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Title 40-—Protection of the Environment

CHAPTER |—ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY
SUBCHAPTER N—EFFLUENT GUIDELINES AND
STANDARDS
PART 429—TIMBER PRODUCTS PROC-
ESSING POINT SOURCE CATEGORY

On January 3, 1974, notice was pub-
lished in the FeperaL REecisTER (39 FR
$387, that the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA or Agency) was proposing
effiuent limitations guidelines for exist-
ing sources and standards of perform-
ance and pretreatment standards for
rew sources within the barking, veneer,
plywood, hardboard-dry process, hard-
board-wet process, wood preserving,
wood preserving-steam and wood pre-
serving-boultonizing subcategories of the
timber products processing category of
point sources,

The purpose of this notice is to es~
tablish final effluent limitations guide-
lines for existing sources and standards
of performance and pretreatment stand-
ards for new sources in the timber
products processing category of point
sources, by amending 40 CFR Chapter 1.
Subchapter N, to add a new Part 429.
This final rulemaking is ' promulgated
pursuant to sections 301, 304\(&)‘) and (¢),
306 (b1 and (¢) and 307ty pf the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Cenfrol Act., as
amended, (the Act); 33 US.C. 1251, 1311,
1314 b and (¢3,/1316 (b and ¢¢) and
1317¢¢); 86 Stat. 816 et seq.: Pub. L, 92—
500. Regulations regarding cooling water
intake structures for all categories of
point sources under section 316(b) of the
Act will be promulgated in 40 CFR 402. -

In addition, the EPA is simultaneously
proposing a separate provision which ap~
pears in the proposed rules section of the
Feperal 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 zet forth
in substantial detail in the notice of pub-
lic review procedures published August
£, 1973 (38 FR 21202 and in the notice of
proposed rulemaking for the barking,
veneer, plywood, hardboard-dry process,
hardboard-wet process, wood preserving,
wood preserving-steam and wood pre-
serving-boultonizing subcategories. In
addition, the regulations as proposed
were supported by two other documents:
(17 The document entitled “Develop-
ment Document for Proposed Effiuent
Limitations Guidelines and New Source
Performance Standards for the Plywood,
Hardboard, and Wood Preserving Seg-
ment of the Timber Products Processing
Point Source Category” (December 1973)
and (2) the document entitled “Eco-
nomic Analysls of Proposed Effiuent
Guidelines, Timber Products Processing
Industry (Hardboard, Wood Preserving,

Plywood and Veneer)™ (August 1§73).
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Bothr 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.

nterested persons were invited to par-

ticipate in the rulemaking by submitting.

written comments within 30 days from
the date of publidation. Prior public par-
ticipation in the form of solicited com-
ments and responses from the States,
Federal dgencies, and other interested
parties-were described in the preamble
to the proposed regulation. The EPA has
considered c¢arefully all of the comments
received and a discussion of these com-
ments with the Agency’s response there-
to follows.
(a) Summary of comments,

The following responded to the request.

for written comments contained in the
preamble to the proposed regulation:
EPA, Region X; EPA, Region VIII; U.S.
Water Resources Council; L. D. McFar-
land Company; American Plywood Asso-
ciation; National Forest Products Asso-
ciation; Koppers Company, c.; Amer-
ican Hardboard Assoclation: State of
New York Department of Environmental
Conservation; Abitibi Corporation,
Roaring River, North Carolina: Wever-
haeuser Company; American Wood Pre-
servers Assoclation; Society of American
Wood Preservers; Maine Department of
Environmental Protection: U.S. Ply-

wood; U.S. Department of Commerce; .

Washington State Department of Ecol-
ogy and the U.S. Department of the In-
terior. Each of the comments received
was carefully reviewed and analyzed. The
following is a summary of the significant
cogzn)enas and the Agency's response to
thoge comments.

¢1) One commenter indicated that
new source performance standards
shduld be no discharge of waste water
pollutants for the barking subcategory.

New Source Performance Standards
are to be based on the “best available
demonstrated control technology, proe-
esses, operating methods, or other alter-
natives.” The acchHmplishment of no dis-
charge from this‘operation has not been
adequately demonstrated. While at least
one hydraulic barking operation has
achieved almost complete recycle of
process water, the system has not been
in operation long enough to exhibit the
reliability necessary to fulfill the Act’s
requirements,

(2} Two commenters indicated that
the State of Washington is implementing
state regulations that result in a more
stringent allowable discharge for hy-
draulic braking operations than pre-
sented here.

