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SCOPE OF WORK

Industrial Cost Recovery Study
EPA Contract’ 68-01-4801

Objective
The primary objective of this study is to examine -- with
full public participation -- the efficiency of, and need for,

the industrial-cost recovery provisions of the Federal Water

Pollution Control Act. This objective shall be met through

work divided into three phases:

Develop study methodology.

Compile needed information.

. Data analysis and report preparation.

Phase I - Development of Study Methodology

The contractor shall develop a detailed study methodology,

which shall include the following tasks:

Conduct a preliminary literature survey,
including

EPA economic impact assessments,
EPA's "Cost to Industries data bases,
Potentially applicable programs, and

availability of relevant software packages.

Design preliminary analytic approaches to
examine the issues that shall be addressed in
this study, including

policy analysis,



- economic impact analysis,
- benefit/cost analysis, |,
- sSensitivity analysis, and
- sample computations.

. Define basic data requirements, including

- EPA and grantee data available to address
issues that must be examined,

- data that must be obtained from industries
and other sources, and

- secondary data requirements.
. Establish documentation plan, including
- design of survey form
- development of file structure and index, and

- provision for hearing transaction, written
communications and telephone calls.

. Establish a public participation plan including
- preparation of information materials,
- communication with relevant "publics",

- communication with industries and their trade
associations,

- schedule of public meetings, and

- schedule of hearings.

Establishment of the.public participation and education

program shall be given early attention.



Phase II1 - Compile Needed Information

The contractor shall develop an information base that will

permit analysis of at least the following issues:

~

Combined and incremental impacts of user charges
and ICR costs on five industries and on
industries in thirty selected urban and non-
urban communities.

Cost of ICR to industry

- by industry group,

~ by geographic locations (state/regional
levels),

= urban vs. rural,

- as function of prevailing level of
unemployment,

- 1incremental cost of collecting ICR over that
required for user chargers,

- o0l1ld city versus new, and
- P. L. 92-500 projects versus P, L. 84-660.
. Cost of ICR monitoring and enforcement.

Benefits to industry from ICR "interest free"
loans.

« ICR costs as percentage of total expenses to
industry.

Comparison of industrial sewerage cost in POTW#*
vs direct discharge.

Impact of ICR on selected national industrial
growth patterns. ---

Level of business closures caused by ICR.
Impact of ICR on selected inter-industry

competition.

% Publicly Owned Treatment Work



Impacts of ICR exemptions, including impacts
related to

- levels of flow,
- revenues forgone, and
- costs of grantee administration.

Impact of ICR on

employment

- export/import balance,

- 1local tax base,

- water conservation by industry,
- small business, and

- economics of scale,

Encouragement of cost-effective solutions to
water pollution by ICR.

Alternative methods of excluding solutions to
water pollution by ICR.

Extent of ICR cost disparities within Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas, or within 50
miles of such areas.

Relative costs of ICR for treatment plants
operating at secondary level of treatment and
plants operating at advanced levels of
treatment.

Alternative methods of achieving ICR parity
where disparities exist.

Local government impacts of ICR:
- revenues produced
- 1incremental cgéts
~ other issues
. Dry industry exclusion.

.. Seasonal flow' issue.



Alternative bases for inclusion in ICR
(i.e., other than SIC code).

.+ Critical review of Appendix A of ICR
guidelines.

Analysis of grant pa&ments for system
development.

The contractor shall structure its study methodology to
address, in part, the nine questions posed by Congressman Roberts
during debate on the ICR study amendment (page H12921 of the
Congressional Record, December 15).

The data to satisfy the issues shall be obtained primarily
through extensive survey of not less than 200 approved ICR
Systems, a survey of at least 20 communities with potential ICR
problems and between 5 and 8 industries affected by ICR. Not
less than 10 case studies shall be made of communities that hold
high potential of providing valuable insights into the most
significant issues examined. Such studies shall include data

from:

interviews with grantees,
interviews with industries,
interviews with citizen groups, and
interviews with public "decision-makers"
The field survey effort, which shall not require OMB

clearance, shall proceea'through the following steps:

Design data instruments, including
- questionnaire for grantees, and

- Questionnaire for industries.



Develop interviewer guide that will
~ maintain data comparability, and

= ensure ease of data reduction and computer
storage.

. Prepare survey plan to
- ensure optimum use of field staff time,
- make optimum use of travel budget, and
- provide data in sequence needed.

. Orient field staff by

- providing a field staff package of relevant
materials, and

- conducting a one-day briefing session.

. Conduct pretest of data collecting methodology in
one EPA region, including

- about 20 on-site visits to grantees, and

- telephone interviews with both ICR and non-ICR
cities.

Modify data instruments, guidance, etc., to
reflect experience gained from pre-test.

Conduct survey of remaining EPA regions,
including

- a minimum of 5 on-site visits to grantees, per
region,

- contact with at least 10 non-ICR cities in
each region, and

- contact by visit or telephone a sample of
industries to be selected by criteria approved
by Project Officer.

Summarize results and reduce data for the
analytic phase of the study.

In addition to data obtained through the field survey, the
Contractor shall make use of other data sources, where

appropriate,.including;



EPA industrial economic impact assessments.
EPA's UC/ICR study (underway).
Industry pollution control models.
Census of Manufacturers.
Dun and Bradstreet's DMI files
Trade association studies and surveys
The Project officer shall specify which data and operations to
be performed shall-be automated. The resulting data base shall
be given to EPA upon completion of the study.
The contractor shall prepare materials for, and participate
in, public review meetings to be in Washington on or about June

1, and August 1.

Phase III - Data Analysis and Report Preparation

The preliminary analytiec approaches developed in Phase I shall
be revised in light of insights developed during the data
collection phase. A sample analytical run shall then be
performed, including statistical tests, sample computation and
the computation of cross elasticities. These shall be reviewed

from a number of viewpoints, not limited to the following:

Sensitivity analysis.
Analysis of strengihs and weaknesses.
Definition of limits of applicability.
Responsiveness to objectives of the study.
The review may result in the deletion of some analyses,

addition of others, augmentation of input data, revision of



output formats, etc: The Project Officer must approve any
ad justments.

After adjustments have been made, preliminary detailed
analysis shall be conducted using the automated data base
(ADB). The Project Officer shall approve any adjustments.

The contractor shall prepare material for, and participate in,
a publie review meeting to be held ip Washington on or about
September 1, 1978.

The contractor” shall prepare materials necessary to suppport
public hearings, including 100 copies of the first draft final
report, report summaries, visual aids and handouts.

Ten public hearings will then be held. The Contractor shall

attend and participate in each of these hearings.



Revised 7/18/78

U. S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
LEGISLATIVE STUDY OF INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY

Grantee Information Form

I. GENERAL DESCRIPTION
A. Identifying Data:

State

City

Business,
Industry

or Public
Group Number

(01)® C&L Reference Number: I

(02) Name of Grantee HI

(Street/Box #)

(03A) Mailing Address ! , , . L s 4

llllllllllJlllllll

22 & 2 2 4 1 2 3 L L& 2 A2 2 2

(03B) Mailing Address H

L2 1 % 2. ° % s 4 1 3 @ | |

(OuA)CJ-ty: LLI]II[IIIIJI:

(06) EPA Region T (07)% sMsa

(04B) State: ! , : (05) ZIP Code HIPEPETP

'
2. & 2 % ¢ ? & 3

B. Reference Data:

Survey Form Prepared By:

On Date:

Encoded On Date:®

(C&L Consultant)

By:

Grantee Contacts:

Name:

Title:

Telephone: (_ )

Date Interviewed:

Name:

Telephone: (__ )

Title:

Date Interviewed:

Name:

Title:

#To be entered by CAL.

1/15

Telephone: (__ )

Date Interviewed:
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C. Brief Description of the Grantee's Treatment Works:
(08) Age of Sewerage System: ! , !
OL = 01d (No P.L. 92-500 Funds)
02 = New (Includes/Anticipates 92-500 Funds)
Design Capacity:

(09) Flow { , , , ! MGD (00) BOD } , , , ', , ! lbs./

- day
(11) 88§, , , , t1bs./ (12) COD ! , , , 4 4, ! lbs./ (12A) Other § , , , e} lbs./
day day day
Peak Capacity: Percentage of Design Capacity Presently Used:
(13) Flow t + 1y g o MGD (134) Flow HIPPIH

(14) Treatment Level Prior to EPA Grant -

(15) Treatment Level Which Will Result From EPA Grant HIH

0l = Primary 04 = Advanced Secondary
02 = Advanced Primary 05 = Tertiary (AWT)
03 = Secondary 06 = Other

(16) Treatment Process | , !

0l1. Primary Only

02. Activated Sludge (Including Nitrification)
03. Trickling Filter

04. Lagoons/Ponds

05. Chemical (with Primary)

06. Biological Treatment with Chemical Coagulation
10. Chemical for Phosphorus Removal (AWT)

11. Biological Nitrogen Removal (AWT)

12, Physical-Chemical Nitrogen Removal (AWT)
13. Carbon Absorption - (AWT)

14. Filtration (AWT)

15, Bio Disc

16. ABF

17. Oxidation Ditch

18. Other/Combination - Comment Below
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Retail: Estimated Number of Customers Served Directly t 12043 (1,0008) (17)

Wholesale: Estimated Number of Customers Served Indirectly f , , , , ! (1,000s) (18)
(1,0000s)
Total EPA Grants:
awarded to date ‘illll .J! (19)
[
anticipated e d (39
Local Share of Capital Costs:
spent to date e 1)
]
ant131pated HE (22)
Other Non Local Sources of Funds:
state - spent and anticipated $ v 000 (23)
county - spent and anticipated | NP (24)
other - spent and anticipated a0 000l (25)
Total Estimated Cost of Upgrading/Expanding
Treatment and Collection System - all sources $! ! (26)

Method of Funding Local Share of Capital Costs: ! L1 (27

01 = G.0. Bonds 04 = Pay As You Go

02 = Revenue Bonds 05 = Other/Combination

03 = Special Assessment (Explain: )
Other Comments:
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II.

Total treatment system revenues last twelve months before UC/ICR systems were implemented.

COMBINED AND INCREMENTAL IMPACTS OF USER
CHARGES AND INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY CHARGES
ON ALL INDUSTRIES IN GRANTEE'S SERVICE AREA

(Dollars in 1,000s)

Residential Non-Residential Total
Sewer Use Fees (28) 8 , , , 3.} (29) 8¢ , ., o, } (30) 8¢ , , , , .}
Hook-up Charges (1) ¢4 o 4 o, o} (32) ¢ , , ., ! (33) 8§ , , v, o}
Tap-in Fees EOX HE S B K OR TN | B Nt X VI
Inspection Fees (37) 8§ o 4 4 (38) 8} , 4 o 4 ¢ (39) 8¢ .+, 4 ¢}
Assessments (40) 83 , o} (1) 8%, , 4 4 0t (%) 8§ , , , , ,}
Tax Levies (43) 8¢ , , , ¢ o 4 CL VR HI (45) ¢ , , . ot
Other (u6) $|'|llll'l (‘W)$'|||-|||'| (48) "Illlll'l
Total (’-l9)$'|,||||'. (50)$'|,||||'| (51)3'.|,||||'
(¥r/Mo) - (Yr/Mo)
Period Covered | , ' ' -t ! ' (52)

Total treatment system revenues most recent

first year of implementation.

(¥r/Mo) - (Yr/Mo)

Period Covered HIHT I A P

(53)

twelve-month period

(Dollars in 1,000s)

Residential

Non-Residential

estimated revenues for

User Charge Fees
Hook-up Charges
Tap-in Fees
Inspection Fees
Assessments
Tax Levies
ICR Charges

Other

Total

(54) 8% o o 4 ¢ o 4
AN HI
(60) 8% , , , , .}
63) $f , , 4, !
(66) 83 , o 4 o, !
(69) 83 , , o 4 o}
(12) 83 4 4 ¢ oo |
(75) 88 v v v 0 0 i

OR HIT

(55) $3 4 o 04 4 &

(8) $% , , , ., !

(70) 8¢ , , ., , . !}
(73) 8§ v 4 ¢ 4}
(76) Hi o v o0 04

(79) $1 , 4 0 4 o 1}

(T 8% o 0 000 i

(80) 8} , + v o+ 4}
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Expense

OM&ER

S1/¢

Grantee's Annual Wastewater Treatment and Collection Costs

III. UC/ICR RATE DATA

Period Prior to Implementation
Of EPA-Acceptable UC/ICR

System FY or CY

Period With Implementation
Of EPA-Acceptable UC/ICR

System CY or FY

Annual
Cost $ X 1,000

s.:_l_l_a_l.__.l_'L (81)

)

Revenue

Method

11 (82

1l = Usage
Proport ional
To Flow

2 = Usage
Declining
Block

3 = Fixed
Charge
Year

4= Ad
Valorem

Average
Industrial
Rate

$ . u. .0 (83
Per 11 (8Y)

1= 1,000
Gallons

2 = CCF

3 = Year

4 = 1,000
Assessed
Value

5 = Other
Specify:

Annual
Cost $ X 1000

..., ,1(85)

Revenue

Method

11 (86)

1l = User
Charge

2 = Usage
With Industrial
Surcharge

3 = Other

Average
Industrial
Rate Per

1 o8t (8D
1000 Gallon
of Flow

[] [] (88)
Pound of
S.S.

: 1 (89)
Pound of

BOD

H 1 (90)
Pound of

CoD

H 1 (91)
Pound of Other

or

1] [ (92)
i,ooS ﬁlon

average per
industry

SAssumed decimal




DEBT
SERVICE

S1/9

Period Prior to UC/ICR

Period With UC/ICR

Annual
Cost $ X 1,000

$1 .00 0,1 (93)

Revenue

Method

11 (94)

1 = Usage
Proportional
To Flow

2 = Usage
Declining
Block

3 = Fixed
Charge
Year

§= Ad
Valorem

5 = Special
Assigrment

6 = Other (0!‘
Combination)

Average
Industrial
Rate

$ o a.a !l (95)
Per } 1 (96)

1= 1,000
gallons

2 = CCF

3 = Year

4 < $1,000
Assessed
Value

5 = Customers

6 = Other
Specify

Annual
Cost $ X 1000

$ .} (9T

Revenue
Method

11 (98

1l = User
Charge

2 = Usage Charge
With Industrial

Surcharge
3= Ad
Valorem
4§ = Special
Assessment
S = Other

Average
Industrial
Rate Per

lon
of Flow

(99)

(103)

Pound of Other

1,008 Gallon

average per
industry

1 ,008 Other
Specify

Oor
(104)

(105)

®Assumed decimal




OTHER

STI/L

Period Prior to UC/ICR

Period With UC/ICR

Annual
Cost $ X 1,000

$ 0.1 (106)

Revenue

Method

11 oaon

1 = Usage
Proportional
To Flow

2 = Usage
Declining
Block

3 = Fixed
Charge
Year

4y = Ad
Valorem

5 = Special
Assignment

6 = Other (Or
Combination)

Average
Industrial
Rate

$! .2y o} (108)
Per 11 (109)

1

1,000
gallons

2 = CCF

4 = $1,000
Assessed
Value

5 = Customers

6 = Other
Specify

Annual
Cost $ X 1000

$1 .00, 4 (120)

Revenue
Method

11

1l = User
Charge

2 = Usage Charge
With Industrial

Surcharge
3= Ad p
Valorem
4 = Special
Assessment
5 = Other -

Average
Industrial
Rate Per

1500 Gallon

of Flow
1] [}

Pound of
S.S.

Pound of

BOD

Lt & 8 3 8
Pound of
(o9)))]

ml—-l_l_l.

Average

1,000 éiiion
average per

industry

] 1

1,000 Other

Specify

(112)

(113)

(114)

(115)

(116)

(117)

(118)

Describe Other Cost

Describe Other Cost

®Assumed decimal




Period Prior to UC/ICR

Period With UC/ICR

Annual
Cost $ X 1,000
N/A
ICR
%
(-]
~
P
wn

Revenue
Method

N/A

Average
Industrial
Rate

N/A

Annual
Cost $ X 1000

N/A

Revenue

Method

11 QQ19)

1 = Actual
Usage

2 = Actual Plus
Reserved
Usage

3 = Lump
Sum

4 = Other (Or
Combination)

Average
Industrial
Rate Per

1000 ﬁion

of Flow

[} 1
Pound of
S.S.

Pouna of

BOD

(120)

(121)

(122)

(123)

(124)

®Assumed decimal

Total ICR Repayment Period

! . 1 Years (125)




IV. ADMINISTRATIVE AND MONITORING COSTS OF ICR

What are the annual costs of ICR to bill, collect, and manage investments? Identify
specific cost components and levels of activity, including the start-up costs associated
with designing and implementing ICR systems (Identify EPA grant funding and local share
of system design efforts to include costs such as public hearings and consultant charges.)

Which annual administrative (billing, collecting, investing, etc.) costs would be
eliminated if there were no requirement for Icgl.

~

Administrative Costs

(in Whole Dollars) or
Estimated Actual

- Start-Up Costs

EPA Grant $', y a4 (126) $ . L4 Q127

Other External $1 Lo, o ! (128) 82, ., (129)

Local S+ 4o} (Q30)) &3, , ,,, 1 (131)
- Ongoing Operating

Costs (Annual) $1 . 0001 (A32)) 83, , ., 1 (133)

- Eliminatable Costs
(If ICR were eliminated

but UC maintained) $ .. ... 1 Q30O)1 8, ., ! (135)
Monitoring and Enforcement
Costs
- Prior to UC/ICR 1o 40 o f U36)) 82, ., ,,,! (13D
- With UC/ICR oo a3 Q38)) 82, , ., .1 (139)

- Eliminatable Costs
(If ICR were eliminated
but UC maintained) ! ! (140)] $! ! (141)

9/15



V. EFFECTS OF ICR ON LOCAL INDUSTRY

Did any industry in the grantee's service ares, due to the costs of ICR:

Close ! (142) 1

. Reduce Production 11 (143)

Decide Not to Move Into the Grantee's Area 11

Relocate To a Different Service Area 11 Qus)

Cut back on Expansion 1.1 (146)

= yes

(14y)

2 = no

If the answer to any of the above questions 1s yes, include additional information
on the type of industry, size, number of jobs lost, level of productionlost, if
applicable, the area the industry chose for relocation, amount tax revenue and other

revenue lost to the grantee or other governmental units.

y Number % Tax Moved To:
Primary Digit | of Jobs | Production Revenue
Industry Activity SIC Lost Lost lost ($1000) City State

1

L2

3

y

2 -

6

7

8

9

po

lo/15




VI. IMPACT OF ALTERNATIVE ICR INDUSTRIAL EXEMPTIONS

This question addresses several topiecs, as follows:

Impact of the current definition of industry

Impact of excluding all sanitary waste from ICR

Impact of eliminating industries based on varying levels of flow from 5,000 to

100,000 GPD.

Impact of eliminating mdust:m:es based on varying dollar amounts of I[CR charges

from $10 to $500.

Two schedules will be produced to answer this queestion.

a list of all current industries ( and the definition used

estimated billings. The second schedule will list all use

GPD and whether discharge is sanitary or process waste,
process waste discharges.

Present Number of ICR Customers

Number of ICR Customers 1f New Definition Applied

Name

Primary Activity

Table of Large

ge Water Users

1o oy ) (147)

L te ooy (148)

The first schedule will include
) with flows, loadings, and

rs discharging more than 5,000
with estimated loadings for

SIC

Annual Discharge
(1n Gallons)

ICR Bill
Estimated / Actual
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VII. IMPACTS OF ICR ON SEASONAL USERS

Are there any seasonal flow industrial users discharging to the POTW?

« the seasonal users

. flows and strengths

. days of operation

. method of charging ICR

If yes, complete the following table:

it} (149)

0l = yes
02 = no

Seasonal Flow
Length In As % of Total
User Name Primary Activity Flow BOD SS Working Days Annual Flow

Describe method of charging ICR to Seasonal Users

12/15




VIII. IMPACT OF ICR ON WATER CONSERVATION

To answer this question, contact those in the group of 10 largest users lthat the grantee
identifies as having reduced consumption. Interview these users to determine if ICR had

any impact on water consumption. Other factors that may have led to a reduction are

increased potable water costs, UC increases, or drought conditions.

Has there been any ICR-attributable reduction in water consumption? i+ 1 (150)
. 0l = yes
02 = no
If yes, complete the following table:
Annual Annual
Previous Recent ICR
User Name Primary Activity SIC Flow Flow Bill Water

13/15




During plant design or construction, did any industri

Ix.

IMPACT OF ICR ON ECONOMIES OF SCALE

DURING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

es include in the 201 Plan not

participate in the publically-owned treatment works? 12! (51) 0Ol =yes 02 = no
If yes, are their loadings greater than 10% of POTW capacity? 121 (152) 01 ~yes 02 = no
If yes, is the industry still in business in the POTW's s.ervice area? 121 (153) 0l =yes 02 = no
If yes, is the industry's waste compatable with the POTW? 12} (154) 0L =yes 02 = no
If yes, complete the following table:
Annual SELF or Other
Company Name Primary Activity SIC Flow Treat Disposal

Impact on User-Charge for POTW Customers:

Additional Comments:
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X. EVALUATION OF APPENDIX A TO MCD-45

FEDERAL GUIDELINES - INDUSTRIAL COST
RECOVERY GUIDELINES, TITLED "DESCRIP-
TION OF INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY SYSTEM"

What problems did the grantee experience in completing Appendix A?

What recommendations would the grantee make as an alternative to Appendix A?

15/15
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Revised 7/18/78
U. S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
LEGISLATIVE STUDY OF INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY

Industrial User Survey

1. IDENTIFYING DATA

* Business,
Industry
~ or Public

State City Group Number
(01). CAL Reference Number: J'Llu: P T S l' PRI

{02)®* Survey Class: HITSH 0l = Visit 02 = Telephone 03 = Other

(03)(‘mmym: Lllljllllllllllllllllljlllllll:

(o“) Plant °r Divuion: Ll ALt 1 2 8 2 1 3 2 2 2 Lt 2 2 b 0 1 2 2 2 3 F S | :

(OS)St.neethr‘ess :.1.1111111||11||1|11111|.|‘|.:

(06)Stmtwdnss J'llllJlllllljllllljllJllllllllj’

(07) City: !, o o v v i e 2., ! (08) State: 1.} (09) ZIP Code P
(10)* EPA Region ! , ! (11)* sMsa : , .., ! (12) Plant SIC 3, , , 1

Name of Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) Used:

(13)* POTW Identifier ! ! '

Company Contact Name:

Title: COOPERS & LYBRAND
) 1800 M STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20038
Phone Number: ( )

CiL Interviewer:

Interview Date: Although C&L will not dis-
. . close individual company
Encoded by:* Date: data in the report, any

data submitted 1s subject to
disclosure with the Freedom

#To be entered by CiL. o of Information Act if so
requested.

1/7



II. CHARACTERISTIC DATA ABOUT PLANT

Before Subsequent
Adoption to Adoption
of UC/ICR of UC/ICR
System Systenm
Year () 3,1 s) 1,.,,¢
¢ of Pmployees at locatton| (16) } , , , , ,, , 1 an 1,04 ..

Level of Production
($ Value of Shipments
FOB Plant, After Sales
Discounts)(and units -
See Transmittal Letter)

(laA)s: 2L LLlle'

(18C) § , ¢ 4 o 4 4 44

(IBB)SLLI | . lJ

(aso) ¢, .t

Total of All Utility
Expenses (Excluding

Sewage)

(19) s: N EEREER

(20) ‘: N EEEEEE

Annual Municipal Charges For Wastewater Treatment (1,000s)

0&M Costs (User Charges)

(Zl)szlllllll

(22) IS

Capital Recovery (ICR)

N/A

(23) ‘: A 2 2 A A Lt :

Local Debt Service

(2u)$:llljlll

=3

(25) & , , o o o o 4

Ad Valorem Taxes Applicabl
to Wastewater Treatment

(26) s: [ R N O

(27) 8% ¢ ¢ v v 0 0 0t

Other Sewer (harges
(Describe below)

(28) $0 v v

(29) S: R

Total Muncipal Sewage
Costs

(30) 83 e 0 v v v v 0t

(31) 80 v v v v v v et

Comments:
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III.

IMPACT OF UC/ICR

1.

2.

(4)

(B}

(1)

Are your sewer charges expected to increase dramatically in the
near future?

11 2 1 - yes 2z=no 3 = don't know

If yes, in what year ? Describe in your own words what
the new charges will be and the reasons for this increase.

{If possible, show capital charges and grant repayment charges
separately from operation and maintenance charges.) |

As a result of increased wastewater treatment costs, has this
plant:

a. Reduced the quantity of products shipped or shifted pro-
duction to other plants?

11 (33 l-yes 2=no

b. 1If yes, in what year? |, , , 1 (3%
e. Curtailed expansion plans? [} (35) 1=yes 2=no
d. If yes, in what year? | , , , 1 (36)
e. 1If yes to either a or c, above, why? ] 1 (37}
1 = lack of mmicipal treatment capacity
2 = lack of self-treatment capacity
3 = increased municipal sewerage costs

§ = increased self-treatment costs

§ = Significantly lower wastewater treatment costs experienced

by competing or subsidiary plants in the same general
geographical area

6 = Other, explain

Commenta:

/7



3. (A) Is there a reasonable probability that this plant will be closed?
11 (38) l-yes 2:no 3= don't know
(B) 1If yes, in what year? } , , , | (39)
(C) If yes, will wastewater treatment costs be a significant factor?
4! (40) l-yes 2zm 3= don't know

4. In-plant modification costs (not pretreatment or self-treatment):

(A) What do you estimate the capital investment or replacement value
of these in-plant modifications to be?

.} 2 2 2 2 2 A 8 2 i (ul)
(B) What percent recductions were achieved?
] . 1% (42)

Flow

BOD 1,13 (43)
oD

TSS

3,18 (W)
1. 18 (uS)
Other | , If (46)
1f other, specify:

(c) Describe in your own words the in-plant modifications, including
changes in processing equipment, made at this plant during the
period of time from 1973 to the present primarily to achieve flow,
BOD or TSS reductions:

4/7



5. (A) Is mamzzeoent considering having this plant dise'gaged fror the
municizal systlem and having the plant operate its won self.

treatnent system?

HERCT) 1 - yes 2 = no 3 = don't know

(B) If yes, is it due to: 11 (u48)
1 = increased mmicipal sewage charges
= increased pre-treatment costs

2
3 = combination of the above
4

other, explain:

-

IV, PRETREATMENT COSTS

1. Wwhat do you estimate your pretreatment cost to be?

() c'a,l:n.al COSt L e e e e,

° S-L_.I_.l_' N} _L._L_L_'L (49)
(B) earrual opzration and wainrtenance (includi ng labor,
electricaty, chemicals, sludge disposal, land taxes,
monitoring and reporting requirements) IR (50)
(C) annual depreciation ................. e, (s1)
Coments: _
V  sTP_7REATMENT 0STS

1. In your own words, desaribe your seif-treatment system or attach a diagram of it.




W=zt fs the cotimeted rezlal-oent oost cf this ¢reataent systm, focluling
1and value, DuT28, LS, pipes, &2-3L.0r08, sprirkiers, sr~vens, tanhs, ete.?

Excl.ode all fr—plzat ndification and pretrestient oosts previously cisc 1ssed.

’ [
‘.:. I JOE TS WK U TS DR R (52)

ents:

—— — o = . -

D:ax~i{% Jn yoar 0w 12738 had t s rz)f-trzatoent gyctes =8 finsn od.

(A) 1Is manzgenet consicz~ing discont inuing eelf-treatment and having the
waste.aie~s trea.ed D 2 mamnipal westerater trezlient facylity?

41 (53) 1 -vyes 2:=no 3=a0n't i

(B) 1f y=s, expiain:

{A) Ooz-ziiom enl milrlz ATiE (zr=* 2. ns
eTento_nity, o -. cals, Srafee L.EICEE., ~znd . ,
tares, &nd wriliTini anc rems - ing regaures=nts) L. 8e 00 v v v v (s4)
[} [
(B) Cepit A I I S S0 S § (s5)



(C) Other, specify ...ccviviivaricntnciassas ceeriranens  HEW I )
(D) Total ........... ttivetreeaeenaeens seveccreensoevee 81 5 0 0 441 (5T)
(E) Commenta:

6. what is your self- treatment flow capacity? ! , , . + v o . ., , ., ! GFD (58)

VI. OPINION QUESTIONS
1. (A) Do you believe that you have lost business to substitute goods (that is, not
to competitors producing similar goods, but producers manufacturing substitute
products) because of price increases caused to increased wastewater treatment
ocosts?
131 (59} l-yes 2:=no 3= don't know
(B) If yes, what is the estimated amount of business lost?

$ 1 01 2,1 (60) or HE "‘ of production (61)

(C) 1f yes, to what industry have you lost business?

2. Do you believe that you have became less campetitive with foreigh goods because
of increased wastewater treatment costs?

i 62) l-yes 2=no 3 =don't know

3. Have the UC/ICR regulations been explained adequately for you? | , I (63)
) l=yes 2:zn0

1/17



Congressman Roberts' Questions
(Congressional Record, 12/15/77)

INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY

It has long been the intent of Congress to encourage partici-
pation in publicly owned treatment works by industry. The
conferees are most concerned over the impact the industrial cost
recovery provision of existing law may have on industry partici-
pation in these public systems. Accordingly, the Industrial Cost
Recovery Study, section 75, has been incorporated in the confer-
ence report, and EPA is encouraged to submit the results of the
study as soon as possible so that Congress can take action on any
recommendations that are forthcoming.

It is expected that the administrator will consult with all
interested groups in conducting this study and that the study
will address at least the following questions:

First. Whether the Industrial Cost Recovery program (ICR)
discriminates against particular industries or industrial plants
in different locations, and do small town businesses pay more
than their urban counterparts? What is the combined impact on
such industries of the user charge and ICR requirements?

Second. Whether the ICR program and resultant user charges
cause some communities to charge much higher costs for wastewater
treatment than other communities in the same geographical area?
(Some communities have indicated that disparities in ICR and user
charges affect employment opportunities.) Whether a mechanism
should be provided whereby a community may lower its user and ICR
charges to a level that is competitive with other communities in
order to restore parity?

Third. Whether the ICR program drives industries out of
municipal systems, the extent and the community impact?

Fourth. Whether industries tying into municipal systems pay
more or less for pollution control than direct discharges?

Fifth. Whether the ICR program encourages conservation, the
extent and the economic or environmental impact?

Sixth. Whether the ICR program encourages cost effective
solutions to water pollution problems?

Seventh. How much Févenue will this program produce for
local, State and Federal governments, and to what use will or
should these revenues be put?

Eighth. Determination of the administrative cost of the
program, additional billing cost imposed, costs associated with



the monitoring of industrial effluent for the purpose of calcul-
ating the ICR charges, ancillary benefits associated with the
monitoring of industrial effluent, procedures necessary to take
account of changes in the number of industries discharging into
municipal plants, and the impacts of Seasonal or other changes in
the characteristics and quantity of effluents discharged by indi-
vidual industries?

Ninth. Whether small industries should be exempted from
ICR? How should small be defined? 1Is there a reasonable floor
that can be established-for ICR based upon percentage flow?
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ADVISORY GROUP
INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY STUDY

Environmental Groups

Mr. Robert Axelrad
Izaak Walton League
1800 N. Kent Street
528-1818

Mr. Jim Banks

Natural Resources Defense Council
917 15th Street, N. W.
Washington, D, C. 20005

737-5000

Mr. Richard Stroud

Sport and Fishing Institute
608 13th Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20005
737-0668

Mr. Blake Early-Vicki Leonard
Environmental Action

1346 Connecticut Ave., N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
833-1845

Ms. Rhea Cohen

Sierra Club

330 Pennsylvania Ave., S.E.
Washington, D. C.

S547-1144

Mr. George Coling

Urban Environment Conference
1302 18th Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
466-6040

Industrial Groups

Ms. Susan Boolukus-Mr. Richard Frank
American Frozen Food Institute

1700 01d Meadow Road, Suite 760
McLean, Virginia 22101

821-0770

Mr. Peter Sullivan
Wildlife Federation
1412 16th Street, N. W.
797-6800

Mr. Clem Rastatter-Marissa Roch
Conservation Foundation

1717 Mass. Ave., N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
797-4300

Mr. Rafe Pomerance
Friends of the Earth
620 C Street, S. E
Washington, D. C. 20003
543-4312

Mr. Brent Blackwelder
Environmental Policy Center
317 Pennsylvania Ave., S. E.
Washington, D. C. 20003
547-6500

Mr. Larry Silverman

Clean Water Action Project

1341 G. Street, N. W., Suite 200
Washington, D. C. 20005

638-1196

Mr. Jeff Conley

National Environmental Dev. Assoc.
#3 National Press Building
Washington, D. C. 20045

638-1200

Mr. Jack Cooper-Mr. Steve Rosen
National Food Processors Assoc.
1133 20th Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
331-6968



Industrial Groups (Con't)

Mr. Austin Rhoads
Milk Industry Foundation
and Ice Cream Product Assn.
910 17th Street, N. W., Suite 1100
Washington, D. C. 20006
652-4420

Mr. Bill Roenigk
National Broiler Council
1155 15th Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20005
296-2622

Mr. Don Gerrish-Mr. Perry Fischer
American Baking association

2020 K Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20036

296-5800

Goverrment and Miscellaneous Groups

Mr. Ron Linton

Association of Metropolitan Sewage
Agencies

1015 18th Street, N. W., Suite 200

Washington, D. C. 20036

659-9161

Ms. Mary Reardon

National Association of Counties
1735 New York Ave:., N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006

785-9577

Mr. Mike Pawlukiewicz

National Association of Regional
Councils

1700 K Street, N. W.

Washington, D. C. 20006

296-5253

Mr. Drew Davis

National Soft Drink Association
1101 16th Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
833-2450

Mrs. Robbie Savage-Mr. Louis Gi
National Assoc. of Manufacturer
1776 F Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006
331-3908

Mr. Jeffery H. Teitel
American Paper Institute

1619 Massachusetts Ave., N. W.
Washington, D. C.20006
332-1050

Ms. Barbara Bassuener-

Mr. Robert Perry
Water Pollution Control Federa
2626 Pennsylvania Ave., N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20037
337-2500

Mr. Richard Mounts
League of Cities

1620 I Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20006
293-7580

Mr. George Bartlett

American Public Works Assoc.
1776 Massachusetts Ave., N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
833-1168



October 10, 1978

NOTE:
list of possible alternatives.

