18742

Title 40~—Protection of the Environment

CHAPTER 1—ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY
SUBCHAPTER N—EFFLUENT GUIDELINES AND
STANDARDS
PART 430—PULP, PAPER, AND PAPER-
BOARD POINT SOURCE CATEGORY

On January 15, 1974, notice was pub-
lished in the FepERAL REGISTER (39 FR
1908), that the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA or Agency) was pro-
posing effluent limitations guidelines for
existing sources and standards of per-
formance and pretreatment standards
for new sources within the unbleached
kraft, sodium base neutral sulfite semi-
‘chemical, ammonia base neutral sulfite
semi-chemical, unbleached kraft—neu-
tral sulfite semi-chemical (cross recov-
ery), and paperboard from waste paper
subcategories of the pulp, paper, and pap-
erboard mills category of point sources.

The purpose of this notice is to estab-~
lish final efiluent limitations guidelines
for existing sources and standards of per-
formance and pretreatment standards
for new sources in the pulp, paper, and
paperboard category of point sources, by
amending 40 CFR Chapter I, Subchapter
N, to add a new Part 430. This final rule-
making is promulgated pursuant to sec-
tions 301, 304 (b) and (c), 306 (b) and
(c) and 307(c) of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, (the
Act); 33 U.S.C. 1251, 1311, 1314 (b) and
(c), 1316 (b) and (c) and 1317(c); 86
Stat, 816 et seq.; Pub. L. 92-500. Regu-~
lations regarding cooling water intake
structures’ for all categories of point
sources under section 316(b) of the Act
will be promulgated in 40 CFR Part 402.

In addition, the EPA is simultaneously
proposing a separate provision which ap-
pears in the proposed rules section of the
FEDERAL REGISTER, stating the application
of the limitations and standards seb
forth below to users of publicly owned
treatment works which are subject to
pretreatment standards under section
307(b) of the Act. The basis of that pro-
posed regulation is set forth in the as-
sociated notice of proposed rulemaking.

The legal basis, methodology and fac-
tual conclusions which support promul-
gation of this regulation were set forth in
substantial detail in the notice of public
review procedures published August 6,
1973 (38 FR 21202) and in the notice of
proposed rulemaking for the unbleached
kraft, sodium base neutral sulfite semi-
chemical, ammonia base neutral sulfite
semi-chemical, unbleached kraft—mneu-
tral sulfite semi-chemical (cross recov-
ery), and paperboard from waste paper
subcategories. In addition, the regula-
tions as proposed were supported by two
other documents: (1) The document en-~

. titled “Development Document for Pro-
posed Efffuent Limitations Guidelines-and
New Source Performance Standards for
the Unbleached Kraft and Semi-Chemi-
cal Pulp Segment of the Pulp, Paper, and
Paperboard Mills Point Source Category”
(January 1974) and (2) the document
entitled “Economic Analysis of Proposed
Effluent Guidelines, Pulp, Paper, and

'
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Paperboard Industry” (September 1973).
Both of these documents were made
available to the public and circulated to
interested persons at approximately the
time of publication of the notice of pro-
posed rulemaking.

Interested persons were invited to par-
ticipate in the rulemaking by submitting
written comments within 30 days from
the date of publication. Prior public par-
ticipation in the form of solicited com-
ments and responses from the States,
Federal agencies, and other interested
parties were described in the preamble to
the proposed regulation. The EPA has
considered carefully all of the comments
received and a discussion of these com-
ments with the Agency’s response thereto
follows.

(a) Summary of comments.

‘The following responded to the request

- for written comments contained in the

preamble to the proposed regulation: The
Waler Pollution Control Federation;
State of Wisconsin—Department of Nat-
ural Resources; U.S. Water - Resources
Council; Flambeau Paper Co.; P. H. Glat-
felter Co.; Olinkraft Co.; Consolidated
Packaging Corp.; State of New York—
Department of Environmental Conser-
vation; State of Montana—Department
of Health and Environmental Services;
County Sanitation Districts of Los An-
geles County; Longview Fibre Co.; Brown
Co.; Mead Corp.; Hammermill Co.; In-
land Container Corp.; Owens—Illinois
Co.; Potlatch Co.; Columbia Corp.; St.
Regis Paper Co.; National Council for
Air and Stream Improvement; Container
Corp. of America; Continental Can Co.;
Crown Zellerbach Co.; International
Paper Co.; American Paper Institute;
Georgia-Pacific Co.; Weyerhauser Co.;
Hoerner-Waldorf Corp.; Packaging Corp.
of America; Green Bay Packaging Co.;
Sealright Co.; State of Indiang,; State of
Hilinois; International Ozone Institute;
the U.S. Department of the Interior;
U.S. Department of Commerce; and the
U.S. Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. The following is 2 summary
of the significant comments and the
Agency’s response to those comments,

(1) Many commenters felt that the
effect of temperature upon biological
treatment should be accounted for in a
variance which is progressive below a
specific base temperature and not just
a one-step allowance as in the proposed
regulations. It was suggested that such
a variance for temperature effects should
be applied to BATEA and NSPS as well
as BPCTCA. Many suggestions were sub-
mitted for the base temperature and for
a sliding scale which could be applied.
Effluent data for several pulp and paper
mills were provided with analyses cor-
relating effluent pollutant levels with the
effluent temperatures.

The inclusion-in the proposed regula-
tions of a variance for the effects of
temperature upon biological treatment
systems was to allow for the seasonality
of effluent treatment efficiency for mills
in Northern climates. However, because
of the difficulty in implementing the
temperature variance in the issuance and

regulation of NPDES permits, the temp-
erature variance was removed from final
regulations. The Agency belleves that
mills located in Northern climates should

~ design their treatment systems to ac-

count for the effects of cold tempera«
tures. The limitations, in turn, have been
revised to reflect the effects of tempera-
ture upon biological treatment systems
and other factors such as raw waste load
which affect the quality of the final
efluent. The final regulations were de-
veloped using the maximum month of
pollutant discharge of exemplary mills
with. emphasis on mills located in
Northern climates.

(2) Several commenters felt that two
stage biological treatment should not be
required for BATEA or NSPS, The com=
menters stated that a well designied one-
stage blological system can opeorate
equally as well as a two-stage system and
that there is no justification to require
mills to add another stage to thelr one-
step biological treatment system to meet
the 1983 limitations.

The Agency agrees that a well-de-

" signed and operated one-stage biologlcal

treatment system can.operate equally as
well as a two-stage blological system.
The intent of including two-stage bio-
logical treatment as BATEA was only as
an identification of treatment which
could meet the limitations. The Agency
recognizes that well desirned and oper-
ated one-stage biological systems will be
acceptable as part of BATEA, and tho
intent was not to require the installation
of a second stage to the existing one-
itage systems meeting BPCTCA limita-
ions.

(3) Comments were recelved which
stated that several 6f the mills in the
unbleached kraft subcategory chosen ag
exemplary mills do not represent
BPCTCA. The external treatment ab
these mills includes two-stage biologleal
systems which include anerated stabiliza-
tion basins followed by storage ponde,
The commenters argued that these two-
stage systems represent the BATEA since
the storage pond's primory purpose g
to control the discharge according to the
receiving water quality.

The Agency agrees that one of the
purposes of the storage ponds is for con~
trolling the discharge to meet recelving
water requirements, However, further re~
ductions in BODS5 and TSS generally
occur in the storage ponds, as these
ponds are frequently described os stor-
age oxidation ponds. The Agency be«
lieves that the two-stage biologlcal sys~
tem represents BPCTCA ot these mills,
The design and operation of the aerated
stabilization basins are such that the
storage oxidation ponds are relled upon
to remove BODS5 and TSS. Thus, the
aerated stabilization basins at these par-
ticular mills cannot be specified as the
BPCTCA. Therefore, the final efiluent
data from these particuler mills was
utilized in developing the limitations. In
addition, nearly half of the mills in the
unbleached kraft subcategory are using
storage oxidation ponds for -efiluent
treatment and thus the two-stage sys-
tem is an available external technology
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for this subcategory. However, the
Agency recognizes that many mills do
not have land available for these large
ponds and thus, the limiations were
based upon efluent qualities achievable
by one-stage biological treatment
systems. o
(4) A number of commenters felt that
the statistical analysis of exemplary mill
data from which the limitations were
derived allows mills to be theoretically
out of compliance 16.5% and 2.5% of
the time for the 30 day and daily maxi-
mum limitations, respectively. The com-
- menters stated that the exemplary mills
will actually be out of compliance a
larger portion of the time as the data is
skewed to the high side and thus is not
normally distributed, and that the lim-
itations should be revised in order for
exemplary mills to meet the limitations.
Several suggestions were submitted for
reevaluation of the data.
* The final regulations reflect the re-
moval of the temperature variance and
the development of the limitations based
upon the maximum month of pollutant
discharge from exemplary mills. Thus,
the statistical analysis used in develop-
ing the proposed regulations was replaced
by determination of the maximum
month of pollutant discharge. In effect,
the maximum month accounts not only
for the. effect of temperature on final
effluent quality but also for other factors
"such as raw waste load. Therefore, the
limitations have been revised so that ex-
emplary mills will be able to comply with
the limitations in the final regulations.

(5) A few commenters felt that the
effluent limitations should be infiuenced
by receiving water assimilative capac-
ities at each particular site.

Under the Act, it is not necessary that

" a showing be made regarding the effect
of the pollution®discharge upon the qual~-
ity of the receiving water. Under sec-
tions 301, 304 (b) and (c), 306 (b) and
(e), and 307(c), the principal means of
control is through the adoption of efflu-
ent limitations directly applicable to the
discharge itself. The effluent limitations
are to be based upon defined levels of
technology which are specified in the
Act. Nevertheless, water quality stand-
ards are retained as a secondary means
of control and will have their principal
applicability in those instances where
efluent limitations are not stringent
enough to provide for the achievement
of water quality standards.

(6) Two commenters stated that no
effort was made to analyze the consider-
able discrgpancies between short term
survey results and exemplary mill data,
and to apply the “analytical factor”
which was derived as a result of the
short term surveys.

As discussed in the Development Docu-~
ment, the purpose of the short term
survey was to evaluate the mill sampling
and analytical techniques. A possible re-
sult of the evaluation was the develop-
ment of an analytical factor which could
be used to convert, if necessary, all data
to a common basis. After considerable
effort was made in examination of the
mill techniques, it was concluded that
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the application of an “analgtical factor”
was not possible because of the wide
variations in techniques and resulting
data. Instead, the data derlved using
nonstandard methods or faulty tech-
niques was not utilized in the develop-
ment of the limitations.

(1) Several commenters felt that the
data base does not include an adequate
number of mills to represent the sub-
categories under study.

The data utilized in the development
of the proposed regulations included all
of the data available at the time. How-
ever, the data base has recently been
greatly expanded through submission of
data to the Agency from individual mills
and from the pulp and paper industry
technical association and Is presented in
the Development Document. The result-
ant data base utilized in developing the
final regulations included data and in-
formation on 67 mills out of a total of
188 mills. The Agency belleves that the
data base more than adequately repre-
sents the subcategories under study.