The limitations presented here are
based on a raw waste effiuent of about
160 mg/1 BODS, whereas biclogical treat-
ment in the State of Washington is usu-
ally applied to higher' concentration
waste waters because of the proximity of
other waste water generators, e.g., pulp
and paper mills, with higher waste con-
centratjons. Because biological treatment
iz at least partially concentration de-
pendent, removal efficiency is higher at
higher influent concentrations.
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(3) Commenters sald that the disposal
of process waste water into a log pond &r
mill pohd, if available would be a practi-
cal method of control.
clude thosé facilities that include we
storage and/or handling or part of this

The regulations promulgated here ex%/

normal operating practice. Further data .

is belng developed, and guidelines and
standards for these facilities will be es-

tablished at a later date. For wet storage

facilities the disposal of process waste
water into a log pond or mill pond is one
metlhiod of control. It should be noted that
sthe Bevelopment Document provides in-
formation to show that with reasonable
unit op:eration and process management
individual unit operations within the
manufacturing process can eliminate the
discharge of pollutants, whereas the dis-
charge of pollutants to a pond may resuit
in discharge to navigable waters.

(4) A commenter indicated that it has
never been substantiated that log con-
ditioning, veneer dryer washdown. and
glue equipment clean-up can take place
with no discharge of waste water or
sludge. B

Chapter VII of the Development Doc-
ument discusses procedures for log con-
ditioning such as indirect steaming, hot
water spray systems, and modified
stearqing. Water requirements for the
cleaning of veneer dryers can be reduced
significantly by manual preliminary
cleaning and the use of air to remove a
major part-of the waste material. About

sixty percent of the plants visited during

the development of guidelines and stand-
ards have implemented practices that
eliminate the discharge of pollutants.

(§) A commenter indicated that recom-
mended control technologles of irriga-
tion, containment, or disposal in a bark
‘Incinerator are not the same as zero dis-
charge and seem to indicate that tech-

“nology does not exist to achieve zero
discharge from these operations.

‘The objective of the Act is eliminate
the discharge of pollutants to navigable
water if it is achievable under the con-
straints of BPCTCA, BATEA and/or
NSPS'; The suggested control techniques
do eliminate the discharge of pollutants
to navigable waters from specified proc-~
ess waste water flows: even though
waste waters are not recycled and must
be disposed of, these techniques do elin-~
inate discharges to the navigable waters.

(6) A commenter indicated that ‘“no
discharge of waste water pollutants” in
some subcategories may be based on re-
quirements of land which is not available
to many plants.

In all cases where “no discharge” is
specified, the supporting Development
Document in Section.V presents data
showing that the volumes of waste water
or sludge either can be eliminated or the
amount required to be disposed of s

minor (ess than 1000 gallons per week). ;

A varlety of opportunities for disposal

exist. Among these are: Disposal in the ‘

hog fuel burner; incorporation into the

product; and/or recycling; evaporation:

percolation; and disposal I approved
landfill facilities, elther by the permittes
or by contract service,
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7y One comment stated that fire del-
uge’ water should"Ve excluded from the
regtlation presented for the veneer man-
ufacturing subcategory.

Fires are A fairly frequent occurrence
in the veneer drying operation and they
are, of course, unscheduled. The Agency
agrees with this comment and has so0
modifigd the regulation. While it was not
possitde to characterize or gquantify this
wasté water source on a broad based seg-
ms;‘ of the industry it s acknowledged
th it is a potential source of waste

ter pollutants in the veneer, plywood,
;md hardboard dry process subcategories

Jund should be considered by the permit

;f' issulng authority.

7

(8) Commenters indicated that the use
of ponds and lagoons s not practical in
some southern areas and unrealistic when
rainfall gxceeds evaporation; also, sub-
surface springs and surface dramage may

_resultin overflow.

Sections VII, IX and XTI of the Develop-
ment Document, déscribes the use of
land disposal techniques for the disposal
of waste water. It is appropriate only
where the volumes of water requiring
dlsposal are, with reasonable manage-
ment practices, less than 1000 gallons per
week, The use of holding ponds is pre-
sented only as an option, not as required
technology.  The Agency recognizes that
this option may not be applicable to all
establishments, The use of this option
requires judiclous water use and good
design of water retention facilities and
adjacent areas, as well as the control of
spills and drainage ifito holg}ix!g areas,

(9) Two fcommenters dicated the
cost/benefittanalysis method presented is
inappropriate because the environmental
penefits attributed to such activities are
assumed to be commensurate with the
cost of compliance.

In establishing as a national goal that
the discharge of pollutants into the navi-
gable waters be eliminated by 1985, the
Congress made it irrelevant to attéz’npt to
quantify total environmental benefits
Accordingly, although costs and assocl~
ated economlc impacts were considered
as carefully as possible in arriving at
determinations on levels of controls,
benefits were primarlly expressed as
guantities of pollutants removed. As Sec-
tion IX of the Development Document
notes, however, the Agency did consider
known health hazards and other envi-
ronmental damage associated with spe-
cific parameters as a factor in selecting .
the cmes to be controlled. It is not possi-
ble, bewexer, to quaniify specifically
these{actors. ‘

{10y Comments - were recelved that
said, the costs presented in the develop-
ment document for poliution control ac-
tivitieg were unrealistically low, and that

operating cgsts were omitted.
,,,,,, “The cost“estimates presented in the
Development Document were based upon
the actual costs of poliution control ex-
perienced by the facilities surveyed and
upon engineering estimstes. All costs
were adjusted to 1971 dollars using cost
indices. Operating costs were included in
the Development Document and were
considered In the economic impact study.
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an Cammenters expressed concern
that the economic immt study did not
consider the costs involved in control-
ling pollutant discharge from log han-
dling and storage operations.

