
RULES AND REGULATIONS

Title 40-Protection of the Environment
CHAPTER I-ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION AGENCY
SUBCHAPTER N-EFFLUENT GUIDELINES

AND STANDARDS

PART 409-SUGAR PROCESSING POINT
SOURCE CATEGORY

Liquid and Crystalline Cane Sugar Refining
Subcategory

On December 7, 1973, notice was pub-
lished in the FEDERAL REGISTER (38 FR
33846) 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 crystalline
cane sugar and liquid cane sugar refining
subcategories of the sugar processing
category of point sources.

The purpose of this notice is to estab-
lish final effluent limitations guidelines
for existing sources and standards of per-
formance and pretreatment standards for
new sources in the sugar processing cate-
gory of point sourceg, by amending 40
CFR Chapter I, Subchapter N, Part 409
to add new subparts B and C. This final
rulemaking is promulgated pursuant to
sections 301, 304 (b) and (e), 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. Regula-
tions regarding cooling water intake
structures for all categories of point
sources under section 316(b) of the Act
will be promulgated In 40 CER 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 applica-
tion of the limitations and standards set
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 pub-
lie review procedures published August 6,
1973 (38 FR 21202) and in the notice of
proposed rulemaking for the crystalline
cane sugar refining subcategory and the
liquid cane sugar refining subcategory.
In addition, the regulations as proposed
were supported by two other documents:
(1) The document entitled "Development
Document for Proposed Effluent Limita-
tions .Guidelines and New Source Per-
formance Standards for the Cane Sugar
Refining Segment of the Sugar Process-
Ing Point Source Category" (December
1973) and (2) the document entitled
"Economic Analysis of Proposed Effluent
Guidelines, Cane Sugar Refining Indus-
try" (October 1973). Both of these docu-
ments were made available to the pub-
lic and circulated to interested persons
at approximately the time of publication
of the notice of proposed 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.

The regulation as promulgated con-
tains minor but significant departures
from the proposed regulation. The fol-
lowing discussion outlines the reasons
why these changes were made and why
other suggestions were not adopted.

(a) Summary of comments. The fol-
lowing responded to the request for writ-
ten comments contained In the preamble
to the proposed regulation: U.S. Depart-
meht of Commerce, U.S. Water Resources
Council, California and Hawaiian Sugar
Company, United States Cane Sugar Re-
finers' Association, Tate and Lyle Tech-
nical Services, Ltd., Amstar Sugar Cor-
poration, Imperial Sugar Company, State
of Hawaii, and the Effluent Standards
and Water Quality Information Advisory
Committee.

Each of the comments received was
carefully reviewed and analyzed. The fol-
lowing is a summary of the significant
comments and the Agency's response to
those comments.

(1) Several commenters raised no ob-
jection to the guidelines as proposed.

(2) One commenter questioned the
subcategorizaton into liquid and crystal-
line refining, and the more stringent
standards laid down for crystalline cane
sugar refineries.

The guidelines are actually more strin-
gent (lower numbers, higher treatment
efficiency) for liquid refining. These are
two distinct unit operations *with corre-
spondingly different raw waste loads and
water usage. Data pertaining to water
usage and raw waste loadings further
substantiate the subcategorization.

(3) Several commenters stated that
the practicability of biological treatment
of refinery wastes has not yet been
demonstrated.

It is true that no member of the cane
sugar refining subcategories Is presently
employing the- technology described as
BPCTCA. However, the technology Itself
is widely available and practiced in other
industries with similar raw waste charac-
teristics-for example, the grain milling
and the citrus and potato industries.
There are no characteristics of the re-
finery waste waters that would render
them untreatable by the biological treat-
ment system described.

,(4) One commenter questioned the
achievability and availability of biologi-
cal treatment of sugar refining process
water in conjunction with blowdown
from cooling water recycle systems fol-
lowed by sand filtration (BATEA), stat-
ing that it has not been physically
demonstrated.

