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Title 40—Protection of the Environment

CHAPTER 1—ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY

SUBCHAPTER N—EFFLUENT GUIDELINES
AND STANDARDS

[FRL 328-4]

PART 408—CANNED AND PRESERVED
SEAFOOD PROCESSING POINT SOURCE
CATEGORY

Interim Final Rule Making

Notice is hereby given that effluent
limitations and guidelines for existing
sources set forth in interim final form
below are promulgated by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA). On
June 26, 1974, EPA promulgated a regu-
lation adding Part 408 to Title 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (39 FR
23134) . That regulation established efilu-
ent limitations and guidelines for exist-
ing sources and standards of performance
and pretreatment standards for new
sources for the canned and preserved sea-
food processing point source category.
‘The regulation set forth below. will
amend 40 CFR, Part 408—canned and
preserved seafood processing point source
category by revising § 408.10 of the farm~
raised catfish processing subcategory
(Subpart A), § 408.20 of the conventional
blue crab processing subcategory (Sub-
part B), § 408.30 of the mechanized blue
crab processing subcategory (Subpart
C), §408.40 of the non-remote Alaskan
crab meat processing subcategory (Sub-
part D), § 408.50 of the remote Alaskan
crab meat processing subcategory (Sub-
part E, §408.60 of the non-remote

_Alaskan whole crab and crab section
processing subecategory (Subpart F),
§408.70 of the remote Alaskan whole
crab and crab section processing sub-
category (Subpart G), §408.80 of the
dungeness and tanner crab processing in
the contiguous States subcategory (Sub-
part H), §408.90 of the non-remote
Alaskan shrimp processing subcategory
(Subpart I), §408.100 of the remote
Alaskan shrimp processing subcategory
(Subpart J), §408.110 of the northern
shrimp processing in the contiguous
States subcategory (Subpart K), § 408.120
of the southern non-breaded shrimp
processing in the contiguous States sub-
category (Subpart L), §408.130 of the
breaded shrimp processing subcategory
(Subpart M), .and § 408.140 of the tuna
processing subcategory (Subpart N) to
expand the applicability thereof; and by
adding thereto effluent limitations and
guidelines for existing sources for the
fish meal processing subcategory (Sub-
part O), Alaskan hand-butchered sal-
mon processing subcategory (Subpart P),
Alaskan mechanized salmon processing
subcategory (Subpart Q), West Coast
hand-butchered salmon processing sub-
category (Subpart R), West Coast
mechanized salmon processing subcate-
gory (Subpart S), Alaskan bottom fish
processing subcategory (Subpart T,
non-Alaskan conventional bottom fish
processing subcategory (Subpart U) non-
Alaskan mechanized bottom fish process-
Ing subcategory (Subpart V), hand-
shucked clam processing subcategory

-and procedure innovations,
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(Subpart W), mechanized clam process-
ing subcategory (Subpart X), Pacific
Coast hand-shucked oyster processing
subcategory (Subpart Y), Atlantic and
Guif Coast hand-shacked oyster process-
ing subcategory "Subpart Z), steamed/
canned oyster processing subcategory
(Subpart AA), sardine processing sub-
category (Subpart AB), Alaskan scallop
processing subcategory (Subpart AC),
non-Alaskan scallop processing subcate-
gory (Subpart AD), Alaskan herring fil-

let processing subcategory (Subpart AE), -

non-Alaskan herring fillet processing
subecategory (Subpart AF), and abalone
processing subcategory (Subpart AG)
pursuant to sections 301, 304 (b) and (¢)
of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act as amended (33 -U.S.C. 1251, 1311,
1314 (b) and (c) 86 Stat. 816 et seq.; P.L.
92-500) (the Act). Simultaneously, the
Agency is publishing in proposed form
standards of performance for new point
sources and pretreatment standards for
existing sources and for new sources.

. (a) LEGAL AUTHORITY

Section 301(b) of the Act requires the
achievement by nof 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 effluent limitations
for point sources, other than publicly
owned treatment works, which require
the applicationr of best avallable tech-
nology economically achievable which
will result in reasonable further progress
toward the national goal of eliminating
the discharge of all pollutants, as de-
termined in accordance with regulations
issued by the Administrator pursuant to-
section 304(b) to the Act.

. Section 304(b) of the Actirequires the
Administrator to publish regulations
providing guidelines for effluent limita-~
tions setting forth the degree of effluent
reduction attainable through the appli-
cation of the best practicable control
technology currently available and the
degree of effluent reduction attainable
through the application of the best con-
trol measures and practices achievable
including treatment techniques,.process
operating
methods and other alternatives. The reg-
ulation proposed herein sets forth efflu-
ent limitations and guidelines, pursuant

to sections 301 and 304(b) of the Act, -

for the fish meal processing subcategory
(Subpart O), Alaskan hand-butchered
salmon processing subcategory (Subpart
P), Alaskan mechanized salmon process-
ing subcategory (Subpart Q), West
Coast hand-butchered salmon process-
ing subcategory (Subpart R), West Coast
mechanized salmon processing subcate-
gary (Subpart S), Alaskan bottom fish
processing subcategory (Subpart T),
non-Alaskan conventional bottom fish
processing subcategory (Subpart U),
non-Alaskan mechanized bottom fish
processing subcategory (Subpart V),

hand-shucked clam processing subcate-
gory (Subpart W), mechanized clam
processing subcategory (Subpart 3D,
Pacific Coast hand-shucked oyster proc-,
essing subcategory (Subpart Y), At
lantic and Gulf Coast hend-shucled
oyster processing subcategory (Subpart
7)), steam/canned oyster processing sub-
category (Subpart AA), sardine process-
ing subeategory (Subpart AB), Alaskan
scallop processing subcategory (Subpart
AC), non-Alaskan scallop processing sub-
category (Subpart AD), Alaskon herring
fillet processing subcategory (Subpart
ATE), non-Alasken herring fillet process-
ing subcategory (Subpart AF), and
abalone processing subcategory (Subpart
AG) of the canned and preserved seafood
processing point source category.

Section 304(¢) of the Act requires the
Administrator to issue to the States and
appropriote water pollution control
agencies information on the processes,
procedures or operating metheds which
result in the elimination or reduction of
the discharge of pollutants to implement
standards of performance under section
306 of the Act. The report or “Develop«
ment Document” referred to below pro-
vides, pursuant to section 304(¢c) of the
Act, information on such processes, pro-
cedures or operating methods.

Section 306 of the Act requires the
achievement by new sources of o Federal
standard of performence 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 avallable demon-
strated control technology, processes,
operating methods, or other alternatives,
including, where practicable, a standard
permitting no dischorge of pollutants.
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. Section 307(b)
of the Act requires the establishment of
pretreatment standards for pollutants
introduced into publicly owned treat-
ment works and 40 CFR 128 establishes
that the Agency will propose specific
pretreafment standards at the time efllu-~
ent limitations are established for point
source discharges. In another section of
the Feocran RecisTER regulations aro
propéased in fulfillment of these require-
ments.

(b) SunIARY AND BASIS OF INTENINM FItfaL
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS GUIDELINES FOR
EX1STINIG SOURCES AND PROPOSLD STAND-
ARDS OF PERFORMANCE AND PRETRCAT-
MENT STANDARDS FOR NEW SOURCLS AND
PRETREATMENT STANDARDS FOR EXISTING
SOURCES

(1) General methodology.

The effiuent limitations, guidelines and
standaxrds of performance set forth here-
in were developed in the following man-
ner. The point source coterory was first
studied for the purpose of determining
whether separate limitations and stand-
ards are appropriate for different sog-
ments within the category. This analysis
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. category (Subparf O), .Alaskan

included a determination of whether dif-
ferences in raw material used, product
produced, manufacturing process em-
ployed, age, size, waste water constitu-
ents and other factors require develop-
ment of separate limitations and stand-
ards for different segments of the point
source category. The raw waste charac-
teristics for each such segment were then
identified. This included an analysis of
:thesource, flow and volume of water used
in the process employed, the sources of
waste and waste waters in the operation
and“the constituents of all waste water.
The “constituents of the -waste waters
which should be subject to efuent limita-
tions were identified.

The control and treafment technolo-
gies existing within each segment were
identified. This included an identifica-
tion of each -distinct -control and treat-
ment technology, including both in-plant
and end-of-process technologies, which
are existent or-capable of being designed
for each segment. It also included an
identification of, in terms of the amount
of constituents and the chemical, physi-
.cal, and biological characteristics of pol~-
Jutants, the efiiuent level resulting from
the application of each of the technolo-
-gies, The problems, limitations and reli-
ability of -each treatment and control
fechnology werealso identified. In addi-
tion, the non-water quality environ-
mental impact, such as the effects of the
application of -such technologies upon
-other pollution problems, including air,
-solid waste, and noise were identified.
The energy requirements of each con-
trol and treatment technology were de-
termined -as well -as ‘the cost .of the ap-
‘plication of .such technologies.

The information, as outlined above,
was then evaluated in order to determine
what levels of technology constitute the
“hest practicable control technology cur-
rently available,” “best .available tech-
nology economically achievable” and the
“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
1o the efiuent reduction benefits to be
-achieved from such application, the age
of equipment and facilities involved, the
process -employed, the engineering as-
pects of the application of various types
of control techniques, process changes,
non-water -quality environmental im-

._pact (including .energy requirements)

and ofher factors.

The data upon which the above analy-
_sis was performed included EPA permit
applications, EPA sampling and .inspec~
fions, consultant reporis, :and industry
“submissions.

(2) .Summary .of conclusions wlth re-
spect to the fish .mesl processing sub-
‘hand-
“butchered selmon pmcessingsu‘h category
(Stibpart P), Alaskan mechanized sal-
.mon processing subcategory (Subpart Q),
“West Coast hand-buichered salmon proc-
essing subeategory (Subpart R), West
Coast 'mechanized sdimon ’processlng
-subeategory (Subpart'S),.-Alaskan bottom

" fish processing.subcategory (Subpart T),

- N
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non-Alaskan conventional bottom fish
processing subcategory (Subpart W),
non-Alaskan mechanized hottom fich
processing subcatepory ~(Subpart V),
hand-shucked clam processing cubcate-
gory «(Subpart W), mechanized clam
processing subcatezory (Subpart X)),
Pacific Coast hand-shucked oyster proc-
essing subcategory (Subpert ¥), Atlantic
and Gulf Coast hand-shucked oyster
processing subeategory (Subpart 2),
steamed/canned oycter processing sub-
category (Subpart AA), sardine process-
ing subcategory (Subpart AB), Alaskan
scallop processing subcategory (Subpart
AC), non-Alaskan scallop processing sub-
category (Subpart AD), Alackan herring
fillet processing subcategory (Subpart
AE), non-Alaskan herring fillet process-
ing subceategory (Subpart AF), and
‘abalone processing subcategory (Subpart
AG) of the canned and preserved seafood
processing point source category:

(1) Categorizaiton. For the purpose of
studying waste treatment and proposing
‘efiluent limitations, the fish meal, sal-
mon, bottom fish, clam, oyster, sardine,
scallop, herring and abalone segments
of the canned and preserved seafood
processing category were divided into 19
-discrete .subcategories which were based
-on the form and quality of finished prod-
uct; manufacturing processes and sub-
-processes utilized; waste water charac-
teristics (particularly water consump-
tion, total suspended solids, BODS, and
-grease and oil) ; geographical location;
and production capacity of plants as
-outlined in the report entitled, “Develop-
ment Document for Proposed Efiluent
“Limitations Guidelines and New Source
Performance Standards for the Fish
Teal, Salmon, Bottom Fish, Clam,
‘Oyster, Sardine, Scallop, Herring and
Abalone Segments of the Canned and
“Preserved Seafood Processing Industry.”
Several other factors, such as variability

.in raw product supply and production,

condition .of Taw product on- delivery to

the processing plant, variety of specles

“being processed, harvesting method, de-
gree of pre-processing, age of plant,
water availability, and amenability of
waste to treatment were also considered.
It was determined that these factors
were highly correlated with one or more
-of the foregoing factors. Consideration
-of the economic impact of the proposed
efffuent limitations required provisions
40 be made in several subcategories to
account for the size of the processing
facility. Provisions have been established
“to account for differences due toprocess-
ing plant locations in Alaska. The iso-
“1ated location of some Alaskan seafood
processing plants eliminates almost all
waste water treatment alternatives be-
cause of undependsable accdess to ocean,
land, or commercial transportation dur-
‘ing extended severe sea or weather con-
ditions, and the high costs of elimingting
ihe engineering obstacles-due to adverse
-climatic and geologic conditions.

(1) ‘Subpart O—Fish Meal Processing
“Subcatepory: This subpart is limited to
the major portion of the fish meal pro-
:cessing industry which encompasses the
xeduction of menhaden and anchovy to
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meal, oil and solubles. The menhaden
processing industry is located predomi-
nataly on the Gulf and Atlantic Coasts,
whereas the anchovy processing industry
is Jocated on the West «Coast.

(2) Subpart P—Alaskan Hand-
Eutchered Salmon Prosessing Subcafe-
gory: This subpart is limited to hand-
butchered fresh/frozen and conned sal-
mon procsssing in Aleska. Because of
chort seasons (one to two months) and
the large volume of fish to ba processed,
the Alaska salmon plants .are typically
larger and operate longer hours than
salmon plants in the contizuous states.
Moreover, recgraphical differences based
on considerations of climate, topasraphy,
relative icolation of the processing plants
in Alaska, land and water aveailability
and soil conditions further justify a dis-
tinction between Alaskan operations and
those in the contiguous states.

Hand-butchered salmon processing re-
sults in significantly different waste
characteristics and volumes when com-
pared to mechanized salmon processing.
For example, the water use per kilogram
-‘0of salmon processed using mechanized
butchering is 6 times the water use of the
hand-butchered precess; the fotal sus-
pended solids ratio is about 15 times
-greater; and the 5-day biochemiczl oxy-
‘sen demand (BODS5) approaches 25 fimes
+{hat of the hand-butchered salmon proc-
-ess. A provision has been established to
account for differences due fo processing
plant locations in Alaska. The isclzfed
Tocation of some Alaskan szafcod proc-
essing plants, compared to those inproc-
-essing or population centers, eliminates
-almost all waste water treatment alter-
-natives because of undepandable access
1o ocean, land, or commercial transpor-
tation disposal alternmatives during ex-
tended severe sea or weather condifions,
and the high costs of eliminating the en-~
gineering obstacles due to adverse -cli-
matic and geolozgic conditions. Howerver,
those plants located in population or
processing centers have access to more
reliable, cost-effective alternatives such
as solids recovery techniques or other
forms of sollds disposal such as barging.

(3) Subpart Q—Alaskan Mechanized
Salmon Processing Subcategory: Mech-
anized butchering of salmon, as discussed
above, causes significant differences in
waste water characteristics and volumes
when compared to the hand-butchered
salmon operation.

Geographical differences such as those
-discussed in the previous section justify
@ distinetion between Alaskan operations
and those in the contiguous states.

Again, a provision of the effiuent Iimi-
tations accounts for differences in plant
Tocations for isolated Alaskan plants as
opposed to plants in a population or proc-
essing center.

(4) Subpart R—West Coast Hand-
‘Butchered Salmon Processing Subcate~
gory: The West Coast hand-butchered
'salmon processing industry is similar to
the Alaskan industry in terms of proc-
«essing technology and waste water char-
acteristics. However, ;geographical dif-
ferences such :as those listed previously
Justify a distinction between Alaskan
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processing and processing in the contigu-
ous states.

(5) Subpart S—West Coast Mecha~
nized Salmon Processing Subcategory:
The West Coast mechanized salmon
processing industry is similar to the
Alaskan industry in terms of processing
technology and waste water characteris-
tics. However, geographical differences
such as those listed previously justify a
distinction between Alaskan processing
and processing in the contiguous states.

(6) Subpart T—Alaskan Bottom Fish
Processing Subcategory: This subpart is
limited to conventional processing, in
Alaska, of bottom fish such as halibut. A
conventional process is defined as one in
which the unit operations are carried out
essentially by hand and with a relatively
low water volume. Geographical differ-
ences such as those listed previously jus-
tify a distinction between Alaskan proc-
essing and processing in the contiguous
states.

Again, a provision of the efiuent
limitations accounts for differences in
plant locations for isolated Alaskan
plants as opposed to plants in a popu-
lation or processing center.

(7) Subpart U--Non-Alaskan Con-
ventional Bottom Fish Processing Sub-
category: This subpart is limited to con-
ventional bottom fish processing in the
contiguous states. A conventional proc-
ess is defined as one in which the unit
operations are carried out essentially by
hand and with a relatively low water
volume, Significant differences in waste
water characteristics exist between this
subcategory and the non-Alaskan mech-
anized bottom fish processing subcate-
gory. For example, the mechanized bot-
tom fish process BODS5 is nearly 4 times
that of the conventional bottom fish, the
mechanized bottom fish total suspended
solids is sbout 7 times as high as the
conventional bottom fish, and the watér
use is approximately 2.5 times as high
as the conventional bottom fish process.

(8) Subpart V—Non-Alasken Mech-
snized Bottom Fish Subcategory: The
Mechanized non-Alasken bottom fish
processing industry utilizes machines for
many of the unit operations such as rins-
ing, descaling, skinning and butchering.
As noted previously, significant differ-
ences in waste water characteristics exist™
between mechanized and conventional
bottom fish processing.

(9) Subpart W—Hand-Shucked Clam’
Processing Subcategory: The majority
of the clam harvest, approximately 90
percent, occurs in the mid-Atlantic
States with the New England States ac-
counting for the major portion of the
remainder. The hand-shucked clam
processing plants tend to be small opera~
tions in comparison to mechanized proc-
essing plants. The hand-shucked clam
operation is characterized by signifi-
cantly lower flow and BODS5 ratios. The
water use for the hand-shucked opera-
tions is approximately 25 percent of the
water use for the mechanized clam op-
eration; the BODS is about 40 percent of
the mechanized clam processing BODS5.

(10) Subpart X—Mechanized Clam

Processing Subcategory: The mechanized
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clam processing plants tend to be large
operations in comparison to the hand-
shucked clam processing facilities. The
hand shucking operations generally use
a hot water cooker before removing the
clam from the shell.-The mechanical op-
erations generally use a steam cooker or
8 shucking furnace prior to separating
the meat in a brine flotation tank. As
discussed previously, significant differ-
ences in waste water characteristics ex-
ist between mechanized and hand-
shucked clam processing.

(11) Subpart Y—Pacific Coast Hand-
Shucked Oyster Processing Subcategory:
‘This subpart is limited to hand-shucked
oyster processing facilities which utilize
oysters harvested off the Pacific Coast.
As noted in the next section, significant
differences in waste water characteris-
tics exist between Pacific Coast and
Atlantic and Gulf Coast hand-shucked
oyster processing.

(12) Subpart Z—Aftlantic and Gulf

"Coast Hand-Shucked Oyster Processing
Subcategory: Processing of the Atlantic
and Gulf Coast oysters is accomplished
using either manual or mechanical meth-~
ods, although plants utilizing manual op-
erations are more prevalent. Manual or
hand-shucked operations are relatively
small in size in comparison to mechg-
nized operations. This subpart is limited
to the Atlantic and Gulf Coast hand-
shucked oyster operations because of the
differences in waste characteristics in
comparison to the Pacific Coast hand-
shucked oyster operations. The higher
waste load of the Pacifict Coast Oyster is
attributable to the fact that the Pacific
Coast species is larger and tends to break
up easier during handling. For example,
the total suspended solids and oil and
grease loadings of the Pacific oyster are
about 2.5 times that of the Atlantic oys-
ter, and the BODS5 loading is about 1.6
times the Atlantic oyster.

(13) Subpart AA-—Steamed/Canned
Oyster Processing Subcategory: The
steam/canned oyster processor first me-
chanically shucks the oystets to jar the
shells far enough apart to allow steam
to enter during cooking. After steam
cooking, the meat is separated using
brine flotation tanks, washed and can-
ned. Unlike the effluent characteristics of
the hand-shucked oyster processes, there
is no significant difference between the
characteristics of Pacific Coast steamed/
canned oyster process effluents when
compared to those of the East Coast
steamed/canned oyster process. There-
fore, this subcategory covers both geo-
graphic regions.