ALTERNATIVE

1. Abolish ICR

2. Base grant funding for eligible
project costs (including industrial
capacity) on a sliding scale, fund-
ing current needs at 75% and re-
ducing the federal share of total
project costs and grantees plan treat-
ment works larger than current needs
indicate. ICR would be based on

the current regulations.

3. Base grant funding for eligible
project costs on a sliding scale, as

in the previous alternative, funding
current domestic needs at 75% and re-
ducing the federal share of total
project costs as grantees plan treat-
ment works larger than current needs
indicate. This alternative differs
greatly fram #2 because eligible project
costs would 1include only current needs
for domestic and commercial wastewater.
There would be no funding for industrial
capacity.
there would be no federal grant allocable
to industry.

This 1s a preliminary listing, prepared for discussion purposes only.

ICR would be eliminated because

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY STUDY

PREL.IMINARY COMPILATION OF POSSIBLE STUDY ALTERNATIVES

ADVANTAGES

- Elxmnate complaints from grantees
that ICR 1s not cost effective and
difficult to monitor and administer.

- Elymnate camplaints fram industry
that ICR 1s "double taxation" and adds
an unfalr econamic burden.

- Elnmnate i1nconsistency in ICR charges.

- Encourage more front end planning,
reducing the amount of excess capacity
design and constructed.

- Encourage industry participation in
planning and 1dentifying treatment
works needs.

- Elymnate grantee complaints that
ICR 1s not effective and difficult
to monitor.

- Elamnate complaints from industry
about "double taxation" and the
added costs of ICR.

- Eliminate costs associated with
implementing and monitoring ICR

for both grantees and EPA.

- Encourage better facility planning

It should not be construed as a final or comprehensive
Coopers & Lybrand neither endorses nor rejects any of these alternatives at this time.

DISADVANTAGES

- Without some control over the design
parameters allocated to industry,
abolishing ICR may encourage grantees
to plan and construct treatment works
that are larger than negessary.

- Elimnate ICR revenues returned to
the Federal Govermment.

- May not be cost effective when
design treatment works for large,
rapidly growing areas.

- Will 1ncrease the total local share
of costs for grantees building trear-
ment works larger than currently
requared.

= Increase local share of project
costs. These added costs may be
passed through to industrial users
and would exceed ICR costs because
there would be no Federal funding
for industrial capacity.

EXHIBIT V-1-6



Page 2
ALTERNATIVE

4. Charge ICR on treatment works
only, elimnating ICR charges for
interceptor sewers.

5. Base industry's share of the
federal grant on an incremental cost
basis rather than a proportional
cost basis, as is now the case.

6. Allow the costs of constructing
i1ndustries portion of the treatment
works to be granted eligible based

on grantee's optpon. If industry's
share 1s elected' to be grant eligible,
1ndustry would be required to pay

ICR. If the grantee used alternative
sources of funding for the industrial

share there would be no ICR requirement.

Grant eligibility could be either
proportional or incremental.

7. Establish a uniform ICR rate,
on a:

-National basis

-Regional basis

~State basis

-SMSA basis

The rate could be modified based
upon a uniform adjustment for treatment

level, treatment types, level of discharge

from the POTW.

8. Establish "circuit breaker"
ICR exemptions based on:
-Extraordinary circumstances
-Local economic conditions
~Industry group
-Geographic area
-Level of pollutant discharge
-Dollar level of ICR payments

ADVANTAGES

-~ Reduce administrative work grantees
must often perform to identify and
allocate costs to industrial users
of specific interceptors. especially
on large segmented projects.

- Allow industry to receive the
benefits of. economes of scale
using an i1ncremental cost basis.

- Allow grantees to make ICR a local
option, depending on alternate sources
of funding for the industrial portion
of the treatment works.

- Encourage industry participation in
planning and needs identification.

- Reduce inconsistencies of ICR
rates, depending upon level of
uniformity adopted.

- Reduce the number of industries
required to pay ICR.

- Allow flexibility based on
special circumstances.

DISADVANTAGES

- Reduce ICR revenues returend to
the Federal Government.

- May be difficult to determine

the incremental costs of construction
industry's share of the treatment
works.

- Industry may still complain of
"double taxation" and unfair economic
burdens based on geographic location.

‘

- May be difficult to devel-op and
administer uniform rates.

- May be difficult to develop and
administer.

- Will result 1n inconsistent
ICR charges based on special
circumstances.
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ALTERNATIVE

9. Allow a tax credat for ICR
payment.

10. Allow tax credits for pretreat-
ment costs to include both capatal
and maintenance costs.

11. Return to the requirements of
P. L. 94-660, abolishing ICR.

%
12. Abolash ICR and require that
local share of project costs be re-
covered through proportionate user
charge.

13. Add an interest component to
current ICR requirements.

ADVANTAGES

- Eluimnate industry complaints
concerning "double taxation."

- Encourage industry to pre-treat
wastes.

- Eliminate complaints of inequitable
charges of industries dischargang to
POTW's funded under different programs.
- Reduce admnistrative burden on
grantees.

- Achieve equaty i1n method of establish-
ing rates, if thoroughly and consistently
monitored.

- Increase 1ndustry participation
in facility planning by 1ncreasing
potential costs to industry.

- Eluiminate the subsidy or "interest
free loan" component associated with
funding industrial capacity.

DISADVANTAGES

- May be difficult to administer.
- Reduce revenue to the Federal
Government .

- May be difficult to administer
- Reduce revenue to the Federal
Government .

- Reduce revenue tc the Federal Govern-
ment.

- Reduce grantees flexibility in
designing rates.

- Increase grantees administration of
User Charges.

-~ Increase costs to large users where
grantee currently uses a silding scale
rate.

- May require major changgs in bond
covenants where grantees fund the local
share through revenue or general obligation
bonds.

- May encourage industry to seek other
alternatives to discharging to a

POTW, possibly 1ncreasing both capital
and O & M costs for those users
remaining in the system.
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ALTERNATIVE

14. Extend the ICR moratorium.
15. Maintain ICR in its current form.

16. Require letter of cammitment (as
contract) fram industrial users of
POTW's when POTIW is sized.

ADVANTAGES

- Postpones the date for making a
final decaision on ICR.

- Requires no administrative or
regulatory changes

- Encourages more precise planning.

DISADVANTAGES

- Postpones the date of making a final
decision on ICR.

- Eliminates none of the problems currently
ascribed 1n ICR by grantees and industry.

- Commits 1ndustry for a longer term
contract than most businesses are
willing to camit themselves.



EXHIBIT V-1-7

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
LEGISLATIVE STUDY OF INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY

Ref. ¢ 14
Page No. 1 of
Engagement # 114-2550-46-60

Grantee Information Form

I. GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Name of Grantee

Street Address

State Zip Code EPA Region
SMSA 0ld System New System
Prepared by Data Input Form Prepared

by on

Grantee contacts:

Name Tel. No. Date Interviewed
Name Tel. No. Date Interviewed
Name Tel. No. Date Interviewed

Brief description of the grantees treatment works

Design Capacity: Flow MGD BOD lbs SS lbs

Treatment Level

Treatment Process

Total Costs of upgrading or expanding treatment works

Total EPA grant funds

Other Sources of Funds

Local share of costs

Method of funding local share

Other Comments:
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II. COMBINED AND INCREMENTAL IMPACTS OF USER
CHARGES AND INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY CHARGES
ON ALL INDUSTRIES IN GRANTEE'S SERVICE AREA

Total treatment plant rewvenues last twelve months before UC/ICR
systems were-implemented.

Period covered

Residential Non-Residential Total

Sewer Use Fees
Hook-yp charges
Tap in fees
Inspection fees
Assessments
Tax Levies

Other

Total

Total treatment plant revenue for most recent twelve-month period

or estimated revenues for first year of implementation.

Residential Non-Residential Total

User charge fees
Hook-up charges
Tap in fees
Inspection fees
Assessments

Tax Levies

ICR Charges

Other

Total
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III. UC/ICR RATE DATA

Rates Prior to adopting UC/ICR Systems

Effective Date

Describe in detail grantee's billing system prior to ucC/ICR.
Include information on the rates and methods of collecting revenue
to pay local debt service, OM&R, other costs, and billing units.
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Current or Proposed UC/ICR rates.

Effective date

Describe in detail the grantee's UC/ICR revenue systems.
Include data on:

Debt service charges
User charges for

... Flow
.. BOD
.+ Suspended Solids
.« Surcharges
ICR Rates for
.. Flow
BOD

.» Suspended Solids
Other Charges
ICR cost recovery period years.

Include detailed budgets, and cost allocations to support the rates
developed.
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IV. ADMINISTRATIVE AND MONITORING COSTS OF ICR

What are the costs of ICR to bill, collect, and manage investments?
Identify specific cost components and levels of activity, including
the start-up costs associated with designing and implementing ICR
systems (Identify EPA grant funding and local share of system design
erforts)to include costs such as public hearings and consultant
charges).

Which administrative (billing, collecting, investing, etc.) costs
would be eliminated if there were no requirement for ICR.
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Administrative and Monitoring Costs Continued

What were the grantee's monitoring and enforcement costs prior to
UC/ICR? 1dentify specific cost components and levels of activity.

What are the grantee's current or estimated monitoring and enforce-
ment costs for UC/ICR systems? Identify specific costs components
and level of activity.

Keeping in mind that monitoring and enforcement are required for User
Charge Systems also, what specific monitoring and enforcement costs
would be eliminated 1f there were no requirement for ICR?
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V. EFFECTS OF ICR ON LOCAL INDUSTRY

Did any industry, in the grantee's service area, due to the costs
of ICR:

. Close

.  Reduce production

. Decide not to move into the grantee's service area
. Relocate to a different service area

If the answer to any of the above questions is yes, include additional
information on the type of industry, size, number of jobs lost, level
of production lost, if applicable, the area the industry chose for
relocation, amount tax revenue and other revenue lost to the grantee
or other governmental units.

e r
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VI. Impact of Alternative ICR Industrial Exemptions
This question addresses several topics, as follows:

Impact of the current definition of industry

. Impact of excluding all sanitary waste from ICR

. Impact of eliminating industries based on varying levels
of flow from 5,000 to 100,000 GPD.

. Impact of eliminating industries based on varying dollar
amounts of ICR charges from $10 to $500.

Two schedules will be broduced to answer this question. The first
schedule will include a list of all current industries (and the
definition used) with flows, loadings, and estimated billings. The
second schedule will 1ist all users discharging more than 5,000 GPD
and whether discharge is sanitary or process waste, with estimated
loadings for process waste discharges.
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VII. TIMPACTS OF ICR ON SEASONAL USERS

Are there any seasonal flow industrial users discharging to the POTW?

If the answer is yes, identify:

. the seasonal users

. flows and strengths

. days of operation

. method of charging ICR
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VIII. IMPACT OF ICR ON WATER CONSERVATION

To answer this question, contact those in the group of 10 largest
users that the grantee identifies as having reduced consumption.
Interview these users to determine if ICR had any impact on water
consumption. Other factors that may have led to a reduction are
increased potable water costs, UC increases, or drought conditions.
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IX. IMPACT OF ICR ON ECONOMIES OF SCALE
DURING DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

During plant design or construction, did any industries choose not to

participate in the publicly-owned treatment works? If the answer is
yes, identify:

. 8pecific industries
. estimated flows

«+ any cost increases due to lost economies of scale.
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X. EVALUATION OF APPENDIX A TO MCD-U45
FEDERAL GUIDELINES - INDUSTRIAL COST

REC ’
INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY SYSTEM"

What problems did the grantee experience in completing
Appendix A?

N OF

What recommendations would the grantee make as an alternative
to Appendix A?
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
LEGISLATIVE STUDY OF INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY

Ref. ¢ 14
Page No. 1 of
Engagement # 114-2550-46-60

Industrial User Form

On site visit — Telephone survey

Industry SIC Code

Contact Name Date Interviewed

State EPA Region

SMSA Business Size

POTW Name POTW Number

Prepared by Data Input Form prepared
by on

Combined and Incremental Impact of UC/ICR

From the grantee's billing records establish the total charges for
the individual industry for the twelve-month period prior to adopting
to UC/ICR, to include:
amounts billed for 0&M, debt service, other charges
billing units (flows and loadings)
. periods billed

. time period covered.

For the last twelve months of billing UC/ICR (projected first year
charges if system not implemented) total charges for the industry by
the elements described above. Confirm these charges with industry.
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From 1industry interviews determine the units of industrial activity
for the two periods billed.

From industry, determine common expense statistics for the two
periods billed.

Are there any similar industries within the SMSA or 50 miles that are
.paying significantly different ICR rates?



Page No. 3 of

General comments from Industry concerning the impact of ICR.
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Industrial Cost Recovery Regional Meetings

Summary of Public Comments



Industrial Cost Recovery Public Meeting
Region I
John McCormack Post Office Building
Boston, MA

10 AM October 224, 1978

EPA - Lester Sutton, I, Water Programs Division Director
- John Gall, I. UC/ICR Specialist and EPA Washington

C&L - I. Mikul Townsley-
Myron Olstein

91 Attendees:

L. Blank
Metro. Dist. Com.
Boston, MA

Wesley Ehrenzeller
DPW
Attleboro, MA

William J. Collins
Atlantic Gelatin Co.
Woburn, MA

Mimi Feller
Staff of Senator Chaffee of RI

Margaret Heckler
Congresswoman, Mass.
10th District

Makram H. Meggli
D.P.W. .
Woonsocket, RI

Duane E. Sheeler
Acusknet Co.
New Bedford, MA

Kenneth Gillum
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co.
New Bedford, MA

Karl Spilhaus
Northern Textile Assoc.
Boston, MA

Philip Murray
New Bedford Area C of C
New Bedfore, MA

Hedley Patterson -
DPW
Woonsocket, RI

Carlton Viveiros
Mayor
Fall River, MA

George D. Gallagher
Metro. Dist. Com.
Boston, MA

Michael S. Karlson
Arthur Young & Co.

Boston, MA
Paul D. Weisman

LEA

Boston, MA
Robert Burke

DEQE

Boston, MA

Robert F. Dunning
Anderson-Nicholson
& Co. Inc.
Boston, MA
Paul Walker
Hollingsworth U Vose Co.
E. Walpole, MA
Richard S. Hersey

MAPC
Boston, MA
Paul Taurasi
DPWPC
Boston, MA

John O'Brien
Mass. DW. of Water Pollution
Control
Boston, MA

John J. Ostrosky
Metcalf & Eddy Engineers
Boston, MA

James C. Dakin
Town of Westwood
Westwood, MA

Stanley Linda
DWPC
Boston, MA



George t. Darmody
Industrial Agent
Fall River, MA

John E. Walker
Greater Portland Regional
Cof C
Portald, ME

Martin R. Haley
Sewer Commission
Templeton, MA

Anna M. Richard
Town of Templeton
Baldwinville, MA

Patrick Harrington
United Merchants
Fall River, MA

Ralph Guerriero
Swan Finishing C.
Fall River, MA

David L. Philips
South Essex Sewage Dist.
Salem, MA

B. Goodwin
Sanitary Engineer
Portland, ME

Jack Truner
D.P.W.
New Bedford, MA

Adolph T. Schmidt
Greater Woonsocket C of C
Woonsocket, RI

Anna Nestmann .
League of Women Voters
Providence, RI

Ann R. Wire
Hollingsworth & Vose
E. Walpole, MA

Willilam T. Garriepy
Smithfield RI Sewer Auth
Esmond, RI

Alvin t. Gravely
Metro Dist Com
Boston, MA

John Brady
Whitmore & Howard Inc
Wellesley, MA

Jack Konovan o
Whitmore & Howard Inc
Wellesley, MA

James Brayden
Chief Eng Mech Div
Beverly, MA

Mark Casella
Mass Div. of Water Pollution
Control
Boston, MA
Lav D. Patel
C.E. Maguire
New Britain, CT

Michael Long
Mas Div. of Water Pollution
Control
Boston, MA
E. M. Lape
G.E. Co.
Lynn, MA
D. S. Yeaple
G.E. Co.
Lynn, MA
Bill McAloon
Taunton Ind. Dev. Com.
Taunton, MA
Charles E. Volkmann
Taunton Area Chamber William
of Commerce
Taunton, MA
Allan Morgenroth
Boston, MA
Vasanti Patel
Sanitary Engineer
Boston, MA
D. Olken
Dyecroftsmen Inc.
Taunton, MA
Stephen H. Geribo
SEA Consultant Inec.
Boston, MA
Amperex Electric Corporation
Seatersville, RI
Michael A. Hyde
Atlantic Gelatin
Woburn, MA
Daniel Calnen
Wastewater Treatment Plant
New Bedford, MA
Richard A. Chiodini
Riely Assoc.
Providence, RI
Walter Hundley
C. E. Maguire Inc
Providence, RI
Anthony J. Zuena
Cullinan Engineering Co. Inc
Auburn, MA



William Torpey Douglas Funkhouser

Greater Fall River Area C of C Urban Systems Research & Eng
Fall River, MA Cambridge, MA
Arthur Levesque Lionel H. Corriveau
Upper Blackstone WPAD Providence Pile Fabirecs Corp
Millburg, MA Fall River, MA
Edward L. Callo Gulab G. Hira
Upper Blackstone WPAD The Gillette Co.
Millburg, MA , Boston, MA
Emil W. Holland Alfred Prokop
Upper Blackstone WPAD- Revere Suger Refinery
Millburg, MA Charleston, MA
Ronald a. Breton ronald Mercier
Env. Tech. Aluminum Processing Corp
Manchester, NH Fall River, MA
Thomas E. Wesolowski Stephen W. Buckley
Env. Tech. City
Manchester, NH Fall River, MA
Roland J. Desrosiers Steffan Aletti
City American Towelry
Attleboro, MA Mfgr. Magazine
David Butterfield Providence, RI
City R. C. Frederiksen
Attleboro, MA Providence Journal
Kenneth Bundy Providence, RI
Reed & Barton Dr. Richard Burns
Taunton, MA EPA Region I
Donald G. Wood Boston, MA
Metro. Dist. Com. John Christie
Boston, MA Reporter
Cheryl A. Breen Boston, MA
Merrimack Valley Plan. Com. Frederick A. Rubin
Haverhill, MA New Bedford Area C of C
Laura Montgomery-Tanner New Bedford, MA
Camp, Dresser & McKee Arthur Corey
Boston, MA City
Christopher Woodcrock Lowell, MA
Camp, Dresser & McKee Ed Gillisse
Boston, MA Acushnet Co
Julian Hatch New Bedford, MA
The Gorton Group Stephen E. Poole
Gloucester, MA Whitman & Howard Inec.
Pearce Klazer Wellesley, MA
Pricipal Sanitary Engineer Ben Fehan
Providence, RI SEA Consultants Inc
Paul M. Colson Boston, MA
Associated Industries of Mass. Marie Holman
Boston, MA - EPA Region I
Wayne T. Grandin Boston, MA

Metro. Dist. Conm.
Boston, MA



Complete presentation of
Purpose of study
Project scope and methodology
Findings and conclusions

Statement of the Honorable Margaret Heckler, Congresswoman of the
Massachusetts 10th Congressional District.
Abolish ICR
Statement of Mimi Feller of Senator Chaffee of Rhode Island,
staff.
Asked for ideds from attendees.
Discussion of alternatives
Ottus Statements Presented.
Carlton M. Viveiros, Mayor
City of Fall River, Mass.
Abolish ICR or, if not possible, allow ICR payments as
credits to taxes
George T. Darmody, Exec. Director
Fall River Industrial Development Commission
Abolish ICR
Patricl H. Harrington, Bristol Co., Commissioner
on behalf of United Merchants of Fall River
Abolish ICR
John E. Walker, Director of Research & Development
Chamber of Commerce, Greater Portland, Maine
Abolish ICR
Makram E. Migalli, Director
Public Works, City of Woonsocket, R. I.
Abolish ICR
Hedley Patterson, Division Engineer
City of Woonsocket, R. I.
Abolish ICR
David L. Phillips, Executive Director
South Essex Sewerage District
SIC, 25000 GPD definition of industry should also apply
to the equitable cost recovery requirements of PL 84-660
William Torpy, President
Greater Fall River Chamber of Commerce
Abolish ICR
Philip Murray, on behalf of The
Industrial Wastewater Survey Comm., New Bedford
Abolish ICR
Ralph Guerriero, Co-Chairman
Fall River Textile Processors Waste Water Treatment Committee
Abolish ICR
Martin Hadley, Chairman
Sewer Commission, Town of Templeton
Town is dependent upon local share of ICR collegtions.
Town and industry have an acceptable agreement.
William Goodwin, City Engineer
City of Portland, Maine
Abolish ICR, or if not possible, go to national ICR rate
for all (840600, 92-500 and 95-217) grantees

Y



Kenneth Bundy

Plant Engineer, Reed & Barton Co.
Abolish ICR

Ms. Mimi Feller for Staff

of Senator Chaffee of Rhode Island

Explained considerations affecting Congressional actions
on ICR

Duane Wheeler, Vice President

Acushnet Company
Abolish ICR

Karl Spilhaus -

Northern Textile Association
Abolish ICR

Kenneth Gillum, Mgr. of Engineering

Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company
Abolish ICR

10 AM October 25, 1978

6 Attendees
Three from 10/25 and three new

Abbreviated, informal discussions held of

. Purpose of study
. Project scope and methodology
. Findings, conclusions and possible alternatives.

No statements made by attendees.
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The Honorable Edward P. Boland [ ’.TFSR !l_le- M_JG_-J, 1578
2111 Rayburn Building ' oos . o T
Washington, D.C. 20515 Lha . Haeksan
. . OeEaB . [ “wrlinMs ___ .._'.
Dear Representative Boland: DQJE ____|_BK\PG ___

. gcms . [T FL.S
Res Industrial Cost Recovery _egislative Szudy

Some months 2go, we had several conversatione and some correspond-
ence regarding the Industrial Cost Fecovery moraztorium. The Town

of Templeton was chosen to fill out a questicnnaire in conrection

with the ICR study: MNr. Paul Flax of Coopers & Lybrand came to our
office on the 24th for this purpose.

We are very concerred tecause in our opinion the questionnzire is
designed to discover the impact of the ICR Payzents on industry,
and does not contain direct questiors that would demonstrate tre
economic impzct on rural communities, such as ours, and as required
on page 412703, Sec*ion 75, of the Congressiorzl Record. Aliso,
most of the questicns do not apply to our particular czse.

In our case, Baldwinville Products, a subsidizry of Erving Faper,
is the major polluzer of the Otter River and their effluent will
account for 95%+ of the wastewater treatment facility capacity;

the tcwn's share is therefore approximately 5%. It was very advan-
tageous for the mill to have the town join ther in the cons=ruction
of this facility. A considerable azcunt of mcrey was saved by the
mill because of this joint effort.

The townspeople voted on a joint effert because usage of the ICR
funds made the cost reasonable to the people. Using ICR furds, the
betterment charge is in the area of 700, and without ICR funds it
would be approxicately $2,700. In our small town, with low average
yearly wages, the residents could not possibly pay a $2,700. better-
mer.t charge, nor a greatly increased tax rate. The economic hardship
that would be created if ICR funds were withdrawn from the Town of

Templeton would be inestimable,

We believe that our sifuation is somewhat unigue and are mos: con-
cerned that the above facts, of vital importance to our citizens,
will not be properly considered in a computerized study.



TOWN OF .TEZPLETON.

The Honorable Edward P. Boland ° page &
July 27, 1978 i

This Board is therefore requesting that ydu put this letter on
file for reference when Congress acts on the moratorium.Provisions
should and must be made to allow towns and cities in our position .
to use ICR funds according to CFR rules and regulations in effect:"
' when our plans for usage were determined. Any other congressional
action will put our community in deep financial trouble.

It ie not clear to us whether'only ICR funde to be returned to the

EPA by industry is under consideration for change and no change is

even contemplated or will be made for the town/city share. Perhaps
we are unduly alarmed.

Please let us hear from you.
Very truly yours,
" BOARD OF SELECTMEN

) 4
Aldbert J. Strott} Jr.

Acting Chairman

cct Mr. John T. Rhétt
gepgxy Ass't Adm. for Water Program Operations (WHS46)
SE
Washington, D.C. 20460

The Honorable Edward M. Kennedy: -
© 2400 A John F. Kennedy Federal Building:
Bostqn. MA 02203

The Honorable Edward W. Brooke
2003 P John P. Kennedy Federal Building
Boston, MA 02203 .

Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M. Street N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20036

PK,/MPI
VFAMPI

Sewer Commission
Town of Templeton



BOARD OF SELECTMEN BOARD OF HEALTH

TOWN OF TEMPLETON

TEMPLETON. MASSACHUSETTS BALOWINVILLE MALs 436 -
November 2, 1978 Telephone 939-882"

Mr. John Gall

U.S. Environmental Protection hgency
J.F. Kennedy Federal Building
Boston, Massachusetts 02203

Dear Nr. Gall:

We are enclosing typewritten copy of statement given by Martin
Haley, Chairman of the Sewer Commission, at the EPFA public meet-
ing of Cctober 24, 1978, for the congressional record; meeting
concerned ICR payback.

Regarding congressional action on ICR payback, our concern is
that being in the rather unique situation of joining the mill

in construction of the wastewater treatment plant, with the

mill responsible for 95.5% of the effluent, and beirg a small
town, we could get lost in tre overall national study, and provi-
sions would not be made to protect the residents of the Town of
Templeton.

Bearing in mind the following:

1. The townspeople voted funds for construction of the trea+-
ment plant because the mill, as part of their contract wite
the town, agreed to ICR payback.

2. It would be most inappropriate for Congress to take any
arlion that could jeopardize our contract with the mill,
and we do not believe that they would do so if they were
acquainted with the fa-ts.

J. The mill benefits greatly by having a 30-year loan, interest
free, because of town bonding of $935,000. Also, no payback
is required from the mill on their share of the State grans.

4. If ICR payback were to be discontinued, the mill would ex-
perience all the benefits, and the town and townspeople al.
the disadvantages in cost. This would be most inequitable.
Our present arrangement is equitable to both parties.

therefore, we are requesting that the EPA bring out the facts of

our case and recommend continued IR payback, at least the town's
share, for the Town of Templeton when its recommendations are render-
ed to the congressional committee.



BOARD OF SELECTMEN BOARD OFf HEALTH

TOWN OF TEMPLETON

TEMP._ETON, MASSACHUSETTS Ma cp duagrens

BAJMNYVILLE MALIT :-13e

Telephyeg 333300

Statement given by Martin Zaley, Chairman, Sewer Commissicn, Towr
of Templeton, Massachusetts, at EFA Public meeting on .-<or:r 24,
1978, McCormack Post Uffice and Courthouse, Room 208, Zogtor.
Massachusetts.

Whilc tne ICR study will r.: doubt provide ihe EPA and .- .:re:s
with necessary answers, we do not feel that it provides for :3
deration of the situation existing in the Town of Tem:.e:

have a letter on file wit* the USEFA stating our case z-4 w:is- :-o.:
permission I shall read tw<: paragraphs from that lettsr, zs 741 cws:

"In our case, Baldwinville Products, a subsidiary of ZIrvirg Zazer,
is the major polluter of t-e Ctter River and their er:_iert w1l
account for 95%+ of the wzstewater treatment facility -:z27_%,;
the town's share is theref:re approximately $%. It wes ver., az-z-

tageous for the mill to hzve the town Join tnem in the -“c¢rsiam<o¢

of this facility. A consi:zsrable amount of r.oney was szvad ~-e
mill because of this join= 2fort.

The townspeople voted on 2z joint effort becau.se usage I ~he 1=
funds made the cost reasorzdle to the people. Using II= funzz, ==
betterment charge is in tr: area of $700. and without 72 furqs .-
would be approximately 32,°00, In our small wown, wit- lcow everzcs
yYearly wages, the residen<z could not possibly pay a 22,750, :ce=<=c--
ment charge, nor a greatl, increased tax rate. The eciromic narzzni:
that would be created if IZR funds were withdrawn frox -:e “:wm -°¢

Templeton would be inestimzble."

- -
4

The Tnrwm ~f Tamrleton is 2 rural area with a rcopulatic- ~¢ €.:
10-15% of wnhom are elderly persons on fixed incomes.

¥a )

If a change is made in ICR payback regulations, it is i=peraz.ve tr:zs
a grandfather clause protect the towns and townspeople whoc h:te
entered into an agreement with industry such as Temple=zn has ic-.e

An agreement entered into, in good faith by a:l parties, cver « ears
ago, should not be nullified to the great detriment of suir tove zné
citizens. We cannot give enough emphasis on the need =z prot::s <o
or cities in our situation. We must be allowed to use the tov-'z glare
of ICR payback as planned when the town joined the mill ir. ef’srts

to stop pollution to the Ot<er River. Should the Federzl govirrmmer=
deem it a necessary economic measure to disccntinue cells-tirgs 4-e
federal share of ICR funds, fine, but we wish to go on rezorc s beizz
in favor of Alternative #17 - the town retaining its shazre of 7=.



Mr. John Gall
USEPA
November 2, 1978

Regarding alternative #1l4, we cdo 'not see any particular advantage
in postponing a decision by extending the ICR.moratorium. This acticm wm
create a climate of uncertainty beneficial to noone. : :

The Town of Templeton is in favor of alternative #15, maintaining .
ICR in its current form, or alternative #17 wheredy industry would .
not be required to payback the Federal portion of ICR funds, but -
would b2 required to payback the city or town share, with the poesi-
bility of giving a city or towr the option of collecting their :
share of ICR or exempting industry from payback.

Very truly yours,

BOARD OF SELECTME™

Dana G. Futnam
Chairman

amr

cci: Sewer Commissionr
PK/MPI/VF

Mr. John T. Rhett :

LCeputy Ass't Adm. for Water Program Operatiors (WE546)
USEPA ' '

Washington, D.C. 20460

The Honorable Edward M. Kennedy
2400 A. J.P. Kennedy Federal Building
. Boston, MA 02203

The Honorable Edward W. Brooke
2003 F. John FP. Kennedy Federal Building
Boston, MA 02203

The Honorable Edward P. Boland
. 2111 Rayburn Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

>Coopers & Lybrand
1800 M Street NW
Washington, DC 20036



WQ(:R SUPPLY TELEPHONE
SEW.‘ERAGE 278-7030

THE METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

SSS MAIN STREET - P, 0, BOX 800

A ]

3-ATG/mlh

HARTFORD. CT 06101

November 3, 1978

File: HFP Task 12C Hartford

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
New England Regional Office
2203 John F. Kennedy Federal Building
Boston, Massachusetts, 02203

Attn: Mr. John Gall

Gentlemen:

We propose by this letter to go on record as being in favor
of the abolishment of 1CR.

Assessment of our system shows it to be too complex and the
types of combined industrial and conmercial businecsses to be so diversified

to allow such a program as 1CR (current form) to be cost effective or
actual benefits determined.

The estimated costs to us as Grantee, beyond progressive
Government monetary participation, would soon become prohibitive for

adequate and consistent monitoring, administrative processes and litiga-
tions.

It is also believed that due to the extent of the "Paper Costs",
at the Federal and local levels, there would be no actual "Recovery."

However, should 1CR sustain, it is suggested that application
of 1CR in its current form be revised. An altcrnative to the current form
weuld be the intrnduction of an "Imposition Clausc' and the establishment
of State-wide "1CR Imposition Rates' for application or non-application by
the Grantee with promulgation at the state level, The application of "1CR
Imposition Rates" only to the extent of assessed and determined benefits
would sustain equity, allow for some control over the design parameter of
industry and would provide a better avenue for determining the constant
cost effectiveness of "Applied 1CR."



-2 -

The current form of 1CR (considered to be "Blanket 1CR" as
opposed to "Applied 1CR™) removes from the Grantce and the State their

rights to determine and/or alter the economic impact to be felt, on a
much wider scope.

(i.e. Loss of jobs from industry that has shut-downm,
increased unemployment payment and added local and State cost for other

public assist programs. In addition, the probable increase in self=-
treatment by industry would result in loss of "up-front" revenues to
the grantee with subsequent reduction in cash flow.)

‘Respectfully,

e -
(- ot ¢ // /'-.‘7-»:7 . v

: /2 .
Lawrence A, Fagan, Jr., P.E.
Deputy Manager of Engineering and
Planning



CITY OF NEW BEDFORD., MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

P.O BOX A-2089
999-2931

JOHN A MARKEY
MAYOR

October 26, 1978

Mr. Stuvart C. Peterson, Chief

U.S.E.P.A.~lMunicipal Facilities Branch
J.F. Kennedy Federal Building
Boston, Mass. 02203

Dear Mr. Peterson:

As you are awuare, the City working together with the Industrial
Wastewater Survey Committee (comprised of New Bedford's 31
major industries) has compiled statistics relative to UCICR
projected chorges in New Bedford. Copies of this information
has been supplied to EPA and Coopers & Lybrond.

The obvious detrimental impact that these projected charges
will have on locol industry coupled with the i1mminent industrial
pretreatment requirements will certainly eliminote the recent
success of industriol expansion in the City.

Therefore, because of the many reasons cited by the Committee
in their presentations to you we could not endorse any alterna-
tive to ICR otner than totul and complete abolition.

Should you have any questions or require additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Very truly yours,

QW'CH-/% ZE ,</<%‘ -

/‘(\lb {
John A, Markey, May

4/S§;y of New Bedfor
cc: Fred Rubin .

/dh



Greater Ea” iner Area
Cl'maml:e'r- o{: Comme'r'ce

WILLIAM J. TORPEY
PRESIDENT

October 25, 1978

Mr. John Gall, UC/ICR Specialist
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
J.F.K. Building

One Government Center

Boston, Massachusetts 02203

Dear Mr. Gall:

Enclosed is a copy of my testimony delivered yesterday at the

I.C.R. hearing in the McCormack Post Office Building, which
outlines the position of the Greater Fall River Chamber of Commerce.

Will you kindly see to it that the testimony is made a part of the
official record of the hearing.

Many thanks and congratulations on the excellent conduct of that

meeting.
Very truly yours,
William J. Torpey
President

WJIT:dl

Encl. (1)

-

d 7~

P |
)

= - L
PO BOX 1871 « 101 ROCK ST 547282 .\ L RIVER, MA 02722

(617) 676 8226



10/24/78
BOSTON
EPA/PUB. HEARING

MR. TORPEY: My name is William J. Torpey. I am president of the Greater Fall

River Area Chamber of Commerce.

I want to thank the committee for this opportunity to represent
the nearly 1,000-Chamber members of our business and professional organization,

in presenting a brief, but very positive position on the matter of total elimination

of the cost recovery portion of the 1977 Clean Water Act.

