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‘ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

AGENCY

40 CFR Part 410
[FRL 1291-1]

Textile Mills Point Source Category
Effluent Limitations Guidelines,
Pretreatment Standards, and New
Source Performance Standards

.AGENCY: Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA).
ACTION; Proposed regulation.

" SUMMARY: EPA proposes regulations to

limit the discharge of effluents and the

- introduction of pollutants into publicly

owned treatment works from facilities
that produce intermediate and finished
textile products from various types of
fiber, yarn, or fabric. The purpose of
these regulations is to provide effluent
limitations guidelines for “best available
technology” and “best conventional
technology,” and to establish hew
source performance standards and
pretreatment standards, under Sections
301, 304, 306, and 307 of the Clean Water -
Acl.

The SUPPLEMENTARY .~
INFORMATION section of this
preamble describes the legal authority
and background technical and
economic bases, and other aspects- of
the proposed regulations: It also
presents a summary of comments on the
draft technical development document,
which was circulated during November

S v .

. 1978, and solicits.comments on;speciﬁc

N

areas of interest.

Many abbreviations and acronyms
are used throughout this notice to avoid
excessive narrative; a list of these and
their definitions.is set fortlrin Appendix
A. Definitions of various terms, passibly
unfamiliar fo some readers, also are
provided in that appendix.

Support for these proposed
regulations is ir three.major documents

available from EPA. Analytical methods . -

are discussed in Sampling and Analysis
Procedures for Screening of Industrial . .
Effluents for Toxic Pollutants. EPA’s
technical conclusions are détailed in the
Development Document for Proposed
Effluent Limitations Guidelines, New
Source Performance Standards and
Pretreatment Standards for the Textile
Mills Point Source Category. The
Agency's economic analysis is found in .
Economic Impact Analysis of Proposed
Effluent Limitations Guidelines, New
Source Performance Standards and
Prelreatment Standards for the Textile
Mills Point Source Category. -

DATES: A period of sixty days from the .

date.of publication-in the Federal .. -«

Register will be allowed for submission
of comments on this proposal.
Comments by December 28, 1979.

ADDRESS: Send comments to: James R.
Berlow, Effluent Guidelines Division,

Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M~
* Street SW., Washington, D.C. 20460.

‘Attention: EGD Docket Clerk, Textile,
(WH-552). A copy of the supporting
information and all public commentg
submitted in response to this proposal
will be available for inspection and
copying at the EPA Public Information
Reference Unit, Room’ 2404 (Rear) PM-~
213. (EPA Library), 401 M Street SW., ~
Washington; D.C. 20460. The EPA
information regulation (40 CFR Part 2)
provides that a reasonable fee may be
charged for copying.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Technical information and copies of
technical documents may be obtained
from James R. Berlow at the address
listed above-after November 16, 1979 or
call (202) 426-2554. The!economic

- analysis may be obtained from Ms. Jean

Noroian, Water Economics Branch
(WH-586], Environmental. Protection
Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washington,
D.C. 20460; Tek. {202} 426-2617, after
November 23, 1979.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Organization of Thisr\{otice,

1. Legal Authority

IL.Backgreund )
"A.The Clean Water Act

B. Prior EPA Regulations -
€. Overview of the Industry -

" [I, Scope: of This Rulemaking and

Summary of Methodology -

. 1V, Data Gathering Efforts. .
V-Sampling and Analytical Program
VL Industry Subcategorization .

VII. Available Wasfewater Control and

Tréatment Technology
A.Status of In-Place Techriology -
B. Control Technologies Considered
VIIL BestAvaxIabIeTecBnoIogy Effluent

Limitations
IX. Best Conventional Pollutant Control

Technology Effluent Limitations
X: New Soiirce Peiformance Standards
XI. Pretreatment Standards for Existing

Sources
XIL Pretreatment Standards for New -

Sources
XIIIL Regulated Pollufants”

XIV. Pollutants and Subcategories not

Regulated .

A. Polluiants Excluded

B. Subcategories Excluded

XV. Monitoring Requirements

XVL Costs, Effluent Reduction Benefits,
and Economic Impacts

XVIL'Non-Water Quality Aspects of
Pollution Control .
- XVIII Best Management Practices

- XIX. Upset and-Bypass Pravisions

XX. Variances.and Modifications -

XXL. Relationship to NPDES Permits-

XXII. Small Business Administration
Financial Assistance

XXIIE. Summary of Public Participation

XXIV. Solicitation of Commenls .

Appendices

A. Abbreviations, Acronyms and Other
Terms Used in this Notice

B. Toxic Pollutanis Detected in Treated
Effluents Above the Nominal Dotection Limit

C_Toxic. Pollutants Not Detected in Treated
Effluents

D-Toxic Pollutants Detected at Only One
Planf and at Less than the Nontinal Detection
Eimit i the Treated Effluent

E. Toxic Pollutants Detected in Treated
Effluents at or Below the Nominal Detection
Limit

. | Legal Authority

The regulations described in this

_ niotice are proposed under authority of

Sections 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, and 501
of the Clean Water Act (the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et
seq., as amended by the Clean Water
Act of 1977, Pub. L. 92-517}) (the “Act”).
These regulations are also proposed in
compliance with the Settlement
Agreement in Natural Resources
Defense Cauncil, Inc. v. Train, 8 ERC
2126 (D.1.C. 1976), modified 12 ERC 1833
(D.D.C. 1979).

IE. Background

A. The Clean Water Act. 'The Fedeml
Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972 established a
comprehensive program to “restore and
maintain the chemical, physical, and
biclogical integrity of the Nation's
waters,” (Section 101(a)). By July 1, 1977,
existing industrial dischargers were
required to achieve "effluent limitations
requiring the application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available (BPT),” (Section 301(b)(1)(A])).
By July 1, 1983, these dischargers wera
required to achieve “effluent limitations
requiring the application of the best
available technology economically
achievable (BAT), which will result in
reasonable further progress toward the
national goal of eliminating the -
discharge of pollutants,” (Section
301(b}{(2]J(A)). New indusirial direct
dischargers were required to comply
with section 306, new source
performance standards {NSPS), based
on best available demonstrated
technology. New and existing
dischargers to publicly-owned treatment
works (POTWs) were subject to
pretreatment standards under sections
307(b} and {c) of the Act. While the
requirements for direct dischargers were -
to be incorporated into National
- Pollufant Discharge Elimination System -
- (INPDES] permits issued-under section-
402 of the Act; pretreatment standards
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were made enforceable directly against
dischargers to POTWs (indirect
-dischargers).

Although section 402(a)(1) of the 1972
Act authorized the setting of -
requirements for direct dischargers on a
case-by-case basis in the absence of
regulations, Congress intended that, for
the most part, control requirements
would be based on regulations
promulgated by the Administrator of
EPA. Section 304(b) of the Act required
the Administrator to promulgate
regulations providing guidelines for
effluent limitations setting forth the
degree of effluent reduction attainable
through the application of BPT and BAT.
Moreover, Sections 304(c) and 306 of the
Act required promulgation of regulations
for NSPS, and Sections 304(f), 307(b),
and 307(c) required promulgation of
regulations for pretreatment standards.
In addition to these regulations for
designated industry categories, Section
307(a) of the Act required the
Administrator to promulgate effluent
standards applicable to all dischargers
of toxic pollutants. Finally, Section
501(a) of the Act authorized the
Administrator to prescribe any
additional regulations “necessary to
carry out his functions” under the Act.

The Agency was unable to promulgate
many of these toxic pollutant .,
regulations and guidelines within the
time periods stated in the Act. In 1976,
EPA was sued by several environmental
groups and, in settlement of this lawsuit,
EPA and the plaintiffs executed a
“Settlement Agreement,” which was .
approved by the Court. This Agreement
required EPA to develop a program and
adhere to a schedule for promulgating,
for 21 major industries, BAT effluent
limitations guidelines, pretreatment
standards, and new source performance
standards for 65 “priority” pollutants
and classes of pollutants. (See Natural
Resources Defense Council, Inc. v.
Train, 8 ERC 2120 (D.D.C. 1976),
modified 12 ERC 1833 (D.D.C. 1979).

On December 27, 1977, the President
signed into law the Clean Water Act of
1977. Although this law makes several -
important changes in the federal water
pollution control program, its most
significant feature is its incorporation
into the Act of many of the basic
elements of the Settlement Agreement
program for toxic pollution control.
Sections 301(b){2)(A} and (b)(2)(C) of the
Act now require the achievement by
July 1, 1984, of effluent limitations
requiring application of BAT for “toxic"”
pollutants, including the 65 “priority”
pollutants and classes of pollutants
which Congress declared “toxic” under

* section 307(a) of the Act. Likewise,

EPA's programs for new source
performance standards and
pretreatment standards are now aimed
principally at toxic pollutant controls.
Moreover, to strengthen the toxics
control program, Congress added a new
section 304(e) to the Act, authorizing the
Administrator to prescribe what have
been termed “best management
practices (BMPs)" to prevent the release
of toxic pollutants from plant-site runoff,
spillage or leaks, sludge or waste
disposal, and drainage from raw
material storage associated with, or
ancillary to, the manufacturing or
treatment process.

In keeping with its emphasis on toxic
pollutants, the Clean Water Act of 1977
also revised the control program for
non-toxic pollutants. Instead of BAT for
“conventional” pollutants identified
under Section 304(a)(4) (including
biological oxygen demand, suspended
solids, fecal coliform and pH], the new
Section 301(b)(2}(E) requires
achievement by July 1, 1984, of “effluent
limitations requiring the application of
the best conventional pollutant control
technology” (BCT). The factors
considered in assessing BCT include the
reasonableness of the relationship

- between the costs of attaining a

reduction in effluents and the effluent
reduction benefits derived, and the
comparison of the cost-and level of
reduction for an industrial discharge
with the cost and level of reduction of
similar parameters for a typical POTW
(Section 304(b)(4)(B)). For non-toxic,
nonconventional pollutants, Sections
301(b)(2)(A) and (b)(2)(F) require
achievement of BAT effluent limitations
within three years after their
establishment, but not later than July 1,
1987.

The purpose of these regulations is to
provide effluent limitations guidelines
for BAT and BCT and to establish NSPS
and pretreatment standards for existing
and new sources (PSES, PSNS) under
Sections 301, 304, 306, and 307 of the
Clean Water Act.

B. Prior EPA Regulations, EPA
promulgated BPT, BAT, NSPS, and
pretreatment standards for new sources
(PSMS) for the Textile Mills Point
Source Category on July 5, 1974, (33 FR
24736; 40 CFR Part 410, Subparts A-G).
The BAT regulations were challenged,
and on January 3, 1975, the Fourth
Circuit of the United States Court of
Appeals ordered EPA to reconsider BAT
in light of technological and economic
data being developed by the textile
industry. The order resulted in an EPA
grant (No. R-804329) to cooperatively
develop this data. EPA promulgated
pretrealment standards for existing

sources (PSES) on May 26, 1977, (42 FR
26979; 40 CFR Part 410, Subparts A-G).

The regulations proposed in this -
notice include BCT and revised BAT
regulations and supersede prior NSPS,
PSNS, and PSES regulations.

C. Overview of the Industry. The U.S.
textile industry is covered by two of the
twenty major groups of manufacturing
industries in the U.S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census
Standard Industrial Classification {SIC).
They are Textile Mill Products, Major
Group 22, and Apparel and other Textile
Products, Major Group 23. The Textile .
Mill Products group includes 30 separate
industries that manufacture
approximately 90 classes of products.
The Apparel and Other Textile Products
group includes 33 separate industries
that manufacture some 70 classes of
products. That part of the industry
covered by this proposed regulation is
Major Group 22; Major Group 23 has
been recommended for exclusion from
regulation based on Paragraph (a)(iii) of
the Revised Settlement Agreement (see
Pollutants and Subcategories Not
Regulated).

The Textile Mills Point Source
Category covers facilities principally
engaged in receiving and preparing
fibers; transforming these materials into
yarn, thread, or webbing; converting the
yarn and web into fabric or related
products; and finishing these materials
at various stages of the processing.
Many produce a final consumer product
such as thread, yarn, bolt fabric,
hosiery, towels, sheets, carpet, etc.,
while the rest produce a transitional
product for use by other establishments
in Major Groups 22 and 23. There are
approximately 7,200 textile mills in the
U.S., of which approximately 2,000 have
a process-related wastewater discharge.
Between 1,100 and 1,200 have a
significant amount of discharge and are
considered to be the most important for
the purposes of this proposed regulation.
Nearly 80 percent of the facilities that
have a process-related discharge are
located in the Mid-Atlantic and
Southern regions of the country. The
remaining 20 percent are distributed
about equally between the New England
region and the North Central and

. Western regions. Some industry

segments, particularly yam
manufacturing, weaving, and carpet
manufacturing, are heavily concentrated
in a few southeastern states.

While the industry traditionally has
consisted of a large number of small,
family-owned, closely-held, highly-
specialized facilities, the industry today
also includes many large, publicly-
owned, diversified corporations.
Approximately 34 percent of the plants
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currently represent 80 pereent of the:
mdhs!ry shipments. Fhe establishments
in the New England area tend-to-be-
older structurally while the
establishments in the: Southerm states
tend to be fairly moderm. However, itis
common for older facilities iir the
industry to instalf modern equipment or
modern facilities to install well- - -
functionirig old equipment. thfemany
of the subcategones iir the industry-have
implemented unique technological -
advances, the general cause for change
has beerr a shift to producmgmau—made
fibers.

During:the past tenr years, the industry
has maintained a sfeady rate of sales
grow!h that has averaged approximately
seven percent annually. In spife of this.
growth, the indusfry consistently ranks
among the lowest in profifability, with.
the industry’s affer'tax annual refurns
on sales averaging 2.3 percent, 40 fo 50
percent [ess than the average for all
manufacturing indusfries. Reasons for’
the low levels of profitability include the
inability fo adapt quickly to consumer
preference changes, excess capacify and
production resulting in price-cutting .
competition, and, most importantly,
increased competition from imported..
fabric and consumer apparel. Capital
expenditures. traditionally have been.
below the industry's levels;of
depreciation. In the-past. two years,
these expenditures have increased; .
however, because of the industry’s weak
profit performance, expectations are
that future funds for such. expendxtures
will be. more difficult to.obtain. The
industry’s continued viability has-
depended on its expenditures for.
improvement in productivity. - ,

The future of the industry depends
upon several factors. Among these, a.
major concern is the growth of textile -
imports in U.S. markets. Inrecent years,
the growth rates of imports have
exceeded the growth rates of domestic

» products. Thus, the industry's market
share has. decreased. Other major
factors affecting the industry’s future:
performance-include proposed cotton
dust and noise regulations of the
Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHAJ and:increases in
the costs of energy. raw materials, and
labor. The Agency expectsisix percent. i
fewer planfs in 1984 than existed inr..
1978.EPA doesinot expect the gpening .
of any new WooLScourmg:Famhtxes,
and expects the opening or canstruction
of small plants in other subcategories to
be unlikely. The: Agency anticipates that
any new planfs will likely be: mtegrated:
facilties. -

Production’in the industry ranges from
less than 1,000 pounds of finished -

product per day fe over 700,000-pounds
per day, with @ majorify of the plants
processing less than 50,000 pounds of
product per day. Estimafed total
indusfry production is 45 million pounds
per day, or approximately 14 billion
pounds annually. The-value of the
products produced.is over 40 billion
dollars annually, and the industry
employs-nearly one milliorr people.
Many of the facilifies.are integrated
and perform dry, low water use, and
major wel-processing operations. '
Principal dry operations include
spinning, tufting; knitting, and weaving.
Principal low water use operations -
include:slashing, web formation
(monwoven manufacturing only),

. bonding; adhesive processing, coating,

and functional finishing. Major wet
operations include scouring,
carbonizing, fulling, desizing,
mercerizing, bleaching, dyeing and
printing. Detailed descriptions of the
processing operations:and praducts are:
provided in Section III. of the-

-Development Document.

Water is esgential to textile
processing andis wsed in. mgmﬁcant

-amounts in most wet-processing

operations.. Water usage rate.(gal/lb of
product} varies substantially among the
subcategories {see Industry
Subcategorization) and facilities within.
each subcategory. The typical- water
usage rates {median values} for the
subcategories range from 1.1 gallons: per
pound of product to-34.1 gallons per
pound*pf product, with an average for
all subcategories (typical values) of
approximately 12 gallons per pound of
product.

Wastewafer dxscharge from the wet-
processing plants in the industry ranges
from & few thousand gallons per day to-
over 7 million gallons per day. Among
the wef-processing subcategories; the:
typical (median]} discharge ranges from
approximately 50,000 gallons per day fo

- over 500,000 gallons per day. The
, average plant discharge (wet processing

only} is approximately 820,000 gallons
per day for direct dischargers and

" 380,000 gallons per day for indirect

dischargers. Estimated total wastewater
discharge is.525 millionr gallons per day:
over 150 billiofr gallons annually.
Approximately 80 percent of the
facilities are indirect dischargers and
discharge wastewafer to POTW:the
remaining treat their wastewater on-site
before discharging the effluent to a

receiving wafer body. 4 small numberof

facilities recycle their treated effluent.

- Thewastewafer characteristics vary~
substantially from subcafegory to
subcategory (see Development
Document; Section: V), but in general,
the wastes are complex mixfures:of

natural and synthetxc organic materials
and i inorganic chemicals. The wastes are
high in BOD5 and COD, with the typical
concenirations for the varlous
subcategories.ranging from 170 to 2,270

_ mg/1 for BOD5 and from 550 to 7,030 mg/

1 for COD. TSS values are typically one-
third of the BOD5 values, and colorand
oil and grease are problems in some -
subcategoried. Toxic pollutants are
likely to be present, although at
generally low concentrations.

The most significant pollutants and
pollutant parameters in terms of

occurrence and concentration include!

(%) ¥7 organic and 11 metallic toxic
pollutants and cyanide (see Appendix
BJ; (2F conventional pollutants
designated in the Act (BODZ, TSS, oil
and grease, and pH); and (3)
nonconventional pollufants (COD and
color).

11 Scope of This Rulemaking, and
Summary of Methodology

These:proposed regulations
significantly expand the water pollution
controf requirements for the-textile
industry. In EPA’s initial (June 1974)
rulemaking, emphasis was placed on the
achievement of BPT, BAT, and NSPS

. based on control of familtar (i.e.,

“classical”'} pollutants. In 1977, EPA
proposed PSES-based on compliance
with general prohibitive wasfe
provisions. By confrast, inr this round of
rulemaking, EPA’s efforts are directed
toward instituting BCT and BAT effluent
limitations, new source performance
standards, and pretreatment standards

“for existing and new sources, that will

result fn-reasonable further progress
toward the national goal of eliminating
the discharge of all pollutants.
(“classical™ and toxic).

