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§ 426.14 Standards of performance for
new sources. :

(a) The standard of performance rep-
resenting the degree of effluent reduction
obtainable by the application of the best
available demonstrated control tech-
nology, processes, operating methods, or
other alternatives is no discharge of
process waste water pollutants.

(b) Application of the factors listed in
Section 306 does not require variation
from the standard of performance seb
forth in this section for any point source
subject to such standard of performance.

§ 426.15 Pretreatment

new sources.

The pretreatment standards under sec-
tion 307(c) of the Act, for a source within
the insulation fiberglass manufacturing
subcategory which is an industrial user
of a publicly owned treatment works,
(and which would be a new source sub-
ject to section 306 of the Act, if it were
to discharge pollutants to navigable
waters), shall be the standard set forth
in Part 128, 40 CFR, except that for the
purposes of this section, 128.133, 40 CFR
shall be amended to read as follows:
“In addition to the prohibitions set forth
in section 128.131, the pretreatment
standard for incompatible pollutants in-
troduced into a publicly owned treatment
works by a major contributing industry
shall be the standard of performance
for new sources specified in § 426.14, 40
CFR Part 426; provided that, if the pub-
licly owned treatment works which re-
ceives 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 be
correspondingly reduced for that pol-
lutant.”

[FR Doc.73-17414 Filed 8-21-73;8:45 am]
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[ 40 CFR Part 409 ]

SUGAR PROCESSING CATEGORY; BEET®

SUGAR PROCESSING SUBCATEGORY .

Proposed Effluent Limitations Guidelines
for Existing Sources and Standards of
Performance and Pretreatment Stand-
ards for New Sources

Notice is hereby given that effluent
limitations guidelines for existing sources
and standards of performance and pre-
treafment standards for new sources set
forth in tentative form helow are pro-
posed by the Environmental Protection
Agency (“EPA”) for the beet sugar proc-
essing subcategory of the sugar process-
ing category pursuant to sections 304(b),
306(b) and 307(c) of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended (33
U.8.C. 1251, 1314, 1316(b) and 1317(c),
86 Stat. 816 et seq.; P.L. 92-500) (the
“Act).

a. Legal authority. 1. Existing point
sources. Section 301(b) of the Act re-
quires the achievement by not later than
July 1, 1977, of effluent limitations for
point sources, other than publicly owned
treatment works, which require the ap-
plication of the best practicable control

for -
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technology currently available as defined
by the Administrator pursuant to section
304(b) of the Act. Section 301(b) also
requires the achievement by not later
than July 1, 1983, of efluent limitations
for point sources, other than publicly
owned treatment works, which require
the application of best available tech-
nology economically achievable which
will result in reasonable further progress
toward the national goal of eliminating
the discharge of all pollutants, as deter-
‘mined in accordance with regulations is-
sued by the Administrator pursuant to
sectior 304(b) to the Act.

Section 304(b) of the Act requires the
Administrator to publish regulations pro-
viding guidelines for efiuent limitations
setting forth the degree of effluent reduc-
tion attainable through the application
of the best practicable control technology
currently available and the degree of
effiuent reduction attainable through the
application of the best control measures
and practices achievable including treat-
ment techniques, process and procedure
innovations, operating methods and other
alternatives. The regulations propgsed
herein seb forth effluent limitations
guidelines, pursuant to section 304(b) of
the Act, for the beet sugar processing
category.

2. New sources. Section 306 of the
Act requires the achievement by new
sources of a Federal standard of per-
formance providing for the control of the
discharge of pollutants which reflects 1§he
greatest degree of effluent reduction
which the Administrator determines to
be achievable throtigh application of the
best available demonstrated control tech-
nology, processes, operating methods, or
other alternatives, including, where prac-
ticable, a standard permitting no dis«
charge of pollutants.

Section 306(b) (1) (A) of the Act re-
quires the Administrator to propose regu-
lations establishing Federal standards of
performances for categories of new
sources included in g list published pur-
suant to section 306(b) (1) (A) of the Act.
The Administrator published in the Fep-
ERAL REGISTER of January 16, 1973 (38 FR
1624) @ list of 27 source categories, in-
cluding the sugar processing category.
The regulations proposed herein sef forth
the standards of performance applicable
to new sources within the beet sugar
processing subcategory of the sugar proc-
essing category. .

