quality helps garner’ support_ for pretreatment
activities. The degree to which programs did such outreach varied. For

. example, one of the smaller programs feit that other departments knew about
the pretreatment pro gram, but not much. . While the coordinator felt that there
" ‘was suppott for the program at upper managément levels, the coordinator's
~ reporting line was quite- rndlrect with- two or three tiers to go before upper
‘management. Often, such a reportlng line suggests a reduced view of the
rmportance of the pretreatment pos1t10n 1n the eyes of upper managers '

T e Outreach to the IUs dnven by past mcxdents One of the programs v1s1ted
" had extensive outreach due to a significant environmental accident in the -
' '1970s at one of its SIUs. The POTW set up a number of commlttees and :
systems to oversee SIU Operatlons followmg the accrdent -

Techmcal Advzsory Commzttee reviews potentlal pro_tects and shar
information among major industries. Each industrial partner has an
environmental liaison that srts on thls comrmttee Also deals w1th
‘ budget issues.
.. == Environmental Liaison Program has monthly meetmgs to address
AR Wi“envnonmental issués, and includes environmental representatlves
P . % . from smaller dischargers as well. -
o “Industrzal Community Partnersth Works Wlth commumty on -
© issues of concern. N

“ Accordmg to pretreatment staff the frequent mformal contact and
. commumcatron with IUs makes enforcement ea51er ‘

... . EPA outreach to programs needs 1mprovement -There have been a
~_number of mstances during the vrsrts where the POTWs misunderstanding
- the regulatlons or not recogmzmg ﬂexxblhty that exists has led the POTW to
‘ regulate industries that have no nnpact on their treatment plant. For instance,

one POTW on the Vlrgrma tnp was regulatrng a seafood processor asa SIU




. because it'had a ﬂow oreater than 23 OOO Opd ‘The POTW wanted to stop o
: regulatmg the seafood processor, but did not think it was allowed to because
- of the 40 CFR 403 regulations. This was not the case; the problem they faced
-was that they wrote their local regulations. in such a way that they did not '
- prov1de themselves with the ﬂex1b1hty avatlable n the federal regulatlons

. @ EPA edueatxon of publnc w1th regards to pretreatment needs‘ '
o lmprovement One program coordinator felt that EPA gave a great deal of .-
publicity to sewage treatment in general (such as at Earth Day celebratlons), -

~ but rarely pub11c12ed the role of pretreatment in the sewage treatment
,‘equatton .

PRETREATMENT RESOURCES AND COST ACCOUNTIN G

As wrth the other states v131ted programs in Vlrglma had a- w1de vanety of budgetmg
approaches and varying degrees of sophlstlcatton w1th regard to thexr cost accountlng systems

/ T [

‘Budgeting
o IU Inﬂuence One of the programs has 1ts SIUs on their board, and vote on -
: - the budget for the plant While the city council (on which the SIUs do not -
v sit) has véto power, this structure poses potential conflicts of interest. ° .
. Because the SIUs at this particular plant are de facto equity holders in the -
* facility, they can be expected to make more ﬁnancxally responsrble demsmns
than if they simply. dascharged to it: :

o ,Budget Size. The' programs have a w1de range of ﬁnanc1al support forf )
' pretreatment, ranging from $150, 000 per yearto $2.5 million. Lab costsin '
the first program. represented 1/3 of the budget; lab costs in the second
program represented 50 percent. These budgets do not always represent the
- .total-resources avallable for pretreatment; for example, the smaller of these
programs pays computer costs out of an entrrely dlfferent budget

o No Budget Detalls for Pretreatment. Two of the programs do nothavea

. pretreatment-specific budget Therefore its d1fﬁcult to 1dent1fy how much
is bemg spent on the program overall ‘ s ‘
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- Cost Accounting

" Cost accouriting, the process by which ihe POTW assesses how mich partioular discharges

or dischargers cost for their plant to handle, was a weak area in both CA and IN. Widespread cross-

' subsidies led to reduced resources for pretreatment and poor price signals to dischargers about the
_'most important areas in which to improve pretreatment or reduce water consumption. Virginia
“proved to be similar, although with some interesting twists not found in the other states. For
example, ‘de‘spite some cost accounting problems, one of the programs received more in surcharges
overall than the cost fo run the pretreatment program. - Virginia POTWs also faced politically-.
. induced cross-subsidies, where pgrti'c:ul_ai‘ dischargers paid less than their fair share due to political

influence. Virginia also brought out the complex issue of government-subsidized sewage treatment
* o large industries fully capable of paying the entire cost of these services on their own. -

‘Program A. Program A spread the cost of treatment and administration
throughout its customer base and estimates that its surcharges cover the
. . incremental costs of serving industrial users and other dischargers of high-
R strgngtll wastes. Ther“e are no cross-subsidies between residential and
’ commercial/industrial customers as occurred in some other programs. There -

" 'do appear to be some cross-subsidies among IUs (such as through flat
discharge fees across the entire plant network).”  Fines levied against non-
compliant firms are directed into a special pretreatment budget item that

" funds local programs including an industrial awards program, community

.+ " education and the POTW's P2 program.
e . Program B. Although testing is 2 large part of their budget, they don't
~ charge back analytics based on the specific cost per test.- In addition, they
“'don't charge smaller dischargers for required tests. Thus, the large IUs

" subsidize the smaller ones to some degree. v .

