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F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordination with 
Indian Tribal Governments 
G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks 
H. Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly Affect 
Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use 
I. National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act 
J. Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations 

Appendix A: Definitions, Acronyms, and Abbreviations Used in 
This Notice 

I. Legal Authority 

EPA is proposing revisions to the effluent limitations 

guidelines and standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating 

Point Source Category (40 CFR 423) under the authority of 

Sections 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, 402, and 501 of the Clean 

Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1311, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318, 1342, and 

1361. 

II. Executive Summary of the Proposed Rule 

A. Purpose of the Regulatory Action  

The steam electric power generating point source category 

(i.e., steam electric industry) consists of plants that generate 

electricity from a process utilizing fossil or nuclear fuel in 

conjunction with a thermal cycle employing the steam/water 

system as the thermodynamic medium. The proposed regulations 

would strengthen the controls on discharges from steam electric 

power plants by revising the technology-based effluent 

limitations guidelines and standards that apply to wastewater 
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discharges to surface waters (i.e., direct discharges) and to 

publicly owned treatment works (i.e., indirect discharges to 

POTWs). The proposed requirements would reduce the amount of 

metals and other pollutants discharged to surface waters from 

power plants. 

EPA is considering several options in this rulemaking and 

has identified four preferred alternatives for regulation of 

discharges from existing sources. These four preferred 

alternatives propose the same requirements for most wastestreams 

but, as described below in Section II.B., differ in the 

requirements that would be established for discharges associated 

with two wastestreams from existing sources. EPA also projects 

different levels of pollutant reduction and cost associated with 

these alternatives. 

EPA estimates that the preferred regulatory options would 

reduce pollutant discharges by 0.47 billion to 2.62 billion 

pounds annually, and reduce water use by 50 billion to 103 

billion gallons per year. EPA predicts substantial environmental 

and ecological improvements would result under the preferred 

regulatory options, along with reduced impacts to wildlife and 

human health. 

The current regulations, which were last updated in 1982, 

do not adequately address the toxic pollutants discharged from 

the electric power industry, nor have they kept pace with 
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process changes that have occurred over the last three decades. 

The development of new technologies for generating electric 

power (e.g., coal gasification) and the widespread 

implementation of air pollution controls (e.g., flue gas 

desulfurization (FGD), selective catalytic reduction (SCR), and 

flue gas mercury controls (FGMC)) have altered existing 

wastestreams or created new wastewater streams at many power 

plants. 

As a result, each year the pollutant discharges from this 

industry are increasing in volume and total mass, and currently 

account for approximately 50-60 percent of all toxic pollutants 

discharged into surface waters by all industrial categories 

currently regulated under the CWA. See Section 3.2.2 of the 

Environmental Assessment for the Proposed Effluent Limitations 

Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating 

Point Source Category (Environmental Assessment) - EPA 821-R-13- 

003. The main pollutants of concern for these discharges 

include metals (e.g., mercury, arsenic, selenium), nitrogen, and 

total dissolved solids (TDS). As discussed in Section XIII and 

the Environmental Assessment report, there are numerous 

documented instances of environmental impact associated with 

these power plant discharges, such as harm to human health, harm 

to aquatic life, contamination of sediment, and detrimental 

impacts to wildlife. Water quality modeling, in addition to the 
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documented damage cases, corroborates these impacts and 

indicates that the toxic discharges are a source of widespread 

aquatic-life impacts, and a source of increased cancer and non-

cancer risks in humans, and toxic metal bioaccumulation in 

wildlife. These discharges also contribute large cumulative 

nutrient pollutant loads to sensitive watersheds, upsetting the 

natural balance of such waterbodies as the Great Lakes and the 

Chesapeake Bay. 