This is proven technology, currently
being practiced within the grain milling,
the oil refining, and the soaps and de-
tergents industries. Although the eco-
nomic situation of the Industry pre-
cludes the establishment of this tech-
nology as BPCTCA, it has been so
thoroughly demonstrated that there Is
little doubt that It can be utilized by
1983 within this industry segment. The
techl ology upon which BATEA Is es-
tablished is proven and has been studied
in terms of an economic Impact analysis
and found to be acceptable.

(5) Several commenters expressed the
opinion that the effluent guidelines
should be established as net rather than
gross limitations.

it was the intention of the proposed
effluent limitations guidelines (BPCTCA)
that the barometric condenser cooling
water stream be handled as net (the ad-
dition of pollutants). This is because for
BPCTCA, control of entrained BeOD5 In
condenser water rather than treatment
is specified. The regulations have been
modified to better reflect their Intentions,
including a separate set of regulations
for those refineries which discharge baro-
metric condenser cooling water only. For
BPCTCA for both subeategorles, the
basis of the effluent limitations guide-
lines Is as follows. The BOD5 limitation
is dotermined by the addition of the net
BOD5 attributed to the barometric con-
denser cooling water together with that
amount of BOD5 attributed to the treated
process water. The TSS limitation is that
amount of TS attributed to the treated
process water. Where the barometro
condenser cooling water and process
water streams are mixed and impossible
to measure separately prior to discharge,
the values should be considered not.

The pollutant levels established for:
the process water stream for BPCTCA,
for BATEA, and for new source perform-
ance standards for both the crystalline
and liquid subcategories reflect valuta
which should not be exceeded because
treatment of the entire waste stream Is
specified. Treatment produces a rela-
tively constant effluent regardless of in-
fluent concentration.

(6) The comment was made that the
ratio of maximum daily to average
monthly limits is far too liberal.

Further analysis of activated sludge
treatment systems handling similar
waste streams to cane sugar refining
process waters was accomplished. Based
on engineering judgment and experlene
with similar waste treatment systems In
other industrial categories the follow-
ing ratios of daily maximum to monthly
average limitations are established.
Barometric condenser cooling water will
be three (3) times the monthly averago
for BOD5 for both subcategores. Process
water will be two (2) times the monthly
average for BOD5 and three (3) times
the monthly average for TSS for both
subcategories.

(7) It was recommended that effluent
limitations be -established for settleablo
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solids (SS) rather than for total sus-
pended nonfilterable solids (TSS).

Settleable solids, unlike TSS, does not
measure the treatment efciency of a
biological treatment system. There
should be no measurable settleable solids
in the overflow from a secondary clari-
fier used in a biological treatment sys-
tem. It would be meaningless to estab-
lish a standard for a parameter which
does not measure the degree of treat-
ment achieved by the treatment system.

(8) It was recommended that the BOD5
monthly limitation (BPCTCA) be based
on an effluent concentration ranging from
60-113 mg/I from the biological treat-
ment system for both the crystalline and
liquid cane sugar refining subcategories.

The effluent levels from treatment of
process water by an activated sludge or
other biological treatment system
(BPCTCA) have been modified so that
crystalline cane sugar refineries are re-
quired to meet effluent levels of 60 mg/I
for both BOD5 and TSS and liquid cane
sugar refineries are rekiuired to meet efflu-
ent levels of 100 mg/i for both BOD5
and TSS. These levels are approximately
double those in the proposed regulation.
This modification of the guidelines is re-
quired because no one currently operates
a biological system to treat refinery
wastes. EPA continues to believe that a
properly designed and operated system
of the type described would meet the
limitations set forth in the proposed
guidelines. The revision of the limitations
in the final guidelines is not intended to
allow any lesser degree of treatment. The
same system should be used, and the sys-
ter should he designed so as to achieve
the proposed guidelines. The revision is
intended only to take into account opera-
tional problems which might be en-
countered in adapting the specified tech-
nology to this industry.