‘ o

_--  The program experienced large cost increases when the cluster rule
- came into effect, when they began WET and bioaccumulation testing,

" and when their new discharge permit increased their monitoring -

-- - Nonetheless, their rates for commercial customers have remained flat .

s - .. . between 1986 and 1994. B

. .

o . »

‘ 7Plant personnel note that they are féciﬁiréd by Federal law to have a uniform fee structure; |
_additional research would be needed to determine whether this precludes the use of differential
charges within a largqgeograbhic area, based on difference in the cost of providing service. ,

Sy o
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This program.is somewhat unique since the core IUs are allocated fracuons '
“of fixed costs based on loadings (flow and strength) almost as though they :
“were equrty holders in the plant (in fact, they "own" set proportions of the.

treatment capacity., As a result, aggregate charges are quite sensitive to

* loadings; thus, the SIUs want accurate and frequent data on those loadings. f

. iIn fact, they want daily numbers for BOD and suspended solids. - Thus, each.
- plant has permanent samplers and uses a flow-through sampler with large
* volume samples to try to be sure the reading is representative.  This is
expensive: capital costs assocmted with-this- equxpment is-about $4,000- per
site, and about 50% of the lab costs are associated thh tlus frequent 1n-p1ant .
samplmg

.

~ Since reducmg the ﬂow or strength of drscharge can reduce the proportron of

fixed costs that a partrcular SIU bears, there is an incentive for the fimsto - .-

" reduce billable elements in discharge. These ‘gains somewhat offset. by
similar reductlons by the handful of other major, firms, since certain fixed

costs still remain to be spread. For new expenditures of $500,000 or less, the 4‘

overall cost allocatron formula used to allocate fixed costs associated with the -
bas1c treatment capital holds For larger investments, a separate cost °
" accounting study is done to determine what dlscharge is dnvmg the
mvestment costs for it are allocated based on this study.

Program C This program charges IUs based on ﬂow w1th a surcharge for ,

- strength (BOD, 'TSS) as most programs do. However unhke other programs,

it does not levy separate charges for 1ab tests, inspections, or violations. The
" decision not to levy any fines associated with’ pretreatrnent violations is a
‘ polmcal one. The program also incurs a penmttmg cost of between $5,000
“and $12,000 for each TU perrmtted ‘a cost that is not recovered from the
- beneficiary mdustry Itis this program that faces pohtlcal pressure even in
its flow and surcharge fees One partlcular industry, a national ﬁrm with a
plant in this service: area, always "under-reports BOD to reduce their
surcharge Yet, it is extremely dlfﬁcult polmcally for the POTW to take .

acnon

Program D ThlS program does charge mdustnes for thelr permits ($250 for |
non-CIU permits, $375 for CIU), although this level of charges is unlikely to
cover the full costs. The POTW also charges for samples taken plus a"

~ " handling fee. Since lab tests are sent to an outsrde lab, it is relatively easy for -
~ ' the POTW to figure out the cost per test. Unlike nearly every other plant.

i visited, this program does not surcharge mdustnal drschargers for the streng‘th }

.-
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of their waste, thoughtheyhavetalked about doing so fOr"y‘éa‘rsf Acédfdihg
to the pretreatment coordinator, a strong local restaurant lobby has long
opposed such surcharges and successfully prevented their implementation.

e e e e T TR Ly e e

" Despite charging for lab tests, laboratory costs continue to require
. “about 1/3 of a very small budget, suggesting that more extensive cost
" tecovery might be possible.. “ o A

o H“‘I‘pwquitioﬂ“r‘;,‘“t“hi‘ws plant does not charge industries for violations that

“force the plant to incur substantial costs to rectify. Given the large
‘number_ of. restaurants, this particular POTW" hias had frequent
" problems with oil and grease discharges. In fact, oil and grease from -
these restaurants plugs the pump station on a regular basis, forcing a
' sewage maintenance team to flush the pipes as frequently as 2 or 3
| per week. The cost of these activities is never calculated, and
o éffort has been made to charge the cost back to the responsible
. dischargers. T A,
- Despite the very low rates at this POTW (only 61 percent.as high as
. an adjacent community), the POTW has; still found it extremely
difficult to increase charges sufficiently for IUs to cover the costs of
 running the pretreatment program. o S

! . Cross-Subsidies
¥ 77 The biggest issue with cross-subsidies in Virginia involved the provision of wastewater
treatment plant infrastructure to industry at below-market rates. Attwo locations, at least one of the
 "WWTPs serviced primarily industrial customers, with industrial flow a high percentage of total
" flow. 'Although the ‘{ndustries generally contributed to plant construction and sometimes held an
" equity interest in the facility, the financing arrangements appear to have subsidized the industries:

o,

- @ The capital cost of the plants was paid, in part, using EPA grants. Whilethe
‘ " net result was cleaner water, the cost of pollution control was substantially