Section 307(c) of the Act requires the
Administrator to promulgate pretreat-
ment standards for new sources at the
same time that standards of performance
for new sources are promulgated pur-
suant to section 306. Section 409.15 pro-
posed below provides pretreatment
standards for new sources within the beet
sugar pracessing subcategory of the sugar
processing category.,

Section 304(¢) of the Act requires the
Administrator to issue to the States and
appropriate water poliution control agen~
cies information on the processes, proce=
dures or operating methods which result
in the elimination or reduction of the
discharge of pollutants to implement

standards of performance under section
306 of the Act. The report referred to
below provides, pursuant to section 304
(¢) of the Act, preliminary information
on such processes, procedures or operat«
ing methods.

b. Summary and Basis of Proposed
Effluent Limitations Guidelines, Stand-
ards of Performance and Prelreaiment
Standards for New Sources. 1. Generdal
methodology. The effluent limitations
guidelines and standards of performs
ance proposed herein were developed
in the following manner. The point
source category weas flrst studied for
the purpose of determining whether
separate limitotions and standerds
are opproprinte for different sep-
ments within the category. This anslysis
included o determination of whether dif-
ferences in raw material used, product
produced, manufacturing process ems-
ployed, age, size, waste water constitu-
ents and other factors require develop-
ment of separate limitations and stond-
ards for different segments of the point
source category. The raw waste oharac-
teristics for each such segment were then
identified. This included an analysis of
(1) the source, flow and volume of water
used in the process employed and the
sources of waste and waste waters in the
plant; and (2) the constituents of all
waste water. The 'constituents of the
waste waters which should be subject to
effluent limitations guidelines and stond-
ards of performance were identified.

Next, the control and treatment tech-
nologies existing within each segment
were identified. This included an iden-
tification of each distinct control snd
treatment technology, including both in-
plant and end-of-process technologies,
which are existent or capable of being
designed for each segment. It also ine
cluded an identification of, in terms of
the amount of constituents and the
chemical, physical, and biological char-
acteristics of pollutents, the eflluent level
resulting from the application of each
of the technologies. The problem, limita-
tions and reliability of each treatment
and control technology were also iden-
tified. In addition, the nonwater quality
environmental impact, such as the ef«
fects of the application of such tech-
nologies upon other pollution problems,
including air, solid waste, noise and radi«
ation were identified. The energy 1o«
quirements of each control and treat-
ment technology were determined as well
as the cost of the application of such
technologies.

The information, as outlined above,
was then evaluated in order to determine
what levels of technology constitute the
“best practicable control technology cur-~,
rently available,” “best available tech-
nology economically achievable” and tho
“best available demonstrated control
technology, processes, operating
methods, or other alternatives” In
identifying such technologles, varifous
factors were considered. These included
the total cost of application of tech-
nology in relation to the effluent reduc-

tion benefits tto be achieved, from such
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application, the age of equipment and
facilities involved, the process employed,
the engineering aspects of the applica-
tion of various types of control tech-
nigques, bprocess changes, non-water
quality environmental impact (includ-
ing energy requirements) and other
factors.

The data on which the above analysis
was performed included EPA permit ap-
plications, EPA sampling and inspec-
tions, consultant reports, and indusiry
submissions.

The pretreatment standards proposed
herein are intended to be complementary
to the prefreatment standard proposed
for existing sources under Part 128 of 40
CFR. The basis for such standards are
set forth in the FeEpEraL REGISTER of July
19, 1973, 38 FR 19236. 'The provisions of

. Part 128 are equally applicable to sources
which would constitute “new sources”
under section 306 if they were to dis-
charge pollutants directly to navigable
waters except for section 128.133. That
section provides a pretreatment standard
for “incompatible pollutants” which re-
quires application of the “best practi-
cable control technology currently avail-
able,” subject to an adjustment for
amounts of pollutants removed by the
‘publicly owned treatment works. Since
the pretreatmedt standards proposed
herein apply to new sources, Section
409.15 below amends § 128.133 to require
application of the standard of perform-
ance for new sources rather than the
“best practicable” standard applicable
to existing sources under sections 301
and 304(b) of the Act.

(2) Summary of conclusions with re-
spect fo beet sugar pmmsm subcate-
gory of the sugar processing category.

The beeb sugar proc%smg segment of

_the sugar processing industry serves as
a single subcategory for the purpose of
establishing efiiuent limitations guide-
lines and standards of performance.
Factors such as age, size of plant, process
employed, waste water constituents and
waste éontrol technologies substantiate
this determination.