(8) Comments were made stating that
the technology of mixed-media filtration
has not been demonstrated in the pulp
and paper industry and thus should not
be included as a technology for NSPS.

The Agency belleves that the tech-
nology of mixed-media filtration is
transferrable technolosy from other in-
dustrial categories and from municipal
treatment systems. However, since
mixed-media filtration has only been
demonstrated on a pilot plant scale in
the pulp and paper industry, mixed-
media filtration has been removed from
the identified technologies for new
sources, and the limitations were ad-
justed accordingly.

(9) Alarge number of comments were
made which stated that color removal
by reverse osmosls, which is recom-
mended in the proposed regulations as
the color removal technology for NSSC
mills, has not been demonstrated. It was
stated that the mill referenced in the
Development Document as demonstrat-
ing reverse osmosis for color removal is
an atypical mill and is not using reverse
osmosls specifically for ‘color removal.
It was pointed out that the reduction in
color is actually an additional benefit of
the reverse osmosis operations for water
reuse. Thus, commenters suggested that
the limitations for color for the N§SC
subcategories should be removed from
the final regulations.

The Agency acknowledged in the De-
velopment Document that the tech-
nology of reverse osmosis for color re-
moval has not been fully demonstrated.
Thus, color removal was not included for
new sources for the NSSC subcategorles.
However, the Agency belleves that
reverse osmosis will be further demon-
strated and will be an available tech-
nology for color removal by 1983. In
addition, the technologies of ion ex-
change-resin adsorption and ultrafiléra-
tion as discussed in the Development
Document are projected to be avallable
to reduce color in pulp and paper mill
effluents by 1983. Thus, the Agency is
recommending reverse osmosls for NSSC

«
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mills for color removal for 1983, but
other color removal technologies are also
projected to be available for implemen-
tation in 1933.

(10) Three commenters stated that
the variance for hydraulic barking
should be Increased to more realistically
account for waste loads from the process.
Several suggestions for additional allow-
ances of BOD5 and TSS were submitted.

Hydraulic barking is not a wide-spread
practice in this segment of the industry.
Information available indicates that only
one mill in the country, which is included
in the subcategories under study, uses
hydraulic barking, Data from the mill
indicate that the mill will be able to meet
the regulations without any additional
allocation for its hydraulic barking op-
eration. In addition, many State policies
have been either o close-up or to phase-
out hydraulic barkers. Thus, the hydrau-
lic barking variance was removed from
the final regulations.

(11) Several commenterssuggested an
approach to developing the lmitations.
Essentially, the approach involved deter-
mining averare BOD5 raw waste loads
for the industry and applying 859 re-
duction which was said to be represent-
ative of blological treatment. To deter-
mine the TSS limitations, it was sug-
gesgad that the mill operating data be
used.

‘The limitations are based upon mills
which treat their waste waters by tech~
nologies representing BPCTCA. Thus,
mill operating data is the basis for the
limitations when available and nof the
application of an assumed polutant re-
duction efficiency.

(12) Several comments were received
which stated that the differences in fotal
suspended solids concentrations result-
ing from testing methods utilizing glass
fiber filter disks (standard methods) and
methods utilizing filter paper (nonstand-
ard methods) were not reconciled in the
Development Document as fo how the
data was evaluated. A conversion factor
for nonstandard methods fo standard
methods of 3 to 1 was suggested for use
in the evaluation of data.

The two testing techniques were dis-
cussed in the Development Document,
and data for mills utilizing nonstandard
methods was not used in development of
the limitations. Conversion factors for
nonstandard methods to standard meth-
ods range from less than 2 to more than
10 depending upon the effluent stream
sampled. Thus, the Agency feels that use
of a conversion factor is not applicable.
The diccussion of how nonstandard
methoeds and standard methods data was
evaluated has been expanded in the De-
velopment Dacument.

(13) Two commenters stated that the
Hmitations should be written for annual
averages in order that mills which have
controlled discharges can meef the limi-
tations.

The Agency recognizes that mills with
controlled discharges, based on receiving
water quality, generally havelarge fluc-
tuations in efluent flow rates, such as no
discharge during a period of time when
recelving water flows were low and then
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'possibly double or triple the average dis- can achieve quality final efiuents inde-
charge rate when recelving water flows pendent of raw waste load. The lmita~
were high. These particular mills will tions were revised based upon the ex-

have effluent limitations which will be
equivalent to the limitations but will not
necessarily establish the same daily and
30 day limitatlons.

(14) Two commenters stated that foam
control will probably not be needed after
the Installation of the internal and ex-~
ternal controls and thus, the requirement
for foam control should be removed from
the limitations. - .

The Agency concurs that foam control
will probably not be required after the
internal and external controls are in-
stalled. However, foam control is recom-
mended for the mills that could possibly
still have a foam problem, It is empha-
sized that the technologies in the Devel-
opment Document are not limitation
requirements but are technologies iden~
tified as capable of achieving the
limitations.

(15) One commenter felt that addi-~

-panded data base.

(18) Several commenters stated that
there are other methods of solid waste
disposal presently being practiced which
are just as acceptable as sanitary land-
fills. Thus, the requirement of sanitary
landfills should be removed from the
limitations. B

The Agency emphasizes that the tech-
nology of sanitary landfills is an option
for solid wastes disposal and not a
requirement.

(19) It wasalleged thatthe limitations
for color removal do not appear to be
workable since there is no direct linear
relationship between color units and
color mass. N

The Agency concurs that there is no
direct linear relationship between color
units and color mass. However, in order
for the color limitations to be related
‘to mill production, the Agency defined,

tional subcategories should be added for for purposes of implementing the color
small mills. Suggestions were provided limitations, the following standard re-
for what constitutes a small mill and how lationship used by several other coun-
the limitations should be increased for tries: 1 mg/1 equals 1 color unit.
small miils, (20) Several comments were made that
In developing the subcategories, many the variabilities of raw waste load were
factors were evaluated as possible bases not considered in the development of the
for establishing subcategories. One of limitations.
these factors was the size of mills. The ‘The BPCTCA limitations are based
Agency concluded that size of mills was upon actual mill operating data includ-
not a significant factor for subcategori- " ing both raw waste and final efluent data.
zation because the waste water charac- The Agency determined that the effects
teristics and control technologies are in- of variations in raw waste load are upon
dependent of plant size. the treatment system and the quality of
(16) One commenter felt that the tem- the final efluent. Thus, the effects of raw
perature variance should be removed, waste variability were considered in the

as mills should select and design pollu-

tion control technology for the geograph-

ical location and climatic conditions.
The Agency concurs with the concept

of selection and design of pollution con- .

trol technology for the specific geograph-

development of the limitations through
consideration of variations in final efilu-
ent quality.

(21) Many commenters stated that
the limitations for TSS should be re-
moved or replaced by a settleable solids

ical location and accompanying climatic limitation as the suspended solids in the
conditions. The temperature variance final efluent from pulp and paper mill
has been removed, and the regulations biological treatment systems are biologi-
have been revised to reflect the seasonal cal organisms generated during treat-
effects upon efiuent qualities resulting ment for the removal of BOD and not
from the pollution control technologies the fibrous materials contained in mill
installed at mills located in Northern raw wastes, It was argued that the
climates, - fibrous materials in the raw waste are
(17) Several commenters stated that removed by primary treatment and that
the proposed limitations for paperboard the biological suspended solids in the
from waste paper do not account for the final efluent from the biological treat-
effects of the type of-waste paper utilized ment system characteristically do not
for furnish (fibrous raw materials) upon settle. It was suggested that since the
the raw waste load. In addition to the biological solids do not settle and cause
type of furnish, it was argued that mills problems of sludge beds in receiving
producing food-grade products have a wastes and no harm is caused to the
significantly different raw waste load- environment other than an exertion of
than mills producing non-food-grade BOD which is regulated by the BODS
products. It was suggested that the pa- limitations, the TSS limitation be re-
perboard from the waste paper subcate- moved or replaced by a settleable solids
gory should be further subcategorized to limitation which would measure the po-
account for the effects of raw material tential for sludge bed buildup.
and product. The Agency believes that the TSS in
The Agency has evaluated the greatly final efluents from pulp and paper mill
expanded data base in order to further biological treatment systems are harm-
determine the effect of furnish and prod- ful to aquatic environments. The Agency
ucts upon final effluent quality. The concurs that the fibrous materials in the
Agency agrees that furnish and product raw waste should settle out in a well
do affect the raw waste characteristics. designed and operated primary treat-
However, the data as presented in the ment system. As discussed in Section VI
Development Document shows that mills of the Development Document, the

Agency believes that the TSS from pulp
and paper mill biological treatment sys-
tems have the following detrimental ef-
fects upon receiving water environments:
(1) increases in the turbidity of the re-
¢elving water resulting in reduced lght
transmission and accompeanying effects,
such as reduced photosynthesls, (2)
aesthetic effects, (3) settling of sus-
pended solids to the bottom of recelving
waters, and (4) exertion of BOD by the
biological suspended solids. The BOD
exerted by the biological suspended solids
is only partially measured by the BODS
test, as the BOD20 test would be more
descriptive of the oxygen consuming ef-
fects. Thus, the Agency belleves that
suspended solids from pulp and paper
mill biological treatment systems are pol«
lutants which cause detrimental recelv-
ing water effects. Therefore, the TSS
limitation was not removed from the
regulations.

(22) Many comments were received
that stated that the technology of lime
treatment for removal of color has not
been fully demonstrated. The comment-
ers stated that a large number of oper-
ating problems continue to give dificulty
in achieving adequate consistent color
removal levels and that specifically, in-
creases of coloi following color removal
during biological treatment are belng ex-
perienced at two mills employing color
removal systems. It was suggested that
since the lime treatment technology is
still developing, the color removal limita-
tions for new sources should be removed.

The Agency believes that the lime
treatment process has been satisfactorily
demonstrated and can be applied to new
mills. It is the Agency’s judgment that
the operating problems being experi«
enced by the two full-scale installations
are inherent to the specific mills in-
volved. For example, the problem of in«
creases in color levels through the
biological treatment systems are not in-
dicative of problems of the lime treat-
ment technology. These are a result of
the specific biological systems involved,
as color is being leached into the waste
water from the ground. In addition, the
Agency feels that many of the operating
problems can be solved by new mills by
being able to design the color removal
system into the total mill design rather
than adding on the unit operation to an
existing mill.

(23) Several commenters stated that
the BATEA limitations for color removal
should be increased as the mills pres-
ently using the recommended lime treat-
ment cannot meet the limitations. Sug-
guestions for iIncreased BATEA limita«
tions were made and data was provided.

