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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[40CFRPart411]" .

CEMENT MANUFACTURING POINT
SOURCE CATEGORY

Effluent Limitations Guidelines for Existing
Sources and Standards of Performance
and Pretreatment Standards for New
Sources

Notice is hereby given that effluent
limitations guidelines for existing sources
and standards of performance and pre-
treatment standards for new sources set
forth in tentative form below are pro-
posed by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) for the cement manufac-
turing category of point sources pursuant
to sections 301, 304 (b) and (c), 306(b)
and 307(c) of the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C.
1251, 1311, 1314 (b) and (c), 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 requires the
achievement by not later than July 1,
1977, of effluent limitations for point
sources, other than publicly owned treat-
ment works, which require the applica-
tion of the best practicable control tech-
nology 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 prog-
ress toward the mnational goal of
eliminating the discharge of all pollut-
ants, as determined in accordance with
regulations issued by the Administrator
pursuant to section 304(b) to the Act.

Section 304(b) of the Act requires the
Administrator to publish regulations
providing guidelines for effluent limita-
tions setting forth the degree of effluent
reduction attainable through the ap-
plication of the best practicable control
technology currently available and the
degree of efluent reduction attainable
through the application of the best con-
trol measures and practices achievable
Including treatment techniques, process
and procedure innovations, operating
methods and other alternatives. The
regulations proposed herein set forth
effluent limitations guidelines, pursuant
to section 304(b) of the Act, for the
cement manufacturing category.

(2) New sources: 4

Section 306 of the Act requires the
achievement by new sources of a Federal
standard of perfoimance providing for
the control of the discharge of pollutants
which reflects the greatest degree of
effluent reduction which the Administra-
tor determines to be achievable through
application of the best available demon-_
strated control technology, processes,
operating methods, or other alternatives,
Including, where practicable, a standard
permitting no discharge of pollutants.

Y
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Section 306(b) (1) (B) of the Act re~
quires the Administrator to propose
regulations establishing Federal stand-
ards of performance for categories of new
sources included in a list published

* pursuant to section 306(b) (1) (A) of the

Act. The Administrator published in the
FEDERAL REGISTER of January 16, 1973,
(38 FR 1624) a list of 27 source categor-
ies including the cement manufacturing
category. The regulations proposed
herein set forth the standards of per-
formance applicable to new sources with-
in the cement manufacturing 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 perform-
ance for new sources are promulgated
pursuant to section 306. Sections 411.15
and 411.25 proposed below provides pre-
treatment standards for new sources
within the cement manufacturing cate-
gory. -

Section 304(c) of the Act requires the
Administrator to issue to the States and
appropriate water pollution control
agencies information on the processes,
procedures 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 development docu-
ment described further below in section
(b) (2)- of this preamble provides, pursu~-
ant to section 304(c) of the Act, pre-
liminary information on such processes,
procedures or operating methods.

(3) Thermal Discharges section 316
(a) of the Act provides a means for fur-
ther consideration of thermdl effuent
limitations required under sections 301
and 306 of the Act. Section 316(a) states
that with respect to any point source
subject to the provisions of sections 301
or 306, whenever the owner or operator
of any such source, after opportunity for
public hearing, can demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the Administrator (or, if
appropriate, the State) that any effluent
limitation proposed for the control of the
thermal component of any discharge
from such source will require effiuent
limitations more stringent than neces-
sary to assure the-protection and prop-
agation of a balanced, indigenous popu-~
lation of shellfish, fish, and wildlife
in -and on the body of water into which
the discharge is to be made, the Ad-
ministrator (or, if appropriate, the
State) may impose a different effluent
limitation for the thermal component of
the discharge than would ordinarily be
required under sections 301 and 306 of
the Act. Effiuent imitations imposed un-

-der section 316(a) must assure the pro-

tection and propagation of a balanced in-
digenous population of shellfish, and
wildlife in and on the body of water into
which the discharge is to be made.

(b) Summary and basis of proposed
effluent limitations guidelines for exist-
ing sources and standards of perform-
ance and pretreatment standards for new
sources.