The known significant pollutant prop-
erties or constituents of waste water re-
sulting from beet sugar processing in-
clude biochemical oxygen demand,
chemical oxygen demand, suspended
solids, dissolved solids, coliform bacteria,
ammonia, pH and heat.

The control and treatment technolo-
gies which are available include in-plant
control measures and techniques and
end-of-process treatment techniques. In-
plant control measures include minimi-
zation of the intake of water by reuse
of the waste waters in the process. The
principal treatment methods include
screening to remove solid material, co-
agulation, and sedimentation with ulti-
mate disposal of excess waste water in
holding ponds, waste stabilization la-
goons, or by irrigation. R

The threeé major sources of waste water
resulting from beet sugar processing
plants include lime mud slurry, flume
(beet transport) water, and barometric
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condenser water. Lime mud slurry re-
sulting from the clarification of impure
sugar solutions is disposed of without
discharge to navigable water by all
plants in the beet sugar processing sub-
category. A total pollutant reduction of
28.6 kg BODS5/kkg refined sugar (28.6 1b
BOD5/1000 1b) results. Flume (beet
transport) water originates from beet
fluming, washing, and miscellaneous
plant uses. A total of 44 plants presently
employ extensive recycling of flume
waters, 6 employ partial recycling, and 2
employ no recycling of flume (beet trans-
port) waters. Thirty-two plants pres-
ently accomplish no discharge of flume
(beet transport) waters with excess waste
water discharged to navigable waters. All
beet sugar processing plants presently
practice, have planned, or propose exten-
sive recycling of flume (beet transport)
waters with land dispesal of the excess
waste water within several years. Cum-
ulative pollutant reduction by no dis-
charge of lime mud slurry and flume
(beet transport) water is 4848 kg
BODS/kke refined sugar (48.48 1b BOD/S
1000 Ib) (& cumulative reduction of 94
percent of BODS) . Barometric condenser
water results from the process of evap-
oration and crystallization of sugar solu-
Hon at reduced temperature. A total of
16 plants employ recycling and reuse of
bharometric condenser water, and 19 em-
ploy partial recycling and reuse of baro-
metric condenser waters,

.Complete land disposal of all excess
process waste water without discharge
to navigable waters is practiced at
11 beet sugar processing plants., Par-
tial land disposal of condenser wrater
is accomplished by a total of 22
plants with excess waste water dls-
charged to navigable waters. Thirty-
two of the 52 plants employ cooling de-
vices for cooling of barometric condenser
water either prior to reuse, land disposal,
or discharge to navigable waters. Cumu-
1ative pollutant reduction by zero dis-
charge of lime mud slury, flume (beet
transport) water, and barometric con-
denser water is 50.6 kg BOD® kkg refined
sugar (50.6 lbs. BOD® 1000 Ib). Other
treatment methods such as trickling fil-
ters and activated sludge processes have
been used with limited success. Substan-
tial reductions of pollutants may be
achieved through use of these conven-
tional treatment processes (approaching
0.25 kg BOD® 1000 1b (0.5 1bs BOD® ton of
beets sliced)). However, the successful
application of these processes has been
limited by the seasonal nature of the beet
sugar processing industry and the high
cost of treating short-term large waste
volumes.

The following table sets forth the total
estimated capital costs required by an
average-sized 3265 kkg of beets sliced/
day (3600 tons/day) beet sugar process-
ing plant to achieve from 55 percent to
100 percent reduction of BOD® utilizing
in the order set forth below, (1) land dis-
posal of lime mud slurry, (1) extensive
recycling of flume water with land dis-

-~
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posal of excess waste water and (i) ex-~
tensive recycling of barometric condenser
mg with land disposal of excess waste
water.

Cumnlative eIttt e seeccoane
ncju.ugnu!wmwwo_-_.... Cumnlatfveestimated.
Egurcolsad (BODS) oo
Limomud slory.ecee e &3 20,000,
Fluma water (beet tranc-
24 $278,000-22C0,CT0.