It is the Agency’s judgment that many
of the operating problems of the color
removal systems presently in use will be
solved before 1983. In addition, inills
presently using the color removal sys-
tems are not expected to meet the limi-
tations until 1983 by which time the
waste water flows will have been re-
duced through in-plant controls. The
reduction in waste water flows will allow
the mills to meet the limitations by n re-
duction in total color discharged per day.
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The additional information and data
submitted to- the Agency during the
comment period substantiated the pro-
posed regulations:

(24) It was suggested by several com-
menters that the color limitation should
be removed from the regulations as color
has.not been established as.a pollutant
and its-inclusion for BATEA and NSPS
isnot justified.

As discussed in Section VI of the
Development Document, the Agency
believes that: eolor is a major pollutant
parameter and has the following detri~
mental effects: (1) Color in receiving
waters retards sunlight transmission and
interferes with photosynthesis thereby
reducing productivity of the-aquatic com-
munity; (2) color alters the natural
stream color and is thereby aesthetically:
displeasing; (3)- color-has & detrimental-
effect upon downstream municipal and
industrial water- users, as color, even
when not visually apparent (Le. turbid

streams),, must be removed before: use

in municipal and industrial water sup-
plies; 4): color bodies complex with
nretal lons; such as iron or-copper, form-

ing’ tar-like: residues which remove-
metals from the stock available to:
stream organisms for normal metabo-
lism; and’ thes complexes can:have-direct
inhibitory effects on some’ of the Iower
scale-of organisms-in: the aquatic: com~
munity; (5) color iss an indicator of’
potentially inhibitory compounds dis-

charged: to- the- aquatic environment;

and (6) color-in receiving: waters affects

fish productivity and fisli movements:

Therefore; the’ limitations: for- color for:
BATEA and’ NSPS® were: not’ removed
from- the. regulations” as the' Agency:
believes- that' color is & major pollutant

parameter.

(25): Twor commenters: felt that the-
costs: of color:removal did nof consider-
many of the engineering problems asso-
ciated with- the applicatiorr of the-
massive lime technalogy.

The Agency is: recommending mini-
mmm: Hme: freatment for color removal
for BATEA limitations and, NSPS for
two subeategories. The- color-limitations:
were' based upon: the' minimum lime
process which has-been: demonstrated by
two- mills: in full-scale. The minimum-
lime process is less- complex than the-
massive lime process. and thus has fewer*
engineering- problems. Therefore, the
costs for colorremoval were for;the min-
imum lime: process-and not for-the mas-
sive lime: process.

(26) One commenter: stated. that the-
NSSC—sodiunr baser limitatlons were-
based uporan stypical mill, as-approxi-
mately one-third of its furnish- (fibrous
raw material) is waste: paper and the:
waste cooking: liquor is spray irrigated.
It was argued that these two factors
resulf i am atypical low raw waste load
and- that the limitations should be based
on mills which use NSSC furnish and
which: have recovery (or incineration)-
for disposal of their waste liquors.

The Agency concurs that the amount
of waste paper used' as furnish and the
method of liquor- disposal have effects
upon therawwaste load: Additional dats
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provided to the Agency by Individual
mills and the pulp and paper technical
associntion has been evaluated and the
limitations have been revised to reflect.
the effect of tlie type furnish and the
waste liquor disposal methods upon raw
waste load.

(27) Four comments were recelved that
stated that the recommended technology
for mills to achieve the BPCTCA Iimita-
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a credit for such pollutants. The regu-
Iations will be proposed for public com-
mentin the near future.

(30) Several commenters stated that
the Agency should provide a range of
effuent. limitations. instead of a single
limitation, as the range would allow the
Regional Administrators ta determinethe
appropriate Uimitation for each mill de-
pending upon the specific conditions at

Hions will require mills to install both the mills.

internal and external controls. It was
argued that, in effect, this pushes the
1983 imitations.up to 19877 because the
intent of the Act was to emphasize ex-
ternal treatment. to meet the 1977 Iim-
itations and to emphasize internal con-
trolkin 1983. It was also suggested that
since-the 1983 internal technologles are
essentially bBeing in 1977, the:
costs of achieving the BPCTCA limita-
tions will be substantially higherand the
economic impact may be significant.

It is'the opinion-of the Agency that the:
Act does not. preclude considering some-
in-plant. confrol changes as part of
BPCTCA. Section 304(b) (1) (B) includes
consitieration of “the-hrocess emplbyed”
and “process changes” as part of the de-
termination of BPCTCA. Where ax in-
plant. changs can be implemented by
1977 and meets the: other requirements:
of section 304(b) (I), there ix no reason
to- differentiate such control' measwre
from any other-control messureror prac~
tice imposed as part of BPCYTCA. The

in-plant changes whicr have beer were:

identified as avallable In 197T areprac-
tices; which are-in common: use:- in: the:
industry:

(28). One comment was made thet:the-
construction. schedules for treatment
systems presented in the proposed De-
velopment Document: do: not. consider
many factors; such as review and.nego-
tiation, increasingly slow: equipment:de-
liveries  and. the effects of climate upon
construction.

‘The original intent of the incluslon-of
cansfruction schedules wasnot that.they
be: specific- rules” for construction, but
thatr they be guides-as to that whichrcan
be done and approximately the amount.
of time that might be involved. The sev-
eral factors mentioned were considered
but the prediction of factors such as in-
creasingly slow: equipment deliveries- is-
difficult.to foreses:

(29) Two commenters stated that the
limitations should be written as net pol-
lutants and miils, should be:given credit
for pollutants in their raw watersupply.

The effluent limitations have gener-
ally: been developed on a gross or abso-
Iute basis. However, the Agency recog-
nizes that in certain instances pollut--
ants will be present in navigable waters
which supply. a plant’s intake water in
significant concentrations whith may
not be removed to.the levels specified
in the limitations by the application of
treatment technology contemplated by
BPCTCA.

Accordingly, the Agency is' currently
dtveloping amendments to its- NPDES
permit regulations (40 CFR Part 125)
which will specify the situations in which
the Regional Administrator may =ailow:

The present limitations take differ-
ences within an industry inte accoumt.
through subcategorization, rather than
by use of ranges of numbers to be varied
at the'discretior of theoffice issuing per~
mits. The 28 industries noted in Section
306 of the Act, for example; have already
brokent some of tHe broad industrial
groups into subgroups such as the chemi-
cal industry into inorganic- chemieals;

organic chemicals, plastics and synthet~
ics;. petrochemicals, soeps and defer—
gents, fertilizers, and rubber. The: pulp-
antI papm: industry-has been broken into-

initial subcategories: with- 15 sets: of

nmitstions. In-addifion, & second phase-
of guideline-issuance will establish-addi-
tional subcategories.

(31) Several commenters stated that
Development. Documeniswere not typieal:
of the mills in each specific subeategory.
Analyses of nearly eachr exemplary nxill
was provided showing how each mill was-
atyplcal. The factors presented  which
discussed as atypical operations.in~
cluded the following > external treatment.
systems designed: specifically to meef re—
celving, water quality: standards; and Iow
raw waste loads resulting from exten-
sive internal controls.

The Agency contends that the infernal
and externak treatment systems in. ques—~
tlon which msay have been insfalled fo-
meet. water quallity requirements. in: re—
celving waters ara representative of
BPCTCA. These systems-are in common
use which indicates that the technologies
are practicable as mills having installed.
these systems have not.been significantly
economlically impacted. The Agency be-
lieves that-these systems are normal in—
ternal controls.and the external systems.
are achieving normal pollutant reduc-
tions. The reasons- why the particnlar
controls. wera installed is not.relevant te
determination of their avallabilify.

(32) One commenter sald that there
was. no.real. analysis of the. costs of air
and water pollution control and the bene--
fits derived.

The limitations,. as mandated by {he
“Act?”, are technologically based, and
benefits are expressed in ferms of ef-
fluent reduction: Although air pollution
cantrol costs were not quantified, con-
slderation was. given ta this factor when
the economic impact.was assessed.

(33) One commenter said that while
pollution control cost information was
provided for a single model mill for each
subeategory, costs tend to-be higher for-
smaller mills, and their adverse: eco~
nomics of scale effects sHould be con-
sldered in the economic analysis.

The economic analysis polnted out that
costs tended to Increase for smaller mills.
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As a result, the economic impact analysis
focused on the smaller mills in each
subcategory. The economic impact was
not significant in that no plant closures
and loss of production capacity were in-
dicated for wunbleached kraft mills;
2.5%-4.2% of production capacity would
possibly close for NSSC mills, and 1.7%~
2.5% for paperboard from waste paper
mills, )
(34) Several commenters stated that
the costs for pollution control presented
" in the Development Document and in the
Economic Analysis are expressed in 1971
dollars and. that these 1971 costs do not
reflect.the actual costs to the industry
in 1977 or 1983. Therefore, the economic
impact is understated.

The economic analysis has assumed
that the cost of pollution control will in-
crease at a rate similar to the general
inflation rate. Therefore, the annual cost
of pollution control as a percent of sales,
or the capital cost as a percent of plant
investment, 1s expected to be relatively
stable. As a result, the economic analysis
used these relatively stable parameters
for assessing economic impact in 1977
and 1983. )

(35) Two.commenters stated that the
cost of land disposal, as presented in the
Appendix of the Economic Analysis, is
understated.

The economic impact analysls Is es- -

sentially an update of a 1971 study which
was conducted for the Council on En-
vironmental Quality. The impact pro-
jections made in the 1971 study were re-
vised to reflect the actual limitations
and such items as the assoclated costs,
the current industry segment status and
current projections regarding capacity,
and demand. For the purpose of con-
venience to the reader of the economic
analysis, the 1971 study was included in
the Appendix. The cost estimates in the
_Appendix were not those made in the
economi¢ analysis. In the case of sludge
disposal, for the conditions stated by
the commenter, the costs would be fifty
percent greater than those shown in the
Appendix. Further, the costs of sludge
disposal are a small component of the
annual costs and their varlability does
not affect the conclusions of the analysis.

(36) The comment was made that the
pollution control costs do not include
8 reasonable return on investment.

The pollution control cost estimates
included the cost of capital which im-
plcity reflect & minimum required re-
turn on investment. Because the cost of
capital used was the cost of debt, the
actual cost of capital to the industry may
have been understated. However, the re-
sulting difference in polution control
costs are small and would not affect the
conclusions of the economic analysis.

(b) Revision to the proposed regula-
tion prior to promulgation.

As 8 result of public comments, addi~
tional technical data, and continuing
review of the proposed regulations by the
EPA, the following changes have been
made in the regulation.

(1) 'The temperature variance was re-
moved from the regulations because of
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the difficulty in implementing the temp-
erature variance in the regulation of
NPDES permits. The regulations were
revised to reflect the seasonality of eflu~
ent qualities by utilizing the maximum
month of pollutant discharge by exem-
plary mills. ;

(2) The definifion of production was
changed from the maximum seven days
production to the annual average pro-
duction. This change is consistent with
the production basis which was used‘in
the development of the limitations.

