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INTRODUCTION

This is a collection of‘letters'from various goyernment‘agencies,
'both Canadian and American, which contributed to the data base of the pper

'Great .Lakes Waste Loadings Trends Slmulation Model The purpose of the

collection is to document data used in implementing the model and to illustrate

the problems of“collecting data'on environmental—economicvrelationships.
' In some cases, the letters did not convey‘information that could be‘
‘used. For instance, the first letter in the. collection, from Energy, Mines,

‘;, and Resources to the Social Sciences Division, explains why economic information

may be unavallable due to the confidentiality provis1ons of . the Statistics Act.

' ‘ ‘ . In several cases, the letters accompanied very large reports, printouts
or documents. These have not been included in the collection. Normally,the o

accompanying 1etter 1ndicates their contents and availability.

\i : ~The letters contained in this document do not encompass all the-sources
of.information used-in:the model. - Information was also obtained through literature
.searches, 1ndependent data collection and personal contact w1th other agencies.
Other Worklng papers of this series document different aspects of the model'

_data basedl.

1Those interested should consult the following docusients:

L - Deutscher, P. Upper Great Lakes Waste Loadings Trends Simulation
©  Model:  Sources and Methodology for the Derivation of U S Industrial
Waste Loads Coefficients. CApril 1976

- m— Upper Great Lakes Waste Loadings Trends Simulation Model:

_ S - Sources and Methodology . .for the Derivation of Canadian Industrial
. ‘ ' o Waste Loads Coefficients: April 1976. '

- Muir, T. Upper Great Lakes Waste Loadings ‘Trends Simulation Model:
Industrial and Municipal Waste Treatment Sectotrs -vBackground Data.
September 1975, '

- Sonnen, C. A. and P. M. Jacobson. Estimates of Economic Activity
in Regions of the Canadian Great Lakes Basin for the Period 1972-2020
Series A, Volume I. December 1974.

-




- FORMAT

The letters are afranged chronologically'by‘coaotry,I:The index
,nUmbers each letter sequeqtiallx gives.the date, the agency from which the
.communicationrorigiﬁated, and:a summary of thevtopic; All.of the letters
.werec&estined for Social SCiencesaniviSioo, Inland WatersaDirectorate,r_ )
Ontario‘Regioa,~ofe | 'Environment Canada. In the iﬁdex, the.source of
the informationris identified by agency rather than by‘indioidual;‘ The
following acronYms are?usedéf | | B | |

DOE ~  Environment Canada -

EMR -  Energy, Mines, and Resources, Canada
EPA - Env1ronmenta1 Protection Agency, ‘U S..
GLBC - Great Lakes Basin Comm1851on, U S.
MDNR o= Department of Natural Resources, Michigan
MOE - Ministry of the Environment, Ontario
- WDNR -‘, -  Department oftnatural Res0urces,'Wisconsio’

Four principal topics are dealt with in this collection.
(1) Municipal Waste Loads, (2) Industrial'Waste Loads, (3) -Municipal
Treatment Capacity, and (4) Industrial Treatment Capacity and Costs. The .

letters are arranged by topic in Table A




CODE

DATE -

- AGENCY OF R MAIN TOPIC
_ __D/M/Y ORIGIN _ '
CANADA
c.1 - 25/7/74 EMR Confidentiality of Data
C.2  26/8/74 MOE- Municipal Waste Loadings
. C.3 ..30/8/74 ~ MOE Phesphprns Remoﬁal Capacity
S C.4 - 13/9/74 DOE .’Industrial waste-Loadings |
"C;Sn- >12/2/74 MOE Municipal Treatment Capacity
.C.6 20/2/75 MOE Industrial Waste Treatment Investments -
c.7 _22/5/75 MOE - ‘Industrial Waste Treatment Inveatnents
c.8 31/10/75': - MOE ,Per§capita;Municipal Waste»Loadings‘
UNITED STATES
v.1 7/3/75 EPA Industrial Waste Loads
- U.2 122/4/75 GLBC : Municipal Treatment Requirements
. _ T and Capacity . :
u.3 ° 27/5/75 © GLBC . Industrial Expenditures on Waste Treatment
.U.4> 6/6/75'4 EPA " . - Industrial Waste Costs and Municipal
- - and Industrial Waste Flows
U.5 6/8/75 MDNR Per—Capita Municipal Waste Loads
U,6' h 11/8/75" WDNR Estimate of Percentage Industrial
‘ S _ Waste Removal
U.7  14/8/75  MDNR

- “Estimate. of Percentage Industrial

Waste Removal




- TABLE A -

INTER-AGENCY DATA CONTRIBUTIONS BY TOPIC

TOPIC . REFERENCE NUMBER '

CANADA U,

Municipal Waste Loads c.8 U5
Industrial Waste Loads C.4 U, UL, U7
Municipal Treatment Capacity. C.2, C.5 , . U.Z,.U.4 -

Indust¥ial Tfeatment Capacity

and Costs C.3, €C.6, C.7  U.3, U.4, U.6, U.7 '
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Mr. Albert S. Williams L LTy '
~ Social Science Division ' ' o = e
Canada Centre for Inland Waters E
P.0. Box 5050 -
Burlington, Ontario
L7R 4A6

. Dear Mr. Williams.

W1th reference to our conversatlon of July 23, 1974, and your
request to Miss Pilozzi of Statistics Canada, the following will

~illustrate for you how conformity with the Statistics Act prevents 'us-
from supplying the Statistics you want. :

No. of Mines

~or_Companies Commodit ies :

Region Numbers

‘Nickel, Copper, Iron -
"Copper, Gold, Zinc

Copper, Iron

Sil1ca, Nickel, Copper, Iron
Salt, Uranium

o B

u W
N e N

YN T U OEH

You will see that, in all regions but two, there are too few
compan1es to permit disclosure, even on an aggregate basis. In all

) instances, ‘when the number of mines or companies is combined with the

number of. commodities, there is' another restriction on disclosure because
the number of observatlons is reduced. Seventeen of the mines are operated g
by two companies. : :

To make matters a bit more 1nterest1ng, only two of these ‘mines

‘were in operation in 1951, eleven in 1961, and twenty-five in 1971.

The histOrical series you wanted wouldVbe, therefore, somewhat distorted.

1 trust that thlS 1nformat10n will convince you that problems of
statistlcs avallablllty are not illusory.

" “Yours truly,

cc. Miss Gina Pilozzi ,; 'J-‘zu S ,"_IA

Statistics Canada : , B T .y:”
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Aﬁgust 23,1974,

Mr. J. P. H. Batteke, -

Canadian Co-Chairman,

-ULRG - WGP - A, -
Canada Centre for Inland Waters
'Social-Sciences.Division,- _—
867 Lakeshore Rd., .
BURLINGTON, Ontario.

L7R 4A6. .

’

Dear Mr, Ba;teke:‘

I am appending information confirmingiourvv

your reference.
: _ I would strongly suggést, however; that our
figures be retained, at least 'in the Canadian computa-
‘tions. They are based upon a,greater,Sampling frequency .
than were‘conside:ed_in,computing-the U.S. data.

- 'If you require any further-clérification,f

please contact either myself or Mr. John Archer at.
965-6963. . o0 Uh TR , |

Yéurs very:truly,

- o S " G. L,fVan,Fleetj Head, ,
GLVF/ps. S .. Municipal Sewage‘WOrks'Unit,
Attach. o - Pollution Control Branch.

2.0
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.. Ministry of the. .' 13551 ClalrAvenue West
* Environment L T  Suite 100

. B ' L o Toronto Ontarlo .
M4V 1P5

| MEMORANDUM: . August 15, 1974,

- 10:  G. L. Van Fleet, Head,

Municipal Sewage Unit,
Pollution’Control Branch.

FROM: J. Archer, Project Offlcer,'

Municipal Sewage Unit,

‘{_I‘ Pollution Control Branch.

RE: ESTIMATED WASTE CONTRIBUTIONS FOR POPULUS IN THE
UPPER GREAT LAKES DRAINAGE: BASIN

. 35 A-'.‘..> .
LT = T

_’! ‘ As per your request of August 9, 197h, I have computed yearly ‘per.
‘capita loadings for Total Dissolved Solids, Total Nitrogen, Chlorides,
‘Reactive Dissolved Silica and Total Phosphorus for municipallties 1n the

--Upper Great Lekes Basin (See Table 1 below).