As you well must rcalize Ly now, the City of Fall River has an
outstanding history of service to this country/as a world famous cotton manufacturing
ocommunity. The peak of this 1industrial achievement came a lifetime ago at the turm
of the Twentieth Century and suffezed a steaaxly declining economy until financial

and social disaster struck during the depression era of the Thirties.

For the past 40-years, the people of Fall River have struggled to

overcome many problems, not the least of which/included restoring its own dignity

and pride, self-confidence and identity.

This WAR against “"apathy and self-condemnation” has Leen waged with
a mixture of success and failure/by every segment of our Fall River leadership...

political, church, indastrial managerent, and labor..... until right NCA...../'TODAY..

..those efforts are being rewarded.

The detcrmination of Fall Raver citizens to "work togcther” for batter

neighborhoods...for a tettér ci:y,..Dy: happened. A new multi-million dollar High

School...Governmant Center...and Bicenteanial Waterfront Park. A flurrxy of new

\

construction by the banking institutions, housing for tho elderly and commarcial and

industrial firms.



The birth of a new industry called TOURISM...previously unknown
l4-years ago...has flourished and grown with the development of the Battleship
Massachusetts, the Marine Museum, the Destroyer Joseph P. Kennedy, Submarine
Lionfish and the nationwide E:T Boat Asséciation; These have meant nearly
200,000-visitors each year to Fall River and some 4-to-5-million dollars of NEW

MONEY, pumped into our economy each year.

Wwe have scen the groundbreaking for a new revitalazed Central
. Busaness District; an on-going water filtration plant and water main relining

project; and so many more POSITIVE....PROGRESSIVE. ...happenings for Fall River.

Fall River cannot afford a STEP BACKWARDS. Fall River's people

WILL NOT sit-back and watch it happen.

without the specific details already presented to you and much more
testimony from the manufacturers yet to be heard from....the unqualified position
of the Chamber of. Commerce is to totally reject the irposition of the ICR proposals
by the federal governnent. With a current 6.8% unemployment factor in Fall River..
..affecting some 3,556-people out-of-work....such unfounded charges against our

major employers will wpuil disaster [D1 vur economy.

On Auqust 21, 1978, repre-untatives of LPA, and the consulting firm of
Cooprrs & Lybrand, heard the textile industry leaders of Fall River, their union
leadarship, supporting-industry officials, city, state and federal representatives
headed by Congresswoman Margaret Heckler, clearly described the/affects of enforcing
I.C.R. Loss of jobs and payroll income....possible plant closings....cannot be the
Federal governments "goal”. Every possible effort to adhiere to anti-pollution
standards have and will continue to be met by oux industrius....and these have been

themselves very expensive, to say the lecast.




Gentlemen: As the spokesman for the Fall River Chamber of Commercae=-

--I urge you to consider the total abolition of the ICR portion of the law. As

Mrs. Heckler so forcefully stated this morning, ICR will not improve the clarity
of our waterways---but it will have a devastating effect on the economic future

of our city.

Again, we urge you to recommend adoption of Alternative #1 the
deletion of ICR in any form---and subsequently---that EPA will recommend TOTAL

abolition of such regovery payments by the Congress.

Thank you.
L4

HERURBABRUR RN
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M-t 7, State of Vermont
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T ol - AGENCY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
—-"-‘»'")JL '

Montpelier, Vermont 05602
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING

Depaiiment of Fish and Game
Department of Forests, Parks, and Recreation .
Department of Water Resources

Environmental Board = October 23, 1978

Division of Environmental Enaineering
Dwmision ot Envaanmental Protection
Natural Resnurces Con-esvation Counail

Mr. John Gall

WC/ICR Cocrdinator

Municipal Facilities Branch

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I .

John F. Kennedy Federal Building
Boston, MA 02203

RE: ICR Evaluation
Dear Mr, Gall:

I an writing to offer conment concerning the Industrial Cost Recovery
System study now being conducted by EPA under mandate of the Clean
Water Act of 1977. This office would like to express complete opposition to the
concept and implementation of the ICR system for the following reasons.

1. An industryis as much a part of a community as a homeowner, shop owner, drug
store, school, church, etc. and therefore should be treated no differently with
respect to receiving the benefits of federal construction grants.

2. The ICR system operates to encourage industries to construct separate
treatment facilities instead of joining with municipalities to build a single
treatwent plant. In our opinion numerous smaller treatment plants are more costly
to build and operate than fewer, larger plants. Further they are less reliable,
particularly when privately owned because the function of controlling effluent
qQuality i< periieral to the ranufacture of goods and private operators are
frequently at the bottom of the pay scale, change jobs more frequently and require
a greater program effort to train and surveil,

3. Administration of the ICR system imposes an unnecessary burden on small
municipal governments which are forced to keep separate accounts suitable for
federal audit.

4, The existence of an ICR system does not contribute toward the stated
goals of the Water Pollution Coffrol Act by causing or accelerating the abate-
ment of pollution or in any way restore water uses or water quality.



Mr. John Gall - EPA
October 23, 1978
Page 2

5. The money repaid by an industry must be used in part to defray the cost
of future pollution abatement work and such amounts used are to be deducted from
the federal grant awarded at that time. The municipality gains no benefit from
these funds, but must maintain an accounting of them. A small town may never
again undertake a project qualifying for construction grants under PL 92-500
particularly recognizing the current trend of restricting eligibility.

6. Development and submission of ICR systems or commitment to do so add one

more administrative step to final design and construction projects, already over
burdened with red tape. -

7. Deletion of ICR requirements from the program will help <implify nlanning

requirements, reduce planning and administrative costs, encourage regionalized

sewerage systems and lift unnecessary and continuing administrative burdens from
small municipalities.

[ trust the above summarizes our view of the ICR system. I would be
happy to elaborate on these points if you wish.

Sincerely,
it it
Regfzgld A. LaRosa, P.E.
Difector, Environmental Engineering
RAL/WCB/sec

cc: Elbert G. Moulton, Commissioner
Economic Development Department




Uity of Full River, Massachusetts

SEWER COMMISSION

ONE GOVERNMENT CENTER
Room 308

October 21, 1978

Coopers & Lybrand
1800 M. Street N.U.
Washingtons D.C. 20036

Attention: Mr. Edward J. Donahues III

Reference: ICR Advisory Group
Study Alternatives

Dear Mr. Donahue:

This communication is in reference to our telephone communi-
cation of October l4. 1978 concerning the above referenced
subject.

The alternatives presented were obviously well thought out
and encompass a broad spectrum of ideas. Obviously. each alter-
native has it distinct advantages and disadvantages. Howevers
we must not forget the reason why such a study was initiated!

As a result of some very persuasive industrialists in this
country. especially the textile industrialists of the Northeasts
Congress was convinced that the ICR requirements of Public Law
92-500 must be reconsidered.

Many aspects of the ICR requirements such as equitya.
water conservation. etc. were questioned and the time had
come to thoroughly examine the effectiveness and need of such
a program.

Equity of the systerm would be my main concern. Whatever
approach is taken it must be one which is fair to industries
so that their financial burden is not heightened.

Industries complaints of "double taxation™ must be eliminated.
Industries can not afford to have a drain on cash for a non-
productive basis.

Although somewhat overlookeds an aspect of ICR which may be
as equally important is the administrative burden placed on the
grantee who must implement and monitor such a progranm.



Uity of Hall River, Mussachusetts

SEWER COMMISSION

ONE GOVERNMENT CENTER
Room 308

Why burden the grantee with an administrative task for a
program which has proven to be unsuccessful and not cost
effective?

Along these same lines let us not forget that the so-
called economic benefit to a grantee through ICR is not
so beneficial. The grantees share of ICR remains constant
for 30 yearss the cost of administering and monitoring such
a program will continually rise. Considering the rising
rate of inflation and subsequent rise in labor wagess any
economic benefit would certainly develop intoc a economic
debit.

Also. it appears obvious that the intent of Congress re-
garding ICR has not been fulfilled. The revenues being re-
turned to the Federal Government through ICR fall far below
those projected in 1972. Surelys I would not be toco far
a miss in assuming that the administrative costs incurred
by the Federal Government in implementing and maintaining
such a program far exceed the amounts recovered via ICR
payments. This is further strengthened by the fact that
there are only a few municipalities throughout the country
who have'implemented an ICR program.

Another aspect to consider is the detrimental effect ICR
will have combined with pretreatment costs and user charges.
The combination of such factors could encourage industries
to self treat. This would result in proportional increases
in user charge costs and in debt service costs for the re-
maining POTW customers.

We see only one viable solution and that is to eliminate
ICR. By eliminating ICR we address the intent of Congress
with respect to the Moratorium Studys i.e. failing Federal
programs unfair economic burden to industriess administrative
headache to the grantees so-called economic benefit to the
granteea .

The effectsof ICR are far reaching. We are not only concerned
about the loss of jobs and industry. but also the detrimental
effect on the tax base? People out of work only creates futher
subsidies through unemployment. social security. ect. C(itiesa
Townss and States can not afford ICR.



Qity of Full River, Massuchusetts

SEWER COMMISSION

ONE GOVERNMENT CENTER
Room 308

Therefore. we strongly urge that your recommendation to the
EPA be to abolish ICR and at the same time request that the EPA
recommend to the Congress of the United States that the ICR
aspect of the Clean Water Act be abolished.

In closing we would like to point out: It appears that far
more than the majority. including officials of the EPA+ favor
the elimination of ICR. thus. the Congress of the United States
must be convinced. Your recommendation to the EPA must be
abolishment of ICR and that recommendation must be made in as
strong and positive terms as possible.

Thank you.

Very truly yourss

) ‘\.\.1‘\)\4\3.\ iae \;‘l\);.‘l‘l s'..\?

Stephen W. Buckley
Supervising Sanitary Engineer
Fall River. Sewer Commission

SWUB/¢n

cc: John Gall. EPA
Joseph S. Rego. Sewer Registrar-Fall River



City oF New BebForb
MASSACHUSETTS

DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS
WASTEWATER DIVISION

Mr. Mike Townsley
Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M St. NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Townsley:

The City of New Bedford wishes to thank Coopers & Lybrand for
this opportunity. to participate in this study which will affect
the industry in our City to a great extent one way or another.

On August 21, 1978 your Mr. Ed Donahue provided us with the oppor-
tunity to po1nt out some of the major concerns of the City and its
industries personally. However, we would 1ike to again point out
some of our concerns that the reimposition of ICR will have on
local industry.

One industrial concern is that several of our larger industries

are subsidiaries of conglomerates based elsewhere. Reimposition

of ICR requirements and the associated pretreatment requirements
will probably result in a decision to phase out local operations
which are located in old structures to probable more modern counter-
part facilities in the South and West. Again indirectly penalizing
the older northeast. This would be added on to the user charge
requirement which is also in the immediate future. Currently all

0 & M system costs are on the Ad Valorem tax system.

We are also enclosing for your information a copy of our consultant's
(Camp Dresser & McKee, Inc.) estimated ICR chart for six upcoming
major wastewater projects (Mass. FY 78 priority list - $23.2 million}.
We have been meeting with local industry to show them what costs

could be if ICR is not done away with.

In the near future we will also be forwarding an ICR chart showing
projected costs to the 31 major local industries.

Again thank you for letting us participate in this study, the outcome
of which will be very important to the City of New Bedford.

Should you require any additional information do not hesitate
to contact me. The services of our local Industrial Wastewater
Committee can also be made available if necessary.

Very truly yours,

Jk st
t cner



THE WOONSOCKET CALL

(THE EVENING CALL PUBLISHING COMPANY)

WOONSOCKET, RHODE ISLAND

9T téez

N .
-:::-crtnsr:':zs.:: September 15, 1978

Mr. Paul M. Flax

Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M Street N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20038

Dear Mr. Flax:

Enclosed is the answer of The Woonsocket Call to the questionnaire about the new sewerage
treatment plant. Unfortunately, the lines are not straight with the paper and we had a
great deal of trouble trying to get things in the right place.

You can see from the answers to the questionnaire that the effect on The Call would not
be direct. Our combined user and capital recovery charges would probably be about $1,250
per year over what we are now paying in utility costs. That is not going to drive us out

of business in and of itself. It is just another bit of fuel added to the fires of infla-
tion.

The effect indirectly on us, however, could be dramatic if it results in the closing,
moving or in non-expansion of existing industries and restricts introduction of new
industry into the area. This particular section of the northeast has had one economic
blow after another. We have tried to pull ourselves up by our boot straps and just when
it seems we are making some headway, something like this comes along. It certainly does
not help to decrease unemployment or move the economy of an already depressed area.

If we lose people or industry it means both our advertising and circulation will decrease,
since our costs will not decrease accordingly. We would be forced to raise advertising
and/or circulation rates,thereby losing more advertising and circulation, etc. It's a
viclous spiral.

In essence, then, we are not affected directly to any great extent by the imposition of
these charges. The indirect effect, especially as we are fighting for our lives as most
other independent newspapers are also doing, could mean a sale or a closure of the paper
if the impact on the area as a whole were to be of drastic porportions.

Sincerely,
\The Evening Call Publishing Company
NPT L !
s L2 :"',/' - ('L":{( &l:_- r..'-—/l
(Miss) Nancy E. Hudson
Treasurer
neh/1ml

enc.
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Honorahle Claiborne deB. Pell
October 6, 1970
Page 2

We therefore, urae you t+o assist us in furthering
our aconomic ¢rowth by repealing the Industrial
Cost Recovery charge.

ancerély,

_-Jaﬁes H. Bilyak
' President

JHR/deh /\

n¢:  Paul M. Flax

5 =
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Monorable John . Chafee
October 6, 1978
Page 2

We therefore, urge you to assist us in furthering
our economic growth by repealing the Industrial
Cost Recovery charge.

sincerely,

James H. Bilyak
President

JH/deb

cce: DPaul M. Flax
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of the tazes in order to maintain the scrvices
presentlv provided by the cities and towns.
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lonorahle Fernand J. 5t. Rermain
Cctoher 6, 1978
Page 2

We therefore, urde you to assist us in furthering
our cconomic growth by repealing the Industrial

Cost Recovery charqe.

Sincererly,
James H. Bilyak
President ' -

J“n/deb

cc: Paul M, Flax



Industrial Cost Recovery Public Meeting
Region II
Biltmore Hotel
New York, NY

10 AM October 18, 1978

EPA - Kenneth Stroller, II, UC/ICR Specialist
John Gall, EPA Washington

C&L - J. Mikul Townsley
Myron A. Olstein

24 Attendees:

Edward J. Brouillard II Bergen County Utilities Authority

Margarey Davis : EPA, Region II

Robert Wheeler Grumman Aerospace Corp.

Joseph R. Greeley Dvirka & Bartiluceci

James A. Hulme American Cyanamid Corp.

Richard Sedlak Sopa & Detergent Association

F. James Wound Warner-Lambert Company

William McCabe EPA, Region II

Douglas Tozzoli Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade &
Douglas

A. W. McKenna Wiendiel Engineers, P.C.

Paul E. Peters .American Bakers Association

Mattew Foster Country of Nassau, DPW

Robert Caddell Westchester County, Dept. of
Environmental Facilities

William H. Wechter Greeley & Hansen

N. Gilbert Lobsenz-Stevens, Inc. (for CTL)

M. HUNTER o EPA, RegionII

G. William Calascione Pollio Dairy Products Corp.

Paul R. Paquin Hydroscience Incorporated



Irwin Norwick N.Y.C. EPA Dept. of Water

Resources

Martin Rivlin N.Y.C. EPA, Dept. of Water
Resources

Joseph T. MecGough N.Y.C. EPA, First Deputy
Commissioner of Envir. Protection

Douglas H. Starr Thomas J. Lipton, Inc.

Maw Wong N.Y.C. Staff of Congressman

John M. Murphy

William Lauer Clinton Bogert Associates

Complete presentations of
. Purpose of study
. Project scope of methodology
. Findings, conclusions and possible alternatives

Statements presented by

John T. MeGrough, First Deputy

Commissioner, Department of

Environmental Protection, City of New York
Eliminate ICR

Honorable John M. Murphy, Congressman
from New York - as ready by
John Gall, US EPA

Eliminate ICR



COUNTY OF ERIE

IDWARD V REGAN COUNTY EXECUTIVE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING

DIVISION OF SEWERAGE MANAGEMENT
ROOM 1473

Joan E. Loring, Commissioner

~ Octcber 17, 1978

Mr. Ken Stoller

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
26 Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10007

RE: Industrial Cost Recovery (ICR)
Public Meetings
October 18, 20, 24 and 25

Dear Mr, Stoller:

Enclosed is a document prepared for a public hearing which was held
in Buffalo on September 6, 1978. While this document was prepared to state
our feelings regarding all aspects of PL 92-500 and the Clean Water Act of
1977, it reflects on a few points concerning ICR and industrial costs in
general.

I would direct your attention to points Nos. 2, 3 and 4 which
specifically deal with industrial cost problems.

Since we will not be attending, we ask that this letter and the
enclosure be made part of the record. Your cooperation in this matter will
be greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,

//,/JL &\\U (iead

Charles J.

ASSISTANT DEP _QG\MISSIONER
CJA/dn
cc: J. loring
Enc. -

File # 1150

ERIE COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING DB FRANNLINSYREET BUFFALO NY 14202 PHONF 714840 N3KY



COMMENTS FOR STAT : ASSEMELY SUBCOMMITITE MEETING
SLEPTEMBER 6, 1978, STNIE OFFICE BUILDING, 65 COURT STREET

The following camrents reoresent Erie County Government's viewpoints

about proiected sewer costs and solutions to alleviate the tax burdens while
still maintaining acceptable water quality:

1. Residential Sewer Rates - Wnjle “he Commictee is seeking projectiaons
of residential sewer rates within the next few years, Erie County
Sewer District #2 is the only operational treatment plant funded
under 92-500 within Erie Councy. Therefore, we can present actual
cost figures for providing service. While most of the emphas1s
has been placed on the increasec cost for treatment, one cannot forget
the substantial cost for providing lateral sewer service to the newly
sewered areas. Older commumities, such as, cities and villages,
who built their sewers in past years, will not experience these
lateral costs. However, in District %2, the lateral sewer charge
alone .is as high as $160. per year.for a single family nome. Lateral
sevier charges can be substantially higher for industries, conmercial
units, and other non-residential users.

A nunber of items have caused sever service to rise dramatically
since the inception of the projects or the beginning of Public Law
92-300. These include: ever increasing State and Federal mandates,
inflation, the enerqy crisis, increases 1in borrowing rates, construc-
tion costs, plus the expensive cost of actually operating these
facilities. : :

At the samz time, the costs were increasing, we had a corresponding
decrease in revenues because of the reduction in O & M aid from 33 1/3%
to 25% and because of a curtailment in building due to a slow down

in growth.

By the very nature of these facilities, they consumed much more energy,
use substantially greater amounts of chemicals which were never required
with the older systems, and the manpower costs have gone up dramatically.
Manpowar costs have increased (1) because of the extra work required;
axd (2) due to the fact that these facilities are so sophisticated
they now must be manned twency-four (24) hours per day versus eight

(8) hours per day, five (5) days per week under the olcer systems.

An explicit example of how these costs have increase can be shown on
the following table for Erie County Sewer District #2:

- Continued -
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ERIE COUI.I'Y SEWER DISTRICT # 2
COMPARISON OF COSTS
1970 wvs. 1976

1970 1978

Personnel Services 109,290 545,080
Equipment _ . 3,600 50,825
Materials & Supplies 8,000 10,400
Chemicals 7,500 90,000
Dower . 13,000 190,000
Telephone 600, 12,000
Other Expenses . 32,020 81,800
Cebt Service 33C, 887 _1.,357,980

TOTAL 505,497 2,288,085
Estimated Population 9,600 19,000
Per Capita Cost _$52.66 $120.43

While this table is explicit in showing District #2's increases

in cost for the new facilities with respect to personnel, power

and debt service, it is somewhat misleading because the District is not
vet fully operational. In addition, there are a number of require-
ments in 92-500 for which District #2 is not in full carpliance. These
requirements, such as, I/I removal, sewer rechab:litation, and sludge
disposal, would add even further costs. These additional items are
not included in the above costs and represent future major expenditures
for the Sewer District. In addition, in 1978, the District is only
providing service to about 70% of the District, phosphate removal

costs were not included in the 1978 budget, and about one thixd of the
pump stations are not as yet fully operational.

This table typlifies errors in the basic 208 document. The 208 report
identified a per capita cost of $51.00. This is about equal to the

per capita cost in 1970 for District #2 prior to the new facilities

being constructed or cperational. Our exact 1978 costs are $120.43 per
person with the expectaticn that these costs could be substantially

higher in the future depending upon State and Federal mandates and the
avarlability of O & M funds. In tne 208 Study, tre per capita cost of
$33.00 of the Southtowns Tieaament Plant 1s only for the treatment plant
1nterceptors and deces not include any of the cost forr sewer rchabilitation,
existing debt service or lateral sewer maintenance which can be significant.

The new treatment facilities which are presently under construction

are really miniature chemical processing plants since the technology

was modified from pre-existing chemical incustrsal technology. Consequent-
ly, 1t 1s just not rfeasible to take exasting personnel, in most instances,
and expect them to efficiently cperate and maintain the new facilities.

In tne past, perscnnel were hired with minimal amounts of education,
soretimes, with not even a high school education. Now, in addition to

the operator's overall understanding of the treatment processes, most
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plants need chemists, enqginc2rs and biologists. Since there has been
a rapid growth in the construction of these ifacilities nationwide,
the cemand for qualified personnel has far exceeded the supply.
Unfortunately, and probably more importantly, while construction was
progressing, there was no concurrent program to train personrel.

This gross lack of qualified perscnrel can only lead to inefficient
operation and maintenance which, in turn, will lead to uneconomical
or costly operations. Consequently, this will only add to the bill
for sewage treatment. .

Irdustrial Sewor Charges - The major charges that can he experienced
by industry are pretreatment costs, industrial cost recovery charges,
and user charges.

Presently, industry is required to install best available technology
to pretreat their wastes prior tc discharge into a municipal system.
There has been a relaxing attitude on the part of E.P.A. towards pre-—
treatmant requarements; howaver, in order to take advancage of them,
it is a very cumbersome process. We do not have a good handle on
industrial costs for pretreatnent since thev are unique to each
particular industry and basically unavailable to us. However, the
feedback we have fram incdustry is that they are very expensive. The
E.P.A. is presently considering icss stringent requirements for
irdustries discharging conventional pollutants which will not harm,
or can be satisfactorily handled by the local P.O.T.W. This policy
should be cxpanded to include even non-conventional poll.utants where,
chey can be shown not to iInterferc :.o 2ither the treatmont process or
the ability of a municipality to meet their discharge requirements.

The requirement for Industrial Cost Recovery charges is presently
under review by E.P.A. with a report cdue to Congress by the end

of the year. Industrial Cost Recovery charges can only add to the
burden our industries must pay. These charges do nothing to improve
the quality of the environment. They would shift the cost of sewage
treatment fram private res:dences to industries; however, this will
result i1n three (3) major disadvantages: (1) Industries will merely
pass these costs back tc the people through their product; (2)
industries can be put on an econcmic disadvantage because sewage
treatment construction and operation is much more expensive for a new
sewer district discharging to the Great Lakes versus a municipalit:
wluch 1s discharging to a coastal watcrway. (This is euuedially tiue
if the municipality discharging into the Ocean can rcceive a marine
variance) ;

and (3) since industry must pay their proportionate share of the
Federal cost of the project, industries closcr to the trecatmont works
would end up paying less in sewer construction cost versus industries
which are located same distance fram the treatment plant: thus,
causing an econcmic disparity even within a sewer district.

In the casc of District #2, we have cre industry whose I.C.R. charge
would be $9.50 per daily case of product versus a second similar
industry whose charge would be $25.00 per daily cese of product.
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An additional item of concerii 1s the adunistrative cost to initiate,
ronitor and admunistrate an I.C.R. program.

User charges to industries roquire that the industry pay for the
gdditional degree of treatment that is recquuired to treat their wastes,
While this would appear to be a very economical arrangerrent, one

has to seriously question its effectiveness since it would entail a
separate system of accounts for the municipality and would entail a
large degree of data collection, interpretation and cost campilations.

Most industries do not discharge théir difficult waste to be treated
on a continucus basis. If they cid, determining an equitable user
charge would be much easier. Unfortunately, they may discharge this
waste over a very short period of time. When this 1s compared to the
total flow to the sewage treatment plant over an entire year, the cost
of keeping the records might exceed the actual revenues received.
Again, as beforé, 'any surcharges put upon industry would actually be
charged back to the consurer througn the price of the product. Also,
as before, since the municipalities tributary to the Great Lakes must
pay for operation and maintenance of expensive tertiary treatment
facilities versus other areas of the State or even the County,
industries in Western New York would be put at an econamic disadvantage
because of this requirement.

U.S. - Canadian Water Quility Agreenent - Since this Agreement will
upose even more strict effluent limitations, it will only cause more
disparity betwaen the sewer costs that our industries must pay versus
otler parts of the State or Councry. It can only add to the amount
that industry and the local taxpayer alike must pay.

It is a cammon and most fundamzntal engincering principle "that it is
cheap to remove the first 90% of a pollutant; however, as you remove
noreand more, and approach 100%, the costsgo up astronomically.
Similarly, the cost to remove phosvhorous to go fraom 6 rg/l to 1 mg/1
will be relatively cheap campared to the cost to go from 1 ng/l to
0.5 my/l. Consequently, one has to question the cost effectiveness
o the cost benefit iy removing this additional half part per million.

This is especially true when one considers the facts: (1) that the
majority of phosphorous 1s frca nonpoint sources, (2) only tfreatment
plants with an average daily flow of greater than onc mrd must remove
phosphorous,and (3)that there 1s still a lot of skepticism as to the
benefits of removing phcsphorcus or for that matter, to what
concentrations .the phosphorous must ke removed. Conscquently, we

feel the money will be better spent through removang the phosphorous
at nonpoint sources, Sich as, rurcl runoff, and requiring all treat-
ment plants not just treasment plants over 1 mgd to remove phosphorous,
1f phosphorous removal is detearmined to be cost effective. The most
important question, however, i1s the real need to remove pnosphorous
at all.
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Region V of the Envaronmental DProtection Agency issued a proposition
paper that stated only 26% of the sources of phosphorous flowing into
the Great Lakes i1s from Scwage Treatment (59% fram agricultural
runoff, 15% from atmospheric sources, 9% fran detergents and 17% from
human waste and garbage); therefore, even 1f phosphates are either
barmed from detergents or removed through efficient treatment plant
operation, it will still be necessary to treat phosphorous contributed
fram other sources. Lowering the limit to 0.5 mg/l will essentially
be ineffective, but very expensive.

Cquitable Distribution of Costs

a) Industries - Industries should be alloved to discharge to
municipalities without any surcnarges in costs. Any restriction
on industries shculd be kased on treatabirlity problems, i.e.,
1f industries'discharge causes ény problems with the collection,
transmissicon or treatment of the wastes, then they should be
required to pretreat prior to discharging into a municipal system
If the industrial waste contribution would preclude a nunicipality
from meeting its discharge permit, likewise, industry should be
recuired to pretreat. In making such a change, we would be
encouraging industrial develcgment within existing sewered areas.
If such encouragement is rot made, 1ndustry nay relocate outside
existing sewered areas wnich would force more of the cost to be
pa1d on existing residential users. In acdition, substantial
cost savings would ce realized through el:mination of the cumbersare
industrial cost recovecy and ucer charge svstems. Industrial ' tor-
ing and cataloging would still ke required to insure campliance
with the Sewer Use Crdinances and for protection of the public
facalities.

b) Municipal discharges should be based on water quality criteria,
not an arbitrary standard.

A minumum standard should be establisned for every munjicipality
throughout the Country whether it be preliminary, primary,
secondary, or tertiary wastewater treatment. Once this minimum
standard has been established, then each municipality should pay the
cost for construction, operation and maintenance of facilities to
meet this minimum standard. For exanple, if 1t 1s cetenmined that
Primary treatment 1s tie minimum standard, then each nunicipality
should pay for the primary portions of the treatment facilities
themselves with the normal expectcd amount of 8753 aid.

If any municipality 1s required, because of water quality criteria,
or otherwise, to irprowve ugon tnis minimum scandard of primary
treatment, then either the State or the Federal Govemrent should
fund 1005 of the costs to coastruct, operate and maintain these
facilities above the minimam standards. The main raticnale here
is that in most cases, a municipalicy does not receive
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keref1t of its own pollution control expenditurcs, but, rather,
the benefits are received by its downstream neighbors which may
be in another portion of the State, or for that matter, another
State. 1In the case of the Great Lakes Basin, the benefit can

be received partially by another country.

Since there is insufficient data to justify building tertiary
treatment facilities, and there are insufficient personnel to
run these facilities if they are built, consideration should
be given to building and operating facilities which meet this
minimum standard, or water quality requirements. While this
is taking place, it will give us time to evaluate the need for
tertiary treaument and the cost benefits of tertiary treatment.

Operator Training - Programs should be started mmmediately to train
perscnnel in the construction, operation and maintenance of these new
and sophisticated treatment facilities.

There are monies available for training; however, this mcney seldom,
1f'ever, is seen at a local level. When it 1is used, 1t 1s used in
downstate New York. It is very difficult for local municipalities
afford to send an employee for two to three weeks at a time for
training. Therefore, they have initiated a program to start training
at our local Erie Community College. Financial assistance to the
College with respect to this program would ke a big asset.
Sludge Dispcsal - The ultimate disposal of the chemical ard biclogical- -
slucges produced at the new facilit:ies needs to be further investigated.
The E.P.A. should set up a program to handle and fund the ultimate
disposal of solid waste in a safe manner. They must become an active
partner in seeking workable solutions to sludge disposal and use of
public, including Federal, lands for sludge disposal, should be
aggressively pramoted.

Administrative Rad Tame - The E.P.A. and D.E.C. are presently involved
1n too many nonpollution related items in administering Public Law
92-500. The E.P.A. should leave the spacific details of building a
project such as, bidding, specifying products, etc. to the local
municipalities. While there are obvious advantanes in the present
system, 1t 1s causing too many time delays getting E.P.A. approval

and building the projects. .

It 1s very cumberseme to implement the intentions of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act because therc are about 40 allied statutes and
executive orders which have an inpact on the construction grant program.
These other 40 programs tend to bog a construction progran down and

add costly delays and expensive criteria to an already expensive program.
In acdition, there are State and lccal requirements which must be
addressed. All of these requirements should ke consolidated and reduced

to have one effective program. Tne State should cut back on their
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provisions requiring stringent efflucnt standuards to the Tederal or

E.P.A. levels. Municipalities who have already commutted. themselves
to achieving these levels should be reinbursed in construction costs
and O & M costs 100 percent,

Sanitary Sewer Overflows = The idea that all sanitary sewer overflows
siould be eliminated sholld be,discouraged, A certain amount of
sanitary overflows are cost effective without endangering the
environmant or public health. The cost effectiveness of trying to
reducs all overflows does not exist,

New Changes to the Act, Eiecutive Orders, Etc. - New administrative
requirerents, or even technical requirements, should not be imposed
retroactively.

Crecit to Municipalities Who Have Shown Initiative - Conmunities who
took the initiative initially and went all out to build the new

waste treatment projects should not be penalized by doing so. Too
oiten, we have fought to get changes in the law because of problems

we had with initiating our programs, Unfortunately, the laws were
changed after the fact to the betterment of muicipalities who drag
their feet but to our detriment. We not only lost because of a lack
of eligibility, but also, becauses we were tre forerunners who spent the
tame and money to fight for changes in regulations cr the laws.

Ttems Tnel:gible for Grant Assistance - A number of items, which are
presently ineligible for aid, ada significantly to projects which are
necessary for naw facilities ceonstruct.on and really considered an
integral part of the constructioa program. These items would include
interest during construction, lard acquisition costs, garages and
maintenance centers, and certain ineligible pieces of moving equipment.

Availability of Funds - The dollars currently available for water
pollution abatement are riowhere rear the staggering amounts needed to
camplete the objective of pure waters. Therefore, reconsideration
should be given to supporting only the cost effective phases of a
project. Those communities who already are in the process of complet-
ing their ultimate facilities should be reimbursed for any amounts
spent over and above the cost effective solution. Recognition of the
cost benefit factor is basic to continue progress in cleaning our
waterways and maintaining public support for the Wastewater Construction

program.

Tinancial Impacts - An important aspect of any program is whether or
not i1t could be afforded. E.P.A. defines the project as expensive if
opcration and mainteénance cost plus debt retircment cost are between
1.5 and 2% of the local median incorc. Wc are presently approaching
% of the average family income in District 42, with the expensive
programs of ultimate sludge disposal, sewer rehabilitation and full
operation yet to be campleted. Antacipated cost, exclusive Of sludge
disposal, is approximately $350. ger dwelling unit.
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Present E.P.A. Policy Shifts - While E.P.A. is presently
considering alternatives which will reduce capital investments and

O & M costs, most of Erie County's camunities are already committed
to the nore expensive projects. 1In addation, they are overamphasizing
such items (like on-site disposal) to a point where it is misleading
people which can work to the detriment of a community or canmunities.
A case in point is the Town of Amherst which built 1ts regional
plant per mandates of the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation large enough to service the Town of Clarence and part
of the Town of Newstead. Now, with the revised criteria of E.P.A.,
Clarence and Newstead are looking at on-site management system
alternatives. If these towns are allowed to proceed, then Amherst
will have built a plant which is extremely oversized for its own
individual needs. If, in ract, they are allowed to proceed, then
municipalities like Amherst should be reiumbursed the costs to build
the treatment facility bigger than their own needs.

There is a break even point with on-site systems; whereby, it is
Cheaper to consolidate plants and use arcawide management

(by Mr. Costell). While the penciulum was swung tco much this way in
the past, 1t now appears to be swinging too much toward the other
direction, towards on-site disposal.

State Operation & Maintenance Aid - State Operation and Maintenance
Ald 1s one of the few items of relief which our local municipalities
can receive from high sewer costs. Realistically, it only represents
asout 5 - 10% of the total sewer charges to the individual taxpayer.
But when you are talking about an annual sewer tax bill of $350, 1t
means a reduction of $35. ver home per year. Obviously, to be of any
great benefic, the actual amount of aid would have to be substantially
Increased. (While the State is paying 25% aid, this aid is only for
eligible items on the sewage treatment plant. It dces not cover
lateral sewer maintenance, interceptor sewer maintenance or administra-
tive cost of a sewage treatment plant.) The Federal Government should
provide O & M Aid to compensate runicipalities for additional O & M
costs which would put tkem in a disparity with other states in the
Nation. rjkewise, the State should supplemrent the O & M costs to the
extent that the State requirements would exceed the Federal require-
ments for discharge.