(3) The technology for suspended
solids reduction by mixed-media filtra-~
tion has been removed from the tech-
nologies identified for new sources. The
limitations were revised to reflect the
removal of mixed-medis fltration and
has resulted in less stringent limitations
for new sources:

-(4) The variance for hydraulic bark-
ing has been removed due to the trend
in the industry to discontinue this proc~
essing method. The Agency identified
only one mill currently using the process
in these subcategories.

(5) Reevaluation of the original data
base and evaluation of data received
during the comment period in conjunc-
tion with removal of the temperature
variance resulted in revised limitations
for all subcategories.

(6) Through evaluation of the ex-
panded date base and examination of
additional information developed within
EPA, it was determined that the previ-
ously identified exemplary mill in the
ammonia base NSSC subcategory did
not meet the requirements of BPCTCA
and thus, the limitations were revised
to reflect the application of BPCTCA.

(7) Section 304(b) (1) (B) of the Act
provides for “guidelines” to implement
the uniform national standards of sec~
tion 301(b) (1) (A). Thus Congress rec-
ognized that some flexibility was neces-
sary In order to.take into account the
complexity of the industrial world with
respect to the practicability of pollution
control technology. In conformity with
the Congressional intent and in recogni-
tion of the possible failure of these reg-
ulations to account for all factors
bearing on the practicability of control
technology, it was concluded that some
provision was needed to guthorize flex-
ibility in the strict application of the
limitations contained in the regulation
where required by special circumstances
applicable to individual dischargers. Ac~
cordingly, & provision allowing flexibil~
ity in the application of the limitations
representing . best practicable control
technology curréntly available has been
added to each subpart, to account for
special circumstances that may not have
been adequately accounted for when
these regulations were developed.

(¢) Economic impact.

The changes that were made to the
proposed regulations have resulted in re-
vised limitations. The. costs associated
with these limitations have not changed
substantially and therefore the conclu-
sions of the economic analysis remain
unchanged. However, in the case of the
NSSC subcategories, the availability of

additional information has resulted in
the reduction of potential mill closures
from six to three.

Overall, the projected impacts of
BPCTCA include:

3-6% price increases;

7-10 potential closures out of 188 mills,
representing 1-1.4% of capacity; and

810-1,250 potential unemployed per-
sons represenfing 1.1-1.6% of tofsl em-
ployment for these mills.
_ Industry growth will not be signifi-
cantly affected by capital requirements
associated with these effluent limitations.
Expected Increased prices and slow
growth in capacity for the next few years
is primarily & result of the business cycle
and the last several years of price con-
trols. With projected higher prices and
profitability, the industry will be able to
raise sufficient capital for needed ex~

_pansion.

(d) Cost-benefit analysis,

The deterimental effects of the con«
stituents of waste waters now discharged
by point sources within the unbleached
kraft, - semi-chemical, and paperboard
segments of the pulp, paper, and paper=
board mills manufacturing point source
category are discussed in Section VI of
the report entitled “Development Docu-
ment for Efffuent Limitations Guidelines
for the Unbleached Kraft and Semi-
Chemical Pulp Manufacturing Segmenk
of the Pulp, Paper, and Paperboard Mills
Point Source Category” (May 1974). It
is not feasible to quantify in economio
terms, particularly on & nationsl basis,
the costs resulting from the discharge of
these pollutants to our Nation’s water-
ways. Nevertheless, as indicated in Sec«
tion VI, the pollutants discharged have
substantial and damaging impacts on
the quality of water and therefore on
its capacity to support healthy populo~-
tions of wildlife, fish and other aquatioc
wildlife and on its suitability for indus-
trial, recreational and drinking water
supply uses.

The total cost of implementing the
effluent limitations includes the direch
capital and operating costs of the pollu~
tion control technology employed to
achieve compliance and the indirect eco~
nomic and environmental costs identi-
fied in Section VIII and in the supple~
mentary vreport entitled “Economic
Analysis of Proposed Effluent Guidelines
PULP, PAPER, AND PAPFERBOARD
INDUSTRY” (September 1973). Imple-
menting the effluent limitations guide-
Hnes will substantially reduce the
environmental harm which would other-
wise be aftributable to the continued
discharge of polluted waste waters from
existing and newly constructed plants in
the pulp, paper, and paperboard in-
dustry. The Agency belleves that the
benefits of thus reducing the pollutants
discharged justify the associated costs
which, though substantial in abseluto
terms, represent a relatively small per-
centage of the total cepital investment
in the industry.

(e) Solid waste control.

Solld waste control must be con-
sidered. The waterborne wastes from tho
pulp, paper, and paperboard industry

29, 1974



may contain a considerable volume of
metals in various forms as g part of the
suspended solds pollutant. Best prac-
ticable confrol technology and. best.
available conirol technology, as they are
known today, require disposal of the
pollutants. removed from waste waters
in this industry in- the form of solid
wastes and liquid concentrates. In some
cases these are:nonhazardous substances
requiring- only- minimal. custodial care:
However, some: constituents may be haz-
ardous and may require special consid-
eration. Ir orderto ensure Iongterm pro-
tection of the environment fromr these
hazardous or-harmful constituents, spe-
cial considerationr of disposal sites must
be made. AIl Iandfill sites where such
hazardous wastes are disposed should be
selected so-as to prevent horizontal and
vertical migration of these contaminants
to ground or surface waters. In cases
where geologic. conditions may not rea-
sonably ensure this, adequate. precau-
tions (e.g., impervious liners) should be
taken to ensure long term protection to
the environment from hazardous mate-
rials: Where appropriate the Iocation.of
solid hazardous. materials disposal sites
should be premanently; recorded. in the.
appropriate office. of the Ilegal jurisdic-
tion in which the site is Tocated.

(f) Publication. of information on-
processes; Dprocedures;, or operating
methods which result.in: the elimination.
GL tl;educmon of: the discharge of pollut—
ants.

In conformance with the requirements
of Section 304(c)- of the- Act,. 8- manual
entitled, “Development Document for-
Effluent Limitations Guidelines and New.
Source Performance Standards for-the-

" Unbleached Kraft' and Semi-Chemical
Pulp Manufacturing Segment of the
Pulp, Paper, and Paperboard Point
Source Category,’” is being published and
will be available: for purchase from the
Government: Pribting: Office; Washing=—
ton, D.C. 20402 for & nominzl fee;

(g) Final rulemaking:

Tn consideration of the. foregoing;. 400
CFR Chapter I, Subchapter N is.hereby:
amended by adding a new. Part. 430, Pulp,.
Paper,. and Paperboard Manufacturing,
Point Source Category, to read as setk.
forth below. An order of the Federal
Distriet Court for- the District of Colum-~
bia entered. in NRDUC v. Train. (Civ. No.
1609-73) on.November 27, 1973, required:
that the Administrator sign final effluent
limitations guidelines, for this industry
category by March 22, 1974. That order
was subsequently modified or March 14,
1974, and the date for-signing extended
untii May 6, 1974. Thereafter; on
March 15, 174, the District Court or-
dered- that the effective- date for efflitent’
limitations guidelines established. by its-
November- 27 ordér remaimr applicables
and not-be affected by the extension of
the publication: date. The: effective: dater
for effluent limitations guidelines for this,
industry established by the Court’s No-
vember 27 order-isMay 21, 1974. Accord-
‘ingly, good cause is found: for thie final

regulation. promulgated as: sel- forth. be-
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low: ta be: effective upon publication in: Sec:

tlie FEDERAL REGISTER,
Dated: May 17, 1974.

JOHN QUARLES,
Aoting Administrator.

Subpart A—Unbleached Kraft Subcategory

Sec.

430.10 Applicabllity; deseription of the un-
bleached kraft subcategory.

Specialized definitions,

EfMucnt limitations gnidelines repre-
senting_ the degrees of efMuent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently avatlable.

Effiuent limitations guldelines-repro-
sonting the degree of efMuent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best avallable tech-
nology economically achisvable,

Reserved.

Standards of’ performance- for- new:
sources.

Pretreatment standards for new
sources.

Subpart B.—Sodium Bassd Neutral Sulfite.
Seml-Chemical Subcategory,

43020 Applcability; description- of the
sodium based neutral sulfite temi-
chemical subcategory:

43021 Speclialized definitidns,

430.22° Effluent llmitations guldelines repre-
senting- the degres off efMuent re-
ductionr attainable by therapplica-
tion-of-the-best practicable controtl-
technology currently available,

Effluent limitations guldelines repre-
senting the degreo of efluent. ro-
duction attalnable by the applica-
tion of the best available technol-
ogy” economically” achievable,

Reserved,

Standards of performance for new
sources.

430.11
430.12

430.13

430.14
430.16

430.16

430.23

430.2¢

430.25

43026 Pretreatment: standords for- new-
S0UXCes,

ubpart C—Ammonia Base Neutral Sulfite
Seml.Chemical Subcategory

Applicability; description of the ame-
monia base noputral” sulfity seml-
chemlical subcategory,

Speciallzed” definitions,

Effluent limitations guldelines repre-
senting the-degrde of efluent ro-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currentlyavailable;

EfMuent limitations: guidelines: rep~
resanting tiie degres: of efttent: re-=
duction-attainable by the applicx—
tion of: the best avallable tech-
nology economically achievable.

Reserved.

Standards of- perfermance for. new
SQUKCeS.

Pretreatment standards. for. new
SOUrces.

Subpalt D-—Unbleached Kraft—Neutra} Sulffte:

mi-C| 1 (Cross R ery) Subcategory

430 4{1 Applicabllity; description of the un-
bleaclied kraft—neutral sulte
semi-chemical™ (Cross  recovery)
subicategory,

43041. Speclalized definltlons.

430.42: Effiuent-limitations guidelines repre—
senting the degree of: efluent re-
duction attainable by the-applica--
tion of tho best practicable control-
technology- currently available,

430.30°

43031
430.32

430.33-

430.34-
43035

430.36

43043, Effuent. limitations guldelines repre-
senting the degree of efffuent re-
ductlon attainable by the applica~
tion of the best available tech-
nology economically: achievable,

43044 Reserved.

43045. Standsards of’ performance- for new

sources,
430.48. Pretreatment
sources.

Subpart E—Faperboard From Wasts Paper
pa Subcategory

standards for new

43050 Applicabliity; description of the pe~
perboard. from. waste paper sub-
category.

43051 8 definitions,

43052 EMuent lmitat{ons guidelines repre-
senting the degree of efliuent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tior of the best practicable controk
technology: currently avallable.

430.53. Effuent limitations guidelines repre-

the degree of efffzent re-
duction attainabla by the applica-
tion of° the- best available tech—
nology economically achievable;

430.54: Rossrvedl

430.55. Standnrds of performance- for~ new"

43056 me!xutmenf; standards for new
gources.

AxmicriTr: Secs. 391, 304 (b) and: (c).
308 (b) and: (c) and 307({c)y of the Pederal
Water. Pollution Control Act; ax
(33 US.C. 1251, 1311, 1314 () a.nd (c). 1316
{b) and (c),and 1317(c)) 88 Stat 816 etseq.;
Pub L. 92-500.

