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TABLE 2.—NATIONAL ESTIMATE OF ANNUALIZED COSTS AND REMOVALS UNDER PSES1 SUBCATEGORY C FACILITIES

Options
Annualized
cost, MM$

(1981 dollars)

Pound remov-
als 3

Pound equiva-
lent removals 3

Average cost/
pound re-

moved

Zero/P2 2 ........................................................................................................... $26.1 266,336 29,832,701 $0.87
1 4 ..................................................................................................................... 44.9 269,181 29,943,443 1.50
4 ........................................................................................................................ 383.3 269,738 29,973,224 12.79

1 These removals are not strictly comparable with those presented in the cost-effectiveness at proposal as the toxic weighting factor used to
calculate pound equivalent removals for Pyrethrin has decreased significantly since proposal.

2 EPA is considering giving industry the choice of complying with zero discharge or the pollution prevention alternative which allows a reduced
discharge. This choice was proposed by industry. Option Zero/P2 combines revised Options 2 and 3/S’ into a single option of choice.

3 The removal numbers presented here are not precise. All options have virtually identical removals (2.7x10 5 pounds and 3.0x10 7 lb-eq). The
precision with which we can estimate the removals is not precise enough to accurately differentiate such small differences. The Zero/P2 Option
is the least costly alternative and removes approximately the same number of pounds as the other Options.

4 Option 1 requires numerical limitations. EPA did not set numerical limitations and standards in the proposed regulation (59 FR 17875) be-
cause of the lack of data such as the long term monitoring data necessary to set numerical limitations, lack of analytical methods for testing for
many of the PAIs in wastewater, and the large annual cost that would be associated with compliance monitoring for all PAIs that a PFPR facility
may use in production over a years time. The revised Option 1 costs presented here underestimate the true costs associated with Option 1 be-
cause they only include monitoring costs associated with the original 272 PAIs. They do not include monitoring costs associated with the Non-
272 PAIs, because analytical methods have not currently been identified for all of them.

TABLE 3.—NATIONAL ESTIMATE OF INDUSTRY COST EFFECTIVENESS UNDER PSES 1 ALL SUBCATEGORY C FACILITIES

Option Incremental
costs

Incremental
lb-eq re-
moved 3

Cost-effec-
tiveness in

$/lb-eq

Least cost alternative zero or P2 2 ........................................................................................................... 26.1 29,832,701 $0.87
14 .............................................................................................................................................................. 18.9 110,742 170.22
4 ............................................................................................................................................................... $338.3 29,781 11,361

1 Dollar values are in constant 1981 dollars. These removals are not strictly comparable with those presented in the cost-effectiveness at pro-
posal as the toxic weighting factor used to calculate pound equivalent removals for Pyrethrin has decreased significantly since proposal.

2 EPA is considering giving industry the choice of complying with zero discharge or the pollution prevention alternative which allows a reduced
discharge. This choice was proposed by industry. Option Zero/P2 combines revised Options 2 and 3/S’ into a single option of choice.

3 The cost effectiveness numbers presented here are for illustrative purposes only. All options have virtually identical removals (2.7x10 5 lbs.
and 3.0x10 7 lb-eq). The precision with which we can estimate the removals is not precise enough to differentiate such small differences. EPA
has determined that the Zero/P2 alternative is the least costly, and thus the most cost-effective.

4 Option 1 requires numerical limitations. EPA did not set numerical limitations and standards in the proposed regulation (59 FR 17875) be-
cause of the lack of data such as the long term monitoring data necessary to set numerical limitations, lack of analytical methods for testing for
many of the PAIs in wastewater, and the large annual cost that would be associated with compliance monitoring for all PAIs that a PFPR facility
may use in production over a years time. The revised Option 1 costs presented here underestimate the true costs associated with Option 1 be-
cause they only include monitoring costs associated with the original 272 PAIs. They do not include monitoring costs associated with the Non-
272 PAIs, because analytical methods have not currently been identified for all of them.

VI. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
Under section 202 of the Unfunded

Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (the Act),
P.L. 104–4, which was signed into law
on March 22, 1995, EPA generally must
prepare a written statement for rules
with Federal mandates that may result
in estimated costs to State, local, and
tribal governments in the aggregate, or
to the private sector, of $100 million or
more in any one year. When such a
statement is required for EPA rules,
under section 205 of the Act EPA must
identify and consider alternatives,
including the least costly, most cost-
effective or least burdensome alternative
that achieves the objectives of the rule.
EPA must select that alternative, unless
the Administrator explains in the final
rule why it was not selected or it is
inconsistent with law. Before EPA
establishes regulatory requirements that
may significantly or uniquely affect
small governments, including tribal
governments, it must develop under
section 203 of the Act a small
government agency plan. The plan must

provide for notifying potentially
affected small governments, giving them
meaningful and timely input in the
development of EPA regulatory
proposals with significant Federal
intergovernmental mandates, and
informing, educating, and advising them
on compliance with the regulatory
requirements.

EPA has determined that the
alternative Zero/P2 Option discussed in
this notice does not include a Federal
mandate that may result in estimated
costs of $100 million or more to State,
local, or tribal governments in the
aggregate, or to the private sector, in any
one year. EPA has estimated that the
annual costs of the Zero/P2 Option to
the private sector to be $32.7 million in
1988 dollars or $39.4 million in 1995).
Although EPA has not empirically
estimated the annual costs to States,
local, or tribal governments resulting
from implementation of the Zero/P2
Option, the Agency expects the
annualized costs to be much less than
those which the private sector, i.e., the

PFPR facilities will face. States, local, or
tribal governments will face the costs of
issuing NPDES permits or conducting
inspections of facilities; however, EPA
does not expect these costs to produce
any significant increase to the costs that
these entities incur by issuing an
NPDES permit or discharge agreement
prior to the promulgation of the effluent
limitations or pretreatment standards.
EPA solicits comment on this estimate.

As to section 203 of the Act, EPA has
determined that the Zero/P2 Option
discussed in this notice will not
significantly or uniquely affect small
governments, including tribal
governments. EPA recognizes that small
governments may own or operate
POTWs that receive wastewater from
PFPR facilities subject to the
pretreatment standards contained in this
notice, including the Zero/P2 Option.
Thus, there may be certain small
governments which receive notices of
intent from PFPR facilities that choose
to avail themselves of the P2 alternative.
These same small governments will