.~ borne by federal or local taxpayers, rather than by the industries causing the
‘poliution. This subsidy reduced the incentive for these industries to invest

 in pollution prevention or waste minimization. '

'®.  Where construction was financed by municipal bonds rather than grants,
.industries benefitted from access to lower cost municipal financing.?

b

% Because interest on municipal bonds is exempt from federal taxation, borrowers are able
' to pay a lower interest rate than would otherwise be possible. - ‘




. [
]

®  Where the firms took an equity interest in the plant, it is possible that they.
. receive an ongoing subsidy from the municipality in the form of services '
provided by the POTW staff but not charged back entu'ely to the specrﬁc
plant serv1cmg the 1ndustry

, . One other area of potentral subs1dlzatton involves line’ extens1ons to [Us out51de of the

* service area. Unless the POTW has ~very good cost accounting systems (which few appear to), there
-isa good chance that the cost of these extensrons is not accurately charged to the IU or town being-
~added to the system

A ,Cost-Accountmg for Multl-plant Networks and Interjurlsdlctlonal Agreements

Cost accountmg for a smgle waste water treatment plant is comphcated doing so for a multl-‘ |

plant network is even more so. ‘A similar situation holds for IJAs; where the plant can't even get . :

" information on what industries are discharging what effluent at what contaminant levels from

*surroundmg communities, figuring out how much those discharges cost the POTW is nearly |

.impossible. Since both multi-plant networks and IJAs bnng out other general ‘management issues
- as well, they are each addressed in separate sectlons the cost accountlng component is mentroned :
there :

: RUNNINGA MULTI-PLANT NETWORK v

‘ Operatmg a s1ngle sewage treatment plant is dlfﬁcult enough local limits must be set, [Us
. 1dent1ﬁed and mspected, and effluent quality protected. Multlple plant networks add an additional
layer of complex1ty Since the plants have different capacities and capabllmes controlling influent

' parameters becomes more complicated. Multiple outfalls, sometimes in different receiving waters, |

“make setting local limits:more ‘complicated as well. While most of these systems are set up as utility

drstncts protectlng them in part from multiple polmcal _]UI'ISdlCtlonS dlfﬁculnes over political .
= boundanes remain. For exarnple collection systems may be owned by a vanety of different
voovernments be in dlffenng condltlon and be malntamed to dlffermg levels A T

, One of the programs v1srted managed a numberrof plants together. : J

o ’Local lets This plant network had cross-connectlons between plants
o allowing influent to be shifted from one plant to another. The benefit of this _
approach-is that treatment capacity can be balanced system-wrde ‘offering
buffering capacity against influént increases in particular. regions. However,
. ’since one can't be sure ahead of time what outfall particular influent will end
‘up gomg to, local limits had to be set system-wide, based on the worst-case
* scenario (i.e., most sensitive discharge point drives the entire system).
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~ The most sensitive treatment process also influences local limits.
. One plant has metals-sensitive technology to treat wastes;.
prétreafment managers had to be sure their local limits were

“ protective enough to prevent plant upsets.

" Discharge prices. Given the mix of technologies used in a plant network,
" .the cost to treat particular discharges can vary widely across the system.
.~ POTW managers have chosen to have universal charges to dischargers,’
. regardless of what part of the system they are located in. This has the benefit
“of simplicity. However, the drawback is that the POTW itself does not know
“how much its costs vary across their system. A system of differential charges
- could also encourage increased industrialization in the portions of their
~ network most capable of handling it: or encourage increased investment irl
" P2 in the parts of their network most constrained.

" Cross-Connections Automatic. A series of cross-connéctions' between

~ plants have been fairly automated so that discharges flow to the point of least

- resistapcé,"usling a floating valve system. Prior to this system, interceptor

" personnel from one plant would divert influent to other plants without
notifying the plant personnel that it was coming. ' This caused substantial
-problems for the receiving plant, and led to a formal notification system.

+

. INTERJURISDICTIONAL AGREEMENTS :

. A npumber of the pr grams we visited accepted discharges from industries outside of their
districts. The details of these agreements and how they limit pretreatment oversight for discharges
located in other municipalities was discussed above under the section on the "Most Critical Factors

- in Running a S'uccéssﬁll Program." This lack of oversight makes proper cost accounting virtually

“impossible, and makes cross-subsidies extremely likely.

e  Understating the cost of sewer line expansions and may lead to artificially
low charges to industries at the periphery of a sewer network and inhibit the
. adaption of P2 or smaller scale technologies that are alternative ways to treat
wastes. In Virginia, one program is expanding its sewer network earlier than -
~ origi ) /i rge industry in another jurisdiction
" (along with the residential ‘customers). The County is contributing
construction funds and the industry is paying sewage treatment charges that
_include the debt service on the line extension. The industry will pay
treatment charges, but none of the cost of the line extension. This type of .-
arrangement may require additional evaluation to ensure that wastewater
;reatmgnt charges to industries are not being subsidized, thereby. reducing
"\ their incentive to investinP2. - e

o




, Another program Teceives large flows’ from an electromcs company in
- another service area. Again, the impact of these flows on plant costs.and -
- operations is not incorporated into the prices charged to the IU, since charges '

are levied agalnst the adjacent municipality, leavmg 1t up to that mumcxpahty
whether to surcharge the 1ndustry correctly ' :