Subpart A—Unbfeached: Kraft Subcategory

§430.10 Applicability; description of
the unbleachcd. kraft subeategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable ta discharges resulting fram the
nroduction of pulp and paper by un-
bleachied kraft mills, When a plant.is
subject to efffuent Hmitations covering
more than one subceategory, the dis—
charge Hmitation shall-be the aggregafe
of the-limitations applicable-to the-total
production covered by-each-subeategory.
§430.11 Specialized definitions..

For the purpose of thils subpart:-

(2} Exceptias provided below, the gen—
eral definitions, abbreviations and methr—
ods of analysis set forth in-40-CFR Part-
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) Color shall mean that color as
measured by the testing method. pre-
sented in the National’ Council for Air
and Stream Improvement, (Inc.) “Tech-
nical Bulletin 253, December 1971. Color
units are to be assumed equal fo mg/l.

(c): Total suspended-nonfilterable sol-
ids (TSS) shall mean TSS as measured.
by the technigue utilizingglass fiber disks:
as specified’ in “Standard Methods for
the Examination of Water and Waste-
water” (13th- Edition)

(d) Production shall be defired as the
xtl;mual average ofl. themachine (air-dry.

ns)

§430.12° Effuent Iimitations guidelines.
repeesenting: the degree of efffuent
reduction attainable- by the- applica-
tionn of tlie: best practicable- control
technology currently available:

In establishing fhelimitationsset forth

i thix gection, EPA: tookc inte accommic
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all information it was able to collect, de-
velop and solicit with respect to factors
(such as age and size of plant, raw ma~-
terials, manufacturing processes, prod-
ucts produced, treatment techonlogy
available, energy requirements -~ and
costs) which can affect the industry sub-
categorization and effluent levels estab-

lished. It is, however, possible that data -

which would affect these limitations
have not been available and, as a result,
these limitations should be adjusted for
certain plants in this industry. An in-
dividual discharger or other interested
person may submit evidence to the Re-
gional Administrator (or to the State,
if the State has the authority to issue
NPDES permits) that factors relating
to the equipment or facilities involved,
the process applied, or other such factors
related to such discharger are funda-
mentally different from the factors con-
sidered in the establishment of the guide-
lines. On the basis of such evidence or
other available information, the Regional
Administrator (or the State) will make

o written finding that such factors are

or are not fundamentally different for
that facility compared to those specified
in the Development Document. If such
fundamentally different factors are found
to exist, the Regional Administrator or
the State shall establish for.the dis-
charger efiuent limitations in the NPDES
permit either more or less stringent than
the limitations established herein, to the
extent dictated by such fundamentally
different factors. Such limitations must
be approved by the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency. The
Administrator may approve or disap-
prove such limitations, specify other
limitations, or initiate proceedings to re-
vise these regulations.

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol~
Iutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by & point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the best
practicable control technology currently
avallable:

- Effiuent Umitations
Effluent Average of daily
characteristio Maximum for valueg for 30
any 1 day consecutive da;
shall not exceed—
Moetrlo untts (kilograms per 1,000 kg
of product) .
BODS eszmmmrse=m _ B¢ 2.8
T8B..ssezssssosmse 12,0 6.0
pH . zomorszszssss==c Within the range 6.0 to 9.0
English units (pounds per ton of
product)
BODS.oeszzzzazazz L2 &,

6
] 24.0 12,0
pH.——====rzz=z=z=s Withinihe range 6.0 {0 9.0.

§ 430.13 Effluent Hmitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the hest available technology
economically achievable,

‘The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-

Tutant propertles, controlled by this sec-
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tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provislons of
this subpart after application of the
best available technology economically
achievable:

Eflluent limitations

Averageofdally
values for 30
consecutive days
shall not exceed—

Effluent -
characteristic Mazimum for

. any1lday

Metric units (kilograms per 1,000 kg
of product)

1.35

1.8
15.0 10.0
Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.

English units (pounds per ton of
product) pe

5.4 . 2.
3.
20.
.0.

b

30,0
Within therange 6.0t09.

§ 430.14 Reserved.

§430.15 Standards of performance for
new sources.

The following standards of perform-
ance establish the quantity or quality of
pollutants or pollutant properties, con~
trolled by this section, which may be
discharged by a new source subject to
the provisions of this subpart:

Effluent Hmitations
Effuent . Averagoof dally
characteristic Maximum for values for 30
any 1 day consecutive dsys
- shall not exceed—
Metric anits (kil er 1,000 k;
BODS.z= =3 a.1 1.85
- 8. 7.5 3.75 -
Color pecz=z: === 15.0 10.0
PH..sossssssems Withh; the range 6.0 10 9.0,
English units (pounds per ton of
product)
BODf_.=====x= 6.2 3.1
T8Bmm==ssa 15.0 7.5
o) (o) I =] 80.0 2.0
p. —==z==== within the range 6.0 to 9.0.

§430.16 Pretréatment standards for
new sources. .

The pretreatment standards under
section 307(c) of the Act for a.source
within the unbleached Eraft subcategory,
which is & user of & publicly owned treat-
ment works (and which would be & new
source subject to section 306 of the Act,
if it were to discharge pollutants to the
navigable waters), shall be the standard
set forth in 40 CFR Part 128, except thaf,
for the purpose of this section, 40 CFR
128.133 shall be amended to read as
follows:

In addition to the prohibitions set forth
in 40 CFR 128.131, the pretreatment stand-
ard for incompatible pollutants introduced
into a publicly owned treatment works shall
be the standard of performance for new
sources specified in 40 CFR 430.15; Provided,
That, if the publicly owned treatment works
which receives the pollutants is committed,
in its NPDES permit, to remove a specified
percentage of any incompatible pollutant,
the pretreatment standard applicable to users

. of such treatment works shall, except in the

case of standards providing for no discharge
of pollutants, be correspondingly reduced in
stringency for that pollutant,

Subpart B——Sodium Based Neutral Sulfite
Semi-Chemical Subcategory

§430.20 Applicability; description of
‘the sodium based mneutral sulfito
semi-chemical subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
production of pulp and paper by sodium
base neutral sulfite semi-chemical milla.
‘When & plant is subject to effluent limita-
tions covering more than one subcate«
gory, the discharge limitation shall be

* the aggregate of the limitations applica<

ble to the total production covered by
each subcategory.

§ 430.21 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

‘() Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and meth-
ods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR Part
401 shall apply to this subpaxrt.

+ (b) Color shall mean that color asg
measured by the testing method pre-
sented in the National Council for Air
and Stream Improvement, (Inc¢.) “Tech-
nical Bulletin 253,"” December 1971, Color
units are to be assumed equal to mg/1,

() Total suspended nonfilterable sollds
(TSS) shall mean TSS as measured by
the technique utilizing glass fiber disks

- as specified in “Standard Methods for the

Examination of Water and Wastewaster
(13th Edition). ‘
(d) Production shall be defined as the
g.onm;al average off the machine (air-dry
ns). .

§ 430.22 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degreeo of offluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.

In establishing the Umitations set forth
in this section, EPA took into account all
information it was able to collect, develop
and solicit with respect to factors (such
as age and size of plant, raw materials,
manufacturing processes, products pro=-
duced, treatment technology available,
energy requirements and costs) corre-
spondingly reduced in stringency for that
pollutant.

Subpart B—Sodium Based Neutral Sulfite
Seml-Chemical Subcategory

'§ 430.20 Applicability; description of
the sodium based mneutral sulfite
semi-chemical subeategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from tho
production of pulp and paper by sodium
base neutral sulfite semi-chemical mills,
‘When a plant is subject to efiluent Hmita-
tions covering more than one subcate«
gory, the discherge Hmitation shell be

the aggregate of the limitations applica«
ble to the total production covered by
each subcategory.
§ 430.21 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen«
eral definitions, abbreviations and meth=
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ods of analysis setforth in 40 CFR Part-
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) Color shall mean that color as
measured by the testing method pre-
sented in the National Council for Air
and Stream Improvement, (Inc.) “Tech-
nical Bulletin 253,” December 1971. Color
units are to be assumed equal to mg/1.

(¢) Total suspended nonfilterable
solids (TSS) shall mean TSS as meas-
ured by the technique utilizing glass fiber
disks as specified in “Standard Methods

_for the Examination of Water and
Wastewater” (13th Edition).

(d) Production shall be defined as the
annual average off the machine (air-dry
tons).

§ 1430.22 Effluent limitations gnidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.

In establishing the limitations set forth
in this section, EPA took into account
all information it was able to collect, de-
velop and solicit with respect to factors
(such as age and size of plant, raw mate-
rials, manufacturing processes, products
produced, treatment technology availa-
ble, energy requirements. and costs)
which can affect the industry subecate-
gorization and efluent levels established.
Tt is, however, possible that data which
would affect these limitations have not
been available and, as a result, these lim-
itations should be adjusted for certain
plants in this industry. An individual dis-
charger or other interested person may
submit evidence to the Regional Admin-
istrator (or to the State, if the State has
the authority to issue NPDES permits)

.that factors relating to the equipment
or facilities involved, the process applied,
or other such factors related to such
discharger are fundamentally different
from the factors considered in the estab-
lishment of the guidelines. On the basis
of such evidence or other available in-
formation, the Regional Administrator
(or the State) will make a written find-
ing that such factors are or are not
fundamentally different for that facility
compared to those specified in the Devel-
opment Document. If such fundamen-
tally different factors are found to exist,
the Regional Administrator or the State
shall establish for the discharger efiluent
limitations in the NPDES permit either
Jore or less stringent than the limita-
tions established herein, to the extent
dictated by such fundamentally different
factors. Such limitations must be ap-
proved by the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. The Ad-
ministrator may approve or disapprove
such limitations, specify other limita-
tions, or initiate proceedings to revise
these regulations. ’

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available:

RULES AND REGULATIONS °

Efficent Umitations
Efluent Averszecfdally
characteristio Maximum far values for 30
aany 1day esksccutive ds
thall not excoed—
AUetrlo unlts (kilogroms xr 1,00 kg
of produst)
BODS.cceerrnrannn 4,25
TBS e eeemvacracaen 11.0 %4
| ) ¢ SN Wjthin tho rango 6.0t0 0.0.
Englich unlts (pounds per ton
ef product)
BODS......cceeee - 17.4 8.7
TESeermemecconan 220 1.0
) O ¢ SR, Within the rang2 6.0 to 0.0

§ 430.23 Effluent limitations guidelines
representfng the degree of cffiuent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the hest available technology
cconomically achievable.

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the
best available technology economically
achievable:

EMucat Dmitations

Avcregoefdall
va!ué far 30 v

cansecutivo days

ehall pot exceed—

Effluent
charaeteristio Maximuom 3¢

any 1day

Aetrie units (kilograms per 1,000k,
ef produst) perld g

4.6

. X1
.- ‘75 porecnt removal
PHocccvcaeenanaa.. Within thorongo 6010990,
Eunglich units (pounds per ton
& of prodnst) per

2.25

25

&o
<5 pereent removal
Within the ranzo 6.0 10 2.0,

§430.24 Rescrved,

§430.25 Standards'of performance for
new sources.