rert).
COTdonar WAk - smmeoooe 160 $154, €00-$320, 600,

The cost figures given above were de-
rived from actual cost data on existing
plants and other cost estimafes for equip-
ment, facilities, piping, and other related
items associated with pollution conirol
measures. The cost figures for the aver-
age-sized plant presume no inplace pollu-
tion control measures presenfly existing
within the beeb sugar processing subcate-
gory. The range of cost results from in-
vestigation of alernative measures of pol-
lution confrol for the identified waste
sources. Percent reduction of BOD® indi-
cates the cumulative percent of wasfe
load reduction relative to the fotal poten-
tial BOD load from beef sugar process-
Ing. Based on existing inplace plant fa-
cllities, increased capital cost to achieve
zero discharge of beet sugar processing
wastes 1s estimated at 06. to 1.0 percent
of present capital investment. The aver-
age-sized beet sugar processing plant is
estimated to incur an increased capital
Investment of $176,000 o $298,000. These
cost flgures are based upon availability
of suitable land under ownership of the
plant, ifs representatives or ifs agents,
and adjacent to the plant site. If it Is
necessary to purchaseland, and/ortrans-
port waste waters to sultable Iand nof -
adjocent to the plant site, an average-
sized beeb sugar processing plant under
these circumstancés may incur an in-
creased capital cost of up to $460,000.
Due to the 1and based control technolozy
for reaching zero discharge to navizable
water, sultable land area must be avail-
able for waste water disposal as described
by the equation given in § 409.11 in Sub-
part A of Part 409.

Processing sugar beets to refined sugar

normally requires 4320 kilowatts (58090
horsepower) for the average-sized plant
with no pollution control practices or
about 1.2 kilowatts per kkg (1.61 horse-
power per ton) of beetls sliced per day.
The added power requirements for pollu-
tion control without discharge to navi-
gable waters approximate 748 klowatts
(1000 horsepower) which is equally di-
vided between recycle of flume waters
and condenser waters. Pollution confrol
thus would consume about 15 percent of
the total electrical power usage of a non-
polluting beet sugar refining operation.

Removal of solid material from incom-
ing beets in the flume (beet transport)
system contributes large amounts of solid
waste which must be disposed of at the
plant site. The majority of the present
beet sugar processing plants refain the
solid material in earthen holding ponds
with or without periodic removal and
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placement on adjacent land. Solids re-
moval and disposal is an integral part of-
8 flume water recycling system.

Air pollution aspects of importance in
beet sugar processing include those at-
tributable to suspended particulate mat-
ter, sulfur oxide and odor. Odor origi-
nates primarily from waste holding
ponds. It may be controlled by utiliza-
tion of shallow pond depths, screening of
waste before discharge to solids settling
devices, use of aerators on pond surfaces,
and bacterial cultures. Odor control in
flume water recycling systems can be
achieved by maintaining alkaline condi-
tions (pH above 8.0) in the recirculation
system. Mechanical devices are available
to satisfactorily limit suspended particu-
late matter resulting from beet sugar
processing, Particulate matter results
primarily in emissions from pulp driers
and steam boilers. Sulfur dioxide emis-
sions may result from burning of high
sulfur containing fuel oils and coal in
boilers.

The principal nonwater quality envi-

ronmental impact resulting from pro-
" posed water related pollution control
technology recommended herein are
odors and solids (primarily soil particles)
associated with flume (beet transport)
water recirculation. Fogging may occur
as a result of evaporative water losses in
cooling towers and other cooling devices
employed in condenser water recircula-
tion systems, Increased requirements for
solids removal in flume (beet transport)
water recycling systems, and cooling de-
-vices in condenser water recycling sys-
tems increase the potential impact of
solids disposal and fogging,

The degree of effluent reduction at-
tainable through the application of the
best practicable control technology cur~
rently available for the beet sugar proc-
essing subcategory has been determined
to be no discharge of process waste water
- pollutants to navigable waters. It can be
accomplished through maximum in-plant
water reuse and recycle, and controlled
land disposal of excess waste water. At
present, 11 of 52 beet sugar processing
plants accomplish no discharge of proc-
ess waste water pollutants to navigable_
waters through in-plant water reuse and
land disposal procedures. In addition, the
majority of the industry through treat-
ment, recycling and land disposal pres-
ently handles flume (beet transport) wa-
ter without discharge to navigable wa-
ters. The technology is currently avail-
able and demonstrated to be reliable and
effective in achieving no discharge of
process waste water pollutants to navig-
able waters. The best practicable control
technology currently available for the
subcategory on which the degree of effiu-
ent reduction was determined is; (1) Re-
cycling of flume waters with land reten-
tion of excess waste waters including the -
specific features of screening; suspended
solids removal and control in the recy-
cling system; pH control for minimiza-
tion of odors, bacterial populations,
foaming, and corrosive effects; (2) re-
cycling of condenser water using cooling
devices for condenser or other in-plant
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uses; (3) containment of lime mud slurry
or reuse in the plant process; (4) reduc-
tion of moisture in the lime mud cake
conveyance or transport with minimum
quantities of water added in slurrying;
(5) return of pulp press water to the
diffuser; (6) use of continuous diffusers
in beet processing; (7) use of pulp driers