(9) One commenter questioned the use
-of cooling towers as a part of BATEA
stating that a barometric condenser dis-
charge stream of 24,000,000 gallons per
day at 10 mg/I of BOD5 is better than
480,000 gallons per day at 30 mg/i (or
that flow rate and corresponding BOD5
concentration resulting from the biologi-
cal treatment of the cooling tower blow-
down stream).

The use of cooling towers and subse-
quent biological treatment of the blow-
down stream results in a reduction by
94% of the BOD5 reaching the receiving
water body. EPA policy is that dilution
Is not a suitable form of treatment. By
concentrating this waste stream in a
relatively small blowdown stream, it is
more easily and cheaply treatable blo-
logically. This is "practicable" technology
being utilized in the oil refining, grain
milling, and soaps and detergents in-
dustries. Some segments of the cane
sugar refining industry practice the re-
cycle of barometric condenser cooling
water and-discharge of the cooling tower
blowdown to municipal treatment sys-
tems or total Impoundage lagoons.

(10) One commenter questioned the
effluent levels proposed for BATEA stat-
ing that the limitations were not con-

sistent with EPA's definition of "second-
ary treatment".

The guidelines for BATEA need not be
consistent with the "secondary treat-
ment" definition under section 304(d) of
the Act. Instead, they must meet there-
quirements set forth in section 304(b) of
the Act.

(11) One commenter felt that v:hile
sand filtration Is mentioned as the
BATEA, this should not preclude the use
of other polishing methods to meet the
standards. The Agency has not required
any treatment method to be employed
by industry to achieve the guidelines.
Many other polishing methods exist and
the guidelines may be achieved by means
other than those specified In the develop-
ment document.

(12) It was recommended that BOD5
under the BATEA be limited to 0.16
lb/ton, or double the proposed limita-
tion, based on a lesser treatment eM-
ciency.

The expected degree of treatment
based on the BATEA has been re-
evaluated and modified. Based on im-
proved operation of the properly de-
signed biological treatment system,
effluent BOD5 levels of 40 mg/1 for the
model crystalline and 75 mg/i for the
model liquid cane sugar refinery are de-
termined to be realistic. No credit for
BOD5 removal with the solids removed
in the sand polishing operation is as-
sumed. This Is because of the uncertainty
at present of the ratio of soluble to n-
soluble BOD5 in the effluent from the
biological treatment system.

(13) The comment was made that the
raw waste load baseline value With re-
gard to filter cake slurry assumed the
universal installation of filter aid re-
cycle systems.

Upon re-analysis of the filter cake slur-
ry stream, It was found that a calcula-
tional error appeared in the development
document. Because the proposed guide-
lines are based on the complete retention
with no allowable discharge of this
stream, no change in the allowable ef-
fluent discharge results.

(14) Various commenters stated that
the assumed barometric flows are either
too low or too high.

The barometric condenser water flows
designed for in the development docu-
ment have the following bases: (1) Aver-
age flows were based on an average of all
reliable flow Information available, and
(2) Model flows were based on the aver-
age flows of those refineries deemed to be
exemplary in terms of BOD5 entrain-
ment control.

In any event, the amount of BOD en-
trained is not a function of flow rate, but
of sucrose carry-over. The model flow
are technically sound for the basis of
guidelines establishment and the devel-
opment of cost data.

(15) One commenter objected to the
statement that the investment costs as-
sociated with hook-up to a municipal
treatment system are zero.

This assumption was mude and applied
only to those facilities which currently
have hook-up. Therefore, the Incremen-

tl investment cost is zero.for these re-
fineries.

(16) The comment was made that the
capital and operating costs of treatment
appear to be understated.

The Agency ha reexamined the cost
data and finds that these data are ac-
curate and substantiate the reasonable-
nezs of the propozed regulations.