(1) General methodology.—The efilu-
ent limitations guidelines and standards

of performance proposed herein were de-
veloped in the following manner. The
point source category was first studied
for the purpose of determining whether
separate limitations and standards aro
appropriate for different segments within
the category. This analysis included &
determination of whether differences in
raw material used, product produced,
manufacturing process employed, age,
size, waste water constituents and other
factors require development of separate
limitations and standards for different
segments of the point source category.
The raw waste characteristics for each
such segment were then identifled. This
included an analysls 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 wasto
water. The constituents of the wasto
waters which should be subject to efffuent
limitations guidelines and standards 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 and
treatment technology, including both in-
plant and end-of-process technologles,
which are existent or capable of heing
desighed for each segment. It also in-
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 problems, limita-
tions and reliability of each treatment
and control technology were also identi-
fied. In addition, the non-water quality
environmental impact, such as the effects
of the application of such technologles
;upon other pollution problems, including
air, solid waste, noise and radiation were
Jdentified. The energy requirements of
each control and treatment technology
were determined as well as the cost of
the application of such technologles.

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 avallable tech~
nology economically achievable” and tho
“best available demonstrated control
technology, processes, operating methods,
or other alternatives.” In identifying
such technologies, various factors were
considered. These included the total cost
of application of technology in relation
to the effluent reduction benefits to bo
achieved from.such application, the age
of equipment and facilities involved, tho
process employed, the engineering as-
pects of the application of various types
of control techniques, process changes,
non-water quality environmental impoct
(including . energy requirements) and
other factors.

The data upon which the above analy-
sis was performed included Refuse Act
Permit Applications, EPA sampling and
inspections, consultent reports, and ih«
dustry submissions.

The pretreatment standards propoged
herein are intended to be complementary
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- to the pretreatment standards proposed

for existing sources under Part 128 of 40-

CFR. ‘The basis for such standards is set
forth in the Feperar 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 §128.133. That sec-
tion provides a pretreatment standard
for “incompatible pollutants” which re-
quires application of the “best practica-
ble control technology currently avail-
able,” subject to an adjustment for
amounts of pollutants removed by the
publicly owned treatment works. Since
the pretreatment standards proposed
herein apply to new sources, §§ 411.15
and 411.25 below amend § 128.133 to re-
quire application of the standard of per-
formance for new sources rather than
the “best practicable” standard applica-
ble to existing sources under sections 301
and 304(b) of the Act. .

(2) Summary of conclusions with re-
spect io cement manufactubing cate-
gory—General information was obtained
on all plants and detailed information
was collected for 132 (80 percent) of the
166 domestic cement plants identified as
currently in operation. The sources and
type of information consisted of: (1) Ap-
plications to the Army Corps of Engi-
neers for Permits to Discharge under the
Refuse -Act Permit Program (RAPP)
were obtained for 88 plants and pro-
vided data on the characteristics of in-
take.and efluent waters, water usage (in-
cluding flow-diagrams in many cases),
waste water treatment and control prac-
tices employed. daily production, and
raw materials used; (2) a questionnaire
to nine companies .covering 64 plants
(including 35 plants for which RAPP
applications were mnot available) pro-
vided data on raw material analysis, dust
collection and disposal methods, alkali
content of the dust, plant age and year
of latest modification, detailed water
usage, fuels, and treatment and control
methods and costs; (3) on-site inspec-
tions of 15 plants provided flow dia-
grams, detailed information on water

-management practices, and control agd

treatment methods, equipment, and
costs; and (4) other sources of informa-
tion included EPA technical reports,
trade literature, personal and telephone
interviews and meetings with regional
EPA personnel, industry personnel, and
consultants.

This information was compiled by data
processing techniques and .analyzed for
the following: (1) identification of dis-
tinguishing features that could poten-
tially provide s basis for subcategoriza-
tion of the industry (e.g., method of dust
collection and disposal, type of process,
raw materials, and plant size and age);
(2) determmatmn of the water usage
“and waste characteristics for each of the
subcategories including the volume of
water used, the sources of contamination
in the plant, and the type and quantity
of constituents in the waste waters; and
(3) identification and determination of
those waste water constituents which
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are characteristic of the industry and
subject to effluent limitations guldelines
and standards.