(14) Subpart AB—Sardine Processing
Subcategory: This subpart is limited to
the canning of sardines or sea herring

_substituted for sardines. The sardine

canning process is essentially the same
from plant to plant and is located in one
geographic region of New England.
(15) Subpart AC-—Alaskan Scallop
Processing Subcategory: This subpart is
limited to the processing of scallops in
Alaska. As noted previously, geograph-
ical differences based on consideration of
climate; topography, relative isolation of
the processing plants in Alasks, land and
water availability and soil condifions

\

justify a distinction between Alaskan
processing and processing in the con-
tiguous states.

Moreover, o provision of the effiuent
limitations accounts for differences in
plant locations for isolated Alasken
plants as opposed to plants in a popu-
lation or processing center.

(16) Subpart AD—Non-Alaskan Scal-
lIop Processing Subcategory: The none-
Alaskan bay and sea scallop processing
industry in the contiguous states is sim-
ilar to the Alaskan scallop processing
industry in terms of processing tech-
nology. However, the geographical dif-
ferences such as those listed in Subparb
AC, above, justify a distinction between
Alaskan processing and processing in
the contiguous states.

(17) Subpart AE—Alaskan Xerring
Fillet Processing Subcategory: Sea
herring fillets are produced on both the
East and West Coasts, with the process-
ing centers located in Southeastern
Alaske and in New England. The seq
herring filleting operation s o relatively
recent development which utilizes fillet-
ing machines. Geographical differencey
based on considerations of climate, to=-
pography, relative isolation of the proc-
essing plants in Alaska, land and water
availability and soil conditions justify
a distinction between the Alaskan op-
erations and those in the contiguous
states.

Moreover, & provision of the eflluent
limitations accounts for differences in
plant locations for isolated Alsskan
plants as opposed to plants in & popu-
lation or processing center.

(18) Subpart AF—Non-Alasken Her-
ring Fillet Processing Subcategory: The
sea herring filleting process in the con-
tiguous states is similar to the Alaskan
operation in terms of processing tech-
nology and waste characteristics. How-
ever, the geographical differences listed
previously justify o distinction between
Alaskan processing and processing in
the contiguous states.

(19) Subpart AG—Abalone Processing
Subcategory: Abalone are found off the
West-Coast of the United States, rang-
ing from Sitka, Alasks to Baja Califor
nia. However, this subpart 1s limited to
the commercially important specles
which are processed in the Californin
area from Monterey to San Dlego,

* (i) Waste Characteristics. Pollutants
contained in waste waters resulting from
seafood processing are measured by bio-
chemical oxygen demand, chemical oxy-
gen demand, settleable solids, total sus-
pended solids, oil and grease, total
Kjeldahl nitrogen (orgenic nitrogen and
ammonia), nitrate, phosphorus, coliform"
bacteria, pH and temperature. Of theo
foregoing pollution parameters, bio-
chemical oxygen demand, total sus«
pended solids, and oil and grease have
been selected as significant parameters
for the establishment of efluent limita-
tions. The pH parameter is included also
as an effluent limitation which must fall
within an acceptable range of values. .
The remsaining parameters are go clogely |
related to those selected as to be effec .

tively controlled due to the specified !
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. ~oyster, sardine, scallop, herring,

dimitations, or are prgsent at levels that

are not significant.

(iii) -Origin.of waste water pollutants.
Lenerally, waste water flows within the
seafood processing industry originate at
the receiving, pre-processing, -eviscera-
d4ion, pre-cooling, picking -and -cleaning,
shucking, preserving, :canning, freezing,
plant-cleanupand by-product-operations
©of the manufacturing process.

‘v) Treatment and Confrol Technol-
-0gy. Waste water treatment and.control
‘technologies have -been studied for -each
subecategory of the industry to defermine
what is (a) the best practicable control
“technology "currently available, (b) the
Jbest available technology economically
achievable, and (¢) the best .available
demonstrated -control technology, proc-
-esses, operating methods -or other
—alternatives.

Present .confrol -and treatment prac-
tices.are generally inadequate withirythe
fish ‘meal, .salmon, bottom fish, °1§$i
.abalone processing®segments of the can-
ned and preserved seafood processing in-
dusiry. Processors employ few, if-
waste water.freatment facilities -at the
Jull scale plant :operational level. Con-~
segquently, with the -exception of screen-
Jng .and solids recovery, {the majority .of
-the-waste water treatment .alternatives
.are based on pilet plant studies, full scale
demonstration freatment .systems, trans-
Terable technology from the meat proc-
essing industry, municipal waste treat-
1ent systems, as well as other segments

. -of the seafood -and the food processing

JAndustry.
The a.va.llable albematxves Ainclude in-
plant controls such.as water.conservation
and dry-cepture.of solids to.minimize raxr

. waste Joads from processing. The end-of-

process physical-and.chemical treatment
Aechnologies include -screen, sedimenta-

. Hion, air fiotation,-and.concentration. The

end-of-process biological treatment al-
ternatives [dinclude activated .sludge, ex-
dended @eration, rotating biological .con-
Yactors, high-rate 4rickling filters, stabili-
zation ponds, and aerated Jagoons.

The following discussion-of treatment
dechnology provides the -basis for the
economicimpact-analysis and the efiluent
Jimitations guidelines. This discussion
«does not preclude -the selection .of other
waste water treatment alternatives which
provide equivalent -or better levels .of

. treatment. R

(1) Treatmenf for the fish meal proc-
-essing subcategory:
Fish meal processing plants which uti-

. lizesclubles recovery units provide a good

example-of -exemplary plant-operation in
the seafood processing industry. Their
“total resource’” or raw material utiliza-
tion eliminates almost -all contact waste
water and pollutant-discharge except for

‘. .a small.amount.of carry-over in the non-

-contact -barometric condenser waters.
Forplants-with:solubles recovery units,

‘the best practicdble control technology

-tirrently-available involves “good house-

" *keeping” practices which are considered,

-normal praciice within the seafood proc-
. &ssing ‘dustry such as turning off fau-

- tets wnd hoses when not in-use or using
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spring-loaded hose nozzles, -and by .con-
trolling leaks in the evaporator bodies
and boil-over into condensate water. For
plants without solubles recovery units,
the -best practicable contral technology

.currently available consists of barging

stickwater and recycled bail water to sea
or to other facllities with solubles
recovery units.

The best available technology econom-
dcally achievable and the best-avallable
demonstrated control technoloxy, proc-
esses, operating methods or other al-
ternatives for new sources consist of
appropriate process design, including in-
stallation of solubles recovery umits, to
provide for by-product recovery.and more
£fficient inplant water use,

(2) Treatment for the Alaskan Hand-
tbutchered salmon processing subcate-
gory:

The best practicablecontrol technology
rcwrrently available for the non-remote
-pbrocessors, involves “good housekeeping”
Jpractices avhich are considercd normal
:practice within the seafood processing
industry such as turning off faucets and

any, -hoses when not in muse or using spring-

Joaded hose nozzles, by-product recovery
«oraltimate disposal of solids, and screen~
ing of the waste water efiluent. The same
Jevel-of technology for the remote proc-
.essors consists of physical treatment
of the pollutants to reduce particle sizes
through the use of :comminutors or
grinders.

The best available technology econom-
Jcally :achievable consists of appropriate
Dprocess design to provide more efficlent
in-plent water use which reduces leach-
ing-of solubles and entrainment of solids
in the contact process water, by-product
recovery -or ultimate disposal -of solids,
and screening of the waste water efluent.

For the non-remote processors, the best
available -demonstrated control technol-
Ofy, -processes, ‘operating methods or
oiher alternatives for new sources con-
.sists .of .appropriate process deslgn to
.provide morerefiicient in-plant water use
svhich reduces leaching of solubles .and
-entrainment .of solids in the contact
process water, by-product xecovery or
ultimate disposal of solids, and screen-
ing of the waste water efiluent. The same
evel of technology for the remote proc-
£ssors ‘consists of physical treatment of
ihe pollutants to reduce particle slzes
Ahrongh the use of .comminutors .or
grinders.

{3) Treatment for the Alaskon mech-
anized salmon processing subcategory:

“The best practicable control technolozy
currently -available (BPCTCA) {for the
mon-remote processors, involves “good
housekeeping” practices which -are con-
sidered normal practice within the sea-
food processing industry such as turning
-off faucets and hoses when not in-use or
using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-
wproduct recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, and screening of the waste water
efluent. BPCTCA for the remote proces-
sors consists of ‘physical dreatment -of
+the pollutants throurh the use of com-
minutors .or .grinders to reduce particle
sizes. .

For the non-remote Alaskan proces-
sors the best -available technology eco-

4585

nomically achievable consists of appro-
priate .process -design to .provide more
efficlent in~plant water use which re-
duces leaching of solubles and entrain-
ment of solids in the contact process
water, by-praduct recovery or ultimate
disposal of solids, and screening of the
waste water efiluent prier #o -dissolved
air flotation. For the remote Alaskan
processors, the best available fechmology
economically achievable consists -of ap-
Jpropriate process design to provide more
efficient in<plant vwater use which re-
«duces leaching of solubles and entrain-
ment of solids in the -contach brocess
water, by-product recovery or ultimate
«disposal of solids, and screening of the
waste water-efluent.

For the non-remote Alastan proces-
.sors the best available demonstrated con-
4rpl technoloZy, ‘processes, qperating
aethods or other alternatives for new
‘eources consists of -appropriate process
-design to provide more efficient in<plant
water use which reduces leaching of
solubles and entrainment of solids in the
<contact process water, by-product Te-
-covery or ultimate dispos=l-of solids, and
cereening -of the waste water -effluent.
For the remote Alaskan processors, the
best avallable demonstrated confrol
technology, processes, operating methods
:or other alternatives for new sources
consists of physical treatment -of the
pollutants through fthe mse of «com-
minutors or grinders to reduce particle

(4) Treatment for tha West Coast
hand-butchered salmon processing suh-~
«catezory:

The best precticable control'technolozy
cuwrrently availableinvolves“gocd honse-
keeping” practices which are -considerad
mnormal practice within the sezafood
‘processing industry such as turning off
faucets and hoses when mot in use or
using spring-loaded .hose muozzles, by-
product recovery or uitimate disposal -of
sollds, and screening of the V'aste'v:atar
«¢ffluent.

The best available fechmolozy eco—
nomically achievable and the best avail-
oble .demonstrated control ‘technslogy,
proceszes, oparating methods or other
alternatives for new sources consist of
appropriate process .desisn to provide
more .efficlent in-plant water use which
reduces leaching of solubles and entrain-
ment of solids in the contact process
water, by-product recovery .or ultimzte
disposal of solids, and treatment by dis-
‘solved alr flotafion in addition tfo
‘screening.

(5) Treztment for ‘the West Coash
mechanized salmon processing sHb-
-category:

"The best practicable control tech-
nology currently avzilable involves
“rood Thousekeeping” pracfices which
are consldered normsl practice within
the seafood processing industry such .as
turning off faucets and hoses when nof
in use or using spring-loaded "hose
nozzles, by-product recovery-or ulfimate
disposal of solids, and treatment of the
waste water efluent by dissolved air

‘flotation in addition ‘to screening.

The best available techmolozy eco-
nomically achievable andthe best avail-

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL 40, NO. 21—THURSDAY, JANUARY 30, 1975



4586

able demonstrated control technology,
processes, operating methods or other al-
ternatives for new sources consist of, in
addition to the aforementioned treat-
ment, appropriate process design to pro-
vide more efficient in-plant water use
which reduces leaching of solubles and
entrainment of solids in the contact
process water.

(6) Treatment for the Alaskan hottom
fish processing subcategory:

The best practicable control technol-
ogy currently available (BPCTCA) for
the non-remote processors, involves
“good housekeeping” practices which are
considered normal practice within the
seafood processing industry such as
turning off faucets and hoses when not
in use or using spring-loaded hose noz-
zles, by-product recovery or ultimate dis-
posal .of solids, and screening of the
waste water effiuent. BPCTCA for the re~
mote processors consists of physical
treatment of the pollutants to reduce
particle sizes through the use of commi-
nutors or grinders.

The best available technology economi-
cally achievable consists of appropriate
process design to provide more efficient
in-plant water use which reduces leach-
ing of solubles and entrainment of solids
in the contact process water, by-product
recovery or ultimate disposal of solids,
and screening of the waste water effiuent.

For the non-remote processors, the best
available demonstiated control technol-
ogy, Dprocesses, operating methods or
other alternatives for new sources con-
sists of appropriate process design to pro-
vide more efficient in-plant water use
which reduces leaching of solubles and
entrainment of solids in the contact proc-
ess water, by-product recovery or ulti-
mate disposal of solids, and screening of
the waste water effiuent. The same level
of technology for the remote processors
consists of physical treatment of the pol-
lutants to reduce particle sizes through
the use of comminutors or grinders.

(1) Treatment for the non-Alaskan
conventional bottom fish processing
subcategory:

The best practicable control technology
currently available involves “good house-
keeping” practices which are considered
normal practice within the seafood proc-
essing industry such as turning off fau~
cets and hoses when not in use or using
spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-product

recovery or ultimate disposal of solids,

and screening of the waste water effluent.

‘The best available technology economi-
cally achievable and the best available
demonstrated control technology, proc-
esses, operating methods or other alter-
natives for new sources consist of the
aforementioned treatment technology
in addition to aerated lagoon systems and
appropriate process design to provide
more efficient inplant water use which
reduces leaching of solubles and entrain-
ment of solids in the contact process
water.

(8) Treatment for the non-Alaskan
mechanized bottom fish: processing sub-
category:

The best practicable control technol-
ogy cwrrently available involves “good
housekeeping” practices which are con-
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sidered normal practice within the sea-
food processing industry such as turning
off faucets and hoses when not in use or
using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-
product recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, and screening of the waste water
effiuent. .~

The best available technology eco-
nomically achievable and the best avail-
able demonstrated control technology,
processes, operating methods or other
alternatives for new sources consist of
the aforementioned tregtment technol-
ogy in addition to dissolved air flotation
systems and appropriate process design
to provide more efficient in-plant water
use which reduces leaching of solubles
and entrainment of solids in the contact
process water.

(9) Treatment for the hand-shucked

clam processing subcategory:

The best practicable control technol-
ogy currently available involves “good
housekeeping” practices which are con-
sidered normal practice within the sea~
food processing industry such as turning
off faucets and hoses when not in use or
using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-
product recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, and screening of the waste  water
effluent.

The best available technology eco-
nomically achievable and the best avail~
able demonstrated control technology,
processes, operating methods or other al-
ternatives for new sources consist of the
aforementioned treatment teehnology
and appropriate process design to pro-
vide more efficient in-plant water use
which reduces leaching of solubles and
entrainment of solids in the contact
process water.

(10) Treatment for the mechanized
clam processing subcategory:

The best practicable control technology
currently available involves “good house-
keeping” practices which are eonsidered
normal practice within the seafood proc-
essing industry such as turning off fau-
cets and hoses when not in use or using
spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-product
recovery or uitimate d,lsposal of solids,
and treatment of the waste water efluent
by screening.

The best available technology eco-
nomically achievable and the best avail-
able demonstratéd control technology,
processes, operafing methods or other
alternatives for new sources consists of
the aforementioned treatment technol-

ogy and appropriate process design to.

provide more efficient in-plant water use
whiclr reduces leaching of solubles and
entrainment of solids in the contact
process water, and aerated lagoon sys-
tems in addition to the aforementioned
treatment technology.

(11) Treatment for the Pacific Coast
hand-shucked oyster processing sub-
category:

The best practicable control technol-
ogy currently available involves “good
housekeeping” practices which are con-
sidered normal practice within the sea-
food processing industry such as turn-
ing off faucets and hoses when not in use
or using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-
product recovery or ultimate disposal of

solids, and treatment of the waste water
efluent by screening.

The best avallable technology eco-
nomically achievable and the best avail-
able demonstrated control technology,
processes, operating methods or other al-
ternatives for new sources consist of tho
aforementioned treatment technology
and appropriate process design to provide
more efficient in-plant water use which
reduces leaching of solubles and entrain-
ment of solids in the contact process
water, and extended aeration systems in
addition to the aforementioned trent-
ment technology.

(12) Treatmeént for the Atlantic 4nd
Gulf Coast hand-shucked oyster process-
ing subcategory:

The best practicable control technol«
ogy currently available involves ‘“rood
housekeeping” practices which are con«
sidered normel practice within the sea-
food processing industry such as turning
off faucets and hoses when not in use or
using spring-loaded, hose nozzles, by-
product recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, and treatment of the waste water
efﬂu'em'. by screening,

The best available technology economs-
ically achievable and the best available
demonstrated control technology, proc-
esses, operating methods or other alter-
natives for new sources consist of the
aforementioned treatment technology
and appropriate process design to pro-
vide more efficlent in-plant water use
which reduces leaching of solubles and
entrainment of solids in the contact
process water, and extended aeration
systems in addition to the aforemen-
tioned treatmenf technology.

(13) Treatment for the steamed/can-
ned oyster processing subcategory:

‘The best practicable control technol-
ogy currently available involves “good
housekeeping” practices which are con-
sidered normal practice within the sea-
food processing industry such as turn-
ing off faucets and hoses when not in use
or using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-
product recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, and treatment of the waste water
effluent by screening.

The best avaliable technology econom-
ically achievable and the best avail-
able demonstrated control technology,
processes, operating methods or other al-
ternatives for new sources consist of the
aforementioned ftreatment technology
and appropriate process design to pro-
vide more efficlent in-plant water use
which reduces leaching of solubles and
entrainment of solids in the contact
process water, and aerated lagoon sys-
tems in addition to the aforementioned

" treatment technology.

(14) Treatment for the sardine proc-
essing subcategory:

The best practicable control technology
currenfly available involves “good house~
keeping” practices which are considered
normal practice within the seafood proc-
essing industry such as turning off
faucets and hoses when not in use or
using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-
product recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, treatment of the pre-cook water
through oil skimming and screening, and
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treatment of all other process waste
water<by screening.

The best awvailable -technology eco-
nomically achievable and the best avail-
able demonstrated control technology,
processes, operating methods or other
alternatives for new sources consist of
the aforementioned treatment technology
with additional treatment of the pre-
cook water and can wash water by dis-
solved air flotation, and appropriate proc-
ess design to provide more efficient in-
plant water use which reduces leaching
of solubles and entrainment of solids in
the contact process water.

i (15) Treatment for the Alaskan scallop
. processing subcategory: *

“The best practicable’ control tech-

nology currently available (BPCTCA) for
- the mnon-remote processors, involves

“good housekeeping” practices which are

considered normal practice within the

seafood processing industry such as turn-
ing off faucets and hoses when not in use
or using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by~
product recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, and screening of the waste water
effluent.. BPCTCA for the remote proces-
sors consists of physical treatment of the

. pollutants to reduce particle sizes through
the use of comminutors or grinders.

The best available technology eco-
nomiecally achievable consists of appro-
priate process design to provide more ef-

-fielent in-plant water use which reduces
leaching of solubles and entrainment of
. solids in the contact process water, by-
-product recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, and screening of the waste water
effluent.

For the non-remote processors, the best
available demonstrated control tech-
nology, processes, operating methods or
other alternatives for new sources con-
sists of appropriate process design to pro-
‘vide more efficient in-plant water use
which reduces leaching of solubles and
enfrainment of solids in the contact proc-
ess water, by-product recovery or ulti-
mate disposal of solids, and screening of
the waste water effluent. The same level
of technology for the remote processors
consists of physical treatment of the pol-
Iutants to reduce particle sizes through
the use of comminutors or grinders.

(16) Treatment for the non-Alaskan
seallop processing subcategory:

» The best practicable control technology
currently available involves “good house-
keeping” practices which are considered
‘normal practice within the seafood proc-

- essing industry such as twrning o
faiicets and hoses when not in use or .
using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-
product recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, and screening of the waste water
effiuent.