The regulations promulgated here ex-
clude those facilities that include wet
storage and/or handling as part of their
normal operating practice. Further dats
i5 being developed and guidelines- and
standards for those facilities will be
established at a later date. The impact of
implementing the guidelines promul-
gated here will be considered in fhe de-
velopment of future guidelifies. -

(12) It was reported that costs, as
presented in the preamble to the pro-
posed regulation did not accurately re-
flect the magnitude of .actual cost to
the dry process hardboard subcategory
because they were based on 250 gallons
per week.

Fifteen. dry proce@s hardboard manu-
facturing plants were surveyed to deter~
‘mine process water requirements and

use, treatment and control technologles-

and cost information. Although total
water use (including cooling water,
boiler blowdown, runoff, fire control
water) is substantial, the process waste
water being controlled is’ ‘approximately
250 gallons per week. The economic im-
pact study referred to abéve determined
that the implementation™ef best prac-
;ticable control technology will result on

hn annual yearly; cost of $0.02 per

thousand square feet., The economlic im-
pact study anticipates no plan’c closures
by 1977. )

(13) Comments were received that the
energy requirements included in some
treatment and control technologies will
be a significant factor in the currem
energy ‘“‘crisis.”

In all but the hydraulic barking and-

possibly the wood preserving—Boulton-
izing subcategories, the percentage of
the total process energy requirements
related to pollution control is less than

one percent. Hydraullc barking opera- -

tions are usually already tied into treat-
ment systems so additional energy
requigements will be minor. Energy usage
is discussed in Section VIII of the Devel-
opment Docurnent. -

(14) It was suggestetl that an allow-
ance be given for the'effect of tempera-
ture on the efficientéy of a biological
system.

The efluent limitations as presented
in this regulation are based on perform-
ance of treatment systems located in
northern latitudes as well as southern
latitudes. As g result the effects tem-
perature are taken into agfunt in
developing the limitations and there-
fore no temperature allowance is
1ecessary.

(15) Commenters noted that a pro-
cedure or mechanism for handling sit-
uations where a number of different
timbezﬁ( products processing operations
are conducted at the same location is
not addressed.

The approach used to develop the
effluent limitations for the segments of
the timber products processing industry
covered by these regulations was to de-
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termine the procedures available to re-
duce the generation of waste water. It
way determined that for some subcate-
gories best practicable control technol-
ogy, best available technology and/sor
.new  source performance standards
were no discharge of waste water pol-
lutants to navigable water. A *no dis-
charge of process waste water” limita-
tion does allow a plant to discharge
waste water to an available treatment
system which might be present where
a number of timber products processing
operations are conducted; however, no
credit will be given for the waste water
pollutants attributable to thé point
source categories included in Part 429
that have a no discharge limitation.
16y Ccmmemers suggested that
“guidelines” should be defined as en-
compassing a range of nwmbers rather
than a specific number. The use of
guidelines should also be interpreted to
allowplant managers to select the tech-
nical approach best meeting their needs.

—~ The present guidelines take differ-

ences within an industry into account
through subcategorization, rather than
by use of ranges of numbers to be varied
at the discretion of the office issuing per-
mits. The 28 industries noted in section
306 of the Act, for example, have al-
ready broken some of the broad in-
dustrial groups into subgroups such as
inorganic chemlicals, organic chemicals,
petrochemicals, soaps and detergents,
fertilizers and rubber. The timber prod-
ucts processing industry has been broken
into 8.initial subcategories with 24 sets
of limitations. In addition, a second
phase of guideline issuance will estab-
lish further subcategories. Such division
of the industry results in the regulations
establishing achievable limitations for
all facilities within that subcategory.

(17) Commenters suggested that the
use of the “Matrix Method” as proposed
by the Effluent Standards and Water
Quality Information Advisory Commit-
tee would be appropriate for determining
effluent guidelines.

The committee’s proposal is under
evaluation as a contribution toward
future refinements on guidelines for
some industries. The committee hag in-
dicated that their proposed methodoiogy
could not be developed in sufficient time
to be available for the current phase of
guideline promulgation, which is pro-
ceeding according to a court-ordered
schedule. Its present state of develop-
ment does not provide suffictent evidence
to warrant the Agency's delaying issu-
ance of any standard in hopes that an
alternative approach might be prefer-
able.

(18> Comments were received that in-
dicated that deﬁfuth}s were, in some
cases, unclesr and that the regulations
for each subcategory should more clear-
ly define the flows that are subject to
the limitations.

The regulation promulgated below
contains expanded special definition
sections.

19y A commenter indicated that the
guidelines for a wide spectrum of timber

£
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