-in beet processing; (8) concentration of

Steffen waste for disposal on beet pulp,
use for reclamation purposes or spread-
ing of unconcentrated Steffen waste in
thin layers on land excluded from sur-
face runoff (such as earthen holding
ponds) ; (9) dry conveyance of beet pulp
from diffusers to pulp driers; and, (10)
containment of all general.wastes, e.g.,
floor and equipment washes, filter cloth
washes, and other miscellaneous waste
waters by. discharge to flume water sys-
tems or containment in earthen holding
ponds without discharge to navigable
waters. .

The effluent limitation of no discharge

. of process waste water pollutants to

navigable waters is based upon the avail-
ability of suitable land for controlled fil-
tration of the excess process waste water.
If suitable land is not available for con-
trolled filtration, the effluent limitation
may be varied to allow the discharge of
barometric condenser water derived from
sugar concenfration. The availability of
suitable land is determined by applica~
tion.of the formula given in § 409.11 of
Subpart B of Part 409 hereof. The appli-
cation of the formula considers variable
factors such as soil filiration rate, capac-
ity of production plant, and length of
production period for determining land
availability. Barometric condenser
waters are relatively unpoliuted, con-
taining only BODS5, pH and heat as sig-
nificant pollutants. Properties and con-
stituents of such wastes are readily
separable from the other two major
sources of waste water discharged from
a beet sugar processing plant.

The effluent zreduction attainable
through the application of the best avail-
able technology economically achievable
is no discharge of process waste water
pollutants to navigable waters without
variance. Factors by which the efiluent
limitation may be varied are no longer
applicable due to the extended time pe-
riod available for obtaining the land re-
sources with which to meet the require-
ment of no discharge of process waste
water pollutants to navigable waters.

The standard of performance for new
sources representing the degree of effilu-

-ent reduction obtainable through the

application of the best available demon-~
strated control technology has been de-
termined to be no discharge of process
waste water pollutants to navigable
waters. An allowance for a variation of
the standard is not needed since land
availability requirements should be con~
sidered in site selection for a new point
source.

A report entitled “Development Docu-
ment for Proposed Effuent Limitations
Guidelines and New Source Performance
Standards for the beet sugar Processing

«

Segment of the Sugar Processing Point
Source Category” which details the anal.
ysis undertaken in support of the regula«
tions being proposed herein is available
for inspection in the EPA Information
Center, Room 227, West Tower, Water-
side Mall, Washington, D.C,, at all EPA
regionsl offices, and at State water pollu-
tion control offices. A supplementary
analysis prepared for EPA. of the possible
economic effects of the proposed regula-

tions is also available for inspection at

these locations. Coples of both of these
documents are being sent to persons or
institutions affected by the proposed reg-
ulations, or who have placed themselves
on g meiling st for this purpose (see
EPA’s Advance Notice of Public Review
Procedures, 38 FR 21202, August 6, 1973} .
An additional limited number of coples
of both reports are available, Persons
wishing to obtain o copy may write EPA
Information Center, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Washington, D.C. 20460,
Attention: Mr. Philip B, Wisman.

c. Summary of public partictpation.
Prior to this publication, the agencies
and groups listed below were consulted
and given an opportunity to participate
in the development of the efifuent imita-
tions guidelines and standards of pet-
formance for the beet sugar processing
subcategory. The following are the
principal agencies and groups consulted:
(1) Effluent Standards and Water Quality
Information Advisory Committee (estab-
lished under Section 515 of the Act) ; (2)
all State and U.S. Territory Pollution
Control Agencies; (3) Ohio River Valloy
Sanitation Commission; (4) New Eng-
land, Interstate Water Pollution Control
Commission; (5) Delaware Rivér Basin
Commisslon; (6) Hudson River Sloop
Restoration, Inec.; (7) Conservation
Foundation; (8) American Crystal Sugar
Company; (9) American Sugar Com-
pany; (10> Beet Sugar Development
Foundation; (11) Businessmen for the
Public Interest; (12) Environmental Do«
fense Fund, Inc.; (13) Natural Resources
Defense Councll; (14) The American
Society of Civil Engineers; (15) Water
Pollution Control Federation; (16) Nae
tignal Wildlife Federation; (17) The
American Soclety of Mechanical En-
gineers; (18) U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare; (19) U.S. Do~
partment of Commerce; (20 U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture; (21) Water
Resources Council; (22) U.S. Department
of the Interior; (23) Great Western
Sugar Company; (24) U.S. Beet Supar
Association; and (25) Utah-Idaho Sugar
Company;