Besides financial benefit, the State O & M Program has helped to improve
sewage treatment, had a beneficial affect on maintaining and upgrading
operational status of municipal wastewater treatment plants, and has .
been a useful administrative tool to improve all aspects of sewer service.

A more detailed justification is contained in the D.L.C. prepared
docurent. (Technical Paper No. 44). A copy of which is attached.

Implementation of Advanced Waste Troatment - Advenced waste treatment
projects should not be implemented unless a sufficient amount of
monitoring and modeling has been done.
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17. Staffing at the D.E.C. Level - The State should have more personnel to
carry out their review of waste treatment projects. Locally, more
staff will pe required, and both the new staff and the cxisting staff
must be trained with respect to the new wastewater treatmont
facilities. Presently, the local office docs not have sufficient
numbers of properly qualified people who can evaluate the pexformance
of the new wastewater treatment plants.

In summary, therefore, we are experiencing growing pains as a result of
pushing a program too fast, We are also quilty of accepting technology too soon
and applying tco much technology where it wasn't justified by the basic data,

Or was justified on incomplete data. We are also guilty of supplying modern
technology without any provisions or guarantees that there would be sufficient
qualified personnel to satisfactorily operate the new facilities.

It is extremely important that safequards be taken, so that conmunities
who progressed rapidly are not penalized for their quick actions, and, likewise,
municipalities who delayed and dragged their feet are not benefited by such
delays. Since advanced waste treatment usuvally does not benefit the municipality
achieving it, consideration must be given by E.P.A. and D.E.C. to supporting
all advanced waste treatment costs. To do otherwise, would put our local
municipalities at an economic disadvantage to pramote growth of residential
areas, industrial areas, or to attract new residential-industrial activities.

Red tape must be cut and decisions must be made on sound engineering.
Before some municipalities begin to run, all must know how to walk, Otherwise,
the forerunners, will face gross financial problems.

CJn/dn
8/25/78
Enc.



ALFRED B. DEL BELLO
County Executive

WILLIAM G. BORGHARD, P E '
Commissioner

Department of Environmantal Facililias N Octoberx 30' 1970

Mr. Kenneth Stollerx

New York-New Jersey Construction Grants
United states Environmental Protcation Agency
26 Fcileral rlaca

New York, Hew Yorlk 10007

~ Res EPA Industrial Cost wiecovery Study
' Clean water Act of 1977

At the public meeting of October 18, 1978 in New York City
relative to the above noted study, it was indicated that written
statenents may he submitted as part of the official reacord through
flovember 6, 1978. This letter will constitute camment from the
County of Westchester.

Of particular note at the meeting was the lack of corment
fron industry. While the' consultants have obtained input from
induatry in prepopation of data, such input is limited and has been
largaly fxom sclected industries. Realistic projectiona of actual
user charges and 1.C.R. charges to industries in the Now York area
generally are not available to induatry. This fact, very likely,
accounta for the lack of comment from the industrial community.

It is urged, on behalf of ‘lcstchasier County's industries,
in line with the philosophy behind the publie participation require-
menta of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, that a further
moratorium on cost recovexry payments Ly industrial ugers beyond July
1979 be enact~d to allow meaningful participation by thOf;,most

effacted. )
- s / v

- (})/:'/vé/(_ //) ‘ > - Z

’ Po e

William G. Borgh
. Comaissioner
co: Coopers Lybrand &~
Alfred B, Del Bello
Wegtchester Couaty Association Inc.

532 County Oftice Building « White Piains, New York 10601 ¢ 914 682-2613



MIAMI —DADE WATEF AND SEWER AUTHORITY
P O 0OX 330316
MIAMI, FLORIDA 33113

Octodar 30, 1978

United Statea Envirommental Frotection Agency
Region IV

421 Paachtraa Street, N, E,

Atlauta, Georgis 30309‘

Attention: Mr. Joba C. White, Admintstratoy
Centlemen:

Our Authority representatives attondad the R.P.A. public me¢eting
on Industrial Cost Recovery (ICR) in Atlanta, Ceorgia on October 26,
1978. They havoe reported fully on the prosentations and statemants
nade and have inforoed mea of the epportunity to pressnt addicionsd
otatarents foxr the publiec record prior to Roveaber ¢, 1978.

A thorough discuasion of the points raised at the public meeting
leads us to conclude that the alternative 1dvolving nbolition of IGR
is by far the wost degiradble approsch. Our reasons are described btelow.

We continue to feal very stroazjly that the ICR proviston of
P.L, 92-509 ie especially onerous aad financially couaterproductive
iu en area such a3 Dade County, Florida where industrial westewater
represcnts such a small proportion (less than 4 parcemt) of the total
wvastevater treated. These proposed charges will certainly tend to
discourage tha expansion of our industrial dbase, which 13 vicved as
espacially iwporcant to the diveraification of the local econemy.

Wa coacur with the etudy findings and various public etatementa
that the ICR rsvenue returned to the Foderal Covermment will be wuch
leas than orizinally prejected mnd thereCore is much less of 2 negative
factor In consiferinz abolition aof ICR. In fact we feel that the cost
of local litigztlion, which most certsinly will he incurred because
of the prozrza's cemploxity, has not been adequately considered.

In addition to local funding factors, contreols co exigt at beth
State and Federal lavals, to discourasne graantees from conatructing
larger treatuent works .than nocesmary if ICR 1s aholished.



United States Environmental Protection Agency
October 30, 1978
Page Two

One very important factor, discussed at the hearing, involved
the yot unknown effect of the new E.P.A. pretreatment regulations.
At the very least, wa feel the present ICR moratorium to June 30,
1979 should da extended until thase regulations have been in place a

sufficiont length of time to evaluate their effect on the overall ICR
problem. . '

Pinslly, should E.P.A., deecida to recommend continuance of the ICR!
program in soae fora, we feel it rhould be limited totally te treatment
plants, with rates aestablished on an overall national level and with
exenptions for areas whose total industrial usage £s less than 25% of
treatmnont plant capacity.

Thank you for the informatioa provided and the opportunity to
prasent this statameat for the public record.

Very truly yours,

Garraott Sloan

Director
GS/CAL/be

cet The Honorable Stephen P. Clark
Mayor, letropolitan Dade County
Dade County Courthouse, Second Floor
Miani, Florida 33130

¥r. Lester Fraeaeman, Executive Vice Prasident
Creatcer Miami Chander of Commorce

1290 Biscayne Boulevard

Miani, Florida 33132

Mr. John Hurlebaus

United States Environaantal Protection Agancy

Region 1V

421 Peachtree Street, N. E.

Atlanta, Georgis 30309

Hr. Goorge A. King, Special Assigtant to the Director
Miani-Dade Water end Sewar Aunthority

P. 0. Box 330316

Miawi, Florida 33133



United States ¥avironmental Protection Agency
. October 30, 1978
Page Threa

cci Mr. Myron Oldstein &—
Coopers and Lybrand,
Certified Fudblie Accountan:-
1300 X Street, X. W,
Washingten, D. C. 20036

Hr, Merritt R. Stierheim, County Manager
Dada County Courthouse

Room Re. 911

Miami, Florida 33130
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WASHINGTON DC 22236 -

ICR SHOULD BE ABOLISHED (C&L ALT 1)

[- ICR NJT COST EFFECTIVE. DUE TO iNFLATION (8 PERCEZNT)

FOR BCUA:

A- NET ADMINISIRATIVE COST IN £XCt33 OrF ICR ReVENyUss apPROXIMATELY
371464408 .

B- NET SUM OF "RZICONSTRUCTION™ FUND EQUIVALENT TO 351,¢0¢ IN 1978
DOLLARS INSIGNIFICANI COMPARED TO 34.3 MILLION DOLLAR JRANT.

[I- EPA RETAINED ADAINISTRATIVE CONTROL OF GRANIS THEREFORE CONCERN
OF EXCE3SIVE DESIGN CAPACITY FOR INDUSTRIAL USERS NOT JUSTIFIED.
DETAILS AVAILASLE ON REQUEST

SF-1201 (R5-68)

NNNN

8§F-1201 (R5-69)



Industrial Cost Recovery Public Meeting
Region III
Benjamin Franklin Hotel
Philadelphia, PA

10 AM October 20, 1978

EPA - Greene Jones, III, Water Programs
Division Director
Thomas Maker, III; UC/ICR specialist
John Gall, EPA Washington
Thomas J. Moran, EPA Washington

C&L - J. Mikul Townsley
Myron A. Olstein

45 Attendees:

H. P. Green Guy A. Aydlett

Wyeth Laboratories Hampton Roads Sanitation
District

Paul Hess Jack Cooper

Hershey Foods Corporation National Food Processors

Hershey, PA 17033 Association
Washington, D. C.

Howard J. Lobb L. C. Gilde

Black & Veaths Consulting New Castle Country

Engineers Delaware

Kansas City, MO

H. J. Amiei J. B. Asilania

Penna Power & Light Co New Castle County
Delaware

John E. O'Brien John V. Dougherty

Matlack, Inec. Gannett, Fliming, Corddy &

Carpenter, Inc
Harrisburg, PA

Thomas L. Goodwin John T. Kane

W. Va. Dept. of Natural The Chester Engineers

Resources

V. J. Gordon, Jr. Jim Canterbury

Roy F. Weston, Inc. .- W. Va. Dept. of Natural
. Resources

J. G. Weidman D. S. Patterson

Betz Lahs Prior Coated Metals

Trevose, PA



Thomas Kulesze
Phila. Water Dept.

Fred Grant
EPA - Region III

R. P. Schiwall
A.W. Martin Assoc.

George a. Golia -
Betz-Converse-=-Murdoch

William Moore
Rohm U Haas & Co.

Bob Reed
EPA - Finance

Paul R. Grandolfo
EPA - Audit

Jospeh Salwen
Crown Paper Board

J. Robert Gallegher
D.V.R.P.C.
Phila, PA

William C. Goelzer
Landis Sewage Authority
Vineland, NJ

Arthur S. Vanek

F. & M. Schaefer Brewing Co.

Allentown, PA

V. R. Hathaway
Jaca Corp
Ft. Washington

Richard Snide
Lehigh Valley Dairy
Allentown, PA —-

Blake C. Marks :
Butz, Hudders & Tallman
Allentown, PA

D. G. Clarke
Rohm & Haas Co.

Paul J. Sieracki
Phila. Water Dept.

Bruce Kraeuter
Water Resources Agency for

New Castle County

M. D. Hopkins
PA State or United States
Breuers

Joseph W. LaCerra
C. Schmidts & Son
Philadelphia

Tom Heley
Phila Water

Bill Hoffman
EPA - Finance

John H. Williams

Western Electric
Allentown, PA

William A. LaFrankie
Pet Incorporated
Allentown, PA

Robert A. Schway
Landis Sewage Authority
Vineland, NJ

Gardner Cox

Perferdel Corp

Env. Improvement Committee
Phila, PA

C. D. Yon
State of Maryland

Don Wchtz
City of Allentown

Michael D. Verra
City of Camden
New Jersey



Charles Bodo
Coopers & Lybrand

Complete presentations of
Purpose of study
Project scope and methodology
Findings, conclusions and possible alternatives

Statements presented by

Representative for the Honorable Anmgelo J. Errichetti,
Mayor of the City of Camden, NJ
Present restrictive UC and ICR requirements adversely

affect Camden's ability to compete with other
communities.

Jack Cooper National Food Processors Association
Abolish ICR or, if not possible, charge UC and ICR on
only incremental industrial costs.

L. C. Gilde, Campbell Soup Company

Abolish ICR and provide for greater flexibility in
developing user charges.

Howard Lobb, Black & Veatch Consulting Engineers,

for the city and County of Baltimore, Maryland
Abolish ICR
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ENGINEERS & PLANNERS *

845 Fourth Avenus
Coraopohs Pa 15108

Fhone. 412/263. 1035 THE CHESTER ENGINEERS

October 30, 1978

Coopers & Lybrand
1800 M Street, NW
Washington, D. C. 20036

Attention: Mr. Myron Olstein
Gentlemen:

These comments are directed toward the ICR problem as presented
in the public meeting attended by the writer in Philadelphia on
October 20, 1978, and specifically in response to the handout
at that meeting entitled "Preliminary Compilation of Possible
Study Alternatives" and the discussions regarding that document.

The first alternative would abolish ICR which we as consultants
to many sewerage agencies feel is the only practical solution
to the many problems encountered with the ICR concept. The
advantages listed for this alternative do not fully describe
the situation. Small sewerage agencies are ill-equipped and
staffed to perform the accounting tasks required by ICR and
will be required to add staff in a non-productive area which
will increase overall costs to the users of the system, all

of which does nothing to clean up the waters of the country.

In the case of large sewerage agencies, the ICR concept poses
additional costly problems of administration due to the diver-
sity and location of many "industries" in a metropolitan area.
The disadvantages listed for this alterrative are largely
untrue. ICR provides no control over the design parameters

of a treatment works. Sizing is controlled by other sections
of the law (cost effectiveness, reserve capacity, pretreatment).
The Federal government will receive no net revenues from the
ICR concept when the corporate tax situation is considered,
since the Federal government would receive only 50% of any

ICR payment, but the industry could deduct as an expense 100%
of the payment and it can fairly be assumed that such industries
will be in the 50% tax bracket. The net effect to the Federal
government is, therefore, zero.



Coopers & Lybrand October 30, 1978
Page Two

In the discussions of this alternative, several allusions to
the societal effects desired by Congress were made but were
not quantified. While we are not sociologists, we find it
hard to believe that anyone, including Congress, would con-
ceive of society without including industry as an integral
part thereof and, as such, the ICR concept is counter-
productive to society in general. The whole idea of ICR
seems incongruous when it is considered that through other
agencies the Federal government is spending billions of
dollars to encourage industry and to create jobs.

These comments have been directed toward the first alternative
considered by Coopers & Lybrand because it is the only plausible
alternative to those who will be saddled with the implementation

of ICR if that concept is retained as a part of the clean streams
program.

Very truly yours,
THE CHESTER ENGINEERS
(- 7/
N M ~/ é\__——n
/yohn T. HKane
JTK/skw
cc: AMSA

K. R. Harrington
Thomas Maher



Gononontuealth of Birginia

HAMPTON ROADS SANITATION DISTRICT .-:;‘,;\:, PN

IL-g -,
COMMIES!QN M:MBER
. BOX 5000 Lo L . ‘ G. DUANE HOLLOWA ",
‘MAUQICE A PERSON, P € . 2 . - ' 1 {- L CHAIAMAN T o' A8,
"o, 1 ASST OCN MaGA & St L . A . ,{ 4,.
4. + DIR. OF ENGINCERING - VIRGINIA® BEACH,IV'RGlNlA 23455 " .l WILLIAM T, PAHI(:H e’
P mAs. ANNA MARIZ BOTTOMS . sy, et o .. ) VICE CHARNMAN ,.’l!-f¢
& SECACTARY - . . " -l" -, C ' . " v ' - J. CLYDE MDRHIB) 3‘:
”"AM:,: :, :3:::;‘,‘“,: € . - , :—" v A . . b .- . . ROBERTY K, n:le:. Mo n\. -
» BUBENE K. QOFFIGON '~ ' . ., i, _O_ctobor\ 27. 1978 o > e WILLIAM A COX, .mt P 5.
u OIR. OF TRECATMENT o ' ', . o . I ‘ \ ! cAnpn.VN . conmm xr
‘YAOBEAT H PORTER, JR vt N T . e ! \ '
DIR OF FiNANCE & Aommnvnﬂen ! R o o . s. wallace s'm:rrt.n .
" DONNIE R, WHEELER 2, - Y N E S e b2 S b ' ) : CHESLEY W McGINNlS .
}.- OIR OF wATER QUALITY -',_ o .'.A ', - - . . . N '\_ . T
“' -3¥ Mr. Thomas- Haher:-:.a s FCCOREN oy ", Lol ;* ;,
n B Environmental*?rotection Agency .fqi. caé P, ,.;V,grrf A
3 ' . i ’ v o 0 § Ve~ ] LE ’
B £ Region III - Sixth & Wllnut Street’s' 4 ‘-"'"- ': -, e - -~ —.4(,‘4 - c:y.lbh:
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Dear Mr. Maher: co b el R : Lo -

IL' _‘.

As a result of HRSD's representation nt the ICR public meeting‘
on October 20, 1978 the Iollowing statement is presented' o s ﬁ’-

EHN %

' The 'Hampton Roads Sanitntion District having ‘had one of. the 'fi: :
first approved ICR systems in the country and having’remitted money
to EPA representing two ‘years of ICR billing, bas had a great deal of: ‘_
experience with ICR., The Industrial Cust Recovery program has not’ "“'

. fulfilled any purpose for'which it 'was intended. Preliminary findings
of the Coopers & Lybrand studv support this statement. It-1s apparent’
that any system of recovering grant costs from an industrial user of.a
Publicly Owned Treatment Works is neither cost effective, nor admin- -~
istratively practical. 1~-, w o, . . .,. f;

The Hampton Roads Sanitation District ie an active member or the
- Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies §AMSA) and fully concurs
with their recent statement calling !or abolition of. Induetrial'Cost LS

Recovery. . . UM hur . CLE s e

] " ' ‘.""-w" ;:' o e ' "— oy . l" K -9'( ‘:”l"": .Arﬁé' ’

- - I am sure that, COnxrenexa intentions concerninx.the basicﬁhencepte
of Industrial Cost Recovery were good, however, our law makers must loo..
ot the practicality, reasonableness, and effectivenese of this "monster"
which they have created. . It is hoped that the findings in the Coopers:

& Lybrand study will be presented .to Congress by EPA supporting discon-

tinuation of the ICR program. X ,-g_'
Thank you for this opportunity to comment and participate in the :
ICR review process. : o : ‘ot

Sincerely,

James R. Borberg
General Managor
tlm .
" cc: Myron Oletein, Coopera & Lybrand\
AMSA, Wash., C. e BN

i,y



OFFICE OF

CITY OF SOUTH BOSTON

-SOUTH BOSTON., VIRGINIA 24592

CITY MANAGER

August 24, 1978

Mike Townsley

Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

Dear Sir:

We are returning herewith the response to your request for
information concerning the legislative study of Industrial Cost
Recovery.

Wwhere data is not precise we have given you the best possible
estimate.

The secondary sewage treatment plant was, for all intent and
purposes, completed approximately one year ago. However, to date
the plant is still not performing to design criteria. There are
several problems, mostly failure of substituted mechanical equip-
ment, to function properly.

Though Council has adopted the I. C. R. System, and it is our
intent to bill the industries as of June 30, 1978, this has yet to
be done.

Those of us in small communities raise objection to the required
contribution by industries who are "substantial users” of the system.
A substantial user in South Boston (such as Daystrom Furniture)
would not be required to contribute anything if they were located in
a large metropolitan area where their consumption, for example,
might be % of 1%, as opposed to 10 or 20% in a small community. It
is a deterrent to having industry locate in a community.

Though we cannot prove that an industrial prospect did not
locate here as a result of the I. C. R. system I can attest that it
was a consideration and this community was not selected.

e -

Some of the data is rough but hope it will be of some benefit.

Sincerely,




Industrial Cost Recovery Public Meeting
Region IV
Civic Center
Atlanta, Georgia

10 AM October 26, 1978

EPA - Kirk Lucius, IV, Deputy Director of Water Division
John Hurlebaus, IV, UC/ICR Specialist
John Gall, EPA Washington

C&L - J. Mikul Townsley
Myron A. Olstein

47 Attendees:

Edward J. Brouillard II Bergen County Utilities
Authority

Margaret Davis EPA, Region II

Robert Wheeler Grumman Aerospace Corp.

Joseph R. Greeley Dvirka & Bartilucci

James A. Hulme American Cyanamid Corp.

Richard Sedlak Soap & Detergent Association

F. James Wound Warner-Lambert Company

William McCabe EPA, Region II

Douglas Tozzoli Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade &
Douglas

A. W. McKenna Wiendiel Engineers, P. C.

Paul E. Peters American Bakers Association

Mathew Foster County of Nassau, DPW

Robert Caddell Westchester County, Dept. of
Environmental Facilities

William H. Wechter . Greeley & Hansen

N. Gilbert Lobsenz-Stevensens, Inc.
(for CTL)

M. Hunter EPA Region II



G. William Calascione Pollio Dairy Products Corp.

Paul R. Paquin Hydroscience Incorporated

Irwin Novick N.Y.C. EPA, Dept. of Water
Resources

Martin Rivlin N.Y.C. EPA, Dept. of Water
Resources

Joseph T. McGrough N N.Y.C. EPA, First Deputy
Commissioner of Envir. Protection

Douglas H. Starr Thomas J. Lipton, Inc.

Mae Wong N.Y.C. Staff of Congressman

John M. Murphy

William Lauer ’ Clinton Bogert Associates

Complete presentations of
. Purpose of study
Project scope and methodology
Findings, conclusions and possible alternatives

Statements presented by
Joseph T. McGrough, First Deputy Commissioner,
Department of Environmental Protection, City of New York
Eliminate ICR

Honorable John M. Murphy, Congressman
from New York. - as read by John Gall, US EPA
Eliminate ICR



HARRY E INGRAM . MANAGER

COBB COUNTY

WATER AND POLLUTION CONTROL SYSTEM
1772 County Farm Road
MARIETTA, GEORGIA 30060
427-8481
November 3, 1978

Mr. John C. White

Regional Adninistrator
Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

Re: Environmental Protection Agency
Industrial Cost Recovery Guidelines

Dear Mr. White:

Ve appreciate the opportunity to comment on the development and implemen-
tation of guidelines which have as significant an impact as the Industrial Cost
Recoverv guidelines. The intent of these regulations was encouraging initially.
However, changes in related regulations and guidelines require careful consid-
eration of those for ICR.

The original intent of PL 92-500 was to eliminate the discharge of pol-
lutants to this country's waters. To achieve this goal, our government pledged
the expenditure af vast sums of money to subsidize the construction of necessary
treatment facilities. This money in turn came from the industrial and individ-
ual taxpayers who were to ultimately use these facilities. The initial thrust
of the ICR requirement was industrial repayment of tax monies allocable to the
treatment of such industrial waste to the extent attributable to the federal
share of the cost of construction. Herein lies the major fallacy of the law.
EPA, six years after the passage of PL 92-500, has not been able to arrive at
a practical and impartial method in which to measure the economic effect of
vaste loads from what is considered like industries, let alone dissimilar
industries discharging to the same POTW. Because the effect of the waste loads
cannot he accurately measured against the capital cost, the ICR cannot be
equitably proportiuned between industries.

In conjunction with the ICR requirement, EPA has also implemented two other
sets of regulations. The first is the linear rate schedule scale and the second
is pretreatment requirements. Originally, pretreatment by industries was mnot
implemented in cases where thé treatment costs related to high concentrations
of industrial chemicals were recovered through Industrial Cost Recovery. This
allowed some option on the part of the industry. The present policies reflect
EPA enforcing pretreatment consistent with best available treatment economically
achievable. Thesresult,will be that industries are going to remove pollutant
loads originally agsbceiated with Industrial Cost Recovery. The net effect is that
ICR will not apﬁl?;a§.originaILthonceived. This change in concept combined with
implementation apq.ﬁq.'ﬁls?z? ive headaches results in ICR being a most impractical

proposition. L”:C/n},].f
T dA
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The rate schedule is another factor affecting the treatment of industrial
wastes. In the future, the EPA rates which den't reflect economy of scale will
encourage new industries tq locate where economy of scale for wastewater treat-
ment can be achieved. The implementation will discourage the connection of
industrial facilities to POTW..‘In the future, industries with wastewater easily:
treated will locate out of the POTIY, Likewise, industries which have wastes - aj
difficult to treat will connect to POTY] hoping the combined treatment schemes
can remove or dilute the effects of trace pollutants which cannot be readily
removed vith economical treatment schemes.

A kev factor ignored by most EPA personnel is the enforcement of these
ICR regulations. 1In many instances, industrial wastewaters are discharged inside
one political boundarv and are treated in a second boundarv. The enforcement
of ICR under these circumstances will fienerate turmoil in the best situations.

The long term effect of the inconsistencies mentioned above will ultimately
place detrimental economic burdens on local governments and private taxpayers.
Also, the original objectives have been greatly diluted by pretrecatment rate
structure and reserved capacitv reauirements. The net effect is that 1CR will
not serve a purposeful function and should be abolished.

Sincerely,

Manager

¥ Tl

UilLliam M. F
Supervising Engineer
WMF:Lb

cc: Ernest W. Rarrett, Chairman, Cobb County Board of Commissioners



MIAMI-DADE WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY

P. 0O BOX 3130316 Main Office
3575 S LeJeune Road
MIAMI, FLORIDA 33133 Telephone 665 7471,

October 30, 1978

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV

421 Peachtree Street, N. E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Attentiont Mr. John C. White, Administrator

Gentlemen:

Our Authority representatives attended the E.P.A. public meeting
on Industrial Cost Recovery (ICR) in Atlanta, Georgia on October 26,
1978, They have reported fully on the presentations and statements
made and have informed me of the opportunity to present additional
statements for the public record prior to November 6, 1978.

A thorough discussion of the points raised at the public meeting
leads us to conclude that the alternative involving abolition of ICR
is by far the most desirable approach. Our reasons are described below.

We continue to feel very strongly that the ICR provision of
P.L. 92-500 is especially onerous and financially counterproductive
in an area such as Dade County, Florida where industrial wastewater
represents such a small proportion (less than 4 percent) of the total
wastewater treated. These proposed charges will certainly tend to
discourage the expansion of our industrial base, which is viewed as
especially important to the diversification of the local economy.

We concur with the study findings and various public statements
that the ICR revenue returned to the Federal Government will be much
less than originally projected and therefore is much less of a negative
factor in considering abolition of ICR. In fact we feel that the cost
of local litigation, which most certainly will be incurred because
of the program's complexity, has not been adequately considered.

In addition to local funding factors, controls do exist at both
State and Federal levels, to discourage grantees from constructing
larger treatment works than necessary if ICR is abolished.

-a -



United States Environmental Protection Agency
October 30, 1978
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One very important factor, discussed at the hearing, involved
the yet unknown effect of the new E.P.A. pretreatment regulations.
At the very least, we feel the present ICR moratorium to June 30,
1979 should be extended until these regulations have been in place a

sufficient length of time to evaluate their effect on the overall ICR
problem.

Finally, should E.P.A. decide to recommend continuance of the ICR
program in some form, we feel it should be limited totally to treatment
plants, with rates established on an overall national level and with
exemptions for areas whose total industrial usage is less than 25% of
treatment plant cdpacity. .

Thank you for the information provided and the opportunity to
present this statement for the public record.

Very truly yours,

'/(,/4.___,

arrett Sloan

Director
GS/GAK/bc

cc: The Honorable Stephen P. Clark
Mayor, Metropolitan Dade County
Dade County Courthouse, Second Floor
Miami, Florida 33130

Mr. Lester Freeman, Executive Vice President
Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce

1200 Biscayne Boulevard

Miami, Florida 33132

Mr. John Hurlebaus

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region IV

421 Peachtree Street, N. E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Mr. George A. King, Special Assistant to the Director
Miami-Dade Water and Sewer Authority

P. 0. Box 330316

Miami, Florida 33133
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6156374553 TDBN KNOXVILLE TN 108 11-01 0438P EST
PMS DIRECTOR REGION 4 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, DLR
345 COURTLAND ST
ATLANTA GA 30308
ALL POSSIBLE STUDY ALTERNATIVES INCLUDED IN UNITED STATES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY INDUSTRIAL COSTS RECOVERY STUDY
THOROUGHLY REVIEWED AND ANALYZED. IT IS THE RECOMMENDATION OF
GREATER KXNOXVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE UPON ADVICE OF ITS
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY TASK FORCE THAT ALTERNATIVE NO. | BEING THE
COMPLETE ABOLISHMENT OF INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY BE SELECTED AS
RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE BY COOPERS AND LYBRAND AND EPA. SHOULD THIS
ACTION NOT BE TAKEN RECOMMEND ALTENATIVE NO. !4 BE SELECTED TO
EXTEND CURRENT ICR MORATORIUM. INDUSTRY HAS BORNE BURDEN OF RECOVERY
sr.1200 (BARTIONS OF CAPITAL COSTS OF TREATMENT PLANTS LONG ENOUGH. URGE YOUR

SERIOUS CONSIDERATION OF THIS REQUEST TO END DOUBLE TAXATION OF
INDUSTRY.,
SINCERELY,
I .0 JOHNSON, PRESIDENT
NNNN --

8F1201 (N8
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COUNCIL-MANAGER GOVERNMENT

MEeRIDIAN, Miss.
S October 25, 1978

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
via :
Region IV Public Hearing of October 26, 1978

RE: Industrial Cost Recovery System
Gentlemen:

The City of Meridian, after six years of diligent effort under Public Law
92-500, 1is on the brink of launching its construction program of wastewater
treatment facilities. We are deeply concerned with the implications that
the proposed Industrial Cost Recovery System will bring to our city of about
50,000 people.

We wish to take this opportunity to express our objection to the ICR System
for the following reasons:

1. Administration of the ICR System will be a tremendous burden, and vexing
to say the least. In our small town (but the second largest in Mississippi),
we have about 400 commercial and industrial users who would probably become
entrapped in the system. We can visualize a separate division of our water
ard sewer department just to administer the program.

2. At what flow value would a user be exempt from the ICR System? There are
certain fixed administrative costs, such as sampling, analyzing, billing, col-
lecting and record keeping which are independent of the flow quantity of the
user. In our opinion, administrative costs would exceed the present ten per-
cent (10%) of the total charges which municipalities would be allowed to retain.

3. Due to the strict effluemt limitations placed upon our community, the ICR
charges would be higher here than in some of our neighboring communities where
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lesser (secondary) discharges are permitted. This differential in charges
would place our community in .an unfair position in trying to attract new
industry, or keep the industry which we have for that matter.

4. We also believe that such a system will tend to drive industry out of
municipal systems, even to rural areas at a location where the industry, as
a separate discharger, could utilize secondary treatment.

We respectfully request that you seriously consider these arguments in forming
your opinion. .

Yours very truly,

0 Rontsame

I. A. Rosenbaum
Mayor

IAR/gy



ALDBA-WAL.DIENSILAN, INC.

VALDESE, NORTH C AROLINA 28690 + 704 874 -219I

October 12, 1978

Mr. John C. White

Environmental Protection Agency
Civic Center - Room 201
Piedmont Avenue

Atlanta, Georgia 30308

ﬁe: EPA Public Meeting on Industrial Cost Recovery
Dear Mr. White:

I have your announcement about the upcoming EPA meeting in Atlanta on
October 26, 1978 and have these comments that represent a consensus of
our President and Officer group here at Alba-Waldensian.

Although we are strongly civic minded and believe in paying our way,

we are non the less in the textile industry and with inflation, foreign
imports, regqulations and all the other adversities of modern business,
hard pressed to meet our responsibility to our employees, stockholders,
and the public in general.

We believe that the cost of proper waste treatment should be spread
more broadly to all facets of American society.

Specifically, Valdese's water and waste treatment utilities have in the
past been amortized on a self-supporting basis, so that to a deqree
Alba-Waldensian will have to pay twice for facilities now in use. Also,
due to our quantity of facility usaqe, we have had to declare future
needs of waste treatment that we may or may not use.

If the moratorium declared on industrial cost recovery is rescinded,
waste treatment facilities should be amortized on the longest possible
life of the facility.

Finally, we think that protecting the environment is a responsibility
of gl] United States cigizens, therefore corporate citizens should not

SALES OFFICE EMPIRE STATE BUILDING NEW YORK N Y 1000

; DUNS 314-7915



Mr. John C. White
October 12, 1978
Page Two

have to pay 100% of our capital waste treatment cost. Providing jobs
is a responsibility of all citizens and should be supported accordingly.

Yours sincerely,
ALBA-WALDENSIAN, INC.

’ / | %@Cb LA L—

Philip H/ Garrou
Senior Vice President

PHG:1c

CC: Mr. Richard E. Whitley
Town Manager
Valdese, North Carolina

Honorable James T. Broyhill
House of Representatives
Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515



Valdese Manufacturing Company

TEL. 704 874-2156 VALDESE, NORTH CAROLINA 28690

,"Jsz/c'ly .%l'//t'ny. Lt wes October 23, 1978

r

SPECIAL DELIVERY

U.S. Environmental Protectian Agency
Region 4

1421 Peachtree Street, N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Gentlemen:

The following are comments in connection with the Region 4 EPA public
meeting to be held on October 26, 1978, in Room 201, Civic Center, Atlanta,
Georgia.

Some time ago, as part of the requirements of Section 75 of the Clean

Water Act of 1977 (P.L. 95-217) Valdese Manufacturing Company, Valdese,
North Carolina, signed a more or less open-end contract to purchase a stated
amount of daily water consumption from the Town of Valdese, North Carolina.
The proposed construction was the eastern outfall in the Hoyle Creek ex-
pansion of the Town of Valdese.

Valdese Manufacturing Company is a textile yarn manufacturing company with

a large yarn dyeing facility. It is essential that we have proper filtra-

tion and sufficient volume of water to carry out the manufacturing purposes
of our company. We employ approximately 400 people within the Town Limits

of Valdese, North Carolina, and our annual volume of sales is in excess of

$20 million.

The requirements under Section 75 of the Clcan Water Act of 1977 requiring
users of water filtering facilities under the Industrial Cost Recovery
(ICR) program to sign open-end contracts is certainly inconsistent with
general business practices. To be required to sign a binding contract to
pay an unspecified amount for filtration plant construction at some date

in the future is, in my opinion, economically dangerous. We would pledge
to pay all cost overruns, inflation and general changes in construction
cost without having any idea what the ultimate cost of such a project would
be. There is also a question in our minds as to who would own the facility
if ever completed and who Would have jurisdiction over the amount of water
filtering capacity that would be owned by our company. We have questions
as to the tax treatment of such proposed expenditures. 1In total, I find
the whole program most unbusinesslike and possibly inequitable to new
businesses coming into the town and county and to the residents of the

Town of Valdese. I do not believe that this is the intent of the act.

PACKAGE DYERS OF ALL TEXTILE YARNS

ARDE
Manvuracrurers or Corron Yarns CARDED

COMBED



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Page 2
October 23, 1978

The uncertainties for Valdese Manufacturing Company of financing as
attempted under the Clean Water Act of 1977 is certainly questionable
since a slight miscalculation by us, as to our future water usage, could
result in a serious economic problem for our company. Also, our competi-
tors in neighboring cities who have already funded the cost of their wate
consumption under regular procedures would certainly be at a tremendous
competitive advantage with a dyehouse whose water cost would be determined
by the ultimate cost of this open-end contract. At present, the U.S.
textile industry is at a serious disadvantage with imports from the
eastern countries of the world. . To add additional costs as would occur
under the Clean Water Act of 1977 would only result in a further dls-
advantage in world trade to the domestic textile market.