The best available technology econom-~
ically achievable and the best available
demonstrated control technology, proc-
esses, operating methods or other alter-
natives for new sources consist of the
aforementioned treatment technology
and appropriate process design to provide
more efficient in-plant water use which
reduces leaching of solubles and entrain-
ment of solids in the contact process

water. . ‘ ,
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(17) Treatment for the Alaskan her-
ring fillet processing subcategory:
‘The best practicable control technology

- currently available (BPCTCA) for the

non-remote processors, involves “good
housekeeping” practices which are con-
sidered normal practice within the sea-
food processing industry such as turning
off faucets and hoses when not in use or
using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-
product recovery or ultimate disposal of
solids, and screening of the waste water
efluent. BPCTCA for the remote proces-
sors consists of physical treatment of the
pollutants to reduce particles sizes
through the use of comminutors or
grinders.

¥Yor the remote processors, the
best available technology economically
achievdable consists of appropriate proc-
ess design to provide more efficlent in-
plant water use which reduces leaching
of solubles axid entrainment of solids in
the contact process water, by-product
recovery or ultimate disposal of solids,
and screening of the waste water effiu-

-ent; for the non-remote processors, the

effluent limitations are based on dissolved
air Hotation in addition to the aforemen-
tioned technology.

For the non-remote Alaskan processors
the best available demonstrated control
technology, processes, operating methods
or other alternatives for new sources con-
sists of appropriate process design to pro-
vide more efficient in-plant water use
which reduces leaching of solubles and
entrainment of sollds in the contact proc-
ess water, by-product recovery or ulti-
mate disposal of solids, and screening of
the waste water eﬂluenb For the remote
Alaskan processors, the ‘best available
demonstrated control technology, proc-
esses, operating methods or other alter-
natives for new sources consists of phys-
ical treatment of the pollutants through
the use of comminutors or grinders to
reduce particle sizes,

(18) Treatment for the non-Alaskan
herring fillet processing subcategory:

The best practicable control technology
currently available involves “good house-
keeping” practices which are considered
normal practice within the seafood proc-
essing industry such as turning oft fau-
cets and hoses when not in use or using
spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-product
recovery or ultimate disposal of solids,
and treatment of the waste water effiu-
ent by screening,

The best available technology econom-

ff “ically achievable and the hest available

demonstrated control technology, proc-
essses, operating methods or other alter-
natives for new. sources consists of dis-
solved air flotation in addition to the
aforementioned treatment technology
and appropriate process deSign to provide
more efficient in-plant water use which
reduces leaching of solubles and entrain-
ment of solids in the contact process
water.

(19) Treatment for the abalone proc-
essing subcategory:

The best practicable control technol-
ogy currently available involves ‘“good
housekeeping” practices which are con-
sidered normal practice within the sea-
food processing industry such as turning
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off faucets and hoses when not in use or
using spring-loaded hose nozzles, by-
product recovery or ultimate disposal of
sollds, and treatment of the waste water
effluent by screening.

The best available technology eco-
nomically achievable and the best avail-
able demonstrated control technology,
processes, operating metheds or other
alternatives for new sources consist of
the aforementioned treatment technol-
ogy and appropriate process design fo
provide more efficient in-plant water
use which reduces leaching of solubles
and entrainment of solids in the con-
tact process water.

Solid Waste Control: Solids cwrrently
being wasted in many plants can often
be reclaimed in fhe form of protein
foods, supplementary additives, and
non-edible products, depending on the
particular raw material. Solids from the
following sources' can be economically
processed to yield protein foods, supple-

mentary additives, or non-edible
products.

a. Carcasses, frames and frimmings
1rom filleting operations.

b. Ground fish too small to economi-
cally fillet.

¢. Trimmings portions from butcher~
ing operation normally not included in
the primary end product.

d. Whole or portions of industrial fish
not suitable for human consumption.

e. Trimmings and waste portions from
!rozen fish, fish blocks, or other forms
of seafood that are being frimmed or
processed in the frozen stafe.

1. Frozen sawdust from sawing frozen
fish into steaks or other products.

g. Fresh or frozen shrimp fco small
for peeling.

h, Fresh or frozen waste portions from
shrimp cleaning and peeling operations.

i. Dark meat fish that cannot be sold
for fillets but that can be added to ex-
truded products In some predetermined
percentage.

J. Waste from butchering after pre-
cooling.

k. Shrimp, crab and other shell con-
taining meat after the primary extrac-
tion process.

1. Combined solids reclaimed from ef- ~
fluent streams after screening.

m. Solids, reclalmed from -effluent
streams by flocculation, precipitation or
other techniques.

n. Crab and shrimp shell residues from
processing operations.

A very high degree of product recovery
is practiced by industries in loecations
where solubles and meal plants are avail-
able. The pet food, animal food and baif
Industries also wuse a considerable
amount of solids from some industries.
Where such facllities do not exist, al-
ternative methods of solids disposal must &
be consldered, such as incineration, sani-
tary landfill and ocean disposal.

Incineration of seafocd solids wastes
has not been tried in most fish industries.
However, incineration wastes beneficial
nutrients while leaving an ash which re--
quires ultimate disposal. Fuel costs are
also high and air pollution confrol
equipment must be Iinstalled fo mini-
mize emissions.
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Sanitary landfills are most suitable for
stabilized (digested) sludges and ash. In
some regions, disposal of seafood waste
solids in a public landfill is unlawiul.
Vhere allowed and where land is avail-
able, private Jandfill may be 8 practical
method of ultimate disposal. Land ap-

.plication of unstabilized putrescible
solids as @ nitrient source mey be im-~
practical because of the nuisance odqr
conditions which may result. The appli-
cotion of stabilized sludges as soil con-
ditioners should be feasible in many
locations. .

The practicality of landfill or surface
land disposal is dependent upon both
the absence of a solids reduction facil-

jty, and the presence of a suitable dis--

posal site. The nutritive value of the
solids indicates that such methods are
among the least cost-efiicient currently
_gvailable, -
Neveretheless, best practicable con-
trol technology and best available con-
trol technology 2s they are known today
may require disposal of the pollutants
removed from ivaste waters in this in-

dustry in the form of solid wastes and ~

liquid concentrates if they are not re-~
covered as by-products. In most cases
these are non-hazardous substances re-
quiring only minimal custodial care.
However, some constituents may be haz-
ardous and meay require special consid-
eration. In order to ensure long term
protection of the -environment Irom
these hazardous or harmful constitu-
ents, speclal consideration of disposal
sites must be made. All landfill sites
where such hazardous wastes are dis-
posed should be sclected so as to prevent
horizontal and vertical migration of
these contaminants to ground or sur-
face waters, In cases where geologic con-
ditions may not reasonably ensure this,
adequate legal and mechanical precau-
tions (e.g. impervious liners) should he
taken to ensure long term protection to
the environment from hazardous mate-
rials. Where appropriate; the location of
solid hazardous materials disposal sites
+ should be permanently recorded in the
appropriate office of legal jurisdiction.

In addition to placement in or on the
land and dispersal in the atmosphere
(after Incineration), the third (end only
remaining) ultimate disposal alternative
is dispersion in the waters. Ocean dis-
posal of fish wastes does not subject the
marine environment to the potential
hazards of toxicity and pathogens asso-
ciated with the dumping of human sew-
age sludges, municipal refuse and many
industrial wastes. The disposal of sea-
food wastes in deep water can be a prac-

tical and possibly beneficial method of

uliimate disposal. ]

{v) Cost estimates for control of waste
water pollutants. :

The dost associated with the control
and treatment technologies have been
considered In an economic impact anal-
ysis discussed in (vii) below. ‘The costs
for iIn-plant controls are largely those
gssocigted with capital investment for
process and equipment modifications
discussed In detail in Section VII and
VI of the Development Document. Po-

.
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tential realization of profits obta@ined
from product loss reduction, by-product
recovery, and reduced treatment costs
may well result in o net gain to the
Processor.

The costs associated with end-of-pipe
treatment include amortization of capi-
tal expenditures over a ten-year period,
debt servicing, and operation and main-
tenance. ) B

Self-monitoring costs are not included
because historically the seafood industry
has not bean required to collect frequent
self-monitoring samples.

(vi) Energy requirements and non-
water quality environmental impacts.

The energy requirements assceiated
with the control and freatment tech-
nologies have been considered. The esti-
mated energy consumption of the rec-
ommended technologies is discussed and
listed in Section VIII of the Develop-
ment Document. The added energy re-
quirements associated with the operation
of the treatment facilities are expected
to constitute only a small fraction of
total plant energy consumption.

‘The maintenance of air quality, in
terms of parficulates, will be unaffected
by the recommended waste watler {reat-
ment technologies. Odor from landfills

‘can be 2 problem, and from lagoons and

oxidation ponds when not opsrated or
maintained properly. However, covers or
enclosures can be used in some cases if
g localized problem exists.

Principal noise sources at treatment
facilities are mechanical aerators, air
compressors, and pumps. By running air
compressors for diffused air systems be-
low their rated critical speed and by
providing inlet” and exhaust silencers,
noise effects can be combated effectively.
In no proposed installation would noise
levels exceed the guidelines established
in the Occupational Safety and Health
Standards of 1972, -

(vii) Economic impact analysis.

The economic impact of the internal
and external costs of the effiuent Hmita-
tions guidelines contained herein for the
canned and preserved seafood process-
ing industry is considered to be at an ac-
ceptable level. The internal costs are de~
fined as investment and annual cost (op-~-
erating costs plus the cost of capital and
depreciation) for a typical plant. The
total internal costs are the total invest-
ment and total annual cost for g1l plants
in the industry. The total internal cost of
the 1977 guidelines is $6.1 million invest-
ment with $1.3 million annual cost. The
1983 standards will require san additional
$8.2 million investment and in additional
$1.7 million annually. The required in-
vestment and annual costs for the 1977,
1983, and New Source standards appear
to post no significant industry-wide
problems. _.

External cost deals basically with the
assessment of the economic impaet of the
Internal costs discussed above in terms
of price increases, production curtail-
ments or plant closures, resultant unem-
ployment, community and regional im-
pacts,international trade, and future in~
dustry growth. The proposed efiuent im-
itations will not significanlly affect the

economic viability of the industry. The
proposed limitations for 1977 will have 8
minor effect on prices as price inereases
generally in the range of 0.3 to 0.5 per-
cent are projected. Althoush price in-
creases in this industry will, of course,
be affected by foreign competition, the
generally small magnitude of the pro-
jected price increases is not expected to
cause any important international frade
effects, A number of small plants are
projected to be adverzely offecicd by
these guidelines, but the domestic indug-
try capacity is not expected to be affceted
by the potential closure of these particu-
lar small plants.

Only the Alaskan hond-butchered
(fresh-frozen) solmon processing sef-
ment is of concern with tvelve out of 31
exclusive plants pozsibly threotencd eco=
nomically by the 1977 interim-finpl
guidelines. There are stront indichtions
that this projected impoct is overstated
because of three factors: a) overestimae
tion of actual treatment costs for small
processors, b) overestimation of the oc-
tual number of small plants, and ¢) un-
derestimation of the number of .plonts
with (or soon to have) best practicable
control technology in ploce, The Agency
is reevaluating the economic impact an-
olysis projections before issuing final
regulations.

The 1983 standards are projected to
result in price increases typically in thoe
range 0.5 to 1.5 percent (including the
1977 increase) . An additional number of
generally small plants sre projected to
be ndversely affected by these 1983 puide=
lines, but, again, the domestic industry
capacity is not anticipated 1o be affected
by the potential closure of these small
plants. No significant international trode
effects of the 1983 guidelines are pro-
jected.

The report entitled “Development Doc~
ument for Interim Final Efiuent Iim-
itations Guidelines and Proposed NNew
Source Performance Standards for the
Fish Meal, Salmon, Bottom Fish, Clam,
Oyster, Sardine, Scallop, Herring, and
Abalone Segment of the Canned ond
Preserved Seafood Processing Folnt
Source Category” details the analysis
undertaken in support of the interim
final regulation set forth herein and is
available for inspection in the EPA Free-
dom of Information Center, Room 204,
West Tower, Waterside Mall, Waoshing-
ton, D.C., at all EPA regional offices, and
at State water pollution control offices.
A supplementary analysis prepared for
EPA of the possible economic effects of
the regulation is also available for in-
spection at these locations. Coples of both
of these documients are being sent to per-
sons or institutions affected by the reg-
ulation, or who have placed themselves
on a mailing list for this purpoze (see
EPA’s Advance Notice of Public Review
Procedures, 38 FR. 21202, August 6,
1913). An additional limited number of
copies of both reports are available. Per-
sons wishing to obtain & copy may write
the EPA Office of Public Affairs, Fnvi-
ronmental Protection Agency Washing-
ton, D.C. 20460, Attention: Mg, Ruth
Brown, A-107.

. FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL. 40, .NO. 21-——THURSDAY, JANUARY 30, 1975



~

s

“When this regulation is promulgated
in final rather than interim form, re-
vised copies of the Development Docu-
ment will be available from the Super-
intendent- of Documents, Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C. 20402.
Copies of the Economic Analysis will be
available through the National Technical
Information Service, Springfield, Vir-
ginia,‘.‘.z2151. :

(¢) SuMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Prior to this publication, the agencies
and groups listed below were consulted
and given an opportunity to participate
in the development of efluent limitations,
guidelines and standards for the canned
and preserved seafood processing cate~
gory. All participating agencies have been
informed of project developments. An
initial draft of the Development Docu-~
ment was sent to all participants and
comments were solicited on that report.
The following are the principal agencies
and groups consulted: (1) Effuent
Standards and Water Quality Informa-
tion Advisory Committee (established
under section 515 of the Act); (2) all
State and U.S. Territory Pollution Con-
trol Agencies; (3) the National Marine
Fisheries Service, U.S. Department of
Commerce; (4) U.S, Department of the
Interior; (5) U.S. Depdartment of Health,
Fducation, and Welfare; (6) the Water
Resources Council; (7) the American
Soclety of Mechanical Engineers; (8) the

" American Frozen Food Institute; (9) the

National Canners Association; (10) the
National Fisheries Association; (11)
Chesapeake Bay Seafood Industries, As-
sociation, Inc.; (12) The Conservation
Foundation; (13) Environmental De-
fense ¥und, Inc.; (14) Natural Resources
Defense Council; (15) The American
-Society of Civil Engineers; (16) Water
Pollution Control Federation; (17) Na-
tional Wildlife Federation; (18) U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture; (19) Virginia
Seafood Council; (20) The National Fish
Meal and Oil Association; (21) Maine
Sardine Council; (22) Shellfish Institute
of North America; (23) TUniversity .of
" Maryland; Natural Resources Institute,
Seafood Processing Laboratory; (24)
Xodiak Seafood Processors Association;
and (25 -Massachusetts Seafood
~ Council.
The following responded with com-

ments: (1) Virginia Seafood Council; .

(2) Maine Department of Environmen-
tal Protection; (3) Hawail Department
of Health; (4) United States Water Re-
sources Council; (5) Government of
. American Samoa; (6) The National Fish’
Meal and Oil Association; (7) Cali-
foria State Water Resources Control
Board; (8) Maine Sardine Council; (9)
Shellfish Institute. of North. America;
(10) State of Washington, Department
of Ecology; (11) National Canners As-
sociation; (12) American Institute of
Chemical Engineers, Puget Sound Sec-
“tion; (13) Virginia State Water Controk
Board; (14) National Marine Fisheries
Service; - (15) U.S. Food and Drug Ad-
‘ministration; and-(16) U.S. Department
of theInterior.

RULES AND REGULATIONS

Numerous comments were in many
respects virtually identical to those re-
ceived in response to the proposed regu-
lations for the catfish, crab, shrimp, and
tuna segment of the canned and pre-
served seafood processing Industry (39
FR 4708). The Agency's response to
them appeared in the subsequent pro-
mulgated regulations for the catfish,
crab, shrimp and tuna processing seg-
ment (39 FR 23134). However, for ease
of reference these comments and re-
sponses are included bhelovy.

The primary issues raised in the de-
velopment of the interim final efiuent
limitations and guidelines and the treat-
ment of these Issues herein are as
follows:

(1) A number of commenters feel that
EPA has failed to adequately justify
treatment of all seafood process wastes
prior to their return to the ocean envi-

ronment because fish waste provides®

?:trlents to the receiving water ecosys-
m.

The disposal of seafdod, processing
waste waters in limited areas, frequently
estuaries or coastal areas, does affect the
ecosystem of the receiving waters, More-
over, under the Act, it is not necessary
that a showing be made regarding the
effect of the pollutional discharge upon
the quality of the recelving water on a
case-by-case basis. Under sections 301,
3804(b) and (c), 306(b) and (c), and
307 (c), the principal means of control
is through the adoption of effluent limi-
tations directly applicable to the dis-
charge itself. The efiuent Hmitations
guidelines are to he based upon defined
levels of technology which are specified
in the Act itself. Nevertheless, effuent
limitations derived from water quality
sfandards are retained as a secondary
means of control and will have thelr
principal applicability in those instances
where technology-based effluent limita-
tions are not stringent enough to pro-
vide for the achievement of water qual-
ity standards.

Contrary to the assumption of many
commenters, Water Quallty Criterla are
not established on an industry-by-in-
dustry basls, but rather on a pollutant
parameter basis, Notice of publication for
the “Proposed Criteria for Water Qual-
ity, Volume I” was contained in the Oc-
tober 26, 1973 FeperaL Recister and the
“Proposed Water Quality Information,
Volume II,” in the October 29, 1973 Fen-
ERAL REGISTER. Information may be ob-
tained from the Director, Water Quality
Criteria Staff; Environmental Protection
Agency; Waterside Mall East, Room 737,
4316? Street, 5.W., Washington, D.C.
2 .

(2) A comment was made that the reg-
ulations and ‘Development Document do
not provide the means to determine sub-

-category classification for multi-product

plants with respect to establishing efflu-
ent limitations.

A primary reason for establishing efiu-
ent limitations guidelines on the basis of
production of raw material or final prod-
uct, is to provide the means to conslder
the single product as well as the multi-
product seafood processor without set-
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ting separate guideline numbers for every
possible combination of species and proc-
essing rates.

When a plant is subject to effuent lim-
itations covering more than one sub-
category, the plant’s efiluent Hmitation
shall be the aggregate of the limitations
‘applicable to the total production cov-
cred by each subcategory. For example,
if a plant processes several species con-
currently, then the plant’s efluent limi-
tation may be the sum of the muliiple
of the volume of each species (or final
product) processed and the respective
efluent limitation. If a plant processes
several specles in serles, then the efflu-
ent limitation may be based on the sub-
category classification of the individual
species while it is being processed. In
other words, the aggregate effuent limi-
tation guideline number may vary as a
function of the commodity mix af any
particular point in time.

Section VII of the Development Docu-
ment discusses a “conservation of mass”
approach to evaluating the waste char-
acteristics of the multi-product process-
ing plant as it affects the selection of in-
plant and end-of-pipe polluztion control
technology. : .

As forecast in the preamble of the pro-
mulgated regulations contained in the
June 26, 1974, FepEraL REGIsTER (39 FR
23134), the Agency now expands the ap-
plicability of the efluent Hmitations to
multi-product plants which were exclud-
ed from coverage.

The promulgated effuent Lmitations
limited the guidelines to those planis
processing any combination of catfish,
crab, shrimp, or tuna providing that the
total throughput of these commodities
amounts to elghty percent or more of the
plants’s seasonal or yearly production. At
the time of promulgation the Agency had
not been able to determine satisfactorily
the possible economic impact of exfend-
ing the ‘guidelines to cover all planis
which process some percentage of these
specles but also process significant quan-
titles of other specles. However, the cur-.
rent economlic impact analysis indicates
that the promulgated regulations (39
FR 23134) and the interim final regula-
tions contained herein may apply to any
facility processing a commodity encom-
passed by the regulations without the
need for a product-mix or percentage
throughput constraint.

(3) Some commenters criticized as in-
adequate the data base upon which the
raw waste loads and effluent reductions
were calculated.