The primary issues raised in the de-
velopment of these proposed efiluent
Iimitations guidelines and standards of
performeance and the treatment of these
issues herein are as follows. Public com-
ments on all these supgestions are
solicited.

1. Industry,‘states, other Federal agen«
cles, and the Efluent Standards and
Water Quality Information Advisory
Committee questioned the ability to ac-
complish no discharge: of process waste
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‘water pollutants to navigable waters
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where soil filtration rates, land avail-
ability, climatic conditions, age of facili-
ties, and location are less favorable to
controlled land disposal of waste waters.
All such factors have been considered in
establishment of the proposed levels of
technology, efient limitation guldelines
and standards of performance. Land
availability is a problem in urban areas,
particularly where soil and climatic con-
ditions are less favorable to land dis-
posal of waste waters. EPA has deter-
mined that it is net practicable to require
no discharge of process waste water pol-
lutants where suitable land is not avail-
able adjacent to the point source and
presently under the ownership of the
point source discharger. Therefore,
§ 409.12 provides that where suitable land
is not available, the best practicable con-
trol technology currently available (to be
achieved by 1977) results in & maximum
discharge of 3.3 kg BODS5/kkg (3.3
1b/1000 1b) of refined sugar, rather than
no discharge. The no discharge require-
ment is, however, to be achieved by all
plants by July 1, 1983.

It has been suggested that seepage
rates could replace land availability as
the criterion for allowing a reduction in
the degree of treatment being required.
Such a provision would change the eco-
nomic impact and degree of waste dis-
posal, raising it for those plants without
gvailable land in areas of high seepage
rates and lowering it for plants in low
seepage rate areas. The net effect is
likely to be & higher degree of waste dis-
posal at the cost of higher economic im-
pact. In addition, there may also be al-
ternative ways of reducing economic
impact in areas with low seepage,
through increased use of recycling.

It has also been suggested that the size -

of plants be used as a criterion for re-
quiring complete elimination of waste,
either by itself or in combination with
seepage rate or land availability. Since
very small plants have not achieved com-
plete elimination of waste it may e more
consistent with industry practice not to
require them to achieve no discharge. In
combination with one of the land cri-
teria, segmentation by size could be used
to modify the tradeoffs between eco-
nomic impact and degree of waste dis-
posdl. On the other hand, some s
plants have the capability to meet a no
discharge requirement while others may
already be exempt from doing so be-
cause of lack of available land. In con-
sidering these alternative criteria, it was
concluded that land availability would
serve as a reasonable surrogate for reduc-
ing economic impact.-

2. Industry felt that the cost data for
pollution control reduction given in Sec-
tion VI of the Report is underestimated

and stems from lack of inclusion of land .

costs and underestimation of required
waste water blowdown volume from a
recirculating waste water system. The
cost data utilized in the cost-effectiveness
variations of glternative treatment and
control technologies are outlined in Sec-
tion VIII of the Report and are based
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on actual data supplied by the industiry
and verified for specific technological
features at operational beet sugar proc-
essing plants visited by EPA personnel.

3. Industry, states and the Effluent
Standards and Water Quality Informa-
tlon Advisory Committee were concerned
that water rights in some Western states
may present possible conflicts with the
limitation of no discharge of process
waste water pollutants -to navigoble
waters., To the extent any conflict is
presented with the prior appropriation
doctrine by the reduction in discharge of
freated waste effiuent, such a confiict
would appear to be presented by any such
reduction whether on not a reduction is
to zero discharge or to some greater per-
mitted discharge. Congress has in the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972 set as a national
goal the elimination of the discharge of
pollutants. In addition sectlons 301, 304
(b) and 306 of the Act provide for the
application of effluent limitations and
standards which will require the reduc-
tion of discharges of pollutants to the

- maximum extent possible (consistent

with the technological and economic fac-
tors which are to be taken into consid-
eration). A preliminary evaluation by
EPA’s Office of General Counsel has con-
cluded that to the extent of a conflict
with State laws concerning appropriated
water rights, the Federal doctrine of pre-
emption nevertheless requires the appli-
cation of treatment requirements estab-
lished under the Act.