The cement manufacturing industry
was segmented into two subcategories
based upon the method for kiln dust col-
Jection and disposition and resulting
waste water characteristics. The subcate-
pories are: leaching plants and non-
leaching plants. The scope of these sub-
categories is defined in §§411.10 and
411.20 below. The leaching category in-
cludes plants in which water comes into
contact with kiln dust as an integral part
of the process or in which wet scrubbing
of kiln stack emissions is employed. Raw
waste water loads and necessary treat-
ment methods and technology are sub-
stantially different for plants in the
leaching subcategory. Factors such as
age, size of plant, raw materials, fuel
used, process employed, waste water con-
stituents, waste control technologies, and
plant location further substantiated the
subcategorization of the cement manu-
facturing industry in this manner for the
purpose of the application of efluent
limitations guldelines and standards of
performance. The pollutants contained in
raw xvaste water resulting from cement
manufacturing are principally dissolved
solids (potassium and sodium hydroxide,
chlorides and sulfates), suspended solids
(calcium carbonate) and waste heat.

There are relatively few operations in
cement manufacturing where the addi-
tion of pollutants to the water used Is
inherently associated with the use of that
water. For nonleaching plants, pollution
generally results from practices that al-
low materials to come in contact with the
water. Pollutant levels at these plants can
be greatly reduced or eliminated by suit-
able in-plant control measures that pre-
vent wastes from entering the water or
by more extensive reuse and recycling of
water that may become contaminated.

For the plants in the leaching subcate-
gory, wastes are necessarily introduced
into the water and recycling is not feasi-
ble. Thus, for these plants, treatment is
required to reduce the pollutant loading.

‘The main control and treatment meth-
ods for the cement industry involve re-
cycle and reuse of wastewater. The de-
vices employed include cooling towers or
ponds, settfling ponds, containment
ponds, and clarifiers. Cooling towers or
ponds are used to reduce the tempera-
ture of waters used to cool process equip-
ment. Settling ponds are used primarily
to reduce the concentration of suspended
solids. Containment ponds are used to
dispose of waste kiln dust in the non-
leaching plants. Clarifiers are mainly
used to separate solids in dust-leaching
plants. With the exception of plants in
the leaching subcategory, most cement
plants can achieve virtually complete re-
use of wastewater with existing state-of-
art technology.

Five alternative control and treatment
technologies and the attendant costs
have been identified for the cement man-
ufacturing category: two for the non-
leaching subcategory and three for the

leaching subcategory.
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The first alternative for the nonleach-
ing subcatezory involves recyeling and
reuse of all water uzed in manufacturine
and contfainment or treatment of runoff
from kiln-dust piles.

This alternative will result in essen-
ticlly no discharge of pollutants. The in-
vestment cost of implementing this
technolozy at a typical plant will be
about $200,000 including a cooling tower
(£94,000) or spray pond ($91,000), the
necessary piping ($76,000), and contain-
ment dikes for kiln-dust piles ($35,000).
If an evaporative cooling pond is used, it
would cost about $1690,000 includinz pip-
ing, but not including land cost.

The operating costs of this alfernative
will rante from about $20,030 to $30,000
per year including maintenance, sludee
removal, chemicals, l1abor cost of potwer,
and taxes and insurance. Power costs are
limited to pumping and amount to
513,600 per year.

The second alternative involves lim-

. ited water reuse and in-plant controls.

This alternative consists of isolation
of cooling streams from possible contam-
ination, reuse of cooling water in feed
slurry (wet-process plants), retention
and reuse or treatment of miscellanecus
wastewater (e.g. truck washing) and con-
tainment or treatment of runoff from
dust piles and would also result in no
discharge of pollutants in manufactur-
in~ efluents.

Cost of implementing this alternative
will vary somewhat within the industry
but on the average will be comparable to
that for the first alternative.

The first alternative for leaching
plants involves the segrezation and
treatment of the leachate stream.

The nonleaching streams of leaching
plants are treated like those of nonleach-
ing plants under this alternative. Treat-
ment of the leachate stream consists of
neutralization of the leachate with stack
pgases, followed by secondary s enta-
tion to remove both the residual sus-
pended sollds that were present in the
leachate and the suspended solids (cal-
clum carbonate) created by the neu-
tralization with carbon dioxide.

This alternative will result in_an ac-
ceptable pH of 9.0, and a suspended solids
level of not more than 0.15 kg/kkg (0.30
Ib/ton) of dust leached. Dissolved solids
will remain at about their present level.