The Agency Is well aware that the
amount of information available on raw
waste loadings and treatment efficiencies
is less than that which would exist in
ideal circumstances. However fthe his-
torical data on expected raw waste loads
is of diminished utility because of the
varlability due to sampling methods pre-
viously employed and the even smaller
amount of data on treatment plant effi-
clencies is due to the generally inade-
quate level of treatment which has-pre-
vailed historically in the industry.

The time constraints imposed by ths
statutory deadlines precluded the Agency
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from conducting an exhaustive sampling
program. Nevertheless in the time avail-
able, the contractor (a recognized au-
thority on waste management in the
seafood processing industry) carried oub
the first national scale empirical study of
the industry’s waste characteristics and
treatment. All samples were flow-pro-
portioned, composite samples in order
to reflect as accurately as possible the
actual pollutant characteristics of the
industry’s efluent. 'The existing scientific
literature was also reviewed but because
of the varlability referred to above, the
results were less useful than EPA’s own
sampling program.

As far.as the effluent Iimitations guide-
lines themselves are concerned, the efflu-
ent reductions expected are based pre-
dominantly upon: (1) the performance
of systems now in operation in the in-
dusfry; (2) the results of research dem-
onstration projects; (3) .Agency studies
on seafood waste and on the results of
other federal agency programs (such as
the National Marine Fisheries Service
pilot plant studies of air flotation) ; and
(4) the inTormed advice of- consultants
on itreatment of seafood processing
wastes. The effluent reductions obfained
by specific treatment technologies as ap-
plied to waste water with similar pol-
Iutant characteristics in other food proc-
essing Industries were also considered in
developing the eflluent limitation guide-
lines. .

(4) A number of commenters sug-
gested that the fechnology specified as
best avaflable technology economically
achievable had not been adequately
demonstrated for this industrial cate-
gory.

‘The Agency recognizes that the tech-
nology specified herein as best available
technology economically achievable has
not been demonstrated for every sub-
category in day-to-day operations in this
industrial category. In making the judg-
mentas to whether or not the technology
is “‘available,” the Agency examined &
wide range of information, including the
use of the technology to treat similar
wastes In other industrial categories,
pilot plant and demonstration projects,
and laboratory and other experimental
data on various waste treatment proc-
esses, Based on such data and informa-
tion, and the application of the Agency’s
best judgment, the technology specified
herein was determined to constitute the
best avallable technology economically
acnievable. )

T4 1s recognized that in some cases the
Industry must perform some of the pilot
plant and other developmental work
which will be necessary to bring the tech-
nology into full utilization. This does
not, however, alter the Agency’s judg-
ment that the technology is “available,”
is “cconomically achievable” and can be
brought on line in time to achieve full
coxzmliance by 1983, as required by the
Act, -

The technology which forms the basis
for the efiluent Iimitations guidelines is
used only as a point of reference for
available treatment systems. The in-
dustry may select alternative methods
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as discussed in the Development Docu-
ment to meet the efluent limitations.

- {5) Some correspondents.endorsed the
proposal made to the Administrator by
the Effluent Standardsand Water Quality
Information Advisory-Committee that &
significantly different approach be taken
in the development of efluent guidelines
generally.

The commitiee’s proposal is under
evaluation as a -contribution toward
future refinements of guidelines for some
industries. The committee has indicated
that their proposed methcdology could
not be developed in sufficient time to be
available for the current phase of guide-
line promulgation, which is proceeding
according to a court-ordered schedule.
Its present state of development does not
provide - sufficient- evidence to warrant
the Agency’s delaying issuance of any
standard in hopes that an alternative ap-
proach might be preferable»

(6) One commenter sugeests that,
contrary to the provisions of the Act, in~
plant process changes form the basis for
both the 1977 and 1983 efiuent limita-
tions guidelines.

"The 1977 effluent limitations guidelines
are based on end-of-pipe treatment and
“good housekeeping” practices which are
considered. normal practice within the
seafood processing industry such as
turning off faucets and hoses when not
in use or using spring-loaded hose noz-
zles, The limitations do not reflect any
significant in-plant equipment or proc-
ess changes, The large variation in water
usage for the same process configuration
among different plants indicates that
there is ample- opportunity for the re-

. duction of water usage without adversely

affecting the quality of the product.

The emphasis in the Development
Document on adequate in-plant control
and process ¢hanges which substantially
reduce the end-of-Pipe waste load and
flow as well as the associated waste
treatment cost, 1s intended for those
processors who recognize the possible
cost trade-offs between end-of-pipe
treatment .and in-plant. changes or re-
covery techniques.

‘The 1983 guidelines and new source
standards include.consideration of in-
plant process changes to effect water use
reductions, as provided by the Act.

(7) A number of commenters suggest
that neither the efuent limitations
guldelines nor the economic justification
for mandatory installation of pollution
control techmnology should be based on
the recovery of by-products, bzcause of
fluctuating market potentials.

‘The technical and economic analyses
were not based on by-product recovery
techniques. 'The purpose of the by-prod-
uct recovery discussion in the Develop-
ment Document is to outline several of
the major developments that are cur-
rently in use, ready for use, or will be
available within the next few years.

(8) The suggestion was made that
EPA should use the COD test instead of
the BODS test because it Is faster, easier
and less expensive to Tun, and more re-
producible than the BOD5 test.

'The BODS5 test is widely.used to deter-
mine the pollutional strength of domes-
tic and industrial wastes in terms of the
oxygen these wastes will require if dis-
charged into natural watercourzes in
which aercbic conditions exist. Further-
more, cufrent engineering practico
utilizes BOD5 as a principal desien -
parameter, especially for biological waste
treatment systems.

The possibility of substituting the COD
parameter for the BOD5 parameter was
investigated during this study. The BODS
and corresponding COD dota from in-
dustrial fish, finfish, anc¢ shellfish woste
waters were analyzed to determine if
COD is an adequate predictor of BODS
for any or all of these groups of sen«
food. The analysis presented in Section
VI of the Development Document ine
dicates that the COD parameter is not
a reliable predictor of BODS5.

The relationship between COD and
BODS before freatment is not necessarily
the same after treatment. Therefore, tho
efluent lmitations guidelines will in-
clude the BODS parameter, cinece Insufil-
cient information is available on the
COD. effluent levels after treatment,

(9) One commenter suggested that
the effluent limitations should be modi
fied to include a range of numberg for
the BODS, total suspended solids, and oil
and grease parameters, The range should
include that attainable by screening at
one extreme and air fiotation or its
equivalent at the other.

The available data do not indicato sig-
nificant differences attributoble to ane
and size of plant and other factors that
would justify further subeaterorization
of the industry or estoblishment of
ranges of limitations.

The present guldelines tale differences
within the seafood processing Industry
into account through subcaterorizotion,
rather than by use of ranges of numberad
to be varied at the discretion of the per-
mit issuing authority.

Section 306 of the Act separates sov=-
eral broad industrial groups into 27 sub-
groups. For example, the food processing
industry has been divided into the meat
products and rendering, dairy products,
canned and preserved fruits end vege-
tables, grain mills, canned and preserved
seafood, and sugar processing caterorics.
The canned and preserved seafood procs«
essing category has been further sub-
divided as given in the regulntion pro-
mulgated on June 26, 1974 (39 FR 23134)
into four segments (catfish, erab, shrimp
and tuna) within which 14 subcategories
have been estsblished on the basls of
such factors as size and locotion of
plants, and types of products processed.
The proposed " limitations prezented
herein further subdivides the coterory
into an additional 20 subeategories enu-
merated above.

(10) The comment was made that the
practice of screening the raw waste
waters with a 20-mesh Tyler sieve prior
to laboratory analysis does not measure
the real organic waste load of the un-
trented effluent. Therefore, EFPA i3 in

"error by using this data for establishing

further reductions through employment
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of subsequent waste water treatment

under commercial plant operating con-

ditions. The samples should have been

ground prior to analysis in order to
. measure the tofal BOD demand by the
effluent in the environment even if 1%
does require a long time for such blo-
logical degradation.

As discussed in the Development Docu-
ment, the sampling effort was designed
to identify the constitutents of the waste
waters which should be subject to efluent
Iimitations and to minimize the com-
plexity of reducing the efluent pollution
to acceptable levels. -

The practice of utilizing a 20-mesh
Tyler sieve has been used in previous
‘waste water characterization research in
both the seafood and the fruits and vege~
table fields. It serves to remove the larger
solid particles (such as crab legs, some

shrimp shell, fish parts, etc.) and thereby -

greatly reduce the resultant “scatter” of
the data points. The method is especially
valuable in developing a precise base-line
value for each parameter from a limited
number of samples.

The problem of collecting representa-
tive samples when large solid particles
are contained in the efiiuent becomes
rather complex without knowing the un~
derlying frequency distribution of the
number and size of the particles. Ex-
tremely large volumes of waste water
. would be necessary for a representative
Taw waste efffluent sample. Because the
basis for the minimum treatment effort

- included screening for most processors,
data based on ground effluent samples
would have no relationship to commonly
accepted engineering design parameters.
- (11) It wassuggested that the Alaskan
subcategories should have béen further
subdivided to account for the isolated
plants which do not have dependable ac-
cess to landfills or ocean barging in or-

. der to dispose of screened wastes by bio-
loglcally degradable techniques or by dis-
persion over large areas through ocean
. disposal because of adverse climatic and
geologic conditions. .

After assessing the available informia-
tion provisions have been established to
account -for differences due to seafood
processing plant locations in Alaska.

. There is substantial evidence thaf
processors in isolated and remote areas
of Alaskg are at a comparative economic
disadvantage to the Drocessors located in
population or processing centers regard-
ing attempts to meet the proposed efluent
limitations guidelines. The isolated loca-
tion of some Alaskan seafood processing
plants eliminates aimost all waste water
treatment alternatives because of unde-
pendable access to ocean, land, or com-
‘mercial transportation disposal methods
during - extended severe sea or weather
conditions, and the high costs of elimi~

'nating the engineering obstacles due to
adverse climatic and geologlc conditions.,
However, those plants located in popula~

- tion or processing centers have access to
more reliable, cost-effective alternatives
such as solids recovery techniques or
other forms of solids disposal such as
1andfill or barging., -
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(12) The comment was made that the
technology of dissolved air flotation can-
not be transferred from one type of food
processing or even fishery specles to an-
other. Moreover, EPA has not identified
the degree of efluent reduction by best
practicable control technology currently
available from adequate plant and
demonstration studies for the seafood
subcategories.

A determination of the cffiuent limita-
tions guidelines study was that the exist-
ing level of waste treatment throughout
seafood processing industry was gen-
erally inadequate, With the exception of
operaticns engaged in fish meal process-
ing, the prevalent form of plant waste
water trcatment technology for the fish
and seafood processing industry is
screening or direct discharge.

EPA has reassessed the avallable data
and consulted recosnized seafood traste
water treatment experts. The Agency has
concluded that air flotation technology is
currently available for the fish and sea-
food processlng industry because of its
use in other ‘related industries with
similiar wastes and because of its cur-
rent use in several segments of the
seafood processing industry. Dissolved
air flotation is an established technology
for the seafood industry though not as
yet in common practice. The Fisheries
Research Board of Canada and the
Fisheries Association of British Columbia
designed and erected a full scale demon-
stration dissolved air flotation waste
water treatment plant which accommo-
dates salmon canning, herring roe recov-
ery, and ground fish filleting efiiuents.
Full scale dissolved alr flotation systems
have also been installed within the men-
haden, sardine, and tuna processing in-
dustries. Pilot plant studies have been
conducted on shrimp processing effuents
in Alaska and Loulsiana, and on crab
processing effluents in Alaska. Section
VIO of the Development Document in-
cludes a discussion of dissolved alr flota~-
tion technology and tables listing by
species the degree of removal of various
parameters attained by pilot plant and
full scale air fiotation systems. Appen-
dices to the Development Document in-
clude a bibliography of alr flotation
studies for the seafood industry, a lst-
ing of sources on the application of air
flotation technology to other related in-
dustries such as meat packing and poul-
try processing, and a list of waste water
treatment equipment manufacturers
that produce air flotation units.

(13) The criticism +was made that
there are no data which support the
statement that dissolved alr flotation
operated as a physical system will
achieve the reductions assumed in the

~draft Development Document.

EPA recognizes that almost all pllot
plant and full-scale air flotation systems
operating in the seafood industry rely on
chemical addition and optimization to
achieve the highest levels of pollution
abatement or by-product recovery. The
Agency expects the dlssolved air flota-
Hion systems to include chemical addi-
tlon. The capital cost estimates and
operation and maintenance costs used in
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the economic impact analysis for air flo-
tation equipment include the costs for
chemical addition for both the 1977 and
1983 estimates. However, optimization of
dissolved air flotation performance is
not required until 1983 because the tech~
nolosy is relatively new for most of the
seafood processing industry and requires
careful selection of chemicals and dos-
ages, as well as skilled operation for opti-
mum pollution abafement. Those 1977
guldelines which are based on dissolved
alr flotation reflect the Agency’s best
engineering assessment of the efiluent re-
duction attainable by this technolozy
without chemical optimization. -

(14) One commenfer suggested that
adequate attention had not been given
to the sludge disposal or recovery prob-
lems of the dissolved air flotation system.

Conventional methods of sludge han-
dling and disposal are available and dem-~
onstrated to be effective. For example, the
sludge from the Canadian dissolved air
flotation system 1s presenfly being de-
watered by centrifuging and recovered as
o supplement to poultry feed. A con-
clusion of the “Draft Shrimp Canning
Waste Treatment Study” (EPA Project
5800 904) states that dewatering of dis-
solved air flotation sludge will be neces~
sary for economical disposal. Cenfrifu-
gation of the sludge was demonstrated
to decrease the volume by 4:1 and in-
crease the total solids dry weight by 2:1.

(15) A number of comments reflected
concern that the efluent limitations
guldelines should be applied on a net
rather than a gross basis to allow for pol-
Tutants which may be present in the
plant intake-water.

‘The effluent limitations guidelines have
generally been developed on 2 gross or
absolute basls. However, the Ageney ree-
ognizes that in certain instances poliut-~
ants will be present in navigable waters
which provide a plant’s intake water sup-
ply in significant concentrations which
may not be removed to the levels specified
in the guldelines by the application of
treatment technology contemplated by
bﬁb practicable control currently avail-
able.

Accordingly, the Agency has developed
amendments to its NPDES permit regu-
Iations (40 CFR Part 125) which specifies
the situations in which the Regional

trator may allow a credit for

such pollutants. The proposed amend-

ment gppeared in the Ocfober 18, 1974,
Feperal, REGISTER (39 FR 37215).

(16) Many commenters stated that the

“raw waste” data presenfed in

the draft development document were too

variable to be used as a basis for pro-

posed efluent standards.

An examination of the method of cal-
culation of the summary ‘“raw waste”
averages revealed that the lozarithmic-
normal frequency distribution provides
o better fit of the data than the arith-
metic-normal frequency distribution.

The observation that many of the
arithmetic-normal, summary standard
deviations exceeded fifty percent of the
mean value, supports the notion that the
data does not fit the arithmetic-normal
distribution. The logarithmic-normal
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distribution fits data which tends to

skew toward the right, away from zero,
which is the case with the plant sum-
mary data presented in the Development
Document.

To further equalize the summary
statistics, individual plant averages were
weighted by the number of samples’col-
lected per plant and the individual plant
temporal variances.

The effect of the logarithmic-normal
statistical analysis raises some summary
means, lowers others, and leaves other
summary means relatively’ unchanged
from the draft development document.

(17) One commenter feels it would be
more equitable to base the oyster efluent
limitations on the tonnage of raw prod-
uct processed rather than the shucked
weight of the oyster.

The effluent limitations guidelines are
expressed in terms of the shucked weight
of the oysters rather than the weight
of the raw material as received at the
plant because the relation of input shell
welght to final product weight was too
variable for accurate measurements.
This is partially due to empty or loose
shell in the raw material at the ¥ plants
sampled and the fact that accurate rec-
ords were available for the shucked
weights of the oysters rather than raw
material weights because the shuckers
are usually paid for the amount of
shucked oyster produced.

The Agency believes this to be an
equitable approach. For example, sup-
pose that & plant produces two tons of
shucked oysters from 25 tons of raw
material with a total waste load of 100
pounds of BODS5 for the day’s produc-
tion. Then the waste load expressed in
terms of raw material is 4 1bs. of BODS
per ton of raw material; the identical
waste” load expressed in terms of final
product is 50 lbs of BODS5 per ton of
product.

‘The Agency realizes that the oyster
guidelines’ derived from raw waste load
ratios based on product weight instead of
raw material weight is inconsistent with
other subcategories and therefore, dur-
ing the comment period, requests data
which could be used to establish a more
accurate basis for shucked oyster pro-
duction and efiluent limitations.

(18) One commenter felt that the Guif
Coast oyster processors should be exempt
from effluent limitations because the
Gulf Coast oyster processing facilities
were not among those specifically
sampled.

As discussed in the development docu-

ment, the Agency believes that the Gulfr

Coast oyster processors can be grouped
with the East Coast oyster processors
because the same species of oysters are
processed and the same processing
methods are utilized in both areas.

(19) Several commenters feel that in-
dustry expansion will be inhibited in re-
mote areas of Alaska if the new source
performance standards are based on
screening instead of comminutors or
grinders which provides the basis for
the July 1, 1977, standards.

After reassessing the available infor-
mation and comments submitted by in-
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terested parties, the technology basis for
new source performance standards was
changed from screening to comminutors
or grinders because it can be argued that
the adverse climatic and geologic con-
ditions of many isolated areas of Alaska
eliminates almost all waste water treat-
ment alternatives.

In addition, the - agency proposes
amendments to §§ 408.55, 408.75, and
408.105 of the promulgated efffuent limi-
tations ond guidelines for existing
sources and standards of performance
and pretreatment standards for new
sources for the canned and preserved
seafood processing point source category
(39 FR 23134) fo reflect this change.

(20) Several commenters suggest that
the cost of collecting self-monitoring
samples should be an integral part of the
economic analysis since it may have &
significant impact on the small process-
ing facilities.

Self-monitoring costs are not included
because historically fhe small-to-medi-
um sized plants in the seafood processing
industry have not been required to col-
lect frequent self-moniftoring samples.
In general, the sampling frequency has
fallen within once every three to six
months with no less than one sample
per year. Assuming that such monitor-
ing requirements will continue, the cost

" of monitoring for 2 typical plant is con-

sidered to be negligible for the economic
impact analysis. However, the self-
monitoring sampling frequency may in-
crease for (a) large plants, (b) facilities
affected by water quality criteris, or (c)

- plants with unique waste loads.

(21) Several commenters requested al-
lowances within the hand-shucked oys-
ter subcategories to accommodate possi-
ble processing changes which may be
necessary to meet forthcoming Food and
Drug Administration regulations.

Even though the Agency appreciates
the fact that the raw waste loads may
change as a result of future process al-
terations, the efluent limitetions con-
tained herein are based on waste loads
resulting from current industry process-
ing configurations. When the Food and
Drug Administration promulgates regu-
lations affecting the hand-shucked
oyster processing subcategory, the Agen~
cy will reevaluate the efluent limitations.
However, an individual processor may
petition the permit issuing authority for
an allowance in the waste load to ac-
count for such processing changes.

(22) Even though the regulations
contained -herein do not apply to non-
traditional fishery resources or to new
or experimental processes, one com-
menter is concerned that the new source
performance standards will be extrap-
olated to new pilob or demonstration
plants before adequate economic data
materializes.

The Agency’s intrepretation of section
306(a) (2) of the Act does not consider
a new seafood processing facility o “new
source” if the processing facility is not
covered by the regulations set forth in
Part 408 of Title 40 of the Code of Fed-

eral Regulations. In developing effluent
limitations for sources not covered by

guidelines the permit issuing authority
would be expected to consider all avall-
able information of a technical and eco-
nomic nature pertaining to the proposed
facilities and not just simply extrapolato
new source performance standards from
categories covered by guldelines.