4. Industry was concerned about odors
emanating from prolonged storage of
beet sugar processing waste waters
with related nuisance problems. Varlous
mechanisms are available and are prac-
ticed within the industry for minimizing
odor problems. Significant reduction in
odors at beet sugar processing plants can
be accomplished through dry-lime cake
handling and disposal and other meas-~
ures as described in sectlon VIX of the
Report.

5. States felt that additiona] attention
needed to be given to prevention of pos-
sible ground water pollution from con-
trolled land disposal of waste waters.
Contamination of underlying aquifers
can hest be prevented through proper
disposal slte selection, waste water
management practices, and application
of ground water hydrologic and geolozic
factors. The soll media is in itself an
effective and relinble means for reduc-
tion of waste water pollutant levels, A
detailed discusslon of the role of soil as o
waste water disposal medium is included
within Section VII of the Report. With
widespread use of land disposal of beet
sugar processing waste waters, no serious
ground water pollution problems are
known to have resulted from or can be
attributed to these land disposal prac-
tices. Responsibility for maintaining
ground water quality lies primarily with
the States. State authority may be used
to prevent contamination where it ap-
papers to be a problem by controlling
pond location and requiring sealing as
necessary.
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6. States were concerned that fogsing
resulting from evaporative cooling of
barometric condenser waters may pre-
sent a visibility problem at some loca-
tions. Fogping problems are subject to
control. Also, there are only one or two
locations in the industry where this
problem may occur. A more detailed dis-
cussion of possible alternatives for fog-
ging control is given in section VIII of
the Report.

7. The Efiluent Standards and Wafer
Quality Information Advisory Commit-
tee felt that total dissolved solids content
in recirculated waste water (fume and
barometric condenser water) is of poliu-
tional concern in land disposal of these
waste waters, Total dissolved solids pose
some largely aesthetic problems for
human consumptive purposes, require
treatment for removal for some indus-
trial water supply purpeses, and present
deleterious effects on irrization of some
crops ab high concentration levels. No
economic method exists for removal of
dissolved solids on a large scale basis. A
detalled discussion of the origin, effects,
and control of total dissolved solids in
beet sugar processing waste waters is
given in section IX of the Report.

Interested persons may participate in
this rulemaking by submitting written
comments to the EPA Information Cen-
ter, Environmental Profection Agency,
Washington, D.C. 20460, Attention: Mr.
Philip B. Wisman. Comments on all as-
pects of the proposed rezulations are
solicited. All comments received not later
than Sepfember 21, 1973 will be con-
sidered. .

Dated August 15, 1973.
. JOHN QUARLES,
Acting Administrator.
PART 409—EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS

GUIDELINES FOR EXISTING SOURCES
AND STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE
AND PRETREATMENT STANDARDS FOR
NEW SOURCES FOR THE SUGAR PROC-
ESSING CATEGORY

Subpart A—Bect Sugar Processinzg Subcatezory

See,

409.10 Applicabllity; description of heet
sugar procezsing subcategory.

Speclal definitions.

Effluent Umitations guldelines rep-
recenting the dezree of efuent re-
duction attainable by the applca-
tion of the best practicable control
technology cuwrrently available.

Effiuent limitations guidelines rep-
recenting the degree of efluent re-
ductlon attainable by the applica-
tion of the best avallable tech-
nology economically achievable.

Standards of performance for new
sources.

Protreatment standards for nevw
cources.

Subpart A—Beet Sugar Protessing
Subcategory
§409.10 Applicability; description of
beet sugar processing subeategory.
‘The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to any operation existing for the
primery purpose of processing of sugar
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beets for the production of refined sugar
for commercial or domestic use.

§ 409.11 Specinlized definitions.

For the purposes of this Subpart:

(a) The term “process waste water”
shall mean (1) all water used in or re-
sulting from the processing of sugar beets
to refined sugar, including process water,
barometric condenser water, beet trans-
port or flume water and (2) all other
Hquid wastes including cooling waters.

(b) The term “process waste water pol-
Iutants” shall mean pollutants contained
in process waste waters.