These loadlngs vere. computed from effluent data collected at
direct discharge water pollution control plants over the past year. Values ,

. shown (pounds per capita per year) are representative of domestic wastes*

belng discharged from municipal treatment plants. *(includes commercial. and. -
light industrial contrlbutlons) No effort was made to differentiate between _

primary and secondary treatment Values for Dissolved Reactlve Silica are
estimated because of lack of past data.

TA3LE”1

ESTIMATED, PER CAPITA, WASTE CONTRIBUTIONS FOR -
POPULUS IN THE UPPER GREAT LAKES DRAINAGE BASIN

CﬂNl’vF‘l

: L : Loadlng
- Waste Parameter ~ . - _ igounds/Caplta/Year) 0
: . ( (bk.iu;g.me-‘;i":"'.
, Total Dlssolved Sollds : . o200 ,);‘ 3v.-~;.
- Totel Nitrogen - 9 (11T L 2 =7,
Chlorides . 30 ¢

~ Dissolved Reactive Silicate @~ -~ = -3

Total Phosphorus (No P Removal) . 2

. Total Phosphorus (P Removal) ST |

o
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_ DATE SEP 0 1974
| Ontarlo ._. TO i ',““'-“_"‘ D“".":
_Mlmstry of the‘ ' ' o ‘ S 135 St. Clalr Avenue West
: En-wr.onment IR . sutewo
- - ‘ I Toronto Ontarlo-
M4V 1P5

August'30,>1974.

Mr D.. Coleman, : :
Social Sciences Research Division,
Canada Centre for Inland Waters,
867 Lakeshore Blvd., :

" Box 5050, - .
BURLINGTQN, ontario. '

Dear Mr. éoleman:

' As per’ 'your request to Mr. G. L. Van Fleet,
please find enclosed a- list of all mun1c1pal watexr
pollution control ‘Plants in the Upper Great Lake Basxn.
The plants having phosphorus removal are indicated with
‘a red dot. The type of treatment is coded with a
P for Primary; -S for Secondary and CST for Communal

Septic Tank, followed by the design flow of the particular
installation.

_ if we can be of any further asslstance, please
do not heSLtate to call.

'Yours truly,

L)

“ 3. Axcher, - o | :' o .
e . , _ . Project forcer,: o :
JA/ps o : .. Municipal Sewage Works Unit,

Attach. - . Pollution Control Branch.




UPPER GREAT LAKES

© MUNICIPAL TREATHENT INFORMATION

, 1974.

‘.Mun1c1pa11ty

'ALGOMA

' _Sau]t Ste Mar1e (C) :

~ Elliot Lake (Twp )
~ Wawa (T)

BRUCE ,
_ Chesley (my
~Kincardine (T) .
~ Port Elgin (T)
‘Walkerton (T)
Wiarton (T)
~ DUFFERIN |
| sheTburne W
- GREY '_'
‘e Owen Sound (C)
- Durham (T)
“Hanover (T)
Meaford (T)
Markdale (V)
- HURON .
“Clinton (T)
Exeter (T)
" ‘Goderich (T)
- Seaforth (T) .
~~ Wingham (T)
o LAMBTON
- Foresth (T)
© MANITOULIN
Little Current (T)
: fMIDDLESEX o
-Lucan v)

- MUSKOKA

. Bracebr1dqe (T)

.}:)-TreatmentV

Moo
o — -
pOO

o—ococo . .

muruwnno
[=Y=Y=Y XN
oo

rewnron

Co—0O

L] - ‘. e o
o

L 0.32

a7
72
5

A 4

. Municipality |

 NIPISSING

e North Bay (C) -

_ONTARIO -
e Uxbridge (T)

e Beaverton (V) - .
| @ Cannington (V)

* PARRY_SOUND

® Parry Sbund'(T) o
@ Powassan (T)

PERTH

""‘erLiStoweT (T): . o

* SIMCOE

Barrie (C)
Orillia (C) -
Alliston (T)
Bradford (T)
Collingwood (T)
Midland (T)
Penetanguishene (T)
Stayner (T) -
~ .Beeton (V)

. ETmvale (V)

e Port McNicoll (V)

'Tottenham (V)
'SUDBURY.

~ Sudbury (C)

~ Capreol (T)

~ Coniston (T) -
Copper Cliff (T)
Espanola (T)

. Levack (T)

Lively (T) .
Chelmsford =
‘Falconbridge Townsite
Neelon & Garson (Twp )
~Onaping (I. D ) :

Balatl

‘o
oo

mrOrrrovovunnn
. .
O O OCO—~POOHW

; mr-m‘mm.m-gam.m-r—'m
ooooo,oo-—-oom ’

“V-VTreatment E
.475

0.28

.044.

144

C.3. L
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) UPPER GRLAT LAKES -
MUNICIPAL TREATMENT INFORMATION

Municipality ; . Treatment .| ,MUnicipa]ity '

‘THUNDER BAY

Thunder Bay (C) P
Longlac (Twp.) = =~ - 'S
Nipigon (Twp.) P
Terrace Bay (Twp. ) L

| WELLINGTON

: Harriston (tfy . Lo
¢ Mount Forest (T) - - S 0.
' PaImerstqn‘(T) y ‘ , SO

YORK
: Aurora (T)

' ]
- Newmarket (T) : S 2.
-Sutton ‘ o L

THUNDER BAY N |
Margthon_(Twp.)' . P0.25

CowpISSING . |
ﬂﬂ fgx)sturgeon Fa]ls s

¢.3 L

QTréatmént.



‘Mr. D. E. Coleman

FILE
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SEPI 7 1974

Environment Environnement
Canada Canada

‘Environmental - Protection de

- Protection ~ I'Environnement. September 13, 1974'

Social Sciences Division
Canada Centre for Inland Waters
P. 0. Box 5050

' Burlington, Ontai1o

L7R 4A6

DEar-Dellz

I might have known that your thlrd request ‘for 1nformat1on on the waste'
xloadings study would arrive just after I had started my vacation. You seem

destined to be kept in the dark as far as we are concerned. ' Now we'll probably l_

discover that most of those here who would have useful 1nformat1on .are on
French language training.

You have asked for 1nformat1on on loadlngs and standards for the forestry,

- mining and manufactur1ng industries. . With respect to loadings, we have i
. relatively little specific data on: the mining and manufacturing industries in

the upper lakes, but we should be able to provide something on pulp and paper.
What may be just as useful to you as data on specific plants in the area

- would be typical waste dlscharges in relation to various products and processes
~from which extrapolations could be made for your model. We would be prepared
:to provide this for a limited number of the types of industry you are interested

in. For example, the most pertinent. 1ndustr1es, would. seem to be mining,
pulp and paper, primary metals, metal finishing and chemicals. <Chemicals

- may turn out to be too complex, but we can try

With respect to standards, I am attachlng out pulp and paper effluent

,regulatlons (which are under revision) petroléum refinery regulations, mercury

(chlor-alkali 1ndustry) regulat1ons and our proposed standards for the m1n1ng
1ndustry

I confess to belng unclear as to what you mean by ""the f1ve material

_balance parameters” to which you refer in your letter of August 21 1974,
. Perhaps you could clarlfy this,

~The typlcal dlscharge 1nformat10n and the spec1f1c pulp and paper data’

- will takeé us some time to corral in a ‘useable form. It may not be available

much before the end of October. Even then I am apprehens1ve about the full

‘extent of the data we may be able to obtain.