‘Tie cost of implementing this alterna-
Hve will be about $425,000 including
$165,000 for the control of nonleaching
streams and the cost of installing a
stack-gas neutralization system and a
clarifier ($260,000). Operating costs will
range from about $35,000 to $45,000 per
year.

Implementation of this alfernative
twill result in essentially no discharge of
pollutants.

The third alternative for the leaching
subcategory would be the abandonment
of existing leaching operations.

Under this alternative, planfs that
presently each kiln dust would abandon
the practice and adopt either the first or
second alternative for nonleaching
plants which will result in essentially no
discharge of pollutant. The cost of diist
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disposal is estimated to be $0.50 per ton
(including hauling and piling costs) . The
value of wasted dust would be about $2.00
per ton (based upon cost to formulate
and grind an equivalent amount of raw
ingredients). Therefore, the annual cost
of wasting 200 tons per day of dust that
is presently leached would be $165,000.

Non-water quality environmental im-
pacts due to the effects of the control
and treatment technologies described are
minimal, Some additional solid wastes
will be generated by increased use of
sedimentation, but the amount will be
quite small compared to the Jarger quan-
tity of kiln dust hormally wasted. The
much increased cost of dust leaching may
discourage its practice at some plants
and thereby add to the solid waste load
and create localized dust problems on
windy days. However, there are tech-
niques available such as latex coating
or water spraying to reduce this problem.

Because of the large energy require-
ment at 2 cement plant, about 1.25 mil-
lion kg cal (5 million BTU) in fuel and
about 120 kwhr of electric power per
metric ton, the added power needed to
operate the recycling systems is small
(estimated to be less than 5.0 percent of
the total energy requirements) in rela-
tion to the total energy requirements of
a plant. .

The cement manufacturing industry
is suceessfully practicing recycling and
waste water reuse at a significant num-
ber of non-leaching plants (using the
first and second alternative described
above) . EPA has concluded that the efiu-
ent quality representing the degree of
effluent reduction obtainable through the
application of the best practicable con-
trol technology currently available for
plants in the non-leaching subcategory is
essentially no discharge of waste waters
to navigable water as defined in § 411.12
below.

For plants in the leaching subcategory,
EPA has concluded that the best prac-
ticable control technology currently
available is neutralization to reduce al-
kalinity and chemical treatment and sed-
imentation to reduce suspended solids
(the first alternative described above).
The degree of efluent reduction attain-
able through application of best practi-
cable control technology currently avail-
able is set forth in § 411.12 below. |
. A report entitled “Development Docu-
ment for Proposed Effluent Limitations
Guidelines and New Source Perform-
ance Standards of the Cement Manufac-
turing Industry Point Source Category”
which details the analysis undertaken in
support of the regulations being proposed
herein is available for inspection at the
EPA Information Center, Room 227,
West Tower, Waterside Mall in Wash-~
ington, D.C., at all EPA regional offices,
and at State_water pollution offices. A
supplementary analysis of the possible
economic effect of the proposed regula-
tions is also available for inspection at
these locations. Copies of both of these

documents are being sent to persons or™
. institutions affected by the proposed reg-.

‘ulations, or who have placed themselves
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on a ma,iliilg list for this purpose (see

EPA’s Advance Notice of Public Review °

Procedures, 38 FR 21202, August 6, 1973).
An additional limited number of copies
of both reports are available. Persons
wishing to -obtain a copy may write the
EPA Information Center, Environmental
Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.
20460, Attention: Mr. Philip B. Wisman.

(¢) Summary of public participation:

Prior to this publication, the agencies
and groups listed below were consulted
with respect to the development of the
effluent limitations guidelines and stand-
ards of performance for the cement
manufacturing industry category: (a)
Effluent Standards and Water Quality
Information Advisory Committee (estab-
lished under section 515 of the Act); (b)
all interested State and U.S. Territory
Pollution Control Agencies; (c¢) Ohio
River Valley Sanitation Commission; (d)
New England Interstate Water Pollution
Control Commission; (e) Delaware River
Basin Commission; (f) Hudson River
Sloop Restoration, Inc.; (g) Conserva-
tion Foundation; (h) Portland Cement
Association; (i) Environmental Defense
Fund, Inc.; (§) Natural Resources De-
fense Council; (k) The American Society
of Civil Engineers; (1) Water Pollution
Control Federation; (m) National Wild-
Jife Federation; (n) The Americah So-
ciety of Mechanical Engineers; (o) U.S.
Department of Commerce; (p) Water
Resources Council; and (@) the U.S.
Department of the Interior.