(¢) The term “gvailability of suitable
land” shall mean that amount of land
which is (1) adjacent to the point source
and (2) under the ownership or control
of the owner or operator of the point
source as determined by the formula set
forth below. The amount of land is de-
termined by the application of the fol-
lowing formula:

A=0.001426(CL/s) 4 0.0636C (for metric
system units) where A=land area require-
ments for controlled waste water disposal ex-,
pressed in hectares, O=processing rate of ca-
pacity of plant in metric tons of refined sugar
production per day, Li=Ilength of sugar pro-
duction per campalign of plant (including ex-
tended use campaign) expressed in terms of
days, s=actual soil filtration rate for waste
water to be applied to land expressed in
terms of centimeters per day, not to exceed
0.63b centimeters per day.

A=0.000631(CL/8) -+0.0601C (for English
system units) where A=land area require-
ments for controlled waste water disposal ex-
pressed in terms of acres, C=processing rate
or capacity of plants in tons of refined sugar
production per day, I=length of sugar pro-
duction csmpaign of plant (including ex-
tended use campaign) in terms of total num-
ber of days, s=actual soil filtration rate for
waste water to be disposed of on land ex-
pressed in terms of inches per day, not to
exceed 14 inch per day.

(d) For the purposes of this subpart,
the following abbreviafions shall have
the following meaning: (1) kg shall
mean kilogram(s); (2) kkg shall mean
1000 kilograms; and, (3) 1b shall mean
pound(s).

-

PROPOSED RULES

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

(a) The effluent limitation represent-
ing the degree of effluent reduction at-
tainable by the application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available is no discharge of process waste
water pollutants to navigable waters.

(b) The effluent limitation of no dis-
charge of process waste water pollutants
to- navigable waters is based upon the
availability of suitable land for con-
trolled filtration of the excess process
waste waters. If suitable land is not avail-
able for controlled filtration, the efiluent
limitation may be vaiied to allow the dis-
charge of barometric condenser water de-
rived from sugar evaporation and crys-

tallization within the efluent limitations‘

seb forth in the following table:
Effiuent
Characteristics Limitation
Maximum for any one day
3.3 kg/kkg refined sugar
(3.3 1b/1000 1b)
Maximum average of daily
values for any period of 30
- consecutive days 22 kg/
kkg refined sugar (2.2 1b/
1000 1b)
Temperature 6.0 to 9.0 units
pH.
1No discharge of heat from waste waters
to navigable waters at a temperature greater
than the temperature of cooled water re-
turned to the heat producing process.

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

(a) The effluent limitation representing
the degree of effluent reduction obtain-
able by the application of the best avail-
able technology economically achievable
is no discharge of process waste water
pollutants to navigable waters.

(b) Application of the factors listed
in section 304(b) (2) (b) does not require

variation from the efiluent limitation set
forth in this section for any point source
subject to such efiluent limitation.

§ 409.14 Standards of performance for
new sources.

(a) The standard of performance rep«
resenting the degree of eflluent reduction
obtainable by the application of the best
available demonstrated control technol-
ogy, processes, operating methods, or
other alternatives is no discharge of proc-
ess waste water pollutants to navigable
waters. ’

(b) Application of the factors listed in
section 306 does not require variation
from the standsrd of performance seb
forth in this section for any point source
subject to such standard of performeance.
§ 409.15 Pretrentment standards for new

solrces.

The pretreatment standords under
section 307(c) of the Act, for a source
within the beet sugar processing sub-
category which is an industrial user of &
publicly owned treatment works, (and
which would be a new source subject to
section 306 of the Act, if it were to dis-
charge pollutants to navigable waters),
shall be the standard set forth in Part
128, 40 CFR, except that for the pur-
poses of this section, § 128.131 40 CFR
sheall read as follows: “In addition to the
prohibitions set forth in § 128.131 of this
title, the pretreatment standaxd for in-
compatible pollutants introduced into o
publicly owned treatment works by &
major contributing industry shall be the
standard of performance for new sources
specified in § 409.14, 40 CFR, Part 400;
provided that, if the publicly owned
treatment works which receives the pol-
Iutants is committed, in its NPDES per-
mit, to remove a specified percentage of
any incompatible pollutant, the pre-
treatment standard applicable to users of
such treatment works shall be "corre-
spondingly reduced for that pollutant.”

[FR Doc.73-17416 Filed 8-21-73;8:45 am]
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