- INFORMATION SYSTEMS

' AImpr'ove'd Systems Would be'Extremely Valua'ble )

_ ?Informatlon Systems Can Provnde a Program Hlstory Ina number of the. ,'
: programs visited, including one in Virginia, a new pretreatment coordinator
- arrived and found very little hlstory on how the program had operated under

prior management. This lack of hlstory greatly reduces the ability of the new

coordinator to do his job and further improve the program. - Informatlon o
. systems help retain and organize core information on the program and the .

IU S, 1nformat10n that would be avallable for new staff.

Informatlon Sgstems in Use at POTW A -

' Program A, Thxs program uses an Advanced Revelanon Database program |

to track pretreatment. Their software gives them automated calculations for

. violations, and SNC, and allows them to track monitoring results (such'as

comparing self-reported and compliance reporting results). While ‘the

. program staff expect to upgrade their systems in the coming’ years, they
/. expectthistobe a significant challenge because their staﬁ' are screntlsts not

computer specrahsts

o _ ;- | Staff would hke to replace most of their paper records w1th electronic -

to reduce the space they take up and to make them more easily
‘accessible. -

R Staff also want better hnkmg between the 1ab system and main

, database and to have a standard info system across the POTW.

- Despite being a large and complicated fac1hty, the POTW has nvo'

digital maps of its sewer infrastructure (not always owned by the
- POTW itself), and therefore no GIS.

- - Staff liked the idea of mterchangeable program modules that could be

shared among preu'eatment programs

[
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‘Program B. This program relies on the Access Database for analytical data
" and NOV information.. They use MS Word for general correspondence. The
 program does not have a software package specifically targeted to

" pretreatrient and the coordinator did not think that the city would be willing

. to buy one even if he found one he liked. The coordinator had used Prelim

. 4.0 (for setting local limits) in the past, and thought that while it was
generally useful, it had bugs. =~ o | |
Program C. The program coordinator mentioned 5 number of the software

packages that Program C relied on. This included Pretreatment Manager
from ARCCA, which the coordinator said was helpful, but rather old and not
very flexible” The program also uses Word Perfect and Quattro for
“calculating local limits and other headworks data. Overall, the software does

. help theinto produce their annual report more quickly.

ProgramD. This program retains a hard copy of most inate;ials intheir files

 and relies on spreadsheets and word processing for their data manipulation

and standard correspondence. Despite being a large, complex program, they

* have no overall information system -- this is a recognized problem. They

" want to improve the pretreatment information systems and improve the links
“between pretreatment and other POTW functions. One examiple where such

" sharing would be beneficial is to provide access to routine information such

- as sampling results to the plant's operations staff. The pretreatment

 coordinator would also like to be able to transmit quarterly and annual reports

"electronically. The program has tried a number of prefreatment programs,

including PCME, Operator 1.0, and ARCCA; however, they discarded each

- of them because they weren't flexible enough. I '

Use of Geographic Inforn stion Systems

None of the programs were making use of GIS at this point in time; nor did: they have a
. particular vision of how GIS might help them to manage their pretreatment program more
. effectively. R | ' ok &

9 A number of speéiﬁc problems with the ARCCA package included that it was not Windows
- ‘compatible, operated too much like a "black box" making it difficult for them to see their analysis,
" 'and contained standard forms (that could not be changed) that didn't fit the needs of their program
that well. ‘ S ‘ L o S

va




' OWNERSHIP PATTERNS

In addltlon to the rehance on outsxde laboratones for some types of procedures (described
‘below), some POTWs outsourced other. aspects of their operations as well Some pretreatment staff
also shared thieir views on the issue of pnvatlzatlon :

) Outsourcing ( Other than Laboratogll '

® . Collection systems. While the POTW owns the major'for'c'e lines, the cities
' and towns own perlpheral lines and smaller trunk hnes This pattem seems
to be rather common for many POTWs.

o Biosolids management. One;program'outsOurces'biosolids management.- }

-"LaboratoggOpgrgt_mng ' ’ ' |

. The Vlrgrma programs had a w1de range in how they managed their laboratory operatlons g
ﬁ‘om conductmg everythmg m-house to almost nothmg m-house ' )

i Al Tests Conducted In-house One program owns and operates a state-of
- * the art laboratory facility and conducts all tests in-house. This allows them
“to have precise control over the quality and speed of testing. The POTW -
 provides services to other municipalities and government agencies, but not .
_to ‘any private enntles The facxhty also does all of theu' blologlcal tests m—