In the past, supplies of water for the purposes described in the precedine
paragraph have been provided out of current taxes and the industries con-

suming the major portion of the water paid the major portion of taxes as

a result of their large asset base and also paid for the gallons of water
consumed. This appears to be the only fair and equitable manner in which
a facility of thls type can be financed along with funds granted by state
and federal agencies.

Yours very truly,

VALDESE MANUFACTURING COMPANY

C ) 1 /2

P 1 C Ross, President

PCR/gb

cc: Mr. Richard Whitley
Mr. Ed Pascal

-e -



Dellunlb County

556 North McDonough Street / Decatur, Georgia 30030 / 404 371 2881 Board of Commissioners

Walter 8 Russell, Jr , Chairman

Wilham A Williams, District
October 26 , | 978 Liane Levetan, District 2

Robert E Lamier, District 3

James M Patterson, District 4

Brince H Manning, 111, At Large

Manuel J Maloof, At Large

Mr. John White

Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, N, E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30308

RE: DeKalb County's Statement
Opposing Industrial Cost
. Recovery (ICR) - Public
Hearing of October 26, 1978

Dear Mr. White:

Attached is DeKalb County's official statement opposing any form
of Industrial Cost Recovery. This statement was compiled in 1977 and
our position has not changed.

The ICR concept in any form or extent results in an additional and
unwarranted tax on industry which will be passed on to the consumers and
taxpayers of DeKalb County and throughout the nation. This type of tax

is highly inflationary and will become a model of Federal government
bureaucracy and inefficiency.

In these times of great concern by our taxpayers about the need for
cutting taxes, | think the members of Congress and EPA should be aware of
the consequences of such programs as ICR. .

Mot only is ICR an inflationary tax, but it would create inequities
in sewerage rates between adjoining counties. This would interfere with
the competitiveness of plant location and would also influence the move-
ment of existing plants. This unwarranted interference with the affairs
of local government is intolerable.

We also oppose ICR because it makes the EPA construction grant pro-
gram a loan program, requiring the payback of so-called grant funds back
to the Federal Treasury. This is highly inefficient and | do not think
this should be the Intent of the EPA construction grant program. |If it
is called a grant program, then that is what it should be.

Your cooperation in this matter will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

L\/MW

Walter B. Russell, Jr.
Chairman, Board of Commissioners

WBRjr/cp
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<
ROBERT H JONES, Dwector
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Commissioner of Finance and Audlting

DORIS H WILLIAMS, Direclor
Bureau of Treasury, Licensing
and Employee Benefits
RONNIE L. PATTERSON, Director

B A ting and
October 26, 1978 ;r:;:e?Ad:?nul;‘lr:lgl::

W ROY SMITH, Director
Bureau of Management Systems

Mr. John C. White, Administrator

Region IV, Environment Protection Agency
1421 Peachtree Street N.E.

Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Mr. White:

SUBJECT: Position Paper on I.C.R.

The City of Atlanta is proceding with it's plans to develop and implement
an I.C.R. System in accordance with Public Law 92-500 and the grant
conditions upon which we have accepted E.P.A. grants. The Mayor and the
City of Atlanta's Department of Finance have however expressed opposition
to the I.C.R. prov151ons of PL 92-500.

Submitted herewith are documents which set forth our opposition.

1. A position paper prepared by the City of Atlanta's Department of
Finance and the DeKalb County Water and Sewer Department for
presentation to the Municipal Finance Officers Association
International Conference on Public Finance held in April, 1977.

This was adopted by the Municipal Finance Officer Association.

2. A copy of a resolution prepared by the City of Atlanta Mayor's
0ffice for presentation to the U. S. Conference of Mayors.

We hope that this data will be of value 1n your I.C.R. study.
‘Sincerely,

Chartes #. Daiiy/

Charles L. Davis
Commissioner of Finance

CLD:HB/rbc

Enclosures

cc: Jim Haighsmith

L—_



Proposed Resolution ilo. 32

Water Pollution Control and Mayor ltaynard Jackson
Industrial Cost Recovery Atlanta

1) WHEREAS, all cities are required to abide by the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendment of 1972, Public Law 92-500
for the adequate control of water pollution; and

2) WHEREAS, Section 204(b) (1) of this Act requires local

governments to make provisions for industrial cost recovery/user

charge systems for the purpose of defraying cost of construction

of treatment systems by charging industries based on their in-
dustrial wastes: and

3) WHEREAS, many cities throughout the country have not im-

plemented industrial cost recovery systems because of financial
hardships and inadequate regulations; and
4) WHEREAS, the implementation of industrial cost r
systems requires sophisticated accounting systems,
detection systems and means of enforcement; and

ecovery
pollution

3) WHEREAS, Section 204 (b) (1) and (2) infringes upon the rights

and responsibilities of local governments independently to set.
rates, assessments and charges for waste treatment services; and
6) WHEREAS, undue complications will develop because of over-
laps in service areas over political boundaries; and
7) WHEREAS, stringent methods of coordination will be difficult

to institute among participants to avoid duplication of effort, as
well as gaps+in the data base: and

8) WHEREAS, all cities must achieve maximum water pollution control

as effeciently, economically, and quickly as possible to assure the
hedlth and welfare of their residents;

9) NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the U.S. Conference of
Mayors seeks relief from Congress and the Carter Administration be-
cause of the tremendous difficulties involved in the implementLation

of the industrial cost recovery systems within the Federal Water

Pollution Control Act Amendment of 1972, Public Law 92-500, as
amended.

Projected Cost: Not computable.

- -

- 39 -~



POSITION PAPER

INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY

The City of Atlanta and DeKalb County oppose Section 204 (b) (1) (B) of
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) for

the following reasons and recommends that it be rescinded in its entirety.

I. The stated intent of Section 204 (b) (1) (B) is that "industrial users
of the treati;nt works make payments for that portion of the cost of
construction of such treatment works (as determined by the administrator)
which fs allocable to the treatment of such industrial wastes" since
it 18 deemed to be inappropriate "to subsidize industrial users from

funds provided by taxpayers at large."

Industries pay taxes as well as private citizens. Thus to charge
industrial users for plant construction while not charging private
users is to discriminate against industrial users. This is particularly
true in the City of Atlanta and DeKalb County where an industrial sur-
charge is already imposed on industrial strength waste. Given that such
a charge as that imposed by the Industrial Cost Recovery requirements
was equitable, it would still in most cases be passed along to the
private citizen in the form of higher prices for the commodities pro-
duced by the affected industries. Thus instead of the private citizen
paying only taxes for plant construction costs, he is now faced with
numerous possible additional costs. These include higher prices for
the commodities produced by industries who must now pay the Industrial
Cost Recovery Charge. Also included is the high cost of the Federal,
;tate and local bureauracy needed to administer and police such an
unwieldy system. The administrative and operational costs of the
local government which must implement and operate the ICR System

must also ultimately be paid by the local citizen. There is also the
risk of the affected industry relocating elsewhere or of new industry
locating elsewhere with the resulting effect this has on the tax base.
The positive effect of Industrial Cost Recovery on the private citizen
would appear to be non-existent since in no case will his costs be

reduced (there is no mention of reduced taxes for the private citizen)



II.

III.

and ICR would seem to have no effect on the amount of strength of
effluent discharged. The main effect of ICR would seem to be a
distribution of tax funds from the wastewater facilities to other
federal programs at the expense of industry which must pay Industrial
Cost Recovery charges and the private citizens which must pay increased

costs for products.

The excessive cost of implementation versus the questionable benefits
to be derived make Industrial Cost Recovery uneconomical from a cost-
benefit standpoint. This applies to the local, state and federal
levels, particularly to the local level. A local government is

faced initfally with the cost of instituting a Industrial Cost Recovery
System which is quite costly (from $50,000 to $200,000) given many
industrial users, cross jurisdictional problems, many waste-water
treatment facilities and a large number of grants. Following the
implementation of an Industrial Cost Recovery System is the ongoing
annual costs of monitoring, enforcement, maintaining the necessary
accounting systems, auditing, and bill collecting. On the state and
federal level is the cost of administering and policing the vast
system which would seem to require considerable review, auditing, and
regulation. The legal costs of implementing and enforcing such a
system also needs to be considered, from the standpoint of disputes
between the federal and state governments and the local governments;
disputes between local governments when a wastewater plant covers

more than one jurisdiction; and disputes between the local governments

and industries within that jurisdiction.

The implementation and operation of an Industrial Cost Recovery System
would be an administrative and accounting nightmare at all levels of
government. The detail required to make implementation equitable
among all of the industries involved, the ongoing accounting structure
necessary, the annual monitoring required, and the policing required by
all levezf’of government to inusre compliance would be both excessive
and costly. Since "each new grant requires a separate consideration

of Industrial Cost Recovery," and grants are generally received for

individual plants and lines, it is conceivable that there could be five
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to ten separate accounting systems and rate structures for Industrial
Cost Recovery, the administration of which would be both cumbersome

and costly, particularly 1if several other jurisdictions are involved.

The legal, accounting and administrative problems imposed by a number
local governments being involved in a single grant are astronomical.
The governments involved in the Three River Project for example
include Atlapnta, DeKalb County, Fulton County and Forest Park with
Atlanta the grant recipient and all of the jurisdiction providing

a portion of the local share. The politics involved in such an
understaking makes getting contracts executed a difficult and slow
process. To impose the additional burden of implementing an Industrial
Cost Recovery System to cover all of these jurisdictions might make
such a process impossible. There would seem to be only two alter-
natives as far as the City of Atlanta is concerned since it has no
Jurisdiction over the industries in these other jurisdictions. Either
each government must set up its own Industrial Cost Recovery System,
including monitoring and billing and turn the federal portion over

to the City of Atlanta; or the other governments contract with

the City of Atlanta to provide this service for them with their portion
less the cost of providing said service to be refunded to them. What
recourse, if any, the City of Atlanta would have if the other juris-
dictions refused to enter into such a contract or to collect such

information on their own also presents problems.

Industrial Cost Recovery could prohibit or impede industrial growth in
the City of Atlanta, DeKalb County, and the entire metropolitan area.
The larger municipal:ities in Atlanta, especially, are being required
to make significant improvements to their sewer systems, the cost of
vhich are considerable and a large portion of which may have to be
borne by industry under the Industrial Cost Recovery requirements.
This will surely have an effect in discouraging new industry from
settling 1n‘:£§ area and in accelerating the trend of established
industry moving out of the area. Atlanta, which is a member of the

Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies concurs with the reso-

-lution adopted by AMSA on April 14, 1976 which states in part;
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VII.

"Industrial Cost Recovery charges to industry may encourage some
industrial useras to leave publicly\;wned systems, thereby compli-

cating nationwide attainment of the water quality goals called for

in PL 92-500," and "The added costs passed on to industry might also
encourage some businesses to relocate in communities where waste
treatment works are built without assistance from PL 92-500 programs."
The implication of the above to the affected local government is manifold.
First, its tax base is reduce. Second, it may be left with considerable
excess capacity in its treatments plants, a high portion of the cost

of which is fixed. Third, the jobs provided by that industry may be
lost to the community. The burden on the private citizen remaining

in the area is thus increased. While the ability of industry to avoid
paying Industrial Cost Recovery charges by moving from one municipality
to another is short run, this provides little solace to the municipality

thus affected by this unfair advantage created by ICR requirements.

The Industrial Cost Recovery requirement is a prime example of the
Federal government's interference in local financial affairs.

PL 92-500 should be implemented with Federal grant participation only,
but the ICR requirement makes it a combination loan and grant program
because 507 of the ICR funds collected must be returned to the Federal
government. It should be left up to the local governments to determine
what their rate structures should be based on all cost factors required
for operation, maintenance, replacement, and capital improvements. The
natural competitiveness between communities and the political structure
would tend to set rate structures which would be fair and equitable to
all citizens and industry based on costs and the industry's contri-
bution to the community. If citizens or industries are unhappy with
the rate structures, they can work through the political and Judicial
process to correct any inequities.

If the ICR requirement is not rescinded at this time, then it will die
a slow a;;—painful death several years from now as the insurmountable
problems of implementation and government red tap are encountered. The
time to act is now to avoid untold millions of wasted taxpayer dollars
required to implement and administer ICR and to avoid the inflationary

pressures and loss of tax base for many local governments.

4=
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IX.

While the question of rescinding Section 204 (b) (1) (B) of PL 92-500
is being discussed, the City of Atlanta and DeKalb County propose that
moratorium be placed on the implementation of ICR and that a detailed
study of its impact on local governments, industries, and the Federal
bureaucracy be made. 1f a moratorium is not declared, we request

that the impact study be made anﬁvay, with gufficient local govern-
ment input and participation and that the ICR System requirement be
greatly simplified in its operation and administration, perhaps making
it a simplified part of the user charge system. Also, if Section 204
(b) (1) (B) is not rescinded, we request that the Federal portion of
the grant repayment provision of the ICR requirement be rescinded, with

all of the ICR funds retained by the local governments.

The City of Atlanta and DeKalb County propose that the attached reso-
lution be considered and adopted by the 7lst Annual Municipal Finance
Officers Association International Conference on Public Finance. Also,
that this resolution be brought to the attention of the highest levels

of the Federal, State and local governments, industry and commerce.

JE/MR/sm
4/15/77



STATEMENT ON INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY
BY
THE LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY (KENTUCKY) METROPOLITAN SEWER DISTRICT (MSD)
FOR
EPA REGION IV PUBLIC MEETING OF OCTOBER 26, 1978

The intent of Congress with respect to the Industrial Cost Recovery (ICR) plan
has been argued by experts. Whatever the arguments, we know that for six years
we have not been able to pfoduce a fair and equitable set of procedures for ICR

because the law itself is neither fair nor equitable.

Congress should not demand that only one class of customer, industry, reimburse
the federal government for 201 grant money spent on their behalf when other
custamers are not asked to do the same. The money comes from all federal tax-

payers, including industry.

If industry is required to pay the ICR charges, the estimated $2 billion cost
will be passed on by industry to the consumers with an additional profit markup.
The federal government should display its concern for inflation by not imposing

the ICR on American consumers.

Under PL95-?17, an induétrial user with a flow equivalent to 25,000 gallons or
less per day of sanitary waste (residential equivalent of BOD and SS) is exempt
from ICR. If this were 25,000 gallons or less per day of volume, the exemption
would be acceptable. However, as written, this is what happens when applied to

MSD customers.

MSD has approximately 1,800 current industrial customers subject to ICR under the
old definitions. We believe only 10% of these would be charged ICR under the

PL95-217 exemption. However, since volume alone is not the sole criteria, all



-2 -

industrial customers are suspect. Therefore, all 1,800 industrial customers must
be monitored and sampled annually to determine loadings that would be used for
the residential equivalent test. Billings would be calculated, using unit ICR
costs for volume, BOD, and suspended solids, for all 1,800 industrial customers
to determine which industri;; exceed the exempt.bill calculated for a 25,000
gallon per day customer using residential loadings. Bills would then be issued

for all industrial customers exceeding the exempt billing.

MSD would incur the cest of calculating 1,800 bills but would actually bill only
180. Some of the customers billed would be industrial customers discharging
wastewater far cleaner than the average residential discharge but who would be

penalized because of their volume.

We understand that Coopers & Lybrand, in its report to EPA, has concluded that
the average cost of the ICR program per grantee will be slightly less than
$20,000 per year. HMSD can assure you that its cost will be at least ten times

this amount unless the program is simplified.

MSD has commenced a twenty-year expansion program to implement the 201 plan for
Jefferson County, Kentucky. Each year MSD will be entering into new 201 grants
and completing old 201 grants for various phases of the project. Based on past
experience, MSD predicts that for each grant it will take—years for EPA to make
a final audit and determine the final grant amount. Since the grantee is re-
quired to begin billing ICR when the facilities are placed in operation, the

billings must be issued subject to adjustments.

MSD will constantly be adjusting prior billings because of the cumulative effects

of adjustments to the ICR charges due to EPA interim audits, EPA final audits,



-3

resolution of grantee/EPA disputes regarding grant eligibility of costs, and
changes in customer loadings. For these reasons, it will not only be costly to
maintain the annual ICR program, but it will be impossible to produce accurate

annual billings.

" To date, MSD has determined only the method it will use in calculating the ICR
unit costs of volume, BOD, and suspended solids. The uncertainties and the
continual series of regulatory revisions have precluded MSD's development of a
complete ICR program. To have incurred the cost of attempting to complete the
development of an ICR program, while knowing chﬁnges in the regulations and
the law were being considered, would have been irresponsible. Therefore, due
to factors beyond our control, it appears MSD will not meet the July 1, 1979
deadline, and construction of facilities needed for a healthier environment

will again be delayed because of federal requirements.

MSD recommends the etimination of ICR provisions from the Federal Water Pollution

Control Act of 1972 (PL92-500) and the Clean Water Act of 1977 (PLS5-217).

Unless or until the ICR requirements of the law are eliminated, MSD urges EPA
to develop regulations for the program that:
1. Define an industrial user based on categories A, B, D, E, and
I of the SIC Code.
2. Exempt industrial users who:
a. Discharge 25,000 gallons or less of wastewater per day; or
b. Discharge in excess of 25,000 gallons of wastewater per
day with BOD afid suspended solids loadings equal to or less
than the grantee's average residential user.
3. Allow each ICR bill to be reduced by a credit for 25,000 gallons of

wastewater per day using the grantee's average residential loadings

for BOD and suspended solids.



GWINNETT COUNTY WATER POLLUTION CONTROL DEPARTMENT

- POLICY POSITION OF GWINNETT COUNTY, GEORGIA
ON INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY

Gwinnett County, Geqrgia supports the abolishment of the Federal Industrial
Cost Recovery System since we feel in our situation it is practically im-
possible to equitably charge each "industrial user" as defined in the Clean
Water Act of 1977. At the presen. time .here is only one faciliiy funded
federally unqer P.L. 92-500 (Beaver Ruin AWTF and its associated inter-
ceptors) in Gwinnett County. Within the Beaver Ruin Basin there are now
only two users that qualify for industrial cost recovery. The total ICR
obligation from these two user's awounts to approximately $3000 a year.

Under P.L. 92-500 Gwinnett County's only legal obligation is to charge these
two users which happen to be located in tﬂe Beaver Ruin Basin and forget
about the other "industrial users" that discharge into other County facilities.
This would be very simple for us to administer, but would it be equitable?

tle feel 'that it is unequitable to penalize the two affected users simply
because they are located in a certain area of the County. Also by charging
just the industries located in the Beaver Ruin Basin, we give industries an
incentive to congregate in an area that is not affected by ICR. Ve feel that

this is a potentially serious problem

Federal regulations governing ICR systems permit the grantee to calculate

unit ICR costs on a countywide basis in 1ieu of unit ICR costs for each basin
within the grantee's_service area. Thus, the law permits the grantee to charge
all “industrial usérs" in the County the same ICR rate regardless.whether the

industry discharges waste into a federally financed facility or not. This

SUITE 7/ 1300 PLAZA DRIVE / LAWRENCEVILLE GEORGIA 30245/ 404—962-1.1/1



eliminates the problem of industries congregating in certain areas of the

County, but is it equitable?

Since the Beaver Ruin project is at present time the only P.L. 92-500

federally financed project in the County, the Unit ICR Costs calculated for
that basin will be used if a countywide ICR system is implemented. Gwinnett
County is only required by law to return 30% of the ICR payment from industries
located in federally funded basin. No percentage of the revenue collected from
industries outside the Eeaver Ruin Basin is required to be returned to the

U. S. Treasury. ‘Therefore, Gwinnett County could receive large revenues

from the countywide ICR system from industrial users-which in most instances

do not benefit from Federal monies. We feel that this is likely to cause
serious legal problems, preventing the implementation of a countywide ICR

system in this context.

The situation in Gwinnett County is complicated further by the fact that the
wastewater generated in North Fork-Peachtree Creek Basin is transported thru
DeKalb County in a federally funded interceptor, but is eventually treated

at the R. M. Clayton facility in the City of Atlanta. DeKalb County plans

to implement a countywide ICR system in which the Unit ICR costs for each
basin of the County will be the same. For this reason, even though the waste-
water is treated in the City of Atlanta, which at the present time does not
have any P.L. 92-500 funded facilities, DeKalb intends to bill Gwinnett

County for transport as well as treatment of this wastewater.

This, in our opinion, s not equitable. Since DeKalb only transports the
flow from Gwinnett, we feel we should only be accessed an ICR bill based on
flow alone. However, this would cause problems in the implementation of the

countywide ICR system, each "industrial user" is charged based upon the



strength and quantity of their waste discharged without regard to their
location within the County. Therefore, those "industrial users" in DeKalb
that discharge into the R. M. Clayton Interceptor will pay an ICR payment
based on the capital cost of both the treatment and transport of wastewater.

To those industries, it is evident that charging Gwinnett County only for

flow is inequitable.

It appears that an ICR system free of inequities is virtually impossible.
For this reason, we reiterate our plea for the abolishment of the Industrial

Cost Recovery Syﬁtem.

14
7,:! L /4 * ’,./
e UL S sy Conis tic s
David Van Landingham,/P.E.
Director

10/26/78



G’ty of Ta mpa

Tampa, Florida
DEPARTMENT OF SANITARY SEWERS

SUITE 205 33602

120 N FLORIDA AVENUE

10 August 1978

Mr. Alan Brown

Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: EPA Legislative Study of Industrial
Cost Recovery , '

Dear Mr. Brown:

As requested by your representative during a meeting
last week, we have compiled information concerning our
industrial cost recovery. My personal feeling is that
the ICR was ill-conceived and will not prove to be a
beneficial program for either EPA, the City's involved,
or particularly the industries.

I am enclosing also a letter that I addressed to AMSA

on the same subject and would appreciate it if you would
convey my thoughts to EPA if an opportunity arises.
Yours very truly,

DEPARTMENT OF S@NITARY SEWERS

J. W. Silliman, P.E., Director

HFC:JWS:3jd

Enclosures



th of Tampa

Tampa, Florida
‘ARTMENT OF SANITARY SEWERS

1 (€ 208 : ) 33602
' N. FLORIDA AVENUE  * July 28, 1978

Mr. Ron Linton -

AMSA Executive Director

Suite 200, 1015 18th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear_Ron:

. Recently we forwaxrded the brief data you requested in
your GB 78-19 of June 19, 1978. '

Y would like to expand on our general attitude towards
the EPA Industrial Cost Recovery Program, - in a nutshell,
we would like to scrap the entire program.

There are several reasons that lead us to recommend
that the Industrial Cost Recovery Program be scrapped in
its entirety, as indicated below. - -

Double Taxation

All segments of our total economy (private, commercial,
industrial, agricultural, etc.) contribute taxes from which
Federal Grant support programs are funded. Hence, all segments
pay towards the construction of treatment plant works. Re-
quiring an arbitrarily defined segment of our total economic
activity to pay again for their federal grant portion of con-
structing treatment works is nothing more than discriminatory
double taxation, which cannot be justified from any cthical
or equity standard.

Additional Cost to the Public

" Any enterprise required to participate in the Industrial
Cost Recovery (pay-back) program will merely pass the costs
on to the consumer (immediate oxr ultimate), which inevitably
becomes the average citizen; so this winds up being an addi-
tional cost to individuals, mot business or industry.

> -

Creation of Arbitrary Unfair Competition

Any definition of "Industrial User" will include the
"ins" and exclude the "outs". For example, using the proposed

70Ol 2



Mr. Ron Linton ' -2 - July 28, 1978

25,000 gpd definition, an industyial or commercial complex
discharging 26,000 gpd would be saddled with an industrial
cost recovery pay-back whereas a similar industrial orx
commercial complex discharging 24,000 gpd would be exempt.
This obviously is neither equitable nor fair, - it just
doesn't make sense. No matter what definition is used,
thir? wil} always be an inequitable split between the '"'ins"
and '"outs". -

Costs to Administer

Any industrial cost xecovery (pay-back) program will
require a continuing local effort, with a separate fiscal
accounting system. Since EPA is a 507 recipient, we can
anticipate EPA audits, and also intervening state audits.

To compound the foregoing, it is safe to say that the EPA

ground rules will be changed from time to time, with accompany-
ing interpretations and judgements, all of which will further
complicate and cloud any local effort to maintain an industrial
cost recovery program. Local costs to implement and administer
such a system would not be insignificant, -- and the bureaucratic
rebuttal that such costs should be passed on to the industrial
users fails to recognize that such costs wind up in the lap of
the average citizen.

Sacrifice of Local Revenue

Some will say, "How can your City recommend that the in-
dustrial cost recovery (pay-back) program be scrapped since
your City would receive half of the funds?'". Well, for Tampa,
assuming that 107 of the wastewater flow would originate from
industrial users, and also assuming a $100 million federal
grant support ($133 million program), the pay-back would be
10% of $§100 million divided by 30, or $333,000 per year for
30 years. Half of this would go to EPA, and the remaining
half would be kept by Tampa, - this annual Tampa portion of
$167,000 is xroughly equivalent to slightly over $2.00 per
presently connected customer per year. Tampa can stand this
loss of revenue if we can be spared the nonproductive time,
effort, and expense of an ICR program,

Inflation

I wonder what-the level uniform annual industrial cost
recovery (pay-back) amounts will be worth in the years to come?l



Mr. Ron Linton -3 - July 28, 1978

Summarz'

The industrial cost recovery (pay-back) program initially
established by Congress and implemented by EPA appears, upon
examination, to be an inequitable, unfair, highly controversial
and nonproductive exercise, and results in an additional cost

to the average citizen (not to industry). Hence, every legitimate
effort should be -made to scrap it.

Yours very truly,

DEEQiTMENT OF SANITARY SEWERS
S &N

J. W. Sillidan, P.E.

Director

JWS:eg



Industrial Cost Recovery Public Meeting
Region V
Radisson Chicago Hotel
Chicago, Illinois

11 AM October 16, 1978

Meeting delayed for one hour to permit additional attendees
to arrive.

EPA - Ted Horn, V, UC/IER Specialist
John Gall - EPA Washington

C&L - J. Mikul Townsley
Myron A. Olstein

13 Attendees:

Gary Greenway . Leonard Weeg
Donohue &' Assoc, Inc Enviro-Services, Inc.
Sheboygan, Wis. 975 N Main St.
. Rockford, IL

David Jaechke William Mondschein
MSDGC R&D Dept MSDGC Engrg. (Grants)
Joseph Benigni Gary McFarlane
Container Corp of Amer. The Larsen Co.

Green Bay, Wisconsin
Tom J. Bingam Carol Johnson
Sanitary Dist. of Rockford San. Dist of Rkfd
R. W. Erik ' J. Hetride
San. Dist. of RKFD Dean Woods Company

Rockford, IL
George Hisle George Rippil
Detroit Water & Sewage Dept. Detroit Water & Sewage Dept.

David Alexander
GM

Complete presentations of
. Purpose of study
. Project scope and methodology
Findings, conclusigns and possible alternatives



Statement presented by

Carol Johnson, on behalf of Sanitary
District of Rockford, IL
ICR should be based on only those incremental costs to

construct an atypical process required to treat
industrial wastes.

Leonard Weez, on behalf of
Enviro-Services, Inc.
Oposed ICR -
10 AM October 17, 1978

No attendees by 11 AM.



RICHARDSON |

FURNITURE MANUFACTURERS |
POST OFFICE BOX 157 B
SHEBOYGAN FALLS, WIS 53085
TELEPHONE 414-467-4631

- October 27, 1978

Myron Olstein

Coopers & Lybrand

800 M. St. N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

SUBJECT: Industrial Cost Recovery - Wastewater Treatment Operation.
Genltemen:

We respectfully request that the following information be added
to the record of the recent hearing held on Industrial Cost Recovery.
In addition we would register our concern for the limited notice that
was given for this hearing. We would ask that a much wider range of
notice including extensive use of mass media be used for a hearing
of this nature.

We contend that the Industrial Cost Recovery program as ad-
vocated is not a fair, equitable, and workable measure. It will be
exceedingly difficult and expensive to administer. It appears the
plan will entail enginearing and accounting determinations of proper
charges and distributions. This is spending even more money to
collect the revenues. .

The period of payment time for industry, up to 30 years, may
well not be compatible with the book life of the facilities. This
provides dangerous potential for compounding costs and creating
confusion at a later point in time. 1In addition the criteria of
apportioning costs according to what 1s a "fair" share for industry
leaves far too much latitude as to what the “fair share" is.

Rebating part of the funds collected to the municipalities to bde
spent in any way they desire has placed an unfair burden on sewage
costs. At the very least these funds should be required to be used in
the community's waste water programs, preferably operation &
maintenance, if indeed they should be collected at all.

Please note that the doubt of the work ability of this program is
widely shared as witnesSsed by the present moratorium on it.



We submit that I.C.R. should be reviewed as a basic concept
as opposed other formulas for distributing cost burdens fairly and
equitably. A series of well publicized hearings:could go far to
gathering varied and well founded information on ways to approach

this question.
rs,

cc. Ted Horn
E.P.A.



* DIVISION OF WATER

CITY OF LORAIN, OHIO
UTILITIES DEPARTMENT

1106 FIRST STREET - LORAIN, OHIO 44052 - PHONE (216) 245-1000

® DIVISION OF WATER
POLLUTION CONTROL"

PHILIP Q MAIORANA JOSEPH J ZAHOREC *
DIRECTOR OF UTILITIES MAYOR
. «
| ELIO JACOBOZZI
DIRECTOR OF
PUBLIC SERVICE

August 31, 1978

Mr. Paul Flax

Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Subject: City of Lorain
ICR

Dear Mr. Flax:

Please be advised that we are enclosing the- forms that you mailed to us
and we have completed them as much as possible as to what we feel could
be accomplished by this office.

Also be advised that the City of Lorain has commenced to become involved
in ICR and has not been in complete fulfillment of the ICR program, how-
eyer we do hope to accomplish this soon.

At this time we would like to make several comments in regard to our
feelings of ICR:

1. It is the opinion of the City of Lorain that certain branches
of the Federal government have already set up certain categories for
certain individuals and now we have another branch of the Federal govern-~
ment, the EPA, differentiated from other government branches specifically
in that the Federal government set up a special category--senior citizens.
Many governmental agencies are regarding this as a special group only to
be 1gnored by EPA.

2. As you will note the City of Lorain has established one flat

rate on sewers based on flow plus a surcharge on any excess industrial

: flow. We believe that this is an equitable way to go. We note that the
ICR disagrees with this. Under our one flat rate based on flow everyone
is equitable. This also includes Capirtal Improvement, Operation, and
Maintenance. Under this system it would appear to us that the ICR would
be reverse discrimination since in this one flat rate industry is already
charged for Capital Improvements. It 1s included in the rate structure;
therefore, when they are made to pay again, 1t would appear that they
would be paying double.



Mr. Paul Flax
Coopers & Lybrand
Augqust 31, 1978
Page 2

3. The City of Lorain is planning and proposing to split the system
in two, with several industrial giants included. These industrial giants
are now in one sewage plant. If the City of Lorain splits and goes into
two systems, one of the industries would be forced to go into another
system. How can the Federal government charge one and not the other?
Again, if you will return to the flat rate item which includes Operations
and Maintenance and Capital Improvements based on flow again would prevail
here and is the most equitable and fairest way to go.

The City of Lorain budget is a complete budget breaking down Operation
and Maintenance, breaking down Capital Improvements, etc. However, for
the EPA to demand certain breakdowns, we feel 1s an infringement on the
rights of local government autonomy.

At this time, since your firm is making a study of the ICR, we would
appreciate if you would take our views under consideration and give them
your fullest attention. :

If there are any further questions or further discussions in which you
would need our assistance, please feel free to call on us. '

Very truly yours, -
THE CITY OF LORAIN, OHIO
Philip Q. Maiorana
Director of Utilities
PQOM:mvs
Enclosures: Completed Forms

Copy of 1977 Budget
Copies (2) of Surcharge :Computation



HeIHZ USA boyeanm 1k ) Teimz Company

By jjav 67
I burgh Pennsylvama 15230
Ielephone 112 237 5787

September 22, 1978

Mr. Edward J. Donahue III
Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M Street N.W. .
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Donahue:

Your September 19 letter asks for permission to cite the closing of our
Bowling Green, Ohio Factory in your final report on the Industrial Cost
Recovery study. We have no objection to your use of the information which
we sent you, as 1t 1s all public information. Please keep in mind, however,
that there were factors other than wastewater costs which contributed to the
closing, as noted in the company news release.

We have a hearsay report about an A& facility in Bloomdale, Ohio, which is
now for sale. It was supposedly closed because of wastewater costs. You
may wish to inquire about the situation.

Domald & Hork

DONALD G. KIRK
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING

lak

cc: Mr. Jack L. Cooper
National Food Processors Association
1133 Twentieth Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036



Industrial Cost Recovery Public Meeting
Region VI
Sheraton Dallas Hotel
Dallas, Texas

10 AM October 16, 1978

EPA - Ned Burleson, VI, Chief of Municipal
Facilities Branch_
Arvil Wilson, VI, UC/ICR Specialist
John Pai, EPA Washington

C&L - Alan D. Brown

Edward J. Donahue III
Walter J. Huelsman

20 Attendees:

James H. Suchma, Consulting Engineer, Bovay Engineers,
5009 Carolina St. Houston, Texas 77004, various cities grantees

Marilyn A. Mathison, Environmental Specialist I,

1115 N. MacGregor, Houston, Tecas, City of Houston Water
Pollution Control

Alterto F. Gutierrex, P.E., President, Gutierrex,
Smouse, Wilmut & Assoc. Inc., Environmental Engineers,
11171 Harry Hines Blvd., Suite 113, Dallas, Texas 75229

Pat Cook, Engineering Systems Specialist, P.0. Box 2231,
Irving, Texas 75060, representing Frito-Lay

Cary M. Verchow, Tech. Manager of Environmental Systems,
P.0. Box 2231, Irving, Texas 75061, representing Frito-Lay

Bill Cox, Sanitarian, Campbell Taggart Inc., Dallas,
Texas

Charles Hughes, Engineering Assistant, 1506 Commerce
Street, Dallas, Texas 75050, Dallas Power & Light Co. )

John P. Johnson, Accountant, 1500 Marilla, Dallas, Texas
75201, City of Dallas Water Utilities

X Duane C. Halmberger, Civil Engineer - Community Planner,
1200 Main Tower Bldg., Dallas, Texas, Air Force Regional Civil
Engineer -~

Rick McCleery, Pollution Control Officer, 1901 Lakewood

Drive, Arlington, Texas 76016, representing City of Arlington,
Texas



Robert Dill, Industrial Waste Control Manager, Dallas
Water Utilities, 3 AN City Hall, Dallas, Texas 75277,
representing City of Dallas

I.M. Rice, Director, Dallas Water Utilities, Room 4 AN,
City Hall, Dallas, Texas

Alice Grisham, Manager, Natural Resources, 1507 Pacific

Avenue, Dallas, Texas 75201, representing Dallas Chamber of
Commerce

James B. Miller, Assistant Director/Admin., Fort Worth
Water Department, P.O. Boc 870, Fort Worth, Texas 76101,
representing Fort Worth Water Department

T.M. Anderson, Industrial Waste Supervisor, P.O.

