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Title 40—Protection.of the Environment

CHAPTER [—ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY -
SUBCHAPTER N—EFFLUENT GUIDELINES AND

STANDARDS , .

PART 431—BUILDERS PAPER AND ROOEF-

ING FELT SEGMENT OF THE BUILDERS

PAPER AND BOARD MILLS POINT
SOQURCE CATEGORY

Subpart A—Build?:'rsl Paper and Roofing
elt

On January 14, 1974 notice was pub-
lished in the FEpErRAL REGISTER (39 FR
1818) that the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA or Agency) was proposing,
efiuent limitations guidelines for exist-
ing sources and standards of*perform-
ance and pretreatment standards for new
sources within the builders paper and
roofing felt subcategory of the builders
paper and hoard mills category of point
sources. . :

The purpose of this notice is to estab-
lish final effluent limitations guidelines
for existing sources and standards of
performance and pretreatment stand-
ards for new sources in the builders
paper and board mills category of point
sources, by amending 40 CFR, Chapter I,
Subchapter N, to add a new Part 431.
'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 (¢) and
1317(c); 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
Part 402, - s

In addition, the EPA is simultaneously
proposing a separate provision which ap-
pears in the proposed rules section of
the FEpERAL REGISTER, stating the appli-
cation 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-~
lic review procedures published August 6,
1973 (38 FR 21202) and in the notice of
proposed rulemaking for the builders
paper and roofing felt subcategory. In
addition, the regulations as proposed
were supported by two other documents:
“(1) The document entitled “Development
Document for Proposed Effiuent Limita-
tions Guidelines and New Source Per-
formance Standards for the. Builders
Paper and Roofing Segment of the
* Builders Paper and Board Mills Point
Source Category” (January, 1974) and
(2) the document entitled ‘“Economic
Analysis of Proposed Effluent Guidelines,
Pulp, Paper, and Paperboard Industry”
(Selected Segments) (September 1973).
Both of these documents were made
available to the public and circulated to
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interested persons at approximately the
time of publication of the notice of pro-
posed rulemaking.

Interested persons were invited to par-
ticiptate in the rulemeking by submit-
ting written comments within 30 days
from the date of publication. Prior public
participation in the form of solicited
comments 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 there-
to follows.

(a) Summary of comments. The fol-
lowing responded to the request for writ-
ten comments contained in the preamble
to the proposed regulations: The Brown
Company, State of Colorado (Depart-
ment of Public Health), National Coun-
cil of the Paper Industry for Air.and
Stream Improvement, Inc., United States
Department of the Interior, United States
Department of Commerce.

Each of the comments was reviewed
and analyzed carefully. The following is
a summary of the significant comments
and the Agency’s response to those com-
ments.

(1) One commenter suggested that a
settleable solids limitation should be in-
cluded in the guidelines. It was suggested
that while mills with extensive water re-
use may be able to meet the guidelines
without external treatment, a settleable
solids limitation is needed in order that
the mills do not discharge their unsettled
“bleed-off” waste water containing.a
heavy load of settleable solids without
some form of primary treatment.

The Agency agrees with this com-
ment, as mills with extensive water reuse
and without any external treatment may
be able to meet the proposed guidelines
while still causing a sludge bed problem.
To alleviate the potential for sludge bed
buildup in receiving waters, & settleable
solids limitation equivalent to primary
treatment has been incorporated into the
final regulations. The costs -of the pri-
mary treatment necessary for these mills
was initially incorporated in the eco-
nomic impact analysis and thus, the ad-
dition of a settleable solids limitation
does not affect the conclusions of thé
economic impact analysis.

(2) The comment was made that the
potential for the elimination of waste-
water discharge should be stressed as an
alternative to external treatment. Also,
suggestions for additions to the develop-
ment document were submitted.

For this industry, a possible alterna-
tive to external treatment is extensive
water reuse and there is a potential for
the elimination of discharge. However,
the technologies for the elimination of
discharges are still in the development
stage and such technologies cannot yet
be considered, to be available.