. . house.
e  Only Conventionals Conducted In-house “In, contrast, another of the
.. POTWs v151ted ships everythmg out to a contract laboratory other than
i "conventlonals e
. . Program C A third program contracts out cyamde oil- and grease and .

organics. In addmon, it shrpped out metals while upgrading metals testing
~ equipment. This program worked hard to choose a good contract laboratory,
-deveéloping criteria for choosmg that included a variety of performance
hy measures before considering pnce Despite it's work choosing a lab for itself,
it does not have a list of approved labs for dlschargers because it has no. -
. authority to prepare such a list. :

B "Program D. The final program visited does conventional pollutants and
' -metals m—house Airborne total hydrocarbons are measured at the IUs using

contmuous emlssmns rnomtors (CEMS) Orgamc pnorlty pollutants and
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SOr nd whole effluent toxicity are all contracted out. The
plant also contracts out bioaccumulation testing which is required in their
oo .iomer:ooo oo ne o NPDES permit due to discharge of one-of their IUs that bioaccumulates.‘O

15, cyanide-

' Despite using contract labs, this program has had problemsi‘with every single

%% - one they've used. For example, they have never seen Hg results they

"' believed. They choose a lab based on QA/QC, an on-site inspection, and

' ‘price - though quality much more important. Lab contracts are put-out for
competitive bid. R o

"In-Sourcing"

o 0 abSemcesOneprogram provides labo;étdry services (at a fee) to other -

‘municipal entities.

" Service Area Expansibn. One program continues. to expand its service
- district to an ever wider area. Based on descriptions by program staff, this
expansion seemed rather haphazard, initiated by requests by particular IUs

of suffouriding government entities. There did not seem to be a strategy
~ based on what parts of their existing infrastructure were underutilized.

~ Billing system. Cities m one reéibn 'may“'s'hiﬁ\' to.i‘adio fneterihg for |
water/wastewater, at which point they would use the POTW's billing system.

-~

" .o  ProgramA. Thisprogram felt that contract-operated POTWSs were fine, and
‘might even work for pretreatment.  However, full privatization of
. pretreatment would be much more difficult. They also thought that effluent
' trading on the NPDES side was a good idea, and might even work within a
pretreatment program. However, they did not think it would work with a.
" multiple-plant network where effluent flows could be easily shifted.

° Program B. The pretreatment coordinator said that there has been some talk .
Y of contract management for the plant, but that the operations staff were.
* holding costs down to stave off the threat. The coordinator said that
i privatization of pretreatment would be unacceptable because he didn't see




how it could then protect the env1ronment In terms of efﬂuent tradlng, the
coordmator thought that point- nonpomt source tradmg might be useful, but
S .that the state of VA d1dn't have enough of an NPS program to support it. He
..+ thought that tradmg within the pretreatment system ‘would-be unlikely
.~ because all the IUs had already installed their treatment equipment, and
~ because 1mp1ement1ng it would also require the POTW to shift from .
a concentratlon-based to mass-based 11m1ts “

. ,.Program C. Thrs plant is already sort of pnvatlzed Although bullt w1th
- . EPA construction grants, IUs bought rights to 85% of the plant capacity from
" . ‘the outset. They did not actually take ownership in the plant infrastructure. -
] Accordmg to the mdustry, thrs mvolvement has had certain risks, because the = -
plant 1mt1ally dldn't work. o : : ‘

T - IUs can sell this capacity. e

i - Industnes pay for all O&M on a pro-rated. basis. Thus, bear. some & '
risk; if a recession reduces production and discharges from all the
SIUs, charges from the POTW dont necessary decrease

'We did not have enough mformatlon to compare the mcenttves assoc1ated :
with this ownership structure of this POTW to those of : a standard contract ‘
managed plant ora fully-pnvately owned one. : '

. '

RESIDUALS MANAGEMENT o

. There was a greater d1ver51ty of reSIduals management techmques used in VA than in the; "
other states. » : - : -

- Biosolids

, - Two of the Vlrgrma programs mcmerated most of the1r brosohds rather than land applymg
it. One of them incinerates. biosolids because it is cheaper than land apphcauon They think that this

© . is partly the case because the incinerators have already been built, and that as they wear out, land

apphcatron may become more attractive. The other facility that incinerates their biosolids does so

‘because of concemns that relatively high levels of organics mdy remain in the biosolids. Incmeratron
w111 successfully burn off any of these residuals.’ The ash from thlS second program is composted
‘with paper mill b1osohds and resold. C , : , :
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The other two plants rely on land application. One facility has biosolids that meets the Class -

B standards; metals concentrations in the biosolids have been flat for a number of years. The other .

- . facility produces biosolids that meets the Class A standards, and contracts with a third party to .
" manage their biosolids operations. | : . T

-

Effluent Reuse .