‘The following standards of perform-

ance establish the quantity or quality of
pollutants or pollutant properties, con-
trolled by this section, which may be
discharged by a new source subject to
the provisions of this subpart:

Efftuent Hmitations
Aversgoeldally

Euent

charceteristie Maximum far values for 3
any 1day canszentive da
ot execed—
Metrio units (dlograms per 1,000 ki
of product) perdd &
BODSeeneeeenen- 52 2.6
TES.veonsencmvecnns 7.7 JES
1) ¢ SN, Within the ranzo 6.0 to 9.0.
Epglish anits (pounds per ton
oe of produzt)
BODSceeeeaneenne 104 a2
o 15.4 7.3
PHeeeeeoemennnone-w Wilhin the ravges 6,0 to 9.0,
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§430.26 Preircatment standards for

new sources. =

The pretreatment standards wunder
section 307(c) of the Act for a source
within the sodium based neutral sulfite
seml-chemical subcategory, which is a
user of a publicly owned freatment
works (and which would be & new source
subject to section 306 of the Act, if it
were to discharge pollutants to the navi-
gable waters), shall be the standard set
forth in 40 CFR Part 128, except that,
for the purpose of this section, 40 CFR
128,133 shall be amended fo read as
{follows:

In sddition to the prohibitions set forth
in 40 CFR 128131, the pretreatment stand-
ard for incompatible pollutants introduced
into a publicly owned treatment works shall
be the standard of performance for new
cources specified in 40 CFR 430.25: Provided,
That, if the publicly owned treatment works
which recelves the pollutants. i3 committed,
in it3 NPDES permit, to remove a specified
percentage of any incompatible poliutant,
the pretreatment standard applicable to
ucers of such treatment works shall, except
in the cate of standards providing for no
discharge of pollutants, be correspondingly
reduced in stringency for that poliutant.

Subpart C—Ammonia Base Neutral Sulfite
Semi-Chemical Subcategory

§ 430.30 Applicability; description of
the ammonia base neutral sulfite
semi-chemical subcategory.

‘The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plcable to discharges resulting from
the production of pulp and paper by am-
monia base neutral sulfite semi-chemical
mills. When a plant is subject to-effuent
limitations covering more than one sub-
category, the discharge limitation shall
be the aggresate of the limitations ap-
plicable to the total production covered
by each subcategory.

§430.31 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and meth-
ods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR Part
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) Color shall mean that color as
measured by the testing method pre-
sented in the National Council for Air
and Stream Improvement, (Inc.) “Tech-
nical Bulletin 253,” December 1971. Color
units are to be assumed equal fo mg/1.

(c) Total suspended nonfilterable sol-
ids (TSS) shall mean TSS as measured
by the technique utilizing glass fiber
disks as specified in “Standard Methods
for the Examination of Water and
Wastewater” (13th Edition).

(d) Production shall be defined as the
ztmm;al average off the machine (air-dry

ons).

§430.32 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica.
tion of the best peacticable control
technology currently available.

In establishing the limitations set
forth in this section, EPA took into ac-
count all information it was able to col-
lect, develop and solicit with respect fo
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factors (such as age and size of plant,
raw materials, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
avallable, energy requirements and costs)
which can affect the industry subcate-
gorization and efiluent levels established.
It is, however, possible that data which
would affect these limitation have not
been available and, as a result, these
limitations should be adjusted for cer-
tain plants in this industry. An individ-
ual discharger or other interested
person may submit evidence to the Re-
gional Administrator (or to the State, if
the State has the authority to issue

NPDES permits) that factors relating -

to the equipment or facilities involved,
the process applied, or other such factors
related to such discharger are funda-
mentally different from the factors con-
sidered in the establishment.of the
guidelines. On the basis of such evidence
or other availlable information, the Re-
gional Administrator (or the State)
will make a written finding that such
factors are or are not fundamentally dif-
ferent for that facility compared to those
specified in the Development Document.
If such fundamentally different factors
are found to exist, the Regional Ad-
ministrator or the State shall establish
for the discharger effluent limitations
in the NPDES permit either more or
less stringent than the limitations estab-
lished herein, to the extent dictated by
such fundamentally different factors.
Such limitations must be approved by the
Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency. The Administrator
may approve or disapprove such limi-
tations, specify other limitations, or ini-
tiate proceedings to 1revise these
regulations.

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the bests
practicable control technology currentlv
available: -

‘Efiluent limitations -

Average of daily
values for 30
consccutive days
shallnot.cxcend~—

Effinent
characteristic Maximum for

any 1 day

Metric units Galograms per 1,000 kg
of product)

el

80 0
10.0 . 0
Within the ravge 6.010 9.0.

English units (pounds per ton of
product)

o

- 16.0 &0
- 20.0 10.0
--~- Within the range 6.0 t0 9.0.

§ 430.33 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technology
economically achievable,

The following Ilimitations .establish
the quantity or quality of the pollu-
tants or pollutant properties, con-
trolled by this section, which may beé
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discharged by a point source subject
to the provisions of this subpart after
application of the best available tech-
nology economically achievable:

Effluent limitations
‘Effluent Averageof datly
characteristic Maximum for values for 30
any 1day’  consccutive days
shall not exceed—
Metric units (kilograms per 1,000 kg
of product)
BODS.. e eeececcna 6.4 3.2
T88... - _ 8.2 2.6
(8]0} [:3 SR < 75 percent removal.
PH el Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.
English units (pounds per ton of
product)
BODS oo 12.8 6.4
TSS... - 10.4 5.2
Color. --~ 70 percent removal.
1) < SO Within the range 6.0 {0 9.0.

§ 430.34 Reserved.

§430.35 Standards of performance for
new sources.

The following standards of perform-
ance establish the quantity or quality
of pollutants or pollutant properties,
controlled by this section, which may
be discharged by a new source subject
to the provisions of this subpart:

Effluent limitations
Efffuent Average of dally
characteristic Maximum for values for 30
any 1day consecutive days
shall not exceed-~
Metricunits (kilograms per 1,000 kg
of product)
BODS e eocmeae 7.5 3.7
b o . 7.5 3.75
PH. . eae Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.
English units (pounds per ton of
proeduct)
BODS e 15.0 7.5
TS8S... —— 15.0 7.5
PH e Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.

§ 430.36 Pretreatment

new sources.

The pretreatment standards under
section 307(c) of the Act for a source
within the ammonia base neutral sulfite
semi-chemical subcategory, which is a
user of a publicly owned treatment works
{and which would be & new source sub-
Jject to section 306 of the Act, if it were
to discharge pollutants to the navigable
waters), shall be the standard set forth
in 40 CFR Part 128, except that, for the
purpose of this section, 40 CFR 128.133
shall be amended to read as follows:

In addition to the prohibitions set forth in
40 CFR 128.131, the pretreatment standard
for incompatible pollutants introduced into
& publicly owned treatment works shall be
the standard of performance for new sources
specified In 40 CFR 430.35: Provided, That,
it the publicly owned treatment works which
receives the pollutants is committed, in its
NPDES permit, to remove a specified per-
centage of any incompatible pollutant, the
pretreatment standard applicable to users of
such treatment works shall, except in the
case of standards providing for no discharge
of pollutants, be correspondingly reduced in
stringency for that pollutant., -

standards for

Subpart D—~—Unbleached Kraft—Neutral
Sulfite Semi-Chemical (Cross Recovery)
Subcategory

§430.40 Applicability; description of
the unbleached kraft—ncutral sul-
fite semi-chemical (cross recovery)
subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
production of pulp and paper by com-
bined unbleached kraft and neutral sul-
fite semi-chemical (NSSC) mills, where-
in the spent NSSC cooking liquor is
burned within the unbleached kraft
chemical recovery system. When & plant
is subject to effluent limitations cover-
ing more than one subcategory, the dig-
charge limitation shall be the ageregate
of the limitations applicable to the total
production covered by each subtategory,

§ 430.41 Specialized definitions,

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen~
eral definitions, abbrevigtions and meth«
ods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR Part
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) Color shall mean that color aa

- measured by the testing method pre-

sented in the National Council for Afir
and Stream Improvement, (Inc.) “Techw
nieal Bulletin 253,” December 1971,
Color units are to be assumed cqual to
me/l1.

(¢) Total suspended mnonfilterable
solids (TSS) shall mean TSS as meas-
ured by the technique utilizing glass fiber
disks as specified in “Standard Methods
for the Examination of Water and
Wastewater” (13th Edition).

(d) Production shall be defined as the
ammusl average off the machine (air-dry
tons).

§ 430.42 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applicas
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.

In establishing the limitations set forth
in this section, EPA took into account all
information it was able to collect, de-
velop and solicit with respect to factors
(such as age and size of plant, raw ma«
terials, manufacturing processes, prod-
ucts produced, treatment technolosy
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry sub-
categorization and efiluent levels estob-
lished. It is, however, possible that datn
which would affectt these lmitations
have not been available and, as o result,
these limitations should be adjusted for

. certain plants in this industry. An indi-

vidual discharger or other interested per-
son may submit evidence to the Reglonal
Administrator (or to the State, if the
State has the authority to issue NPDES
permits) that factors relatiny to the

- equipment or facilities Involved, the

process applied, or other such factors
related to such discharger are funda-
mentally different from the foctors con-
sidered in the establishment of the
guidelines. On the basis of such evidence
or other available information, the Re-
gional Administrator (or the State) will
make a written finding that such factors
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are or are not fundamentally different
for that facility compared to those speci-
fied in the Development Document. If
such fundamentally different factors are
found to exist, the Regional Administra-
tor or the State shall establish for the
discharger efiluent limitations in the
NPDES permit either more or Iless
stringent than the limitations estab-
lished herein, to the extent dictated by
such fundamentally differenf factors.
Such limitations must -be approved by
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency. The Administrator
may approve or disapprove such limita-
tions, specify other limitations, or ini-
tiate proceedings to revise these regula-
tions.

- The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of -this
subpart after application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available: .

Effluent imitations
Effluent Averageof daily
teristic Maximum for values for 30
any 1 day consecutive da;
not exceed——
Metric units (kilograms per 1,000
of product) k8
BODS mmormore e 80 4.0
31 JRREN 15 6.25
DPH._.ooeeeene-.. Within the range 6.0 to 90
English units (pounds per ton of
product)
BODS e 16.0 8.0
TBS._-... — 25.0 125
PH..eeeee ... With in the range 6.0 to 9.0,

§ 430.43 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technology
economically achievable.

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
{ion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisiops of this
subpart after application of the best
available technology economically achiev-
able:

-

Effluent imitations
Effiuent Averagaofdally
characteristis Maximum for values for 30
any 1 day consecutive da
not exceed—
Metric units (kilograms per 1,000 k
) of product) ’ &
BODS.mm=n- 3.2 16
* TEBmm=== 4.2 21
Color_== 25.0 2.5
PH.._...=zzzomio. Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.
English units (pounds per ton of
product)
BODS. == 6.4 3.2
TEBeeemmmee=z ~- 84 4.2

Color. = _zw=e=s=s 3.5 25.0
PH.__s——=======s== Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.
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§ 430.44 Reserved.