Box 870, Fort Worth, Texas 76101, representing Fort Worth Water
Department

Thomas Sanders, Engineer, 8700 Stemmons, Dallas, Texas
75247, representing URS/Forrest & Cotton, Inc.

Catherine Perrine, Water Director, League of Women
Voters of Texas, 7616 Royal Place, Dallas, Texas 75230

T.H. Gaertner, P. E., Engineer, 6220 Gaston, Suite 304

4
Dallas, Texas 75214, representing Boyle Engineering Corporation

Joseph C. Smith, Industrial Waste Section, Dallas City
Hall, Dallas Water Utilities

Dev Greeg, 5806 Birch Brook, Apt 205, Dallas, Texas
75206, SMU student representing SMU

Complete presentations of
Purpose of study
Project scope and methodology
Findings, conclusions and possible alternatives

Statement presented by

Dr. I. M. Rice, Director, Dallas Water Utilities
Eliminate ICR

10 Ay October 17, 1978

those in attendance were present on 10/16/78. No
additional statements, questions or discussions.
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CITY OF SAN AN

TONIO

Q BOX 30Aa6

SAN ANTONIO TEXAS 782885

October 30,

Administrator, Water Division
Environmental Protection Agency, Region VI
International Building

1201 Elm

Dallas, Texas 75270

Dear Sir:

1978

Pursuant to the October 16-17,1978, hearings conducted by Cooper and Lybrand
for the Environmental Protection Agency on the Industrial Cost Recovery
portion of P.L. 92-500, as amended, endorsed is an official resolution

adopted by the City of San Antonio.

We wish to have the resolution included as part of your
concerning the, ICR provisions,

Sincerely,

record on comments

/e R /[;. £ P L rrad e

,/( ¢
. Fr,gk i. Kiolbassa, P.E.,
',pfrector of Public Works

N 7

FRK:eld
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STATE OF TEXAS

e

. YA‘tt"est:t/ﬁ,l 3 JQ .
SNt ’ a: §
. W City Clerk

A RESOLUTION

No. 78-48-145
OPPOSING THE INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY PORTION
OF THE FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROLACT,
P.L. 92-500

WHEREAS, the Congress of the United States enacted the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (P.L. 92-500) as amended by the Clean
Water Act of 1977 (P.L. 95-217), with the objective "to restore and
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the
Nation's waters;" and

WHEREAS, the 201 Wastewater Facilities Advisory Committee, duly
appointed by the City Council, has unanimously recommended the City
Council oppose the Industrial Cost Recovery provision of said Act
as of little benefit to the citizens, an unreasonable burden on
industry bordering on double taxation and results in unreasonable
administrative burden in conflict with the policy stated in the Act
with little or no financial gain.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF SAN "'ANTONIO: )

SECTION 1. That the City Council of the City of San Antonio
hereby agrees with the findings of the 201 Areawide Wastewater
Facilities Advisory Committee, and does hereby state its opposition
to the implementation of the Industrial Wastewater Cost Recovery
portion of the Acts described herein.

SECTION 2. That copies of this Resolution be sent to all of the

Texas Representatives and Senators of Congress and to the Environmental
Protection Agency.

ASSED AND APPRUVED THIS o;é # day of (2"@ 11978

R ]
MAYOR

v
.

APPROVED AS TO FORM: Am JMA./“M REE"E”{ES

(0¥ 03 1978
) EPA OGAWAR
REGION V]|

COUNTY OF REXAR - - S - CERTIFIED COPY
CITY OF SAN ANTONIO

The urdersianed, the City Clerk of the City of Son Antonlo, In the Stote ond County ofore

soid does by these presents certify that the ottached ond foreacing, is o true and exemolified
cooy of o part of the racords, nooers and books n the Office of the City Clerk, and, thot { am
the custodian of such papers, boaks a~d records os on officer of the City of Sen Antonlo.

(SEAL)

b Oclehon) g oL
tﬂ _‘ m%ﬁ-’;im' =

Giver urder my hand and the official seol of the City of Sen Antorvo, m........ZQf_"_
n|



The Coca-Cola Botlling Works, Inec.
6011 Lemmon Avanue/P. O. Box 2008
Dallas, Texas 75221

October 24, 1978

Mr. John T. Pai (WH-547)
US-EPA

401 M. Street, S. W.
Washington, D. C. 20460

Dear Mr. Pai:

Concerning the Environmental Protection Agency's Industrial Cost
Recovery Program (ICR) that has been proposed to the City of Dallas,
Texas to be imposed on the industrial users of Dallas Water Util-.
ities Waste Disposal Systems, there are views and considerations

that are of importance to us since we are a major customer of the
City of Dallas.

Our industry does not emit toxic pollutants into the public sewage
system. We have been extremely ‘cooperative with the Dallas Water
Utilities operations, and they have been very cooperative with us.
We have an excellent working relationship. We do not intend to
emit any pollutants into the waste disposal system that is. owned
by the citizens of Dallas, and have exercised every constraint in
our operations, to minimize our emmission whether it is biological
oxygen demand, total solids or whetever. We have been willing to
pay our waste disposal surcharges and charges, install meters to
monitor quantity of discharged liquids and have trained personnel
in the proper operation of equipment to reduce pollutants. We
have recently installed water meters in one of our operations to
provide guidelines for the Dallas Utilities management personnel
to monitor our water useage and liquid discharges. All of these
installations are extremely expensive and arc not profit making
contributors; however, we believe that this is our responsibility
as good citizens. We support the city of Dallas and the govern-
ment of our city one hundred percent.

Sincce we are already paying a user charge and surcharge to the

City of Dallas, and since we have an excellent relationship that
ha. b ~n estal lished for more than seventy-five years, it is our
opinicn that any change in the already established approved system,
would make 1t less efficient, and would involve Federal regulatory
in matters that should be handled by local government. Our city
water department is well managed and does not need the help of Fed-
cral EPA requlatory in managing a function that has been success-
fully managed for years.

Since the City ©of Dallas received a "GRANT" with "STRINGS ATTACHED"
from the Federal EPA, you can be assured that our city will re-
imburse the Federal EPA for any expenditure for waste disposal
facilities. As a matter of fact, as taxpayers we have already

paid for those facilities.

Sincerely,

G, Fnt”

O. Dan Poole
Rirector of Quality Control

e



I COOPER COOPER AIRMOTIVE

October 30, 1978

Coopers and Lybrand Inc.
Attention: Alan Brown
1800 M. Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

John T. Pai (WH-547)
U.S. E.P.A. .

401 M. Street S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

Arvel Wilson

U.S. E.P.A. Region 6

Grants Office-Water Division
1201 Elm Street

Dallas, Texas 75201

Gentlemen:

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the proposed
Industrial Cost Recovery (ICR) program proposed by the
Environmental Protection Agency. Cooper Airmotive, an
industrial user of the City of Dallas, Texas, POTW considers
the ICR program inappropriate and inequitable and we strongly
oppose its implementation.

To our knowledge, industrial users were not included in the
decision to request or determine the amount of the Federal
grants. Nor to our knowledge, were we informed of the
industrial repayment burden implicit in the grant.

It is our belief that public owned waste treatment facilities
are intended for the general benefit of the public in the area
that they serve and that industry is currently paying its fair
share through a user charge that is born by all users in pro-
portion to their use of the system. We understand that the
depreciation of capital facilities is currently being reclaimed
over the actual anticipated life of the facility thru these
user charges.

‘ 7555 LEMMON AVE e BOX 7086 ® DALLAS, TEXAS 75209 e 214 357-1811



October 30, 1978

Page 2

It is our opinion that the ICR proposal:

1.

inequitably imposes sole responsibility for repayment
of waste treatment facility capital costs on one class
of customers, namely industrial users.

imposes double charging of industrial users by requiring
them to repay Federal funding that was in part generated
by those industries.

proposes to recover capital costs of waste treatment
facilities within an artifically short depreciation
life of 30 years compared to an actual facilities
life of up to 50 years.

is of questionable cost effectiveness based upon the
Dallas Water Utilities ICR administrative cost estimate
vs. anticipated ICR collections outlined in their
statement of October 16, 1978, at the EPA meeting

on Industrial Cost Recovery.

We urge that ICR be eliminated by the EPA.

ps

Sincerely,

Industrid4l Engineer



FRITO-LAY, INC. EFF‘

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

October 30, 1978

Mr. John Pai .

Project Officer (WH-547)

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

401 M Street SW -

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Pai:

Frito-Lay, Inc. wishes to formally comment that Coopers and Lybrands'
option #1, Abolition of Industrial Cost Recovery, is the preferred
alternative to the present ICR system as promulgated in Title IT,
Section 204 (b)(1) of the 1977 Clean Water Act.

Through allocation of Federal tax dollars as grants to municipalities,
the Federal Government utilizes corporate income taxes for industrial
cost recovery without the ICR system. To require industry to further
subsidize capital investments in Publicly Owned Treatment Works as
would be the case with ICR capital component, places an unfair
financial burden on industrial POTW users.

Industries presently contribute to the municipality's shareof POTW
capital costs through ad valorem taxes and/or property taxes and
existing user charge systems. Implementation of ICR represents there-
fore a double recovery of costs from industry tantamount to double
taxation. Abolition of ICR would eliminatec the double taxation.

Very truly yours,
FRITO-LAY, INC.

hY
.

- Il . B

Patricia G. Cook ary M. Verchow

Engineering Systems Specialist Technical Manager
Environmental Systems

PGC/CMV/mjt

cc: Mr. Edward J. Donahue, III Mr. Arvel Wilson

Coopers and Lybrand U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

‘ 900 LOOP 12 ¢ P. D. BOX 2231 ®* IRVING, TEXAS 73067 ® 579-2222, AREA COOE 214
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October 23, 1978

-

John T, Pai (WH-=547)
UeSe LePoA.

401 M, Strect L.W.
Washinaton, D. C. 20400

As an industrial user of the Dallas POTW, Jones Blair Company
has been interested in and has followed developments and
interprctations of the Environmental Protection Agency's June 26,
1378, policy announcement of the ICR program, We have done so
by participating in LPA's Region 6 scriinars and the City of
Dallas Water Utilities department meotinygs with industrial users.

Our study of the subject prompts this letter; wherein, wo express
our objoctions to the ICR prouram and give our reasons for doing
S0,

1) The 1lCR program as proposed would add a superfluous
and inequitablo addition to the wasto water rates now
being charged industrial users of the ballas POTW. These
rates are hased on excess strength (BOD and TS8) of waste
entering the sewage system prorated on water purchased.

The imposition of the ICR systems would be inequitable ‘to
industrial users and it would be sunerfluous because tho
ballas rate system is now oquitable and is not as compli-
cated, difficult_to understand, and administer as the ICR
system,

2) We believe that self monitoring by industrial users
would he very costly and almost impossible to achieve with
the testing and metering techinology now available to us,

3) e feel LPA's pretreatment standards based on appli-
cation of the best available tochnology cconomically
achievahle is an excessively stringent program that does
not truly reflect the intent of the Clean Water Act of
1977, This act shows congressional concern that national
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John T. rai
Preg 2 '
Jctober 23, 1978

standards reflect .the actual pollutant resioval capabilities
of municipal treatment plants.

4) The ICR system would amount to "double taxation" which
is an unfair economic burden. ’

Based on the above, we believe that’ ICR should be abolished,
which is Alternative #1 listed by Coopers and Lybrand, Inc.,-
consultant firm employed by LPA. The advantages of doing so .
far outweigh, in our opinion, the disadvantages as outlined by.
the consulting firm,

e respectfully request that our opinion as outlined in this
letter be recorded as a public comment on the subject.

JONLS PLAIR COMPANY
O, e

C. Lldon Isom
Plant Engincer

CrLI/bLd

cc: Alan Brown
Coopers and Lybrand Inc.
1800 M. Street N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20036
Arvel Wilson '

U.5., E.P.A, Region 6

Grants Offlce-Water'Di[ision

1201 Blm Street = -. { -

lallas, Tcxas 75201

I. M. Rice (4AN)
pallas ‘Viater Utilitics
(ity ilall --
1500 Marilla .
Dallas, Texas 75277



October:23, 1978

Mr. Arvel Wilson, Grants Offlc.

Water Olvision

Reglon VI

Environmental Protection Agency

First International Bldg., 120) Elm St.
Dallas, Texas 75270

Uear Mr. Wilson:

COMMENTS ON INDUSTRIAL COST
RECOVERY PUBLIC MEETING IN OALLAS
ON OCTOBER 16, 1978

The Fort Worth Water Department has been concerned sbout the cost implications
to Industrisl users and to the City resulting from Implementing of the Industrie=
8l Cost Recovery requirements of current EPA Regulations. It would appear that
industry is being required to pay a share of the federal participition In publlc
treatment works costs thru payment of federal taxes and then being required to
pay all or part of that share again thru payment of ICR charges. Moreover, it kY
would appear that the City |s belng required to undertake s costly and complicate
ed effort to establish, collect and dispense those ICR charges for a return of
a fractlon of the cost of that effort. Even after all this, It would appear
that the actual fiscal beneflts to the federal government are golng to be
minimal, according to the findings presented at the public hearing on the ICR
program in Dallas on October 16. It §s difficult to find @ winner!

From the Fort Worth Water Department's viewpoint, the best of the 16 alternatives
presented at the October 16 hearing Is the first one, '"Abolish (CR', but it s
recognized that this Is probably not a politically viable dlternative. 0Of those
remalning, it would appear that Alternate 12:

“Abolish ICR and require that local share of

project costs be recovered through proportion-

ate user charge''

Is the most reasonable and equitable.
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STAFF REPORT

Recently, the Oklahoma City Council enacted an ordinance allowing
surcharges to be placed on sewage bjlls of certain types of industrial
users, most notably, food processors. Those‘surcharges were based on
qualities of their effluents and are scheduled to take effect in December,
1978. The surcharges were required by the United States Environmental
Protection Agency and could not be avoided due to the large amounts of
EPA grant monies received by Oklahoma City in the recent past.

The primary impacts deriving from imposition of the surcharges are
economic in neture, falling first on the industrial users, second on the
users' labor force, and finally on large segments of the City and State.
populations. For example, Wilson's most recent annual sewerage bill was
about $40,000. That amount is reliably estimated to increase to about
$1.4 million in the first year of full surcharges. Other food processors
face similar situations. Food processors in general depend on sales vol-
ume rather than high profit margins to generate returns. A typical pro-
cessor may receive a net cash return of between .0 percent and 1.2 percent,
a return which will be completely removed by imposition of the sewerage
surcharge. Under these circumstances, it becomes logical to cut losses and
go out of business. The result will be loss of most of the Oklahoma City
food processing industry and considerable direct employment.

The jobs at risk numper between 2,200 and 4,000 depending on the
precise categories included in the industries considered to be affected.
The direct loss in Oklahoma City also affects employment in other industries.
In Oklahoma, Canadian and Cleveland counties, the employment mulitplier is

estimated at from three to four from the food processing industry. This means



that every one job in food processing generates three to four additional
Jobs in other industries in the region. Even using the most conservative
figures, at least 6600 (2200 x 3) jobs will be lost by losing the food
processors. Throughout the state an undeterminable number of additional
Jobs will be lost over dnd above those in the three county region of
Oklahoma City. Recognizing the adverse potential of lhe surcharges, the
City Council has pledged support to the affected industries as has the
Governor of the State of Oklahoma.

In June, 1978, Governor Boren released $5,000 of Department of
Economic and Community Affairs (DECA) funds, matched by a request for
release of $20,000 of Economomic Development Administration 304 monies,
to partially fund an action study of the problem. An additional $75,ood
may be applied for under EDA Title IX, a title which deals with adverse '
economic impacts caused by actions of the Federal Government, in this case
by EPA regulations. This study is expected to provide a feasible least-
cost approach’ to pretreatment for the affected industries, thus avoiding
surcharges althogether.

The time periods in which grant applications, studies, and impleme~
tation must start and be completed are very short. The preliminary Title IX
grant ($75,000 study) must be approved before September 30, 1978 to get into
this Federal fiscal year and the study be completed in the fall with a
Title IX implementation grant being written and submitted concurrently.
éoth of the Title IX grants require an Advisory Task Force. Given the short
times available, implementation options should be considered at the outset
of the project. Several have been considgred and are presented below in
increasing order of desirability.

(1) No action - Option appears to be the most siﬁple but carries the

employment loss consequences described above. Acceptable on the



basis 9f a philosophy of nonintervention, but would be inconsistent
with previous City actions with respect to the business community.

(2) Direct City operation/ownership of facilities -- This option results
in no change in the current situation. Since the City would own-
operate, the pretreatment facility surcharées would not be reduced
enough to matter and the induskries would have same incentive to shut
down anyway.

(3) City operation of industrially owned facilities -- This option is
feasible given th&t the affected industries could affort to build
pretreatment plants. Some mix of guaranteed loans, bonds and
stocks could probably be arranged, but staff feeling is that a
large capital subsidy will be required to force the cost curves to
an acceptable level. Such a subsidy will be forthcoming only to a
municipality or to a not-for-profit corporation. —

(4) Not-for-profit LDC -- Two of the five existing Local Development
Companies (501 (c) (3)) are eligible to receive grant funds from
the EDAZ Their limitations exist in two areas: (a) lack of manage-
ment experience in the area and, (b) probable inability to generate
matching funds. The latter difficulty could be overcome through a
variety of complex financial exchanges and leveraging efforts.

(5) Trust formation -- At present, formation of a trust to implement
study results seems the course least complex from the standpoints
of the City, EPA, EDA and matching financing. A trust is enough
divorced from the City (it need not be a City trust at all) that
EPA surcharges wouTH not apply; trusts are eligible EDA applicants;

trusts can issue revenue bonds and receive other tax exempt financing.



Industrial Cost Recovery Public Meeting
Region VII
Federal Building
Kansas City, MO

10 AM October 18, 1978

EPA - Earl Stevenson, VII Water Division Director
Tom Robertson, VII, UC/ICR Specialist
John Howard, VII, UC/ICR Specialist
John Pai, EPA Washington

C&L - Alan D. Brown
Edward J. Donahue III

51 Attendees:

Douglas, Dolinar, "American Meter

James Martin, Van-Doren-Hazard-Stallings

Charles Plummer, Iowa Beef processors

Donald G. Kirk, Hinz, U.S.A.

Boyd C. Mills, City of Arnold, Missouri -

L. Joe Sell, Western Electric

John C. Thompson, So. St. Joseph Industrial S.D.

Daryl Ripper, .So. St. Joseph Industrial S.D.

Alan Shineman, City of Manhatan, Kansas

Jerry E. Petty, City of Manhattan, Kansas

Richard R. Miller, So. St. Joseph Industrial S.D.

Dale S. Duffala, Black & Veatch

John A. Metzler, Kansas Department of Health & Environment
E.W. Bartley, E.P.A.

Richard D. Kuntz, Missouri Department of Natural Resources
Dave Wissing, Carnatio;"Company, Pet Foods Division

W. C. Nielson, Wapsie Valley Cry., Inc.

John D. McEnrue, Little Blue Valley S. District



Richard Wuttke, Farmers Butter & Dairy Corporation
John Jursitis, Veenstra & Kimm

David R. Duffield, City of Springfield

Harry Criswell, City of Springfield

Stephen Yonker, Burns & McDonnell

Nate Beezley, N.E. Department of Environmental Control

R. E. Crawford, Wilson & Company

Arthur F. White, Peat, Marwick, Mitchell

Donald R. Boyd, K.C. Missouri Pollution Control
Jim S. Noel, K.C. ‘Missouri Pollution Control

J. Willis Sneed, Wells Engineers, Inc.

William G. Stannard, Black Veatch

Earl R. Myers, St. Joseph Light and Power Company
Charles Dakin, Whitaker Cable Corporation
George Sallwasser, Horner & Shifrin

J. L. Stein, Anheuser & Busch, Inc.

Ralph Flournoy., EPA

Earle C. Jones, Methodist Medical Center

R.A. Frederick, H.R. Green Company

George W. Milligan, City of Cedar Rapids

Mario G. Nuncio, EPA

Roy L. Jackson, City of Kansas City, Missouri

G. Carlos Knight, Water Pollution Control Department,
City, Kansas

Greg Rupert, MARC -
Walter M. Johnson, City of Butler, Missouri
M. Clark Thompson, Larkin & Assoc.

Bernard A Rains, Metro. St. Louis Sewer

Kansas



C. F. Kovach, City of Kansas City, Kansas
Richard Ream, City of St. Joseph, Missouri
Cindy Bernard, City of St. Jospeh, Missouri
Richard L. Halda, T.J. Liptan, Inc.

James D. Resnick, City of Davenport, Iowa

Bruce Duffin, Corps of Engineers

Complete presentations of
Purpose of study
. Project scope and methodology
. Findings, conclusions and possible alternatives

Statements presented by
Donald G. Kirk, H. J. Heinz Company
and National Food Processors Association
Eliminate ICR - or, as a second choice, charge industry

for the incremental costs incurred to treat industrial
wastewater

Boyd Mills, City Administrator, Arnold; MO
Abolish ICR

Richard R. Miller, South St. Joseph, Missouri
Industrial Sewer District
Abolish ICR

George Sallwasser, Horner and Shifrin,

Consulting Engineers
Recommended circuit breaker - no ICR below specified
dollar amount because of grantee administration costs.

Bob Frederick, Howard R. Green Company,

Consulting Engineers, Cedar Rapids, Iowa
Abolish ICR. Second choice would be a national ICR
rate.
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R TR I P soverbae 1, 1978
Fr. Earl Stephonson, Director
Liater Division
gErviron-ental Protection Agency
1735 Baltimore .
y.ansas City., Missouri 64108

Drar Mr. Stephenson: Re: Corrants on Industrial fost Racovery
Study ty Coaners 3 Lvirand

Tha City of Lincoln has reviesed the fictoder 1, 1979, draft of the Industrial
Cost Pecovery Study prelininary corpilation of possible study gliarnatives
zowposed by (ooapers & Lybrand. We have also reviewed the ISP cuesiions raised
by Contressman DNoberts dated Decerder 15, 1977, 2nd the su2ery of findinos.
Covents on each part of the report are as follows:

)

art A - Suwrsry of Findings datzd Ociteber 12, 973 ]
i cOnCar with the corsonts rate under suwary of findings and agree with the
conclusion that the cost to raintain and operate tha ICR Svsten is cuit2 er-

noensive.

Part 8 - ICE guestions raised by Candnessran Zoberis dectad Decemter 15, 1977
The only corent on this section is »e find it nuite interastina tn2t under
question %o. 7 that the amount of I£R°%s pevanue received is cansiderably less
than the oricinal predicted arount, therefore reising the nuestien - is ICR
really wortr it?

tary C - Industrial Cost Recovery Study Pralininary comnilation prssible study

o .t
- - N - - —

alternatives, oraft copy dated Goloher V7. T1B7R. corniled Ly Coanirs & Lyuwraad,

-— - . rage i T—————— - —

Co~—ents on this Scction are:

- - S - ~ -

2} Co~plete asreerent with Plternative "o, 1, which st2ias ratalish ‘.;5’.‘ . e
do asree with all the advantaoes ctated for Mlterpate Ya. 1, but diszared

_with tre disadvantace that abolishiny ICY r3y encourace craniees to plan
and constract treatrent worhs that are larder than necessary. This party-
cular concern has alreddy been addressed under the current reauieticns in
the cans’ruction grants progras, and also by the revicw of tha State enenqy
and EPA which the consultant rust justify the size of the treatront v::::'is
proposed. Therefore, EFA already has tuilt in a veio power o1 the 5128 of
she siz¢ of the treatmant warks prapased.

I/
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Altarnatives “os. 2, 32, 4.5, ¢,7,8, 9, 114, 13, 12 and 15, would serve
n2 purpose other than to cornlicate and increase the inaquity and ad-infs- "
trative costs for any type of an Industrial Cost Recovery systor. Therefore, |
w2 would strongly recormend d03inst adaption or consideration of the alter-
#ates we have listed above.

Klternate %No. 11 - Return to the requirerents of P, 27.£67 abalisting
ICR. Ue fee) this particular alternate is basfcally acco~nlished by
asoption of Alternate N3, 1. .

Aiernate %a. 12 - Abolish ICR and require that local share of project
costs be recovered through proportionate User Charge. le czorce one hundred
percent with this alternative and concur with the zdvantaca that equity
wiuld b2 achieved by establishira 3 sroportionate User Charge syston,  Me
diszsrea that thore would be a disadvantaoe in reducing the fFlexibility of
designing rates because User Cherae systens are the mast egaitable wlen
gesicnad 0n 3 proportionste basis and the advrinistrative costs would not

b2 significant. Also, any changes in bond covenants would pase ng crobles.

Riteraate %o, 16 - Resufre leticr of coxritrint (ss contract) fror {ndustrial
users of POTn's when POTH size wsuld be a definite advantape to tha olanning
of MNIT:'s in order to reet their needs of their corrrunity end the associsted
industrics.

alove SErves as a suvary of our coments on the dlternatives rronosed in
Cocoers & Lyvbrand rejort, 1f ¥2J have any cuestions or clerificaticas on
corents, piease contact the Pudblic Utilities Departrant,

kjrs trely,

R L . } (..‘ ey
A )Ju.-'t\{}..‘-{_:‘) (pl, . \',.-.I‘J . ~

Richard 2. Eriason, Acting Nirector
Deparbrent of Public Utilities

dc
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GORDON WL SON
T1LOVD SCHEPLER

QATY OF RAEBRON—m e —

OCTOBER 9, 1978 -

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Public Awareness

Region 7

1735 Baltimore

Kansas City, Mo. 64106

Dear Sirs:

In reply to your invitation to the public meeting on EPA
Industrial Cost Recovery, I would like to state that I feel
that industries should pay their fair share in the cost of
treatment of lndustrial waste.

Our city of 1700 population haé a new treatment plant which
we neededmainly due to the industrial load of a cheese plant.
Their BOD load runs just as much, if not more, ithan the load
for the rest of the entirefcity. This cheese plant is the
only indusiry in our city:

Therefore, I definitely feel that it is the duty of the

cheese plant and not ﬁhe residents of the city to pay for the

1
cost recovery.

The cost of running our treatment plant has Jumped from
'$10,000 with our old 'plant to $65,000 for our new plant.

Thank you for letting me express my opinion.

Sincerely,

Clarence L. Wright, Mayor
City of Hebron

CLW/ jmn



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

HESSTON, KANSAS 67062

October 4, 1978

Office of Public Awareness
Region 7

1735 Baltimore

Kansas City, Missouri 64108

Dear Sirs:

The City of Hesston, City Council wishes to have its
opinion of Industrial Cost Recovery entered into the
record of your public meeting on October 18, 1978.

We believe that industry which locates or is located
inside the corporate limits of our City should be
‘exempt from the Cost Recovery program. These '"inside"
industries that pay City taxes are already contributing
to the "Matching'" share of the new sewer facilities and
will be charged their porportionate share for operation
and maintenance.

On the other hand, industries locating outside the taxing
jurisdiction of a recipient government should be subject

to a Cost.Recovery provision in proportion to their sewerage
treatment facility.

Sincerely,
;{7;244§h1;g:2%7jzé%%4gz
Mi

ton R. Miller
Mayor

MM/ jk
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QUAKER

The Quaker Oats Company PO Box 1848, Cedar Rapvis I3 52406 1317 362 121

October 31, 1978

Mr. Alan Brown.

Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Re: Cedar Rapids Waste Water Treatment Plant
Dear Mr. Brown:

We have reviewed a copy of the "Preliminary Compilation of
Possible Study Alternatives, Industrial Cost Recovery Study"
distributed at the EPA public hearing in Kansas City on
October 18, 1978.

As you probably know, a new 42 million gallon per day waste
water treatment facility is being built in Cedar Rapids. The

startup design flow for this plant is presently estimated at
338,000t gpd.

It is our recommendation that Alternative II be adopted. Two
disadvantages are listed for it: 1) Reduce revenue to the
Federal Government; 2) May encourage development of excess
capacity, lacking other controls. According to the ICR questions
raised by Congressman Robberts (Congressional Record - House,
December 15, 1977), the total ICR revenues will amount to only
25%% of that estimated in 1972. With regard to the second
disadvantage, it doesn't seem a$ if industries subject to the
EPA payback have much to say on the size of a waste treatment
.plant - this is a decision of the public owner.

- Very truly yours,

[

R.B. Stimple
RBS:ck . Manager

-~ Yo

. ) - s
- f e e e o .

Water Pollution Control Plant



Industrial Cost Recover Public Meeting
Region VIII
Quality Inn
Denver, Colorado

10 AM October 19, 1978

EPA - Harvey Hormberg, VIII, Director, Office of Grants
Jerry Burke, VIII, UC/ICR Specialist
John Pai, EPA Washington

C&L - Allan D. Brown
Edward J. Donahue III

23 Attendees:

Dennis T. Cafaro, Mgr., Wastewater Division,
811 E. Las Vegas, ‘Colorado Springs, Colorado

William E. Korbitz, Manager Metro Denver Sewage
District, 6450 York Street, Denver, Colorado 80229

Moe Tabatabai, Chief, Operation Engr., Wastewater
Management Division

John P. Hurst, Environmental Engineer, 310 Capitol Life
Center, Denver, Colorado. Hdq. Engineers

J. Thomas Adams, Operations Consultant, McCall,
Ellingson & Morrill, Inec., 1721 High Street

Richard 0. Davis, Mgr., Envirommental Engrg. Department,
M&I, Inc., Consulting Engineers, 4k701 S. College Ave., Fort
Collins, Colorado

Tommy O'Brien, Sellands & Grigg, Inc., Engineer for
Sellands & Grigg, Lakewood Colorado 80215

Errol K. Stevens, Wastewater Management, 3840-6 York,
Denver, Colorado

Robert J. Madden, Chief, Government Affairs, County and
City of Denver, Wastewater Management Division, 3840 York Street,
Denver, Colorado 80205

Bob Kocarha, Operations Specialist, Camp, Dresser &
McKee, 1660 S. Albion St., Denver, Colorado 80222

James F. Dunn, Sanitary Engineer, EPA.
Dallas K. Stephens, Assistant to Utilities Director,

Englewood Utilities Department, 3400 S. East Street, Englewood,
Colorado 80110 °



George D. Sellards, Sellard & Grigg, Inc., 8745 W. 14th
Avenue, Lakewood, Colorado

Robert Greaney, Project manager Del-Mont Consultants,
Inc., P.0. Box 486, Montrose, Colorado 81401

Dick Johnson, Metro Denver Sewage Disposal District,
6450, York St., Denver, Colorado

Jonathan Downing, Laboratory Director, City of Colorado
Springs, 18 S. Nevada Avenue, Colorado Springs, Colorado 80947

Robert L. Arnold, City of Westminster, 8777 W. 88th
Avenue

Dan Uhl, Sanitary Engineer, City of Rapid City, 22 Main
Street, Rapid City, So. Dakota, 57701

Paul E. Williamson, Senior Public Health Engineer,
Colorado State Health Department, WOC, 79 Julian St., Denver,
Colorado 80219

Frank Orthmeyer, Director Public Works, City of Grand
Forks, North Dakota

Richard Zajac, Administrative Assistant, Pueblo Publie
Works Department, 211 "E" D Street, Pueblo, Colorado 81004

Bruce Smith, Administrative Assistant, Pueblo Publiec
Works, 211 "E" D Street, Pueblo, 81003

Fred A. Nagel, Assistant Director, Operations, Denver
Wastewater Management, 3480-G York Street, Denver, Colorado 80205

Complete presentations of
. Purpose of study
. Project scope and methodology
. Findings, conclusions and possible alternatives

Statement presented by

William E. Korbity, Manager,
Metor Denver Sewage District
Eliminate ICR
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October 31, 1978

-

Mr. John Pai
Project Officer (WH-547)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Mr, Pai:

In addition to the statement which I presented at the October
19, 1978, public meeting on the Industrial Cost Recovery study,
I submit herewith comments which I respectfully request be
included in the public meeting comments to be considered by
the consulting engineer, EPA and Congress.

The main concern I have about the industrial cost recovery
requircments of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act is
the complete lack of benefits to the environment or the
American pecple from the industrial cost recovery system.
The lack of benefits of the industrial cost recovery system
together with a sizable cost, estimated at no less than
$400 million annually, make it obvious that such industrial
cost recovery provisions should be eliminated from the fed-
eral law. The question of benefits of industrial cost re=-
covery requirements must be addressed in the ICR study.

The October 4, 1978, Preliminary Compilation of Possible
Alternatives identifies celimination of industrial cost re-
covery revenues as a disadvantage to be realized from
termination of the ICR rcquirements. If raising revenue
from certain industries is a goal of the ICR system, I
suggest that a significantly more efficient system would
be collection of moneys through the Internal Revenue Ser-
vice on a productioiriunit hasis or some other system. If
one of the goals of industrianl cost recovery is to raise
money, the present tax system would appear to he much
more cfficient for this purpose.



Another concern expressed in the October 4, 1978, draft is
that elimination of industrial cost recovery will lead to
building oversized treatment works. The present rules for
201 facility planning are strict on residential and commer-
cial wastewater flow projections, and it would seem that
relatively little additional work would be required to bring
about good estimates of industrial flow. It then would be
easy to require reserved capacity agreements from industry
where the proportion of industrial flows to other flows is
high. Inasmuch as 201 facility plans must include estimates
of industrial flows in any event, this would be a relatively
small additional burden. I do not believe that industrial
cost recovery would be a proper way to limit the size of
treatment works.