The primary issues raised in the de-
velopment of these proposed effiuent
limitations guidelines and standards of
performance and the treatment of these
issued herein are as follows: (1) Indus-
try was concerned that the standards for
suspended solids would exceed the
capability of the treatment systems fol-
lowing leaching to reduce suspended
solids. To determine the degree to which
the standard for leachirg plants would
affect the treatability of suspended solids,
values of: 120,000 gallons per day flow in
the leaching stream; 208 tons per day of
dust leached; and a dust/water ratio of
0.416 was used to calculate a concentra~
tion of 44 ppm. Using the same dust/
water ratio and flow values and the mass
value*of 0.30 1b/ton of dust leached, a
concentration of 62.5 ppm was estab-

. lished. Both the 44 ppm and the 62.5 ppm

values are well above the minimal con-
centration values to obtain effective sus-
pended solids removal in a properly de-
signed treatment system. (2) Industry
was concerned that dikes and contain-

“ment basins might not be able to prevent

runoff from kiln dust and materials stor-
age piles. during hurricanes and unusual
storm conditions. It is the agency’s
intention that the dikes and containment
ponds should be designed for a 10 year,
24 hour rainfall event. (3) One company
in the industry objected to the stand-
ard of essentially no discharge on the

basis that this would entail a burden- -

some cost for pumping recycling water.
At least 20 percent of the plants in the
industry are currently achieving the es-~
sentially no discharge standard. (4) The

Natural Resources Defense Council ques«
tioned the rationale for excluding iron
and aluminum as pollutants. The
agency’s data shows that iron and
aluminum are present, if at all, in neg-
lible amounts (0.000 to 0.001 lb/ton of
product produced). (5) The Natural Re-
sources Defense Council suggested that
the Patzias process for potassium xecov-
ery be studied further for possible appll-
cation in industry to recover potassium
as a by-product of kiln dust. The up-
dated costs (from 1957 to 1971) indicate
2 recovery cost of about $93/ton; the
market price of potassium from other
commercial sources at present is between
$30 and $50/ton. (6) The Natural Re-
sources Defense Council also was con=
cerned that electrodialysis technology
might be available for 1977 rather than
for 1983 as the agency recommends. Tho
agency’s best engineering judgment in-
dicated that electrodialysis technology
can be'adapted to fill the requirements of
leachate demineralization and recycle;
but, the operating parameters will have
to be thoroughly outlined so that the
plants in question can decide which
course to pursue. A development program
is likely to take more than a year thus,
reducing lead time for selection and in-
stallation of equipment. In addition, the
1983 deadline provides the time neces-
sary to evaluate other treatment
methads that are being used or developed
for related problems in other industries.
(7) Industry requested that plants that
use wet dust ‘disposal should be grouped
with leaching plants instead of with non-
leaching plants. The agency’s best judge~
ment is that alternative materlal transfer
methods, air conveying or hauling, are
available to the manufacturer which do
not pose as great a threat for pollutant
discharge as wet disposal methods. Since

“the manufacturer has the option of an

alternative method, plants currently
using wet disposal systems should be
grouped in the nonleaching subcategory.

Interested persons may participate in
this rulemaking by submitting written
comments in triplicate to the EPA In-
formation Center, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Washington, D.C. 20460,
Attention: Mr. Philip B. Wisman, Com-
ments on all aspects of the proposed
regulations are solicited, All comments
received on or before October 9, 1973, will
be considered.

Dated: August 31, 1973.

JOHN QUARLES,
Acting Administrator.

PART 41—EFFLUENT  LIMITATIONS
GUIDELINES FOR EXISTING SOURCES
AND STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE
AND PRETREATMENT STANDARDS FOR
NEW SOURCES FOR THE CEMENT
MANUFACTURING  CATEGORY OF
POINT SOURCES

Subpart A—Nonleaching Subcatogory

Sec.