§ 430.45 Standards of.performance for
new sources.

The following standards of perform-
ance establish the quantity or quality of
pollutants or pollutant properties, con-
trolled by this section, which may be
discharged by a new source subject to

the provisions of this subpart:
Eflucat Umitations
Eflluent Averagectdally
characteristic Maximum for wvalues for 30
aoy 1day canzeentivoda
chall ot exeocd—
Metrds units Gdlograms per 1,000kg
ef product)
BODS.ceieccaean 3.8 1.9
T§B.... . 4.0
col L4 1

~ Within tho range 6.0 to 9,
Engilsh units (psunds per tenof
product)

a8

8.0
25,0
2.0

%6

§ 430.46 Prectrcatment standards for

IICW SOUKces.

The pretreatment standards under
section 307(c) of the Act for a source
within the unbleached kraft—mneutral
sulfite semi-chemical (cross recovery)
subcategory, which is a user of a pub-
Hely owned treatment works (and which
would be a new source subject to sec-
tion 306 of the Act, if it were to discharge
pollutants to the navigable waters), shall
be the standard set forth in 40 CFR Part
128, except that, for the purpose of this
section, 40 CFR 128.133 shall be amended
to read as follows:

In additlon to the prohibitions cot forth In
40 CFR 128.131, the pretreatment standdrd
for incompatible pollutants intreduced into
a publicly owned trcatment works shall he
the standard of performance for new £ources
specified In 40 CFR 430.45: Provided, That it
the publicly owned treatment works which
recelves the pollutants is committed, in its
NPDES permit, to remove a speclfied per-
centage of any incompatible pollutant, the
pretreatment standard applicable to ucers
of such treatment works shall, except in the
case of standards providing for no dicchargo
of pollutants, be correspondingly reduced in
stringency for that pollutant.

Subpart E—Paperboard From Waste Paper
Subcategory
§430.50 Applicability; description of
the paperboard from waste paper
subeategory.

' The provisions of this subpart are
applcable to discharges resulting from
the production of paperboard from waste
paper. When & plant is subject to eflu-
ent limitations covering more than one
subcategory, the discharge limitation
shall be the aggregate of the limita-
tions applicable to the total production
covered by each subcategory.
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§ 430.51 Specinlized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the
general definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) Total suspended nonfilterable
sollds (TSS) shall mean TSS as meas-
ured by the technique utilizing glass
fiber disks as specified in “Standard
Methods for the Examination of Water
and Wastewater” (13th Edition).

(¢) Production shall be defined as the
ftmm;al average off the machine (air-dry

ons).

§ 430.52 Effluent limitations gnidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.

In establishing the limitations set
forth in this section, EPA took into
account all information it was able to
collect, develop and solicit with respect
to factors (such as age and size of
plant, raw materials, manufacturing
processes, products produced, treat-
raent technolozy available, energy re-
quirements and costs) which can affect
the Industry subcategorization and efiu-
ent levels established. It is, however,
possible that data which would affect
these limitations have not been avafl-
able and, as a result, these limitations
should be adjusted for certain plants in
this industry. An individual discharger
or other interested person may submit
evidence to the Reglonal Administrator
(or to the State, if the State has the
authority to issue NPDES permits) that
factors relating to the equipment or
Tacllities Involved, the process applied,
or other such factors related to such
discharger are fundamentally different
1rom the factors considered in the estab-
lishment of {he guidelines. On the basis
of such evidence or other available in-
formation, the Regzional Administrator
(or the State) will make a written find-
ing that such factors are or are not
Tundamentally different for that facility
compared to those specified in the De-~
velopment Document. If such funda-
mentally different factors are found fo
exlist, the Reglonal Administrator or the
State shall establish for the discharger
efluent lmitations in the NFPDES per-
mit elther more or less stringent than
the limitations established hereln, to
the extent dictated by such fundamen-
tally different factors. Such limifations
must be approved by the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency.
The Administrator may approve or dis-
approve such limitations, specify ofher
limitations, or initlate proceedings to
revise these regulations.

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec~
tion, which may be discharged by a
point source subject to the provisions
of this subpart after application of the
best practicable control fechnology cur-
rently available:



18752

RULES AND REGULATIONS "

Effluent limitations
Efuent = Averagoof dally
Maximuom for values for 30
any 1 day consecutiveda;
- -shall not exceed—
Metric units (kilograms per 1,000
kg of product)
BODS- e coceeeeee 3.0 1.5
T88...- ——— 5.0 2.5
PH e Within therange£.0 109.0.
English units (pounds per ton of
product)
BODS .« vreecnnnnn 6.0 3.0
TSS..... - T 100 5.0
) ©) S, Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.

§430.53 Effluent limitations guidelines
rvepresenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technology
economically achievable.

The following limitations establish the
quantity -or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisiohs of this
subpart after application of fhe best

.gvailable technology economically

achievable:

Effluent Hmitations

Efiluent Average of daily
characteristie Maximum for ~ values for 30
*  gnylday consecutive-days
. shall not exceed—

Metric units (kilograms) per 1;000 kg
of product

BODbeeeeaeeane 1.3 0.65
T8 -

. .6 .8
b 1) S I Within the range 6.0 t0-9.0.
English units (pounds pcr ton of
produet)

BODS. o e 2.6 1.3
T8S..-. —— 3.2 L6
PH e Within the range 6.0 to 9.0.

§430.54 Reserved.

§ 430.55 Standards of performance for
new sources.

‘The following standards -of perform-
ance. establish” the quantity or quality

of pollutants or pollutant properties,
controlled by this section, which may be
discharged by a new source subject to
the provisions of this subpart:

Effluent limitations

Effluent Averagoof dally
characteristic Maximum for values for 30
any 1 day consecutive da;
shallnot exceed-—

Moetric units (kilogmmts per 1,000 kg

of product)
BODS.......cnaaana- 1.5 Q.76
TSS..... - 4.0 2.0
PH......... rveraman Within tho range 6.0 to 9.0.

English units (pounds per ton of
product)

- 3.0 L&

8.0 4
<. Within the range 6.0 to

.0
0.0,

§ 430.56 Pretreatment standards for
new sources.

The pretreatment standards under sec-
tion 307(e) of the Act for a source within
the paperboard from waste paper sub-
category, which is a user of a publicly
owned freatment works (and which
would be a new source subject to section
306 of the Act, if it were to discharge
pollutants to the navigable waters), shall
be the standard set forth in 40 CFR, Part
128, except that, for the purpose of this
section, 40 CFR 128.133 shall be amended
to read as follows:

In addition to the prohibitions set forth
in 40 CFR 128.131, the pretreatment standard
for incompatible pollutants introduced into
a publicly owned treatment works shall be
the standard of performance for new sources
specified in 40 CFR 430.55; Provided, That
if the publicly owned treatment works which
receives the pollutants is committed, in ita
NPDES permit, to remove a cpecified per-
centage of any incompatible pollutant, the
pretreatment standard applicable to wusers
of such treatment works shall, except in the
case of standards providing for no discharge
-of pollutants, be correspondingly reduced in
stringency for that pollutant.

[FR Doe.74-12020 Filed 5-28-74;8:46.am]
*
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ 40 CFR Part 430 ]

PULP, PAPER, AND PAPERBOARD POINT
SOURCE CATEGORY

Proposed Application of Effluent Limita-
tions Guidelines for Existing Sources to
Pretreatment Standards for Incompat-
ible Pollutants

Notice is hereby given pursuant to sec-
tions 301, 304 and 307(b) of the Federal
‘Water Pollution Control Act, as amend-
ed (the Act); 33 U.S.C. 1251, 1311, 1314
and 1317(b); 86 Stat. 816 et seq.; Pub.
I.. 92-500, that the proposed regulation
set forth below concerns the application
of effiuent limitations guidelines for ex-
isting sources to pretreatment standards
for incompatible pollutants., The pro-
posal will amend 40 CFR Part 430—Pulp,
Paper, and Paperboard Manufacturing
Point Source Category, establishing for
-each subecategory therein the extent of
application of efluent limitations guide-
lines to existing sources which discharge
to publicly owned treatment works. The
regulation is intended to be comple-
mentary to the general regulation for
pretreatment standards set forth at 40
CFR Part 128. The general regulation
was proposed July 19, 1973 (38 FR
19236), and published in final form on
November 8, 1973 (38 FR 30982).

The proposed regulation is also in-
tended to supplement g final regulation
being simultaneously promulgated by
the Environmental Protection Agency

. (EPA or Agency) which provides effluent
limitations guidelines for existing sources
“and standards of performance and pre-
treatment standards for new sources
within the unbleached kraft, sodinm.base
neutral sulfite semi-chemical, ammonia
base neutral sulfite semi-chemical, un-
bleached . kraff—neutral sulfite semi-
chemical (cross recovery), and paper-
board from waste paper subcategories
of the pulp, paper, and paperboard point
source category. The latter regulation
applies to the portion of a discharge
which is directed to the navigable waters.
The regulation proposed below applies
to users of publicly owned treatment
works which fall within the description
of the point source category to which
the guidelines and standards (40 CFR
Part 430) promulgated simultaneously
apply. However, the proposed regulation
applies to the introduction of incompat-
ible pollutants which are directed into &
publicly owned treatment works, rather
than to discharges of pollutants to
navigable waters.

.__The general prefreatment standard
divides pollutants discharged by users
of publicly owned treatment works into
two-broad categories: “compatible” and
“incompatible.” Compatible pollutants
are generally not subject to pretreatment
standards. (See 40 CFR 128.110 (State

or local law) and 40 CFR 128.131 (Pro-
hibited wastes) for requirements which
may be applicable to compatible pollut-
ants). Incompatible pollutants are sub-
ject to pretreatment standards as pro-

PROPOSED RULES

vided in 40 CFR 128.133, which provides
as follows:

In addition to the prohibitions set forth
in §128.131, the pretreatment standard for
incompatiblo pollutants i{ntrcduced into a
publicly owned treatment works by a major
contributing industry not subject to cec-
tion 307(c) of the Act chall be, for cources
within the corresponding industrial or com-
mercial category, that established by o pro-=
mulgated efuent limitations guidelines de-
fining best practicable control tcchnology
currently available pursuant to sgectlons
301(b) and 304(b) of tho Act; Provided,
‘That, if the publicly owned treatment works
which recelves the pollutants fs committed,
in its NPDES permit, to remove a specified
percentage of any incompatible pollutant,
the pretreatment standard gpplicable to users
of such treatment works shall be correspond-
ingly reduced for that pollutant; And pro-
vided further, That when the efluent limita-
tions guidelines for each industry 1s pro-
mulgated, a separate provision will be pro-
posed concerning the application of such
guidelines to pretrecatment. (Emphasis
added).