It general, BCT represents the best
control technology for conventional
pollutants that i3 reasonable in cost and
effluent reduction benefits. It replaces
BAT for conventional pollutants. BAT
represents, at a minimum, the best
economically achievable performance in
any industrial category or subcategory,
and, as a result of the Clean Water-Act
of 1977, emphasis has shifted from
control of **classical”” pollutants to
controf of & Iengthy list of toxic
substances. New source performance
standards represent the best available
demonstrated technology for control of
all pollutants, and pretreatment
standards for existing:and new sources
represent the best economically
achievable performance for: control of
pollutants that pass. through interfero -
with, or are otherwise incompatible with
the operation of POTWs, including .
management of sludge.
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In the 1977 legislation, Congress
recognized that it was dealing with

" areas of scientific uncertainfy when it

declared the 65 “priority” pollutants and
classes of pollutants “toxic” under
Section 307(a] of the Act. The “priority"
pollutants have been relatively
unknown outside of the scientifie
community, and those engaged in
wastewater sampling and contro} have
had little experience dealing with these
pollutants. In addition, these pollutants
often appear and have toxic effects at
concentrations which severely tax
current analytical techniques. Even.
though Congress was aware of the state-
of-the-art difficulties and expense of
“toxics” control and detection, it
directed EPA to act quickly-and
decisively to defect, measure, and
regulate these substances. Thus, with
the passage of the 1977 legislation, the
Nation's water pollution control
program was thrust toward the frontiers
of science.

EPA’s implementation of the Act
required a complex development
program, described in this section and
subsequent sections of this notice.
Initially, because i many cases no
public or private agency had done so,
EPA and its laboratories and
consulfants had fo develop analytical
methods for toxic pollutant detection
and meassurement, which are discussed

- under sampling and analyfical program.
EPA then gathered technical and
financial data about the industry, which
are summarized under Data Gathering
Efforfs. With these data, the Agency
proceeded fo develop these proposed -
regulations.

First, EPA studied the fextile indusiry

“ to determine whether differences in raw
materials, final products manufacturing
processes, equipment; age and size of
manufacturing facilities, water use,
wastewater constituents, or other
factors required the development of
separate effluent limitations and

.standards of performance for different
segments of the industry. This study
required the identification of raw waste
and treated effluent characteristics,
including: {1} The sources and volume of
water used, the manufacturing processes
employed, and the sources of pollutants
and wastewaters within the plant, and
(2) the constituents of wastewaters, =
including toxic pollutants. (See Industry
Subcategorization.) EPA then identified
the constituents of wastewaters which
should be considered for effluent
limitations guidelines and standards of
performance, and statistically analyzed
raw waste constituents, as discussed in
detail in Section V of the Bevelopment
Document.

Next, EPA identified several distinct
control and treatment technologies,
including both in-plant and end-of-
process technologies, which are in use
or capable of being used to control or
treat textile industry wastewater. The
Agency compiled and analyzed
historical and newly generated data on
the effluent quality resulling from the
application of these technologies. The
long-term performance, operational
limitations, and reliability of each of the
treatment and control technologies were
also.identified. In addition, EPA
considered the non-water environmental
impacts of these technologies, including
effects on air quality, solid waste
generation, and energy requirements.

The Agency then estimated the costs

. of each control and treatment

technology for the various industry
subcategories from unit cost curves
developed by standard engineering
analysis as applied to the specific {extile
wastewater characteristics. EPA derived
unit pracess costs from model plant
characteristics (production and flow)
applied to each freatment process unit
cast curve (i.e., activated sludge,
chemical coagulation/sedimentation,
dissolved air flofation, multi-media
filtration, activated carbon adsorption,
and ozonation). These unit process cosis
were combined to yield lolal cost at
each treatment level. After confirming
the reasonableness of this methodology
by coriparing EPA cost estimates (o
treatment system costs supplied by the
industry, the Agency evaluated the
economic impac!s of these costs. Cosls
and economic impacts are discussed in
detail under the various technology
options, and in the section of this notice
entitled Costs, Effluent Reduction
Benefits, and Economic Impacts.

Upon consideration of these factors,
as more fully described below, EPA_
identified various control and treatment
technologies as BCT, BAT, NSPS, PSES,
and PSNS. The proposed regulations,
however, do not require the installation
of any particular technology. Rather,
they require achievement of effluent
limitations representative of the proper
application of these technologies or
equivalent technologies. A plant's
existing controls should be fully
evaluated, and existing trealment.
systems fully optimized, before
commitment to any new or additional
end-of-pipe treatment technology.

The effluent limitations for BCT, BAT
and NSPS are expressed as mass
limitations (1bs/1000 Ibs of finished
product} and are calculated by
multiplying three values: (1) Effluent
concentration delermined from analysis
of control technology performance data;

(2) typical wastewater flow for each
subcategory; and {3) a process or
treatment variability factor. This basic
calculation was performed for each
regulated pollutant or pollutant
parameter for each subcategory of the
industry, Effluent limitations for PSES
and PSNS are expressed as allowable
concentrations in milligrams per liter
(mgf1). Mass limilations are also
provided as guidance for POTWs that
may wish to impose them along with, or
instead of, the concentration limitations.

1V. Data Gathering Efforis

The data gathering efforts involved
several distinct, detailed activities
which are summarized here: All aspects
of the program are described in detail in
Section I of the Development )
Document and Section I of the Economic
Impacl Analysis.

In general, the program involved: {1)
Review and use of existing information
in the administrative record; {2}
distribution and evaluation of detailed
industry surveys; (3} collection of
historical wastewater data: (¢) plant
visits and meelings with industry trade
associations and other representatives
of the industry; and {5) review of the
available literature.

The administrative record for
technical information included the
original Development Document (EPA~
440/1-74-022-a, June 1974) and its
appendices, and the November 1976,
Draft Development Document for
Pretreatment Standards(EPA Contract
No. 68-01-3289, Task Order 6) and its
appendices. The latter document and
appendices were especially useful
because they provided a considerable
amount of timely data about the
industry. The administrative record for
economic information included the
Economic Analysis of Proposed Effluent
Guidelines (EPA 230/1~73-028,
September 1973) and the Economic
Analysis of Pretreatment Standards for
the Textile Industry (EPA 440/1-77-009,
July 1877) prepared in conjunction with
the pretreatment standards.

The industry survey for fechnical
information was conducted during the
first half of 1977. The survey involved
the following phases of activity: (1}
Developing a master list of textile mills;
(2) contacting mills on the master list by
letter to outline the purpose and intent
of the survey: (3) contacting mills on the
masler list by telephone in orderto -
assess the value of available
wastewater information and to gather
basic facility information; (4}
distributing detailed survey
questionnaries; and (5} refrieving and
analyzing the questionnaires. The
original master list included
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approximately 2,600 facilities. Following

the telephone survey, the list was
reduced to 1,973 facilities by removing
627 entries that were found to be offices,
services, dry-processing operations, or
facilities that.were no longer in the
business of manufacturing textiles. Of
the remaining facilities on the list, 808
were classified as low water use
processing. These were given secondary
consideration in the survey, since they
generate relatively small quantities of

* pollutants. The remaining 1,165 facilities
were classified as important wet-
processing plants and were given
primary consideration in the survey.’
Detailed portfolios were distributed to
approximately 550 of these facilities,
based on their reporting of available
wastewater characterization data during
the telephone survey; 538 completed
portfolios were returned to the Agency.
The low-water-use processing facilities
were surveyed separately and 315
detailed portfolios were received from a
random distribution to approximately
half of them.

Data for the economic analysxs of the
industry were obtained from a survey
program under authority of Section 308
of the Act. Questionnaires seeking
production costs, balance sheet and
income data, and costs for existing
pollution abatement systems were
distributed to 532 facilities. Of these, 308
surveys were returned from the first
mailing,' with about 208 of these being -
from wet-processing facilities. The 224
nonrespondents were sent follow-up
surveys and 95 additional responses
were received; 74 were from wet-
processing facilities. The economic
survey data were supplemented by data
from government publications, industry -
members and trade associations,
publicly available financial studies and
surveys, and visits to 15 plants.

Wastewater characterization data
weré obtained, when available, directly
from the textile facilities as part of the -
industry survey, from EPA regional
offices and state water pollution control
agencies, and, for indirect dischargers,
from POTWSs. The data collected
provide very good cliaracterization of

the various subcategories of the
industry.

- EPA conducted approximately 100
plant visits during the development of
the technical information leading to
these regulations to obtain information
on plant operations or to-collect
wastewater samples. EPA held
numerous meetings-with committees and
individuals of trade associations ‘
representing segments of the industry

and suppliers of dyes and chemicals
used by the industry.

Literature information was an
important aid in nearly all phases of the
technical and economic studies. Over
240 articles, documents, and
publications were consulted in
developing the technical information

. and 41 were consulted in developing the

economic analysis.

An additional very significant source
of data was the findings of the EPA/
Industry Pilot Plant Research Project. A
grant (No. R-804329} for the project was
awarded to the American Textile
Manufactures Institute (ATMI), the .
Northern Textile Association (NTA),
and the Carpet and Rug Institute (CRI)
on January 26, 1976; the EPA Office of
Research and Development and the
Effluent Guidelines Division cooperated
in directing the work. As part of the
study, two mobile pilot plants were-
constructed, each containing the
following treatment technologies:
chemical coagulation/clarification;
multi-media filtration; activated carbon
adsorption; and ozonation. The units
visited a total of 19 textile facilities,
representing six of the nine major

" subcategories (Wool Scouring, Wool
. Finishing, Woven Fabric Finishing, Knit

Fabric Finishing, Carpet Finishing, and
Stock and Yarn Finishing), from May’
1977 to October 1978. The units tested
the various pilot scale treatment ~
technologies for effectiveness in =
removing the BPT regulated pollutants
(BOD35, COD, TSS, phenol, total
chromium, sulfide, color, oil and grease,
and pH) from the biologically treated”
and clarified wastewaters at these
facilities. During the initial month of a
visit, the best candidate treatment
modes were established; during the
subsequent two weeks, the effectiveness
of these modes was monitored. Bench

scale dissolved air flotation (DAF) and

powdered activated carbon treatment

(PACT) studies also were performed on
the waste from some study sites. Details
of the research project and findings will

. be available from the Office of Research

and Development after the final report is
completed. Summaries of the findings

. are available in Section VII of the
the raw wastes and treated effluents for -

Development Document. - i
Samples-for determination of toxic
pollutants were collected and analyzed
at each of the 19 sites during the initial
phase of the study. Samples of the flow

into and out of the candidate mode
technologies were collected and
analyzed for toxic pollutants at 10 of 19
sites during the pilot plant visits; the
sampling periods ranged from one to ten
days. (See Sampling.and Analytical
Program.)

V. Sampling and Analytical Program

As Congress recognized in enacting
the Clean Water Act of 1977, the state-
of-the-art abihty to monitor and detect
toxic pollutants is limited. Most of the
toxic pollutants were relatively unkown
until only a few years ago, and only on
rare occasions has EPA regulated, or
has industry monitored or even
developed methods to monitor for these
pollutants. As a result, analytical
methods for many toxic pollutants under
Section 304(h) of the Act have not yot
been promulgated. Moreover, state-of-
the-art techniques involve the use of
expensive, sophisticated equipment,
with costs ranging as high as $200,000
per unit.

‘When faced with these problems, EPA
scientists, including staff of the
Environmental Research Laboratory in
Athens, Georgia and staff of the
Environmental Monitoring and Support
Laboratory in Cincinnati, Ohio,
conducted a literature search and
initiated a laboratory program to
develop analytical and sampling
protocols. The result was the
establishment of a comprehensive set of
procedures entitled, Sumpling and
Analysis Procedures for Screening of
Industrial Effiuents for Priorily
Pollutants, (EPA, Cincinnati, Ohio, April
1977).

Because Section 304(h) methods were
available for most toxic metals,
pesticides, cyanide, and phenol, the
analytical effort focused on developing
methods for sampling and analyzing
organic toxic pollutants. The three baslc
analytical approaches considered were
infrared spectroscopy, gas
chromatography (GC) with multiple .
detectors, and gas chromatography/
mass spectrometry (GC/MS). In
selecting among these alternatives, EPA
considered sensitivity, laboratory
availability, costs, applicability to
diverse waste streams from numerous
industries, and capability for
implementation within the statutory and
court-ordered time constraints of EPA's
program.

The Agency concluded that infrared
spectroscopy was not sufficiently
sensitive or specific for application in
water, and that GC with multiple
detectors without mass spectroscopy
would require multiple runs
incompatible with time constraints and
would possibly eliminate detection of
certain toxic pollutants. EPA chose GC/
MS because it could identify a wide
variety of pollutants in many different
matrices and do so in the presence of
interfering compounds and within the
time constraints of the program. In
EPA'’s judgment, GC/MS and the other
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analytical methods for toxics used in
this rulemaking represent the best state-
of-the-art methods for toxic pollufants
analyses available at the time of this
study.

As the state-of- lhe-art matures, EPA
intends to refine the sampling and -
analytical protocols to keep pace with
technology advancements. However,
limited resources prevent EPA from
reworking completed sampling and
analyses to keep up with the evolution
of analytical methods. As a result, the
analytical techniques used in some
rulemakings may differ slightly from
those used in others. In each case,

‘however, the analytical methods used

represent the best state-of-the-art
available for a given industry study.
One of the goals of EPA’s analytical
program is the promulgation of
additional Section 304(h) analytical
methods for toxic pollutants, scheduled
for calendar year 1979.

The field sampling program in this

_study differed from the cone plant per

subcategory screening phase and five
plants per subcategory verification
phase recommended in the protocol. The
number of plants sampled per
subcategory was varied to match each
subcategory’s share of the water
pollution problem. Since the fextile
dyeing and finishing segments of the
industry consist of facilities with
significant differences in production
processes, equipment, raw materials,
finishes, dyes, and auxiliary chemicals,
the streening sampling phase was
expanded and the verification phase
reduced. Tkhirty-nine plants were
sampled during tHe screening phase and
22 plants were sampled during the
verification phase including 11 planfs
‘which had previously been screened.
The sampling involved 50 separate
plants (39 direct dischargers, 9 indirect
dischargers, 1 recycle plant, and 1 plant
that practices land application) and a

“total of 327 samples (28 source water, 64

raw wastewater, 90 biological treatment
effluent, 38 physical/chemical treatment
effluent, and 107 waste treatment fromr
the EPA/Industry Pilot Plant Research
Project) were collected.

The primary objective of the field
sampling program was to produce
composite samples of wastewater, from
which concentrations of toxic pollutants
could be ascertained. Presampling plant
visits were generally made to assess the
value of a particular plant to the
sampling progranr and to make the
arrangements necessary for successful,
time-efficient sampling. The sampling
period varied from eight hours to over

ten days, but in most cases-the sampling .

was conducted over a 24-hour period.

Raw waslewaler samples were taken
either before treatment or after minimal
preliminary treatment (e.g., screening),
depending upon the accessibility of the
wastewater stream. Treated efTluent
samples were taken either following
pretreatment (usually indirect

-dischargers) or after biological and/or

physical/chemical treatment (direct
dischargers). Pilot plant wasle treatment
samples were collected into and out of
pilot-scale treatment units housed in one
of two mobile pilot plants. (See Data
Gathering Efforts.) Source water
samples were collected from supplies
within the processing facilities to
determine the presence of toxic
pollutants prior to contamination by
textile processes.

Samples were collected by grab and
compaosite sampling techniques.
Aufomatic samplers were used to collect
raw wastewater and effluent samples
for analysis of conventional,
nonconventional, nonvolatile organics,
and metallic pollutants of pollutant
parameters. Grab sampling techniques
were used to collect samplcs foroil and
grease and volatile organic acids.
Details of the sampling techniques,
sample container preparation, sampling
logistics, and sample shipping
procedures are discussed in appendix D
of the Development Document.

The analyses for the 128 toxic
pollutants were performed according to
groups of chemicals and associated
analytical schemes. Organic toxic
pollutants include 32 volatile {purgeable)
and 82 nonvolatile pollutants. The
nonvolatile pollutants include 47 base-
neutrals, 11 acid extractables, and 24
pesticides. Inorganic toxic pollutants
include 13 heavy metals, cyanide, and
asbestos. Two pollutants were not
analyzed for 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-
a-dioxin (TCDD) and asbestos. TCDD
was omitted because of its extreme
toxicity and the health hazards involved
in preparing standard solutions and
because it was not expected to be
present. Asbestos was omitted because

“of the presence of other fibrous material

in textile wastewaters, which made
identification extremely difficult. Endrin
aldehyde was not analyzed for during
the initial screening phase because pure
endrin aldehyde could not be obtained
in time to prepare the required standard
solutions.

The primary analytical method used
to identify volatile, base-neufral, and
acid organics was gas chromatography
(GC) with confirmation and
quantification on all samples by mass
spectrometry (MS). GC was employed
for analysis of pesticides with limited
MS confirmation. The Agency analyzed

the toxic heavy melals by atomic
adsorption spectrophotometry (AAS]).
with flame or graphite furnace
atomization following appropriate
digestion of the sample, and by the
inductively coupled argon plasma
{ICAP) excitation technique. Cyanide
and total phenols were measured by
conventional wet chemistry fechniques
as outlined in “Standard Methods for
the Examination of Water and
Wastewater, 14th Edition.” Analyses for
conventional pollutants (BOD5, TSS, oil
and grease, and pH), and
nonconventional pollutants (COD,
sulfide, and color]) were accomplished
using “Methods for Chemical Analysis
of Water and Wastes" (EPA 625/6-74—
003) and amendments. A detailed
discussion of the analytical procedures
employed for all determinations is
provided in Appendix D of the
Development Document.

VL Industry Subcategorization

In developing these regulations, it was
necessary to delermine whether
different effluent limitations and
standards of performance were
appropriate for different groups of
plants (subcategories] within the
industry. The factors considered in
identifiying these subcalegories
included: Raw malerials used; products;
manufacturing processes employed; size
and age of manufacturing facility and
equipment(; waste characleristics; water
pollution control technology: treatment
cosls; energy requirements; and solid
wasle generation and disposal
requirements. Similarity of financial
characteristics was considered in the
economic analysis. On the basis of these
factors, the industry was divided into
nine general subcategories, and two of
these were each divided into three
subdivisions. (The July 4, 1974,
regulations were based on eight
subcategories, while the May 26, 1977,
regulations were based on seven
subcalegories.) The major factors and
the rationale determining the
subcategorization are set out in Section
1V of the Development Document. In
general, subcategorization is based on
raw materials, products, and waste
characteristics.

The subcategories and subdivisions of
the textile indusiry are:

1. Wool Scouring—facilities that
primarily scour natural impurities from
raw wool and other animal hair fibers.
Integrated mills that include wool
scouring processes should calculate
their discharge allowances by applying
the applicable wool scouring effluent
limilations to the wool scouring
production and the other applicable
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effluent limitations to the other kinds of
production,

2. Wool Flmshmg—facﬂmes that
finish fabric that is primarily animal hair

fiber (wool, or other animal hair fiber, or -

blends containing primarily wool or
other animal hair fiber) by using any of
the following operations on at least five
percent of their total production:
Carbonizing, fulling, bleachmg, scouring
(not including raw grease wool
scouring), dyeing and/or application of
functional finish chemicals, Facilities
that primarily finish stock or yarn that is
primarily animal hair fiber are included
in this subcategory. Wool stock or yarn
mills that do not perform carbonizing
and scouring are covered under Stock
and Yarn Finishing. Integrated mills that
primarily finish wool fabric along with

- greige goods manufacturing or other .
finishing operations (such as yarn
dyeing) are included in this subcategory
and applicable wool finishing effluent
limitations should be applled to the total
production (excluding weaving and
other dry operations, and wool scouring)
to calculate discharge allowances.