411,10 Applicability; description of non-
leaching subcategory.

411.11 'Speciallzed definitions,
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Effluent limitations guidelines repre-
senting the degree of efluent re-
duction obtainable by the ap-
plication of the best practicable
control technology currently avail-
able. .

Efffuent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent re-
duction obtainable by the applica~
tion of the best avalilable technol-
ogy economically achievable,

Standards of performance for new
sources.

Pretreatment standards for new
sources.

Subpart B—Leaching Subcategory

Applicability; description of leaching
subcategory.

Specialized definitions.

Effluent limitations guidelines repre-
senting the degree of efiluent
reduction obtainable by the ap-
plication of the best practicable
control technology currently avail-
able. ) N

Effluent limitations guidelines repre-
senting the degree of effluent
reduction obtainable by the appli-
cation of ‘the best avallable
,technology economically achiev-
able.-

Standards of performance for new
soutces.

Pretreatment standards for new
sources.

Subbart A—Nonlgaching Subcategory

§411.10 Applicability; description of
nonleaching subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
process in which several mineral ingredi-
ents (limestone or cther natural sources
of calcium carbonate, silica, alumina,
and iron together with gypsum) are used
in the manufacturing of cement and in
which kiln dust is not contacted with
water as an integral part of the process
and water is not used in wet scrubbers
to control kiln stack emissions.

§411.11 Specialized definitions.

For tpe purpose of this subpart: The
following definitions apply in addition
to, or instead of the general defi-
nitions set forth in Part 401, 40 CFR:

(a) For the purposes of this subpart,
the following abbreviations shall have
the following meaning: (1) kg shall mean
kilogram(s); (2) kkg shall mean 1,000

41112

'411.13

411.14
411.15

41120

41121
41123

411.23

41124
411.25

kilograms; and, (3) Ib shall mean
pound(s).
§411.12 Effluent limitations guidelines

representing the degree of effluent
reduction -obtainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
‘technology currently availahle.

"The following table sets forth the quan-~

tity or quality of pollutants or proper--

ties which may be discharged after appli-
cation of the best practicable control
technology currently available by a polnt
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart:
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Efiuent characteristic  Effuent lmitation
Total suspended non- Afaximum for any
flterable solids. 1-day period shall
not exceed 0.005
kg/kkg  product

coment,

23 S Not to exceed 6.0 to
9.0,

Temperature .cccceew Not' to exceed 3* C
rise above inlet
temperature,

§411.13 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction obtainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technology
cconomically achicvable.

The following table sets forth the
quantity or quality of pollutants or prop-
erties which may be discharged after
application of the best available tech-
nology economically achievable by a point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart:

Effluent characteristic  Efluent limitation
Total suspended non- Maximum for any
filterable solids. 1-day period shall
not oxceed 0.005
kp/kkg  product
cement,
£ QR -— Noototo exceed 6.0 to

Not to exceed 3° C
rise above Inlot
temperature.

§411.14 Standards of performance for

new sources.

The following table sets forth the
quantity or quality of pollutants or prop-
erties which may be discharged after
application of standards of performance
for new sources by & point source subject
to the provisions of this subpart:
Effiuent characteristic  Effiuent Umitation
Total suspended non- Afaximum for any

filterable sollds. 1-day period shall

not exceed 0.005

kg/kkg  product

cement,
Nc;,toto exceed 6.0 to

Temperature

———e———

Notf to exceed 3* O
rise above Inlet
temperature.

§ 411.15 Pretrcatment standards for
NCW SOUrces. -

The pretreatment standards under sec-
tion 307(c) of the Act for a source within
the nonleaching subeatesory of sources
as defined in § 411.10 of this subpart A
(and which would be a new source sub-
Ject to section 306 of the Act, if it were
to discharge pollutants to navigable wa-
ters), shall be the standards 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 fol-
lows: ‘“In addition to the prohibitions set
forth .in §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
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new sources specified in §411.14: Pro-
vided, That if the publicly owned treat-
ment works which receives the pollutants
is committed, in s NPDES permit, to
remove a specified percentage of any in-
compatible pollutant, the pretreatment
standard applicable fo users of such
treatment works shall be correspondingly
reduced for that pollutant.”