‘The regulation proposed below Is in-
tended to implement that portion of
§ 128.133, above, requiring that a sepa-
rate provision be made stating the appli-
cation to pretreatment standards of
effluent limitations guidelines based upon
best practicable control technology cur-
rently available.

Questions were raised during the pub-
lic comment period on the proposed gen-
eral pretreatment standard (40 CFR
Part 128) about the propriety of apply-
ing a standard based upon best practi-
cable control technology currently avail-
able to all plants subject to pretreat-
ment standards. In general, EPA helleves
the analysis supporting the efiuent imi-
tations guidelines is adequate to make a
determination regarding the application
of those standards to users of publicly
owned treatment works. However, to en-
sure that those standards are appropri-
ate In all cases, EPA now seeks additional
comments focusing upon the application
of effiuent limitations guidelines to users
of publicly owned treatment works,

Sections 430.15, 430.25, 430.35, 430.45,
and 430.55 of the proposed regulation for
point sources within the unbleached
kraft, sodium base neutral sulfite semi-
chemical, ammonia base neutral sulfite
semi-chemical, unbleached kraft—neu-
tral sulfite semi-chemical.(cross recov-
ery), and paperhoard {from waste paper
subcategories (January 15, 1874; 39 FR
1908), contained the proposed pretreat~
ment standard for new sources. The
regulation promulgated slmultaneously
herewith contains §§430.16, 430.26,
430.36, 430.46, and 430.56 which state the
applicability of standards of performance
for purposes of pretreatment standard
for new sources.

A preliminary Development Document
was made available to the public at ap-
proximately the time of publication of
the notice of proposed rulemaking and

the final Development Document en-
titled “Development Document for
Effuent Limitations Guidelines and New
Source Performance Standards for the
Unbleached Kraft and Semi-Chemical
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Pulp Segment of the Pulp, Paper and
Paperboard Mills Point Source Category™
is now belng published. The economic
analysls report entitled “Economic Anal-
ysis of Proposed Effluent Guidelines,
Pulp, Paper and Paperboard Industry™
(September 1973) was made available at
the time of proposzal. Copies of the final
Development Document and economic
analysls report will continue to be main-
tained for inspection and copying during
the comment peried at the EPA Infor-
mation Center, Room 227, West Tower,
Waterside Mall, 401 M Streef, SW.,
Washington, D.C. Copies will also be
available for inspection at EPA re-
glonal offices and at State water pollu-
tion control agency offices. Coples of the
Development Document may be pur-
chosed from the Superintendent of
Documents, Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C. 20402. Copies of the
economic analysls report will be avail-
able for.purchase through the National
Technical Information Service, Sp:
field, Virginia 22151.

On June 14, 1973, the Agency published
procedures designed to insure that, when
certain major standards, regulations,
and guidelines are proposed, an explana-
tion of thelir basls, purpose and environ-
mental effects Is made available to the
public. (38 FR 15653). The procedures
are applicable to major standards, regu-
Iations and guidelines which are pro-
posed on or after December 31, 1973, and
which either prescribe national stand-
ards of environmental quality or require
national emicsion, efluent or perform-
ance standards or imitations.

The Agency determined to implement
these procedures in order to Insure that
the public was provided with backgroumd
information to assist it in commenting
on the merits of a propesed action. In
brief, the procedures call for the Agency
to make public the information avail-
able to it délineating the major environ-
mental effects of a proposed action, to
discuss the pertinent nonenvironmental
factors affecting the decision, and fo ex~
plain the viable options available to it
and the reasons for the option selected.

The procedures contemplate publica-
tion of this information in the Feperarn
REGISTER, where this Is practicable: They
provide, however, that where such pub-
lication is impracticable because of the
length of this material, the material may
be made available in an alternate
format.

The Development Document referred
to above contains information available
to the Agency concerning the major en-~
vironmental effects of the regulation
propoced below. The information in-
cludes: (1) The identification of pol-
Jutants present in waste waters resulting
from the manufacture of pulp, paper,
and papérboard, the characteristics of
these pollutants, and the degree of pol-
lutant reduction obtainable through im-
plementation of the proposed standard;
and (2) the anticipated effects on other
aspects of the environment (including
afr, solid waste disposal and land use,
and noise) of the treatment technologles
available to meet the standard proposed.
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The Development Document and the
economic analysis report referred to
above also contain information available
to the Agency regarding the estimated
cost and energy consumption implica-
tions of those treatment technologies
and the potential effects of those costs
on the price and production of pulp,
paper and paperboard. The two reporj;s
exceed, in the apggregate, 100 pages in
length and contain a substantial num-
ber of charts, diagrams and tables. It is
clearly impracticable to publish the
material contained in these doeuments
in the FreperalL RecisteER. To the extent
possible, significant aspects of the mate-
rial have been presented in summary
form in the preamble to the proposed
regulation containing efluent limitations
guidelines, nmew source performance
standards and pretreatment standards
for new sources within the pulp, paper,
and paperboard category (39 FR 1908;
January 15, 1974). Additional discussion
is contained in the analysis of public
comments on the proposed regulation
and the Agency’s response to those com-
ments. This discussion appears in the
preamble to the promulgated regulation
(40 CFR Part 430) which currently is
being published in the rules-and regula~
tions section of the FEpERAL REGISTER,

The options available to the Agency in
establishing the level of pollutant reduc-
tion obtainable through the best prac-
" ticable -control technology currently

gvallable, and the reasons for the par-

ticular level of reduction selected are dis-
cussed in the documents described above.
In applying the efluent limitations guide-
lines to prefreatment standards for the

Introduction of incompatible pollutants

into municipal systems by existing

sources in the unbleached kraft, sodium
base neutral sulfite semi-chemical, am-

- monia base neutral sulfite semi-chemical,
unbleached kraft—neutral sulfite semi-
chemical (cross recovery), and paper-
board from waste paper subcategories,
the Agency has, essentially, three op-
tlons. The first is to declare that the
guidelines do not apply. The second is to
apply the guidelines unchanged. The
third is to modify the guidelines to re-
flect: (1) Differences between direct dis-
chargers and plants utilizing municipal
systems which affect the practicability of
the latter employing the technology
available to achieve the efluent limita-
tions guidelines; or (2) characteristics
of the relevant pollutants which require
higher levels of reduction (or permit Iess
stingent levels) in order to insure that
the pollutants do not interfere with the
treatment works or pass through them
uritreated.

As described in the Development Docu-
ment the waste waters from all subcate-
gories are similar In types of pollutant
contents. The pollutants are organic ma-
terials and solids. These waste water pol-

-

PROPOSED RULES

lutants are considered compatible to
treatment in a municipal system, and
the guidelines should not apply.

Interested persons may participate in
this rulemaking by submitting written
comments in triplicate to the EPA In-
formation Center, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Washington, D.C. 20460,
Attention: Mr. Philip B. Wisman. Com-
ments on all aspects of the proposed
regulations are solicited. In the event
comments are in the nature of criticisms
as to the adequacy of data which are
available, or which may be relied upon by

-the Agency, comments should identify
and, if possible, provide any additional
data which may be available and should
indicate why such data are essential to
the development of the regulations. In
the event comments address the ap-
proach taken by the Agency in establish-
ing pretreatment standards for existing
sources, EPA solicits suggestions as to
what alternative approach should be
taken and why and how this alternative
better satisfies the detailed requirements
of t;sec{;ions 301, 304 and 307(b) of the
Act.

A copy of all public comments will be
available for inspection and copying at
the EPA Information Center, Room 227,
West Tower, Waterside Mall, 401 M
Street, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20460.
‘The EPA information regulation, 40 CFR

established under 40 CFR 128.133, the
effiuent limitations guidelines set forth
in 40 CFR 430.12 above shall not apply
and, subject to the provisions of 40 CFR
Part 128 concerning pretreatment, proc=-
ess waste water from this subecategory
may be introduced into a publicly owned
treatment works.

Subpart C is aménded by adding
§ 430.34 as follows:

§ 430.34 Pretreatment standards for ex-
isting sources.

For the purpose of pretreatment stand-
ards for incompatible pollutants estab-
lished under 40 CFR 128.133, the effluent
limitations guldelines set forth in 40
CFR 430.32 aboye shall not apply and,
subject to the provisions of 40 CFR Part
128 concerning pretreatment, process
waste water from this subcategory may
be introduced into a publicly owned
treatment works.

Subpart D is- amended by adding
§ 430.44 as follows:

§430.44 Pretreatment standards for ex-
isting sources.

For the purpose of pretreatment stand-
ards for incompatible pollutants estabe-
Hshed under 40 CFR 128.133, the eflluent
limitations guidelines set forth in 40 CFR
430.42 above shall not apply and, sub-
ject to the provisions of 40 CFR Part 128

2, provides that a reasonable fee may concerning pretreatment, process waste

be charged for copying. .
- In consideration of the foregoing, it is

hereby proposed that 40 CFR Part 430

be amended to add §§ 430.14, 430.24, 430.~
34, 430.44, and 430.54 as set forth below.
All comments received within thirty days
of the publication.of this notice of pro-
posed rulemoking will be considered.

Dated: May 17, 1974.

JOHEN QUARLES,
Acting Administrator,

. Part 430 1s proposed to be amended as
follows:

Subpart A is amended by adding
§ 430.14 as follows:

§430.14 Pretreatment standards for exe
isting sources.
- For the purpose of pretreatment stand-
“ards for incompatible pollutants estab-
lished under 40 CFR 128.133, the efluent
limitations guldelines set forth in 46 CFR
430.12 above shall not apply and, subject
1o the provisions of 40 CFR Part 128 con-
. cerning pretreatment, process waste
water from this subcategory may be in-
troduced into a publicly owned treat-
ment works.
Subpart B 1s amended by adding
§ 430.24 as follows:

§ 430.24 Pretreatment standards for ex«

isting sources.

For the purpose of pretreatment

standards for incompatible pollutants

water from this subcategory may be in-
troduced info a publicly owned treatment
works.

Subpart E is amended by adding
§ 430.54 as follows:

§430.54 Preirecatment standards for cxe
isting sources. e

For the purpose of pretreatment
.standards for incompatible pollutants cg«
tablished under 40 CFR 128.133, the efilu-
ent limitations guidelines set forth in 40
CFR 430.52 above shall not apply and,
subject to the provisions of 40 CFR Part
128 concerning pretreatment, process
waste water from this subecategory may
be Introduced into a publicly owned

treatment works,

Subpart F is amended by adding
§ 430.54 as follows:

§ 430.54 Pretreatment standards for exe«
isting sources.

For the purpose of pretreatment
standards for incompatible pollutants cg-
tablished under 40 CFR 128,133, the effli=
ent limitations guidelines set forth in 40
CFR 430.52 above shall not apply and,
subject to the provisions of 40 CFR Part
128 concerning pretreatment, process
waste water from. this subcategory may
be introduced into a publicly owned
treatment works,

[FR Doc.74-12022 Filed 5~28-74;8:45 am]
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