3. Low Water Use Processing—
facilities other than finishing facilities
engaged only in manufacturing greige
goods, laminating or coating fabrics,
texturizing yarn, tufting and backing
carpet, producing tire cord fabric, and
similar activities in which either cleanup
is the primary water use or process
water requirements are small, or both.

4. Woven Fabric Finishing—facilities
that primarily finish woven-fabric, by
using any of the following operations on
at least five percent of their production:
Desizing, scouring, bleaching,
mercerizing, dyeing, printing, and/or
application of functional finish -
chemicals. Denim finishing mills are
included in this subcategory, but
facilities finishing woven fabric_
composed primarily of wool are covered
under Wool Finishing. Integrated mills_
that primarily finish woven fabric, along
with greige goods manufacturing or
other finishing operatlons (such as yarn
dyeing), are included in this subcategory
and the applicable woven fabric
finishing effluent limitations should be
applied to the total production
{excluding weaving and other dry .
operations) to calculate discharge .
allowances. :

a. Simple Processmg—subdmswn of
Woven Fabric Finishing for facilities
that perform fiber preparation, desizing,
scouring, or functional finishing, and/or
one, of the following processes applied
to more than five percent of total
production: Bleaching, dyeing,.or

. printing. This subdivision includes all
Woven Fabric Finishing facilities that do
not qualify under either the Complex

Processing or Complex Processing Plus
Desizing subdivision.

b. Complex Processing—subdivision
of Woven Fabric Finishing for facilities
that perform desizing of less than 50
percent of their total production and
more than one of the following, each
applied to more than five percent of

total production: Bleaching, dyeing, or = °

printing. These facilities may also
perform fiber preparation, scouring,
mercerizing, and functional finishing. -

c. Complex Processing Plus Desizing—
subdivision of Woven Fabric Finishing
for facilities that perform desizing of
greater than 50 percent of their total
production, and more than one of the
following, each applied to more than
five percent of total production:  *
Bleaching, dyeing, or printing. These
facilities may also perform fiber
preparation, scouring, mercerizing, and
functional finishing.

5. Knit Fabric leshmg—famhnes that
primarily finish cotton and/or synthetxc
fiber fabric, a majority of which is knit,
by employing any of the following
operations on at leat five percent of
their production: Scouring, bleaching,
dyeing, printing, and/or application of
lubricants, antistatic agents, and
functional finish chemicals. Integrated
mills that primarily finish knit fabric,
along with greige goods manufacturing
or other finishing operations such as
yarn dyeing, are included in this
subcategory and the applicable knit
fabric finishing effluent limitations
should be applied to total production
(excluding knitting and other dry
operations} to calculate dlscharge
allowances. .

a. Simple Processing—subdivision of
Knit Fabric Finishing for facilities that

perform fiber preparation, scouring, or
functlonal finishing, and/or one of the
following processes-applied to more
than five percent of total production:
Bleaching, dyeing, or printing. This
subdivision includes all Knit Fabric
Finishing facilities that do not qualify
under either the Complex Processing or
Hosiery Products subdivision..

- b. Complex Procéssing—subdivision
of Knit Fabric Finishing for, facilities that
perform more than one of the following

* processes each applied to more than five

percent of total production: Bleaching,
dyeing, or printing. These facilities may
also perform fiber preparation, scouring,
mercerizing, and functional finishing.

c. Hosiery Products—subdivision of
Knit Fabric Finishing for facilities that
are engaged primarily in dyeingor - .
finishing hosiery of any type.

6. Carpet Finishing—facilities that -
primarily finish carpet and other textile-
based floor covering products, by
employing any of the following

operations on at least five percent of
their production: Scouring, bleaching,
dyeing, printing, and/or application of
functional finish chemicals, Facilities
that only perform carpet tufting and/or
backing are cdvered under Low Waler
Use Processing. Integrated mills that
primarily finish carpet along with tufting
or backing operations or other finishing
operations (such as yarn dyeing) are
included in this subcategory and the
applicable carpet manufacturing effluent
limitations should be applied to total
production (excluding tufting, other dry
processing, and backing) to calculate
discharge allowances.

7. Stock and Yarn Finishing—facilitios
that primarily finish stock, yarn, or
thread of cotton and/or synthetic fiber
by employing any of the following
oeprations on at least five percent of
their production: Scouring, bleaching,
mercerizing, dyeing, and/or application
of functional finish chemicals. Facilities
finishing stock, yarn, or thread
principally of wool also are covered if
they do not perform carbonizing,
Integrated mills that primarily finish
stock and yarn along with greige goods
manufacturing or other finishing
operations are included in thi
subcategory and the applicable stock
and yarn finishing effluent limitations
should be applied to total production
(excluding knitting, weaving, and other
dry operations) to calculate discharge
allowances,

8. Nonwoven Manufacturing—facilites
that primarily marfufacture nonwaven
textile products of wool, cotton, or
synthetics, singly or as blends. by

.mechanical, thermal, and/or adhesive

bonding procedures. (Nonwoven
products produced by fulling and felting
processes are covered in Felted Fabrio
Processing). Integrated mills that
primarily manufacture nonwoven textile
products along with greige goods
manufacturing or other finishing ’
operations are included in this
subcategory and the applicable
nonwoven manufacturing effluent
limitations should be applied to total
production (excluding dry web
formation knitting, weaving, and other
dry operations) to calculate discharge

allowances.

9. Felted Fabric Processing—fucilities
that primarily manufacture nonwoven
products by using fulling and felting
operations to achieve fiber bonding.
Integrated mills that primarily process a
felted fabric, along with greige goods
manufacturing or other finishing
operations, are included in this
subcategory and the applicable felted
fabric processing effluent limitations
should be applied to total production
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(excluding knitting, weaving, or other
dry operations) to calculate discharge
allowances.

The economic structure of the industry
was analyzed to determine the types of
facilities represented in the above
subcategories and internal subdivisions
of subcategories. The principal factors
considered were product ownership and
extent of integration. The types of mills
identified were: Commission mills,
finishers of owned fabric or yarn, and
integrated mills. Commission mills dye
and/or finish goods owned by others on
a commission basis. Finishers of owned
fabric or yarn purchase greige goods for
finishing. These finishers differ from the
commission finishers because their
revenues come from the sales of finished
textile goods. Commission finisher
revenues consist of commission receipts
for job finishing. Integrated mills
manufacture greige goods and perform
finishing of these goods at the same
facility. For a complete discussion on
the types of facilities, see Section VI of
the Economic Analysis.

VIIL Available Wastewater Control and
. Treatment Technology

~A. Status of In-Place Technology. The
conirol measures and treatment
technologies that are available for
textile industry processing and waste

_tréatment include a broad range of in-
plant and process changes and end-of-
pipe treatment. The in-plant control
measures range from minor water
conservation, such as liquid level
control, to complete change of process
such as continuous versus batch
processing and nonaqueous versus
aqueous dyeing. The treatment
technologies range from no treatment to
complete recyle systems, although the
latter is certainly the exception rather
than the rule. At most plants, programs
combining elements of both control and
treatment are applicable and individual
mills should consider both to determine
which specific combination is best
suited to their particular situation.
- In-plant control measures may be
divided into five types as follows: (1)
Water reuse; (2) water reduction; (3)
chemical substitution; (4) material
reclamation: and (5) process changes
and new process technology.

The distinction between water reuse
and water reduction is not sharply
defined, but, in general, water reuse is
the use of the same water more than
once, while water reduction is the use of
less water. These measures are the most
common controls in use.

Chemical substitution is practiced to
replace process chemicals having high
pollutant strength or toxic properties

with others that are less polluting or
more amenable to treatment.

Material reclamation measures are
often implemented, but to reduce
processing costs rather than pollutant
loadings.

Process changes comprise a group of
related measures that are used to_
achieve benefits in the other four control
areas. They result in reductions of
hydraulic and/or pollutant loadmgs to
treatment systems while improving the
quality and efficiency of the processing.

EPA evaluated all of the in-plant
control technologies and process
changes noted above in developing the
proposed regulations. However, the
Agency did not consider any specific
one in establishing the effluent
limitations for existing or new source
dischargers. Basically, there are no
specific control measures that are
necessary in the industry as a whole or
in one or more particular subcategories.
However, this does not imply that these
‘measures are unimportant or should be
eliminated from further consideration.
These measures can effect savings both
in manufacturing cost and in the cost of
treatment, and in the future will assume
a much greater role in treatment and
conservation of energy and materials.

The end-of-pipe treatment technology
employed by the industry may be
classified as follows: No treatment;
preliminary treatment (neutralization,
screening, equalization, heat exchange,
disinfection, primary sedimentation,
and/or flotation); biological or
equivalent treatement (aerated and
unaerated lagoons, biological filtration,
activated sludge, and chemical
coagulation/sedimentation without
preceding biological treatment); and
physical/chemical treatment (filtration,
chemical coagulation, and/or granular
or powdered activated carbon
adsorption following biological
treatment). Approximately 30 percent of
the direct dischargers provide no
treatment or only preliminary treatment.
Many of these are waiting to connect to
POTWs currently in the construction or
design stages. Most of the direct
dischargers provide biological or
equivalent treatment with about two-
thirds of these providing activated
sludge, primarily the extended-aeration
mode. Less than 10 percent of the direct
dischargers provide advanced waste
treatment; several recycle their treated
effluent for in-plant use.

Approximately 60 percent of the
indirect dischargers surveyed provide
no treatment. Most of these facilities
have been able to discharge to POTWs
without facing specific controls, but this
may change as more municipalities fully
evaluate their industrial waste

contribution and assess user charges in
accordance with EPA guidelines. Over
30 percent provide preliminary -
treatment similar to that noted above for
direct dischargers. Approximately 9
percent provide biological or equivalent
treatment {same as noted above for
direct dischargers), with about 14
percent of these employing some type of
activated sludge to some degree. Many
of those employing activated sludge are
former direct dischargers that have
connected to a POTW. Only one indirect
discharger surveyed employs physical/
chemical wastewater treatment
technology.

B. Control Technologies Considered.
The alternative treatment technologies
considered for existing direct and
indirect discharge sources include
various combinations of biological
treatment, chemcial coagulation and
sedimentation, multi-media filtration,
dissolved air flotation, activated carbon
adsorption, and chemical oxidation with
ozone (ozonation). The specific
alternatives evaluated in terms of costs
and reduction benefits included: (1)
Screening and 24-hour extended-
aeration aclivated sludge with solids
recycle; (2) chemical coagulation and
sedimentation; (3} multi-media filtration; -
(4) chemical coagulation, sedimentation,
and multi-media filtration: (5) multi-
media filtration and granular activated
carbon adsorption; (6) ozonation; (7)
chemical coagulation, sedimentation,
and ozonation; {8) chemical coagulation,
sedimentation, multi-media filtration,
and ozonation; (9) chemical coagulation
and dissolved air flotation (Wool
Scouring only); (10} chemical
coagulation, dissolved air flotation,
multi-media filtration, and granular
activated carbon adsorption (Wool
Scouring only); and (11) chemical -
coagulation, dissolved air flotation, and
Ozonation {(Wool Scouring only). The
alternatives apply differently to direct
and indirect dischargers and are not
universal for all subcategories (see
Section VHI of the Development
Document). »

The alternatives considered for new
sources are based on the same
treatment technologies noted for
existing sources plus segregation of
pracess wastes into toxic and nontoxic .
waste streams. Although not specifically
practiced in the industry, segregation of
wasles is considered feasible and
appears to be especially cost-effective
for larger flows. The specific
alternatives evaluated included: {1)
Screening, 24-hour extended-aeration
activated sludge with solids recycle; {2)
screening, 24-hour extended-aeration
activated sludge with solids recycle,
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chemical coagulation, sedimentation,
and multi-media filtration; (3) screening,
equalization, multi-media filtration, and
granular activated carbon adsorption of
toxic stream and screening and 8-hour .
activated sludge with solids recycle of

nontoxic stream (flows above 0.25 mgd); -

and screening, 24-hour extended-
aeration activated sludge with solids
recycle, multi-media filtration, and
gramular activated carbon adsorption of
total waste flow (flows at or below 0.25
mgd); and (4) screening, equalization,
chemical coagulation, sedimentation,
multi-media filtration, and granular
activated carbon adsorption of toxic
stream and screening and 8-hour

activated sludge with solids recycle of -

nontoxic stream (flows above 0.25 mgd);
and screening, 24-hour extended-
aeration activated sludge with solids
recycle, chemical coagulation,
sedimentation, multi-media filtration,
and granular activated carbon
adsorption of total waste flow (flows at
or below 0.25 mgd). For Wool Scouring,
chemical coagulation and dissolved air
flotation replace multi-media filtration.
The alternatives apply differently to
direct and indirect dischargers since
biological treatment is not used by
indirect dischargers. For those waste
streams that do'not contain measurable
amounts of the 129 toxic pollutants,
screening alone is required before
discharging to a POTW collectlon
system. :

None of the treatment technologles
underlying the proposed regulations aré
considered to be innovative and,

although not common, all are presently -

employed in the 1ndustry

VIII Best Available Technology Effluent
leltahons

The factors con31dered in establishing
the best available technology

economically achievable (BAT) level of .

control include environmental -
considerations such as air pollution,
solid waste generation, and energy
consumption; the costs of applying the
control; the process used; the age of -
process equipment and facilities; the
engineering aspects-of applying various

types of control techniques; and process- -

changes (Section 304(b}(2)(B)). In -
general, the BAT technology level
represents, at a minimum, the best-
existing economically achievable
performance of plants of shared
characteristics. Where existing-
performance is umformly inadequate,.
BAT technology may be transferred
from a different subcategory or
industrial category.BAT may include
process changes or mternal controls,
even when not common industry
practice. |, ., .. .

. The statutory assessment of BAT
considers costs, but does not require a
balancing of costs against effluent
reduction benefits (see Weyerhauserv.
Costle, 11 ERC 2148 [D.C. Cir. 1978)).

‘However, in assessing the proposed

BAT, the Agency has given substantial
weight jo-the reasonableness-of costs.
The Agency has considered the volume
and nature of discharges, the volume
and nature of discharges expected after
application of BAT, the general
environmental effects of the pollutants,
and the costs and economic impacts of
the required pollution control levels.
The effluent limitations were
developed for the control technology
options in a building block fashion, by
engineering analysis using the proper
application and operation of the
extended-aeration activated sludge’
treatment technology (BPT) as a base
(BAT Option 1). The performance of
additional end-of-pipe control -
technologies was established by
engineering analysis of the application’
of these technologies and their
performance in other related
applications, including full-scale and
pilot-scale units. The effluent resulting
from Option 1 was subjected to the
performance of suspended solids control
in the form of multi-media filtration,
which has been demonstrated in pilot
plant studies and at full scale on the
wastewater from most of the textile
industry subcategories. The resulfing
effluent quality was the basis for BAT
Option 2. The effluent resulting from
Option-1 was also subjected to the
performance of physical/chemical

" treatment in the form of coagulation/

sedimentation, which has been
demonstrated in pilot plant studies and.
at full scale on the-wastewater from
most of the textile industry
subcategories. The resulting effluent
quality was the basis for BAT Option 3.
Finally, the resulting effluent from
Option 3 was subjected to the
performance of suspended solids control
in the form of multi-media filtration,
with the resulting final effluent quality
serving as the basis for BAT Option 4.

All of the reductions projected by this
engineering analysis for total suspended
solids as an “indicator” pollutant {see
REGULATED POLLUTANTS) are based
on long-term performance, resulting in
final effluent qualities that are
considered to be long-term.averages.
Estimates of effluent quality vanablhty
were made to estabhsh maximum 30-
day average and maximum day mass
effluent limitations (Ib/1, 0001b of -
finished product)..

Despite expanded consideration of .
costs, the primary determinant of BAT is

effluent reduction capability using
economically achievable technology.
Moreover, as a result of the Clean Water

 Act of 1977, the achievement of BAT has

become the national means of
controlling the discharge of toxic
pollutants. The textile industry
discharges 29 of the 129 toxic pollutants
and EPA has selected, among four
available control options, BAT

technology that will significantly reduce .

their discharge. Explanation and : -

- analysis of these options follows. For

more detailed discussion, see Section IX
of the Development Document.
TA) Option 1—Allow a discharge

.based on the proper application and

operation of biological treatment
technology for textile wastewaters
discharged to navxgahle waters. This
option does not require in-plant controls
or additional end-of-pipe treatment
technology beyond BPT. The technology
required by this option (BPT) is well
demonstrated in the industry and would
notresult in additional effects on non-
water environmental quality. The
effluent concentrations of the 20 most
significant toxic pollutants would be at

. or below 0.7 mg/1 and the estimated

total toxic pollutant contribution from
the direct dischargers of 600 tons/year
would be reduced approximately 50
percent (80 percent for the 17 significant
organics and 35 percent for the 11
significant metallics). The COD, TSS,
and oil and grease would be reduced by
approximately 70, 35, and 75 percent,
respectively. Nevertheless, the discharge
of all pollutants (i.e., conventional,
nonconventional, and toxic) would
continue, with high levels of COD and
color discharged at most plants. There
would be no removal of cyanides. At
nearly half the plants so tested with BPT
technology in place, these effluents
exhibited some degree of toxicity to
freshwater minnows, daphnia, and/or
algae,

Economic analysis indicates that this
option may affect the 35 hosiery, .
nonwoven, and felt direct dischargers, in
addition to the remaining 204 direct
dischargers which are regulated under
BPT limitations. Compliance with this
option would require an estimated 9 of

. the 239 affected direct dischargers to

invest a total of $1.9 million and incur
annualized costs (including operation,
maintenance, interest, and depreciation)
of $876 thousand. These costs may
reduce the return on sales of the three
impacted subcategories from a current
range of 0.8 to 3.6 percent with current

. BPT limitations to a range of 0.3 to 2.0

percent with this option. The Agency
projects that selection of this option may
result in 8 plant closings and a loss of

.
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0.1 percent of industry employment for
the 1,165 wet processing plants.

.(B) Option 2—Allow a discharge
based on application of BAT Option 1
plus suspended solids control by multi-
media filtration. For Wool Scouring,
BAT Option 2 is equal to Option 1.

Option 2 incorporates the end-of-pipe  ~

addition of multi-media filtration to
remove toxic pollutants contained in
suspended solids.

