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The Agency proposes to reject Option
1 because, as discussed above, EPA
concluded that mixing disparate metal-
bearing waste streams is not the best
practicable treatment technology
currently in operation for this
subcategory of the industry.
Consequently, effluent levels associated
with this treatment option would not
represent BPT performance levels.
Option 2 was rejected, although similar
to Option 3, because the greater
removals obtained through addition of
tertiary precipitation at Option 3 were
obtained at a relatively insignificant
increase in costs over Option 2.

See Section V.F. for further
information regarding Monitoring to
Demonstrate Compliance with the
Regulation.

(ii). Subcategory B—Oils Subcategory.
The Agency is today proposing BPT
limitations for the Oils Subcategory for
33 pollutants. EPA identified four
regulatory options for consideration in
establishing BPT effluent reduction
levels for this subcategory of the
Centralized Waste Treatment Industry.
For a more detailed discussion of the
basis for the limitations and standards
selected see the Technical Development
Document.

The four technology options
considered for the Oils Subcategory BPT
are:

• Option 1—Emulsion-Breaking.
Under Option 1, BPT limitations would
be based on present performance of
emulsion-breaking processes using acid
and heat to separate oil-water
emulsions. At present, most facilities
have this technology in-place unless
less stable oil-water mixtures are
accepted for treatment. Stable oil-water
emulsions require some emulsion-
breaking treatment because gravity or
flotation alone is inadequate to break
down the oil/water stream.

• Option 2—Ultrafiltration. Under
Option 2, BPT limitations would be
based on the use of ultrafiltration for
treatment of less concentrated, stable
oily waste receipts or for the additional
treatment of wastewater from the
emulsion-breaking process.

• Option 3—Ultrafiltration, Carbon
Adsorption, and Reverse Osmosis. The
Option 3 BPT effluent limitations are
based on the use of carbon adsorption
and reverse osmosis in addition to the
Option 2 technology. The reverse
osmosis unit removes metal compounds
found at significant levels for this
subcategory. Inclusion of a carbon
adsorption unit is necessary in order to
protect the reverse osmosis unit by
filtering out large particles which may
damage the reverse osmosis unit or
decrease membrane performance.

• Option 4—Ultrafiltration, Carbon
Adsorption, Reverse Osmosis, and
Carbon Adsorption. Option 4 is similar
to Option 3 except for the additional
carbon adsorption unit for final effluent
polishing.

The Agency is proposing BPT effluent
limitations for the Oily Waste
Subcategory based on Option 3 as well
as Option 2 treatment systems. EPA has
preliminarily concluded that both
options represent best practicable
control technologies. The technologies
are in-use in the industry and the data
collected by the Agency show that the
limitations are being achieved. In
assessing BPT, EPA considered age,
size, process, other engineering factors,
and non-water quality impacts pertinent
to the facilities treating wastes in this
subcategory. No basis could be found for
identifying different BPT limitations
based on age, size, process or other
engineering factors for the reasons
previously discussed. For a service
industry whose service is wastewater
treatment, the pertinent factors here for
establishing the limitations are costs of
treatment, the level of effluent
reductions obtainable, and non-water
quality effects.

Among the options considered by the
Agency, both Options 2 and 3 would
provide for significant reductions in
regulated pollutants discharged into the
environment over current practice in the
industry represented by Option 1. EPA
is nonetheless, concerned about the cost
of Option 3 because it is substantially
more expensive than Option 2.
However, EPA’s economic assessment
indicates, that Options 2 and 3 are
economically reasonable.

As noted, the Agency is proposing
Option 2 because it is a currently
available and cost-effective treatment
option. However, the BPT pollutant
removal performance required for a
number of specific pollutants
(particularly oil and grease and metals)
is less stringent than current BPT
effluent limitations guidelines
promulgated for other industries. EPA is
concerned about the potential for
encouraging off-site shipment of oily
waste now being treated on-site if the
limitations for this subcategory are
significantly different from those other
BPT effluent limitations currently in
effect.

EPA is proposing both options for
comment because the Agency is
concerned that, while both Options 2
and 3 are proven treatment technologies
currently available to this industry, the
additional effluent reductions
associated with Option 3 are very
expensive. EPA has preliminarily
concluded that, even though the cost of

Option 3 is significantly greater than
Option 2 (because of installation,
operation, and maintenance of reverse
osmosis equipment), the costs are not
unreasonable, given other factors. EPA
is asking for comment on whether the
effluent reduction benefits of Option 3
outweigh the high cost of the additional
removal obtained through reverse
osmosis. The Agency is particularly
interested in comments on the ancillary
effects of the less stringent Option 2
limitations.

As previously discussed, the Agency
will be re-estimating the current
performance at facilities that treat oily
waste based on comments received and
information collected in the August
1994 sampling episode and re-
calculating the cost and impacts of
Options 2 and 3. The data from the
August 1994 sampling episode is
included in the record for this proposal,
but was not incorporated into
calculations because it was not received
with sufficient time to review and
incorporate.

The Agency proposes to reject Option
1, because the technology does not
provide for adequate control of the
regulated pollutants. The Agency also
proposes to reject Option 4 because
Option 4 treatment technology results in
a lower level of pollutant reductions in
comparison to Option 3. Theoretically,
Option 4 should provide for the
maximum reduction of pollutants
discharged due to the addition of carbon
adsorption units, but specific pollutant
concentrations increase across the
carbon adsorption unit according to the
analytical data collected.

Even though, as previously explained,
BPT limitations are generally defined by
the average effluent reduction
performance of the best existing
treatment systems, here, as was the case
with the BPT metal-bearing wastes
limitations, the options being proposed
as the basis for BPT effluent limitations
are based upon the treatment
performance at a single facility. EPA
concluded that existing performance at
the other facilities is uniformly
inadequate because many facilities that
will be subject to the limitations for the
Oily Waste Subcategory now commingle
the oily wastewater with other wastes
prior to treatment. The Agency has
determined that the practice of mixing
waste streams before treatment results
in inadequate removal of the regulated
pollutants of concern for the Oils
Subcategory. Oily wastewater contains
significant levels of organic and metals
compounds. If the oily wastewater is
mixed with other CWT wastewater,
these organic and metals compounds are
often found at non-detectable levels