.4.0

EP - 1001




' ’ ~ However, we will make an effort and will suggest that the person here who .
‘will be responsible for the work maintain close cOmmunication"withgyOU»un;il 
either you are satisfied, or our information is. exhausted, - '

Yours sincerely, N
. . =

X /I F. Herity

c.4.1
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EXCLUDED

_ Ministry of the ~ Telephone:
Environment '

- Mr. P Deutscher
‘ Social Sciences D1v131on

Canada Centre for Inland Waters :

. 867 Lakeshore Road,
- P. 0. Box 5050,
. BURLINGTON, Ontarlo
L7R 4A6 -

_c;Dear_Mr{ Deutscher:

965-6967

. 135 St. Clair Avenue West
Suite 100

Toronto Ontarlo )

. | M4V 1PS
- February 12, 1975
R CCEVES P
No.-
DATE } ,{7/ {1/}3

Inmjl; : 1 D dte

Re: Cbmmunal Sewage Works in Ontario

Further to our telephone conversatlon on February 6, 1975,
I am now pleased to provide you with a "print-out" show1ng the
following information pertaining to communal sewage works in

‘Ontarlo

works name.

works type‘

works capac1ty in MGD

vworks.ownershlp eg._- Mlnlstry Plant

Non- Mlnlstry Plant

'alphabetical‘listing by_muniCipaIity'name'and class

I trust that this is thc lnformatlon that you require. If
- you have any questions or if I can be of further assistance feel

free to contact me.

| Yours very ‘truly,

/ Lo ///W/

A Burlachenko

PrOJect Offlcer

Municipal Sewage Works Unlt ,‘hLiy'f

Pollutlon Control Branch

bl (50

‘encl.




Ontario = = .

Ministry of the : ' © . 1358LClalr Avenue West, " '
Environment - 965-6975 .. . sutetoo- o
. | febfuary 20f.1975f - _u; . Toronto Ontarlo
. o . M4V 1P5

[ a73-a

. Mr. Pat Deutscher,

' Social Sciences Division, o . - _
Inland Waters Dlrectorate, o ‘,f~>i O R ‘«w~——4-—
P.0. Box 5050, : L
,Burllngton, Ontario. _ o R L A
LR 426 - BT et Il

-;\
R’

‘Dear Mr. Deutscher:”'

_ Enclosed is 1nformat10n re estlmated capltal : -." 0

S expendltures for industrial waste treatment works. by .
EE : © major cla551f1cat10n for the years 1957 to 1973. As
?ff - - indicated, these figures are based on the Mlnlstry s
- approval certificates at the design stage and an ‘
“inflation factor could be used, such as the year-to-
year englneerlng construction index, to bring. the
-flgures more closely in line with the actual money
spent. Also the flgures do not cover pretreatment
systems installed by industry connected to municipal
' sewers where further treatment is provided by the
municipality. It was suggested that if you wish fur-
ther 1nformat10n in this regard that you contact Mr.

F. Chrome, Clty Englneer of Oshawa, who is an executive

, - ..of the Munlclpal Engineers ASSOClatlon, which organlza—
. . - tioh may be able to help you.

We: w1ll also forward the 1974 1nformat10n ' . .
_ shortly and you agreed to forward a copy of the report ‘
vin whlch the 1nformatlon is to be used :

If you have any further questlons I shall ‘be
pleased to obllge. -

Yours truly,

D
Bt ron.
J. B. Patterson,
Superv1sor,

Industrial Approvals Section,

. ‘ o Environmental Approvals Branch
JBP/ep - - C.¢.0 -




o _grmmco cAPTTAL EXPENDITURE
® N roa INDUSTRIAL WASTE 'men-mem‘ WORKS
o o ' 1957~1973 ' '
$
IR "‘DSZ. Qo 7\0}'.;..&”‘3
+Pa 1con~ o
o Industxy 0 o Coft . Qex ti funtey
Slangifis: uo‘n; _1_9_' .Z:.;; COJBESEEY _1265-73 1365-73 1957~73
Bisle Iron & s , | ' ) E j',-; »
Steol ~ sase 3agne 16_.'1 . 3 29,570
Cucwhesl 0 og,L63 _.-.,71:’ 7.4 - 150 - 24,281
Poor a0 7028 3.3 131 ' 8,043
Metél.Wo:king, o o : . RO S v  o
Pl&tiﬁg “ Finishing = 393 S BhuEn 4.7 - 64 10,263
.' m..xhn. & A o . o B e
.Mqtallw'cficd 21,94 62,161 . - 29.3 | S log 84,102
Kircsllaneous : ‘ : , -
FManuficturing 3,433 . 11,933 5.6 a6 15,416
E&tré]éum & - . o I I
Patrochemicals 22,561 27,056 8.0 103 39,617
Pulp & Peper . 33,952 29,797 . 13.7 S se 72,749,
) service Jadustvies - 152 0 14,220 0 6.7 a9 14,202
: Tanninq & Rﬁndaring 600 i G 7 911
'Te}'i.ileu sz g0 ox g4 230
TOTAL c_osr o ««$98,000 $>32 a5 4 - 100.0 7g7 13310,514
x
‘ % -.Pcrcnﬁtaue bascd on estinated coste fox LrnAuw"nr wo”\v approved'
. : by t‘inlstry to be spent by industry: July 1965 - Pecember 1973,

f*‘ vhie total is based on figuch presented by inductry as having

been spent prior to implor-xu t;on of the d“JrOle program by

I*i..xstry

Cél

o




‘Dear_Mr.oDeutscher: : - ' PR _ o

Re: Llstlng of Industrial Certlflcates
‘ o o - ) of Approval and Concurrences
| Q | S | 1ssued in . 1974 :

: As requested recently, we are enclos1ng a
copy of the listing of the industrial certificates

" of approval and concurrences that were 1ssued durlng
; 1974 :

Also enclosed are rev1sed coples of the
'Estlmated Capltal Expenditures for Industr1a1 Waste
Treatment Works by Major Cla531f1cat10n = 1957-1974.
- The final listing of the certificates of approval R
hbrought to light a change in the final totals.  These

. copies will replace those given to you at our recent _ :
- meeting. - = . : L . : . S

_ If you have any further questlons I shall
:be pleased to obllge. :

" Yours trﬁly,f

A. B. Patterson, P.Eng.,
‘Supervisor, - ‘
Industrial. Approvals Sectlon,
Env1ronmental Approvals Branch.

C’IO

Jse/ep

S : PART OF
‘ , ATTALHMENTS
. 5 CEXCLUDED
o ‘Ontario T
Environment . May 22, 1975 ”-tSmm1m
' ' ' ' R v _ Toronto Ontano
e MaV 1P5
_“_0....__ e i : -
DM MAY 2 7 1975
} S ) : o . -l . ' :“:"! '»i:-l : AICS
'~ Mr. Pat Deutscher, SN Gy A N M Rl A S
Social Sciences Division; . \;il.;m-m,“:;,_aw S ‘ !
-Inland Water Dlrectorate, | S IO I
~ P.O. Box 5050, SR N S
. Burlington, Ontario. ' :
- L7R 4A6
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 LSTIMATED CAPITAL EXPENDITURE
| FOR INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT WORKS
o ' DY_MAJOR CALSSIFICATIONS
® | | ST 1957-1974 .

. THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

© XIndustry _ - Total
‘Clasgification - 1957=73 = 1974- . 1957~74

~ Basic Iron & . I S T
. Steel S '139.570“ ' - 5,750 . = 45,320

| Chemical . 24,280 2,013 26,204
‘Food 8,043 20 8,863

 Metal Working . o R |
- Plating & Finishing 10,283 55 10,338

Miningi&' : S ' B ' o
Metallurgical '~ 84,102 2,144 - 86,246

: - Miscellaneous = - , S B .
‘ _ - Manufacturing 15,416 : 32 - 15,448

Petroleum & . , o L
- Petrochemical =~ 39,617 5,373 - - 44,990

“Pulp & papet N -"-“73?749‘;'; f’ 5,952 - 79,701

| Service Industries 14,282 960 | n15;242‘
: Tanning & Rendering, : 2911._ - 253,'v_ L _1;1641

Textiles 260 . “ e | 260

$310 514 $22 552 . $333,066
concuanNcns Total No. 18 - $4, 219

Unlike previous_years concurrences have not been clasaified;

R




Ontario

t

Ministty of the = Telephone: 965-1655" B © 135 St. Clair Avenue West
~ Environment - o S Suité 100
N ‘ Toronto Ontario

| ‘QctOber‘Sl,t1975f. M4V iP5

[FIlE 7735 7540. 4,
| No. L

Mr, J. .P. H. Batteke, ,
Co-Chairman Working Group A, o ’ ‘ , o
Chief, Social Sciences Division, o par. DEC 031975
- Canada Centre for Inland Waters, —_ :
Environment Canada, - )
P. 0. Box 5050, '
BURLINGTON, Ontario.
L7R 4A6 o

e —

: Tﬂ ' ) .;Ié

1

beaf'Sir:“

| | |
Re: - Per Capita Municipal Loadings
oz Upper Great Lakes Populus

, . As per your request please find attached 'a list
of per capita municipal waste loadings, representative of
untreated domestic wastes for the populus of the Upper Great
Lakes Basin. It must be emphasized however, that these values
were produced for use by the Upper Lakes Reference Group -
Sub-Committees only and must not be used for computations
in any other Lakes Basin. - R ' o

Data for eleven municipalities were reviewed to
obtain the attached values. Total sample numbers ranged from
25 to 270,and_were:collected_over the past 2% years. '

o Ifxyou“have any further questions or if we can be
of any furthér.assistance, Please do not hesitate to call.