The technology behind this option has
been well demonstrated in this industry
at full scale and in pilot-scale studies.
Currently, at least 13 plants use some
form of filtration; ten are direct
dischargers and three are plants that
recycle their discharge. On over half (10
of 19) of the textile plant effluents tested
at pilot scale, multi-media filtration was
recognized to be one of the best -
candidate technologies for removing
classical pollutants {e.g., BODS, COD,
TSS). Treatability data from three full-
scale applications and six pilot scale
investigations {a total of 47 samples)
indicate estimated average effluent
concentrations below 0.3 mg/! fot all the
29 significant toxic pollutants except
zinc. The zinc effluent level would be
below 0.6 mg/1. The total toxic pollutant
contribution from the direct dischargers’
would be reduced approximately 20
percent over Option 1 (40 percent for the
17 significant'organics and 10 percent
for the 11 significant metallics),
achieving an overall toxic pollutant
reduction of cover 60 percent of the raw_
“ waste load. The COD, TSS, and oil and
grease would be reduced, overall, by
approximately 75, 80, and 95 percent,
respectively.

Multi-media filtration can be readily
‘added to BPT systems to improve
overall system performance and dampen
“peak” discharges of TSS during BPT
upsets. In addition, some added =~ _
“protection is offered over Option 1
against intermittent discharges of high
levels of toxic pollutants. However,
Option 2 providers little additional
reduction of metallic toxic pollutants,
COD, and color over Option 1. Energy
requirements will increase by an
estimated 0.02 to 0.03 percent per plant
for the direct dischargers, and sludge
generation will increase by an estimated
150 fons/year/plant {33,000 tons/year
for all existing direct dischargers).

Economic analysis indicates that
compliance with this option may require
an estimated 210 of the 239 affected
direct dischargers to invest a total of $41
million and incur annualized costs
(including operation, maintenance,

" igterest, and depreciation) of $18
million. These costs may reduce the

- return on sales of the impacted

subeategories from a current range of 0.8

to 5.9 percent with BPT to a range of -0.5
to 5.0 percent with this option. The
Agency projects that selection of this
option may result in 11 plant closings
and a loss of 0.4 percent of industry
employment for the 1,165 wet processing
plants.

(C) Option 3—Allow a discharge
based on application of BAT Option 1
plus chemical treatment in the form of
chemical coagulation/sedimentation.
For Waol Scouring, Option 3 is equal to
Option 1. Option 3 incorporates the end-
of-pipe addition of chemical coagulation
to control organic and metallic toxic
pollutants. -

The technology behind this option has
been demonstrated in this industry at
pilot and full scale for control of
conventional pollutant parameters and
specific colloidal components such as
latex (Carpet Mills Subcategory) and
print pastes (Woven Fabric Finishing
Subcategory) but not specifically for
control of toxic pollutants. Currently at
least eight direct discharge plants use
some form of coagulation; two
chemically treat raw wastes. At 6 of 13
textile plants for which the secondary
effluent was tested at pilot scale,
chemical coagulation was recognized as
one of the best candidate technologies
for removing classical poliutants (e.g.,
BODS, COD, and TSS). Treatability data
from the pilot investigations (a total of
12 samples) indicate estimated average
effluent concentrations of the 29
significant toxic pollutants, except 1,2.4-
trichlorobenzene and zinc, at or below
0.1 mg/l. The 1,24-trichlorobenzene and
zinc effluent levels would be at or below
0.4 and 0.2 mg/, respectively. The total
toxic pollutant contribution from the
direct dischargers would be reduced
approximately 50 percent over Option 1
(30 percent for the 17 significant
organics and 50 percent for the 11 °
significant metallics), and 35 percent
over Option 2 (no removal of the 17
significant organics and 40 percent for
the 11 significant metallics), effecting an
overall toxic pollutant reduction of over
75 percent of the raw waste load. The
COD, TSS, and oil and grease would be
reduced, overall, by approximately 80,
60, and 90 percent, respectively; some
additional color removal over Option 2
will be recognized.

Coagulation can be readily added to
BPT systems to improve overall system
performance and dampen “peak”
discharges of TSS during BPT upsets.
Compared to Option 2, Option 3 would
significantly improve the removal of
metallic toxic pollutants, However,
Option 3 offers no additional removal of
organic toxic pollutants or COD and less
removal of TSS. The technology has not

been demonstrated in all subcategories
of the industry and pilot plant data have
indicated that coagulation is often
ineffective for Woven Fabric Finishing
ivastewaters. Energy requirements wiil
increase by an estimated 0.2 to 0.5
percent per plant, and sludge generation
will increase by an estimated 300 tons/
year/plant (65,000 tons/year for all
exisling direct dischargers).

Economic analysis indicates that
compliance with this option may require
an estimated 210 of the 239 affected
direct dischargers to invest a total of $55
million and incur annyalized costs of $33
million. These costs may reduce return
on sales for the impacted subcategories
from a current range of 0.8 to 5.9 percent
with BPT to a range of —3.0t0 4.6
percent with this option. The Agency
projects that selection of this option may
result in 24 plant closings and a loss of
1.0 percent of industry employment for
the 1,165 wet processing plants.

(D) Option 4—Allow a discharge
based on applicatiorr of BAT Option 3
plus BAT Option 2 for all subcategories
except Wool Scouring. This control
option incorporates the end-of-pipe
addition of chemical coagulation to
control organic and metallic toxic
pollutants, and multi-media filtration to
control toxic pollutants associated with
suspendend solids, Far the Wool
Scouring Subcategory, this option
includes chemical coagulation and
dissolved air flotation.

The technology behind this option has
been demonstrated at pilot and full
scale for the control of conventional
pollutant parameters but not specifically
for control of toxic pollutants. At 6 to 13
plants for which the secondary effluent
was tested at pilot scale, this control
level was recognized as one of the best
candidate technologies for removing
classical pollutants {(e.g., BOD3, COD,
and TSS). Treatability data from the
pilot investigations (a total of 20
samples) indicate estimated average
effluent concentrations of all 29
significant toxic pollutants except 1,2,4-
trichlorobenzene, antimony, and zinc, at
or below 0.08 mg/l. The 1,2.4- :
trichlorobenzene, antimony, and zinc
effluent levels would be at or below 0.2,
0.1, and 0.2 mg/l, respectively. The total
toxic pollutant contribution from the -«
direct dischargers would be reduced
approximately 55 percent over Option 1,
45 percent over Option 2, and less than
10 percent aver Option 3, causing an
overall toxic pollutant reduction of
approximately 80 percent (90 percent for
the 17 significant organics and 65
percent for the 11 significant metallics)
of the raw waste load. The COD, TSS,-
and oil and grease would be reduced,
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overall, by approximately 84 and 95
. percent, respectively.

This option is compaltible with
existing BPT and would provide
reasonably good protection against
intermittent discharges of high levels of
organic or metallic toxic pollutants.
Overall, however, this option provides
little advantage over Option 3 in terms
of total toxic pollutants removal. Energy -
requirements will increase by an

estimated 0.2 to 0.5 percent per plant (no

significant iricrease over Option 3), and _
sludge generation will increase by an.,
estimated 370 tons/year/plant (80, 000
tons/year for all existing direct
dischargers).

Economic analysis indicates that

compliance with this option may require™

an estimated 217 of the 239 direct
dischargers to invest a total of $92

million and incur annualized costs of $44

million. These costs may reduce the
retirn on sales for the impacted
subcategoriés from a current range-of

—0.9 to 5.9 percent with BPT to a range .

of —3.8 to 4.2 percent with this option.,
The Agency projects that selection of
. this option may result in 29 plant
closings and a loss of 1.2 percent of
industry employment.
(E) BAT Selection and Decision
Criteria—Based on analyses of these
. control options, the Agency has selected
Option 2 for Woven Fabric Finishing (all
subdivisions), Knit Fabric Finishing
(except the Hosiery Products
subdivision), Carpet Finishing, Stock
and Yarn Finishing; and Nonwoven
Manufacturing and Option 4 for Wool
Scouring, Wool Finishing, and the
Hosiery Products subdivision of Knit
_ Fabric Finishing as the basis for
proposal of BAT effluent limitations.
The Agency has based BAT for Felted .
Fabric Processing on the proper

application of biological treatment in the .

form of extended-aeration activated
sludge (Option 1). No BAT regulations
are proposed for the Low Water Use
Processing subcategory (See Pollutants
and Subcategories Not Regulated)., -
Option 2 is selected because it
controls the discharge of high
concentrations of TSS and provides
substantial reductions of toxic
pollutants of concern in this industry.
The costs for this control level are -
reasonable, and the overall economic
and non-water quality impacts are .
within acceptable limits. The Agency
rejects Option 3 because treatability
data indicate that chemical coagulation
is not always effective following
biological treaiment, especially for
.Woven Fabric Finishing (all = -
subdivisions). The added benefit of
chemical coagulation over filtration for
the other subcategories is not significant

enough-o justify the additional
economic and non-water environmental
impacts. The Agency also rejects Option
4 (except as noted below) because of
economic and non-water environmental
impacts which are not justified by the
additional pollutant removal.

Option 4 is selected for Wool
Scouring, Wool Finishing, and the
Hosiery Products subdivision of Knit
Fabric Flmshmg because the TSS
concentrations in these subcategories
remain high after BPT and are not
compatible with multi-media filtration '
directly. The added application of
chemical coagulation will control the
discharge of TSS and provide
substantial reduction of toxic pollutants
of concern in these subcategories also.

Option 1 is selected for Felted Fabric
Processing based on the Agency'’s
determination that more advanced
treatment is not economically
achievable. )

The Agency developed the effluent
limitations in a building block fashion

* by engineering analysis using full-scale

and pilot-scale treatability data. First,
median BPT effluent concentration
levels were established for the
conventiondl and nonconventional

_ pollutants for each subcategory. Long-

term data were available from NPDES
permit monitoring reports and the
industry survey questionnaires. (See

. Section V of the Development

Document.) Second, separate statistical
analyses were carried out for COD, TSS,
color, and total phenol at selected, well-
operated textile waste treatment

- facilities to determine the normal and

seasonal variability of the data. The
median BPT effluent concentration
values were adjusted by the median
maximum month/average month value
for each pollutant, The concentrations
were converted to mass loadings (kg/
kkg of finished product) by applying the
median water usage values for each
subcategory {as established from the .
data noted above) to provide the basis
for the30-day average limitations. The
basis for the maximum daily limitations

- was application of specific factors to the

"380-day average limitations. These
factors are determined by dividing the’
median maximum day/ average month
values by the median maximum month[
average month values.

Finally, effluent limitations based on
the BAT option selected were calculated

“for both the 30-day average and

maximum day by application of
established treatment performance
factors. The values established, and the
variability and treatment performance
factors employed, are discussed in
Section IX of the Development
Document. *

IX. Best Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology Effluent Limitations

The 1977 amendments added Section
301(b)(2}(E) to the Act, establishing
“best conventional pollutant control
technology” (BCT) for discharges of
conventional pollutants from existing
industrial point sources. Conventional
pollutants are those defined in Section
304(a)(4)—BOD, TSS, fecal coliform and
pH—and any additional pollutants
defined by the Administrator as

“conventional” (oil and grease).

BCT is not an additional limitation,
but replaces BAT for the control of
conventional pollutants. BCT requires
that limitations for conventional -
pollutants be assessed in light of a new

' “cost-reasonableness” test, which

involves a comparison of the cost and’
level of reduction of conventional
pollutants from the discharge of POTWSs
to the cost and level of reduction of such
pollutants from a class or category of
industrial sources. As part of its review
of BAT for certain “secondary”
industries, the Agency promulgated
methodology for this cost test. (See 44
FR 50732 {August 29, 1979)). This
methodology compares subcategory
removal costs [dollars per pound of
pollutant, measuring from BPT to BAT)
w1th costs experienced by POTWs.

- EPA applied this methodglogy to the
costs for removal of conventional
pollutants in the textile industry and
concluded that BCT limitations based
upon multi-media filtration (BAT Option
2) are reasonable for larger plants in the
‘Woven Fabric Finishing, Knit Fabric
Finishing (except Hosiery Products),
Carpet Finishing, Stock and Yarn
Finishing, and Nonwoven Manufacturing
subcategories. For larger plants in the
Wool Scouring, Wool Finishing, and
Hosiery Products Subdivision of Knit
Fabric Finishing subcategories, BCT

- limitations based on chemical

coagulation plus multi-media filtration
(dissalved air flotation for Wool
Scouring) (BAT Option 4) were found to
be reasonable. Using a POTW cost of
$1.17 per pound of BOD5 and TSS
removed, production sizes equal to or
greater than those noted in the following
tabulation pass the BCT “cost-
reasonableness” test. Smaller sizes do
not pass the test. The-method used in
calculating BCT costs for the textile
industry is fully discussed in Section X
of the Development Document,

Production
Subcalegory Size,
kkg/yr
Wool Scouring. 3300
Wool Finishi 5.800:
Woven Fabric Finishing | |
Simple Processing 13,500
i 12,200

Complex Prc
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Production

Subcategory Sce,

kkglyr
Complex Processing Plus Destzing. mem—emecw. 9,300

Knit Fabxic Finishiog: -

Simple Processing 7.200
Complex Prc ing. 11,700
Hosiery Product - 14,100
Carpet Finishing 9,500
Stock and Yam Finssha 16,400
Nonwoven Manufacturing 28,300

The Agency is therefore proposing
BCT effluent limitations at the BAT
Option 2 and BAT Option 4 technologies
for plants with production equal fo or
greater than these values and af the
existing BPT limitations for plants with
production less than these values, BCT
limitations for plants less than the
above values in the Nonwoven
Manufacturing Subcategory and all
plants in the Felted Fabric Processing
Subcategory, are based on BAT Qption
1, and BCT effluent limitations for plants
in the Low Water Use Processing
Subcategory are based on existing BPT
limitations for all production sizes.

X. New Source Performance Standards

The basis for new source performance
. standards (NSPS) under Section 306 of
the Act is the best available
demonstrated technology. New plants
have the opportunity fo design the best
and most efficient textile processing and
wastewater treatment facilities, so
Congress directed EPA to consider the
best demenstrated process changes, in-
plant controls, and end-of-pipe
treatment technologies that reduce
pollution to the maximum extent
feasible. New sources are encouraged. to
reduce the use and/or discharge of both
water and foxic pollufants by
application of in-plant confrol measures,
but it is expected that many of the toxic
pollutants present in the discharges from
the industry today will also be present
in the discharges from new sources. To
control these and the conventional
pollutants, the Agency has selected
NSPS from three options. Explanation
and discussion of these options follows.
For more.detailed discussion, see
Section X1 of the Development
Document.

{A) Option T—Require performance
standards based on the same fechnology
proposed for BAT Option 1, which is
biological treatment.

This option also encourages full
application of appropriate in-plant
control measures and pretreatment,
which will maximize the performance of
the extended-aeration activated sludge
treatment technology. As a result, the
most significant toxic pollutants would
be reduced by approximately 50 percent.

This fechnology is well demonstrated
and would not change the rate of entry

of new plants into the industry or slow
the rate of industry growth. {See Option

-1, BAT Effluent Limitations.)

(B) Option 2—Require performance
standards based on NSPS Option 1 plus
chemical coagulation and multi-media
filtration {dissolved air flotation for
Wool Scouring). This option is
equivalent to BAT Option 4 and is fully
discussed in that section. The
technology, based on a typical plant
with an 0.82 mgd wastewater discharge,
will generate approximately 1,400 fons
of sludge (including biological) per year
per new source and energy requirement
would be. 0.8 fo 1.4 perceat of facilify
total.

Economic analysis indicates that this
option may reduce the rate of entry into
the Felted Fabric Processing
Subcategory and, consequently, slow the
rate of industry growth. Return on sales
for these mills may be reduced from a
projected range of 3.3 to 7.4 percent with
current NSPS {o a range of 1.8 to 6.7
percent with this option. EPA does not
anticipate that this option will seriously
affect production, employment, local
communities, or balance of trade for the
other subcategories in the industry.

{C) Option 3—Require performance
standards based upon treatment of
segregated toxic waste streams and
other process-related and nonprocess-
related waste streams. The segregated
toxic streams are treated in a train
comprising screening, equalization,
chemical coagulation/sedimentatiqn,
multi-media filtration, and granufar
activated carbon adsorption. For Wool
Scouring, multi-media filtration is
replaced by dissolved air flotation. The
remaining waste streams are treated by
conventional 8-hour activated sludge
with prior screening and return of
biomass from a secondary clarifier. For
total mill flows of 0.25 mgd and less, the

. toxic waste streams are not segregated,

and the total flow s treated by 24-hour -
extended-aeration activated sludge
followed by chemical coagulation,
sedimentation, multi-media filtration or
dissolved air flotation, and carbon
adsorption.

The technology behind this option has
been demonstrated in this industry at
pilot scale for control of conventional
and nonconventional pollutant
parameters but not specifically for
control of toxic pollutants, Currently,
only three textile facilities are known to
have technology of this nature in place;
one is a direct discharger and two
recycle their treated effluent back to the
processing facilities. The total toxic
pollutant contribution from each new
source would be reduced approximately
25 percent over Option 1 (33 percent for
the 17 significant organics and 25

I

percent for the 11 significant metallics).
No additional reduction would be
recognized over Oplion 2, effecling an
overall reduction of foxic pollutants of
60 percent of the raw waste load.

This technology has not been
significantly demonstrated in the textile
industry, and the segregation of wastes
may not be feasible for all subcategories,
or pracesses within the subcategories.
Based on a typical plant with an 0.82
mgd wastewater discharge,
approximately 790 tons of sladge per
year per new source will be generated,
and energy requirements will be 1.3 to
2.0 percent of facility total.

Economic analysis indicates that this
option may reduce the rate of entry info
the Felted Fabric Processing
Subcategory and, consequently, slow the
rate ol industry growth. Return on sales
for these mills may be reduced from a
projected range of 3.3 to 7.4 percent with
current NSPS to a range of 1.4 to 6.5
percent with this option. EPA does not
anticipate that this option will seriously
affect production, employment, local
communities, or balance of trade for the
other subcategories in the industry.

{D) NSPS Selection and Decision
Criteria—EPA has selected Optlion 2 as
the basis for proposed NSPS for all
subcategories except Low Water Use
Processing because it provides a
significant reduction in toxic pollutants
of concern with technology that has
been demonstrated at full scale on the
waste from this industry. The Agency
rejects Option 1 because it is not
enlirely consistent with the basfs for
NSPS except for Low Water Use
Processing, which has only small
amounts of toxic pollutants present. It
does not represent the best available
demonstrated technology and does not
reduce pollution fo the maximum extent
feasible. The Agency rejects Option 3
because the overall feasibility of
activated carbon for the removal of
specific toxic pollutants has not been
sufficiently demonstrafed in this
industry or in other industries where it
may be transferable to this industry. The
benefits of segregation of the foxic
wasle stream for direct dischargers are
dependent on the size of the facility
(flow rate); however, the Agency does
feel that segregation would bea
worthwhile, cost-effective consideration
for anyone trying to comply with the
proposed NSPS effluent limitations.

