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INTE R-INDUS TRY ANA Id YT1CA.L GR 0 UP 

March 30. 1 9 8  

401 M Street, S.W. (Mail Codc 4101) 
Washingwn, DC 20460 e 

Dear Mr. Perciasepe: 

O n  February 26, 1998, Jim Hanlvn m d  othecs withifi the Engineedng md Anulysk 
Division (‘%AD’) met with representatives of rhe Inter-Industry AJdytical Group (‘‘IMC’y to 
discuss the quantification issue. We had been expecting the Agency to propose a new 
quantification approach in the Federal Register by year’s end, as discussed in your letter of June 
9, 1997, Late Itstyear, however, we learned that the EPLD had decided to undertake a study that 
would dramatically extend your schedule, possibly by as much as three (3) years. In addition to 
the delay, the llAG was concerned about certain issues the EAD study plan dld not o p p a  to 
address, During the meeting, the EAD staff offered a s s w c e s  that its study eventually would, L- 

address all of the issues identified in your letter as issues appropriate for peer review. However, 
the  extended schedule discussed during the meeting underscores the nccd for tho Agency to 
endorse ‘‘interim” approach during the lengthy period ne;cessary to complete The EAD’s study. 

The HAG had suggested an “interim” qwtif icdon approach in our November 5 ,  1996 
letter. We did not continue 10 pursue that suggesdon once we learned of the expedited plans 
presented in your June 9 letter. Now that those plans have changed, we urge you to take a fresh 
look at the IIACi’s request for intorlrn relief, 

IC the EAD proceeds with an appropriate study to fortify the scientific bdsis with which to 
evaluate quantification levels, we have a strong interest in participating in ita design and 

I * The Group is comprised of Aluminum Company of America, American Automobile 
Manufacturcrs Association, American Forest k Paper Associatlon, American Petroleum 
Institute, Chemical Manufacturers Association, National Association of Metal Finishers, 
hnerjcan Electroplaters and ‘Surface Finishers Society, Metal Finishing Suppliers’ Association, 
and Utility Water Aci Group. 
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implementation. We do nor believe, twwevcr, that the study is a prerequisilc 10 thc Agency 
endorsing R scieirtifically sound “interim” approach. If anything, the study should be used to 
evaluaie whethcr the interim approach-afier It  is being applied--can bt: impmvcd. ’ 

The qunntificalion issue has b c e ~ ~  studied axtcnsivcly w e t  the past sevcral yam. The 
Officc of Water itself has been working on it since beforc 1985, when it introduced “practid 
quantiwion 1evols’’ (“PQLt’) for use in the MtlkIng water program. At some point, the Em 
bepn work on the issue, with a draft proposal tmerging more than four (4)  year^ ago, Since 
then, you and your staff have met with UAG representatives on numerous occasioas, have 
exchanged data, and have extcnsively evaluated the options. Those efforts U)tlmateIy Icd to your 
June 9 letter announcing the decision to withdraw the EAD’s “interim Mt” md to propose a new 
approach by late 1997. Over nine (9) months have passed since your letter, with the only 
progress being B plan to study the issue still Mer-possibly for ?lie next three (3) years. 

An interim approach Is needed well before then. The Agency has mlmnriking 
proceedings underway, and permit writers are facing NPDES permits involving the quantification 
issue. Absent a scientifically sound quantification approach, those proceedings are bound to 
presenr reguiarory obstacles &at w e  shun 8n interest in avoiding. 

Interim approaches are available. at least one immcdiately, and another in due course. An 
approach cdlcd the “Inlerlabaratory Quantification Estimate”*(“IQE”) is mpidly evolving wiUiln 
ASTM, a voluntary consensus organization whose analytical standards the Agency routincly 