Yours truly,

B

o . Archer, CET,

. .Project Officer, o .
Municipal Sewage Works Unit,
Pollution Control Branch,

‘JA/bls
~.encl., .

- L8.0
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Fredenck 0. Rouse

Chairman

. State of linois

“Narural Resources Der eloﬂmenl Board

State of Indiana
_ Deparsment of Natural Ruomcu

State of Michigan

De{mrlmcm 0f Nutural Resources

State of Minnesota -
State Planning Axem y

State of New York .

Depiartment of Entivonmental Cameualwn'

State of Ohio

" Department of Natural Remmtet -

Cominonweéalth of Penns Ivania
Depanmcm of Environmental Resources

State of Wisconsin :
" Department of Natiral Resonrres

Department of Agriculture
Department of the Army -
Department of Commefce
Department of Health,
Education & Welfare
Department of Housing &
Urban Development
Department of the Interior
Department of Justice
Department of State ,
Department of Transportation .

- Environtiental Protection Agency .

Federal Pawer Commission =
_ Great Lakes Cotimmission

Dear .'

-Enclosure

cc:

metLakesBaﬂnConumssmn

FILE

//'3’5" & 5T

.No..

L wE:/Z/mb/z /is ’

April 22, 1975

D1te

To /1 Inlﬂal’

Y7

Mr. John P. Batteke

Chief Socidl Sciences Division
Canada Centre for Inland Waters

867 Lakeshore Road

Burlington, Ontario

vt et

" 'Enclosed are the 1dentified data inputs for the o
- waste loadings. policy simulation model, Version No. 3,

dated March 6, 1975. The attached data reflects those

areas in the March 6, 1975, version of the simulation model

_ :_hlghlighted for the Great Lakes Ba31n Commission data
. indputs.

It is our understanding -that areas 1dentified
as appropriate for GLBC judgmental input do not require
preliminary estimates prior to our visit to CCIW. Judg~

' mental inputs on behalf of GLBC should be simulated at
the time of our visit to CCIW

1f there are any questlons concerning the attach-
ments, please feel free to contact us as soon as poss1ble.

“As Rob Reed discussed w1th Del Coleman ‘we would
appreciate receiving a copy of the 1n1t1al run of the
simulation model once it is completed in order to assist us
in preparing for developing appropriate Judgmental inputs.

Sincerely yours,

Eugene A. Jareeki
Comprehen31ve Basin Planner

U.2.0

Eugene Pinkstaff

3475 Plymouth Road, Post Office Box 999, Ann Arbor, Mlchlgan 48106

313/763-3590 FTS 313/769-7431




- WASTE LOADINGS POLICY
-.-SIMULATION MODEL

Data Inputs fo VersiOn Number 3
"(Coded as: WLP SIM Mode1/3)

March 6 1975

. ITEM: MIMC 11 o | ~ Values for base year of municipal
- . ° treatment capacity, treatment plant
' Line No. 311 S ' capacity in gallons per year, per -
_type of treatment plant, per region,
for the base year.

Table 1 is taken from Appendlx 7, Water Quality, Great Lakes Basin
Framework Study The figures in Column A represent total estimated
wastewater flows for the U.S. portlon of Lakes Superlor and Huron to’
be treated by either municipal or industrial treatment svstems. .
Information is not: readily available as ‘to the type of treatment I :

" . plants now in operations for these regions. ‘ '

» ' The mun1c1pal wastewater flows includes the total of domestlc,
commercial, and industrial wastewater anticipated to be treated in
_fmun1c1pal wastewater treatment facilities. Industrlal Wastewater
anticipated to be treated in industry-owned wasteéwater treatment
;facilltles is included under the industrial sector.

Only a proportlon of the total populatlon is served by mun1c1pa1
treatment systems), ranglng from 27% in PSA 3 1 to 50% in PSA 3.2.
estimations are provided_ for PSA 1.1 or 1.2. Below are the pro;ected
proportion of population to be served by munlcipal_treatment»facilities

”lfor the various time horizons. - :

PLANNING SUBAREA 3.1 o . PLANNING SUBAREA 3.2

- ‘ Population Served R " Population Served
Subarea - by Municipal : . Subarea by Municipal:
-Year ~¥pulat10n Treatment Fac1lities : Year Populatlon Treatment Facilltles,,
1970 __ 142,064 38,000 1970 1,094,201 . 550,000
1980 164,300 53,000 : - 1980 1,246,800 = = - 693,000

2000 208,700 . . 85,000 ~ - . 2000 1,600,500 - 1,046.700
2020 267,000 /130,000 - 2020 2,057,400 1,503,000

U ,,2,." 1




@ LB MPGest . Cost of additional mumicipal treatment
‘ o et facilities.,  $ per gallon of yearly -
Line No. 333 capacity, per type of treatment plant.

Table 1, Columns B and C. presents the estlmated total costs to -
meet projected municipal wastewater flows for ‘each region, 1nc1ud1ng.
both- capltal and operation/malntenance costs. :

ITEM: 'IICFAC"(/v;7‘ ' * Industrial treatment capac1ty factor.

, : o Factor, inverse. of sum of investment
Line No. 337 . for pre-base vear perlod by 1ndustry
group

Informatlon by 1ndustr1al group is mnot avallable 1n—house at ‘
this time. A continued search will be made to determine if alternatlve
data sources are available. D

ITEM: PCWTOL :v  Per caplta water usage.
Line No. 900 - . Average annual usage in gallons,.per
capita. . .

-'Table 2 presents the: base and - prOJected per. caplta dally water
usage  for the Lake Superior and Lake Huron drainage basins. Table 2
is taken from the Great Lakes Basin Framework Study, Appendlx 6,
Water Supply. -