The suggestions for stressing extensive

“water reuse as a possible alternative to

external treatment were incorporated
into the development document.
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(3) The concept of temperature vari-
ance was endorsed by several commen-
ters. However, it was suggested that the
variance should not be a one-step allow-
ance at 35° F but should be progressive
below 60° F to reflect the temperature
effects on biologicel activity in treatment
systems. Several methods of implemen-
tation were suggested.

The Agency believes that mills operat-
ing in Northern climetes should design
their treatment focilities to account for
the effects of extremely cold tempera-
tures upon effluent quelity. In addition,
other factors, such as raw wasfe load,
appear to affect the final effluent quality,
as much as extremely cold temperatures.
Therefore, the temperature variance was
removed from the regulations, and the
regulations were revised based upon the
exemplary mills’ maximum pollutant dig-
charge period with emphasis placed upon
exemplary mills operating in Northern
climates. Thus, the revised regulations
reflect the effects of temperature and
other factors upon the final efflient
quality.

(4) One commenter stated that it
should be made clear in the development
document that the technology of mixed-
media filtration is in the development
stages and not applicable to this category
of discharges.

The Agency believes that the technol-
ogy of mixed-medin filtration has been
suceessfully demonstrated in other in-
dustry categories and in the treatment
of municipal wastes. The technology is
judged to be transferrable to the build-
ers paper and board industry category
as the waste choracteristics to which
mixed-media filtration has been success=
fully appled are similar to those in
builders paper and roofing felt mill
effluents.

(5) One comment was made that the
construction schedules for treatment
systems as presented in the proposed de-
velopment documenf, do not considor
many factors, such as review and nego-
tiation, increasing delay in equipment .
delivery and the effects of climate upon
construction.

The original intent of the inclusion of
construction schedules was not to estab-
lish specific rules for construction but to
present a basic example of what can be
done and the amount of time that might
be involved. The several factors men-
tioned were considered but it is recog-
nized that factors such as increasingly
slow equipment deliveries are difficult to
predict. However, it is emphasized that
the construciion schedules are only
guides and are considered valid for that
purpose.

(6) One commenter anticlpated that
the mills cited as exemplary might be oub
of compliance with the proposed regula-
tions a substantial percentage of the
time.

This comment relates to the statisti-
cal approach which was used to deter-
mine the proposed guidelinés. However,
the guidelines were revised to reflect the
removal of the temperature variance and
the effect of other factors such as raw
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waste upon final efluent quality. The re-
vised guidelines were based on the maxi-
mum operating period of the exemplary

mills which should insure that exem-
plary mills will meet the guidelines.

. (D) The commend was made that the
data base was insufficient to support the
BPCTCA guidelines. Suggestions were
submitted that provided a basis for a
more accurate evaluation of available
data.

. The data base was derived from an
extensive search for information and
data as discussed in the Development

Document. The Agency believes that the

resulting data base is sufficient to sup-
port the guidelines. Data is nonexistent
for many mills; however, the in-plant
manufacturing processes are very simi-

“ar between all mills in the builders paper
and roofing felt segment, and the Agency
feels that the available data adequately
represents the industry. -

(8) The comment was made that the
selection of exemplary mills should ke
based upon external controls rather than
internal controls.

It is the opinion of the Agency that the
Act does not preclude considering some
in-plant control changes as part of

_BPCTCA. Section 304(b) 1) (B) in-
cludes consideration of “the process em-
ployed” and “process changes” as part
of the determination of BPCTCA. Where
‘an in-plant change can be implemented
by 1977 and meets the other require-
ments of section 304(b) (1), there is no

‘reason to differentiate such control

.measure from any other control measure
or practice imposed as part of BPCTCA.
The in-plant changes which have been
identified as available in 1977 are prac-
tices which are in common use in the

~industry.

- (9) -One commenter indicated that the
economic impact to certain portions of
the industry will be higher than indi-
cated in the economic angalysis. Specific-
ally, the commerter objected to the con-
clusion that-the guidelines would have

. no impact on the 25 percent of the build-
ers paper and roofing felt industry which,
while not now using municipal waste~
water disposal systems, have access to
them. The commenter stated that the
mills will be required to pay user fees
for access into the municipal systems,
thereby having an economic impact.