(17) The comment was made that the
energy required to treat wastes and op-
erate coaling towers will add a burden to
our prezent cris.

It has been estimated that the addi-
tional energy to achieve the BPCTCA
limitations ranges from between 0.6 and
0C4 percent of the current industry en-
ergy wage. To achieve the BATEA limi-
tations, the estimated additional energy
required ranges from between 1.6 and 6.1
percent of the current industry energy
usage. Thee energy requirements were
reviewed by the Agency and judged to be
not excezsive.

(18) The comment was made that coal-
Ing towers sometimes cause fog-ging and
noise problems.

For some locations, some of the time.
these problems may be encountered.
However, throuzh proper design these ef-
fects can be minlm1zd.

(19) The State of Hawaii stated that
they are opposed to the Installation of a
cooling tower at a refinery in Alea, Ha-
wail. The State would want to review the
alternative of reclaiming the refinery's
barometric condenser cooling water
stream through the irrigation of pubIlc
parls and recreational facilities in the
area.

The EPA's guidelines limit only the
quantity and quality of the pollut ts
which may be discharged. Dischargers
may employ any technolozy, including
land dispozal or other alternatives, which
will result in compliance wimth such limi-
tations.

(20) The comment was made that set-
tied activated bacterial sludge is very
dilute, and Its disposal is not simply a
matter of Iandfll

There are many ways In which settled
activated bacterial sludge may be han-
died--ludge thlckenlng rotary vacuum
filtration, centrifugation, sudge drying-
with the resulting solids elther Iandfied
or used as a soil supplement.

(21) The State of Hawaii recom-
mended that the implementation of the
proposed efuent limitations guidelines be
postponed until the energy requirements
are clearly known and fuel allomtions
for thee purposes assured.

Theze guidelines are not self-execut-
Ing, but must be implemented through
VMDES permits. Under the Act, BPCTCA
must be achieved by July 1, 197. H1ow-
ever, In permit "suance, such factors as
fuel allocations and availability may be
taken into account in specifying specific
compliance dates prior to that time. As
previously indicated, the energy require-
ments =Goclated with the required tech-
nology are not exce-sive.

(22) One commenter objected to the
=assumptions in the economic impact

analysis regarding the cost of capital,
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land salvage values, and plant salvage
values.

The Agency has reviewed thise as-
sumptions used in the economic impact
analysis and found them to be substan-
tially correct. The cost of capital used in
the analysis is based upon the rate of re-
turn experienced in this particular in-
dustry, rather than the rate of return for
the entire food processing industry. Any
difference in land and plant salvage
values were determined to be insignifi-
cant for the economic impact analysis.

(b) Revision of the proposed regula-
tion prior to promulgation. As a result of
public comments and continuing review
and evaluation of the proposed regula-
tion by the EPA, the following changes
have been made in the regulation.

(1) The effluent levels from treatment
of process waste water by an activated
sludge or other biological treatment sys-
tem (BPCTCA) have been modified so
that crystalline cane sugar refineries are
required to meet levelq of 60 mg/1 for both
BOD5 and TSS and liquid canes sugar re-
fineries are required to meet effluent levels
of 100 mg/1 for both BOD5 and TSS.

These levels are approximately double
those in the proposed regulation. The
modification of the guidelines is required
because no one currently operates a bio-
logical system to treat refinery wastes.
EPA continues to believe that a properly
designed and operated system of the type
described would meet the limitations set
forth in the proposed guidelines. The re-
vision of the limitations in the final
guidelines is not intended to allow any
lesser degree of treatment. The same sys-
tem should be used, and the system
should be designed so as to achieve the
proposed guidelines. The revision is in-
tended only to take into account opera-
tional problems which might be encoun-
tered in adapting the specified technology
to this industry.

(2) The effluent levels for BOD5 result-
ing from the application of BATEA have
been modified.