The ICR study information indicates that the costs for col-
lecting industrial cost recovery charges are extremely high,
probably not less than 40 percent of the amount of revenue
collected. I believe this cost of collection of revenues

is intolerable. In addition, the stated estimated costs of
$20,000 per grantee per year for industrial cost recovery
collection does not apply to agencies such as the Metro Den-
ver Sewage Disposal District. The Metro Denver District as.
a regional agency has no direct contact with industries, but
would collect industrial cost recovery revenues through its
21 member municipalities. It is obvious that the costs of
monitoring, billing, accounting and general administration
would be double because information required of the member
municipalities must flow from industries to municipalities
and then to the Metro District. It is obvious that the ad-
ministrative and monitoring costs by member municipalities,
the Metro District or similar regional agency as well as
federal government are completely unreasonable as compared
to the small amount of industrial cost recovery revenue
generated.,

In the matter of water conservation, there would appear to
be no relationship betwuen industrial cost recovery and
water conservation. If one of the reasons for industrial
cost recovery is watcr conservation, I submit that in many
arcas of the country such as the metropolitan Denver area
where less than 10 percent of wastewater f{lows come from
industry, the water consexvation brought about by industrial
cost recovery would be virtually meaningless. I submit that
some reasonable water conservation program would be much
superior to any industrial cost rccovery provisions.



In the matter of industries being connected to publicly owned
treatment works receiving an advantage over other industries,
I point to historical fact that over the years industries
have subsidized local government in the form of ad valorem
tax base and jobs to help the economy of local government.

It should be kept in mind that the economic advantage given
to local government by industries would far exceed any
economic advantage given to industries connected to POTW's
with or without industrial cost recovery.

In summary, Congress should realize that the industrial cost
recovery system is extremely costly with no benefits to so-
ciety or the environment. The requirements of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act concerning user charges, pre-
treatment and toxic wastes, together with the 201 facility
plan requirements have significant impact on industries con-
nected to publicly owned treatment works. The industrial
cost recovery provisions add little or nothing to these re-
quirements. It is my suggestion that Congress eliminate all
industrial cost recovery requirements; require 201 facility
plans to justify any high industrial flows or reduce capacity
of treatment funded; and where necessary require ten year
connector agreements for reserved capacities between publicly
owned treatment works management and industries.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these additional
comments to be considered in the industrial cost recovery

study report.
Yours very truly,
: < (9 _/\
William E. Korbit:z
Manager

cc: Alan Brown, Coopers & Lybrand//
Ron Linton, AMSA
Chairman Don F. Allard

WEK/3



CITY OF GRAND FORKS

BOX 1618
GRAND PORKS, NORTH DAKOTA 58201

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS (701) %8103
October 20, 1978

Cooper & Lybrand
1800 M Strcet NW
Washington, DC 20036

Attention: E. Donahue A. Brown
Gentlemen:

Enclosed, please find my written statement to be entered into the
record of the regional public hearing on the Industrial Cost
Recovery Study which was held in Denver on October 19, 1978.

I feel the hearing was well worth the time and effort and your
firm should be complemented on the way it presented the information.

Yours very truly,
4

A 77
s oy
L e.{./v"

[ &L
{ Frank B. Orthmeyér
Director of Public Works

£
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My name is Frank B. Orthmeyer, Director of Public Works for the City of
Grand Forks, North Dakota, a city of 42,000 pooulation with two industries.
It is a privilege to have an opportunity to express my view on this

matter.

I have been in municipal engineering work for almost 30 years, and before
PL 92-500 was passed, industry did about anything they pleased when it
came to sewage treatment. Practically all industries were either heavily
subsidized by the cities or dumped partial or non-treated sewage into
the river streams. .It was impossible to get %nformation from them and
impossible to get their cooperation on obtaining factual test information
for a wastewater plant design.
Since PL 92-500 industry has been put on notice that Uncle Sam means business
and 1f PL 92-500 has done nothing else, industFy now sits down across the
table and puts their best effort into front-end planning so that better
engineered facilities are being planned and constructed. We are getting
engineered industrial parameters to work with.
So before we kiil the Industrial Cost Recovery lets look at the benefits:
1. Industry 1s encouraged to participate in front end planning.

2. 1Industry is getting a non interest loan for their share of the
treatment facility.

3. Industrial Cost Recovery takes part of the decision of an industrial
subsidy out of the local politicians hands.

4. If the local cost is not compensated with the 10%Z non refundable,
lets raise the non refundable to 207%.

Industry has been picking away at PL 92-500 since its incepntion, and I think

the law especially in the Industrial Cost Recovery section needs more flexi-
bility, but let's not lose what we've gained.

Thank yoy, PR -
yy ) ’ - /,. : .
//,’ ,'2{{‘%{/‘/,/_;{{(/)

S
7




Industrial Cost Recovery Public Meeting
Region IX
United States Environmental Protection Agency
215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, California

10 AM October 23, 1978

EPA - Frank Covington - Director,' IX Water Programs Division
John Randolph - IX, UC/ICR Specialist
John Pai - EPA Washington

C&L - Alan D. Brown
Edward J. Donahue III

16 Attendees:

Jack Barron, 636 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, 94102,
California, representing City and County of San Francisco

Ed Barry, 9660 Ecology Lane, Sacramento, California
95827, representing WOD - Sacramento County

Robert D. Bottel, Drawer J, Stockton, California, 95201,
representing Tillie Lewis Foods

C. W. Caron, 555 Capital Mall, Sacramento, California,
98514, representing Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Company.

John Damas, Sr., P.0. Box 24055, Oakland, California,
94623, representing EB Mud, SD 401

W.S. Hyde, 9660 Ecology Lane, Sacramento, California,
95827, representing County of Sacramento, Department of Publie
Works.

Christopher W. Jens, 450 N. Wiget Lane, Walnut Creek,
California, 94598, representing John Carollo Engineer

Jocelyn Kempe, 575 Market Street, San Francisco,
California 94105, representing Chevron Chemical Company.

Barry M. Landa, P.O. Box 8345, Stockton, California,
95209, representing Del Monte Corporation

N Joseph A. Maldari, One Post Street, San Francisco,
California, 94104, representing Foremost-McKesson, Inc.

L. J. Naua, 1 Post Street, San Francisco, California,
94104, representing Foremost Foods Company



Norman A. Olson, 1950 Sixth Street, Berkeley,
California, 94710, representing National Food Processors
Association

Bob Parod, P.0. 3327, Modesto, California 95353,
representing Tri/Valley Grocers

Nicholas s. Patemon, P.0. Box 4557, Haywood, California
95440, representing Hunt-Wesson Foods

Lloyd Sawchuk, <2130 Adeline Street., Oakland,
California, 94623, representing East Bay MUD

H. E. Stone, P.0. Box 3575, San Francisco, California,
94119, representing Canners League California

Complete Coopers & Lybrand presentations made, including all ICR
alternatives .
Statement by

William Hyde, Water Quality Division,

Dept. of Public Works, Sacramento

Abolish ICR

7 PM October 23, 1978 -
1 Addendee:

Eugene Boone, P.0. #3111, Zip Code 95353, representing
John Inglis Company

Complete Coopeﬁs & Lybrand Presentations on methodology and
findings. Much discussion on alternatives.

No official statement. Comments from attendee opposed ICR.

10 AM October 24, 1978
3 Attendees:

R. Lim, 3601 S. Santa Fe Avenue, Vernon, California
90058, representing Glass Containers Corporation

Donald P. Perrin, 2014, T Street, Sacramento,
California, 95814, representig JWR&B



F. M. Verlander, 1501 N Broadway, Waltnut Creek,
California 94596, representing Brown & Caldwell, Consulting
Engineers.

Informal discussion of study methodology, findings and
alternatives.

No official statements. Comments from one attendee opposed ICR.



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

BUREAU OF SANITARY - 636 VAN NESS AVENUE
ENGINEERING SAN FRANCISCO
INDUSTRIAL WASTE DIVISION October 31, 1978 CALIFORNIA 94102

-

Mr. John Pai (WH-=547)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
401 "M" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Mr. Pai:

The following comments pertain to the preliminary Industrial

Cost Recovery (ICR) study results that were presented by EPA
Consultants, Coopers and Lybrand at a meeting held in San Francisco
on October 23, 1978. We concur with the preliminary study
alternate which would abolish the ICR Program. We agree with

the advantages listed as a partial list, and disagree with the.
list of disadvantages. Further advantages to abolishing the

ICR Program are as follows:

1. This action would encourage industry to utilize
the publicly owned treatment facilities (POTW)
for the removal of conventional pollutants.

2. This action would eliminate discrimination
against those industries which do not have
sufficient space to provide pretreatment of
facilities for the removal of conventional
pollutants. Such removal of conventional
pollutants may be desirable to the industry
in order to lower or eliminate ICR costs.

3. This action would encourage industries to remain
in the POTW service area and to pay its fair
share of the costs of operating and maintaining
the sewerage system. Therefore, the increased
cost burden, because of industrial relocations,
witll not be placed on residential and commercial
users. o

The disadvantages of eliminating ICR expressed in the prelim-
inary compiliation - the loss of control over the design
capacity of POTW's and -~ the loss of revenue to the Federal
Government are not valid for the following reasons:



Mr. John Pai (WH-547)
October 31, '1978
Page 2

1. ICR should not be the method used in an attempt
to control the capacity of a POTW. Any controls
on excess capacity of new construction should be
accomplished in the Federal and State review pro-
cess for grant eligibil'ity.  The State of California,
for example, has developed such a method of reviewing

and regulating the grant fundable design capacity of
POTW's. :

2. The total lost revenue to the Federal Government
would amount to a maximum of $1 billion collected
over 30 years. This is an insignificant amount
compared with the Federal Budget.

In conclusion we believe that because there are many dis-

advantages to continuing the present ICR Program; the
ICR Program should be abolished.

Very truly yours,

Jrnes

/Jeffrey Lee
? Acting Director
//bepartment of Public Works

- (’)

Mr. John Randolf

Water Division

215 Fremont Street

U.S. EPA, Region IX

San Francisco, CA 94105



(!iEg) SAFEWAY STORES, INCORPORATED

425 Madison Street, Oakland, California 94660

Industrial Design and Construction Department October 30 ’ 1978

-

Mr. John Pai - El1l45 WH 547

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Municipal Wastewater Treatment Works
Construction Grants Program

401 M St. S.W.

Washington D.C. 20460

SUBJECT: Statement Concerning Industrial Cost Recovery,
Public Meeting, EPA Region 10, Seattle,
Washington, October 25, 1978

Gentlemen:

We believe that Industrial Cost Recovery (ICR) should be abolished.
Alternative 12 of the study appears to be a rational approach, but
with some precautions. This alternative provides that industry
would pay a proportionate share of the non-grant portion of the
capital cost rather than upon the grant portion. It further provides
that this share be recovered through user charges (UC). Unfortu-
nately, considerable inequity can result depending upon the method
of calculating UC. The following comments explain this position.

It should be cheaper to treat conventional pollutants on a large
scale at a publically owned treatment works (POTW) than on a small
scale at a number of industrial sites. This concept is widely
accepted and its cost-effectiveness is in the public interest.
However, our experience with UC has been a costly one in which
these charges exceed the cost of self treatment or at best equal
this cost. Addition of ICR to UC compounds the problem.

To justify a charge for capital cost requires a review of UC, since
there are frequently many inequities committed in its calculation.
For example: a grant-funded 10 mgd plant is currently operating

at less than 5 mgd. At least 75% of the O&M cost is directly
related to capital inuestment and at the 10 mgd level. The company
is charged a proportiaonate share of O&M based upon a 10 mgd
investment.



Mr. John Pai - El1145 WH 547 October 30, 1978

Another example of an excessive UC charge has resulted because the
POTW was not a cost-effective design. The POTW was built to
evaluate physical/chemical treatment. The resulting UC far exceeds
the cost of self-treatment. Rather than enter the sewage treatment
field, the company has-continued to pay the excessive charges.

To summarize our observations:

l. ICR is not justified.

2. Collection of a proportionate share of non grant
funding may be justified but should require
review of UC.

3. The total charges for sewage treatment of
conventional pollutants should be less for POTW's
than for self-treatment.

Very truly yours,

SAFEWAY STORES, INCORPORATED

LLJQCdawakiﬂmaﬁ

A. R. Van Kleeck

Sr. Environmental Engineer
INDUSTRIAL DESIGN AND
CONSTRUCTION DEPARTMENT

ARV:pp

cc: C. P. Pond
B. Rosner .
R. J. Lindquist
R. A. George
R. H. Kaufman
D. E. Hennigh

for G. E. Ribary
+ J. D. Clark

H. O. Davis
G. B. Skinner
B. S. Thornton

cc: Alan D. Brown
Coopers & Lybrand

Washington, D.C.
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October 30, 1978

Mr. John Pai (WH547)

Municipal Construction Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
401 "M" Street, SW

Washington, UL 20460

Subject: ICR Study Comments

Dear Mr, Pai:

It is our understanding that the legislative intent of ICR was to achieve
industrial equity, capacity control, and conservation. We have reviewed
the preliminary listing of possible study alternatives to ICR dated October
10, 1978, and recommend that ICR be abolished.

Based upon our knowledge of our interception, treatment and disposal system,
none of the remaining 15 alternatives would insure equity, capacity control
and conservation in our service area. In many instances the alternatives
would create greater inequities and increase ICR program development and

administration costs.

We believe that the following are examples of how ICR alternatives will
continue to fail to achieve the objective of "equalizing" costs or achieving
"equity".

- Alternatives 2, 3, 5, & 6 require a knowledge of industrial contributions
which may not now exist at many POTW's. Industry surveys will be required
under new pretreatment regulations for a limited number of municipalities.
Therefore, in many areas, industrial dischargers will not be identified
and even if identified under pretreatment rules, will probably be limited
to only those industries discharging toxic substances.

- Alternatives 6, 7, 8, 9, & 10 would establish ICR rates based upon
factors other than industrial capacity of the facilities constructed.

L

- Alternatives 2, 3, 5,7, 8,9, 10, 14, 15, & 16 would result in varying
increases for development and/or administration.

\\‘ L - I N T U, NEYNIT IO sy Lruygaet
%\ . A WAt T i AN USRS arYNETe ST



Mr. John Pai -2- October 30, 1978

- Alternatives 2, 3, & 5 would change the basis of grant funding of future -
facilities from that of previous and current projects.

The ICR study alternatives will not result in capacity control and conservation.
Again, we recommend that ICR be abolished. Should you have any questions on
this matter, please contact Mr. Joseph Damas, Wastewater Control Supervisor,
at (415) 465-3700, extension 120. .

Very truly yours,

et
. B » MANAGER,
Water Pollution Control Department

EER:nc

cc: Coopers & Lybrand, Alan D. Brown
EPA, Region IX, John Randolph, Water Division
Assoc. of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies
California Assoc. of Sewerage Agencies



John Inglis Frozen Foods Compan y

Cable JIFECO, Modesto, CA, US.A. - Phone 209-524-5521 - Teletype 510-761-4414

P O. Box 3111 - Modesto, California 95353

October 26, 1978

Mr. John T, Pai
Huniecipal Construction Division

L1Y

United States Fnviroumental Protection Agency i' A e .
~n & Ao L N Bep v TN
491 """ Street S, W P bk ‘ C A
. Wl e T S ne " &
Yashington, b, C. 20460 Enqu-xu =k

Dear b, Pai:

Let we talie this opportunity of thanking.you for putting on the
presentation re the ICR program at the San Francisco hearing last
tionday, October 23, 1978,

As [ told yoir at the meeting, our company is deeply involved in
paying for having waste treated by municipal sewage plants in eight
west coast cilivs. Anything that would cause the already high cost
to go up creates 4 real problem for us.

I understans that the moratorium on the ICR is scheduled to be
Lifted on July 1, 1979 which would expose us to possible penalties,
You have suggested sixteen alternatives to the ICR program. The only
one that secms to me to be cost effective is Number 1 which calls
for the abolislment of the ICR, The second best possibility seems
to be your Number 12 which calls for the abolishment of the ICR
and vequires that the locals share (12%%) the project cost to be
reccovered thiough users charges.

The President, in his speech of last Tuesday, is asking everyone
to help him arrest the vunavay inflation rates. 1If industry cost
recovery chargers are assessed to food plants such as ours, we will be
lorced to raise our prices in order to pass our costs along to the
consumer, This secms to nie to be counter-productive to what the
Fresident is trywing to achieve to hold down prices to break the
in{lation spiral, Lastly; I would suggest that the EPA glve strong
consideration to relaxing their approach to some of the environmental
problens such as purifying the water in order to assist in holding down
inflation. Our industry is not against the EPA program in any way but
we are trying, Lo make it practical and cost possible rather than
idealistie.

I wonld like these comnents added to the comments you received from
inrustry generally on the TCR program,

Very truly yours,

John Inglis Frozen Foods Company

Fugeye Baone, Viecna rhas -« o

ARSI ¢
] e :"ar
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Industrial Cost Recovery Public Meeting
Region X
Federal Building
Seattle, Washington

10 AM October 25, 1978

EPA - Bob Kussman, X, Wastewater Operations Branch
Christine Noah-Nichols, X, UC/ICR specialist
John Pai - EPA Washington

C&L - Alan D. Brown
Edward J. Donahue III

28 Attendees:
Bruce Brown, P-I

John J. Béhn, Nalley's Fine Foods, 3303 S. 35th St.,
Tacoma, Washington 98411

Jerry Clarke, Safeway Milk Department
H.0. Davis, Safeway Stores, Inec.
James M. Davis, John, Fluke Mfg. Co., Inc.

William T. Dehn, CH2M Hill, 1500 -~ 114th St. S.E.,
Bellevue, Washington 98004

Howard Donelson, Boeing

Jim Downing, Ch2M Hill, 1500-114th Ave. S.W., Bellevue,
Washington 98004

Howard Edde, Howard Edde, Inc., Bellevue, Washington
Tony Harber, Brown & Caldwell

Douglas A. Hilderbrand, Municipality of Metropolitan
Seattle, 821 Second Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98104

George Houck, Washington State Department of Ecology,
Olympia, Washington 98504

Travis Keller, Overall Laundry Services

A. R. Van Kleedk, Sr. Environmental Engr., Design &
construction Department, Safeway Stores, Inc., 425 Madison St.,
Oakland, California 94660

Gary Krahmer, Unified Sewage Agency, Hillsboro, Oregon



Stanton LeSieur, Unified Sewage Agency, Hillsboro,
Oregon

Charles F. Liebert, Unified Sewage Agency, Hillsboro,
Oregon

Robert McGuire, Agripac Inec., P.0. Box 5346, Salem,
Oregon 97304

Bob Meyers, Olympia Brewing Co., Box 947, Olympia,
Washington 98507 -

Elwood W. Ott, Seattle Engr. Dept., Room 910 Municipal
Bldg., Seattle, Washington 98104 Tel. 206-625-2354

Larry L. Petersen, Metro, 410 W. Harrison, Seattle,
Washington 98119

Mike Price, City of Tacoma Sewer Utility
Judy Riley, Metro

Bill Schow, Magic Valley Foods, Inec., P.0. Box 475,
Rupert, Idaho 83350

W. T. Sparke, Gordner Engineers, Inc., 3rd & Cherrt,
Seattle, Washington 93103

John d. Thomas, Metro Wastewater Management Commission,
P.S.B., 125 Eighth Ave., Euguene, Oregon 97401

Bill Wittom, Mayor Rupert, Idaho 83350

Gary C. Young, P.E., City Engineer, City of Twin Falls,
P.0. Box 1907, Twin Falls, Idaho 83301

Complete presentations of
Purpose of study
Project scope and methodology
Findings, conclusions and possible alternatives

Statements presented by:

Bill Schow, Magic Valley Foods Inec.
Opposed ICR. Supported #9 too - tax credit for ICR
Payments.
Bill Whittom, Mayor, City of Rupert, ID
Need industry TA POTW - do not drive them to self-
treatment
Mike Price, Chief, Sewer Utility Div., Dept. of Public Works,
Tacoma, WA
Opposed to ICR. Supported #12 - recover local Share
through proportionate user charges.



John Bonn, Nalley's Fine Foods, Tacoma, WA

Opposed to ICR. User Charge has quadrupled.
Robert Maguire, Agripac Inec. Salem, OR

Opposed to ICR. Supported #8 - circuit breaker.
George Houck, Dept. of Ecology, VA

Continue ICR, with administrative improvements
Gary Young, City Engineer, Twin Falls, Idaho

ICR has benefited the city.
Tony Harber, Consulting Engineer, Brown & Caldwell

Believes industry can estimate future POTW usage.
W. T. Sparke, Gardner.Engineers, Seattle, WA

Supported #12 - abolish ICR and recover local share

through proportionate user charges.

Written statements received from:

Unified Sewage Agency of Washinton County, Hillsboro, OR 97123
Opposed to ICR

Electro Scientific Industries Ine., Portland, OR 97229
Opposed to ICR

Hally's Foods, Hillsboro, OR 97123
Opposed to ICR
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POST OFFICE BOX 947 . OLYMPIA, WASHINGTON 98507 - 206/754 -5000

Octobner 27, 1978

Mr. Alan D. Brown
Coopers & Lybrand

1800 "M" Street, NW
Washington, D. C., 20036

Subject: ICR Review Study
Dear Mr. Brown: '

After attending your public hearing for Region 10 in Seattle
on 25 October, I would like to offer some thoughts on ICR and your
current study.

First, picking alternatives from your list of sixteen, obvious-
ly No. 1 has the maximum positive impact on our financial health. Al-
ternate No. 11 is also viable. Alternate 12, while outwardly attractive,
would eliminate such practices as existed in Washington State whereby
15% of the local share was state funded without ICR. All other alternates
have varying degrees of negative impact; most, in fact, more severe than
the existing No. 15.

As food for thought, a couple of additional alternates might be
considered: i

1. Reduce ICR to 50% level with all monies to be retained in the local
community under the existing ground rules.

Softens impact on 1ndustry by 50%.
. Reduces effect of "double taxation".
Keeps money in user's local community.
Provides local funds for future replacements.
. Maintains method of federal funding of
~feplacement cost.
Encourages local POTW to treat industrial waste.
g. Reduces many of the problems currently ascribed
to ICR.

Advantages:

(12 o Vi o I @ i o]

n

Disadvantages: a. Reduces cash flow to federal government.

BREWERS OF BEER A LIGHT REFRESHMENT BEVERAGE OF MILLIONS OF TEMPERATE PEOPLE



Mr. Alan D. Brown -2- October 27, 1978

2. -Completely revise funding for waste water treatment plants. One meth-
od would be the establishment of a program similar to that used to pay
for the Interstate Highway System. Under such a plan, all users, be
they private, commercial or industrial, would pay into the federal trust
fund based on usage. New plant construction would then be paid out
of the fund. Administration would be relatively simple because it could
be set up to be paid by POTW's'on incoming flows. POTW's, in turn,
would pass the charges through to their customers. Customers sending
waste to a plant requiring special handling such as high BOD, suspend-
ed solids, or whatever, could be billed incremently for levels above
residential or community averages. The advantages are numerous:

It is relatively simple.
All users would pay based on usage
Charges would be uniform nationwide.
Treatment plant unit cost per gallon treated would
not be a factor in funding. Thus, large users
of small plantswould not be penalized, nor would
small cities, nor would cities 1n high labor cost areas.
e. [t removes the program from the general fund and puts
the cost on users. If some "social value" is per-
ceived in the program, general fund monijes could
be added thus reducing the user charge.
f. Large users requiring special facilities would pay the
direct cost of the extra or special facility.
g. There would be an increase in cash flow to the treasury.
This could perhaps be rebated in the form of a tax cut.
h. It would encourage large user conservation thru a
direct reduction in cost.
i. By making cost uniform and fair, it would encourage
large user connections to POTW's.

Q0w

Among general comments is that the use of the word ‘revenue’ in
"disadvantages" has a mildly negative connotation. What you are referring
tc: 1s a return of loaned funds to the federal government that were collected
from primary tax sources. While it represents an economic gain or loss to
the government, it should not be considered as a source of revenue. It is
not a tax.

Finally, your summation seems to show a concern about industrial
participation 1n design phdses. This has not been a problem for our local
facility. We have been involved with all aspects of the concept and design
phases that impact on our firm. I would guess, however, that industrial
participation would tend to be inversely proportional to community size and
POTW size.

Ovwympia BrRewinGg Company
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Obviously, there are numerous approaches to the problem. It is at
least worthwhile that the shortcomings in the present approach are realized
and an attempt is being made to simplify the program and to lessen the bur-
den on one specific group of taxpayets.

«

6675 very truly
Robert I. Meyers u.z
er

Asst. Plant Engine

RIM:mcc

cc: Mr. John Pai
M.S. WY547
U. 5. Environmental Protection Agency
401 "M" Street, SW
Washington D. C.,, 20460

Owrmpeia BrRewing Company
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LAUNDRY
SERVICES

OCTOBER 27, 1978

MR, ALAN D. BROWN
COOPERS & LYBRAND

1800 M. STREET N.W.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 *

DEAR MR BBROWMEL:

AT THE OCTOBER 25, 1978 PUBLItL MEETING MHELD IN SEATTLE TO ACCEPT
LOMMENTS ON THE TCR PROGRAM YOU INDICATED' THAT LETTERS REGARDING THAT
PROGRAM COULLD BE SENT TO YOU.

I A A PAPTNER IN AND MAMNAGER OF OVIIRALL LAIDRY SEPVICES. OUP
bIPM OPERATES A PLANT 1} TACOMA, WASH, AND Oup HFADQUARTERS PILANT IN
SLATTLE, WASH. WVE EMPIOY ABOUT 250 PEOPIE AMD USE ABOUT 170,000 GALLONS .
OF WATEP DAILY IN SEATTLE AMND 62,000 GALLONS PER DAY IM TALOMA. WE
HAVE REFEN MFETING WUTH SEATTLE MFTRO OFFICIALS ROP SCVEPALL YEARS ON
THE VHOLE SURJELT OF WASTE WATER. THE FOLLOWIMG COMMEMTS ARE BASED
(M CANSTDEPATIXNS AT OUR SFATTLE PLAMT ONLY., | CAMNOT VICW THE (1) ICr
PROGRAM SEPERATELY FROM THE (2) FROGPAM THAT SFTS UP THF (HAPGES WF PAY
FOP DISCHAPGING NUR WASTE WATFR TO THE MFIPO SEWER SYSTFM, AL S0 M-
CHUDED TN OUP THINKIMG 1S THFE APPARFHT RFOUIRFMENT WE FACF TO PUT IN
SUME (3) PRE-TREATMENT FQUIPMENT [0 TREAT OUR WASTE WATFP FOR THE FUTURE,
IT APPFARS VIE WILL BE OUT OF COMPLIANCE ON GRFASE AND OI1 AND POSSIBLY
SOMF HEAVY METALS,

THESE THPEE. FACLTORS TOGETHER REPRESFNT A TREMENDOUS F INANCIAL
COMATTMENT FOR US AMND CREATE A GREAT MANY DIFFICULT PROBLEMS.

OVP SEATTUE PEANT IS 1 A SHPIES OF OLICR BUTLDTHGS (O | PYFTED
CEOLENY SPALE . FOP US 1O INSTALL PRETREATMEMT EOUIPMEMT WILL THVOLVE
SURSTANTTAL BUTLDING RENOVATION AND PROPABLY i CESSITATE OUR USTHG WHAT
LITTLE "OTE I7RGY LAND WE HAVE AVATLABLE TO s, (THE (OST OF |AND
NEAR U5 15 ABOUT $S7,S0 PEP S. FI). A CONSERVATIVE ESTIMATE OF (OSTS
TO BUY AND TMSTALL THE EQUIPMENT 1S $2')Il,llf)ﬂ. BASED ON €.0OSTS EAPERIENCED
BY STMELAR INGUSTRIAL LAUNDRILS ACROSS THE 11,4, OUR AMHUAL (8 FPATING
COSTS VO BE APPROXIMATELY $80,000,

WOOCUPRERTEY DAY ALHARGE FOR HIGH STPUHCTH DISCHAPRGE ¢ $675, 90
CEOR Q71378 TO I0/13/78),  THIS 1S IN ADDITION TO QUR SFYWER 01t ING OF
S2385 FOR THE SAME PERIOD. 1 HAVE WO REAL TDEA WHAT THF [ob (VARCE - HAY
CAITUALLY MYRRIT.TO.

222 YALE AVENUE NORTH - SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98109 - 682-6666



PACE 2

THE SOIL WE PUT INTO QUP. WASTEWATER IS WASHED OUT OF WOPKE CLOTHING
VIOPN BY THOUSAHDS OF THDEIVIDUALS EMPLOYED BY PUGET SOWUAD BUS U iFSSES,
OUR TNCLREASEDN COSTS MUST BE PASSED ON TO THFSE BUSIMESS. IF OUR COSTS
BECOM T TOO HIGH THESE BUSINESSES HAVE THE OPTION OF REQUIRILY. THEIP
EMPLOYEES TO WASH THEI™ GARPENTS AT HOME, OR ALTEPNATIVELY O PUTTIMG
IM THETIR OWN CAPTIVE LAUNDRY. THIS WOULD RESULT IN THE SAME TOTAL
LOADING OF CONTAMINANTS BEING PLACED O THE INETRO TPEATMENT PLANTS,
VITHOUT ANY USER CHARGES OR ICR CHARGES BEING REQUIRED.

OUR (OMPANY UN'DERSTANDS AND ACCEPTS THF NATIOMAL AMD IOCAI COMMIT-
MEHT TO CLEAMER WATER. FROM OUR ANALYSIS ARD DISCUSSTON VITH GTHERS 1T
SEFMS EVIDENT HOWEVEP THAT THE MOST EFFIUIENMT AND LOGICAL APPROALIH TO
CLEANTHG UP COMTAMINATED WASTE WATER 1S TO 10O IT THROUGH LAPCE PUBLIC -
ALLY OWHED AND OPURATED TREATMEMT PLANTS, THAT APE SOPHISTICATEN ENOUGH
TO HAIDLF THE ENTIRC CLFAN UP PPOLESS.

1. 1T WILL LOST US MORE TO TRY 10 TPRIZAT VASTE VWATER THML [T LOULD
MCTRO.

2. IF OUR LOSTS GET TOO HIGH QUR CUSTONITPS HAVE Al TEPMATTVES THAT
VCULD PESULT IN THFE SAMT TOTAL LOALING ON METPO, PUT (OMIHG FROM
HURIDREDS OF LVEN THOUSAMDS OF SNUCES AMD WOtD THEREFORE DE
UMCOMTROLLALLE .

=/
.

IF VE MIT PUT DN PRETREATMEHT COMHPELNT THLN AT SHOULD HOT
HAVE TO PAY A TCR CHARGE,  THAT <FEIYG TO MC TO L TRUE "LOUBLE
TAXATION™,

I LOH'T HAVE THE BACKGROWID TO REALLY UVIELLIGENTLY ((HCLUDE WHETHER
TCR IS apPPPOLPTIATE OR NOT BUT ThiZ PPOBLENS CPEATED FOP MAY (OMPANY AS VE
FACEL THE [THTIPF PAMGE OF WASTE WATER RLEGUIPEMENTS, ARE SFVERE.
THAMK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUMITY 10 MAKF THESE PFMADKC,

UG RELY YOURS,

o .
._./_z_ff_fﬁz_./_é_{é’-_ P

HWiVIS YEELL R

toav/er



Conmentor

National Assn.!of
Manufacturers

National Food
Processors Assn.

American Frozen Food
Institute

AMSA
City of Fall River,
Massachusetts

State of Vermont

Campbell Soup Co.

Penjerdel Corp

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED BY C&L ON DRAFT REPORT

COMMENTS ON EACH RECOMMENDATION

1.

Eliminate
ICR

Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

Agree

2.

EPA Pay
for less
capacity

Disagree

Neutral

Disagree

Disagree
not supposed

to address

growth control

Not Practical

Disagree

Disagree

Disagree

3. Debt Service

Thru User
Charge

Disagree

Disagree

Disagree

Most members

agree

Agree

Should be
optional

Disagree

Disagree

EXHIBIT V-1-10

LR

Trust Fund
for Re-
construction

f
Disagree

Limit to POTW, Eliminate
Collectors and Interceptors

Disagree
Disagree (political
problems)

Disagree (not practical)

Insufficient amount
Collected to be of value

Disagree

Disagree



NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS

RA A

RESOURCES & TECHNOLOGY DEPARTMENT

Energy
Environmental Affairs
Natural Resources -
Science & Technology

December 6, 1978

~

Mr. Edward J. Donahue IIT
Project Manager

Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M Street, N.w.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Donahue:

The Water Task Force of the NAM Environmental Quality Com-
mittee has reviewed a draft copy of the Summary Volume of the
Study's Industrial Cost Recovery report.

The Task Force believes that Recommendation #1 to eliminate
the Industrial Cost Recovery provisions of P.L. 92-500 has a
solid foundation from the standpoints of both factual basis and
logical conclusion. Both the assumptions on which Industrial
Cost Recovery was based and the manner in which it actually
operates, upon analysis justify the conclusion that it should be
eliminated.

On the other hand, Recommendations #2, 3, and 4 are in the
nature of speculative ideas without background in previous exper-
ience and without any basis for anticipating their impacts in
actual practice. We strongly urge that these recommendations
not be made by Coopers & Lybrand or by the U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. It has not been demonstrated that elimination
of ICR necessitates any other substitute measure.

Although the draft Executive Summary alludes to user charges, °
(UC), the Task Force, does not believe that the subject is ade-
quately considered. At page 4, it is stated that "the combined
impact of UC/ICR can be very significant." This statement is
made again at page 17.

At page 20, it is stated that "The combined impact of User

Charge (UC) and Industrial Cost Recovery (ICR) is greatest on
seasonal users for (for F€R), on industries paying for AWT (for

1776 F Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006 e Phone (202) 331-3700



Mr. Edward J. Donahue
December 6, 1978
Page 6

At page 24, it is stated that "the study data indicates that,
prior to adoption of UC/ICR systems, an average of 55% of grantee
waste water revenues came from the residential sector, with 45%
coming from the non-residential sector. Subsequent to adoption
of UC/ICR systems, this ratio was'reversed."

The Water Task Force believes that the rigid inflexible legis~
lative and regulatory requirements imposed in connection with user
charges have imposed substantial disparities and inequities through-
out the United States. EPA should explore this subject further and
make recommendations to the Congress for legislative changes that
would allow greater flexibility in user charge arrangements so long
as they were not clearly unsound.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments.
Sincerely,

Louis C. Gilde

Chairman -

Water Task Force

NAM Environmental Quality Committee

cc: John Pai, EPA



National Food Processors Association Agricultural and
F 1133 Twentioth Street N W, Washingtun, D G 20036 Environmental Atfairs

Telephone 202,331- 5900 ggxg‘{g'ccef%srgz;;'; P-
202/331-5967

Jack L Cooper
Director,

December §, 1978 Environmental Affairs
202/331-5968
Raymond F Altevogt, Ph D
Mr. Ed Donahue Assistant Director,
Coopers & Lybrand _ Agricultural Affairs

1800 M Street, N. W. - 202/331-5969

Washington, D. C. 20036 -

Regarding: Comments on the November 22, 1978 Draft Final Report of the
Industrial Cost Recovery Study, Vol. 1 - Executive Summary

Dear Mr. Donahue:

Thank you for Providing us with a copy of the above report. As requested
at the November 28 Advisory Group Meeting, we are pleased to provide you with
our written comments on it.