XI. Pretreatment Standards for Existing.
Sources

Section 307(b} of the Acf requires EPA
to promulgate pretreatment standards
for exisling sources (PSES), which must
be achieved within three years of
promulgation. PSES are designed to
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prevent the discharge of pollutants that
pass through, interfere with, or are
otherwise incompatible with the N
operation of POTWs. The Clean Water
Act of 1977 adds a new dimension by
requiring pretreatment for pollutants,
such as heavy metals, that limit POTW
sludge management alternatives,
including the beneficial use of sludges”
on agricultural lands. The legislative
history of the 1977 Act indicates that
pretreatment standards are to be

technology-based, analogous to the best

available technology for removal of
toxic pollutants. The general
pretreatment regulations (40.CFR Part
403), which served as the framework for
these proposed pretreatment regulations
for the textile industry, can be found at
43 FR 27736 (June 28, 1978). Based on
these requirements, EPA considered
three options for selection of PSES. For.
detailed discussion of the options
available, see Section XII of the

Development Document.

" (A) Option 1—Require pretreatment
standards based on screening,
equalization, and/or neutralization as
necessary for complxance with
prohibitive waste provisions. This
option is considered the current level of
pretreatment in the industry and would
‘not result in added costs or added :
economic impact. However; many
POTWs will continue to receive
significant concentrations of COD,
cydnides, and organic and/or metallic
toxic pollutants, some of which may .
regularly or intermittently pass through,
interfere with the operation, or
contaminate sludges. Total - -
concentration of the 29 observed toxic
pollutants would be approximately 5
~ mg/l, and it is estimated that a total of -
1,120 tons of toxic pollutants (38 percent
significant organics, 58 percent ;
significant metallics, and 4 percent
others) would be discharged per year to
POTWs by selecting this option. -

(B) Option 2—Require pretreatment
standards based on PSES Option 1 plus
chemical treatment in the form of
chemical coagulation/sedimentation.
This option includes the preliminary
measures of Option 1 plus the end-of-
pipe addition of chemical coagulation to
control organic and metallic toxic
pollutants, For Wool Scouring, chemical
coagulation is followed by dissolved air
flotation.

The chemical coagulation technology
has been discussed under BAT Option 3
and the discussion on treatability there
is applicable here. Based on that
information, it is estimated that the
average effluent concentrations of all'29
significant toxic pollutants would be at
or below 0.3 mg/1. The total toxic

pollutant contribution from the indirect
dischargers would be reduced :
approximately 50 percent over Option 1-
(36 percent for the 17 significant
organics and 55 percent for the 11
significant metallics). This amounts to a
reduction of 560 tons per year of toxic
pollutants, which is approximately 32
percent of the toxic pollutants being
discharged by both direct and indirect
dischargers under present regulations.
The technology has been demonstrated
on biclogically treated textile
wastewaters (see BAT Option 3) and
will provide protection against-the
discharge of high levels of COD and
color to POTWs. In addition, it will
protect POTW sludges from toxic
pollutant contamination. Energy
requirements will increase by an
estimated 0.2 to 0.5 percent per plant,
and an estimated 400 tons/year/plant of
industrial sludge (approximately 43,000
tons/year for all affected indirect
dischargers) will be generated.
Economic analysis indicates that
compliance with this optionr would

- require an estimated 107 of the 926
- affected indirect dischargers to invest a

total of $38 million and to incur
annualized costs of $19 million. these

. costs may reduce the return on sales of

the affected mills from a current range
of —1.6 to 4.1 percent with current PSES
to a range of —11.8 to 3.7 percent with
this option. The Agency projects that
selection of this option may result in 20
plant closings and a loss of 0.7 percent
of mdustry employment for the 1,165 wet

- processing plants,

(C) Option 3—Require pretreatment
standards based on PSES Option 2 plus
suspended solids control by multi-media
filtration. This option includes the
preliminary measures of Option 1, the

" chemical treatment of Option 2, plus the

end-of-pipe addition of multi-media
filtration to control organic and metallic
toxic pollutants. For Wool Scouring,

. Option 3 is equal to Option 2.

The combination of chemical

- coagulation/sedimentation and multi-

media filtration technology has been
discussed under BAT Option 4; the
treatability data discussed there are
applicable here and were used to
estimate pollutant removals. Based on
these data, it is estimated that the
average effluent concentrations of the 29
significant toxic pollutants would be at
or below 0.2 mg/l. The total toxic
pollutant contribution from the indirect
dischargers would be reduced
approximately 60 percent over Option 1
(64 percent for the 17 significant
organics and 55 percent for the 11
significant metallics) and 21 percent
over Option 2 (44 percent for the 17

. orgdn:

|
organics and no removal of the 11
significant metallics), caus{ng an overall
toxic pollutant reduction of over 60
percent of the raw waste load. This
amounts to a total reduction of 680 tons
per year of toxic pollutants, which is
approximately 40 percent of the toxic
pollutants being discharged by both
direct and indirect dischargers under

-present regulations. This technology

further increases protection against the
discharge of high levels of COD and
color and reduces the possibility of
contamination of POTW sludges. Energy
requirements will be approximately the
same as Option 2, but an estimated 48
additional tons/year/plant of industrial
sludge (approximately 48,000 tons/year
for all affected indirect dischargers) will
be generated.

Economic analysis indicates that
compliance with this option would
require an estimated 107 of the 926
affected indirect dischargers to invest a
total of $55 million and incur annualized
costs of $24 million, These costs may
reduce the return on sales of the
affected mills from a current range of
—1.6 to 4.1 percent with current PSES to
a range of —12.6 to 3.7 percent with this
option. The Agency projects.that
selection of this option may result in the
closing of 20 plants and a loss of 0.7
percent of industry employment at 1,165
wet processing plants,

(D) PSES Selection and Decision
Criteria—Based on analysis of these
control options, the Agency has selected
Option 2 as the basis for proposal of '
PSES for all subcategories except Low
Water Use Processing. This option is
selected because it ensures the removal
of aag)roxxmately 36 percent of the

ic and 55 percent of the metallic
toxic pollutants and allows POTWs -
more flexibility in sludge disposal, It
further protects against the discharge of
high levels.of COD and color that often
pass through POTWs unaffected. Total
toxic pollutant removal is analogous to
that provided the wastewaters from
direct dischargers by employing the’
recommended BAT, Option 1 is rejected
because it provides no control of toxic

- pollutants or protection against the

contamination of POTW sludge. It is
selected for Low Water Use Processing
because of the small'amounts of toxic

_pollutants present. Option 3 is rejected

because the addition of multi-media
filtration provides no additional
reduction of metallic toxic pollutants,
which are the pollutants of most
significance for textile industry indirect
dischargers.
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XIL Pretreatrnent Standards for New
Sources

Section 307(c} of the Act requires EPA
to promulgate pretreatment standards
for new sources (PSNS) at the same time
that it promulgates NSPS. New indirect
dischargers, like new direct dischargers,
have the opportunity to incorporate the
best available demonstrated .
technologies including process changes,
in-plant control measures, and end-of~
pipe treatment, and fo use plant site
selection to ensure adequate treatment
system installation. The Agency
considered three options for selection of
PSNS. For a detailed discussion of the
options available, see Section XIII of the
Development Document.

(A} Option 1—Require pretreatment
standards based on PSES Option 1
{screening, equalization, andfor
neutralization as necessary for
compliance with prohibitive waste
provisions), which is fully discussed in
that section. Based on a typical plant
with a wastewater discharge of 0.38
mgd, it is estimated that 6.6 pounds/day
of toxic pollutants (2.5 pounds/day of
the 17 significant organics and 3.8.
pounds/day of the 11 significant
metallics} will be discharged to POTWs
for-each new source if this optionis -
selected. -

No additional cost or economic impact
will result from selection of this option.

(B) Option 2—Require pretreatment
standards based on treatment of
segregated toxic waste streams and
other process-related and nonprocess-
related waste streams. The segregated
toxic streams are treated in a train
comprising PSES Option 3 {screening,
equalization, and/or neutralization as
necessary for compliance with
prohibitive waste provisions plus
chemical coagulation/sedimentation
and multi-media filfration or dissolved -
air flotation), while the other waste
streams are controlled according to
Option 1 (screening, equalization, and/
or neutralization). The average effluent
concentrations of the 29 observed toxic
pollutants would be at or below 0.2 mg/
1, and the total toxic pollutant
contribution from each new source
would be reduced approximately 60
percent over Option 1 (60 percent for the
17 significant organics and 50 percent
for the 11 significant metallics).

The technology behind this option has
been demonstrated on biglogically
treated wastewaters in the textile
industry, but not specifically onraw
wastewaters. Each plant must identify
its toxic waste streams for segregation

since the generation of toxic pollutants

by any one process may vary. Use of
PSES Option 3 treatment on the higher

concentrations of toxic pollutants
associated with a segregated waste
stream will improve the effectiveness of
the technology as compared with
combined wastes. Energy requirements
would be 0.2 to 0.5 percent of facility
total and approximately 430 tons of
sludge per year per new source would
be generated.

Economic analysis indicates that this
option may slightly slow the rate of
entry into the Stock and Yarn Finishing
Subcategory, but not significantly slow
the rate of industry growth. Return on
sales for these plants may be reduced
from a projected range of 2.7 to 8.5
percent with current PSNS to a range of
1.9 to 7.1 percent with this option. EPA
does not anticipate that this option will
seriously affect production, employment,
local communities, or balance of trade
for the other subcategories in the
industry.

(C) Option 3—Require performance
standards based on Option 2 plus the
addition of activated carbon adsorption
to the treatment train applied to the
toxic stream.

The combination chemical
coagulation/sedimentation, multi-media
filtration (dissolved air flotation for
Wool Scouring), and activated carbon
adsorption technology has been
demonstrated at pilot scale for

“treatment of bilogically treated textile

wastewater but has not been
demonstrated on raw waslewaters {see
NSPS Option 3. No full scale
treatability data are available that
demonstrate the effectiveness of
activated carbon for the control of
specific toxic pollutants. Based on the
biologically treated effluent treatability
data, it is estimated that the total toxic
pollufant contribution from each new
indirect discharge source would be
reduced approximately 14 percent over
Option 2 (40 percent for the 17
significant organics and none for the 11
significant metallics) and 82 percent
over Option 1 (76 percent for the 17
significant organics and 50 percent for
the 11 significant metallics) if this option
is selected. In addition, the technology
further increases protection against the
discharge of high levels of COD and
color and reduces potential
contamination of POTW sludges.

This technology offers little additional
control of toxic pollutants, especially the
11 significant metallics. Sludge
generation would be essentially the
same as Option 2, but energy
requirements would increase to 0.8 to 1.6
percent of facility usage.

Economic analysis indicales that this
option may significantly reduce the rate
of entry into the Stock and Yarn ~
Finishing Subcategory and,

consequently, slow the rate of industry
growth. Return on sales for these plants
may be reduced from a projected range
of 2.7 o 8.5 percen! with current PSNS
to a range of 1.2 to 6.8 percent with this
option. EPA does not anticipate that this
option will seriously affect production,
employment, local communities, or
balance of trade for the other
subcategories in the industry.

(D) PSNS Selection and Decision
Criteria—Based on analysis of these
control options, the Agency has selected
Option 2 as the basis for PSNS for all
subcategories except Low Water Use
Processing. The option was selected
because it ensures the removal of
approximately 60 percent of the
significant organics and 50 percent of
the significant metallic toxic pollutants
and allows POTWs more flexibility in
sludge disposal. It further protects
against the discharge of high levels of
COD and color that often pass through
POTWs unafiecled. Option 1 is rejected
because it provides no control of toxic
pollutants or protection against the
contamination of POTW sludge. Option
3 is rejected because the addition of
activated carbon adsorplion only adds
14 percent to the total reduction of foxic
pollutants over Option 2 and provides
no additional reduction of metallic toxic
pollutants. For Low Water Use, Option 1
is selected because of the small amouut
of toxic pollutants present.

XIIL Regulated Pollutants

The basis on which the controlled
pollutants were selected is set outin
Section VI of the Development
Document. Summary information is
provided about their general nature, }
common industrial use, use in the fextile
industry, and delection frequency and
concentration levels. Some of these
pollutants are designated toxic under
Seclion 307(a) of the Act, and no
evidence has been found to warrant
iemoval of any pollutant from the toxics

ist.,

(A} BCT—The pollutants controlled
by this regulation include the statutory
conventional pollutants, BOD5, TSS, and
pH.

{B) BAT and NSPS—

(1) Nonconventional pollutants—
Color, as measured by the ADMI
procedure, and COD are the only
nonconventional pollutants limited by
BAT and NSPS.

(2) Toxic pollutants—The toxic
pollutants expressly controlled for direct
dischargers in each subcategory are
“total phenol,” as measured by the
4AAP method, and the following metals:
Total chromium, tofal copper; and total
zinc. These pollutants are subject tor
numerical limitations expressed in
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kilograms per thousand kilograms of
product (1bs/1000 lbs).
(3) Indicator pollutants—The

. difficulties of analyses for other toxic
pollutants have prompted EPA to
propose a new method of regulating
certain toxic pollutants. Because.
historical data are limited and
inexpensive analytical methods are not -
well developed for toxic pollutants, EPA
is praposing numerical limitations on an
“indicator” pollutant, TSS. The data
.available to EPA generally show that
when this “indicator” pollutant is
controlled, the concentrations of toxic
pollutants are significantly lower than,
when TSS is present in high
concentrations. While the relationships ,
between TSS and toxic pollutants are
not quantifiable on a one-to-one basis,
control of an “indicator” will reasonably
assure control of toxics with properties
responsive to similar treatment
mechanisms,

EPA's consideration.of “indicator”
limitations was brought to the attention
of Congress during the formative stages
of the Clean Water Act of 1977. At that
time, EPA was examining several
techniques to alleviate the difficulties of
lengthy and expensive analytical
procedures. The proposed alternative
“indicator” limitations serve that
purpose. This method of toxics
regulation obviates the difficulties, high

-costs, and delays of monitoring and
analyses that would result from
limitations solely on the toxic pollutdnts,

Appendix B is a list of toxic pollutants -

that were found in treated effluents at
concentrations above the nominal
analytical detection limits. EPA
concludes that these pollutants willbe ~
effectively controlled by limitation of
TSS as an "indicator’” pollutant even
though the toxics are not expressly
regulated by numerical limitations.

Many of the toxic pollutants, such as -
. pentachlorophenol and 2,4,6-

trichlorophenol, are adsorbable on

suspended solids and will be controlled
. by TSS as an indicator.

In the future, EPA anticipates that
when adequate data are available to set
alternate limitations on additional
specific toxic pollutants or to limit a few’
statistically supported “surrogate”
pollutants it will be possible to cease
relying on nonconventional or
conventional pollutants, such as TSS, as
“indicators” and only control
conventional pollutants through BCT
limitations. |

When limitations on indicator
pollutants are violated, additional
momtormg may be required. The
provisions of such monitoring

- requirements will be specified in each
permit and may include analysis for

some or all of the toxic pollutants or the
use of biomonitoring techniques. The
additional monitoring is designed to
determine the cause of the violation,
necessary corrective measures, and the
identity and quantity of toxic pollutants
discharged. Each violation will be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis by
the permitting authority to determine
whether or not.the additional monitoring
contained in the permit is required in

* ~that particular case.

Section IX of the Development
document presents additional discussion
about the use of “indicator” pollutants
for.predicting the control of toxic
pollutants.

The “indicator” pollutant TSS is
classified as a *conventional” pollutant
under Section 304(a}(4) of the Act.
Because control of this “indicator”
conventional pollutant is necessary to
control the toxic pollutants of concern in

" this industry, EPA is establishing BAT

limitations on'this basis. It is the
Agency’s position that when control of
conventional pollutants is necessary to
control toxics, BAT limitations may be
established for conventional pollutants
without regard to the BCT cost test.

(C) PSES and PSNS—The pollutants
controlled by proposed PSES and PSNS
are total chromium, total copper, and
total zinc. The limitations are expressed
as maximum monthly and maximum
daily concentrations (milligrams per
liter). Mass limitations are provided as
guidance for POTWs that may wish to
- impose them along with, or, instead of,
the concentration limitations, ’

XIV. Pollutants and Subcategories Not
Regulated * _ .

The Settlement Agreement contained
provisions authonzmg the exclusion
from regulation, in certain instances, of
toxic pollutants and industry
subcategories.. These provisions have
been rewritten in"a Revised Settlement
Agreement which was recently
. approved by the District Court for the
District of Célumbia on March g, 1979,

A, Pollutants Excluded. Paragraph
8(a)(iii) of the Revised Settlement
Agreement allows the Administrator to
exclude from regulation toxic pollutants
" not detectable by Section 304(h)
analytical methods or other state-of-the-
art methods. The toxic pollutants not

detected and, therefore, excluded from -

regulation are listed in Appendix C to
this notice. .

Paragraph 8[a][1;1) of the Revised -
Settlement Agreement also allows the
Administrator fo.exclude from
regulation tokic pollutants detected in

‘. the effluent from a small number of

sources and uniquely related to those
sources. Appendix D lists the toxic -

pollutants that were detected in the raw
or treated wastewaters of only one mill,
which are uniquely related to those mills
where detected, and which, therefore,
are excluded from regulation.

Paragraph 8(a](iii) of the Revised
Settlement Agreement also allows the
Administrator to exclude from .
regulation toxic pollutants detected in
only trace amounts not likely to cause
toxic effects. Appendix E is a list of
toxic pollutants found in trace amounts
{at or below the limit of analytical
detection and quantification) which are
not likely to cause toxic effects, and
which, therefore, are excluded from
regulation.

The limitations in this regulation have
been developed to cover the general
case for this industry category. In
specific cases, it may be necessary for
the NPDES permifting authority to
establish permit limits on toxic
pollutants which are not subiect to
limitation in this regulation (sea
Relationship to NPDES Permits),

B. Subcategories Excluded, While the
Settlement Agreement required EPA to
regulate the entire textile industry listed
under the U.S. Department of
Commerce, Bureau of the Census
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
code numbers 22 and 23, Paragraph
8(a)(iv) of the Revised Settlement
Agreement authorizes EPA to exclude
portions of the industry from regulation,
Plants in the Apparel and Other
Finished Products Made from Fabrics
and Similar Materials Category (SIC 23)
are engaged primarily in cutting up and
assembling finished fabric into apparel
and other products. EPA surveyed a

.limited number of plants and queried
- trade associations, and found that

plants in this subcategory are
predominantly dry operations, No plant
generates or discharges a significant
quantity of process-related wastewater.
Within the Textile Mill Products
Category (SIC 22), group or industry
numbers 221, 222, 223, 224, 2253, 2271,
2281, 2282, and 2283 are greige mills that
are included in the Low Witer Use
Processing Subcategory. This
subcategory was surveyed (see Data
Gathering Efforts) and raw and treated
effluent samples were collected and
analyzed for toxic pollutants at a limited
number of mills. It was found that
process-related wastewater discharges
are generally low in volume and contain
only small concentrations of toxic
pollutants, While up to-200 mills may
discharge process wastewater, typical
flows amount to only 3,000 to 4,000
gallons per day. Typncal concentrations
range from less than 0.05 mg/! for 6
measured organic toxic pollutants to
about 0.1 mg/1 for 10 metallic toxic
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pollutants. At these levels, the total
daily discharge of any toxic pollutant
from all 200 mills would be less than one
pound.