Based on improved operation of the
properly designed biological treatment
system, effluent BOD5 levels of 40 mg/1
for crystalline and 75 mg/1 for liquid
cane sugar refineries are determined to
be more realistic.

No credit for BOD5 removal with the
solids removed in the sand polishing op-
eration is assumed. This is because of the
uncertainty at present of the ratio of
soluble to insoluble BOD5 in the effluent
from the biological treatment system.

(3) Based on an analysis of biological
treatment systems operating on wastes
similar in nature to cane sugar refining
wastes and on engineering judgment, the
following ratios of daily maxium to
monthly average limitations are estab-
lished.

Barometric condenser cooling water
will be three (3) times the monthly aver-
age for BOD5 for both subcategories.

Process water will be two (2) times the
monthly average for BOD5 and three (3)
times the monthly average for TSS for
both subcategories.

(4) Section 304(b) (1) (B)z of the Act
provides for "guidelines" to implement

the uniform national standards of Sec-
tion 301(b) (1) (A). Thus Congress recog-
nized that some flexibility was necessary
in order to take into account the com-
plexity of the industrial world with re-
spect to the practicability of pollution
control technology.

In conformity with the Congressional
intent and in recognition of the possible
failure of these regulations to account
for all factors bearing on the practicabil-
ity of control technology, it was con-
cluded that.some provision was needed to
authorize flexibility in the strict appli-
cation of the limitations contained in
the regulation where required by special
circumstances applicable to individual
dischargers.

Accordingly, a provision allowing flex-
ibility in the application of the limita-
tions representing best practicable con-
trol technology currently 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.

(c) Economic impact. The above listed
changes will not significantly affect the
conclusions of the economic study pre-
pared for the proposed regulations. In
addition, it has been learned that one
cane sugar refinery considered to be Im-
pacted, under the assumption that a
complete treatment system for treating
its process waste water stream was neces-
sary, is no longer impacted. The pro-
jected availability of a municipal treat-
ment system at a reasonable initial and
operational cost precludes the previously
expected economic impact.

(d) Cost-benefit analysis. The detri-
mental effects of the constituents of
waste waters now discharged by point
sources within the cane sugar refining
segment of the sugar processing point
source category are discussed in Section
VI of the report entitled "Development
Document for Effluent Limitations
Guidelines for the Cane Sugar Refining
Segment of the Sugar Processing Point
Source Category" (March 1974). It is not
feasible to quantify-in economic terms,
particularly on a national basis, the costs
resulting from the discharge of these pol-
lutants to our Nation's Waterways. Nev-
ertheless, as indicated In Section VI, the
pollutants discharged have substantial
and damaging impacts on the quality of
water and therefore on its capacity to
support healthy populations of wildlife,
fish and other aquatic wildlife and on Its'
suitability for industrial, recreational
and drinking water supply uses.

The total cost of implementing the
effluent limitations guidelines includes
the direct capital and operating costs of
the pollution control technology em-
ployed to achieve compliance and the in-
direct economic and environmental costs
identified in Section VIII and In the sup-
plementary report entitled "Economic
Analysis of Proposed Effluent Guidelines,
Cane Sugar Refining Industry" (October,
1973). Implementing the effluent limita-
tions guidelines will substantially reduce
the environmental harm which would
otherwise be attributable to the con-
tinued discharge of polluted waste waters

from existing and newly constructed
plants in the cane sugar refining In-
dustry.

The Agency believes that the benefit
of thus reducing the pollutants dis,-
charged justifies the associated costs
which, though substantial in absoltito
terms, represent a relatively small per-
centage of the total capital Investment In
the industry.

(e) Publication of information on proc-
esses, procedures, or operating methods
which result in the elimination or redue-
tion, of the discharge of pollutants. In
conformance with the requirements of
Section 304(c) of the Act a manual on-
titled, "Development Document for Ef-
fluent Limitations Guidelines and Now
Source Performance Standards for the
Cane Sugar Refining Segment of the
Sugar Processing Point Source Cate-
gory," has been published and Is avail-
able for purchase from the Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 20401
for a nominal fee.