The intent of indicating no economic
impact upon those mills with access to

“municipal treatment was that the mills
would not be impacted to the point of
closure. The additional costs for these
mills were initially incorporated into the
economic impact analysis with regard to

. potential price effects.

(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-
tions by the EPA, the following changes
have been.made in the regulation.

(1) A limitation on settleable solids
equivalent to primary treatment was
added to the regulations to prevent mills
with extensive water reuse and no ex-

ternal treatment from discharging their

RULES AND REGULATIONS

unsettled bleed-off waste water without
any treatment.

(2) The temperature variance was re-
moved and the guidelines were revised
to reflect the effects of temperature and
other factors upon final effiuent quality.

(3) Section 304(b) (1) (B) of the Act
provides for “guidelines” to implement
the uniform national standards of sec-
tion 301(b) (1) (A). Thus Congress 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 practicablity of pollution
control technology. In conformity with
the Congressional intent and in recog-
nition of the possible failure of these
regulations to account for all factors
bearing on the practicability of control
technology, it was concluded that some
proyision was needed to authorize flexi-
bility in the strict application of the
limitations contained in the regulation
where required by special circumstances
applicable to individual dischargers. Ac-
cordingly, a provision allowing flexibility
in the application of. the limitations
representing best practicable control
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 changes
that were made to the proposed regula-
tions do not substantially affect the costs
associated with treatment, and therefore
do not alter the conclusions of the initial
economic analysls. However, the eco-
nomic impact has been revised to reflect
the additional information received. As
a result, a total of 3—4 small mills may be
expected to close in the event of a reces-
sionary period rather than the initial
estimate which included an additional
six mills, previously assessed to have a
moderate probability of closure. The
potential price increase has been pre-
sented as a range due to the cyclic nature
of demand, and the resulting varying
ability of the industry to pass on the cost
of pollution control.

(d) Cost-benefit analysis. The detri-
mental effects of the constituents of
waste waters now discharged by point
sources within the builders paper and
roofing felt segment of the bullders
paper and board mills manufacturing
point source category are discussed in
Section VI of the report entitled “Devel-
opment Document for Efffuent Iimita-
tions Guidelines for the Bullders Paper
and Roofing Felt Manufacturing Seg-
ment of the Builders Paper and Board
Mills Point Source Category” OMay
1974). It iIs not feasible to quantify in
economic terms, particularly on a na-
tional basis, the costs resulting from the
discharge of these pollutants to our Na-
tion’s waterways. Nevertheless, as indi-
cated in sectlon VI, the pollutants dis-
charged 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 suita-
bility for industrial, recreational and
drinking water supply uses.
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The total cost of implementing the
effuent 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
identiflied in Section VIII and in the sup-
plementary report entitled “Economic
Analysis of Proposed Effluent Guidelines
Pulp, Paper and Paperboard Industry”
(September 1973). Implementing the ef-
fluent limitations guidelines will sub-
stantially reduce the environmental
harm which would otherwise be atiribut-
able to the continued discharge of pol-
Iuted waste waters from existing_ and
newly constructed plants in the pulp,
paper, and paperboard industry. The
Agency belleves that the benefifs of thus
reducing the pollutants discharged jus-
tify the assoclated costs which, though
substantial in absolute ferms, represent
a relatively small percenfage of the total
capital investment in the industry.