Also surveyed were the Padding and
Upholstery Filling Industry (SIC 2293}
and the Cordage and Twine industry
{SIC 2298). Mills in both of these
industry groups were found not to
generate process-related wastewater.
All other facilities covered by SIC 22 are
either dry operations and are known not
to generate process-related wastewater
or are covered in one of the major textile
industry subcategories.

The Agency has concluded that plants
in the Apparel Category {SIC 23) and
facilities in Padding and Upholstery
Filling (SIC 2293) and Cordage and
Twine (SIC 2298) industries of the
Textile Mills Category (SIC 22) should
be excluded from regulation because
they do not generate process-related
wastewater. Facilities in Subcategory 3
(Low Water Use Processing) should be
excluded from BAT regulation under
Paragraph 8{a)(iv) of the Revised
Settlement Agreement because they do
not discharge significant quantities of
process wastewater or toxic pollutants.

XV. Monitoring Requirements

The Agency intends to establish a
regulation requiring permittees and to
conduct additional monitoring when
they violate permit limitations on
“indicator” pollutants. The provisions of
such monitoring requirements will be
specified for each permittee and may
include analysis for some or all of the
toxic pollutants or the use of
biomonitoring techniques. The
additional monitoring is designed to
determine the cause of the violation,
necessary corrective measures, and the
identity and quantity of toxic pollutants
discharged. Each violation will be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis by
the permitting authority to determine
whether or not the additional monitoring
contained in the permit is necessary. A
more lengthy discussion of this
requirement appears at 44 FR 34407,
June 14, 1979. The Agency intends to
amend 40 CFR Part 403, General
Pretreatment Regulations. The Part 403
amendment will require that parameters
limited by the pretreatment standards
be monitored at indirect discharging
plants.

XVLI. Costs, Effluent Reduction Benefits,
and Economic Impacts

Executive Order 12044 requires EPA
. and other agencies to perform
Regulatory Analyses of certain
regulations. (See 43 FR 12661 (March 23,
1978)). EPA's proposed regulations for
implementing Executive Order 12044

require a Regulatory Analysis for major
significant regulations involving
annualized compliance costs of more
than $100 million or meeting other
specified criteria. (See 43 FR 29891 (July
11, 1978)). Where these criteria are met,

. the proposed regulations require EPA to

prepare a formal Regulatory Analysis,
including an economic impact analysis
and an evaluation of alternatives such
as: (1) Alternative types of regulations,
{2) alternative stringency levels, (3)
alternative timing, and (4) alterniative
methods of ensuring compliance.

The proposed regulations for the
textile industry do not meet the
proposed criteria for a formal
Regulatory Analysis, Nonetheless, this
proposed rulemaking satisfies the formal
regulatory analysis requirements. While
the Clean Water Act does not permit
consideration of alternative timing or
alternative methods of ensuring
compliance, EPA has considered
alternative stringency levels and
alternative types of regulations, as
discussed above. Moreover, the Agency
has performed a detailed analysis of the
economic impact of these proposed
regulations.

EPA's economic impact assessment is
set forth in Economic Impact Analysis
of Proposed Effluent Limitations
Guidelines, New Source Performance
Standards and Pretreatment Standards
for the Textile Mills Point Source
Category, October 1979, EPA 440/2-79-
020. This report details the investment
and annualized costs for the industry as
a whole and for model plants covered
by the proposed textile mills regulations.
The data underlying the analysis were
obtained from the Development
Document, publicly available financial
studies and surveys, and the results of
EPA's economic survey program
described under Data Gathering Efforts.
The report assesses the impact of
compliance costs in terms of plant
closures, production changes, price
changed, employment changes, local
community impacts, and balance of
trade effects.

_The methodology used in the
economic analysis employs basic capital
budgeting techniqueés to determine

‘whether or not facilities will continue

operation following imposition of
pollution control requirements, and to
evaluate reductions in profitability. The
Agency developed model plants which
represent production type (i.e., wool
scouring, wool finishing, woven fabric
finishing, etc.), ownership of goods
processed (commission or own fabric),
complexity of operation (nonintegrated
or integrated), discharge status (direct or
indirect), and production size.

The decision criteria for plant closures
are based on net present value analysis
(NPV) and cash flow analysis. Cash
flow analysis measures the total annual
expenditures and total revenues, the
difference being the “net cash flow.”
Under NPV analysis, the net cash flows
for each year (over the life of an
investment) are discounted at the -.
industry cost of capital. Plants are
projected to close or refrain from entry if
both the NPV and the sum of the NPV
and annual cash flow are negative.
Where best estimates were not
available, EPA made conservative
assumptions which may tend to project
more closures than might actually occur.

The Agency projects that compliance
with the proposed effluent limitations
may require 321 of the 1,165 wet-
processing plants to make pollution
control expenditures. The Agency
further estimates that the remaining
plants will be able to meet the proposed
limitations without additional
expenditure.

The Agency estimales that the total
investment costs for all the proposed
regulations will approximate $86 million,
and that associated annualized costs
(including interest, depreciation,
operation, and maintenance) will equal
$40 million. The Agency's analysis
projects no increases in the price of
textile goods. Though this assumption
represents the worst case and some
price increases may be possible, the
highly competitive nature of the industry
and import pressure make price pass-
through abilities small. As a result,
profitability may decline for most of the
321 plants.

Further, EPA projects that the
proposed regulations may result in
closure of as many as 39 of 321 affected
plants, which could cause 6,310 job
losses (1.5 percent of the industry
employment) and displace 1.4 percent of
industry production. Some of the plants
that may close are located in small
towns and, therefore, several
communities may be affected. However,
excess capacily in the industry may .
allow the remaining plants to absorb
some production and employment losses
due to the projected closures, with the
remainder of the production losses being
absorbed by increased imports. Balance
of trade may be affected as a result.
EPA does not expect the proposed
regulations to seriously affect the rate of
entry into the industry, nor slow
considerably the rate of industry growth.
In the past, the industry has sustained
its viability through improvements in
productivity. Diversion of capital funds
from this purpose could accelerate the
industry's decline. The costs. effluent
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reduction benefits, and ecoriomic
impacts for each proposed regulation -
are summarized below. :
(A) BAT——There are approximately
239 plants that discharge wastewater to
the Nation's waters and are thus subject
to proposed BAT limitations. EPA
estimates that 25 of these plants are
meeting the proposed limitations with
BPT technology or mare advanced
- technology. The following estimated
costs and impacts assume 214 plants
have insufficient treatment in place to.
meet the proposed BAT requirements.
EPA estimates that compliance with”
proposed BAT limitations may require
214 of the 239 direct dischargers to "
invest a total of $48 million, assuming
BPT is already in place. This investment
will range from a low of 1.5 percent of .
the current book value'of fixed assets to
a high of 142 percent per discharger.
Annualized costs for the 214 difect.
dischargers may equal a total of $21
million, ranging from a lowof 0.1~
percent to a high of 7.3 percent of sales
per dischaiger. Current return on sales
may fall from a range of —0.9t05.9
percent with current BPT compliance fo
a range of —3.8 to 5.0 percent with
proposed BAT compliance. The BAT
requirements may, cause.19 plant
closures and the unemployment of
approximately 3,401 persons (0.8 percent
of industry wet processing employment),
and the displacement of 1.1 percent of
industry production. These closures may
affect the local communities in which
the mills are located because alternative

employment may not be available. The -

Agency does anticipate that some

employment and' productlon may be”

absorbed by the remaining domestic

textile mills. In view of this, the Agency

does not expect the proposed BAT

regulations to-seriously affect the
balance of trade.

* * Achievement of proposed BAT
effluent limitations will remove
approximately 635 additional tons per
year of toxic pollutants including 490
tons of organic and 145 tons of metallic

-toxic pollutants.

(B) NSPS—EPA estimates that NSPS
investment costs will range between'3.1
and 16.8 percent of the book value of
fixed assets of a new textile mill,
depending upon:plant size and
production process. NSPS annualized
costs are expected to range between 0.9.

.and 4.4 percent of total sales. The
Agency expects that return on sales will
range between 1.8 and 6,7 percent with
proposed NSPS comphance. instead of
3.3 to 7.4 percent with current NSPS
compliance. These reduced profits. may
inhibit the rate of entry into the Felted
Fabric Processing Subcategory and .
consequenlly slow the rate of industry

growth. EPA does not anticipate that the -

proposed NSPS regulations will
seriously affect production, employment,
local communities, or balance of trade
for the other subcategones inthe .
industry.!

(C) PSES—There are approx1mately
926 plants that'discharge process-related
wastewater to POTWs and are thus
subject to the proposed PSES.
regulations. The Agency estimates that
819 of these plants will be able to meet
the proposed limitations without new
expenditures for pollution control. This
estimate is based on analysis of the
metals data for the plants sampled
during the field sampling program and

‘on the pretreatment technology

presently in place. From analysis of the
metals data, it was established that
approximately 80 percent of the plants
sampled had raw waste concentrations
of total chromium, total copper, and
total zinc, below the levels proposed for
regulation. By applying this percentage
to the total indirect discharger
population and including plants that
have technology in-place to control

. these metals to the proposed limitation,

it was estimated that only 107 indirect
dischargers will need to make pollutlon
control expenditures.

EPA estimates that the total

- investment costs for these plants to

comply with the proposed PSES -
regulations will be approximately $38
million. This investment will range from
a low of 2.0 percent of current book
value of fixed assets to a high of 211
percent per discharger. PSES annualized
costs may equal $19 million and range
from a low of 0.2 percent.of sales to a
high of 15.8 percent per discharger.
Current return on sales may fall from a
range of —1.6 to 4.1 percent with current
PSES compliance to a range of —11.8 to
3.7 percent with proposed PSES

 compliance. Compliance may result in

the closure of as many as 20 plants,
causing the unemployment of

approximately 2,909 persons (0.7 percenb )

of industry employment) and
displacement of 0.6 percent of mdustry
production. These closures may affect
the local communities in which the mills
are located and to some extent affect
certain regions of the United States (e.g.
the Southern and New England areas}; It
is possible that some employment and
productxon loss may, be absorbed by the _
remaining mills, but the Agency does
expect the proposed PSES regulations to
affect the balance of trade. .-
Achievement of proposed PSES
regulatxons is expected to remove 360
tons per year of chromium, copper and
zing from municipal sludges or -
approximately 55 percent of the total

-

burden of toxic metals generated by
those plants discharging to POTW. In
addition, the majority of the other heavy
metals (nickel, lead) and 200 tons of
insoluble toxi¢ organic compounds will
also be removed from POTW sludges.
(D) PSNS-—EPA estimates that PSNS
investment costs will range between 1.2
and 12.6 percent of the baok value of
fixed assets of a new textile mill. PSNS
annualized costs are expected to range
between 0.4 and 3.0 percent of total
sales. The Agency projects that return
on sales may range between 1.9 and 7.1
percent with proposed PSNS
compliance, instead of 2.7 to 8.5 percent
with current PSNS compliance. These
reduced profits may slightly reduce the
rate of entry into the Stock and Yarn

- Finishing Subcategory, but will not

significantly slow the rate of industry
growth. EPA does not anticipate that the
proposed PSNS regulations will
seriously affect prices, production,
employment, local communities, or
balance of trade for the other
subcategories in the industry.

XVIL Nonwater Quality Aspects of
Pollution Control

The elimination or reduction of one
form of pollution may aggravate other
environmental problems. Therefore,
Sections 304(b) and 306 of the' Act
require EPA to consider the non-water
quality environmental impacts
(including energy requirements) of
certain regulations. In compliance with
these provisions, EPA has considered
the effect of these regulations on air
pollution, solid waste generation, and
energy consumption, While it is difficult
to balance pollution prablems against
each other and against energy use, EPA
is proposing regulations that it believes
best serve often competing national
goals.

“The following are the non-water
quality environmental impacts
associated with the proposed
regulations:

(A} Air Pollutxon-—lmposmon of BAT,
BCT, NSPS, PSES, and PSNS are not
anticipated to result in any additional
air pollution from the textile industry. It
is possible that some plants may choose’
to incinerate waste treatment sludges,
but this is doubtful since there are more
economical alternatives for dlsposal

{B) Solid Waste—A study by EPA's
Office of Solid Waste Management
(1976) estimated that the textile industry
generated 1,760,000 metric tons of.solid
wastes (wet basis} in 1974, These
wastes were comprised of innocuous
process-related materials such as dirf,
vegetable matter, fiber, flock, yarn,
fabric, elc. (8,5 percent); potentially
hazardous dye and chemical containers
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with residual dyestuff and chemicals
(0.5 percent); and potentially hazardous
wastewater treatment sludges (91
percent). The study projected that in
1977 the industry would generate
1,940,000 metric tons of solid wastes
with essentially the same percent
distribution.

The sludges contain heavy metals,
including arsenic, cadmium, chromium,
cobalt, copper, lead, mercury, nickel,
and zinc, and chlorinated organics such
as trichlorobenzene, polyvinyl chloride,
and perchloroethylene. Current sludge
management practices in the industry
include: Storing or retaining sludge in
disposal ponds or in the bottom of ponds
or lagoons that are used for aeration;
dumping sludge on land generally off the
plant site; spreading sludge on land for
fertilizer value, again generally off the
plant site; and sending sludge to general
purpose landfills.

EPA estimates that the proposed BAT
and PSES limitations will contribute an
additional 40,000 and 365,000 metric tons
of sludge per year, respectively. These
sludges will contain higher
concentrations of toxic metals and
organic toxic pollutants, which will limit
disposal options. However,
implementation of the proposed PSES
will result in POTW sludges having
commensurately lesser quantities and
concentrations of toxic pollutants.
POTW sludges will become more
amenable to a wider range of disposal
alternatives, possibly including °
beneficial use on agricultural lands.
Many POTWs currently receive textile
industry wastewaters with little or no
pretreatment. Under these conditions,
sludge characteristics can limit sludge
disposal alternatives available to these

- POTWs. Moreover, disposal of these

vastly greater quantities of adulterated
POTW sludges is significantly more
difficult and costly than disposal.of
smaller quantities of wastes generated
at individual plant sites.

Regulations proposed by EPA under
Section 3001 of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
list textile industry solid wastes as
“hazardous” (43 FR 58946, 58959
{December 18, 1978)). These wastes,
primarily the sludges from wastewater
treatment, will be subject to handling,
transportation, storage, and disposal
requirements, under sections 3002-3004
of RCRA. EPA’s proposed generator
standards would require generators of
textile industry wastes (dye and
chemical containers and sludges}to
meet containerization, labeling, and
reporting requirements, and, if they
dispose of wastes off-site, to prepare a

. manifest that will track the movement of

the wastes from the generator's
premises to a permitted off-site
treatment, storage, or disposal facility.
(See 43 FR 58946, 58979 (December 18,
1978)). The proposed transporter
regulations would require transporters
of textile industry wastes to comply
with the manifest and assure that the
wastes are delivered to a permitted
facility. (See 43 FR 18506 (April 28,
1978}). Finally, the proposed treater,
storer, and disposer standards would
establish technical design and
performance standards for texlile waste
storage facilities, and forlandfills,
basins, surface impoundments,
incinerators, and other facilities where

_such wastes would be treated or

disposed, as well as security,
contingency plan, employee training,
record keeping, reporting, inspection,
monitoring, and financial liability
requirements for all such facilities. (See
43 FR 58946, 58982 (December 18, 1978)).

EPA's Office of Solid Waste is
preparing a pilot analysis of the solid
waste management and disposal costs
required for the textile industry to
comply with RCRA. The costs of
compliance with proposed RCRA
regulations were not specifically
included in the economic impact
analysis for these proposed regulations.
However, EPA considered estimated
RCRA compliance costs when it
selected the technology options for these
proposed regulations.

(C) Energy Requirements—EPA
estimates that the achievement of
proposed BAT, BCT, PSES, and PSNS
will each increase electrical energy
consumption by approximately 0.2to 0.5
percent of present facility use for all
subcategories. Proposed NSPS will
increase consumption by approximately
0.8 to 1.4 percent.

XVIIL Best Management Practices-

Section 304(e) of the Clean Water Act
authorizes the Administrator to
prescribe what have been termed “best
management practices (BMPs)"
described under Authority and
Background. EPA intends to develop
BMPs which are; {1} Generic in nature
and applicable to all industrial sites; (2)
specific in nature and applicable to a
specified industrial category; and (3)
guidance to permit authorities in
establishing BMPs required by unique
circumstances at a given plant.

The Agency anticipates regulation of
generic BMPs in the textile industry. The
primary area of concern is the potential
for leaks and spills from on-site storage
of processing chemicals. Those plants
which purchase and store liquid
chemicals in bulk may be required to

-

provide protective measures to contain
leaks and spills such as dikes and curbs.

XIX. Upset and Bypass Provisions

An issue of recurrent concern has
been whether indistry guidelines should-
include provisions authorizing
noncompliance with effluent limitations
during periods of “upset” or “bypass.”
An upsel, sometimes called an
“excursion,” is unintentional
noncompliance occurring for reasons
beyond the reasonable control of the
permittee. An upset provision is
necessary, it has been argued, because
such upsets will inevitably occur due to
limitations in control technology.
Because technology-based limitations
are to require only what technology can
achieve, it is claimed that liability for
such situations is improper. When
confronted with this issue, courts have
divided on the question of whether an
explicit upset or excursion exemption is
necessary or whether upset or excursion
incidents may be handled through EPA’s
exercise of enforcement discretion.
(Compare Marathon Oil Company v. -
EPA, 564 F.2¢ 1253 (9th Cir. 1977} with
Weyerhaeuser v. Costle, 11 ERC 2149
(D.C. Cir. 1978), and see American
Petroleum Institute v. EPA, 540 F.2d 1023
(10th Cir. 1976); CPC International, Inc.
v. Train, 540 F.2d 973 (4th Cir. 1976)).

‘While an upset is an unintentional
episode during which effluent limits are
exceeded, a bypass is an act of
intentional noncompliance during which
waslewaler treatment facilities are
circumvented in emergency situations.
Bypass provisions have, in the past,
been included in NPDES permits.

EPA has determined that both upset
and bypass provisions should be
included in NPDES permits, and has
recently promulgated NPDES regulations
which include upset and bypass permit
provisions. (See 44 FR 32854 (June 7,
1979)). The upset provision.establishes
an upset as an affirmative defense to
prosecution for violation of technology-
based effluent limitations. The bypass
provision authorizes bypassing to
prevent loss of life, personal injury, or
severe property damage. Consequently,
although permittees in the textile
industry will be entitled to upset and
bypass provisions in NPDES permits,
these proposed regulations do not
specifically address these issues.

XX. Variances and modification

Upon the promulgation of these
regulations, the numercial effluent
limitations for the appropriate
subcategory must be applied in all
federal and state NPDES permils issued
to textile industry direct dischargers. In
addition, on promulgation, the
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pretreatment limitations are directly
applicable to indirect dischargers.

