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authority could waive such
requirements as having been satisfied.

The Agency proposes the above
conditions in an effort to be clear about
the nature of what needs to be reported.
Accordingly, the Agency solicits
comment on whether these conditions
are sufficiently clear, on the one hand,
or whether they are overly restrictive,
on the other.

The Agency also solicits comment on
each of the particular conditions
described above. The Agency is
particularly interested in comment on
two of these conditions: whether three
pollutant scans is the appropriate
number to require; and whether the
three-year requirement for reporting test
data should be waived, as proposed,
where sampling for pollutants is done
on a monthly basis.

The analytical data proposed to be
reported would result from a variety of
analytical methods, with detection
limits ranging from less than 1 ppb to
more than 10 ppb. The toxic analytes
that are of most concern at low
concentrations are primarily analyzed
by gas chromatography (GC), gas
chromatography/mass spectrometry
(GC/MS), inductively coupled plasma
emission spectrometry (ICP), and atomic
absorption spectrometry (AA), and high
resolution capillary column gas
chromatography/high resolution mass
spectrometry (HRGC/HRMS). These
methods have different numeric
analytical endpoints, based upon
detection (e.g., method detection limit)
or quantification (e.g., minimum level)
levels. In addition, the wide latitude of
data reporting definitions and
conventions in use in various regulatory
programs complicates the generation
and interpretation of analytical data
reported with this proposal.

In order for permit writers to develop
appropriate permit requirements, they
must be able to establish whether a
pollutant is present and whether a
reasonable potential for environmental
impairment exists, as defined by water
quality standards and criteria. To
properly make such determinations,
permit writers require more complete
data and documentation than has been
previously supplied with the
application form, because any ambiguity
increases the likelihood that the permit
writer will need to include in the permit
limits that are near or below 10 ppb or,
alternatively, additional monitoring
requirements for those pollutants for
which the data are ambiguous.

Thus, it is in the best interests of both
the applicant and the permitting
authority that the proposed rule would
require that the method detection limit
(MDL), minimum level (ML), or other

designated method endpoint, together
with identification of the corresponding
analytical methods used be stated in the
permit application. Along with this
information, the proposal would require
applicants to submit pollutant data
based upon actual sample values. In
other words, even where test values are
below the detection or quantification
level of the method used, the actual data
value should be reported, rather than
reporting ‘‘non-detect’’ (‘‘ND’’) or ‘‘zero’’
(‘‘0’’) in such instances. If the endpoint
of the method used is reported along
with the actual sample results, the
permitting authority will be able to
determine if the data is in the ‘‘non-
detect’’ range or ‘‘below quantification’’
range.

The Agency has provided guidance to
the applicant in the proposed Form 2A
instructions in order to minimize the
conditions that lead to inaccurate
sampling data. The Agency proposes
that the permit applicant: (1) alert its
laboratory to the analytical and
detection limit requirements and the
expectations for documentation; and (2)
report the necessary documentation to
ensure that the permit writer is fully
informed as to the methods used and
the results obtained. For more detailed
information concerning analytical issues
(acceptable methods, effluent-specific
detection limits, and documentation of
data and analytical problems),
applicants should refer to the
‘‘Guidance on Evaluation, Resolution,
and Documentation of Analytical
Problems Associated with Compliance
Monitoring’’, EPA 821–B–93–001, June
1993.

a. Pollutant Data Reporting
Requirements for All POTWs

EPA has identified certain pollutants
that are commonly found in POTW
effluents, regardless of size, and for
which permit limits may be necessary to
prevent adverse effects on receiving
waters. Proposed § 122.21(j)(3) would
require each applicant, regardless of
size, to provide monitoring information
for the pollutants listed in proposed
Appendix J, Table 1. These include the
conventional pollutants (defined, at 40
CFR 401.16, as biochemical oxygen
demand, total suspended solids, pH,
fecal coliform, and oil and grease), as
well as other parameters that are
common to domestic wastestreams,
such as ammonia (and other nitrogen
compounds), and compounds of other
origin, such as chlorine (which is used
for disinfection during the treatment
process).

The complete list is, as follows:
Flow
Temperature

Bacterial indicators (E. coli, Enterococci,
Fecal coliform)

5-day biochemical oxygen demand
(BOD5 or CBOD5)

Chlorine (total residual, TRC)
Kjeldahl nitrogen (total organic as N)
Oil and Grease
Total dissolved solids
Total suspended solids
pH
Phosphorus (PO4–P)
Dissolved oxygen
Hardness (as CaCO3)
Ammonia (as N)
Nitrate + Nitrite (as N)

The secondary treatment regulations
at 40 CFR Part 133 describe the
minimum level of effluent quality that
must be attained in terms of BOD5 (or
CBOD5), TSS, and pH, and specify
technology-based criteria for each
parameter. Control of BOD5 (or CBOD5)
is necessary to ensure sufficient
dissolved oxygen in the receiving water
to protect aquatic life; BOD5 (or CBOD5)
is also a key parameter in biological
treatment systems. Extremely high
levels of suspended solids in the
POTW’s influent can interfere with
POTW operations. High TSS levels in
the effluent also block light in the
receiving water and inhibit
photosynthesis. Permit writers use
information for these, as well as all
other parameters listed above, to set
appropriate water quality-based limits
for permit applicants. In instances
where POTWs have been allowed to
substitute chemical oxygen demand
(COD) or total organic carbon (TOC) for
BOD5, in accordance with 40 CFR
133.104, applicants would report the
substituted parameter.

EPA has determined that enterococci
and E. coli are better biological indicator
organisms than fecal coliform. From
1973 through 1982, the Agency studied
marine and freshwater bathing beaches.
These studies reveal strong correlations
between instances of gastrointestinal
illness and concentrations of certain
indicator organisms at these beaches.
That is, in both fresh and marine waters,
enterococci and E. coli were strongly
correlated with gastroenteritis. (For
more information on this study, see
‘‘Ambient Water Quality Criteria for
Bacteria—1986,’’ EPA440/5–84–002,
January 1986.)

Because high numbers of these
organisms in receiving water indicate an
increased potential for human
gastrointestinal illness following
swimming or ingestion, and because
both enterococci and E. coli are
contained in all domestic sewage,
indicating the potential for
gastrointestinal illness, EPA is