(e) Solid waste control. Solid waste
control must be considered. The water-
borne wastes from the builders paper
and roofing felt industry may contain a
considerable volume of metals in various
forms as a part of the suspended solids
pollutant. Best practicable control fech-~
nology and best available control tech-
nology as they are known today, require
disposal of the pollutants removed from
waste waters in this industry in the form
of solid wastes and liquid concenfrates.
In some cases these are nonhazardous
substances requiring only minimal cus-
todlal care. However, some constituents
may be hazardous and may require spe-
clal consideration. In order to ensurelong
term protection of the environment from
these hazardous or harmful constituents,
special consideration of disposal sites
must be made. All landfill sites where
such hazardous wastes are disposed
should be selected so as to prevent hori-
zontal and vertical migration of these
contaminants to ground or surface
waters. In cases where geologic condi-
tions may not reasonably ensure this,
adequate precautions (e.g., impervious
liners) should be taken fo ensure long
term protection to the environment from
hazardous materials. Where appropriate,
the location of solid hazardous materials

sites should be permanently re-
corded in the appropriate office of the
iegal jurisdiction in which the site is

ocated.

(f) Publication  of information on .
processes, procedures, or operating
methods which result in the elimination
or reduction of the discharge of pollut-
anis. In conformance with the reguire-
ments of section 304(c) of the Acf, a
manual entitled, “Development Docu-
ment for Effuent Limitations Guidelines
and New Source Performance Standards

Jor the Builders Paper and Roofing Felt
Manufacturing Segment of the Builders
Paper and Board Mills Point Source
Category,” has been published and is
available for purchase from the Govern-~
ment Printing Office, Washington, D.C.
20402 for & nominal fee. .

() Final rulemaking. In consideration
of the foregoing, 40 CFR Chapter I, Sub-
chapter N is hereby amended by adding
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anew Part 431, Builders Paper and Roof-
ing Felt Segment of the Builders Paper
and Board Mills Point' Source Category,
to read as set forth below. An orxder of the
Federal District Court for the District of
Columbia entered in “NRDC v. TPrain”
(Civ. No. 1609-73) on November 27, 1973,
required that the Administrator sign
final effluent limitations guidelines for
this industry category by March 29, 1974.
‘That order was subsequently modified on
March 14, 1974, and the date for signing
extended until May 13, 1974, Thereafter,
on March 15, 1974, the Disfrict Court
ordered that the effective date for effuent
limifations guidelines established by its
November 27 order remain applicable and
not be affected by the extension in the
publication date. The effective dgte for
eflluent Iimitations guidelines for-this in-
dustry established by the Court’s Novem-
ber 27 order is May 13, 1974, Accordingly,
good cause is found for the final regula-
tion promulgated as set forth below to be
effective on May 9, 1974.

Dated: May 2, 1974.
JOEN QUARLES,

Acting Administrator..
Subpart A—Builders Paper and Roofing Felt.
Subcategory - |
Bec,
431.10 Applcability; descripﬂon o:! the
builders paper and roofing felt;
. subeategory.
431,11 Specialized definitions. .
431.12 Effuent limitatfons guldeunes rep-
"~ resenting . the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable con-
- trol technology currently available.
431,13 Effuent limitations guidelines repre-
senting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technol-
ogy economically achievable.
431,14 [Reserved]
431,16 Standardsof performa.nce for new
sources.
431.16 Pretreatment standards for new
sources.
Subpart A—Builders Paperand Roofing
Felt Subcategory

AUTHORITY: Secs. 301, 304(b), 304(c), 306
(b), 3068(c) and 307(c) Federal Water Pol-
Iution Control Act as amended 33 U.S.C. 1261,
131y 1314(b), 1314(c), 1316(b), 1318(c),
1317(c); 86 Stat, 816 et seq.; Pub. L. 92-500.

§431.10 Applicability; description of .

the builders paper and roofing felt
subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
manufacture of saturating paper, floor-
ing paper, deadening paper, and all other

papers known as building papers or roof- ,

ing felts.
§ 431.11 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

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

(b) The term “settleahle solids” shall
mean . the amount of settleable matter
present in a sample as determined by
the test as described in “Standard Meth-
ods for the Examination of Water and
Waste Water,” 13th Edition.
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§431.12 Effluent limitations guidelines

representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the hest 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 planf,
raw materials, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and costs)
which can affect the industry subcate-
gorization and effiuent levels established.
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 individual
discharger or other interested person
may submit evidence to the Regional Ad-
minisfrator (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 fundementally dif-
ferent from the factors considered in the
establishment of the guidelines. On the
basis of such evidence or other available
information, the Regional Administra-
tor (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 fundamen-
tally 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 limita-
tions established herein, to the extent
dictated by such fundamentally different
factors. Such limitations must be ap-
proved by the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. The Ad-
ministrator ‘may approve or disapprove