For the BCT effluent limitations, the
only exceplion to the binding limitations
is EPA’ “fundamentally different
factors™ variance. (See E. I. duPont de
Nemours and Co. v. Train, 430 U.S, 112
(1977)). This variance recognizes factors
concerning a particular, discharger
which are fundamentally different from
the factors considered in this
rulemaking, Although this variance .
clause was set forth in EPA's 1973-1976
industry regulations, it now will be
included in the NPDES regulations and :°
not the specific textile industry
regulations. (See 44 FR 32854, 32950
(June 7, 1979) for the text and
explanation of the “fundamentally
different factors” variance.) -

The BAT limitations in these
regulations also are subject to EPA's’
“fundamentally different factors”
variance. In addition, BAT limitations .
for non-toxic pollutants are subject to
modifications under Section 301(c} and
301(g) of the Act. Under Section 301(1) of
the Act, these statutory modifications
are not applicable to “toxic” pollutants,
Likewise limitations on conventional
and nonconventional polhitants used as

“indicators™ for toxic pollutants are not
subject to Section 301(c) or Section
301(g) madifications, unless the - o
discharger demonstrates that a waste
stream does not contain any of the toxic

pollutants for which the “indicator” was

designed to demonstrate removal. ~

- Pretreatment standards for exxstmg
sources are subject to the -
"fundamentally different factors™
variance and credits for poollutants
removed by POTWs. (See 40 CFR 403.7,
403.13; 43 FR 27736 (June 26, 1978)).
Pretreatment standards for new sources
are subject only to credit provision in 40
CFR 403.7. New source performance
standard are not subject to EPA’s
“fundamentally different factors”
variance or any statutory or regulatory
modifications. (See duPont v. Train,
supra.}

XXI. Relationship to NPDES Permits

The BAT, BCT, and NSPS limitations
in these regulations will be applied to
‘individual textile plants through NPDES
permits issued by EPA or approved state
agencies, under Section 402 of the Act.
The preceding section of this preamble
discusses the binding effect of these
regulations on NPDES permits, except to
the extent that variances and
modifications are expressly authorized.
This section describes several other
aspects of the interaction of these -
regulation and NPDES permits. .

First, one matter that has been subject
to different judicial views is the scope of

~

NPDES permit proceedings in the
absence of effluent limitations.
guidelines and standards. Under
currently applicable EPA regulations,
states and EPA Regions issuing NPDES
permits prior to promulgation of these
regulations must include a “reopener
clause,” providing for permits to be
modified to incorporate these
regulations when they are promulgated.
(See 43 FR 22159 (May 23, 1978}). To
avoid cumbersome modification
procedures, EPA has adopted a policy of
issuing short-term. permits only after
promulgation of these and other BAT~
regulations. The Agency has poblished

" rules designed to encourage states to do

”

/

the same: (See 43 FR 58066 (December
11, 1978)). However, in the event that -

" EPA finds it necessary to issue long-

term permits prior to promulgation of
BAT regulations, EPA and states will
follow essentially the same procedures
used in many cases of issuing initial
permit. The appropriate technology
levels and limitations will be assessed ~
by the permit issuer on a cage-by-case
basis and on consideration of the
statutory factors. (See U.S. Steel Corp. v.
Train, 556 F. 2d.822, 844, 854 (7th Cir. .
1977)). In these situations, EPA :
documents and draft documents
(including these proposed regulations
and supporting documents) are relevant
evidence, but not binding, in documents}
are relevant evidence, but not binding,
in NPDES permit proceedings. (See 44
FR 32854 (June7,1979)). -

Another noteworthy toplc is the effect
of these regulations on the powers of
NPDES permit-issuing authorities. The’
promulgation of these regulations does
not restrict the power of any permit-
issuing authority to act on these or any
other EPA regulations, guidelines, or -
policy, in any manner consistent with
law. For example, the fact that these
regulations do not control a particular
pollutant does not preclude the permit
issuer from limiting such pollutant on a
case-by-case basis, when necessary to
carry out the purposes of the Act. In
addition, to.the extent that state water
quality standards or other provisions of
state or Federal law require limitations
{or require more stringent limitations on
covered pollutants), such limitations
must be applied by the permit-issuing
authority.

One additional topic that warrants
discussion is the operation of EPA’s
NPDES enforcement program, many
aspects of which have been considered’
in developing these regulations. The
Agency wishes to emphasize that,
although the Clean Waler Act is a strict
liability statute, the initiation of
enforcement proceedings by EPA is

discretionary. EPA has exercised and
intends to exercise thut discretion in o
manner that recognizes and promoles
good faith compliance efforts and
conserves enforcement resources for
those who fail to make good faith efforts
to comply with the Act.

XXII. Small Business Administration
Financial Assistance

There are two SBA programs that may
be important sources of funding for the
Textiles Industry Point Source Category.
They are the SBA's Economic Injury '
Loan Program and Pollution Control
Financing Guarantees. 3

Section 8 of the FWPCA authorizes
the SBA through its Economic Injury
Loan Program, to make loans fo agsist
any small business concern in effecting
additions to or alterations in equipment,
facilities, or methods of operation in -
order to meet water pollution control
requirements under the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act if the concern is
likely to suffer a substantial economié
injury without such assistance. This
program is open to small business firms
as defined by the Small Business
Administration. Loans can be made |
either directly by SBA or through a bank
using an SBA guarantee. The interest on
direct loans depends on the cost of
money to the federal government and ig
currently set at 7% percent. Loan
repayment periods may extend up to
thirty years depending on the ability of

.the firni to repay the loan and the useful

life of the equipment. SBA loans made
through banks are at somewhat higher
interest rates.

Firms in the Textiles Industry Point
Source Category may be eligible for
direct or indirect SBA loans. For further
details on this Federal loan program
write or telephone any of the following
individuals at EPA Headquarters or in
the ten EPA Regional offices:

Coordinator—Mr. Sheldon Sacks,
Environmental Protection Agency, -
Financial Assistance Coordinalor, Office of
Analysis and Evaluation (WH-586), 401 M
Street SW., Washington, D.C. 20460,
Telephone: (202) 755-3624.

Region I—Mr. Ted Landry or Gerald
DeGaetno, Environmental Protection
Agency, ]. F. Kennedy Federal Office
Building, Room 2203, Boston,
Massachusetts 02203, Telephone: (617) 223~
5061.

Region 1II—Mr. Kenneth Eng, Chief, Air and
Environmental Applications Section,
Environmental Protection Agency, 26
Federal Plaza, New York, New York 10007,
Telephgne: (212) 264-4711,

Region Ill—Mr. Chuck Sapp, Environimental’
Protection Agency, Curlis Building, 3EN40,
6th and Walnut Streets, Philudelphia,
Pennsylvania 19106, Te]ephone. (215] 597~
9433.
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Regiomr IV—Mr. Johr Hirlebaus,
Environmental Protection Agency, 345
Courtland Street NE., Atlanta, Georgia
30308, Telephone:.(404).8814793.

Region V—Afr. Chester Marcyr, Contingency,
Plan-Coordinator; Surveillance and
Analysis Branch; Enforcement Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, 536
Sauth Clark Street, Chicago, Illincis 60605,
AC (213) 353-2316.

Region VI—Ms. Jan Horn, Attorney, Water
Enforcement Divisior, Water Progranr
Branch, Environmental Protection Agency,
1st Internatipnal Building; 1201 Elm Street,
Dallas, Texas 75270, Telephone: (214) 767-

2760.

Region VII—Mr. Donald Sandifer; Sanitary-
Engineer, Water Division, Engineering
Branch, Environmental Protection Agency,
324 East 11th Street, Kansas City, Missouri
64106, Telephone: (816) 374-2725.

Region VIII—Mir. Gerald Burke, Sanitary
Engineer, Office of Grants, Water Division,
Envirommental Protection Agency, 1860
Lincoln Street, Denver, Colorado 80203,
Telephone: (303) 837-3961.

Regiomr IX—Mr. Stan Leibowitz or Ray Seid,
Permits Branch, Enforcement Division,
Environmental Protection-Agency, 215

. Fremont Street, San Francisco, California .

94111, Telephone: (415) 556-3450.

Region X—Mr. Dan Bodien, Special Technical
Advisor, Enforcement Division,
Environmental Protectior Agency, 1200 6th
Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98101,
Telephone: (206} 442-1270.

Headquarters—Mi. Donnel Nantkes, Legal.
Counsel; Grants Contracts and General
Administration Bivision; Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW.,
Washington, D.C. 20460, Telephone: (202}
426-8830.

Interested persoms.may also contact
the Assistant Regional Administrators
for Finance and Investment in the Small.
Business. Administration Regional
offices for more details on federal loan
assistance programs. For further
information, write or telephone any of
the following individuals:

Region I—Mr. Russell Berry, Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment, Small Business Administration,
60 Batterymarch, 10th Floor, Boston,
Massachusetts 02203, Telephone: (617) 223-
3891.

Regionm I—Mr: John Axiotakis; Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment, Small Business Administration,
26 Federal Plaza, New York, New York
10007, Telephone: (212) 264-1452.

Region III—Mr: David Malone, Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment, Small Business Administration,
231 St. Asapas:Road, West Lobby, Suite
646, Bala Cynwyd, Pennsylvania 19004,
Telephone: (215} 596-5908.

Region IV—Mr. Merritt Scoggins, Assistant -
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment, Small Business Administration,
1401 Peachtree Street, NE., Athanta,
Georgia 30309, Telephone: (404) 881-2009.

Region V—Mr. Larry, Cherry, Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and

. Investment, Small Business Administration,
219 South Dearborn Sireet, Chicago, lilinois
60604, Telephone: {312) 353-4533.

Region VI—-Mr: Donald Beaver, Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment, Small Business Administration;
1720 Regal Row, Suite 230, Dallas, Texas.
75202, Telephone: (214) 748-1265.

Region VII—Mr. Richard Whilley, Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment, Small Business Administration,
911 Walnut Sireet, 23rd Floor, Kansas Cily,
Missouri 64106, Telephone: (816) 374-3827.

Region VIII—Mr: James Chuculate, Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment, Small Business Administration,
1405 Curlis Street, Executive Tower
Building—22nd Floor, Denver, Colorado
80202, Telephone (303) 327-3988.

Region IX—Mr. Charles Hertzberg, Assistant:
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment, Small Business Administration,
450 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco,
California 94102, Telephone: (415) 556-7782.

Region X—Mr, Jack Welles, Regional
Administrator for Finance and Investment,
Small Business Administration, 710 2d
Avenue, Dexter Horton Bldg,, 5th flaor,
Seattle, Washingtun 98104, Telephone:
(206) 398-5679.

In.addition to the Economic Injury
Loan Program, the Small Business
Investment Act, as amended by Pub. L.
94-305, authorizes SBA lo guarantee the
payments on qualified contracts entered:
into by eligible small businesses to
acquire needed pollution facilities when
the financing is provided through
taxable and tax-exempt revenue or
pollution control bonds. This program is
open to &ll eligible small businesses.
Bond financing with SBA's guarantee of
the payments makes available long term
{20-25 years), low interest (usually 5.t0 7
percent) financing to small businesses
on the same basis as that available to
larger national or international
companies. For further details on this
program write to the SBA, Pollution
Control Financing Division, Office of
Special Guarantees, 1815 North Lynn St.,
Magazine Bldg., Rosslyn, VA 22208,

(703) 235-2900.

XXTII. Summary of Public Participation

During June of 1978, the Agency
circulated a draft technical contractor’s
report entitled “Second Interim Report,
Textile Industry BATEA-NSPS-PSES~
PSNS Study™ to a number of interested
parties, including the American Textile
Manufacturers Instilute (ATMI), the
Northern Textile Association (NTA),
Carpet and Rug Institute (CRI}, various
member firms of these groups, state
water pollution control agencies, and
some municipal authorities for public
comment. In November of 1978, the
Agency circulated a draft version of the
technical contractor's report entitled
“Technical Study Reporl, BATEA~

NSPS-PSES-PSNS"” ta a similar group,
again for public comment. The Agency
accepted written comments on the draft
reports through early December of 1978,
and a meeling was held irr Washingtom,
D.C., on December 12, 1978, for public
presentation and discussion of .
comments on the final report. Neither
document included recommendations
for effluent limitations guidelines, new
source performance standards, or
prelreatment standards, but rather
presented a technical basis for the
currently proposed regulations. A
summary of the comments received fa
date is presented here.

1. Comment: Several commenters.
were concerned about the methodology
used !o establish the significance of
toxic pollutants associated with the
industry’s wastewaters.

Response: The classification of taxic
pollutants is based on an extensive
evaluation of the analytical results
obtained throughout the study, on
information provided by special task
groups.of the American Textile
Manufacturers Institute (ATMI) and the
Dyes Enviranmental and Taoxicology
Organization (DETQ); and, to amuch
lesser extent, an questionnaire
information. The questionnaire
information was used to gain insight
from knowledgeable industry personnel
about the use and possible presence of
the toxic pollutants in textile processing.
The analytical results from the field
sampling program and information
supplied by special tdsk groups of ATMI
and the Ecology Committee of DETO
were used 1o classify each of the 129
toxic pollutants into one of five groups.
Group 1 includes those pollutants
detected frequently in raw wastewaters
and at Ieast once in effluents from
secondary treatment at concentrations
of 10 pg/l orgreater. The 10 pg/{level
was selected as am interim limit for the
textile industry and allowed the Agency
to focus on those pollutants that can
cause the most serious problems. Group
2A includes those pollutants detected i
the raw wastewater or efffuents from
secondary treatment at two mills or
more, but at less than 10 pg/lin the
treated efiluents. Group 2B includes
those pollutants detected in the raw
wastgwater or treated effluent at only
one mill and at less than 10 pg/! in the
treated effiuent or those established as
potentially present in textile effluents by
ATMI or DETO. Group 2C includes
those pollutants nat detected in the field
sampling program but suggested as
possibly present as an intermediate or
contaminant in some textile chemicals
by ATMI, DETO. or by information
provided on the questionnaires. Group 3
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includes those pollutants that were not
detected in the field sampling program
and were not suggested as possibly
present by ATMI, DETO, or by
information provided on the
questionnaires.

2. Comment; Several commenters
were concerned that the variability in
the wastewater characteristics among
plants within subcategories . will cause
difficulty in establishing meaningful
costs and treatment effectiveness. -

Response: Variability in wastewater
characteristics exists and is reflected in
the expanded subcategorization of the
industry. The Agency has used-a.
comprehensive model plant approach to
estimate costs and selected median
waste characteristics and water usage
values as typical for each subcategory.
Median values provide the best possible
estimates of the wastewater
characteristics for each subcategory on
the whole, Maximum or minimum values
are unsatisfactory, and average values
are not typical because they are -
distorted by unusually high or low -
values at individual plants. From two to
four model plants, representing various
* production levels, were selected for
each subcategory, and treatment costs
were determined using treatment _
effectiveness values established during
the EPA/Industry Pilot Plant Studies
and from long-term performance data
. provided from the industry
guestionnaires and from plant visits.

3. Comment: One comment dealt with
the classification of water-jet weaving in

the framework of the subcategorization.

Specifically, there was concern whether
this operation would be classified as a
low water use processing operation or
as a separate subcategory.

Résponse: Water-jet weaving was
considered as part of the Low Water
Use Processmg Subcategory, and one
plant using such equipment was’
sampled during the screening phase to
examine the significance of this
operation. Few toxic pollutants were

detected and conventional pollutant . -

levels were low, so the Agency has.
recommended that this operation be
excluded from the BAT and *
pretreatment regulations based on
Paragraph 8(a) (iv) of the Revised
Settlement Agreement (see Pollutants
and Subcategories Not Regulated).
. 4. Comment: There was considerable
concem by several commenters that
*commission finishing” is no longer
considered as a subcategory of the
industry.

Response: The term “commission
finisher” refers to a textile facility that
finishes material (i.e., fabric, yarn,
carpet) owned by others. Such facilities
were investigated during the study and

no significant differences were
recognized in their wastewater
characteristics or processing that are not
addressed by the internal subdivisions
of the various subcategories. However,
the Agency is presently involved in a
cooperative program with the industry
to develop additional information about
commission finishers. If it is determined
from the results of this program that
commission finishers have not been
correctly addressed, appropriate*
adjustments will be made and the
regulations changed.

* 5. Comment: One commenter
suggested that the Agency consider
allowing the industry to establisha °
correlation between COD and toxic
pollutants to ease the possible costly

“burden of routinely monxtonng for all
. toxic pollutants.

- Response: EPA recognizes the
difficulty and expense associated with
monitoring for the toxic pollutants, and
has proposed a new method that uses

“indicator” pollutants to regulate certain
toxic pollutants. The “indicator"”
polIutant proposed for the textile
industry is TSS. The data available to
EPA generally show that when this

“indicator” pollutant is controlled, the

. concentrations of toxic pollutants are

significantly lower than when TSS is
present in high concentrations. For a
more complete discussion of the
indicator pollutant approach, see the
Regulated Pollutants section of this
Preamble.

*6. Comment: It was suggested by
representatives of the industry that the
effect of the discharge of toxic

pollutants or environment and health be
" given more consideration in establishing

limitations, -
Response: The proposed effluent
limitations are based on application of .

" available technology to reduce or

remove pollutants classified as
conventional, nonconventional, or toxic
that may enter the Nation's receiving
.water bodies directly or through
POTWs. While the list of toxic
pollutants was established on the basis
of potential toxicity, carcinogenicity,
mutagenicity, or teratogenicity, there is
no Congressional intent in the Clean
Water Act to evaluate environmental |
and health effects in establishing
effluént limitations. The limitations are
technology-driven and based solely on
technological and economic

_considerations.

_7. Comment: There was a general
comment that data are lacking to
effectively recommend activated carbon
adsorption as a viable treatment

- alternative for textile industry -
wastewa{ers It was also suggested that -

powdered activated carbon treatment
(PACT) be given more consideration,
Response: The Agency has obtained
data on the effectiveness of activated
carbon adsorption from the EPA/
Industry Pilot Plant Research Project,
from one full-scale facility that treats
wasfe from a woven fabric finishing
plant, and from other industries in which
the data are transferable to the textile
industry. The pilot plant activated
carbon adsorption treatment mode was
tested on the secondary effluent at 10
textile plants; over 100 composite
samples (generally 24-hr) were collected
and analyzed to evaluate the
effectiveness of the mode. In addition, a
total of 25 sepdarate composite samples

. were collected at eight of the ten plants

to evaluate the effectiveness-of carbon
adsorption in removing toxic pollutants.
While there are data available, the
Agency has not considered activated
carbon adsorption as a control option in
proposing effluent limitations because of
its high cost and operational difficulties.
Activated carbon does remain an
effective alternative for some mills to
meet the proposed BAT and NSPS -
effluent limitations,

Powdered activated carbon freatment
is employed full-scale in at least ono
textile plant and was investigated in
laboratory bench-scale studies as part of
the EPA /Industry Pilot Plant Research
Project. It was considered as a possiblo
alternative and the full-scale plant was
sampled during the verification phase.
Performance data obtained were
inconclusive because operation of the
process is still in the development
phase. The Agency is seeking more
information on the performance of tha
PACT process and is currently
supporting a joint PACT research effort
between the Office of Research and
Development (ORD) and ATMI at two
textile plants. The Agency also requests
that anyone in the industry with data or
experience with the PACT system bring
the information to its attention.