The Agency Is subject to an order
of the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia entered in
Natural Resources Defense Council v
Train ef. al. (Civ. No. 1609-73) which
requires the promulgation of repulations
for this industry category no later than
January 3, 1975, This order also requires
than such regulations become effective
immediately upon publication. In addi-
tion, it is necessary to promulgate regu~
lations establishing limitations on the
discharge of pollutants from point
sources in this category so that the proc
ess of issuing permits to individual dig-

" chargers under section 402 of the Act

is not delayed.

It has not been practicable to develop
and publish regulations for this category
in proposed form, to provide a 30 day
comment period, and to make any neceg-
sary revisions in light of the comments
received within the time constraints im«
posed by the court order referred to
above. Accordingly, the Agency has de-
termined pursuant to 5 USC 553(b) that
noticeé and comment on the interim finnl
regulations would be impracticable and
contrary to the public interest. Good
cause is also found for these regulations
to become effective on January 30, 1975,

Interested persons are encouraged to
submit written comments., Comments
should be submitted in triplicate to tho
EPA Office of Public Affalrs, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, Weshington,
D.C. 20460, Attention: Ms. Ruth Brown,
A-107. Comments on all aspects of the
regulation are solicited. In the ovent
comments are in the nature of criticisms
as to the adequacy of data which are
available, or which may be relled upon by
the Agency, comments should identify
and, if possible, provide any additional
data which may be available and should
indicate why such date are essential to
the amendment or modification of the
regulation. In the event comments ad-
dress the approach taken by the Agency
in establishing an efifluent.limitation or
guideline EPA solicits suggestions as to
what alternative approach should be
taken and why and how this alternative
better satisfies the detailed require-

-ments of sections 301 and 304(bh) of tho

Act.

A copy of all public comments will be
available for inspection and copying at
the EPA Freedom of Information Cen-
ter, Room 204, West 'Tower, Waterside
Mall, 401 M Street SW., Washington,
D.C. A copy of preliminary draft con-
fractor reports, the Development Docu-
ment and economic study referred to
above, and certain supplementary mateo-
rials supporting the study of the indus-
try concerned will also be maintained
at this location for public review and
copying. The EPA Iformsation rerula-
tion, 40 CFR Part 2, provides that &
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reasonable fee may be charged for copy-
ing.
All comments received on or before
- March 3, 1975 will be considered. Steps °
previously taken by the Environmental
Protection Agency to facilitate public
” response within this time period are out-
_Ilined in the advance notice’ concerning
. public review procedures published on
. August 6, 1973 (38 FR .21202). In the
event that the final regulation differs
substantially from the interim final reg-
wlation set forth herein the Agency will
consider petitions for reconsideration of
_ any permits issued in accordance with
" these interim final regulation.
In consideration of the foregoing, 40
CEFR . Part 408 is hereby amended as
set forth below.

Dated: January 17, 1975.
Eﬁ‘ectivg date: January 30, 1975.

RUSSELL E. TRAIN,
Administrator.

Subpari A—the farm raised catfish
“processing _subcategory is amended by
revising.§ 408.10 to read as Tollows:

© §408.10 - Applicabhility; description of

the farm raised catfish processing
_subcategory. -

. The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of farm-raised catfish by
existing facilities which process more
than 1362 kg (3000 1bs) of raw material

per day on any day during a calendar’

year and all new sources.

Subpart B—the conventional blue crab
_processing subecategory is amended by
" revising § 408.20 to read as follows:

§ 408.20 Appllca'bxlxty~ deseription of
the conventional blue crab processing

subcategory. .

The provisions of this subpart are ap- .

- plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of blue crab in which manusl
picking or separation of crab meat from
the shell is utilized. The effluent limita-
tions contained in Subpart B are appli-
cable to. existing facilities processing
more than 1362 kg (3000 lbs) of raw
material per -day on any day during &
calendar year and all new sources.

Subpart C—the mechanized blue crab

- processing subcategory is amended by

revising § 408.30 to read as follows:

. §408.30 Applicability; description of
the mechanized blue crab proccssmg
subeategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from thé
processing of blue crab in which
mechanical picking or separation of crab
meat from the shell is utilized.

Subpart D—the non-remote Alaskan
crab meat processing subcategory Is
amended by revising § 40840 to read as
follows:

§408.40 Applicability; description of
the mon-remote Alaskan crab meat
processing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
phcab_le to discharges resulting from the
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processing, in non-remote Alaska, of
dungeness, tanner, and king crab meat.
The efiiuent limitations contained in
" Subpart D are applicable to facilities lo-
" cated in population or processing centers
" including but not limited to Anchorage,
Cordova, Juneau, Ketchikan, Kodiak,
and Petersburg.

Subpart E—the remote Alaskan crab
meat processing subcategory is amended
by revising § 408.50 to read as follows:

§408.50 Applicability; description of
the remote Alaskan erab meat proc-
essing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing, in remote Alaska, of dunge-
. ness, tanner, and king crab meat. The
efiuent limitations containead in Subpart
E are applicable to facilities not covered
under Subpart D.

Subpart F—the non-remote Alaskan
whole crab and crab section processing
subcategory is amended by revising
§ 408.60 to read as follows:

§ 4’)8 60 Applicability; deseription of
the non-remoie Alaskan whole erab
and crab scctxon processing subeate-
gory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing, in non-remote Alaska, of
dungeness, tanner and king whole crab
and crab sections. The eflluent limitations
.contained in Subpart F are applicable to
facilities located in population or proc-
essing centers including but not limited
to Anchorage, Cordova, Juneau, Ketch-
ikan, Xodiak, and Petersburg,

Subpart G—the remote Alaskan whole
crab and crab section processing subcate-
gory is amended by revising §408.70 to
read as follows:

§ 408.70 Applicability; description of
. the remote Alaskan whole crab and
crab section processing subcategory.

‘The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing, in remote Alaska, of dunge-
ness, tanner, and king whole crab and
crab_sections. The efiluent limitations

. contained in Subpart G are applicable

to facilities not covered under Subpart F.

Subpart H—the dungeness and tanner
crab processing in the contiguous States
subcategory is amended by revising
§408.80 to read as follows:

§408.80 Applicability; description of
the dungcmss and tanner proc-
essing in the contiguous Sintes sub-
category.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resuiting from the
processing of dungeness and tanner crab
in the contiguous States.

Subpart I—the non-remote Alaskan
shrimp processing subcategory is
amended by revising § 408.90 to read as
follows:

§ 408.90 Applicability; description of
the non-remotc Alaskan shrimp proc-
cssing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
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processing of shrimp in non-remofe
Alaska. The efiluent imitations confained
in Subpart I are applicable to facilities
located in population or processing cen-
ters including but not limited to Anchor-
age, Cordova, Juneau, Ketchikan, Ko-
dialk, and Petersburg.

Subparf; J—the remote Alaskan shrimp
processing subcategory is amended by
vevising § 408.100 to read as follows:

§ 403.100 Applicability; description of
the remote Alaskan shrimp process-
ing subcategory. -

‘The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
brocessing of shrimp in remote Alaska.

The efiuent limitations contained in

Subpart J are applicable to facilities not

covered under Subpart I. .

Subpart XK—the northern shrimp
processing in the contiguous States sub-

category Is amended by revising § 408.110

to read as follows:

§408.110 Applicabilitys description of
the Northern shrimp processing in
the contizuous States suhmtegory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of shrimp in” the Northern
contiguous States, including Washing-
ton, Oregon, California, Maine, New
Hampshire, and Massachusetts. The efiu-
ent limitations contained in Subpart K
are applicable to existing facilities proc-
essing more than 908 kz (2000 Ibs) of
raw material per day on any day during
a calendar year and all new sources.

Subpart L—the southern non-breaded
shrimp processing in the contizuous
States subcategory is amended by revis-
ing §408.120 to read as follows:

§ 408.120  Applicability; description of
the Somhcrn non-breaded shrimp
processing in the contiguous States
subeategory.

The provizions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of non-breaded shrimp in the
Southern contiguous States, including
North and South Carolina, Georzia,
Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana,
and Texas. The efluent limitations con-
tained in Subpart I, are applicable to
existing facllitles processing more than
9808 kg (2000 1bs) of raw material per day
onamrdaydm'm,awlendaryearand
all new sources.

Subpart M—the breaded shrimp proc-
essing in the contiguous States subcate-
gory is amended by revising §408.130 to
read as follows:

§ 408.130 Applicability; description of
the breaded shrimp processing in
the contiguous States subcategory.

‘The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of breaded shrimp in the con-
tiguous States by ekisting facilities proe-~
essing more than 908 kg (2000 lbs) of
raw material per day on any day during
a calendar year and all new sources.

Subpart N—t{he tuna processing sub-
category is amended by revising § 408.140
to read as follows:
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§ 408,140 Applicability; description of
the tuna processing subcategory.

‘The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of tuna.. - -

The following new subparts are added
to0 40 CFR Part 408: -

Subpart 0—Fish Meal Processing Subcategory

Sec.

408,160 Applicability; description of the fish
meal processing subcategory.

Specialized definitions.

Efftuent 1imitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effiuent
reduction attainable by the appli-~
cation of the best practicable con-
trol technology currently avail-
able.

Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best avallable tech-
nology economically achlevable,

Subpart P—Alaskan Hand-Butchered Salmon
Processing Subcategory

408,160 Applicability; description of the
Alaskan hand-butchered salmon
processing subcategory.

408,161 Specialized definitions.

408.162 Effiuent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable con~
trol technology cwrrently avall
able.

408.163 Efffuent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the.degree of efluent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best avallable tech-
nology economically achievable.

Subpart Q—Alaskan Mechanized Salmon

408.161
408,162

408.163

Processing Subcategory
408,170 Applicability; description of the
Alaskan mechanized salmon
processing subcategory.

408.171 Specialized definitions.

408.172 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable con-
trol technology currently available.

408,173 Efffuent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best available tech-
nology economically achievable.

Subpart R—Waest Coast Hand-Butchered Salmon
Processing Subcategory

408,180 Applicability; description of the
‘West Coast hand-butchered sal-
mon processing subcategory.

408,181 Speclalized definitions.

408.182 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-~
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appii-
cation of the best practicable con-
trol technology currently avail~
able. .

408.183 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-~
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best available tech-
nology economically achievable, *

Subpart S—West Coast Mechanized Salmon
Processing Subcategory
408,190 - Applicability; description of the
West Coast mechanized salmon
processing subcategory.
408.191 Specialized definitions.

" RULES AND REGULATIONS

Sec.

408.192 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degres of effiuent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable con-
trol technology currently avall-
able.

408.193 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attaingble by the appli-
cation of the best available tech=-
nology economically achievable.

Subpart T-—Alaskan Botton Fish Processing
Subcategory

Applicability; description of the
Alaskan bottom fish processing
subcategory.

Specialized definitions.

Effiuent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting “the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the ap-
plication of the best practicable
control” technology currently
available.

Effiuent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction ettainable by the ap-
plication of. the best available
technology economically achiov-
able.

Subpart U—Non-Alaskan Conventional Bottom

Fish Processing Subcategory

Applicabllity; description of the
non-Alaskan conventional bot=
tom fish processing subcategory.

Specialized definitions.

Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the ap-
plication of the best practicable
control technology currently avail-
able, °

Effluent Iimitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of efiluent
reduction attainable by the ap-
plication of the best avallable
technology economically achiev-
able.

Subpart V—Non-Alaskan Mechanized Bottom

Fish Processing Subcategory

Applicability; description of the
non-Alaskan mechanized bottom
fish processing subcategory.

Specialized definitions.

Effluent Imitations guidelines rep~
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable
control technology currently
aevallable.

Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of.efluent
reduction attainable by the ap-
plication of the best avallable
technology economically achieve
able.

Subpart W—Hand-Shucked Clam Processing
. Subcategory

Applicability; description of the
hand-shucked clam processing

. subcategory. i

Speclalized definitions. B

Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the ap-
plication of the best practicable
control technology currently
a,vailablg.

Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the ap-
plication of the best wavallable
technology economicaelly achiev-
able.

408.200

408.201
408.202

408.203

408.210

408.211
408212

408.220

408.221
408.222

408.223

408.230

408.231
408.232

408.233

Subpart X—Mechanized Clam Processing

s Subcategory

ec.

408.240 Applicabillty; description of the
mechanized clam processing suib
category.

408.241 Specialized deflnitions.

408242 Effluent limitations guldolines rop«
resonting the degreo of offfuent
reduction attainable by the eppli«
cation of the best practicable cons=
txl';)l technology currontly avail«
able. .

408243 Effiuent limitations guldelines rop-

resenting tho deprco of efiluont
reduction attalnablo by tho ape-
plication of ‘tho best avallablo
technology economically achiove-
able,

Subpart Y—Pacific Coast Hand-Shucked Oystot
Processing Subcategory

Applicability; description of the
Pacific Coast hand-shucked oystor
processing subcategory.

Speclalized definitions.

Effluent limitations guldelines rop«
resenting the degrco of eofifuent
reduction attainable by the ap«
plication of tho best practicablo
control technology currently
aveailable.

Effftuent Umitations guldelines rep=
resenting the dopreo of offluont
reduction attainable by tho ape-
plication ot the best availablo
technology economicelly aohiove
able.

Subpart Z—Atlantic and Gulf Coast Hand.
Shucked Oystor Processing Subcategory

408.260 Applcability; description of tho Ate
lantic and Gulf Coast hands
shucked oyster processing subeato«

408.250

408.261
408.262

408.2563

gory.
408.261 Specialized definitions.
408.262 Effluent limitations guidelines rop=-
resenting the degreo of offlucnt xo«
duction attainable by tho applici«
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.
408.263 Effluent limitations guidolines rop«
resenting the degree of efiluent ro=
duction attainable by the applici«
tion of the best avallable technol«
ogy economically achievable.

Subpart AA——Steamed/Cannod Oyster
Processing Subcategory

408.270 Applicability; description of the
steamed/canned oystor processing
subcategory.

408.271 Specialized definitions.

408.272 Effluent limitations guldelines rop=
resenting the degree of efiluont
reduction attalnablo by the appli-
cation of the best practicablo cons
trol technology currently available,

408.273 Effiuent limitations guidelines rop=-
resenting the degreo of effluent ro-
duction attainable by tho applica«
tlon of the best available technol«
ogy economically achievable,

Subpart AB—Sardine Processing Subcatogory

408.280 Applcabllity; description of the
sardine processing subcategory.

408.281 Speclalized definitions.

408.282 Effluent limitations guldelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent ro-
duction sttainable by the applion-
tion of the best practicgble control
technology currently available,

408.283 Effluent limitations guldelines rop-
presenting the degreo of offluent ro=
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available tochnole
ogy economically achievable.
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~ Subpart AC—Alaskan Scallop Processing
Subcategory
Sec,

408.290 Applicability; description of the
- Alaskan scallop processing sub-
category.

408.291 Specialized definitions. -

408292 Efffuent- limitations guidelines rep-

“~resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation-of the best practicable con-

. trol technology currently available,
408.293 Effiuent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of efluent
- reduction attainablé by the appli~
cation of the best available tech-
nology economically achievable.
Subpart AD—Non-. Alaskan Scallop Processing
Subcategory

408.300 Applicability; description of the non-

Alaskan scallop processing subcate~
.- gory. .

408.301 Specialized definitions.

408.302 Effluent limitations guldelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable con-

- trol technology currently available.

408.303 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of efiluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best available tech-
nology economically achievable.

) SubpartAE—Alaskan Herring Fillet Processing
Subcategory

Applicability; description of the
Alaskan herring fillet processing
subeategory.

Specianzed‘deﬁ.mtions

Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the” degree of efiluent
reduction attainable by the ap-
plication of the best practicable
control . technology currently

408.310°

408311
408.312

’

avallable. .

Effuent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best available tech-
nology economically achievable.

Subpart AF—Non-Alaskan Herring Fmet
Processing Subcategory

408.320 Applcability; description of the
non-Alaskan herring fillet proc-
‘essing subcategory.

408.321 Specialized definitions.

408,322 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-

~ resenting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the ap-
plication control technology cur-
rently available,

408.323 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-
resenting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best available tech-
nology economically achievable.

408.313

Subpart AG—Abalone Processing Subcategory
.408.330 Applicability; description of the
. abalone processing subcategory.
408.331 Specialized definitions.
408.332 Efluent limitations guidelines rep-
* resenting the degree of efiluent
reduction attainable by the ap-

plication of the best practicable

control
avallable.

technology cwrrently

408.333 Effluent limitatlons guidelines rep- -

resenting the degree of effluent
reduction -attainable by the ap-
plication. of the- best avallable

technology economically achiey- "

able,

-
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Subpart O—Fish Meal Processing
Subcategory

§ 408.150 Apphcnlnhty, deseription of
the fish meal processing subceategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of menhaden on the Gulf and
Atlantic Coasts and the processing of
anchovy on the West Coast into fish
meal, oil and solubles.

§ 408.151 Spccinlized 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 40 CFR Pait
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” shall mean

*the raw materlal, including freshwater

and saltwater fish and shellfish, to be
processed, in the form in which it is re-
ceived at the processing plant.

§ 408.152 Efflucnt limitations guidclines
representing the degree of eflluent
reduction attainable | by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology curréntly available.

() 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 technology
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry sub-
categorization and efiuent 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, iIf the
State has the authority to issue NPDES
permits) that factors relating to the
equipment or Ifacllities involved, the
process applied, or other such mctors re-
lated to such discharger are fundamen-~
tally different from the factors con-
sidered in the establishment of the
guidelines. On the basls of such evi-
dence or other available information, the
Regional Administrator (or the State)
will make a written finding that such
factors are or are not fundamentally dif-
ferent for that facility compared to those
specified in the Development Document.
If such fundamentally different factors
are found to exist, the Reglonal Admin-
istrator 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 extent dictated by such
fundamentally different factors. ‘Such
limitations must be approved by the Ad~
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. The Administrator may
approve or disapprove such limitations,
specify other limitations, or initiate pro-
ceedings to revise these regulations.

L]
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(b) The following limifations 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 confrol technology currently
available:

(1) Any mephaden or anchovy fish
meal reduction facility which utilizes a
solubles plant to process stick water or
?aatlil water shall meet the following limi-

ons.

Efffuent Umitations

Eflucent Avemt,a of dafly
characteristis Maximum for  values for thirty
any ona day  consecutive da;
shall not exc
(etrie units) kg/kkg of seafood
BODS. 4.7 = a5
S i 2
0 cmane J, .
PH..eeeeeeeaeeee. Withintha .
ma 6.0to
(English units) 1bf1600 Ib of cealood
BODS. 47 — 3.5
0!1 d ', oLeg
ond greato. veee 080 cemeeeoeeeees .
................ Within tha eccvsemmmccmne—an
gmn,,o 6.0to |

(2) Any menhaden or anchovy fish
meal reduction facility nof covered un-
der §408.152(b) (1) shall meet the fol-
lowing limitations:

Effluent imitations
Effluent wveraga of daily
charncteristis Maximum for vnluzsrarthkty
any onaday consecutive
shall not exceed—
(Ustris units) kg/kkg of ceafood
BODS. 7 = 2.8
LR c el T sest— i
an o S . SN
.............. Within o T
20
e
(English units) 1b/1000 1b of cealoed
BODS. 35 = 2.8
P i
an SRR 1 SO, .
PH..cvaecacaeaas Within tho [
s,r'un;.:.‘:. 0 6.0

§ 408.153 Eflluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technology
cconomically achievable.

‘The following limitations establish the ~
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol--
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the best
available technology economically
achievable:
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Effluent Bmitations
Efffuent - Aversgo of daily
characteristic Maximum for values for thirty
any ono day  consecutive goags
shall not exe

(Motrio units) kpgfkke of seafood

BOTM 4.0 2.9

2.3 13

Oll and grease. 0.80 0.63

) 5 N, Within tho s
?‘?ge 60to -

* (English units) 1b/1000 Ib of seafood

BODS. 4.0 2.9

T8 2.3 13

Oil and greastunes.- [ 0.63

................. Within the [,
aagga 6.0

Salmon Processing Subcategory

§ 408.160 Applicability; description of
the Alaskan hand-butchered salmon
processing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap~
plicable to discharges resulting from the
hand-butchering of salmon in Alaska.