FINAL RULrAKINO

In consideration of the foregoing, 40
CFR Chapter 1, Subehapter N, Part 409
is amended by adding Subparts B and C
to read as set forth below. This final reg-
ulation is promulgated as set forth below
and shall be effective May 20, 1074,

Dated: March 12, 1974.
RussELL . TnAxrf,

Administrator.
Subpart B-Crystallino Cane Sugar Refining

Subcategory
Sea.
409.20 Applicability; description of the

crystalline cane sugar refining sub-
category.

409.21 Specinlized definitlons.
409.22 Effluent limitations guldelines repro-

senting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the applmi%-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available,

409.23 Effluent limitations guidelines repro-
senting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technol-
ogy economically achievable,

409.24 [ Mservcd]
409.25 Standards of performanceo for iow

source'.
409.26 Pretreatment standards for new

sources.
Subpart C-Liquid Cane Sugar Rofining

Subcategory
409.30 Applicability: descrlptlon of the

liquid cane sugar refining iubeate-
gory.

409.31 Specialized definitions.
409.32 Effluent limitations guidelines repre-

senting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.

409.33 Effluent limitations guidelines repre-
senting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technol-
ogy economically achievable,

409.34 [leserved]
409.35 Standards of performance for row

sources.
409.36 Pretreatment standards for row

sources.
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Subpart S--Crystalline Cane Sugar
Refining Subcategory

§ 409.20 Applicability; description of
the crystalline cane sugar refining
subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of raw chne sugar into crystal-
line refined sugar.
§ 409.21 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:
(a) Except as provided below, the gen-

eral deflnitions , abbreviations and meth-
ods of analysis set forth in Part 401 of
this chapter shall apply to this subpart.

(b) Net shall mean the addition of
pollutants.

(c) Melt shall mean that amount of
raw material (raw sugar) contained
within aqueous solution at the beginning
of the process for production of refined
cane sugar.

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

(a) 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 to
factors (such as age and size of plant,
raw materials, manufactaring processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry sub-'
categorization and effluent levels estab-
lishe. It is, however, possible that data
which would affect these limitations have
not been available and, as a result, these
Iim' ations 'should be adjusted for cer-
tain plants in this industry. An individual
discharger or other interested person
may submit evidence to the Regional Ad-
ministrator (or to the State, if the State
has the authority to issue NPDES per-
mits) that factors relating to the equip-
ment or facilities involved, the process
applied, or other such factors related to
such discharger are fundamentally dif-
ferent from the factors considered in the
establishment of the guidelines. On the
basis of such evidence or other available
information the Regional Administrator
(or the State) will make a written find-
ing that such factors are or are not fun-
damentally different for that facility

- compared to those specified in the De-
velopment Document. If such funda-
mentally different factors are found to
exist, the Regional Administrator or
the State shall establish for the
discharger effluent limitations in the

'NPDES permit either more or less
stringent than the liitations established
herein, to the extent dictated by such
fundamentally different factors. Such
limitations must be approved by the Ad-
ministrator of the Znvironmental Pro-
tection Agency. The Administrator may
approve or disat prove such limitations,
specify other limitations, or Initiate pro-
ceedings to revise these regulations.