Today's proposed rule would reduce current toxic and other 

pollutant discharges and their associated impacts. In general, 

depending on the option, the proposed rule would establish new 

or additional requirements for wastewaters associated with the 

following processes and byproducts: flue gas desulfurization 

(FGD), fly ash, bottom ash, flue gas mercury control, combustion 

residual leachate from landfills and surface impoundments, 

nonchemical metal cleaning wastes, and gasification of fuels 

such as coal and petroleum coke. In addition to the proposed 

requirements, as part of this rulemaking EPA is considering 

establishing best management practices (BMP) requirements that 

would apply to surface impoundments containing coal combustion 

residuals (e.g., ash ponds, FGD ponds). EPA is also considering 

establishing a voluntary program that would provide incentives 

for existing power plants that dewater and close their surface 

impoundments containing combustion residuals, and for power 
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plants that eliminate the discharge of all process wastewater 

(excluding cooling water discharges). 

The major provisions of the proposed rule are summarized 

below. In addition, the proposed requirements and the 

technologies that serve as the basis for these requirements are 

explained in more detail in Section VIII of this preamble. 

B. Summary of Major Provisions of the Proposed Rule  

Depending on the option, EPA is proposing to revise or 

establish Best Available Technology Economically Achievable 

(BAT), New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), Pretreatment 

Standards for Existing Sources (PSES) and Pretreatment Standards 

for New Sources (PSNS) that apply to discharges of pollutants 

found in the following wastestreams: FGD wastewater, fly ash 

transport water, bottom ash transport water, combustion residual 

leachate from landfills and surface impoundments, nonchemical 

metal cleaning wastes, and wastewater from flue gas mercury 

control (FGMC) systems and gasification systems. 

EPA has identified four preferred alternatives for 

regulation of existing discharges in the proposed rule (and it 

has identified one preferred alternative for regulation of new 

sources). These four preferred alternatives are summarized 

below. 

Discharges directly to surface water from existing facilities -  

For existing sources that discharge directly to surface water, 
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with the exception of oil-fired generating units and small 

generating units (i.e., 50 MW or smaller), under one preferred 

alternative for BAT (referred to as Option 3a in this proposal) 

the proposed rule would establish BAT for wastestreams from 

these sources that include: 

• "Zero discharge" effluent limit for all pollutants in fly 
ash transport water and wastewater from flue gas mercury 
control systems; 

• Numeric effluent limits for mercury, arsenic, selenium and 
TDS in discharges of wastewater from gasification 
processes; 

• Numeric effluent limits for copper and iron in discharges 
of nonchemical metal cleaning wastes'; and 

• Effluent limits for bottom ash transport water and 
combustion residual leachate from landfills and surface 
impoundments that are equal to the current Best Practicable 
Control Technology Currently Available (BPT) effluent 
limits for these discharges (i.e., numeric effluent limits 
for TSS and oil and grease. 

Under a second preferred alternative for BAT (referred to 

as Option 3b in this proposal), the proposed rule would 

establish numeric effluent limits for mercury, arsenic, 

selenium, and nitrate-nitrite in discharges of FGD wastewater 

from certain steam electric facilities (those with a total 

plant-level wet scrubbed capacity of 2,000 MW or greater 2 ). All 

1 As described in Section VIII, EPA is proposing to exempt from new copper and 
iron BAT limitations any existing discharges of nonchemical metal cleaning 
wastes that are currently authorized without iron and copper limits. For 
these discharges, BAT limits would be set equal to BPT limits applicable to 
low volume wastes. 
2 Total plant-level wet scrubbed capacity is calculated by summing the 
nameplate capacity for all of the units that are serviced by wet FGD systems. 
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other proposed Option 3b requirements are identical to the 

proposed 3a requirements described above. 

Under a third preferred alternative for BAT (referred to as 

Option 3 in this proposal), the proposed rule would establish 

numeric effluent limits for mercury, arsenic, selenium, and 

nitrate-nitrite in discharges of FGD wastewater, with the 

exception of small generating units (i.e., 50 MW or smaller). 