" Acide fom minimal rouse on gof coures, rested effucnt s simply discharged:

** facility, this lack of reuse is due to concerns of the local department of health regarding pathogens
remaining in the effluent that the pretreatment managers think is somewhat unfounded. Since the
. region gxperiences substantial water shortages every summer, the inability to reuse the effluent for -

Ryt

™"~ irrigation is, in the minds of program staff, unfortunate. E

- - SUMMARY OF SUGGESTIONS TO EPA

e . Impact‘Jof New Chemicals on Treatment System. Help POTWs evaluate -
- how new products (e.g., poly vinyl alcohol from hospital garments) might
affect the operations of the plant. * " :

Increased Information Flow from EPA. More discussions and info sharing
between EPA HQ and pretreatment coordinators would be useful. A regional |
“news section on PIPES that could also be used to announce seminars in the

 area would be useful as well.

s Tnng, Mo i g

. ‘Don't Forget Delegated Programs .

" Region Needs to Pay More Attention to Delegated States. A number of
" the Virginia facilities felt as though the Region 3 EPA had pretty much
‘abandoned them, since VA is a delegated state and PA isn't. Although
delegated, they felt as though they also needed support from the Region in
“order to be more effective programs. Region 3. should be running regional

' e



e EPA Should Contmually Assess Capabnhtles of Delegated States.
' " Approval authority for state water programs is erratic. Some states are
~ delegated when they do not have programs capable of ensunng water quahty
VA fit into thlS category :

"Regulatory. Flexnblllg

e New CIUs increase workload but not necessarlly POTW performance
o New CIUs, as well as the industries requiring oversight under the MP&M
rules, would create a workload challenge in coming years. For example, the
. MP&M rule would, add over 100 new entities to be regulated in one region,
as compared to only about 13 regulated now. Programs felt it was a waste of |
oo resources to treat smail CIUs as SIUs, and that their over51ght should be
SR "-,basedonnsk S

P Requlred pretreatment standards can sometlmes hurt, rather than help,
E -+ the POTW. Not all pretreatment programs were desrgned to meet the same -
" needs; the regulatory approach treats them as such, and . therefore causes
problems for some pIants ‘This subset of plants were specially designed to-
. treat industrial wastes, and certain EPA reqmrements regarding organics don't
really apply. For example, methanol dlscharges are a VOC, and therefore
- regulated However thlS is also a food source: for the bactena at the POTW

- If pulled ﬁom the mﬂuent POTW would have to pay for other food
. o : _ sources. » P .
oo - Lo If regulated to such an extent that dJscharger had to pretreat forit, the :
: S g - IU might decide to stop: dlschargmg to the POTW outright, with
... significant implications on the economic v1ab1hty of the plant for all
.. remainitg IUs."! -

-- .~ To-address this concem, one plant would l1ke to see a new category

© . Publicly Owned Industrial Treatment Work to address some of these

- issues. ‘While §307(b) of the CWA gives POTW's some flexibility to

- - .. issue IUs a "credit" reflecting the POTW's ability to treat a pollutant
l B o ~ theplant stated that the process to do'so is costly and administratively
L . cumbersome In addition, it-does not allow an adjustment to reflect -
- the full ablhty of the POTW to treat partlcular wastes -

' This is espec1ally an issue related to the technology-based standards for the pulp and paper
. and the OCPSF categories. The plant in question would become uneconomlcal if these industries
pulled out, even though their plant is already built and capable of treatmg the orgaruc wastes for
- . these 1ndustr1es (they have few metals)
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“POITW. Th.lS plant wants the latter but says that the former applies,
o ‘ronormg the ab1l1ty of the plant to treat the drscharges

. “Latxtude for permlt modlﬁcatlons unclear. One program felt that itwas
"~ not always clear how to differentiate a substant1a1 versus a non-substantial
‘mod1ﬁcat10n Mmor modifications do not go through a formal approval
‘process, as long "as the Approval’ Authority does not ob_]ect they can be
1mplemented unmedrately Addmonal guldance mlght be in order
Slmpler Annual Report One POTW felt that Annual Reports should be a.
-summary of program changes for the yea.r, rather than a compilation of
" inspection reports and compliance status. This coordinator felt that EPA .
should be concerned with whether the POTW 1tself was meetmg its permrt '
rather than the act1v1t1es of each IU )

- Faster resp onse tlmes on audlts and revrews -

® One program unplements new pol1c1es before gettmg ofﬁcral EPA approval
Their ERP and sewer use ordinance has taken three years thus far. The
program manager got a call a few days before our visit from EPA asking for

.. new coples of these matenals because EPA had lost the1rs

IONS Fo‘ THE CSI ROJECT

RS

‘ Increased EPA Resources to Educatlon and Fleld Inspecnons One t
program wanted EPA to refocus resources to more targeted inspections,
industry education, more ﬁeld mspectlons CSI can help encourage thls Shlﬁ

T Less mlcro management by EPA. Focus on POTW as Control Authonty B
and states and EPA as Approval Authonty ‘The 1mpl1cat1on of this
L suggesuon is less m1cro management of POTW operations. This can only
. ;Work if the POTW is able to demonstrate to EPA, the states, and cmzens that
1ts performance is good B

tt

2 Program staff said that fug1t1ve emissions (that would be 1ost between the two dlfferent
rneasunng pomts) were less than one percent