(b) The following limitations estab-
lish the quantity or quality of pollutants
or pollutant properties controlled by
this section, which may be disharged
by a point source subject to the provi-
sions of this subpart after application of
the best practicable control technology
currently available:

(i) Any crystalline canesugar refinery
discharging both barometric condenser
cooling water and other process waters
shall meet the following limitations. The
BODS limitation Is determined by the ad-
dition of the net ODS attributed to the
barometric condenser cooling water to
that amount of ROD5 attributed to the
treated process water. The TSS limita-
tion is that amount of TSS attributed to
the treated process water. Where the
barometric condenser cooling water and
process water streams are mixed and Im-
possible to measure separately prior to
discharge, the values should be con-
sidered net.
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The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be dischared by a point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the
best available technology economically
achievable:

y409.2 yReserved y
409-95 Standars of performance for

The following standards of prform-

amt establsh the quantity or quality
of polltants or pollunt propertles
controlled by this section, which may
be discharged by a new soure subjectto the provisions of this supato:

£natl ulbtnt ret,
ttruroO tnrt

Y I (by uv

S40.25 tandrds of romanc fo

11RAM M 0IS MA /

9 409-26 Pretreatment standards for

new sources.

The Prewtmen standards under
ection. 3esb of the Acti for a qource

within the crystalline cane sugar refs-
Int rlcateoy, which Is a e s of a
publcly orned treatment wor+ (anwhich would be a new soure subject to
section 306 of the Act, If it r.ere to dis-
charce pollutants to the navizable
waters 1, slhlI be the standard, set, forth
in Part 128 of this chapter, except tbat
for the purpose o this setaon : § 12s133
of this chapter I be anended Wt
read ay follows.

Int addtflon to tle prohlbitfo Mt fort
ta 40 CM =31, the petretutent, isand-ard for Incompa ttble po~iuttan Ircdu

ano pubil ovmcd treatment wor zabe han or arfore or new
Courm ed 1A 40 CMi 40923; f roma,
That If the puic oz,' treatment v=%P
whtch receive3 te pollutanta Is commiatted.
In M= rMDES pmzat.t' to rezaove a speowfedpercentage of any wompatr e polutaut,
the . Pretreatme t d app cable to
u ew os ouch reatmnt worl au1, ezeept
In the e standards uovIdin for no,
dlchr o pola0() o be ctn fpondlag y
rducd in own cy for at poutan d
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RULES AND REGULATIONS

Subpart C-Liquid Cane Sugar Refining
Subcategory

§409.30 Applicability; description of
the liquid cane sugar refining sub-
category.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of raw cane sugar into liquid
refined sugar.
§ 409.31 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 Part 401 of
this chapter shall apply to this subpart.

(b) Net shall mean the addition of
pollutants.

(c) Melt shall mean that amount of
raw material (raw sugar) contained
within aqueous solution at the beginning
of the process for production of refined
cane sugar.
§ 409.32 Effluent limitations guidelines

representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the bestpracticable control
technology currently available.

(a) 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 to
factors (such as age and size of plant,
raw materials,, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technol-
ogy 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 cer-
tain plants in this industry. An individ-
ual discharger or other interested per-
son may submit evidence to the Regional
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 proc-
ess applied, or other such factors related
to such discharger are fundamentally
different from the factbrs considered in
the establishment of the guidelines. On
the basi of such evidence or other avail-
able information, the Regional Adminis-
trator (or the State) will make a written
finding that such factors are or are not
fundamentally different for that facility'
compared to those specified In the De-
velopment Document. If such funda-
mentally different factors are found to
exist, the Regional Administrator or the
State shall establish for the discharger
effluent limitations in the NPDES permit
either more or less stringent than the
limitations established herein, to the ex-
tent dictated by such fundamentally dif-
ferent factors. Such limitations must be
approved by the- Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency. The
Administrator may approve or disapprove
such limitations, specify other limita-
tions, or initiate proceedings to revise
these regulations.

(b) The following limitations estab-
lish the quantity or quality of pollutants
or pollutant properties, controlled by this
section, which may be discharged by a
point source subject to the provisions
of this subpart after application of the
best practicable control technology cur-
rently available:

(1) Any liquid cane sugar refinery dis-
charging both barometric condenser
cooling water and other process waters
shall meet the following limitations. The
BOD5 limitation is determined by the
addition of the net BOD5 attributed to
the barometric condenser cooling water
to that amount of BOD5 attributed to
the treated process water. The TSS limi-
tation is that amount of TSS attributed
to the treated process water. Where the
barometric condenser cooling water and
process water streams are mixed and im-
possible to measure separately prior to
discharge, the values should be consid-
ered net.