B e

L - | Wastevater Flew| AWT | Total Capfzal Cost in! Avg. Annuel 0&M in
i g . 1 =gd- {f ' nillxo‘s 0f dollars |willions cf dollars
TARLE 1~ | ==l u ons o
munic. indus. | no. ‘égggci indus.| AWT imunic, | inius. | AWT
| e ) S N
Lake Superior Plan Area 1.0 | 44.7 55,2 o - L L
Planning Subarea L 32,7 315 R S
Minn. ‘ 23.5 | 31.5 | o e
Wisc. o o 9.2 , - : ‘ ' o
*Planning Subarea 1.2 12.0 | 23.7 : _ o
fich. 1z o237 I
Tike Furon Plan area 3.0 | 85.0  465.3 R .
Planning Su‘area S 3.1 5.0 12.3 : . C
' Mich. o o] ose ) a2.3 -
‘Plannirg Scbarea - . 3.2 83.0 | 453.0 : - ,
Mich.. - o '80.0 453.0 1 T
: — e = s — .
Year 3o7c-19%0 . | SO
Laxp Snpgr1ar Tian Area. 1.0 48.1 | 44%.4 | ~19:;8 ‘ 2.5 f”"
Planning Subarea 1.1 | 37.1 23.6 12.8 o 1.7 |- o
Minn. e - 28.1 23.6 8.0 | ..7.0 6.9} 11.2{ '1.0 | 0.7°
Wisc. o s — ] R T R 6.5 1
- 'Planning Subarea © 1.2 11.0.{ 20.8 7.0 0.8 N.P.
Mich. ~ . - . | 1.0l 281 | _ 7.0l !l o8 | N
faxe Huren Piaz Arez 3.0 ¢ 111.2: 417.7 ;13 70°05 — ez [ '
Plenaing Subarea. ~ 3.1 |- 7.2 9.7 |1 6.05. 0.6
Mich. = s 7.2 9.7 |1 6.05 0.6
Planafng Subarea 3.2 ' 104.0 ! 408.0 12 | - 64.0 3.6
Nich. _ . 104.0 £0%.0 12 64.Q’ 3.6
| . Year 1980-2000
Lake Superior Plan Aréa 1.0 | 55.9 | 33.7 12.8 5.4
‘Planning Subarea 1.1 43,7 23.6 7.3 4.4
Minn. : ' 34,2 23.6 3.8°¢ 3.9 2.4 - 2.0
Wisc. , 9.5 |~ 3.5 . 0.5 '
" Planning Subatea 1.2 12.2 16.1" - 5.5 ¢ N.P{ 1.0 N.P.
Mich. : 12.2 16.1 5.5 N.P. 1.0 N.P.
"Lake oron Stan ites 3.0 | 1750 2615 113.0] 9.1 8.3
Planning Subarea 3.1 12.0 9.8 1.0 8.1 1.0
Mich. o ; 120 9.8 | 1.0 8.1 - 1.0
Planaing Subirea - 3.2 | 163.01 252.0 |{12.0| °71.0 7.3
Mich. 163,01 252.0 12.00 7.0 | 7.3
. ' ' 1earzqu -2020
Lake Superior Plan Area 1.0 | 67,3 | 61.0 |, 16.4° 6.4
Planning Subarea - lal 52. 34.9 9.1 5.2 | : iy
Minn. e 42.2 | 34.9 v 4.8 46| 2.4 | 2.0
Wisec. o 1 - 10.1 —— _ 4.3 . 0.6 '
© Plannipng Subarea 1.2 15.0 '26.1 7.3 N.PJ 1.2 N.P.
Mich. oV o1s0) 251 7.3 wpd 1.2 1 l.np
que Huren Plen Ares 3 0 : 263.2 | 363.8 |15.0 | .108.6 JAli6
. blanning Subarez ~° 3.1 | 18,2 | 17.8 | 1.0 10.6 1.2
Mich. ool 1s.2 ) 1.8 ) 1.0 10.6 1.2
‘Planning SubaTea 3.2 | 245.0 | 346.0 |14.0| 98.0 10.2
dMich, 12450 AUA0 I4Q o0’ 102
i hccuﬂulative to last year in pericd. S e  N.,P. = Appepdiy {ngd catég that. -
2/ Includes costs for needed advanced waste :reatmen: facilities.» S no needs exist.
=" Included in munxclpal cost figures. - A B Blank-spaces indicate
) '

ata.are not available.
Costs as,umed to be p'ivatc, and no furthcr cost developﬂent will be mng , I :

u.2.3




TABLE 2

BASE AND PROJECTED MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY

1970 Populaticn Served (Thousand)

1970 Municipal Water Use (mpd)

Planning

- otSubarea {lotal

~ From

_ From Inland ‘ )
‘Great Lakes . Lakes & Streams Groundwater |

Fronm

“Total

From From

Great Lakes

Inland '
Lakes & Streams : Groundwatel

From

1 261.2

1.2 121.7

154.6
69.4

6.0

8.5

1n0.6
f 43.8{'

33.1

15.3

19;9
‘8.7

0.5

1

- 57.9

708.0

27.8

510.5

2.8

'30.1‘

7.0

125{6 x

- 3.lvi
. 90.6

1.

189.7

1970

1980

2000

m 1 <Served

ropalation

(Thousancs)

Total Water |
- Use (mgd)

"~ Population '_
} Served o

(Thousandé).

‘Total Water
- Use {mgd)

Population
" Served .
(Thousands)

‘Total Water
Use (mgd)

Population Total Vaté;i-fﬁ
_Served . Use. (mgd) Y

261.2

-~

33.1

243

| em.8

1114

40.0

| iu_3 :

326.1 56.8f

157

H'1.12549 -

(Thousands) .
382.7 .. 62.9
- 12.9

]

7.0
125’ ..6

70.0
' 851.6

Xy
159.6

| ,397.0
1

,205.3

S 12.7
- 238.2

137.0

3‘”19;6 |
1,662.2 3456 |




Frederick O. Rouse

Chairman

State of Illinois

Natural Resources Dévelopment Bonrd

" State of Indiana -
" Department of N.atural Resources

State of Michigan :
Department of Natural Resources

State of Minnesota
State Plonning Agency

" State of New York

Depdariment- of Enuronmenral Conseryation

. State of Ohio

Department of Natural Resources

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Depattment of Environmental Resources

State of Wisconsin
pipqumfbl of Naiural Resources

epartment of Agriculture

‘eba’rtment of the Army
" Department.of Commerce
Departmeiit of Health, -

Education & Welfare -
Department of Housmg &

Urban Development
Department of the Interior
Department of Justice
Deépartment of State
Department of Transportation
Environmental Protechon Agency
Federal Power Commission
Great Lakes Commission -

ATTALAMENTS

EXCLUDED .

"FjLE_,//jas:ﬂf%l

’;
)

..N&.." '

w5 JU 02 1975

 May 27, 1975 . | dt::#;mwiut”*ﬂ-?uwt;

Mr. John Batteke, Chief
Social Sciences Division -

- Inland Waters Directorate

Ontario Region - - o B : _ RN
P.O. Box 5050 ' o e o

.1Burlington, Ontario ’L7Rr4A6

Dear Mr. Batteke.

‘In response to your letter dated May 5 to Mr. Eugene
Pinkstaff Gene Jarecki has asked me to provide additional

" backup materials concerning industrial expenditures for waste

water treatment. I have enclosed copies of tables from the

-1972 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency "Economics of Clean
~Water Study." From this information, it is possible to derive

generalized 1ndustr1alized waste treatment expenditures.~

As 1 indicated to Tom Mulr in my letter dated May 8,
updated information should be available from the National

-‘Commission on Water Quality Study concerning industrial waste
treatment costs.. However, at the present time, this informa-

tion is not available and the expected date when such infor-

- mation could be released is betWeen three to six weeks away.

In the meantlme, 1 would strongly urge that the

’ information contained in the 1972 EPA Study be utilized with

care.” The standard deviation for most of the data samples
were highly skewed.

As T indicated to Tom Muir, I will contact the

‘National Commission on Water Quality later this month to

check on the status of their industrial waste treatment

_expenditure coefficients as to their availability. Outside
- of this source, relevant information is just not. available

34-75 Plymouth Road, Post Office Box 999, Ann Arbor, Mlchlgan 48106 -

313/763- 3590 FTS: 313/769-7431




e

Mr. John Batteké |

‘May 23, 1975

Page Two

which can’ reliably. portrey the eXpenditurestin the tegion of the upper-
lakes. The closest thing to this is the data contained in the 1972
EPA Study, the limitations of which I mentioned above. Beyond this,

one must rely upon subjective policy judgments as to what may be and

ey

could be the situation in regards to industrial’ waste treatment expenditures.

Unfortunately, at the current time, there is no' consensus upon what. these .
flgures may be in the United- States.

Slncerely yours,

‘@‘Zx(w @ ’lh»

Robert W. Reed
Water Resources Blanner,

Enclosure

cc: Eugene Plnkstaff

TR




\

The following tables from the 1972 v. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Report on '"The Economics of Clean Water" can be used to determine relative
costs estimates by industrial sectors for waste treatment expenditures for -
the Upper Lakés fodeling effort. Tables 3 through 22 can be utilized to 4
determine 1ndustrial waste discharges by industrial sector for the Western
Great Lakes Region. - The Western Great Lakes Region includes Wisconsin, .
'_Minnesota, and the Upper Peninsula of Michigan which borders on Lake Superior.
This area in the tables seems to be most closely associated in demographic and
economic terms with the Upper Lakes area and, thus, is outlined in the tables
as the most appropriate category to be utilized. The Eastern Great Lakes .
category would include areas which are distinctly different in their soc1al—
economic characteristics and, therefore, have been not 1dentified as being
: useful input into the modeling effort.