Subpart B—Leaching Subcategory

§411.20 Applicability; description of
leaching subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
process in which several mineral ingre-
dients (limestone or other mnatural
sources of calcium carbonate, silica,
alumina, and iron, together with gyp-
sum) are used in the manufacturing of
cement and in which kiln dust is con-
tacted with water as an integral part-of
the process or water is used in wet scrub-
bers to control kiln stack emissions.

§411.21 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart: The
following definitions apply in addition to,
or instead of, the general definitions set
forth in Part 401, 40 CFR:

() For the purposes of this subpart,
the following abbreviations shall have
the followinz meaning: (1) kz shall mean
kilogram(s); (2) kkz shall mean 1,000
Iilograms; and, (3) 1b shall mean
pound(s).

§411.22 EfMluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction obtainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technologzy currently available.

The following table sets forth the
quantity or quality of pollutants or prop-
erties which may be discharged after
application of the bast practicable con-
trol technolozy currently available by a
polnt source subject to the provisions of
this subpart:

Efluent characteristic  Effuent limitation
Total suspended non- AMaximum for any
filterable collds. 1-day period shall
not exceed 015
ke/kkz (030 1b/
ton) of dust
leached.

pH Kot to exceed 60 to
9.0,

<& T

Temperatire eeae..—— Not to exceed 3° C
rize above Inlet
temperature.

§411.23 Effluent limitations zuidelines
representing the dezree of effluent
reduction obtainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technolegy
economically achievable.

The following tfable sets forth the
quantity or quality of pollutants or prop-
ertles which may be discharged after ap-
plication of the best available technology
economically achievable by a point source

subject to the provisions of this subpart:
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Effiluent characteristic  Effluent limitt‘ztion
Total suspended non- Maximum for any
filterable solids. one-day period

shall not exceed
0.005 kg/kkg (0.01
1b/ton) product

« cement.

Maximum for any
one-day period
shall not exceed
0.005 kg/kkg (0.01
1b/ton) of prod-
uct cement.

Total dissolved solids.

pH Not to exceed 6.0 to
9.0.

Temperature o cee..- Not to exceed 3° C
rise above inlet
temperature.

§ 411.24' Standards of performance for

ICW Sources,,
The following table sets forth the

quantity or quality of pollutant effiuent.

characteristics or properties which may
be discharged after application of the
standards of performance for mnew
sources subject to the provisions of this
subpart: ;

Efiuent characteristic = Effluent limitation

Total suspended non~ Maximum for any
filterable solids. one-day  period
shall not exceed

0.15 kg/kkg (0.30

1b/ton)” of dust
leached.
pPH v Not to exceed 6.0 to
9.0. -
Temperature.mceen..- Not to exceed 3° C

rise above inlet
temperature.

standards for

§ 411.25 Pretreatment
new sources,

The pretreatment standards under sec-
tion 307(c) of the Act for a source within
the cement manufacturing industry
leaching subcategory of sources as de-
fined in § 411.20 (and which would be a
new source subject to section 306 of the
Act, if it were to discharge pollutants to
navigable waters), shall be the stand-

ards set forth in Part 128, 40 CFR, ex--

cept that for the purposes.of this sec-
tion, § 128.133, 40 CFR shall be amended
to read as follows: “In addition to the
prohibitions set forth in § 128.131, the
pretreatment standard for mcompatlble
pollutants introduced into a publicly
owned treatment works by a major con-
tributing industry shall be the standard
of performance for new sources specified
in § 411.12: Provided, That if the pub-
licly owned treatment works which re-
ceives the pollutants is committed, in its
NPDES permit, to remove a specified per-
centage of any incompatible pollutant,

the pretreatment standard applicable to

users of such treatment works shall be
correspondingly reduced for that pollu-~
tant.”

[FR Doc.73-18868 Filed 9-6-73;8:45 am]

{ 40 CFR Part 412
FEEDLOTS CATEGORY

Effluent Limitations Guidelines for Existing
Sources and Standards of Performance
and Pretreatment Standards for New
Sources

Notice is hereby given that effluent iim-
itations guidelines for existing sources
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PROPOSED RULES

and standards of performance and pre-
treatment standards for new sources seb
forth in tentative form below are pro-
posed by the Environmental Protection

-Agency (“EPA”) for the feedlots cate-

gory of point sources pursuant to sec-
tions 301, 304(b) and (c), 306(b) and
307¢c) of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251,
1311, 1314(b) and (c) and 1316, 1316(b)
and 1317(c), 86 Stat. 816 et seq.) (the
“Act”).