All other proposed Option 3 requirements are identical to the 

proposed Option 3a requirements described above. 

Under a fourth preferred alternative for BAT (referred to 

as Option 4a in this proposal), the proposed rule would 

establish "zero discharge" effluent limits for all pollutants in 

bottom ash transport water, with the exception of all generating 

units with a nameplate capacity of 400 MW or less (for those 

generating units that are less than or equal to 400 MW, the 

proposed rule would set BAT equal to BPT for discharges of 

pollutants found in the bottom ash transport water). All other 

proposed Option 4a requirements are identical to the proposed 

Option 3 requirements described above. 

In addition, for oil-fired generating units and small 

generating units (i.e., 50 MW or smaller') that are existing 

sources and discharge directly to surface waters, under the four 

3 As described in Section VIII, one of the preferred options would increase 
this threshold for purposes of discharges of pollutants in bottom ash 
transport water only, to 400 MW or less. 
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preferred alternatives for regulation of existing sources, the 

proposed rule would establish effluent limits (BAT) equal to the 

current BPT effluent limits for the wastestreams listed above. 

Discharges to POTWs from existing facilities - For 

discharges from existing sources to POTWs, EPA is proposing to 

establish PSES that are equal to the proposed BAT, with the 

following exceptions: 

• Numeric standards for discharges of nonchemical metal 
cleaning wastes would be established only for copper 4 ; 

• Under Options 3a, 3b, and 3 for PSES, EPA is not proposing 
to establish pretreatment standards for discharges of 
bottom ash transport water. Under Option 4a, EPA is not 
proposing to establish pretreatment standards for 
discharges of bottom ash transport water for generating 
units with a nameplate capacity of 400 MW or lesss; and 

• Other than the pretreatment standards for nonchemical metal 
cleaning wastes, EPA is not proposing to establish 
pretreatment standards for existing sources for discharges 
from existing oil-fired units and small generating units 
(i.e., 50 MW or smaller). 

Discharges directly to surface water from new sources - For 

all generating units that are new sources and discharge directly 

to surface waters, including oil-fired generating and small 

generating units, the proposed rule would establish NSPS that 

include: 

4  As described in Section VIII, EPA is proposing to exempt from new copper 
PSES standards any existing discharges of nonchemical metal cleaning wastes 
that are currently authorized without copper limits. For these discharges, 
the regulations would not specify PSES. 

5This is because, as explained in Section VII, EPA generally does not 
establish pretreatment standards for conventional pollutants (e.g., TSS and 
oil and grease) because POTWs are designed to treat these conventional 
pollutants. 
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• Numeric standards for mercury, arsenic, selenium, and 
nitrate-nitrite in discharges of FGD wastewater; 

• Maintaining the current "zero discharge" standard for all 
pollutants in fly ash transport water for direct 
dischargers; 

• Establishing "zero discharge" standards for all pollutants 
in bottom ash transport water and wastewater from flue gas 
mercury control systems; 

• Numeric standards for mercury, arsenic, selenium, and TDS 
in discharges of wastewater from gasification processes; 

• Numeric standards for mercury and arsenic in discharges of 
combustion residual leachate; and 

• Numeric standards for TSS, oil and grease, copper, and iron 
in discharges of nonchemical metal cleaning wastes. 

Discharges to POTWs from new sources - For generating units 

that are new sources and discharge to POTWs, including oil-fired 

generating and small generating units, EPA is proposing to 

establish PSNS that are equal to the proposed NSPS, except that 

the PSNS would also establish a "zero discharge" standard for 

all pollutants in fly ash transport water (the current NSPS 

already includes a zero discharge standard for pollutants in fly 

ash transport water), and the PSNS would not include numeric 

standards for TSS, oil and grease, or iron in discharges of 

nonchemical metal cleaning wastes. 

Additional details about the proposed effluent limitations 

and standards are described in Sections VIII and X of this 

preamble. 