Focus on envxronmental results, grve programs mcreased flexrbllxtv to |
. achieve. Increased flexibility i in the pretreatment program would be very .
~ useful. One program felt that the current program was too prescriptive and

* not enough oriented on environmental results. This coordinator favors

outcome-based standards rather than. technology—based standards. The key.
outcome-oriented measures in his mind are: meeting all worker health and
safety standards; quahty effluent; quahty biosolids; quahty air emissions;
CSO and SSO quality and. abatement recychng and reuse of water air, '
brosohds and. blosohds byproducts :
Identlfy Better Results-Based Measures of Performance CSI can help
develop bettér ways to 'describe the impact of the pretreatment program
through performance measures. These measures must be measurable and -
understandable. What is the POTW doing? How well? It is a common -
problem across programs. that politicians disregard the importance of
_pretreatrnent In addition, the measures would help support a shift to '
increased ﬂex1b1hty for programs to dec1de for themselves how best to
expend then' resources : : :

‘ Paperwork and certam other vmlatmns are not lmportant De—emphasrze .

“enforcement of violations that- have no impact on envrronmental quality such

as paperwork (excludmg falsrﬁcatlon or non-reportmg) and mstantaneous pH ,
(whlch th1s program manager charactenzed as "meamngless")
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‘ Attachment 7

[

SUMMARY LIST OF ALL POTENTIAL PILOT PROJECTS SUGGESTED DURING SITE VISITS |

Potential Pro;ect

Purpose

1. Upgrades to PIPES

| Meet exnressed needs of POTW pretreatment staff.

a. Putold EPA gwdance manuals on the system

Old guidance still useful but drfﬁcult to obtain for programs with high
staff turnover. - -

b, Allow document viewing before downloadmg

Avoids 'wasting time: downloadmg docmnents erroneously

" on P2 tailored for pretreatment staff.

c. Provide industry-specific, user-, -friendly information

Helps both POTWs and IUs; Teduces the current dupllcanon of effort.

c. (1) Prepare support materials to show the
economic benefits of . P2/Collect Performance data on
equipment and technologies.

Give mspectors and programs packaged information to encourage small

| businesses to commit to PZ help them overcome resrstance to new "
.| investment. :

d. Expand access to PIPES/ upgrade to full World
Wide Web capacity.

‘ Increased dzssemmatron of mformanon to mterested parhes

d (1l ) Restart Natzonal Pretreatment Bulletin ‘

w

| Provides an “off-line mechamsm to keep pre-treatment staff up-to-date

‘Suppiements or duplicates on-line information?

"Plam Englzsh " updates and summaries of -
‘ regulatzons of concern.,

‘Small programs have a difficult time tracking and understandmg
regulations relevant to their operations.

f Compzlatzan of SNC/NOVs for the nation: .

Small newspaper adds attract little attention; compilation would give
small programs in pohtlcally-dlfﬁcult regrons the- leverage to obtain
behavior change’ from SIUs.

g PIPES regional calendar to.which states and
"regions could add activities. ~

Seminars/workshops of mtereet are often not pubhcrzed sufﬁcrently for
nearby POTWs to benefit. .

permzts

h. Permit ”helper" for holders of out-of-date NPDES -

“POTWs with long-expired NPDES pemmits do not know what areas they .
“will need to upgrade when their permit is finally rewritten; therefore,

they have a difficult time makmg the proper incremental unprovements

to their programs.-

2. Cost Accounting and Budgeting: Sending the
| Right Price Signals to Polluters

Both dischargers and the POTWs make decxsrons in part, based on

" | costs. If the cost information they use in these decisions is wrong, they

may underinvest in pretreatment equrpment, or in the pretreatment
-program overall.

.a. Escondido cost accounting -, - = .

LN

| Escondido had Tumerous cost accountmg issues. that affected
pretreatment economics. It-would. provide a good case study to xllustrate HE

how "getting the prices right" would change pretreatment behavior.

b, Model budgeting system

Some programs provxded pretreatment staff wrth no information on
-available resource. Others did not budget caprtal purchases properly.

- This pro;ect would illustrate how successful budgeting systems would
" help managers to better protect the environment.

3. Model Inter-Jurisdictional Agreement (1JA)

Many POTWs accept industrial discharge from IUs in surroundmg areas,
but have no direct enforcement or monitoring controls. This prOJect
would create 2 model IJA that, if mplemented, would ensure

' pretreatment programs had adequate control over their dischargers. - ° -




. { 4. Staff Training

Addfess a variet‘}; of the traihiﬁg needscommumcated by p‘re,treau‘nent“
staff. ’ L ‘ » N

a. Training Videos: ‘
(1) Program basics, including how a strong
pretreatment program hélps business
(2) Sampling ’
(3) Doing an inspection 4
(4) Conducting a show-cause hearing . .
(5) Classifying {Us ‘ ‘
(6) Computer systems
(7) Industry-specific guidance and training
videos. ‘

To bring targeted expertiée to remote programs without wavel budgets;
to help IUs improve their pretreatment systems by giving them insights
into what a pretreatment inspector is looking for during a site visit,

b. "Guidance" to the guidance: "ramp-up" course for
a new pretreatment coordinator

To provide a simple "roadmap" for a new pretreatment coordinator abo
what they are responsible for, where they can get a quick overview of
each area of responsibility, and resources they can use for upgrading
their knowledge base. ) :

b. (1) Develop strategies to assist small pretreatment
programs. ’ <

Targets many of the programs most in need of help. A number of

' possible strategies have already béen listed, including the guidance to ti

guidance, other training initiatives, and increased regional meetings.

b. (2) New employee pretreatment orientation
manual.