(a) Legal authority:

(1) Existing point sources:

Section 301(b) of the Act requires the
achievement by not later than July 1,
1977, of efluent limitations for point
sources, other than publicly owned treat-
ment works, which require the applica~
tion of the best practicable control tech-
nology 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 effluent 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
section 304(b) to the Act. Section 304(b)
of the Act requires the Administrator to
publish, within one year of enactment of
the Act, regulations providing guidelines
for effluent limitations setting forth the
degree of effluent reduction attainable
through the application of the best prac-
ticable control technology currently
available and the degree of effiuent re-
duction attainable through the applica-
tion of the best control measures and
practices achievable including treatment
techniques, process and procedure inno-
vations, operating methods and other al-
ternatives.

(2) New sources:

Section 306 of the Act requires the
achievement by new sources of a Federal
standard of performance providing for
the control of the discharge of pollutants
which reflects the greatest degree of ef-
fluent reduction which the Administrator
determines to be achievable through ap-
plication of the best available demon-
processes,
operating methods, or other alternatives,
including, where practicable, a standard

.permitting no discharge of pollutants.

Section 306(b) (1) (B) of the Act re-
quires the Administrator to publish a list
of categories of sources within 90 days
after the date of enactment of the Act
(October 18, 19'72) . Within one year after
a category of sources is included on the
list, the Administrator is required to
propose regulations establishing Federal
standards of performance for new
sources within such category. The Ad-
ministrator published in the Feperan
RecisTER of January 16, 1973, (38 FR
1624) a list of 27 source categories, in-
cluding the feedlots source category.
The regulations propgsed herein set
forth the standards of performance ap-

plicable to new sources within the feed-
lots source category

Section 307(c) of “the Act requires the
Administrator to promulgate pretreat-
ment standdrds for new sources at the
same time that standards of performance
for new sources are promulgated pursu-
ant to section 306. Sections 412,15 and
412,25 proposed below provide pretreat-
ment standards for new sources within
the feedlots category.

Section 304(c) of the Act requires the
Administrator to issue to the States and
appropriate water pollution control
agencies information on the processes,
procedures or operating methods which
result in the elimination or reduction
of the discharge of pollutants to imple-
ment standards of performarice under
section 306 of the Act. The Development
Document referred to below provides,
pursuant to section 304(c) of the Act,
preliminary informsation on such proc-
esses, procedures- or operating methods.

(b) Summary end basis of proposed
efluent limitations guidelines and stand-
ards of performance.

(1) General methodology:

The effluent limitations guidelines #nd
standards of performance proposed
herein were developed in the following
manner. The point source category was
first studied for the purpose of deter-
mining whether separate limitations and
standards are appropriste for different
segments within the category. This
analysis included & determination of
whether differences in raw material used,
product produced, manufacturing proc-
ess employed, age, size, waste water
constituents and other factors require
development of separate limitations and
standards for different segments of the
point source category. The raw waste
characteristics for each such segment
were then ideintified. This included an
analysis of: (1) source, flow and volumo
of water used in the process employed
and the sources of waste and wasto
waters in the operation; and (2) the
constituents (including thermal) of all
waste waters, including the toxlc constit-
uents and other constituents which re-
sult in taste, odor and color in the water
or aquatic organisms. The constituents
of the waste waters which should be gub-
ject to efluent limitations guidelines and
gta&ndards of performance were identi~

ed.

The full range of control and trent-
ment technologies existing with each
segment was identified. This included
an identification of each distinct control
technology, including both inplant and
end-of-process technologies which are
existent or capable of being designed for
each segment. Also included was an
identification of, in terms of the amount
of constituents (ncluding thermsal) and
the chemical, physical, biological chor-
acteristics of pollutants, the efiluent level
resulting from the application of each
of the treatment and control technolo=
gles, The problems, limitations and re-
liabflity of each treatment and control
technology and the required implemen-
tation time was also identified. In addi-
tion, the nonwater quality environmens-

A