The 14 categories of 1ndustr1a1 ptocesses are assumed to form a complete
coverage of industrial waste discharges of the region. By utilizing tables
.3 through 22 as prov1ding the base upon which one can generate the numerical
“figures concerning the amounts of waste discharge, then it is possible to

' develop costs estimates for the region utilizing the cost figures developed in
tables 25 through 39. :

I have 1ncluded these Various tables, all of which present the data some-
what differently, because I am still unclear as to how your . primary data is
set up. It is quite p0351ble that you will only need to use two of these
tables.. However, in order to insure a. complete coverage, I have included
those tables which seem to address the data: needs that you requested although
from slightly different points -of view. : ' ' ‘

.u'_.__'3-,"-a, |




UNITED STATES

. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
' o REGIONV = » J
7230 SOUTH DEARBORN-ST. T
CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 60604 Nog T 7776.401®

To ’_! Initials | Date

| Q‘P}lﬁ
7/ —

John P.H. Batteke =
Chief, Social Sciences Division
- Canada Centre for Inland Waters
Environment Canada '
867 .Lakeshore Road

P.0. Box 5050 = , ‘
‘BurTington, Ontario L7R 4A6

‘Dear. John:

We are enclosing some information which may help to estimate
modeling inputs for the Upper Lakes. Reference Group, -Work: Group A,
‘Study Item IV. - R ) S
1) Estimated Industrial Waste Costs, U.S. Upper'Gréat |
' Lakes ‘Basin S ‘ : o

2) Estimated Municipal and Industrial Waste Flows;

- U.S. Upper Great Lakes Basin S o
: This information and the material you supplied on Study Iteh Iv,
"Future Trends of Waste Loadings", has been sent to the ' :
U.S. members, Work Group A, and to Eugene Jarecki.

SR 'Sincerely;‘ ,':_%ijj S R
L AhLY
." | EuQEne Pinkstaff . _' ; _:' : . :

Enclosures
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' U. Se bpper Great Lahnq P¢ in ‘ ii
Estlmated Munio;ua] aﬂd Inuusfrial w:~t'«dter V]ov»
~Planqing Subazoa R s. Uopcr Grtat Takes Basit - w~stenatnr Flows
(P";A) A ¥illion Gallt)ns peér DdV, MGD L
_PSA 1.1:-.Lake Superior West ""-}970 . 1680 2000 . 2020
| Municip:.l o o ' 32,7 3.2 L3.7 . 523 -
PSA 1 2 - Lake ourcrior Last : | » | | _ 7
PSA 3,1 - Lake Huron North
' Municipal (2) 50 702 12.0 18,2
Industrial (3) S 123 9.7 9.8 - 17.8
_PSA 3,2 - Lake Huron South | | | |
Manietpal (2) . 8o, o0k, 3. 2ls.

Industrial (3) - - = = 1S3, - Lo8., . 252, - 35,

) (l) No industrial flow reported for ‘isconsin part of PSA 1.1,

(2) Total domestic, commercial and industrial xactewater anticipatcd to be
-treated in municipal wastewater treatment facilities,

' water treatment facilities.

Source-' Great. Laxes Basin Framework Study (GLBrS), Appendix ho. 15 Water o
Quality, Draft No. 2. March 1973. '

u.4.1




.Capital in?place 1972‘was COmputed as followsi

Upper Creat T*kev'ﬁi>1n Estimated CooL
ot Industrial Waotc Treatment

B

(a) -First an earnings ratio was computed This ratio is conputed
using national earnings fot a given industry (2) and ‘the
: given planning subarea - (PSA) for the industry (3) i e.

. PsA earningv ‘\ N
national earnings

Ny s

~

This ratio was computed for 1962 1968, and 1969 and an average
was computed ) .

'.‘(b)',National in—place 1972 (1) multiplied by the earnings ratio

equals PSA capital in place.p

»Annual Cost Best Practical Treatment 1972.

This is computed by multiplying the U.S. costs for ex1st1ng and
Project plans to mcet best practical treatment (1) by earnings ratio

- for the PSA.

' Annual Cost Best Practical Treatment 1990.
: The 1972 ¢ost multiplied by the PSA's Index of Production for 1990 (3)

- Annual Cost Best Practical Treatment 2010
_The 1972 cost multiplied by the PSA's Index of Production for 2010 (3).

Scenario 3. 'Water use scenario 3 (the eight_least efficient regicns
move closer to the median regional efficiency in 1968). It appears

- the most likely scenario for 1972 - 1977 because it represents. a
-.realistic adjustitent in water use by older plants. Page 31 and 32

of reference 1,

RFFERENCE°

1. The Eronomics of Clean Water - 1973,

U.S. Env1ronmenta1 Protectlon Agency, page 42.

2. Obers Pro;ections - 1971,

- U.S. Water Resources Council Washington, D.C., pagel38;
3. Upper Great-Lakes Basin Report (U.S. q1“e),

Project 2.2.2.1., Economic Conditions and Activities.
(except fishing and recre;tion) pages 5-€ 1nd 10 & 1.

U‘*L
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o UPPER GREAT LAKES BASIN o
ESTIMATED COST OF INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT
- PLANNING SUBAREA 1.1 S

. S . 2 ) 3. &
SIC - Capital Annual -Annual ~ Annual
Code: ~ in-place Costs Costs Costs

oo 1972 -Best Best . Best
(in 19728) Practical ‘Practical Practical -
o Treatment Treatment “Treatment
- 1972 - 1990 - 2010
(19728) - (1972%) - (19728)

"Scenario 3

‘Scenario 3

~ Scenario 3

Animal Feedlots |

o2

151,470

. 220,890

81,510 144,270

- Food and Kindred 20 '399,750 886,830 1,507,610 2,447,650

- Textile Mill Prod. 22 61,420 . 240,700 515,100 1,090,370

 Lumber and Wood Prod. 24 118,700 919,700 2,280, 860 4,506,530

 Paper and Allied Prod. 26 3,408,600 2,804,400 5,973,370 12,619,800

‘Chemical and Allied 28 991,020 485,550 1,111,910 23,379,200

Pet. Ref. and Allied 29 1,453,960 472,700 779,960 1,337,740
Rubber and Plastics 30 170,550 185,090 © 396,090 . 838,460 -

 Leather and Prod. 3 9,130 70,550 150,980 319,590

Stone, Clay, Glass, Comc. 32 120,350 155,210 332,150 703,100

~ Primary Yetals 33 1,449,700 685,900 891,670 - 1,111,160
- Fab., Metals . 34 157,200 72,800 | 274,460 878,700

~ Nonelec. Mach. 35 80, 370 70,030 197,490 506,320
Elec. Machinery 36 31,800 21,600 ,79,700 235,010
Trans. Equip. 37 175,130 65,570 242,610 633,410

TOTAL 8,579,150 7,218,140 14,878,230 29,827,930

NOTE}L This table has béenAtyped from wripten.material'reéeived.