§ 408.161 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(2) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and meth-
ods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR Part
401 shall apply to this subpart.

.(b) The term “seafcod” shall mean the
raw material, including freshwater and
saltwater fish and shell fish, to be proc-
essed, in the form in which it is re-
ceived at the processing plant.

§ 408.162 Efifluent limitations guldelmes
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 respeot to
factors, such as age and size of plant,
raw materials, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry
subcategorization and effluent Ilevels
established. It is, however, possible that
data which would affect these limita-
tions have not been available and, as a
result, these limitations should be ad-
justed for certain plants in this industry.
An individual discharger or other in-
terested person may submit evidence to
the Regional Administrator (or to the
State, if the State has the authority to
issue NPDES permits) that factors re-
lating to the equipment or facilities in-
volved, the process applied, or other such
factors related to such discharger are
fundamentally different from the fac-
tors considered in the establishment of
the guidelines. On the basis of such evi-
dence or other available information,

the Regional Administrator (or the
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State) will make a written finding that
such factors are or are not fundamen-
fally different for that facility compared
to those specified in the Development
Document. If such fundamentally dif-
ferent factors.are found to exist, the
Regional Administrator or the State
shall establish for the discharger efluent
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
Environmental Protection Agency. The
Administrator may approve or disap-
prove such limitations, specify other
limitations, 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 provi-

sions of this subpart after application of

the best practicable control technology

currently available:

(1) Any hand-butchered salmon
processing facility located in population
or processmg centers_including but not
limited t6° Anchorage, Cordova, Juneau,
Ketchikan, Kodiak, and Petersburg shall
meet the following limitations:

Eflluent Kmitotions <
"Effluent * Average of daily
characteristic Maximum for values for thirty
any ono day  consecutive days
shall not execed—
(Metric units) kgfkly of seafood
TS8 g 1 7 1.4
Ofl and grease ez 020 o comemceean 0.17
PH il Withln the [,
. range 6.0 to
9.0. =
(English units) 1b/1600 Ib of s2afood
T8S. 1.7 L4
Oil and greasseeacee 0.20 e mmeoemaeeee 017
PH e Within the A cm——aea —_—
. sango 6.0 to ,

(2) Any hand-butchered salmon proc-
essing facility not covered under § 408.162
(b) (1) shall meet the following limita-
tions: No pollutants may be discharged
which exceed 1.27 ecm (0.5 inch) in any
dimension.

§ 408.163 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion. of the best available technolorry
economically achievable.

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-

lutant properties, controlled by this sec-

tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart . after application of the
best available fechnology e"onomically
achievable:

/

Efftucnt lmitations
Effiuen Avernpa of dally
chamctcrisﬂo Maximum for  vulue for thirty
any one doy  eonccoutlve dayy

-

chnll nob exeeed—

(Metric units) kgf/Rkg of sepfood

T3S, ‘l 5 . 1.4
Oil and greass, 0.16
................ \ lthin the [P

rango 0.0 to

9.0.
- (English units) 1b£100 1b of soafsod

T88, 1.5 1.2
Oll and grcaso..-... 008 - omenan 0,16
) = Withinthe eeccace ccnxencan «

range 6.0 to
0.0,

Subpart ¢—Alaskan [Mechanized Salmon
Processing Subcategory .

§ 498. 170 Applicability; dezeription of
the Alazkan mechanized salmon proc«
essing subcategory,

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
mechanized butchering of salmon In
Alaska,.

§ 408.171 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 40 CFR Port
401 shall apply to this subpart,
" (b) 'The term “seafood” shall mean the
raw material, including freshwater and
saltwater fish and shellfish, to be proc-
essed, in the form in which 1t is recelved
at the processing plant,

§ 408.172 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
-reduction attainable by the applica«
tion of the best practicablo control
technolegy currently available.

(a) In establishing the limitations seb
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 technology
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the Industry
subcategorization and efiuent Ilevels
established. It 1s, however, possible that
data. which would affect these lmito-
tions have not been available and, as &
result, these limitations should he ad-
Jjusted for certain plants in this industry.
An individual discharper or other in-
terested person moy submit evidence to
the Regional Administrator (or to the
State, if the State has the authority to
issue NPDES parmits) that foctors re-
Iating to the equipment or facilities in-
volved, thie process applied, or other such
factors related to such dizchorger are
fundamentally different from the foc-
tors considered in the establishment of

the guidelines. On the basis of such evi-
dence or other available information,
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the Regional Administrator (or the
State) will make a written finding that
such factors are or are not fundamen-
- tally different for that facility compared
to those specified in the Develppment
Document. If such fundamentally dif-
ferent factors are found to exist, the
Regional Administrator or the State
shall establish for the discharger efiuent
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
Environmental Protection Agency. The
Administrator may approve or disap-
prove such limitations, specify other
Imitations, 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 & point source subject to the provi-
sions of this subpart after application
of the best practicable control tech-
nology currently available:

- (1) Any mechanized salmon process-
“ing facility located in population or
processing centers including but not
limited to Anchorage, Cordova, Juneau,
_Kefchikan, Kodiak, and Petersburg shall
meetthe following limitations:

Effluent limitations
Effluent ’ Average of dally
characteristic ~ Maximum for values for thirty
*any one day consecutive days
’ shall not —
- . (Motric units) ke/kkg of Seafood
tor—, "3
an TR A S,
................ Within the ceccememoreansneee
range 6.0 to
9.0.
_ (English units) 1b/1000 1b of seafood
e — : 2
an SR A,
o) < S L1318 4 T ——
‘ 9mt:ngo e 6.0 to

(2) Any mechanized salmon processing
facility not covered.under § 408.172 (b)
(1) shall meet the following limitations:
No- pollutants may be discharged which
-exceed 1.27 em (0.5 inch) in any dimen-
sion. ; .

§ 408.173 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction- attainable by the applica-

* tion of the best available technology
economically achievable.

. (a) 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: .

(1) Any mechanized salmon process=
ing facility located in population or
processing centers including but not
limited to Anchorage, Cordova, Juneau,

RULES AND REGULATIONS

Kefchikan, RKodiak, and Petersburg shall
meet the following limitations:

. EMuznt Umitations
Effuent Avercgo of dally
characteristic lmximunagcr values {‘@r u&nmy
ony ono cansecutiva .
v shall not mwfz-
Qfetric units) kg/ikg of scalood
BODS, 16, 13
O wad pressarsn 3¢ X
an eceree 20ucncecaamcanaa
) ) 2 SRR Within t&o ................ —
rango 6.0 to
0.0.
(English units) 1b/1000 b of seafood
BODS ‘ 16 i3
T ——, X
and greast...n.- 28 aereccencean .
) S SRR Within the accosccnsenernsren
mng9 5 00.0 to

(2) Any mechanized salmon processing
facility not covered under §408.173(a)
(1) shall meet the following limitations:

Effucat Umitations

Efluent Averogo of dally
characteristis hmﬂmuna;ur vnlwnt&r ;hdlgty
any ono conseutiv
v v shall not cm:cxi
(Afotrio units) kg/kkg of s2afood
T8S. 25 ap
Oll and greass 23 10
) < SN N -- Within %3 fo oooeesteesesees
rango
0.0
: (English units) 151000 Ib of zeafood
S Eer o i
G a—— 1711 S
0.0,

Subpart R—West Coast Hand-Butchered
Salmon Processing Subcategory:

) - §408.180 Applicability; description of

the: West Coast hand-butchered sal-
mon processing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
hand-butchering of salmon on the West
Coast. .

§408.181 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitlons, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafcod” shall mean
the raw material, including freshwater
and saltwater fish and shelifish, to be
processed, in the form in which it 1is
receilved at the. processing plant.

§ 408.182 Efllucnt limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainnble by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available,

In establishing the limitations seb
forth in this section, EPA took into ac-
count all information it was able to col-
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lect, develop and solicit with respect fo
factors (such as age and size of plant,
raw materlals, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry
subcategorization and effiuent levels es-
tablished. It is, however, possible that
data which" would affect these limifa-
tlons have not been available and, as
a result, these imitations should be ad-
Justed for certain plants in this industry.
An individual discharger or other inter-
ested person 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 invelved, the
process applled, or ofher such factors
related to such discharger are funda-~
mentally different from the factors con-
sidered in the establishment of the guide-
lines. On the basis of such evidence or
other available information, the Re-
glonal Administrator (or the State) will
make a written finding that such facfors
are or are not fundamentally different
for that facility compared to those speci-
fled in the Development Document. If
such fundamentally different factors are
found to exist, the Regional Adminis-
trator or the State shall esfablish for
the discharger effluent limitations in-the
NPDES permit either more or less strin-
gent than the limitations established
herein, to the extent dictated by such
fundamentally different. factors. Such
limitations must be approved by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmenfal Pro-
tection Agency. The Administrator may
approve or disapprove such limifations,
specify other limitations, or initiate pro-
ceedings to revise these regulations.

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available: ’

EfMuant Umitations
Efluent Averaga of dafly
characteristic Maximum for m&'g’ for thirty
any ono day consecutive days
shall not exceed—
QMetris units) kg/kkg of ceafocd
Oil nnd 5% ' ot
ond gTeas0e cenea ISR,
) : SRR, Withintha (- S
¥ 60to O.D.m
(English units) 1b/16C0 Ib of seafoed
TS, 1.7 1.4
Ol 80d £10570 0 aeene 0020 e aeee .17
PH o eeeceacaneea WItRIDtROTANZ s
6.0t00.0.

§408.183 Efllucnt limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica--
tion of the best available technology
cconomically achievable.

The following limitations establish
the quantity or quality of pollutants or
pollutant properties, controlled by this .
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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:

Effluent limitations

Effluent Average of dafly
characteristio Maximum for  values for thirty
ony one doy  consecuiive doys

shall not exceed—

(Metri¢ units) ke/kkg of seafood
BODS.szmeseiaaa L2, S 1.0
T38 0,15, 0.12
Ofl and gre2s0eeneea 0,020 onaceaa = 0,02

. eeeoceaeesaeess Withintheranfd ceo oo cnneaa
6.0 to 8.0.

(Englich units 1b/1000 Ib of seafood
BODS.co=sa.z: L2, S 1.0
i end presse o 0,00 XA
Ofl and JR, e Cesemmm——ad

112 S mvee Within thorange cecieeenaeaesze=s

t0.9.0.

Subpart S—West Coast Mechanized
Salmon Processing Subcategory
§ 468.190 Applicnbility; description of
the West Coast mechanized salmon
pracessing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
mechanized butchering of salmon on the
West Coast,

§408.191 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 40 CFR Part °
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” shall mean the &

raw material, including freshwater and
saltwater fish and shellfish, to be proc-
essed, in the form in which it is received
at the processing plant.

§ 408.192 Effluent limitations guidelines
-~ representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the hest practicable control
technology currertly available.

(2) 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,
produects produced, treatment technology
available, energy requiremenis 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 certain
plants in this industry. An individual dis-
charger or other interested person may
submit evidence to the Regional Admin-
istrator (or to the State, if the State has
the authority to issue NPDES permits)
that factors relating to the equipment or
facilities involved, the process applied, or
other such factors related to such dis-
charger are fundamentally different from
the factors considered in the establish-
ment of the guidelines. On the basis of
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such evidence or other available informa-~

tion, the Regional Administrator (or the -

State) will make a written finding that
such factors are or are not fundamental-

. ly different for that facility compared to
. those specified in the Development Docu-

ment. If such fundamentally different

.factors are found to exist, the Regional
* Administrator or the State shall estab-

lish for the discharger effluent limita-
tionsin the NPDES permit either more or
less stringent than the limitations estab-
lished herein, to the extent dictated by
such fundamentally different factors.
Such limitations must be approved by the
‘Administrator of the Envirorimental Pro-
tection Agency. The Administrator msy
approve or disapprove such limitations,
specify other limitations, or initiate pro-
ceedings to revise these regulations.

(b) The following limitations establish
the quantity or quality of-pollutants or
pollutant properties, controlled by this
section, which may be discharged by &
point source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the best
practicable confrol technology currently
available:

(1) Any mechanized salmon processing
facility which processes more than 1816
kg (4000 1bs) of raw material per day on
any day during a calendar year shall
meet the following limitations:

‘Effluent limitations
Effluent Averagoe of dally
characteristic Maximum for values for thirty
any ono day  consecutive days
shall not exe
(Metric units) }:g/kkg of seafood
BODS..= 41 - 31
38, 8.2 6.7
Oil and grease.—..-. - %1 1.6
............... — Within the cemrenaccecamans
range 6.0 to
9.0, - .
(English units) 1b/1000 Ib of seafood
BODS. Mo i 3
T88 8.2 6.7
Olland grease_ oo 4.0 o 1.6
) +) 2 SN, Vithin the cmmmccccramcan—ad
mng9 S e 6.0 to

(2) Any mechanized salmon process-
ing facility not covered under § 408.192

"(b) (1) shall meet the following limita-

tions:
Efiuent limitations
Effuent Average of daily
charactcristic Maximum for values for thirty
any one day  consecutive days
. chall not excecd—
(Metric units) kgfkkeg of seafcod
T8s, 2. z 22
Ofl and gréaso. ... SR 10
PH.eoceccnaaan Within the & cacemocacmcaaaa
range 6.0 to
0.
(English units) 1b/1000 1b of seafood
TSS = 2
Ofiand grease .. 27 eeeea2 10
3 S, Within the SLITITITLITIRIES
range 6.0
9.0,

§408.193 Efllucnt limitations guidclines
representing the degree of cffluent
reduction attainable by the applica.
tion of the best available technology:
economically achicvable.

- The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sce-
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the
best avallable technology economicelly
achievable:

Effluent Hltations
Efffuent. Average of dally
characteristio Moximum for  values for thirty
auy ono day  conscrutivadays
all not excecd—e
(Motric units) kg/lkke of scafood
BODS. 16, == 13
TS8. 2.6 2.3
Ofl ang greaso. 20 LO
1) 3 S, - Withinthe caeeces wncenavuad
range 6.0 to
9.0.
(English units) 1b/1000 1b of seafaad
BODS. 16 : 13
TSS 2.6 2.8
Oll and grease. 2.0 L0
PH e ecvaaaa Within the  cescceccsaacaces o3
x’;acx)lgo 6.0to

Subpart T—Alaskan Bottom Fish
Processing, Subcategory
§ 408.200 Applicability; description of
the Alaskan bottom fish proccusing
subeategory.
The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the

- processing of bottom fish such ag halt-

but in Alaska.
§ 408.201 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 40 CFR Partb
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” sholl mean the
raw material, including freshwater and
saltwater fish and shellfish, to be proc~
essed, in the form in which it 1s recelved
at the processing plant.

§408.202 Efllucnt limitations guidclines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica«
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.

(a) In establishing the limitations ceb
forth in this section, EPA took into ac¢-
count all information it was able to col«
lect, develop and solicit with rezpect to
factors (such as age and size of plant,
raw materials, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available, enercy requirements ond
costs) which can affect the industry
subcategorization and ciluent levels
established. It is, howevdr, possible that
date which would affcet these limita-
tions have not been available and, as o
result, these limitations should bo ad-
justed for certain plants in this industry.
An individual discharger or other in-
terested person may submit evidence to
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the Regional Administrator (or-to- the
State, if the State has the authorily to
issue NPDES permifs) that factors re-
lating to the equipment or facilities in-
volved, the process applied, or other such
factors related to such discharger are
fundamentally different from the fac-
tors considered in the establishment of
the guidelines. On the basis of such evi-
dence or other available-information, the
Regional Administrator (or the State)
will make. & written finding that such
Tactors are or.-are not fundamentally
different. for that facility compared to
those specified .in the Development
Document. If such fundamentally dif-
ferent factors are found to exist, the
Regional Administrator or - the State
shall establish for the discharger effiuent
‘limitations in the. NEDES permit either
more or less stringent than the limita-
tions established herein, to the .extent
dictated by such fTundamentally different
factors. Such limitations. must be ap-
proved by the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency. The
Administrator may approve or disap-
prove such limitstiops, specify other

limitations; or initiate proceedings to

revise-these regulations. -
(b) The following limitations estab-
lish the quantity or quality of pollutants
. or pollutant bproperties, controlled by
this section, which may be discharged
by a point source subject to the provi-
sions of this subpart after application of
the best practicable control technology
currently availabler .
*(1)- Any Alaskan bottom fish process-
. ing facility Ipcated in_population or
Processing’ centers including but not
limited to Anchorage, Cordova, Juneau,
Ketchikan, Kodiak, and Petersburg shall
meet the Tollowing limitations:

‘Effiuent Imitations
- Efiuent - Average of dally
charecteristic Maximuné;or valnes Iﬂr thérty
- any one consecutive da;
e shall not exwegi
Qfetric units) kg/kkg of seafood
Tss: 19 L7
Oil and grease...___ ol _ ... 0.0
PH. ez Within the P
i range 6.0t0 -
9.0. . -
(English tmits) 1/1000 Ib of seafood
S i &
| WY i & S
PH o Withinthe [ S,
- 9x‘amz,o e 6.0 to

(2) Any Alaskan bottom-fish process-
ing facility not covered under § 408.202
(b) (1) shall meet; the following Hmita-
tionsr No pollutants may be discharged
which exceed 1.27 ¢cm (0.5 inch) in any
dimension. '
§ 408.203 Eflluent 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 poltutants or pol-

~
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lutant properties, controlled by this see-
tion, which may be discharged by a
point source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the
best. available technology economicelly
achievable:

Efucnt Umitatians
Effiuent Averngocfdafly
characterdstis Maximum far  values for thirty
suycooday  conscculivo days -
chall not exeec
Qifetric units) kgfidg efe2afosd .
oits d grease Y Y
o0d £rea88.crene 007 e cccamocnnna.
pH....... mammmane Vithinthe nsasrectscecenen

range 8.0 to
8.0.

(Englich units) 1bf1630 1b of scafood

TSS 1.1 10
0il and greasa 0.07. 0.3
PH e WHEIRTED . ceeeeeeee

gngga 6.0to

Subpart U—Non-Alaskan Conventional
Bottom Fish Processing Subcategory

§408.210 Applicability; dcscription of
the non-Alaskan conventional boie
tom fish proccssing subeategory.

The provisions of this subpart are
applicable to discharges resulting from
the processing of bottom fish outslde of
Alaska in which the unit operations are
carried out predominantly through
manual methods. The provisions of this
subpart apply to the processing of cur-
rently, commercially processed specles of
bottom fish such as flounder, ocean
perch, haddock, ced, gea catfish,. sole,
halibut, 'and rockfish, These provisions «
apply to existing facilitles processing
more than 1816 kg (4000 ]bs) of raw
material per day on any day during o
calendar year and all new cources.

§ 408.211 Spccialized definitions.

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

. eral definitions, abbreviations and meth-

ods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR Part

401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafocd” shall mean
the raw material, including freshwater °
and saltwater fish and shellfish, to be
processed, in the form in which it is
received at the processing plant.

§ 408.212 Efiluent limitations gnidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable eqntrol
technology currently available.

In establishing the limitations cet forth
in this section, EPA took into account all
information it was able to collect, de- -
velop and solleit with respect to factors
(such as age and size of plant, raw ma-
terials, manufacturing processes, prod-
ucts produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and
costs)_which can afiect the industry sub-
categorization and efiluent Ievels estab-
lished. It is, however, possible that data
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which would affect these limitatlons have
not been aveilable and, as a resulf, these
Hmitations should be adjusted for certain
plants in this industry. An individual dis-
charger or other interested person may
submit evidence to the Regional Admin-
istrator (or to the State, if the State has

-the authority to issue NPDES permits)

that factors relating to the equipment or
facilities involved, the process applied,
or other such factors related to such
discharger are fundamentally different
{from the factors considered in the estab-
lishment of the guidelines. On the basis
of such evidence or other available infor-
mation, the Reglonal Administrator (or
the State) will make a written finding
that such factors are or are not funda-
mentally different for that facility com-
pared to those specified in the Develop-
ment Document. If such fundamentally
different factors are fourd to exist, the
Regional Administrator or the State shall
establish for the discharger effluent limi-
tations in the NPDES permit either more
or less stringent than the limitations es-
tablished herein, to the exfent dictated
by such fundamentally different factors.
Such Umitations must be approved by the
Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency. The Administrator
may approve or disapprove such limifa-
tions, specify other limitations, or inifl-
%te proceedings to revise these rezula-
ons.