Effluent limitations

Effluent Average of daily
characteristic Maximum for values for 30

any I day consecutivo
days shall not

exceed-

Metric units (kilorams per 1,000
kg of melt)

BOD5 ---------------.. 7 0.32
TSS ............ . .50 .17
pIT -......---- Within the ran.' 6.0 to 4.0.

English units (pounds per
ton of melt)

BOD. ..---------- 1.50 0.G3
TSS-- ........ . . T .33
p- -................ Withth, range 6x, to 9.0.

(2) Any liquid cane sugar refinery dis-
charging barometric condenser cooling
water only shall meet the following net
limitations:

Tllmuent limitations

Effluent Average of daily
characteristic Maxlmum for val.es for 30

any I day consecutive
days shall not

exceed-

Metric units (kilograms per 1,00O

kg of melt)

30D, -............ 0.45 0.15

English units (pounds per ton of
melt)

DOW _ ............. -. q0 0.30

§ 409.33 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
pollutant properties, controlled by this
section, which may be discharged by a
point source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the
best available technology economically
achievable:

rElunt Ibiailon,
Effu(nt Avera,'.e of dhilt

chamerac.q Maximum for value'4 fVr 9

anty 1 day wouIf'Putivo

letric utuitq (kilornmm, t' r 1.144,
kg of miit)

BOD5 ....... 0.31) I 1
TSS .............. 011 , (J
pl ---. . ......... Within the rango 0.0 to (o."

Eml*nwl units (pound pr'r ionl fit
melt)

'rSs . _..... . IN 0
PH ................. Avi t the, ra' Ao tut t- ".",

§ 409.34 [Reserved]
§ 409.35 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 dk'-
charged by a new source subject to tho
provisions of this subpart:

Effluent inita(I-In

Effluent Average of dtill
charaterl(-tl Maximum for valucl for ,q"

afny I day con,.e+otIveday3i ,tall n ot

itfetrie unit% (kilngrainq p" t Iil+'
,

kg oi 11t I

BO ... .... 0 1.O
pTS ................ . anm Pi ,9.0pfl ......... thu the rany' 1, , "..

Engih units (pouttdi l r Il -I pi
melt)

1101)5......... - Q CO 0 nQ
T S .. . .. . 1 ,

pH--------------Wi-thie tulf it hl t1.It

§ 409.36 Pretreanment ,tnlrdi fop
new sources.

The pretreatment standards under
section 307(c) of the Act for a sourcO
within the liquid cane sugar refining sub-
category, which Is a user of a publicly
owned treatment works (and which
would be a new source subject to sectioil
306 of the Act, If It were to discharge
pollutants to the navigable vaters), shall
be the stndard set forth In Part 128, of
this chapter, except that, for the pur-
pose of this section, § 128.133 of this;
chapter shall be amended to read as fol-
lows:

In addition to the prohibitions 'ot forl
In 40 Ok 28.131, the pretreatment rtand-
ard for incompatible pollutants Introduced
into a publicly owned treatment worrhto thll
be the standard of perforniance for new
sources specified In 40 OFR 409.35; Froe ided
That, If the publicly owned treatment wor vit
which receives the pollutants L" committed,
in ts 1 DDE permit, to remove a speclcd
percentage of any incompatible poliutat,t,
the pretreatment ctandard applicable to
u-sers of such trcatment worlm thall, e:,,cit
n the case of ttandards providing for no dis-
charge of pollutants, be correspondingly re-
duced In stringency for that pollutant.

[FR Doc.74-6234 Filed 3-19-74;8:45 am]
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