1,728,510

| 'UPPER GREAT LAKES BASIN -
ESTIMA’I‘ED COST OF INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMEN'I'
PLANNING SUBAREA 1. 2
SIC Capfial  Andual Andual ' Anfwal
" Code - in-place- Costs Costs ‘ Costs
: - 1972 _ " Best " Best ~ Best
~ (in 1972%)  Practical -Practical Practical
. ' Treatment Treatment . Treatment
11972 1990 2010. -
(1972%) (19728) (1972%)
Séenario 3 ‘Scenario 3 Scenario 3.‘5
Animal Feedlots 02 68,850 37,050 62,620 80,030
Food and Kindred 20 120,250 266,770 . 450,840 680,260
Textile Mill Prod. 22 17,760 69,600 158,690 352,180 -
.~ Lumber and Wood Prod. 24 2,640 129,840 192,160 276,560
L=~ Paper and Allied Prod. 26 908,600 747,840 2,191,170 - 5,302,190
= Chemical and Allied 28 286,560‘ 140,400 ©'265,360 450,680
& Pet. Ref. and Allied - 29 35,680 11,600 - 26,450 - - 58,700
Rubber and Plastics 30 20,400 - . 53,520 122,030 270,810
Leather and Prod. 31 2,640 20,400 46,510 - 103,220
Stone, Clay, Glass, Conc. 32 34,800 44,880 102,330 - 227,090
~ Primary Metals: 33 106,820 50,540 88,450 119,270
. ' Fab., Metals 34 3,930 1,820 1,820 1,820
. Nonelec. Mach. 35 30,780 . 26,820 109,690 354,560
“Elec. Machinery . 36. 38,160 25,920 125,920 25,920
‘Trans. Equip. 37 50,604 18,960 72,620 218,610
TOTAL 1,645,960 3,916,660 8,521,900

NOTE:

This table has been typed from written material received.

s



UPPER GREAT LAKES BASIN

ESTIMATED COST OF INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT

PLANNING SUBAREA 3.1

SIC Caﬁ&tal -Anéﬁal 'An&hal Anéﬁal,-
Code in-place Costs Costs. Costs
’ . 1972 Best ‘Best . Best _
(in 19728%) Practical Practlcal v Practical
- - Treatment Treatment Treatment
1972 1990 2010
S 972$) - (1972%) (19728)
Scenario 3  Scenario 3 - Scenario 3
Animal Feedlots 02 178,030 41,990 . 105,810 165,860
~Food and Kindred - 20 19,500 43,260 43,260 43,260
- Textile Mill Prod.. 22 22,200 87,000 214,890 510,690
Lumber and WOoq Prod. 24 7,760 . 378,700 1,177,760 .:2,825;100”
Paper and Allied Prod. 26 179,400 147,600 360,140 | 844,270
Chemical and Allied 28 1,190 0 - 0 0
_. Pet. Ref. and Allied 29 267,600 - 87,000 . 241,890 510,690
Rubber and Plastics 30 25,500 - . - 66,900 165,240 392,700
Leather and Prod. A 31 3,300 25,500 - 62,990 149,690 ‘
" Stome, Clay, Glass, Conc. 32 - 43,500 56,100 - 138,570 1329’300"'
‘Primary Metals ' | 33 129,710 61,370 137,470 1236, 890
Fab., Metals 34 157,200 - 72,800 328,330 977,700
NonElecvaachf | 35 197,470 . 84,930 119,750 187,700
Elec. Machimery 36 47,700 32,400 169,130 586,440
Trans.quuip. 37 0] 0 - 0 A .0
TOTAL 1,080,000 - 1,185,550 3,265,230 . 7,760,290

~ NOTE:

This table has been typed from written material_receiVed.



9 n

SIC Cap%tal ‘ Angual | _An%ualv ' Anfal
- Code in-place . Costs Costs Costs
- - 1972 . . Best Best ~ Best .
_(in 19728) ~  Practical ;Practical Practical
C Treatment Treatment Treatment
1972 - S 1990 ©o2010 -
(19728)" (19728) - (19728)
Scenario 3 . ~Scenario 3 Scenario- 3
- Animal Feedlots 02 1,927,800 1,037,400 1,089,270 1,659,840
. Food and Kindred 20 . 975,000 2,163,000 4,801,860 9,236,010 -
Textile MLLL Prod. 22 22,200 - 87,000 252,300 © 513,300
 Lumber and Wood: Prod. 24 17,600 865,600 2,397,710 5,236, 880
~Paper and Allied Prod. 26 © 478,400 393,600 999,740 © 2,192,350
_ Chemical and Allied 28 21,730,800 10,647,000 39,131,010 76,658,400
Pet. Ref. and Alltec 29 4,192,400 1,363,000 © 2,671,480 5,193,030
.- Rubber and Rlastics 30 875,500 2,296,900 5;351,780 - 11,392,620
Leather and Prod. 31 113,300 875,500 - 2,039,920 4,342,480
Stone, Clay, Glass, Comc. 33 1,493,500 ~ 1,926,100 4,487,810 9,553,460
Primary Metals 33 7,935,200 3,754,400 7,546,340 13,065,310
- Fab., Metals. 34 3,733,500 1,729,000 6,016,920 16,131,570
- -Nonelec.” Mach. 35 684,000 596,000 1,406,560 3,027,680
Elec. Machinery 36 699,600 475,200 - 1,867,540 5,825,950
Trans. Equip. 37 485,300 181,700 490,590 © 1,104,740
"TOTAL. 145,364,100 28,391,400 71,550,830 | 165,133,620

‘

UPPER GREAT LAKES BASIN
ESTIMATED COST OF INDUSTRIAL WASTE TREATMENT
' PLANNING SUBAREA 3.2 '

NOTE:

This table has been typed from written matétial régeived.
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PWAAL RESL e 8 Cutdaddgon - 0T o )3" "" : E : . VIATEN RESOUNCES COMMISSION
‘CA BL T. JOLNSON o B KT . ' €. WILLIAM COLEURN
E. M. LAITALAS S . \“lLl IAM G. MILLiCEH, (-I)I"HIUI A _ JONN E. GLAB - .
DEAN PRIDGEON - A s . CHAHLES.D. HARRI
HILARY K. SNELL DFP‘* RYMENY OF MA TULRAL . Pi-fa:}' 'RCE 8 JOHN H. K(TCHEL, 1.0,
HARRY H. WHITELEY - - GTEVENS T. MASON BUILDING, LANSING, MICHIGAN 46926 L TLEAMONEIAY.
JOAN L. WOLFE . - " HOWARD A; TANNZH Director STANLEY QUACK s

CHARLES G. YOUNGLOVE o . , ‘;A':, " .7 JOHN E VOGT

August C;I1975

(FHE_7272=3_
Hr.'Eugone Pinkstaff . . . ‘ L S iqv=‘ A"'[ V.975
Chief, Technical Scrvices Section I : A ‘ e
Surveillance & Analysis Division _ : , : R Shoave
U.S. Envirenmental Profectlnn o S o - ‘.:‘f}y;ﬁjf C ! ; ,
. . Agency - : . _ : E o o ‘je-/w_. e
- Region V o A NS
230 South Dearbomn Srreet R : B o : 1 1
Chlcago, Illinois 60604 = o T S S 1*“‘|"""‘"
Dear Mr. Pinkstaff.__ - : - R _““‘WMHNL S

I have completed your request to Mr. W. E. McCracken of June 30, 1975 relative to
'Waste Loading Coefficients for Municipalities and have attached the same. I wish'to
. make ‘a few corments regarding the attachments to clarify my wmk '

‘li"For Mlchigan loadlngs, tvelve sewage treatnpnt plants were selected
- “as representing the majority of the population. The data used in
- computing these loadings were obtained from point source monitoring
surveys, compliance monltoring reports and staff rnports. ’

2. _For Wisconsin loadings I used an article publlshed in 1974 by the

' Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources entitled "Surveys of Toxic
‘Metals in Wisconsin". This report contains data {rom 35 sewage
treatment plants serv1ng 857 of the pOpulatlon.'

3. Outside of this Wisconsin report, 1 d:d not attempt to obtain 1nfor—

* mation on additional paramcters from Uisconsdn, nor‘éid I contact
Minnesota for loading information. However, wherc information gaps
exivt ycu probably should use Flchigan rnformatlon.

As reque9ted 411 waste loading information supplled in the attachmenL, represenls'
"before treatment waste loaJs

,Very_truiy yours;'

N o . . g WA']CR }"L OI‘PPL.J ¢ 0]"1'9‘.1()\]
. S . A L Sl
. X . - R : ) . S - » v o i /"‘”'f'/’/.:."‘hj.lj‘ L. l '-,/{c'/:!-&-'*':""" - 'v ’
S L T - Thomas A. Wewell .