‘The following limitations establish the
quantity orytiality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this see-
tion, which may be discharged by a poing
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available:

Efiuext Britations
Effuent Avorege of dafly
characteriztls  Maxtrmmfir  voluos far thirty
coy cno day - contecutive dag
£hall nat exeeo:
Cfetxls gritc) Egfkkg ol sealfced
Oiland 3 byt
and grearo. ... 0L 0.40
pH.._... With.!ntgg tg s
moge
s
(Ergiizh units) Ib/16CO Ib of cealzod
TS, 21 1.6
0ll and greazo. Q.z3. 640
) : SUNR Wiuﬂntégt —ea e ——
o 6.0 to
B

§ 408.213 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appliea-
tion of the best available technology
cconomically achievable.

The followingy lmitations establsh
the quantity or quality of ppllutants or
pollutant properties, controlled by this
section, which may be discharged by &
point source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the
best available technology economically
achievable:
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" Effuent limitations
Effluent Average of daily
characteristic Maximum for values for thirty
any one day  consecutive days
shall not exceed—
(Moetric units) kg/kkq of product
BODs. 3.6, 3.5
T8S 8.7, 8.3
01l and greaso. 0.78, 0.26
) 3 R Withinthe —  cocuoceemecee..s
range 6.0 to
9.0.
(English units) 1b/1000Jb of product
BODS. 3.6 3.5
T8S 8.7.. 8.3
Ofl and greaso. 0.73 0.26
[ 5 RN, Withinthe . ...

range 6.0 to
« 9.0,

Subpart V—Non-Alaskan Mechanized
Bottom Fish Processing Subcategory
§ 408.220 -Applicability; description of
the non-Alaskan mechanized bottom
fish processing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are
applicable to discharges resulting from
the processing of bottom fish outside of
Alasks in which the unit operations are
carried out predominately through
mechanized methods. The provisions -of
this subpart apply to the processing of
bottom fish such as whiting and croaker.

§ 408.221 Specialized definitio¥ss.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) "Except as provided below, the
general definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” shall mean
the raw material, including freshwater
and saltwater fish and shellfish, to be

processed, in the form in which it is

recelved at the processing plant.

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

In establishing the limitations set forth
In this section, EPA took into account
all information it was able to collect,
develop and solicit with respect to fac-
tors (such as age and size of plant, raw
meaterials, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and costs)
which can affect the industry subcate-
gorization and efluent 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 indi-
vidual discharger or other interested
person may submit evidence to the Re-

RULES AND REGULATIONS

gional 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
process applied, or other such factors
related to such discharger are fundamen-
tally different from the factors consid-
ered in the establishment of the guide-
lines. On the basis of such evidence or
other available information, the Regional
Administrator (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 Development Document. If such fun-
damentally different factors are found to
exist, the Regional Administrator or the
State shall establish for the discharger
effluent limitations in the NPDES per-
mit 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 disap-
prove such limitations, specify other lim-
itations, or initiate proceedings to revise
these regulations. The following limitg-
tions establish the quantity or quality of
pollutants or pollutant properties, con-
trolled by this section, which may be dis-
charged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart after applica-
tion of the best practicable control tech-
nology currently available:

Efiluent imitations
Effluent Average of dally
characteristic Maximum for  values for thirty
i any ono day consecutive da;
shall not ex: —.
- (Motric units) kp/kkg of seafood

Fiper X X1
and Breasten-nee 5.7 cecoccanaanan 3.8

1< IR Withinthe ...

;aéxga 6.0to

%‘ﬁs d ;47 2

and greasdocaeae 5.7 v veeaaaooooo 3.3

H..... E.!ng ...... Withinthe o eeeeemeaas
;aalge 6.0to

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

The following Iimitations establish
the quantity or quality of pollutants or
pollutant properties; controlled by this
section, which may be discharged by
& point source subject to the provisions
of this subpart after application of the
best available technology economically
achievable:

Effluent limitations
Effuent Averago of dally
characteristio Maximum for  values for thitty
any ono day  consecutive doya
shall not exceed—
(Motric units) kg/kke of seafood
BODS. 6.5 5.3
T8S. 1.1 0,83
Oil and greaso.ceaaa 040 cauncecannes 0,20
R, Mecavae Withinthe  ..cc..aa avacdussca
tango 6.0t0
9.0,
(English units) 1b/1000 1b of seafood
BODS. 6.5 5.3
T3S 1.1 0.83
Oil and greasteseceee 048 cuunccuaaaae 0.20
) 1) S SR Withinthe ccciceecccicccauas
Baéxgo 8.0to

Subpart W—Hand-Shucked Clam
Processing Subcategory

§ 408.230 Applicability; description of
the hand-shucked clam processing
subcategory,

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from. ox-
isting hand-shucked clam processing fa-
cilities which process more than 1816 kg
(4000 1bs) of raw material per day on any
day during a calendar year and Ml new
sources.

§ 408.231 Specialized definitions,

¥or the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” shall mean the
raw materlal, including freshwater and
saltwater fish and shelifish, to be proc-
essed, in the form in which 1t is received
at the processing plant.

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

In establishing the limitations set forth
in this section, EPA took into account
all information it was able to collect, de-
velop and solicit with respect to factors
(such as age and size of plant, raw ma-
terials, manufacturing processes, prod-
ucts produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry
subcategorization and efliuent levels eg-
tablished. It 1s, however, possible that
data which would affect these limitations
have not been available and, os a result,
these limitations should be adjusted for
certain plants in this industry, An indi-
vidual discharger or other interested per-
son may submit evidence to the Reglonal
Administrator (or to the State, if the

State has the authority to issue NPDES
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permits) that factors Telating to the
equipment or faclliffes involved, the
process. applied, or other such factors
related to such discharger are fundamen-
tally different from the factors consid-
ered in the establishment of the guide-
lines. -On the basis of such evidence or

other available information, the Re- )

gional Administrator (or the State) will
make a written finding that such factors
are or are not findamentally different
for that facility compared to those speci-
- fied in the Development Document. If
such fundamentally different factors are
found to exist, the Regional Administra-
tor or the State shall establish for the
discharger -efffuent limitations in the
NEDES permit either more or less strin-
. gent than the limitations established
herein, to the extent.dictated by such
fundamentally different factors. Such
limitations must be approyed by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. The Administrator may
approve or disapprove such limitations,
specify other limitations, or initiate pro-
ceedings to revise these regulations. The
following limitations establish the quan-~
tity 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 currently
available: - - L .

o Effiuent Iimitations
Efffuent. . Averago of dafly
characteristic Maximum for- values for thirty
anyone day consecutive
~ not
. (Metricunits) kg/kke of seafood
RS = B = 18
Ofl and greasteeecce 0.2 amecactiaae - 0.19
PHeeee- Withinthe ~ kS e
- range 6,0 fo )
9.0, -

" (Eoglish units) 1b/1000 1b of seafood
et pe—
P. - Within the [ S— b

) range 6.0 {0
98,

§ 408.233 Effluent-limitations guidelines.

- representing the degree of effluent

- rveduction attainable by the applica-

tion of the best available technology
economically achievable.

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lufant 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: =~ LT

OIl and. greass. ceee. 023, ...
)
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Eflizent limitations.
Effflucnt Avemga of dally
characteristic Maximum for  valnos fox thirly
anycno day  eansocntiva da
aball pot
_ (Mctric units) kefkky el oealfocd
S Preror g Wos— ol
PH___ .. - withintks . s
rango 6.0 to
9.0
(English units) IbfI0D3 Ib of z2alood
T8S. 29, 18
.18

e mmeeme W

range 6.0 to
2.0,

Subpart X—Mechanized Clam Processing
Subcategory
§ 408.240 Applicability; description of
the mechanized clam processing sub-
category. .
The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable- to discharges resulting from
mechanized clam processing.

§ 408.241 Speccinlized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the
general definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” shall mean

" the raw material, including freshwater
and saltwater fish and shellBsh, to be

processed, in the form in which it is

received at the processing plant.

§ 408.242 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of cffluent
réduction attninable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.

In establishing the Ilimitations seb
forth in this section, EPA took into ac-
count all information it was able to col-
lect, develop and soliclt with respect to
factors (such as age and size of plant,
raw materials, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry
subcategorization and efluent levels es~
tablished. It is, however, possible that
data which would affect these limita-
tions have naot been.available and, as a

. result, these limitations should be ad-

justed for certain plants in this industry.
An individual discharger or other inter-
ested persons may submit evidence to
the Regional Administrator (or fo the
State, if the State has the authority to

issue NPDES permits) that factors relat-
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ing to the equipment or facilities in-
volved, the process-applied, or other such
Tactors related to such discharger are
b ¢ tally different from the facfors
considered in the establishment of the
guidelines. On the basis of such evidence
or other available information, the Re-
glonat Administrator (or the State) will
mzake a written finding that such factors
are or are not fundamentally different
{or that facility compared to those speci-
fled in the Development Document. If
such fundamentally diffierent factors are
found to exist, the Regional Adminisfra-
tor or the State shall establish for the -
discharger efiluent limitations in the
NPDES permit efther more or less strin-
gent than the Mmitations esfablished
herein, to the extent dictated by such
fundamentally different facfors. Such
limitations must be approved by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. The Administrator may
approve or disapprove such limitations,
specify other limitations, or initiate pro-
ceedings to revise these regulations. .

The Ifollowing limifations establish
the quantity or quality of pollufants or
pollutant properties, confrolled by this
section, which may be discharged by a
point source subject to the pruvisions of
this subpart after application of the best
practicable control technology, currently
available:

Elinent Averzza of dally
chameteriztle Aaximum fsr  valuesfor thirty
= any cnaday  coacective days
- shall not exceed— *
Qfctris units) kgfkkg of sealoed
T3 7.7 - el
Ol and greatueee e 055 0.43
PH e Vilthin tho ez .
range 6.0 to
(Bxgiizh units) Ib10C0 Ib ol seafccd
TES. 77. - &5_1
Ol and greae e 0SS e e 43
PH.elvreeevensn WithIn tha [,
rangetoto

9.0,

§ 408.243 Efifuent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effiuent
redoction attainable by the applica-
tiomn of the best available technolozy
economically achicvable. .

The following limitations establsh the
quantity or quality of poliutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by & point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the besk
avallable techmnology  econamically
achicvables ) .
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Effluent Hmitations
Efluent Average of dally
characteristic Maximum for values for thirty
any one day oonsecuﬂvgle?a
shall not ex —
(Motric units) kg/kke of seafood
BODS. 2.9 27
T88 74 3.7
01l and greaso. 0.18. 0,09
1) ¢ S, Within therange weaeececorccacaeas
6.0 to 9.0.
(English units) 1b/1000 1b of seafood
BOD&S. 2.9, 2.7
T38 7.4 3.7
0il and greaso 0.18 0.09
PH. e Withintherange .oococcceoemeeoae
6.0 t0 9.0.

Subpart Y—Pacific Coast Hand Shucked
Oyster Processing Subcategory

§ 408.250 Applicability; description of
the Pacific Coast hand shucked oyster
processing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from ex-
isting Pacific Corst hand-shucked oyster
processing facilities which process more
than 454 kg (1000 lbs) of product per
day on any day during a calendar year
and all new sources.

§ 408.251 Speccialized 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 40 CFR Part
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “product” shall mean
the weight of the oyster meat after
shucking.

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

In establishing the limitations set
forth in this section, EPA took into ac-
count all information it was able to
collect, 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
subcategorization and effluent levels es-~
tablished. It is, however, possible that
date. which would affect these limita-

tions have not been available and; as a -

result, these limitations should be ad-
justed for certain plants in this industry.
An individual discharger or other in-
terested person may submit evidence to
the Reglonal Administrator (or to the
State, If the State has the authority to
issue NPDES permits) that factors re-
lating to the equipment or facilities in-
volved, the process applied, or other such
factors related to such discharger are
fundamentally different from the factors
considered in the establishment of the
guidelines. On the basis of such evidence
or other available information, the Re-~
glonal Administrator (or the State) will
make & written finding that such factors
are or are not fundamentally different
for that facility compared to those spe-
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cified in the Development Document. If
such fundamentally different factors are
found to exist, the Regional Administra-
tor or the State shall establish for the
discharged effluent limitations in the
NPDES permit either more or less strin-
gent than the limitations established

* herein, to the extent dictated by such

fundamentally different- factors. Such
limitations must be approved by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tecfion Agency. The Administrator may
approve or disapprove such limitations,
specify other limitations, or initiate pro-
ceedings to revise these regulations. The
following limitations establish the quan-
tity or quality of pollutants or pollutant
properfies, 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 Limitations
Efluent Avarage of daily
characteristic Maximum for  values for thirty
- anyone day consecutive da

shall not excead—

(Metric units) kg/ikg of product

TSS 37 35

Ol and grease.a--Ze 17 omoceccnes : 1.8,
PH e Withinthe ooceemceeeaan
. range 6.0
10 9.0.

(English units) 1b/1000 1b of product

and greast..ceae 1.7 e ceecananvene
pH..... [f ........... Withinthe eeeeueaaaacaaaooz
range 6.0
t09.0.

§ 408.253 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 pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec-~
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the
best available technology economically
achievable:

Efflusnt limitations

Effluent . Avorage of dally

characteristic Maximum for values for thirty

any one day  consecutive days

_ shall not exceed—

(Metric units) kgfkkg of product .

BODS. 3.6 3.5

88 8.7. 8.3

Oil and prease. 0.78. 0.26

PH o aaee Withinthe ...
mélge 6.0to

BODS. . 3.6 = 3.5

T8S..= 8.7. 8.3

Oil and grease 0.78 0.26

pH. —....... =ozo.. Withinthe ouocceiacacaenns
saazge 6.0to

Subpart Z—Atlantic and Gulf Coast Hand-
Shucked Oyster Processing Subcategory

§ 408.260 Applicability; description of
the Atlantic and Gulf Coast hand-
shucked oyster processing subeates
gory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap=~
plicable to discharges resulting from ex-
isting hand-shucked oyster processing
facilities on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts
which process more than 454 ke (1000
Ibs) of product per day on any day during
a calendar year and all new sources.

§408.261 Specinlized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(¢) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and meth-
ods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR Part
401 shall apply to this subpart,.

(b) The term “product” shall mean
the weight .of the oyster meat after
shucking,

§ 408.262 Lfllucnt limitations guidclines
representing the degree of offluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available,

In establishing the limitations sget
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
subcategorization and eflluent levels eg-
tablished. It is, however, possible that
data which would affect these lmito-
tions have not been available and, as a
result, these limitations should be ad-
justed for certain plants in this in-
dusfry. An individual discharger or other
interested person may submit evidence
to the Regional Administrator (or to the
State, if the State has the authority to
issue NPDES permits) that factors re-
lating to the equipment or facilitles in-
Yvolved, the process applled, or other
such factors related to such discharger
are fundamentally different 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 & written finding that
such factors are or are not fundamen-
tally different for that facility compared

to those specified in the Development

Document. If such fundamentally dif-
ferent factors are found to exist, the
Regional Administrator or the State
shall establish for the discharger effluent
limitations in the NPDES permit elther
more or less stringent than the limito-
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 limitations, specify other limita-
tions, or initiate proceedings to revise
these regulations. The following limito-
tlons establish the quantity or quality
of pollutants or pollutant properties,
controlled by this section, which may be
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discharged by & point source subject to.
the provisions of this subpart after ap-
plication of the best practicable control
technology currently available:

Effvent Imitations

~-  Efluent i . Aversge of dally
characteristic Maximom for  values for thirty
any one day  consecutive days
- shall pot ex —
(Metric units) kgfkkg of product
e a— of
an SRR (A 7
B HEIREED  focemeimmeimmmmenn
: Tange 6.0 to
9.0
- (English units) Ib/10001b of product
e % : 01
Oil an . = K
H.-..flfft--.__ Withinthe  ccmmmcecccmamanaae
9mnge0 6.0to

§ 408.263 Effiuent limitations guidelines
represénting the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the.applica-
tion of the hest available technology
economically achievable. A

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this sec~
tion, which may be discharged by a point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after- application of the
best available technology economically

- achievable:

Efiluent limitations

Effvent - - -o-- -- - Average of dally
. characteristic Maximogm for  values for thirty
- -~ -anyonedsy- consccutive da;
‘shnll not ex
(Metric units) ke/kkg of product

BODS 25 N 2.3
R e prease o7 045 o35

Oil an SRR (7
emmemm——eaa————— Within therange - ccecemcaceeomcen

~ 6.0109.0.

(English units) 1b/1000 Ib of preduct

BODS. 2.5 2.3
T88 8 5 a& 1%
Oil and greasé..... 0. S T —— ——
.............. Within therange ceeceeeroccecceeas
6.0t0 9.0

Subpart AA—Steamed/Canned Oyster
Processing Subcategory
- §408.270 Applicability; description of
the steamed/canned oyster processe
ing subcategory.
- The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from
oysters which are mechanically shucked.
§408.271 Specialized definitions.
For the purpose of this subpart: .
(a) Except as provided below, the
general definitions, abbrevidtions "and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall apply to this subpart.
(b) The ferm “product” shall mean
the weight of the oyster meat after
shucking. ’ .
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§ 408.272 Eflluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-

tion of the hest practicable control .

technology currently available.
JIn establishing the limitations set forth

-in this section, EPA took into account all

information it was able to collect, develop
and solicit with.respect-to factors (such
as age and size of plant, raw materials,
manufacturing processes, products pro-
duced, treatment, technology available,
energy requirements and costs) which

. can affect the.industry subcategorization

and effluent levels established. It is, how-
ever, possible that data which would af-
fect these limitations have not been
available and, as a result, these limita-

tions should be adjusted for certain

plants in this Industry. An individual dis-
charger or other interested person may
submit evidence to the Regional Admin-
istrator (or to the State, if the State has
the authority to issue NPDES permits)
that factors relating to the equipment or
facilities involved, the process applied,
or other such factors related to such dis-
charger are fundamentally different from
the factors considered in the establish-
ment of the guidelines. On the basls of
such evidence or other available informa-
tion, the Reglonal Administrator (or the

State) will make & written finding that pH

such factors are or are not fundamen-
tally different for that facility compared
to those specified in the Development
Document. If such fundamentally differ-
ent factors are found to exist, the Re-

_ gional Administrator or the State shall
- establish for the discharger efluent lim-~

itations in the NPDES permit elither more
or less stringent than the limitations es-
tablished herein, to the extent dictated
by such fundamentally different factors.
Such limitations must be approved by
the Administrator of the Environmental

Protection Agency. The Administrator .

may approve or disapprove such limita-
tions, specify other limitations, or ini-
tiate proceedings to revise these regula-
tions. The following limitations establish
the quantity or quality of pollutants or
pollutant properties, controlled by this
section, which may be dischaiged by &
point source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available:

Effluent limitations
Efflucat Avercos of dally
characteristie Moximum for  values for thinty
any cnoday  eontecutive da;
ghall not —
(\Ictris units) kgfikg of product
Oil ond gresse = ]
an SO ¥ R, N
............ Within ulg o [
N0
9.0
(English units) 1b/1003Ib of product
%‘ISIS d : ;"0 = 13
000 BT80S0 emccer L0ocomeconcesad
PHoroeccecccaconn Within tho [ .-
oo
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§408.273 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of efffuent
reduction attainnble by the applica- ~
tion of the best available technology
cconomically achievable.