.such Ymitations, specify other limita-
tlons, or initiate proceedings to revise

these regulations. .
(b) The followmg‘limitations estabnsh
the quantity or quality of pollutants or

pollutant properties, controlled by this
section, which may he discharged by a
point source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available: -

=~ Effluent Hmitations

Eflpent - Averageof daﬂy
characteristic Maximum for values for 30
any 1 day consecutive days
- shallnot exceed—
Metric units (kilograms per 1,000
kg of product)
BODE..._..-....._ 5 0 a.q
b v T 5.0 3.0
Settleabio solids_..- Not to exceed 0.2 ml/L.
PH. e Within the range 6.010 9.0
English units (ponnds perton
of product)
BODS.ccoziiezees 10.0 6.0
TS 10.0 6.0
Settleable solids. <z (O] o
H. . ceeeeeeeeeeee Within the range 6.0 to 9.0
1 No comparable Epglish units: . B

§431.13 Effluent limitalions guideclines
representing, the degree of cffluent
reduction. attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technology
economically achievable.

'The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
Iutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may he discharged by & point
source subject to the provislons of
this subpart after application of the
best: available technology economically
achievable:

Effiucnt Hmitations

Averagoofdally
values for 30
congzetutive days
chall not excccd—

Efftuent )
_ characteristio Moxlmum for

any, 1 doy

Metrio ualts (knogrmns per 1,000 kg
of produet)
1.0

175
1.0

1,75
~~ Not to cxcezd 0.2 mi/l.
PHoueracmacccacaane Within the range 0.0 to 0.0.

English units (pounds per ton of
produot)

gog)ﬁ.._.......:_.. 3. 5 2 0

BotAIeabIo sollds- our {] (o)

PHoo e cececenceana Within the rango 6.0 10 9.0,
1 No comparable Englich units,

§431.14 [Reserved]l

§431.15 Standards of performance for
new sources.

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

the provisions of this subpart:
Efiluent Umitations
Effuent Avcerogoof dally
- characteristio | Maximum for vnlucw for §0
ony 1 doy consecutivo doys
= shall not execer
. Mciric units (kilograms per 1,000
kg of product)
BODS.aaecvaaiana 1.75 ]. 1}
T8 maceean L7
Settleablo solids. ... Not ta exceed 0.2 mIfl.
PH e - Within tho rango 0.0 to 0.0,
English units (potmds per tont
of product)
BODG....:.‘:........ 3.5 2.0
................ 3.5 2.0
Semwblu £olidS. aas (‘)

)
b2) - SN, wn.huf tlm | Fanga 6.0 to 0

. 1 No comparable English untta.

§ 431.16 Pretreatment standards for new
SOUrccs.

The bpretreatment standerds under
section 307(c) of the Act for a sourco
within the bullders paper and roofing
felt subcategory, which is a user of & pub-

licly 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 the navigable
waters), shall be the standaxd set forth
in Part 128 of this chapter, except that,
for the purpose of this section, § 128,133
of this chapter, shall be amended to read
as follows: “In addition to the prohibl-
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tions set forth in § 128.131 of this chap-
ter, the pretreatment standard for in-
compatible pollutants introduced into a
publicly owned treatment works shall be
the standard of performance for new
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sources specified in §431.15; Provided
That, if the publicly gwned trcatment
works which recelves the pollutants is
committed in its NPDES permit, to re-
move & specified percentage of any in-
compatible pollutant, the pretreatment

16581

standard applicable to users of such
treatment works shall, except in the case
of standards providing for no discharge
of pollutants, be correspondingly reduced
in stringency for that pollutant.” -

[FR Doc.74-10381 Filed 5-8-74;8:45 am]
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