. Sanitary Ingincar
(t ' .

hﬂr - TAN/es o , :
e mclosure ' ‘ o U. 5.10'
[LITYI ) . .
At X ‘

sun i
0262 6.7




© MUNICIPAL WASTE LOADS

| o L o (LSS JCAPTIA VS AR)
| ‘I' .' : o o July 25, 1975

MICHLGA

WISCONSIN

= POPULATTON% 73,800,000 2,300,000

- PARAMETER

Silica T S I T T NA
Total Suspended Solids ' - 99 .~ . ' N/ :
coir 0 : 9.0 S N/A
~ Sulphur - R .70 . R/A
‘NHl3=N" o .56 T N/A
Phenols - . 0,003 . . . . N/A-
" Cyanide UL 0.18 - . ' CN/A
" Aluminum. o o : 6.0 - . N/A
Boron . T - 0.0006- - - . o N/A
Bromine °~ T N/A o . N/A
‘Cadmium . . - S 0% sN 0,02 . o.0l
- . Calcium s Y0039 . .o 0.38
: Chromiuwm - =~ - ‘ ' 61 - o N/A
‘ Copper - - . : - 0.52 , . 0.10
'Fluoride _ E : ~0.75 c - N/A
Tron L . 12 Z' ' L N/A
Lead : _ S S TR 0430 o : .- . 0.10
Magnesium . o : 18 ‘ . N/A
Manganese . ' ' : 19 ' o - NW/A
Mercury ‘ . o ' 0.001 S - 0.001
Nickel - : o o 0.28 S - N/A
Potagssium = - | o 8.1 S N/A
Sodium - . o : 64 _ N/A
Titanium o . N/A L M/A
- Zinc S ST 0078 cL 029

o .

N/A = Loads unobtainable from the sources iged to complete the rable,

u.s.1

‘Population used in;compntiug loads and is not the eatire population of anch stard.




;Huh n‘\Vhmenl\\ DEPARTMENTOFNA:URA(LCSOURCES

L. P. Voigt
- Secre!ory‘

MAD(SON WISCONSIN 53701

| August 11, 1975 _INREPLY REFER TO: 0250

Mr. Eugene Plnkotaff ST '
- U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Reglon V

230 South Dearborn =

Chicago, Illinois 6060h

Dear Mr. Pinkstaff:

Enclosed is the 1nformat1on you requested for the Wastelomd Modeling Study,
Upper Lake Reference Group. Thls is our best available estimate of percentage

of industry waste removal. This 1nformatlon applies to only the Wisconsin
portion of the Western Lake Superior. R : _ o

Ve have‘revlewéd the. Documentation'of Sources and Calculations for the
Industrial Vaste Loading Coefficient and also the (Kopperb Company) 1n
WISCOHoln.A The document seems well prenared. :

W1th regard to the social, 1nst1tut10nal and. technologlcal inputs for
~ ULRG, Mr. Robert Reed of GLBC sent us five specific variables. We have
[ | reviewed the figures he has prepared and they scem generally accurate,
However, the population decrease for Sub-Area 1.1 is much higher than
we have ‘expected. The State of Wisconsin predicts about 1.5% decrease
for- the four counties in Wisconsin by 1990. Unless the situation in

. " Minnesota is much dlfferent, it is- dlfflcult to 1maglne a 11% decrease
by 2020 for Sub-Area 1. 1 : ,

’\/(; Lenn f’fL/

Rahin Ophalml,”Superv1qor

Interstate Planning Coordination _ ‘ : ) : _
Vater Resources Plannlnp Sectlon - . S o . : : !

| RO ‘ng-
Inc.

S  Ue.o

THIS 1S 100% RECYCLED PAPER

BOX 450 -




’ S .ESTI&A"ZS OF PERCINTAGE OF INDUSTRY WASTE RIVOVAL o © U.3., SETITIon .
REG ons (PLiNVI !G SUBAREAS)
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" LSOURCES COMMISSION . *

"JOHNEON

: -\vTALA o - - - WILLIAM G MILLIKEK Govomor_ . e
@ e ' DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

. HOWHITELEY . STEVENS T. MASON BUILDING, L/ANSING, MICHIGAN 48926
" .. WOLFE . - e » Howmo A. TANNER, Director.

£S G. YOUNGLOVE
- August 14 1975

Eugene Pinkstaff -

U.S. Co-Chairman -
'U.S. EPA - Region V

230 South Dearborn
Chicago, I1linois 60604

. Dear Gene:

This letter is in response to two requests for review, by the states, of
material relating to industrial waste load coefficients for the Upper
Lakes Reference Group Study. : : -

The material that was sent - to you on Julx 8 from Mr. ‘Batteke contains .
America Waste Loading Coefficients Documentation of Sources and Calculations.
We have reviewed this material and found it to be accurate as it was
obtained directly from the NPDES permit applications from each industry. -
There are, however, a couple of problems with this information. First

- of all, the list of industries’ is not complete as the first page, third
paragraph of the document, would lead you to believe. However, with the

- exception of the power generation facilities, the list appears to be E
fairly complete for all the major industries in the basin, TIf this -
material is to represent a sample of the industries in the basin, it

l would appear that the sa@ple is biased in that only the maJor industries

are repres sented. -

' The second problem relating to the material which was sent to you on
JEEZ—§4 is'in regard to how this material is going to be used. The . '
information provided on. the forms lists_tne_qualitx of the_discharge at
the t time ‘the applicant applied ‘for the permit., It does not represent

21, the level " of treatment that the 1ndustry must achieve in order to meet

’d,'the permit requirements. Most of the permits in this basin_have _been_
dssued and that type of iﬁf“rmation “should now be available. The permlt '
‘conditions are usually written in concentrations which is compatible to
the type of projections that are being developed in the model. As the
“industry expands, the waste load to the river and to the Great Lakes
will therefore increase. However,_ some industries have ultimate load

, limits established on 4 pound/day basis. As the industry expands,

é;' improved treatment must be provided in order to keep the pollutants

within the allowable pound/day 1oad limit. Will the modellng study take
this into account? - s e

. 1028 W75

T




. 'Mr. Pinkstaff . -2- . August 14, 1975

- The material that was sent’6ut from your office on August 4 regarding
'~ our best estimates on percéent removal of waste from various industrial

groups cannot be answered at this time, The information in the table is

too general for each industry. I would suggest that the request be
reconsidered and that specific wastes for each industry be listed and’

“that this request be IThlted to the significant forms_ ofwwaste_Irom each‘

1ndustry.
) Ncaam——
Very truly yours,
* BUREAU OF WATER. MANAGEMENT
Delert Johnson, In Chargé
S Water Resources Planning Unit
" DJ:clp : o

ce: R. Reed

TR
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'ESTIMATES OF: PERCENTAGF OF INDUSTRY WASTE REMOVAL

REGIONS (PLANNING SUBAREAS) E;firf
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(3)

(4)

6%

1T, 'Estimates»of.Percentage of Industrial Waste Remqval.

Are corrections fo1 waste loading: cocff1c1ento ncedod for
Lhe power - Jndustry in M1ch1&an9

1
i

Arc corrections for waste loadlng coe£f101onts necded bpcause

.only the major industries are used to ¢alculate the sample

waste load coefficicnts which were dpplled to all industries?
This has caused a bias in the coefflcients because.only the
data for the major industries is used, and the data for the.

- minor industrics may be different. The»questlou is whether
there is a Significant'difference;- o '

Tuture 1cve] or . quantlty of dlschargo the 1nJusr1y nust achieve

“to ‘meet permit. requirements. This information 'is available,
cspecially in.Michigan, but not oUpP]lGd ‘Is it needed or does

the computer program calculate a future percenl ‘waste removal

'Lhat plovndoa a discharge equal to future permjt requ1rements.v,

Some industries have ultimate load ]1m1ts on a pound/day basis
which cannot be exceeded. TIs this accounted for in the model?
What are these effluent 11m1tations ‘and where should they be
app11ed in Lhe model7 :

(1)

The requth for best estimates of pcrcent removal of various
industrial groups cannot be adequately-answered, at ]edqt in
Michigan, because the request for each industry is too general.

.To best quantlfy this data in Michigan, the specific waste
discharged from each industry group should .be listed, and this
- list should be limited to 91gn1f1cant waste dlscharge parameters

in ecach industry group. It should be recalled that the ULRG

hne tequested loading estimates for all parameters for which

data in available. It therefore seems that somé best estimate
of percent removal for all patrameters. is necded. However some '
grouping of parnmetcrv with a common percent renoval svoms
reasonable, i.e., BOD and COD, heavy metals, anions’ ‘such as.
¢hloride and sulphate, and 0il and grease and some types of
organlc compounds, :