I. General Comments

A. EPA and Coopers and Lybrand

We commend the Agency staff and Coopers and Lybrand (C& L) personnel
for their open-mindedness and willingness to work with all interested parties in
the development of the report. The procedures followed were exemplary and
should be followed by the Agency in the development of all of its future reports
and regulations.

B. C&L Recommendations

1. We believe that the first recommendation is clearly supported by the
information collected by C&L and contained in the body of the report. However, we
believe that the other three recommendations are not supported by data and other
information obtained by C&L. Accordingly, we suggest that Recommendations 2,

3, and 4 be given less emphasis by not listing them as firm recommendations.
Rather, we suggest that if they are to be retained in the report they be listed in
an appendix as "Discussion Items for Congressional Consideration. "

Our suggestion is based on the fact that the focus of the study was not on how
Congress should establish parity, limit POTW capacity, force water conservation
practices on POTW users, oron how POTWs should be funded in the future. As
stated on page 1, Coopers & Lybrand was required to '"examine the efficiency of,
and the need for the industrial cost recovery (ICR) provision of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act.' The study C&L conducted clearly assesses the efficiency
of and need for ICR. Thus, C&L has a sound factual basis for making a recommenda-
tion on ICR. However, the C&L study did not address the issues to which
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.Recommendations 2, 3, and 4 respond. Consequently, we do not believe that the
report contains sufficient documentation to support Recommendations 2, 3, and 4.

2. We do not support the inclusion of C&L Recommendation No. 3 in the
report, even as an item for Congressional discussion for we do not believe that
funding of the local share should be subject to Federal regulation. Additionally,
this requirement is not needed to force industrial users to conserve water. As
stated in the C&L answer to Congressman Roberts' question No. 5, user charges
and water costs are sufficient to achieve this objective for industrial users. We
also believe that reduced water availability in many parts of the country plays a
significant role in forcing water conservation. We also point out that Recommenda-
tion No. 3 could create additional inequities. For example, industrial users could

be required to pay local debt service for sewers not used for transport of industrial
wastes from the plants to the POTW.

3. C&L Recommendation No. 4 has the potential of having a greater
economic impact on industrial users of POTWs than the current ICR program if the
amount of the charge is increased substantially. While the C&L proposal appears
reasonable, the possibility exists for different rates being set by Congress: for
residential and industrial users. Hence, we strongly suggest that this Recommenda-
tion be included only as a possible Discussion Item for Congressional Consideration.

Based on our members' experiences with local government, creation of
trust funds of this type frequently results in use of the collected fund for other
"temporary'" purposes and when actually needed for the intended purpose may be
unavailable. Furthermore, trust funds of this nature should not be created without
clearly identified purposes, total costs, and community endorsement of the project.

C& L. Recommendation No. 4 should also be modified to state that the charge
should not be implemented until a treatment program has been developed and a
maximum value for the fund established. The amount collected should not exceed
a certain percentage of this maximum value.

Also, C&L Recommendation No. 4 should be modified so that an industrial
user would be required only to pay that part of the fund which would be used to
replace or build new POTWs and sewers which are used to treat and transport that
plant's wastewaters. Sewers which serve only the residents of the area should not
be paid for by industry contributions to the fund. Existing industry also should not

be expected to pay for capacity or services which might be made available to
competitors.

-y -

C. Effect of combined UC, ICR, and local Debt Service on Industrial Users
should be stressed more heavily.

Throughout the report, the total effect of POTW wastewater treatment costs
on industrial users should be stressed more heavily. The back-up data to the report
clearly shows that seasonal industrial users of POTWs are paying more for waste=

water treatment than self-treaters. This total cost effect should receive greater
emphasis in the report.
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D. Removal of ICR is only one way the high cost of seasonal industrial
use of POTWs can be ameliorated.

We suggest that C&L discuss in the final report other methods, in addition
to abolishment of ICR, for reducing the cost of industrial user of POTWs to restore
the Congressional intent of encouraging dischargers of conventional pollutants to
use POTWs., These other methods could include suggestions for modifying the
existing operation and maintenance requirement.

E. We believe that the major reason Congress_included ICR in PL 92-500
is that it did not want to subsidize industrial use of POTWs.

We believe that the report should point out more clearly that industry has
been and would be paying its fair share without ICR, as implied in the second
underscored statement on page 24.

II. Specific Comments

A. Recommendations

1. We support recommendation No. 1; however, we believe that the
discussion of C&L's findings on the need for and the efficiency of ICR could be
improved by expanding the comments on page 27.

2. We believe that if the other three items are to be included in the
report that they should be placed at the end in an appendix. Also, we believe
these other three recommendations should not be listed as recommendations, but
as '""Discussion Items for Congressional Consideration. "

B. Page-by-Page Comments

1. We believe that the third paragraph of page 2 would be improved if
the word '"partly' is added between the words '"and" and 'relied". The sentence
would then read '""For that reason, the study team examined the intent of ICR, and
partly relied upon simulation to identify how industry should act rather than relying
solely on the data available at present. "

2. On page 3 of the C& L report the statement is made that : "ICR has
not served to control design and construction of excessive future capacity in waste-
water treatment facilities.' We agree with this statement. Our members' experiencea
conclude that excess or uncammitted capacity for industrial user of POTWs has been
limited by the grant review process, rather than by ICR.
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3. On page 5, we recommend that the following be added to the last
sentence of the first paragraph: '; however, there have been localized effects due
to the combined impact of ICR, user charges, and local debt service, "

4. In the third paragraph on page 5, we believe that the social and
economic objectives referred to should be specified. This paragraph should also
specify which of the economic objectives were met and which social objectives
remain to be fulfilled.

-

5. At the end of the first paragraph on page 6, we suggest that the
sixteen alternatives that were presented for public comment be repeated for the
reader's benefit.

Also on page 6, Recommendations 2, 3, and 4 should be removed from this
section and placed in an appendix. We note that the language in Recommendation
No. 2 is not the same as the language contained in Recommendation No. 2 on page 27.

6. On page 10, paragraph 2, it is stated that '""possible alternatives to
ICR as it is presently constituted were formulated and presented for public discussios
and comment.' While it is true that the alternatives were presented, no significant
discussion of the alternatives was presented. Also, in-depth studies of each of the
alternatives were not undertaken by Coopers & Lybrand. This was not part of the
contractual basis for the study. ’

1. For purposes of clarity, the three issues addressed beginning on
page 14 and ending near the bottom of page 16 should have individual headings such
as No. 4 Parity; No. 2. POTW Capacity; No. 3. Water Conservation; and one that
is not discussed,, No. 4. Funding of Future POTW Construction, should be added.

8. In the underscored portion near the top of page 14, we question the
use of the word '"'some'' and suggest that the proper word should be "most''. As
modified, this sentence would read: 'The analysis indicates that for most medium
or large industrial plants having compatible wastes it is least expensive in the long
run to self-treat than to pay user charges and local debt service.' At least this is
true for seasonal food processing plants.

9. In the second sentence of the second paragraph on page 14, we
suggest the addition of the word "partly" between the words '"based" and ""on''. The

sentence as revised would read, ""This is based partly on several tax changes that
were enacted after the passage of P. L. 92-500;"

10. In the underscored portion at the bottom of page 14, we believe that
the word ''few" is inaccurate with respect to seasonal food processing plants.
Fully 60% of our members' plants utilize self-treatment systems. While in total,
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it may be true that most industrial plants utilize publicly owned treatment plants
for wastewater treatment, if possible, we would like to see this section modified
to reflect the significant use of self treatment systems by the seasonal food
processing industry.

11. At the end of the last paragraph of section a., concluding on
page 16, we recommend that the following sentence be added: ""However, the
impact on POTW treatment capacity will be less than proportionate to the reduction
in water usage because to aglarge extent the same quantity of pollutants will be
discharged but in a more concentrated form. "

12. In the underscored sentence at the top of page 17, we recommend
that the words "average' and "alone'' be inserted so that the sentence reads as
follows: "The average economic impact of ICR alone to date is not significant,
in most areas. "

13. We recommend that the following be added at the end of the last
paragraph on page 17: "; however, there have been localized impacts due to the
combined effects of ICR, user charges, and capital requirements. "

14. We do not agree with the finding stated in response to (A) of
Congressman Roberts' second question on page 20. We know from our own
experiences and are confident that the data in the-wastewater treatment question-
naire returned by members of our industry and provided to Coopers & Lybrand
clearly demonstrate that the cost to industrial users of publicly owned treatment
works with established ICR and user charge programs are much higher than in
other communities within the same geographical area. Possibly, the term
'"geographical area' has been misinterpreted. In our view, a geographical area
should encompass the contiguous area in which the same commodity is processed.
For tomatoes in California, for example, this would include the central and inter-
coastal valleys. For corn and green beans, this would include the geographical
area in which these commodities are processed in the mid-west. This would
include significant parts of Wisconsin, Minnesota and Illinois. Certainly, the
geographical area utilized to arrive at the finding should be identified. If our
definition of geographical area is adopted, certainly there are examples in the
data we have provided to show that some communities do indeed charge much higher
costs for wastewater treatment than other communities in the area. Accordingly,
disparities in wastewater treatment costs could affect employment opportunities
and economic development.

15. With 'respect to C&L's response to Congressman Roberts' question
No. 3 (page 21), we suggest that C&L make a projection of how many plants are
likely to disengage from POTWs if ICR is retained. This information would be
useful to the Congress in its future deliberations of the ICR requirement.
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16. In response to Congressman Roberts' fourth question on page 21,
we recommend that the finding be modified as follows: "It appears that medium
or large sized industrial plants using a POTW eeuld often pay more (over time)
for wastewater treatment than do direct dischargers depending in some cases on
the tax structure of the self-treatment alternative. '

17. With respect to Congressman Roberts' question No. 5, page 21,
we recommend that the findings be modified as follows: "ICR appears to have a
role in encouraging conservation of water, but as an insignilicant conservation
factor to date, particularly relative to user charges, water costs and water

availability. "

18. The second underscored statement on page 24 and the accompanying
analysis of it demonstrates that industry has not been receiving a 'free ride' in
POTW plant wastewater treatment costs. This fact should be emphasized in
support of Recommendation No. 1 on page 27.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Draft Final Report and
urge your careful consideration of our comments on it.
Sincerely,

Jack L., Cooper

cc: Industrial Cost Recovery Subcommittee



AMERICAN FROZEN FOOD INSTITUTE
1700 OLD MEADOW ROAD. SUITE 100 - McLEAN. VA 22102 vom ea1.0770

December 5, 1978

-

Mr. EQ Donahue III
Coopers & Lybrand

1800 M Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

Dear Mr. Donahue:

The American Frozen Food Institute (AFFI) is the national trade
association representing processors of frozen food. AFFI members
process more than 90 percent of the frozen fruits and vegetables and
80 percent of the prepared frozen foods marketed in the United States.

On behalf of its members, the American Frozen Food Institute
would like to make the following comments regarding the Coopers &
Lybrand study of industrial cost recovery (ICR) as mandated in the
Clean Water Act of 1977.

AFFI would like to commend both EPA and its contractor, Coopers
& Lybrand, for a job well done. The data collected on ICR payments,
wastewater treatment costs and the economic impact of these costs is
the most complete information gathered on these issues to date.

We specifically would like to take issue, however, with the fact
that the ICR report not only makes a recommendation to abolish ICR,
but includes three other unsolicited recommendations. The Congressional
intent of the study was simply to determine the efficiency of and need
for ICR payments by the industrial users of municipal treatment works.
The real questions to be addressed by the study were whether or not ICR
was a reasonable means of repaying the Federal share of municipal treat-
ment works construction and its actual impact on industrial users accord-
ing to Congress.

Recommendation number one addresses these questions and is supported
by the report's data and analysis. AFFI agrees with the recommendation
that ICR be eliminated.

We agree, also, that the problems of capacity, flow and funding
need to be addressed, but believe that the Coopers & Lybrand study does
not contain data pertinent to the recommendations made regarding these
issues. Recommendations two, three and four are not based on the find~
ings of the study. None of these recommendations resulted from the data
collected by the contractor and do not fulfill the requirements of the
ICR study as mandated by Congress.



Mr. Ed Donahue III
Page 2
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We would suggest that the draft report be rewritten before submission
to EPA to-remove recommendations two, three and four.

Sincerely,

C \ghdmom

Hugh W. Symons
Research & Technical Services

HWS:jm
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ASSOCIATION OF METROPOLITAN SEWERAGE AGENCIES
SUITE 200, 1015 18th ST., N.W., WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036 (202) 659-9161

December 6, 1978

Mr. Edward J." Donahue, III
ICR Study Director
Coopers & Lybrand

1800 "M" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Donahue:

The AMSA staff has reviewed your draft executive report and has
discussed the results of your ICR Steering Conmittee meeting

of November 28th. With the staff comments contained in this
letter we are submitting the responses of those members from
which we have comments at this point. Together these documents
are the preliminary response of the Association of Metropolitan
Sewerage Agencies.

Our members have advised us that they agree with your first
recommendation: eliminate ICR. Most of them have long believed
that the ICR would not effectively realize the primary
legislative intent behind the program, equalizing sewage
treatment costs for direct and indirect industrial dischargers.

Your study reveals that this is the case. In fact, your
finding that ICR requirements may make it economically more
sensible to pull out of a municipal system and self-treat
is a strong argument that the program has had exactly the
opposite effect.

We are particularly gratified to find that your work supports
our contention that the question of equity is not a major
problem at all. More attention should be devoted to this
point in your final summary. It deserves more than a
parenthetical reference on page 3.

On page 5 of your summary you refer to “"social" objectives
as part of the original, overall legislative intent behind
ICR. We assume this is a reference to those passages in
P.L. 92-500 and the legislative history supporting it which
are concerned with the political question of using tax
dollars to fund a "free ride" for indirect industrial
dischargers.
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The appearance of using public money to subsidize industries
served by grant-funded POTWs could be a touchy political
issue....if there was a factual basis for the contention.

We believe there is not.

Would it not be simpler to marshal the evidence in your study
to show that appearances are deceiving on this question and
that, in reality, the public need not be worried about a mis-
use of federal funds in this way?

Allaying such fears with a cogent set of facts and conclusions
is a much more effective way of dealing with the problem than
is proposing "alternatives" to ICR. Why substitute something
else for the program, when the basis for the program is unfounded?

After all, the so-called indirect dischargers pay federal and
local taxes on the same basis as non-industrial users. EPA's
pretreatment program is designed to bring the wastes discharged
by industries in line with non-industrial flows. Once this
occurs, industries will be getting the same service as non-
industrial customers and the question of a "free ride" will be
irrelevant.

In as far as the other three recommendations are concerned,

we believe our members will object to including them in the
final report. They address an entirely different issue.

We find nothing in the legislative record of either P.L. 95-217
or P.L. 92-500 charging the study with the task of suggesting
alternatives to the ICR concept as a method of growth control.
To think of ICR as primarily or even secondarily a growth
control mechanism is to confuse Congressional intent. ICR

was not designed to accomplish this end.

The question of urban growth and excess capacity is, of course,
one of legitimate concern to EPA, but ICR feasibility studies
are the wrong forum in which to deal with it. It is our opinion
that the questions of parity and capacity can best be dealt with
under other provisions in the acts, existing regulations for the
201 grant program, and the 208 planning process.

We do not favor a final report to EPA that includes your last
three recommendations. To confuse the issues of growth control
with user equity will muddle the basic message of your work.

L
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We hope that you will seriously consider a single recommendation
in favor of eliminating ICR, together with strong arguments
for this action, when you make your final report to EPA.

erelly,
ive\Director

RML :bel
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Naturallys we are pleased to see that the eliminatior af
the Industrial Cast Recovery {ICR} Provisicns of PB.L. 5i2-$00
s an integrsl aspect of the Coopers & Lybrand report ree.
:E=:;ndations to the U.3. Environmental Protection Agency

Howvever, this recommendation indicates that the ICR
provisions of the Federal Yater Pallution Cantrol Act had
economic and soclial objectives uhich arz assuumad tg 5e still
valids and which should be met. Said economric snd social
objectives should be clearly defined. The validity of such
objectives may be determined only if they are stated. defined
and understood.

Recommendation #2 the Intent of uhich is teo encouriae
more precise planning of wastewster treatment facilitiesse
certainly appears to address this problem. Hoswever. us
have certain reservations concerning this recommendatiane.

First. this recosrendations especially in Fall Rivars
- Nessachusettss re-~opens an extremely controversial issuax
" i@ reserved,or if you like. non-peserved capacity. e
feel this is a very sensitive ares to be addressed and
should be left alone.

Also+ the existing law requires major industrial users
‘€ 30X of facility capacity} to contractually corit Tor the capacits
reserved for the user in question. However, ta require each
and every industry to contractually commit for their cspacity
presents soce procbless.

S eI W UW LT e T
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A very real prablem uauld be the ability of any industpy
to make a commitment for a 20 year geriaod. (onsiderirg the
stability of today's economy. it is diricult for industrisz
to forsulate definite plans for tororrow. This {s espacially
true in the older urban cities of the lortheaste )

Also+s this appears ta create further aditinistrstive tasks
for the grantee. In Fall River®s cases contescting with L&
vet process industries would prove to he an sdrinmisztrctiuvs
headache. This would cost the Sewer Conmission a2 stlistarntisl
amount of time and money, whick could bz bsttsr zpon®t inzurinc
the successful completion of the wasteuvater Lrectireri Facillities

The report indicates that ICR ha= not szrvad ta contraol
design and construction of excersive future capacit: in wastae-
vater treatment faclilities. Over design of fTacilitics oust
be contraolled in a coaprehensive manner. Ic ol plsa: the
burden on the industrial user sglelvs sddress Lhe prolier of
poor zoning and planning in thaz residantial and cor—ercisi
sactors as well. Proper planning o insurz adeguats« anon=-
excessive deslign must encormpass 2all sectors of & corpunity.

Recommendation ®2 is a vary sound conc2pt desiagn<d ta
insure the adequate collection and nraper raduction 7 kb
debt service created by the uvastewater trestment Fscilifiszs.
This concept also seperates collectian aof the debt servics
froms the burden of the locial propsrty tax revenpues srd does
not allow for manipulation of the callected funds. Funrs
spelled-out and collected for a specific purpose will fend
to serve this purposa.

It should be noted. that tha collzcgilar af the dong
. service can be easily accorplished viz thz user charac
system the City eventually adootss but accoumting *ne~ 12 Is
another story. The collected =oney wauld hive Lo b3 AccGunt=d
for and administered on a seperate basis. Thuss ths #driristr-
ative tasks associoted with uastewater treglrzrt projectSisz
greatly expandede. ‘

Another drauback to the adoptionm of this recaosrzndad
legislation is the_federal governmsent nas bicorzs Insoelved
in the financing of the local share of the eoroj=zck. Tha
financing of the local share of a praojsct =zhould L= conkrol
by the grantee not the federal governraonb. faoszvz=s (L 39
sake good sense to account for the collactisn oFf i< dzbht
service seperate froms local properbty tex rziznuas.

« 0N erre s apfiege veree 1 e Wt s o seas K
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Categorically. the estahlishmrant of trust funds sre
distrusted by the general public. Trust funds haw e =
tendency to breed manipulation and gererally tha intent
of the fund is not aet.

Trust funds are against the lsw in many states~ not the
laast of which is Massachusetts. 3Iince we vuguld not he
dealing with federal funds. federal lsw could pot supersede
in this case.

If implementeds this recormandation would just be ‘craat-
ing another foras of ICR. excapt the charge would be collaoclad
from all users. Howevers as far as Infdustey (s corca=mad g
fors of double taxation would still exist. '

Realizing that we are dealing with the issue of Industrisl
Cost Recovery, it scems the raport gges te great losobh to
blame industry for poor planning and excessive desicor. &lsos
the report recommendations favor maintainirg some fomr of ICA
in an attempt to control desian and canstrnctinns of g<cessive
capacity. Surely, the failure of the ICR srovisiosz - P.l.
92-500 to satisfy the intent is not sola2ly 2 paoflocticn @ im-
dustry. To attempt to resalve thesc problers inm & oiccerzal
fashion would be a mistgke. They RUusSt he addressed {nm g cosprz-
hensives all-encospassing canner. !

Finally. we have the following cozrents op the Gody of
the report:

3de There are a nunber of references racde Lo the fact
of Industry using publicly-ouwnad vaztiuater Lrezstcent
systems. Industry certalnly shauld Lo considored tao
be a segment of the public. Thay provide sssantial
support necessary o tha sconmoric jraosch an? asvelaegp
ment of any city by providing qoodssy services and
Jobs to the publice. They alsc paid zupstartial surs
of money in taxes for the support and develoumeat af
city services.

2 The figures relating to k&% of dozign caps:iby of
228? facillities surveyed §s nat th.t rcomcluzizne.
Considering that w2z are dealing with 2 85 -~ :3=
design periods if the averages 1ifz of the 7scilitics
was in the range af 15 - Il yrars- ors codld assum-
the design criterfa is in 7067 st2sd snd wr- 7¢ daman-
strate adaguate conlernl Of Hivizn sa. =6 i- Aoaciion.
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Unless more data is prestented an acgur-aite gonclusicg=
can not be forsulated.

3 Page ¥ of the report concerning ICR ‘associ-ted uith
secondary and advanced waste treatmeat systems is
not that clear. This section aof the rioorl-shauld
be expanded to better explain the internt.

. References to U.C.. ICR. tatal coste eliginle costa
etc. should be mare clearly defined so theat tney areg
understaoaod as seperate entitics.

Please advise. 1f you have any juesticns or desire aay
additional information.

Very truly yours,

Stephen M. Buckley
Supervising Senitary Engineer
Fall River ISeuer Conrission

sS¥B:cn
ccs JdJohn Gall, EPA
Joseph I. Rego Sevwer Xegislrar
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OTVISION OF ENVIRQNMENT AL EVGINEFRING
Ovperramss o} § it ond Garry
Paperermen o8 £ overy, forty, g Regrestion
Ooprsrwent of Worwr Resooraw Decenter 5, 1576
Rovirgnmentst Powd
Oviion g e greenty t nglveering
o of Eonmrgrrmrral Py et ingn

Mavrvl Amowran Orresrvetnn Crumeil TO ! A l_b}\‘ 1&[{\(J I
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Mr. Jom Call

Mmicipal Pacilities Brunch
Envirommental Prolection Agency
Region T

Jorm F, Termedy Federal Puilding
Bogton, Mresachusetts 072703

R2:  Ierdugleidl Cost Reooyely Stuly -
State Coupant

Dear Mr. Gall:

T would Jike to offer 4he loliswirg hri=l correntu with respect tc Ye
four recomeendations given and the gesTt report Gevamdtie: Lo cur olflce
in the Novenber 29 Jetter from . Petersrn.  we comewt <33R anl ztroogly
endoree adoption of Recomencstlon No. I to elimingte Ehe il wtTial 0oot
recovery provisions of P.L. ¥2=503), Owr exteriences 15 Vepool deadr LS Ly
concluda there 18 Jittle berefit mined f'rom this provisios of tae ast wrd
that 41t opereter as an Impedirent bsth to conzluding plirmis racsssany bo

TTIMIGINE pollution comtrol facllities And to the suscessfiul o3osticn of
projects widch treat both IndustTial and domestic wasico. T i tpliioe,
mogran efforts should cprowrux the coamtruclicn of trveawneni plantr wWalch
handle both industrial argd doorstic waste and Whe avuldame of eorstractirg
2 multipllicily of tredtasent plante.

Thds office ie genermlly in ooposition o the thimust ol Recrrmoeodalion
No. 2 to ldmit EPA funding of tir resfra caniwily In rsatreat Hlais,
m™is recomenlation ceers girectal rt two distiret srf zepearric pooles amads.
First, we are of the opinton that arranred waste lrestamt plents shoald ool
be bullt unless advanced wsste treatmrmt 1 poquizad Jor W2 | aintérvegs of
water quality standsrds. ¢ 90 not enloyes tls Lvvcetsmmih of Jirdsed
construction pxrant fuds in ahvanead Wwazte trestment wiere thero is ro
imuediate need for mdwanced waste treatrment. Secendly, W v 1L CUFLG®
with 1imiting the reserve capscity of treatment plants or Lirif L oo
funding of reaerve capaszity of treuwtreat plants Were the pecame oanes e
in question mrovider for rormml growih within the pext 20 - 28 yeay (=)0,
The actuml construction cost of such roterve CopAcily A very rrall oor(ass-d

to the cost of the cntirc prolect st I6 erndl eorpared ©6 <he cuct of
building an added Incresent af rapacity zore years aflfer th: Lnitial ciam.
becomes operatioral. A 10 = 20T mesemt osnacliy s o v~ T
more than the basa treatresrt wlant Locons L por 0l 000 o0 et

lot, fencling, curthore fwrl rocy Sreatirt—t Guion oo . .. oo
with Incroasad lyQaulie oyl orgerie 3oadirg,  Deee liveos 2Ll -t oand,
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do crange in 8izce, often charmgr in oly e ddmalon, For exmgpDle, & TG
tangular tank may be 10% longer W accuorodate 10% orzter fMow. Trds ores
not represent a 10X incresre 4n cort., ollutiorn zhaterent ogulpsasr zuch
as acrutors, punps, clarifier equipment, atc,, ootz 1N dules sicos wnd arp
often installed in the next modulsr aize Raher thos requiret vy celailed
fexdgn and comutations., Reserve capacity then msy oftzn be ackdizvai witrout
&Yy capital cost increases for pollution equipmant. 1% contractor fo- EPA ’
references an averape 295 water conservation achdearart attatred U UKdyuSw
tries swrveyed during the Study ard sugrezts that this Lo snticipstes in
future Plﬂ?ﬂlﬁ by existing cooznities xho have not yet Lillt seowase
Uvatoont p - e pvernge mpter ahould be L) with esutios siree the
1imit of this range is not given in the TepoTt and I1vs the wmlen Ginsir-
wation achlievable varics markedly from induztry to dndaatry,

Recomrendation Ho. 3 swrests that (bt losul Gt susvince be regidsted
under the user charge system op acm aird lar equil-Enenl basiing Lht dasende
et of caplital debt on a flow Froporeional basir, Thirs oIfice i1y
opposes Ay requirements shlch inwcrfore with locai govertientte abilive to
set sqwer rates 1In a mammer conziclent wilh thelr Olisting sccounting snd
dbilling systems. Smill comnitier auffer rope SO Hle harisln e Ivins
with unduly cooplicating Pederel TequirerEnte Ll 45 coigwnsated Tor Ly the
receipl of Iindustrial cost recovery pagrentz, Trea P4 vonbraeton Lot Leesscs
Wile recomxrdation with the cbrervaticrm that it ) dd Cchatize b weo charos
&yelesu frum an otherwise property tax b=az to cix nP g T1¥a il l0rinn . Tiowd Legsdt,
We note that wrder Vermoert law, & commdty har tis ot ion of soantd i
either rate structwre and wo, therefure, do mot aes aldditionn] Densf™Nie vy
Federnl reglation in thie arva.

Recoamendation o, 4 would require the grantse to esilahlisrg = A rodires
fund based on a coatribution por thousysd Fllons of sevsics Hechsrs [,
each user., Two cents per thousarxl mllons fds been suzpnzted. Tz ~ould
Appear to have little benerii o amill Ver—xert camandtli=z:,  For exmyle, g
100,000 prlion= per day cormrdty would reiadve shouf, $750 (s yoor, ~ilel
over 20 years at 5% would vield 33,105, TRenty yaqrd 78 fee, 30,080 wita
be worth swrtantially iess eonsidering curent Anfletlon mo-z 0k SO pk
scm to be mbating, While we gemerally qirwe: wWith Lhe Srdns Dunl oorvapt,
cwurent inflation rates sap the LewML 6F sy Eyvelemz, oo Jorys oormaal.
periods are neckd W duvelop waridng capitel &6 realiztic and reasfdadsd
s, r~

T trust these comments will be of sssistance o you.  IT o vl ke
additional or mure detallvd inlbrmation, pleese 3z not hesitsts to comtset

me, -
o o -
LSURLTULY,
o~ . - i ;’,’ .,'
22l ol deqane T f Fa sl
. - vy . - -I
R A e S TR Yo
SANTIIN e N n S s L saig e

WChB/ca
e eeglmald Lalosg
Edward Leonard
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Mr. John Pai

Municipal Construction Division
US EPA

WH 547

401 M St., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear John:

A

This is to confirm our telephone conversation.

I wanted you to know that the draft Industrial Cost
Recovery Study only reached my office after your
meeting in Washington. This late delivery of mail
may be a problem on some of the comments.

On this whole project, I have been pleased
with the cooperation extended by you and members
of Coopers & Lybrand in reviewing the development
of information and having the opportunity to openly
discuss matters as the project progressed.

From all the information I have reviewed that
is part of the material provided to you plus my
participation in meetings and and hearings, I agree
with your recommendation one - eliminate ICR pro-
visions of PL 92-500. The second most important
thing, I believe, to come out of all of the data
provided, is that there is a great disparity in
user charges from community to community and that
if Congress does not desire that disparity to con-
tinue, legislation is necessary to modify the
present regulations. It would appear that the
simplest means of reducing this disparity when a
community desires to do so, would be for Congress
to permit communities greater flexibility in de-
veloping user chazrges.

The major portion of the data supplied deals
with user charges, and therefore the final report
should discuss user charges in greater depth and
the fact that just elimination of ICR will not
eliminaté disparity in total sewage charges nor
necessarily encourage joint treatment which were
the intent of Congress.
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I urge that the final draft report have as its
key recommendation the elimination of Industrial Cost
Recovery as is already indicated and secondly, that
alterations be provided in the user charges to further
permit communities a reduction in disparity of costs.

The existing draft report places three recom-
mendations on Page 6 on a equal priority basis as
the first recommendation to eliminate ICR. I appre-
ciate that it should be the Contractor's prerogative
and also EPA's prerogative to make further recommenda-
tions, however, such recommendations should not
receive the priority rating given in the draft's final
report. Therefore, it would be most desirable to
discuss this type of matter in some other section of
the report.

Very truly yours,

Xowe

L. C. Gilde
Director-Environmental Programs

LCG: bmn

cc - Mr. E. Donahue
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Mr. Edward Donahue

& Lybrand
1800 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Mr. Donahue:

I wish to offer comments on the INDUSTRIAL COST RECOVERY, DRAFT FINAL REPORT,
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, dated November 22nd, 1978, and prepared by Coopers &
Lybrand.

The Envirommental Improvement Cammittee (EIC) of the PENJERDEL Corporation
consists of men having envirommental control responsibilities in some 45
plants and corporate headquarters in the tri-state Delaware Valley Region.
(The PENJERDEL Corporation itself has, with its sister organization the
Greater Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce, same 2,441 members which are
industrial and cammercial installations in the Delaware Valley Region and
within Philadelphia.)

Concerning the referenced Executive Summary (and the Oct. 20th public meeting
held at the Benjamin Franklin Hotel in Philadelphia, which six EIC members
attended), I would like to offer the following camments:

1. The EPA contractor, Coopers & Lybrand, is to be congratulated for
having developed an exceptionally well-thought-out plan of study and
for having executed it in the short time allowed to them.

2. We agree, fram the information at hand, that ICR is not doing what it
was originally intended to do, and will not accamplish it.

3. We do not sense fram the Executive Summary that all the data does, in
fact, point to the three recammendations 2, 3, and 4 made in the Summary
by Coopers & Lybrand and which are, in effect, designated as "must"

Suite 1960 1617 John F. Kennedy Boulevard Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103 (215) 568-4040
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Thus the final three recammendations should be listed in the text
merely as other things that might be considered should there be a
desire on the part of Congress to do samething other than merely
cancel ICR.

Fram sentiments expressed at the Oct. 20th public hearing, we would
believe there should be more attention paid to User Charges and the
necessity of having User Charges with greater local discretion and
flexibility. Central (EPA) establishment of rigid and uniform
systems of applying User Charges would have severe restrictive
drawbacks for municipalities having their own planning odbjectives
which may differ widely fram the dbjectives of other municipalities.
To impose any rigid or uniform pattern upon them would rcb them of
freedam of action and freedam to plan.

Sincerely yours,
iy pdn A

Jay Weidman, Vice‘Chaimman (WATER) SubCommittes

JW/smm Envirommental Improvement Committee

o oH

John Pai, EPA



EXHIBIT V-1=11
SUMMARY OF POTW COSTS

TREATMENT LEVEL OF POTW

(A1l Data are Averages) Secondary Advanced Tertiary

Design Flow (MGD) - 54 59 55
BOD (lbs/day) 102,449 114,908 113,284
SS (lbs/day) 120,021 130,642 98, 400
% of design capacity used 68 75 73
Average Total Cost
($1,000) 67,950 72,769 89,614
Cost per MGD ($1,000)
of design flow ° 1,241 1,287 1,628
Revenue Before ($1,000) 3,974 5,488 7,139
Revenue After ($1,000) 5,623 7,978 10,157
% increase (decrease) 42 U6 u2
0 & M Before ($1,000) 2,354 3,062 4,682
0 & M After ($1,000) 3,499 5, 104 6,652
% increase (decrease) 49 67 y2
O & M Cost per MGD
(Design) 64 90 T4
0 & M Cost per MGD
(Actual Use) 94 132 102
Debt Before.($1,000) 1,101 1,551 1,912
Debt After ($1,000) 1,161 2,204 2,386
% increase (decrease) 6 y2 25
Debt Cost per MGD (Design) 21 39 27
Debt Cost per MGD (Actual
Use) 31 57 37
Other Costs Before ($1,000) 389 353 592
Other Costs After ($1,000) 488 358 599
% increase 26 1 1
Other Cost per MGD (Design) 9 6 7
Other Cost per MGD (Actual
Use) 13 9 9
" Average Total Cost 5,148 7,666 9,637

-~

NOTE: This data is based on data supplied to Coopers & Lybrand by grantees.
Coopers & Lybrand has not audited the financial or statistical data
provided us, and has relied on the accuracy of the data provided to us
in making the calculations used to produce the statistics shown
above. Since not all supplied all the requested data, the statistics
produced must be used with caution. (Based on grantees providing both
before and after responses).