‘The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or
pollutant properties, controlled by this
secHon, which may be discharged by a
point source.subject to the provisions of
this after applcation of the
best available

technology. economically
achievable: -
Efffuent Hmitations
Efflucnt Averaga of dall;
charpeteristie Marimom for va.b??&g torth{xtg
any cno day  contecutive
. shall not exceed—
(fetrls units) kg/kkg of product -
BODS. 74 = » B2
) )3 SO, Within %13 to [ I |
20
g
(English units) Ibf1600Ib of product
BODS. 74 = 52
S, 2 Y n
Olland 0uememe 0I5 : o3
.......... e Viithin tho e
ranze 6.0to
2.0.
Subpart AB—Sardine Processing
Subcategory

§408.280 Applicability; description of
the sardine processing subeategory.
The provisions of this subpart are
applicable to discharges resulting from
the canning of sardines or sea herring
for sardines.

§408.281 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis sef forth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” shall mean
the raw material, including freshwater -
and saltwater fish and- shellfish, to be
processed, in the form in which it is
recelved at the processing plant.

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

In establishing the limitations set fortn
in this section, EPA took into accoumt
all information 1t was able to collect, de-
velop and solicit with respect to facfors
(such. as age and size of plant, raw mate-
rials, manufacturing processes, products
produced, treatment technology avail-
able, energy requirements and costs)
which can affect the industry subcate-
gorization and efiuent levels established.
It 1s, however, possible that data which
would affect these Imitations have nof
been available and, as a result, these lim-

33 jtations should be adjusted for certain

plants in this industry. An individual dis+
charger or other interested person may
submit eviderice to the Regional Adminf
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Istrator (or to the State, if the State has
the authority to issue NPDES permits)
that factors relating to the -equipment
or facilities involved, the process ap-
plied, 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’

informeation, the Regional Adminisfra~
tor (or the State) will make .2 written
finding that such factors .are-or are not
fundamentally different for that Iacility
compared to those specified in the Devel-
opment Document. If such fundamen-
tally different factors are found to exist,
the Regional Administrator or the State
shall establish for the discharger efluent

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 limitations, specify other limita~
tions, or -initizte proceedings to revise
these regulations. The following limita-
tions establish the guantity or guality
of pollutants-or pollutant properties, con-~
trolled by this.section, which may be dis~
charged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart after applica-
tlon of thebest practicable control tech-

nology currently available:
* Effluent limitations
Effluent Average of dally
characteristio Maximumfor walues for thirty

anyone day  consecutive days
shall not exceed—

(Metric units) kg/pke of sealood

On sad gressa— 33 = it

an CJR X

() & SO Within the N |
range 6.0 to "
0.0,

(English units) 1b/1000.1b of seafood
T88.cirieice o 4.2 s 3.3
Oil and greast. cae-. 2 “1.8
PH oo “Within the ST -

range 6.0 to
-8.0.

- §408.283 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applicas
tion of the best available technology
economically achievakle.

‘The following limitations establish the
quantity or quelity of pollutants or pol-

" lutant properties, controlled by this sec--

4ion, which may be discharged by a point
source -subject to the provisions of this

subpart .after application of the best’

-available
achievable:

‘technology  :economically

RULES AND REGULATIONS

Effluent limitations
Efiluent Average of daily
characteristic Maximuimn Yor  values for thirty
any one day  consecutive days
shall nat execed—
{Motric units) kgfidq of seafood
BODS. 5.3 4.6
S a8
an JEUEE 3y (S 3
¢} 2 S ‘Within the P,
range 6.0 to
- 9.0.
(English units)lb/1000 b of scafood
BODs. 5.3 4.6
T88 2.2 1.8
Oil and prease...... ) O S, 0.87
PE . ___"Withinthe e
mng9 " 6 6.0 to

Subpart AC—Alaskan Scallop Processing
. Subcategory
§ 408.290 Applicability; description -of
the Alaskan scallop processing sub-
<ategory.
"The provisions of this subpart are ap-
‘plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of scallops in Alaska.

5 408.291 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, -abbreviations and
methods of analysis set Torth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall gpply to this subpart.

(b) The term “product” shall mean
the weight of the-scallop meat after
“processing.

§ 408.292 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-

Ject, develop and solicit with respect to
factors (such as age and size of plant,
raw materials, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available, -energy wTeguirements and
costs) which can affect the industry sub-
categorization :and effluent levels estab-
dished. It is, however, possible that data
which would affect these limitations have
not been availdble and, as g result, these
limitations should be adjusted for cer-
tain plants in this industry. An Individ-
ual discharger or other interested person
may submif 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 Tactors considered in
the establishment of the guidelines. On
the basis 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 facllity
compared to those specified in the Devel«
opment Document. If such fundamen-
tally different factors are found to exist,
the Regional Administrator or the State
shall establish for the discharger effivent
limitations in the NPDES permit either
more or less stringent than the lmita«
tions established herein, to the extent
dictated by such fundamentolly different
factors. Such Iimitations must be ap«
proved by the Administrator of tho En-
vironmental Protection Agency. The Ad-
ministrator may approve or disapprove
such limdtations, specify other Hmita«
tions, or initiate proceedings to revise
these regulations.

(b) The following limitations establish
the quentity -or quality of pollutants or
pollutant properties, controlled by this
section, which may be discharred by o
point source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available:

(1) Any Alaskan scallop processing
facility located in population or process-
ing centers including but not Hmited to
Anchorage, Cordova, Juneau, Ketchikon,
Kodiak, and Petersburg shall meet tho

following Hmitations:
Eflluont limitatlons
Effluent Averazo of dally
characteristic Maximum for  values for thirty
any omo day  conseeutive days

£hall not cxcecd——

(LIctric units) kg/kke of product

788 0.82 0,62

01l and greaco. 0.63. 0,32

PHeeiaeaan Within thorango ccueeua dndasasen
6.0t0 0.0

- (English unts) 1b/1000 1b of product

T8S. 0.82 0,62

Oll and greasa.aaea. [ 1 N (0.92

PH.ceaamcana Withintho rongo ceceevecenas P
6.0 t0 9.0,

(2) -any Alaskan scallop processing fa-
cility not covered under § 408.202(b) (1)
shall meet the following limitations: No
pollutants may be discharged which ex-
ceed 1.27 cm (0.5 inch) in any dimension,
§ 408.293 Effluent limitations guidelines

representing the degree of efMuent
reduction attainable by the applica«
tion of the best available teehnolagy
_economically achicvable.

The following limitations establish the
-quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
Tutant properties, controlled by this sce«
tion, which may be discharged by a
point source subject to the provisions
of this subpart after application of the
best available technology cconomically
achievable:
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‘Effiuent limitations
Eﬁiueqt 3 Average of dally
characteristic Maximunégor values fgrthé;ty -
E any one dsy  consecutive
shall not exceufi
- (Metric units) kg/kkg of product
e e
and grease. .. 0.62- e eeremennn
35 SN -- Withinthe _cocoaemeeens
range 6.0 to
9.0. -
(English units) 1b/1000 Ib of product
F P : o8
and DUUSRUEVEG (£ i v S i—
R
gaélge 6.0to

Subpart AD-—Non-Alaskan Scallop
Processing Subcategory
§ 408.300 Applicability; description_of
the non-Alaskan scallop processing
subcategory. .

_With the exception of land-based
processing of calico scallops, the provi-
sions of this subpart are applicable to
discharges resulting from the process-
ing of scallops outside of Alaska,

- . §408.301 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

() Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and meth-
ods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR Parb
401 shall apply to this subpart. T

(b) The term “product” shall mean
the weight of the scallop meat after
‘processing.

£408.302 Effluent limitations guidclines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the hest practicable control
technology currently available.

_ In establishing the limitations sef forth
in this section, EPA took into account all

- information it was able to collect, develop

~ and solicitwith respect tofactors {suchas

age and size of plant, raw materials, man-
ufacturing processes, products produced,
treatment technology available, energy
requirements and costs) which can affect
the industry subcategorization and eflu-
ent levels established. It is, however, pos-
sible that data which would affect these
limitations have not been available and,
as a resulf, these limitations should be
adjusted for certain plants in this in-
dustry. An individual discharger or other
interested person may submit evidence to
the Regional Administrator (or to the
State, if the State hasthe authority to is-
sue NPDES permits)” that factors relat-
ing to the equipment or facilities in-
-volved, the process applied, or other such
factors related to such discharger are
fundamentally different from the fac-
tors considered in the esthblishment of
the guidelines. On the basis of such
evidence or other available information,
the Regional Administrator (or the
Sta®d) will.-make & written finding that
such factors are or are not fundamen-
tally different for that facility compared
to those specified in the Development

- [
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Document. If such fundamentally differ-
ent factors are found to exist, the Re-
gional Administrator or the State shall
establish for the discharger efffluent limi-
tations in the NPDES permit either more
or less stringent than the limitations
established herein, to the extent dictated
by such fundamentally different factors.
Such limitations must be approved by the
Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. The Administrator may
approve or disapprove such Hmitations,
specify other limitations, or initiate pro-
ceedings to revise these regulations.
The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or poliu-
tant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, 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:

‘Efflucnt Hmitations .
Effluent Averngo of dall
characteristic Maximum for vn!ggsb{nr lhm)}"
any cneday  censecutive dczg's
ehall not exceed—
(Afctrio units) kg/kkg of product
e —. &8
and greasd..ceees 0.3 cueccecenean
PH.eeinemreeeee- Within %3 o eeeseeseeees
. rango
0.0 .
(English units) 1b/10001b ¢f product
ohaaa sy 8
and greastencese 008 amencvacenen
) 3 RS, WIhIntho  eeccecccanccnccnen
rango 6.0 {o
9.0.

§ 408.303 Effluent limitations guidelines

representing the degree of effluent

. reduction attainable by the applica-

tion of the hest 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 be discharged by & point
source subject to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the

best available technology economically.

achievable:
Efoeat Umitations
Effluent Avercgo of dall
characteristioe MMaximum for vmﬁré‘&zmn?

any oneday  censaeutive da
ehall not

(Afctric units) kgfkkg of product «

TR Pl 1 M— &8
an SR SR Q
PH.eeaaeeaa. Withintho encessssnacnaned
rango 6.0to
0.0.
(English units) 1b/1000Ib of product
Ohind g 00 : &8
ond greisteceene 002 anncencas Q.31
.............. - Wi ths [P I |
rango 6.0
9.0

4605

Subpart AE~Alaskan Herring Fillet
Processing Subcategory

§408.310 Applicability; description of
the Alas hearing fillet processing
subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from fthe
processing of herring fillefs in Alaska.

§408.311 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the
general definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” shall mean
the raw material, including freshwater
and saltwater fish and shellfish, fo be
processed, in the form in which if is re-
celved at the processing plant.

§408.312 Effluent limitations gunidelines
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, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technol-
ogzy available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry sub-
categorization and efiluent levels estab-
lished. It is, however, possible that data
which would affect these limitations have
not been available and, as a resulf, 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

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
process applied, or other such factors
related to such discharger are funda-
mentally different from the factors con-
sldered in the establishment of the guide-
lines. On the basis of such evidence or
other avallable information, the Re-
glonal Administrator (or the State) will
make a written finding that such fac-
tors are or are not fundamentally differ-
ent for that facility compared to those
specified in the Development Document.

If such fundamentally different factors

are found to exist, the Regional Admin-

istrator or the State shall establish for
the discharger efiluent limitations in the

NPDES permit either more or less

stringent than the Imitations established -

herein, to the extent dictated by such
fundamentally different factors. Such
limitations must be approved by the
Administrator of the Environmental Pro-~
tection Agency. The Administrator may
approve or disapprove such Hmitations,
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 discharged
by a point source subject to the provi-
slons of this subpart after application of
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the best practicable control technology
currently available:

RULES .AND REGULATIONS

(2) Any Alaskan herring fillet “proc-
essing facility not covered under § 408.-

(1) any herring fillet processing facil- 313 (a)(1) shall meet the following
ity located in population or processing limitations:
centers including but not limited to An-
chorage, Cordova, Juneau, Ketchikan,
Kodiak and Petersburg shall meet the ‘Effluent limitations
follo g tations: Effluent Averazo of daily
characteristic Maximnnagar values f&r thért};
al one +Cconsecuuveo day:
Eflluent limitations ny Yl ot exeei
Eflluent Average of daily
characteristic Z(\szxlmtm(xi for values A‘ar thért‘y
any one dg; consecutive days
Y S eS| (Metric units) kg/kke of seafood
Tetrle units) kg/kkg of seafood T8S, .19 » 17
@ ) Oil and grease...... [ 5.2
PH— oo __"Within the J
= 24 e 6.0 to
Ol and greasen ceeee 84 m oo ceemeeee 6.9
o ¢ A Withinthe meeeeeeeecoeee
rango 6.0 to
9.0. (English units) b/1000 1b of seafood
(English units) Ib/1600 1b of seafood
38 19 5};
- Ofl and grease ———— 6.7 ormonmmmann
'gﬁina greaso. %54 6,23 j.f """"""" Within the to T TTTTTToTTTeTTtT
PHanoo 22" 13T s rango 6.0
{]aslgo 60to

(2) any Alaskan herring fillet process-
ing facility not covered under § 408.312
(b) (1) shall meet the following limita-
tions: No pollutants may be discharged
which exceed 1.27 cm (0.5 inch) in any
dimension.

§ 408.313 Effuent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available technology
economically achievable.

(a) The following limitations e§tablish
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,

(1) any herring fillet processing facil-
ity located in population or processing
centers including but not limited to
Anchorage, Cordova, Juneau, Ketchikan,
Kodiak and Petersburg shall meet the

following limitations:
Eftuent limitations
Efifuent Average of dally
characteristic Moximum for  values for thirty

any one day  consecutive days
shall not exceed—

(detric units) kg/kky of sealood
BODS. 8.6 6.7
DR grease T 31 i3
onf 5B menan Bolaooo., —
eeemammmemeeee—a Within the ———— e
rango 6.0 to
0.
(English units) 1b/10001b of seafood
BODs. B.O. 6.7
e
an IR 3 TR .
) ¢ S, - Withinthe .
range 6.0 to
9.0 -

Subpart AF—Non-Alaskan Herring Fillet
‘Pracessing Subcategory )
§ 408.320 Applicability; description of
the non-Alaskan -herring fillet proc-
essing subcategory.

‘The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of herring fillets outside of
Alaska.

§ 408.321 Specialized dcfinitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

(a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and meth-
ods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR Part
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” shall mean the
raw material, including freshwater and
saltwater fish and shellfish, to be proc-
essed, in the form in which it is received
at the processing plant.

§ 408.322 Effluent limitations gaidelines
representing the :degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best ‘practicable control
technology currently available.

In establishing the limitations set
forth in this section, EPA took into ac-
count all information it was able to
collect, 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
subcategorization and efilluent levels es-
tablished. It is, however, Dpossible that
data which would affect these limita-
tions have not been available and, as a
result, these limitations should be ad-
Jjusted for certain plants in this industry.
An individual discharger or other inter-
ested person 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 process applied, or other such fretors
related to such discharger are fundao-
mentally different from the factors con«
sidered in the establishment of tho
guidelines. On the basis of such evidence
or other available information, the Re-
gional Administrator (or the State) will
make a written finding that such foctors
are or are not fundomentally different
for that facility compared to those spec-
ified in the Development Document. If
such fundamentally different factors are
found to -exist, the Reglonal Adminis«
trator or the State shall establish for
the discharger effluent limitations in the
NPDES permit either more or Iless
stringent than the limitations estab-
lished herein, to the extent dictated by
such fundementolly different factors.
Such limitations must be approved by
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency. The Administrator
may approve or disapprove such limito-
tions, specify other limitations, or ini-
tiate proceedings to revise these regula-
tions.

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 subjeot to the provisions of
this subpart after application of the best
practicable contral technology currently
available:

Efiluont limitatlony
Effluent Averago of dally
characteristio Mazimum for  valuea for thirty
- any ono day  consceutive days
shall not oxceed—
(Mutelo untts) kefkke of seafood
T8S. 23 24
Oil and greaso.aawaa X Y 0.9
PHeee e Within tho esecnanncaacanan
rango 6.0 to
2.0,
(Englizh units) 1b/1000 1b of seafosd
TS8... 25 2
Oll and grease 8.4 6.9
512 SO, Withinthe  caicciiccicecnaa -

range 6.0 to
0.0,

§ 408.323 Eflluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of efltuem
reduction attainable by the applicas
tion of the best available technology
economically achievable.

‘The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant properties, controlled by this seo=
tion, which may be discharged by o point
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the best
available  technology  edonomically
achievable:

4
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P T T, Effluent Imitations
Effuent : Average of dally
characteristic Maxlmunéafor values I&r mdlgy
any one consecutive
N v shall not excecgi
| (Metric tnits) ke/kkg of seafood -
BODG oo - 88 s 67
?ﬁhm 51 s
SR 1 S, 2
emeeceewummeeew Within the [ —
range 6.0
- 10 9.0.

. (English units) 1bf10001b of seafood
BODS_=. 8.6 =3 8.7
i 3 i
Oil and greass —eeee 3 dommceeel

}I___.ff ______ ithin the [P, -
range 6.0 -
10 9.0.

SubpartAG——Abalone Processing
Subcategory

§408 330 - Applicability; description of
the abalone processing subcate,,ory.

The provismns of- this subpart are ap~
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of abalone in the contiguous
states..

§ 408.331 . Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

. (a) Except as provided below, the
general definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
Part 401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term “seafood” shall mean
the raw material, including freshwater
and saltwater fish and shellfish, to be
processed, in the. form in which it is
received at the processing plant.

§ 408.332 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degreec of effluent
reduction”attainable hy the appliea-
-tion"of the best practieable control
X technology currently available.

Tn. establishing the limitations set
forth in this section, EPA took into ac-
count_ all” information it was able to

.
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collect, develop and solicit with respect
to factors (such as age and slze of
plant, raw materials, manufacturing
processes, products produced, treatment
technology available, energy _require-
ments and costs) which can affect the
industry subcategorization and efiluent

R levels established. It Is, however, possible

that data which would affect these limi-
tations have not been awailable and, as
a result, these limitations should be ad-
justed for certain plants in this industry.
An individual discharger or other inter-
ested person may submit evidence to the
Regional Administrator (or to the State,
if the State has the authority to issue
NPDES permits) that factors relnting to
the equipment or facilties-involved, the
process appliéd, or other such factors
related to such discharger are funda-
mentally different from the factors con-
sidered in the establishment of the
guidelines. On the basis of such evidence
or other available information, the
Regional Administrator (or the State)
will make 2 written finding that such
factors are or are not fundamentally
different for that facility compared to
those specified in the Development
Document. If such fundamentally differ-
ent factors are found to exist, the Re-
gional Administrator or the State shall
establish for the discharger effuent limi-
tations in the NPDES permit either more
or less stringent than the limitations
esablished herein, to the extent dictated
by such fundamentally different factors.
Such limitations must be approved by
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency. The Administrator
may approve or disapprove such limita-
tions, specify other limifalions, or ini-
tiate proceedings to revise these regula-
tions. 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:

.
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Effuent Hmitations
Eflunt Averzza c! da.ﬂ?
ebarcaterdstlo Max!mnnégr Taloes fo i
any 619 cemecuuva 1;3
Qdctxis units) kzfikg of scafced
ggq 1 0.2
3G ¥eo o N - RN .3
PHeeeeaeee thlntlmmnbe P
(Ergii-h units) Ib/1003 Ib of scalzed
TSS, 1 9.2
0il apd greaco L2 0.8
[+ 1 A0 Witmtn%x&mnoa [
2

§ 408.333 EfMlucnt limitations guidelines

representing the degree of effluent

reduction attainable by the applica-

tion of the best available technology
cconomically achievable. -

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
Iutant properties, controlled by this sec-
tion, which may be discharged by a poinf
source subject to the provisions of this
subpart after application of the best

available technolozy economically
achievable:
Efdvent lmitations
Effluent Avernzsof dzﬁy
charasleristle - Maxireom for va!z::sn:sr
ooy cza dsy ec"*cut.iva gz
QCfetrls units) kz/kkz of seafecd
TES. = m = - i;
Ol and greccteceece 1 2 2 &<
H e oot BRI tES 8 ST - :
v 60 zow.m
(Ercl-hunits) Ib/1900 Ib of seafced
m = T
ou aod grel....__.... P— 063
pH. munn m‘g. mmze = Zox

[FR Doc15-2125 Flled 1-23-75;8.45 am]
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