Similar to main guidance, but targeted to the ‘employee rather than the
program manager. (Unclear how different this would be from the main
guidance). ‘ *

¢. Choosing a contract laboratory

To help pretreatment staff understand how to evaluate the contract labs
on which much of their program effectiveness relies. This was identifid
as an area.of concern by 2 number of the programs we visited.

¢. (1) Laboratory certification program

Develop national certification for laboratories to improve the quality
reliability of POTW and TU sampling data. )

d. Initiate regional pretreatment meetings, supported
(though not funded) by EPA regions

To provide additional training opportunities that many i:rograms felt w
lacking. L : ‘ - '

d. (1) Develop strategy to leverage state pretreabnent
organizations (e.g., VAMWA) to provide training and
support.

Leverage non-EPA resources.

d. (2) Initiate exchange programs between POTWs

Would allow mentoring across POTWSs, with managers from the smallg
programs spending some time at the best ones.

e. Prepare new guidance materials:
(1) Sludge regulations. ‘
(2) Short, concise guide to proper sampling
techniques. -
(3) Update local limits guidance.

Address informaﬁonal~ gaps people felt currently exist.

5. Information Systems Transfer

Programs are duplicating a great deal of effort to develop pretreatment
information systems. This project would develop ways to reduce this
duplication and facilitate exchange/sale of existing systems among
POTWs. . ' e e

a. Data sharing between related functions

Use 'GIS approach to demonﬁtrate environmental and financial benefits
of data sharing between WWTP, storm water manager, CSO manager,
industrial waste manager, and collection systems manager.

b. Upgrade PCME software

T Modify existing software (almost universally disliked by POTWs) to

meet the needs of more POTWSs and improve the compatibility with
other systems. '




¢. Develop IU data management system

Would help IUs manage. preu'eatment and other data repomng needs and
improve report quality. .

d. Pilot and implement electronic reporting

Reduce paperwork-and petentlally reduce costs of reportmg

Lot

6. Inspection streamlining -

TUs face inspections from numerous federal and state envuonmental
inspectors; each visit réquires them to take time away from operating
their businesses. This project would test out how to combine and

.consolidate inspection visits in a particular géographic region.

1. Eveluating impact of new di‘scharges,onvPOTW'

New materials are constantly entering the marketplace; residuals-often =
then enter the POTW system. This project would develop an organized

‘way of testing these materials to be sure they didn't mh1bxt POTW

functioning. .

8. Place-based regulation of water eluality.

v

_POTWs regulate only mduect dlschargers, though duect dlscha.rgers can

havea substanual impact on the quality of recewmg waters into which .
the POTW dxscharges This project would compare the quality of
receiving ‘waters between regions that have locally-based. regulatory
control over the entire water-body w1th those tbat don't (1 €., most
POTWs). ’ )

9.. Regﬁlatory modifications

.| While not pilot prOJects per se, there were a numbet of suggested areas
' for improvement from the programs’ ‘we visited. :

-a. De minimis exemptioas for categorical users.

‘Small CIUs take up substantial staff time even when ihey don

contribute very much loadmgs to the POTW. Exempting the small CIUs
from regulation will free staff time for more important dischargers.

a. (1) Increased flexibility for permit modifications

With some safeguards, allow good progra.ms to modxfy permxts and local

limits with approval.

a (2) Pilot and implement risk-based performance
measures/environmental indicators ‘

As with the projects listed above, this would allow POTWs greater
discretion on resource utilization, to focus on high risk areas.

b Standardize. reportz'ng for the many state and .~ -
federal requirements. '

Would reduce the redundancy of collected information, reducing the

| burden and costs on pretreatment program staff.-

. Certify [U prezreatment operators and/or
pretreatment inspectors.

‘Would professionalize these petsonnel, reducing dxecharge v1olauons

‘| due to poor staff training.

d Change deﬁmtzon of SNC..

Some programs felt the current deﬁnmon of SNC doesn't mghhght the
proper "bad actors.”

e Reduce or eliminate requlred testing for pollutants
not in use at an-IU.

_Reduce testing costs/burden on IUs for mmaterials they don't even use (but
could, theoretically, use in their processes).

10. Other potential projects
a. Develop glossy PR package for the pretreatment

program

Some programs felt that the pretreatment program didat sell 1tself well
10 compete for funds and management attention. This package would
help mcrease the programs vxslbxhty
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