2 endorses. €AD staff already are participating actively on thc ASTM subcommittee developing 
the 1QE. They have submitted extensive comnents in responsc to the frrst draft describing the 
IQE. Those comments (and others) were fully addressed by ASTM in the come of preparing a 
second draft, which was just distributed for subcommittee balloting ( ie . ,  review and comment). 
Following an ASTM meeting in June at which comments responding to the wcond draft will be 
discurscd, ir is expected that the IQE wlll be modified Aurher as appropriate and sent out to the 
full consensus organization for approval. That action could be Wen this fall, with final ASTM 
approval possibly by year’s end. During our February 26 meeting, your staff asked if wc had 
performed any calculations with the IQE procedure, In response, we have identified a suitable 
(Part 136) intcrlaboratory database with which to ctilculate IQEs. We arc expecting to receive 
the computer files containing those data and Will send Jim Haclon our IQE calculations shortly. 
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EPA’s active pmicipation in the ASTM process, with the goal of contributing to the 
development of an acceptable interim spproach, is entirely consisknt with the National 
Technology Transfer and Advancement Act of 1995 (“NITAA”). As &e Office of Management 
and Budget (“OMB’’) recently stated in its final Cjrculx A-1 19, which unplements the NTTAA: 

If R voluntary consensus standards body is. in the process of‘ developing or 
adopting a voluntary consensus standard that would likely be lawful and practical 
for an agency to use, and would likely be developed or adopted on R timcly basis, 
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an agency should nor be dwsloping irs, OIVN govemmanf unfquu standard and 
insread should be pdclpatlng in thc activities of the voluntnry mnsenSU5 
slandards body. 63 Fed, Reg. 8556 (Feb. 1.9, 1998) (cmphnsls added). 

In addition, the lM0 ~IIS devtlopcd and refined thc ‘‘nltemtive minimum Ievd’’ 
:,- iJ(“AML”) ovcr the past few years. The AML has been widely discussed in acicn~fic circles, a d  

an article describing it recently was publishd in a prornhent ptcr-reGcwcd journal. A copy is 
enclosed. A softwnm p e ~ h g e  Is avdlablc to providc a oonvenisnt mean$ for the €?AD tu 
calculate quantification levels for national application. 
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Contmy to concern~ we’have heard expressed by the EAD, c!thcr tlic IQE or the AMI, 
would likely be received very favorably by the states. Both methods ~dniittcdly are sophjsticared, 
but EI’A would have little difficulty performing h e  work to generate a list of nationally 
applicable quantiilcation Icvels. The states would ~ o t  bear the burden of calculating 
qwtification levels, and thus would not need additional resources to deal with m AML or IQE 
approach AMLs or IQEs would be available initidly for those pollutruits for which ndcquate 
interlaboratory data are available, and the  list codd expand as additiond datn (c.g., from tlic 
Agency’s forthcoming 1600 Series methods) are gcnerated. From what we have been hearing, 
the states art anxiously awaiting such a national list of q m t i f i d o n  levels to support their 
NPDESefforts. 8 

. 

Givcii h e  national significance of this Issue, we request that you initiate a puer rovibw 
proccss or, hi) htcrim approach immediately. At a miiirnum, we would urge thet thc peer review 
panel be provided; 

- (1) a statement regarding how quantificatlon levels are used in the NPDES process, 
particularly in the permit enforcement context; and 

(2) e detailed description of t he  alteniadve quantification approaches, including at 
least the IQE, the AML, and m y  other approaches EPA wishes to consider. 

We recomnicnd that EPA (in its “char@’) ask the peer rcvicw pmcl to identi& both the  
merits and limitations of he tiitwnotives in Iight of lhc context in whkh yluui~ificlition lovels will 
be applied in the NPDES program. As a basis for that cvaluation, the peer revicwes should be 
asked to consider at least the issues you already agreod to submit to peer review in your Juric 9 
Ictler (e.g., the importance of interlaboratory data). We would be vcry interested in coordinating 
with you in developing the “charge” and Idcnrifying the materials tlic peer review panel should 
be provided. As with I he  EAD study, we believe such IlAO involvemcnt is consisknt with 
EPA’s public participation policies and regulations. 

The IlAG appreciates your continued attention on this important issue, We believe t i  
meeting with you would he useful to get a better understanding of the Agency‘s plans, e s v i a l l y  



with regard to our peer review proposal and the forthce:<ning rules irr which UIO quantification 
issue is likely to arise. One of us wlll contact Tim Kasror, shortly to determine your avai)abllity. 

Sincerely, 

L%4Ldt&&&Jd!. 
Aluminum Compauy of merim 

Enclosure 
cc: Dr. Tudor T. Davies 

Mr. James Hanlon 
Mr. William A. Telliard 
Ms. Sheila Frace 
Mr. Timothy Kasten 

American ELectroplakn & Surfaclb 

MtW Finishing Suppliers’ Associadon 
Finishers Society 