- 8. Comment: There were several
comments-to the effect that the
operation and performance of the BPT
technology at many facilities is
inadequate, and that the frue ability of
the BPT technology in controlling the
toxic pollutants was not fully evaluated
by EPA.

Response: The Agency recognizes that
there may be problems with the
operation and design of some plants
employing the BPT technology and has
attempted to take this into account

"when evaluatirig the performance of

these systems. The Agency has
reevaluated these data and also
requests that all plants with the BPT
technology in place providé additional
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data and information regarding the'
adequacy-of the operation and
performance of these systems. The
current proposed BAT standards will
require that some plants make
improvements i design and operation’
of their present biological treatment
systems.before incorporating the BAT
treatment technology. These steps, along
with the integration of manufacturing
operations with treatment operations
and in-plant control measures such as
water reduction, chemical substitution,
and effective scheduling, should be
investigated before additional treatment
_isinstalled. -

9. Comment: There was general
concern by the industry that the cost
" estimates.for the various. alternatives
are too low and in need of being
updated. There were several specific
comments on inadequacies of the model
plant approach and'in the assumptions-
used.in develaping cost estimates. It
was suggested:that the basis for a.
technology and.performance of the.
technology be.expanded to include: (1)
Degree of treatment and selection of unit.
processes,.(2) quantities of pollutants to:
be removed, and: {3) loading rates.
. expected. It was generally felt that flow
-rate alone, or what appears.ta be flow
rate alone in the approach.used by the:
Agency, is inadequate..

Response: Far.all cost estimates; an
attempt was made to achieve accuracy
in magnitude, based on typical raw
waste and BPT effluent wastewater
characteristics. It was necessary to
make assumptions in developing the
costs in erder to-maintain consistency
and obtain a valid.comparison-among:
the alternative technologies and
subcategories: The-Agency understands
that certain assumptions are not ideal
for all cases, and:may appear high or
low in spegific comparisons; but
maintains that'the approach and
assumptions used-allow. a workable:
methodology, and pravide usefil,
meaningful costs that areccomparable to
the economic profile:ofithe industry. The:
Agency has.done the-hest it could witls
the information availablebut is seeking
to better estimate treatmenticosts;
especially - with.regard to sitesspecific:
consideraiions, and'plans to evaluate:
data currently being obtained from the
EPA;/Industry. PilotPlantResearch:
Project Ihraddition;. the Agency:
welcomes additional full-scale cost data
and solicits available informatiomn from:
the industry..EPA will:consider this new.
information before making the:
regulations-final:

Many of the initial assumptions made

. in estimating the effectiveness:of several
treatment technologies-were based'on

theoretical consideration without the
benefit of the findings from the EPA/
Industry Pilot Plant Research Project.
The Agency has planned, since the
beginning of the BAT Revision Sludy. 1o’
use these findings and has'done so in
developing the proposed regulations.
Consequently, many of the specific
comments on treatment effectiveness
are no longer applicable.

The specific requirements of the *
Resource Conservation and Recovery

Act {RCRA) have only just recently been-

proposed'and the Agency has not yet

determined the quantitative effect on the

textile industry of complying with the
requirements. An effort'is underway to
do this and findings will be included as
best as possible in the final regylations:
The Agency expects much more-
information to be available before:
promulgation of these regulations. The-
Agency invites the industry to provide
comments and-data on sludge
characteristics; disposal practices,
disposal-costs; and concemns associated’
with compliance with RCRA.

10. Comment: Several commenters
questioned whether the treatment
alternatives for new sources would
produce the results expected by the
Agency. They suggested that the eight-
hour biological ireatment aeration
detention time is too low, and that costs
be adjusted to reflect a longer detention
time.

. Response: For new sources, the
Agency has proposed the segregation of
waste streams containing significant
toxic chemicals from the mill's domestic-
and non-toxic process wastes. The eight-
hour aeration time proposed is only for
treatment of the more easily-
biodegraded pollutants that will be*
present in.the domestic-and non-toxic-
pollutant stream. The-toxic waste
stream, including wastes which:
biodegrade slowly; will be treated using-
advanced technology. New sources will
be able to incorporate these steps.in
new construction without'the problems:
that would'Be experienced at existing-
plants.

The Agency also circulated a
preliminary draft'economic contractor's
report entitled, “Economic Impact
Analysis-of Proposed Efffuent
Limitations Guidelines:and New Source-
Performance Standards for the-Textile
Mills Industry Point Source Category",
dated January 1979, to the American:
Textile Manufacturers Institute (ATMI)
who in-turn distributed it to a number of
other interested individuals, and to
other industry trade associations and-
individuals. This'document did not:
include recommendations for effluent
limitations guidelines, new source
performance standards, or pretreatment

standards, but rather presented
preliminary-economic impacts for all the-
proposed effluent treatment

alternatives. A summary of comments
received to date'is presented below.

1. Comment: While the-necessity for
using “model plants™ was not
questioned, one comment stated that the:
model plant approach generally
understates treatment costs and that
this approach poses accuracy problems
when “synthesizing” data for individual
plants.

Response: The use of individual plant
analyses would have the advantage of
depicting the industry. with more
accuracy than does the-use of model
plants. However, sufficient data to
analyze every plant are not available.
Furthermore, the depiction-would be-
static in nature. Assessing pollution
control impacts underthe net present
value (NPV) approach involves
projecting the profile of the industry into
the future. This requires. the
incorporation of a mumber of parameters
to include price and costincreases,
growth rates, and proposed comntrol _
costs: The development of these
parameters is feasible only-at some level
of aggregation; irr this case, model
plants. The development of madel plant
pollution control treatment costs utilize
similar estimating procedures as would
be used for an actual plant. Certafir
basic assumptions depictirig the specific
conditions and requirements associated
with each model are determined and
these are believed to be representative
of actual plants associated with the-
models. A detailed explanation of the
development of contrals costing
procedures-is presented in.the
Development Dacument for Proposed
Effluent Limitations Guidelines, New-
Source Performance Standards, and
Pretreatment Standards forthe Textile
Industry Point Source Category.

2. Comment: One commentreceived
concerned the inclusion of other
regulatory costs (cottordust controls,
toxics, noise abatement) and the impact
of these'onr the BATEA closure decisiomn.

Response: Other regulatory costs -
included in this impact analyses were
those represented-inr the baseline models
as having been already incurred by the
industry priorto orduring the-baseline
year (1977). Giverr the prelimninary
devclopment stage of manyregulatory
requirements, costs areimpassible ta
forecast. The economicimpactreport for
proposal describes these varions other
regulatory requirements that have been
assessed.

3. Comment:Several comments were
received regarding clarification of the
technical aspects of the impact
methodology. These included such
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issues as: (a) The origin of future cash
flows; (b) the assumed growth and’ .
inflation rates; (c) the suggestion tq ' .
forecast individual items in.the cash
flow and compute these on year-by-year
basis; (d) the liquidation value for the -
terminal year and its difference from the
current salvage value; (e) the terminal
year liquidation value and inclusion of
the salvage value of pollution control

facilities; and (f) the justification for use -

of 21 years in the net present value
(NPV) analysis instead of a shorter
period.

Response These comments are -
answered in summary here. Detailed
discussions of these topics are presented
in the economic impact analysis and in

the appropriate sections of this notice.. -

(a) Origin of future cash flows: Future
cash flows are calculated based on
projections of the models’ future after-
tax profits and depreciations.. .

(b) Growth and inflation rates An
inflation rate of 6 percent was
incorporated into the net present value
analysis, this corresponds with the rate
utilized in a Staff Report prepared by
the Council on Wage -and Price Stability
entitled, “A Study of the Textile and
Apperel Industries,” July 1978, Growth
in the industry has been generally -
projected to be between 2 and 3 percent
over the next ten years, However, the

" rate has not been translated into
individual subcategory rates and no

increases have been applied to the
model plants. Any increases associated .
with wet processors can be eggpected to
be absorbed by increases in utilization
rafes and new source plants.

Consequently, growth rates appropriate -
. processors would need to invest in, and

for each of the model plants would be
minor and would have only minor
effects on profitability.

(c) Forecasting items of cash flow
One of the key steps in developing the
financial analysis of the model plants
was to project the proﬁtabxhty over the
life of the plants. These projections,
along with the depreciation estimates,
determined the cash flows. Although
listing individual items in the cash flow
might be appropriate for an individual
plant in the industry, it is not

appropriate for model plants which were .

developed to represent a number of
plants of different ages with a wide
variety of individual requirements.

(d) Difference between liquidation
value and salvage value: In this study,
the salvage value of a plant is
synonomous with its liquidation value.
Implicit within the model plant concept
is that the annual reinvestment will be
such that the salvage value of fixed " .
assets will remain at the same level
(adjusted for inflation) throughout the
period of consxderatlon.

(e) Salvage value ef pollution control
facilities: The terminal year liquidation

value represents the salvage value of the

plant assuming the plant will not -
continue to be used for textiles
manufacturing: This plus the fact that
most pollution controls tend to reflect

.- relauvely fixed, site specific structures”

make it unlikely that pollution control
facilities would have any appreciable
liquidation value in the terminal year.
(f) Discount penod of NPV analysis:
The NPV concept is based on an '
examination of cash flows over the
expected life time of proposed-

. investments. The 21 year time frame

was selected since it coincides with the
expected life of dyeing and finishing
equipment as shown in Department of
Treasury, The Textile Industry, 1976. It
was assumed that this time horizon

would be appropriate for existing plants

as well as new sources. While
individual*firms will be making

decisions in the short term, the industry

as a composite will be making decisions

. in the long term.

4. Comment: There were several
comments provided concerning the
severity of specific impacts depicted in
the economic report. These comments
concerned price impacts, supply and .

demand analysis, production impacts, . -

employment impacts, and various
financial and other impacts. The bases

- for these comments were the
. conclusions of the impact analysis

presented in the preliminary report.

Response: The Agency has refined the
economic analysis presented in the
preliminary report. The preliminary
impacts assumed all 1,165 wet

operate, pollution control facilities. This

" estimate has been revised to 319 plants,

based on an estimated 846 plants with
sufficient treatment currently in place.
The Agency has considered the
potential economic impacts of each
regulatory option evaluated in its
decision criteria as describedin |
Sections VIII, X, XI, XII of this notice,
Because of economic impacts projected
for the Felted Fabric Processing
Subcategory under BAT Option 4,
Option 1 limitations are proposed for
this subcategory. EPA believes that the
options selected for the proposed
regulations are economically
achievable.

XXIV. Solicitation-of Comments
EPA invites and encourageés public

_participation in this rulemaking. The

Agency asks that any deficiencies in the

record of this proposal be pointed to

with spemf‘ icity and that suggested

léevxsmns or corrections be supported by
ata

. information in connechon with the

EPA is particularly interested in -
receiving additional comments and L
following:

{1) The Agency is revxewing the
sampling and analytical methods used

* . to determine the presence and

magnitude of toxic pollutants, and
solicits comments on the data produced
by these methods, and the methods
themselves.

{2) In order to provide a more
extensive data base for this rulemaking,
EPA requests that textile facilities
voluntarily sample and analyze for the
toxic, conventional, and
nonconventional pollutants proposed for

. regulation. Samples should be taken, at

a minimum, from intake water, raw
wastewater, and pretreated or final
effluent where treatment is in place.
Voluntary sampling anid analyses must
be conducted by the same methods uséd

. by EPA and, therefore, plants that

intend to participate in this effort should
contact James R. Berlow (see ADDRESS
at beginning of preamble) for further
assistance. Sampling and analysis
protacols and a list of laboratories ,
capable of performing the analyses will
be made available to plants wishing to

. participate in this program.

(3) In recognition of the limits of
available data on some toxic pollutants,
the Agency is proposing “indicator”
limitations on total suspended solids.
EPA requests the submission of data
that either support or refute its belief *
that when TSS is removed to low
concentrations, the concentrations of
toxic pollutants are substantially less

~ than when the concentrations of the

“indicator” pollutant is high. Under the

-“indicator” strategy, “indicator"

pollutants will be treated as toxic
pollutdnts for all purposes. Effluent
limitations will be established for them
at BAT levels; “indicator” conventionals
will not have to pass the BCT cost-
comparison test normally required for
conventional pollutants, and “indicator”
nonconventional pollutants will not be
subject to modifications under Sections
301(c) and 301(g) unless a permitiee can
show that the waste stream does not
contain any of the toxic pollutants for
which the “indicator” was designed to

.

" demonstrate removal, EPA requests

comments on this approach.
(4) EPA has noted some anomalies or

. potentially erroneous data points for
-conventional, nonconventional and

toxic pollutants, and requests that ‘

- plants review all data submitted to the

Agency, including data for flow and
production, to insure their accuracy. In
addition, EPA has had difficulty in
obtaining data for plants in the Low
Water Use Processing, Nonwoven

P
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Manufacturing, and Felted Fabric
Processing Subcategories, and requests
that these plants submit available data
including production, wastewater flow,
pollutant parameters, and
concentrations.

(5) Characterization of the nature and
amount of sludges generated by textile
waste treatment plants and the costs of
sludge handling and disposal are
important to these regulations and
regulations being developed by EPA’s
Office of Solid Waste, under authority of
the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA). The Agency
solicits additional data concerning the
quantities, pollutant content, and
handling and disposal costs for all solid
wastes. -

(6) Possible underestimation of control
technology costs was a significant issue
raised during the public comment
meeting. In order to perform a -
meaningful comparison of EPA cost data
and industry cost data, EPA requests
detailed information on salient design
and operating characteristics; actual
installed cost {not estimates of
replacement costs) for each unit
treatment operation or piece of
equipment (e.g., screens, clarifiers,
aeration equipment, etc.); the date of
installation and the amount of
installation labor provided by plant
personnel; and the actual cost for
operation and maintenance broken
down into units of usage and cost for
energy (kilowatt hours or equivalent},
chemicals, and labor (work-years or
equivalent),

(7) EPA’s economic itnpact analysis
indicated that up to 39 plant closings
may result from the proposed
regulations. The closure candidates
occur among small- and medium-sized
plants and are concentrated among
Wool Scouring, Wool Finishers, and
Stock and Yarn producers, although
other subcategories may be affected as
well. The Agency is concerned about the
closures. Before promulgating the
regulations, EPA intends to further study
the conditions that lead to closures.
During this assessment, the Agency
plans to consider whether alternative
levels of control are appropriate for
regulating segments of the textile
indusiry. EPA solicits comments that
could provide the Agency more
understanding of the problems some
small- and medium-sized plants face in
complying without proposed standards.
EPA welcomes suggestions on
alternative control technologies that the
Agency should consider prior to
promulgating these regulations.

{8) EPA has obtained from the
industry a substantial data base for the
control and treatment technologies

which serve as the basis for the .
proposed regulations. Plants that have
not submitled data, or that have
compiled more recent data or
engineering studies are requested to
forward these data to EPA. These data
should be individual data points, not
averages or other summary data,
including flow, production, and all
pollutant parameters for which analyses
were run. Please submit any
qualifications to the data, such as
descriptions of facility design, operating
procedures, and upset problems during
specified periods.

(9) EPA requests that POTWs which
receive wastewalers from textile plants
submit data which would document the
occurrence of interference with
collection system and treatment plant
operations, permit violations, sludge
disposal difficulties, or other incidents
attributable to the pollutants contained
in POTW's influent.

Dated: October 16, 1979,
Douglas M. Costle,
Administrator.

Appendix A—Abbreviations, Acronyms,
and Other Terms Used in this Notice

Act—The Clean Water Act.

Agency—The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

BAT—The best available technology
economically achievable, applicable
to effluent limitations to be achieved
by July 1, 1984, for industrial
discharges to surface waters, as
defined by Section 304(b} (2) (B) of the
Act.

BCT—The best conventional pollutant
control technology, applicable to
discharges of conventional pollutants
from existing industrial point sources,
as defined by Section 304{b) (4) of the
Act. ,

BMP—Best management practices, as
defined by Section 304(e) of the Act.

BPT—The best practicable control
technology currently available,
applicable to effluent limitations to be
achieved by July 1, 1977, for industrial
discharges to surface waters, as
defined by Section 304(b) (1) of the
Act. :

Classical Pollutants—A general term
used to refer to the pollutants of
primary concern before the
“conventional, nonconventional, and
toxic pollutant” designations set forth
in the Act as amended.

Clean Water Act—The Federal Water
Pollution Control Act Amendments of
1972 (33 U.S.C, 1251 el seq.), as
amended by the Clean Water Act of
1977 (Pub. L. 85-217).

Conventional Pollutants—Conslituents

-of wastewater as determined by

Section 304(a) (4) of the Acl, including,
but not limited to, pollutants classified
as biological oxygen demand,
suspended solids, oil and grease, fecal
coliform, and pH.

Development Document—Development
Document for Proposed Effluent
Limitations Guidelines, New Source
Performance Standards, and -
Pretreatment Standards for the Textile
Mills Point Source Category, prepared
by the Effluent Guidelines Division of
EPA

Direct Discharger—An industrial
discharger that introduces wastewater
to a receiving body of water or land,
with or without treatment by the
discharger.

Economic Analysis—Economic Impact
Analysis of Proposed Effluent
Limitations Guidelines, New Source
Performance Standards, and
Pretreatment Standards for the Textile
Mills Point Source Category, prepared
by the Office of Analysis and
Evaluation of EPA.

Effluent Limitation—A maximum
amount per unit of production (or
other unit) of each specific constituent

.of the effluent that is subject to
limitation from an existing point

source.

Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972—Pub. L. 92-500,
which provides the legal authority for
current EPA water pollution
abatement projects, regulations, and
policies. The Federal Water Pollution
Control Act was amended further in
1977 in legislation referred to as The
Clean Water Act.

Indicator Pollutants—A group of
pollutants, including, but not limited
to, BODS3, COD, and TSS, which can
serve as a basis for limitations on
toxic pollutants, which in themselves
are very difficult to monitor and
expensive {o analyze.

Indirect Discharger—An industrial
discharger that introduces waste
water 1o a publicly-owned collection
system.

In-plant Control Technologies—Controls
or measures applied within the -
manufacturing process to reduce or
eliminate pollutant and hydraulic
loadings of raw wastewater. Typical
in-plant control measures inclade
chemical substitution, material
reclamation, water reuse, water
reduction, and process changes.

Internal Subcategorization—Divisions
within a subcategory to group
facilities that, while producing related
products from similar raw materials,
have differing raw waste
characteristics due to the complexity
of manufacturing processes employed.

New-Source—Industrial facilities from

. which there is, or may be, a discharge
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- of pollutants, and whose tonstruction
is begun after the publication ofihe
proposed regulations. , )

Nonconventional Pollutants— -
Parameters selected for.use in
developing effluent limitation -

“guidelines and new source
performance standards. which-have
not been previously designated as
either conventional Dpollutants or toxic
pollutants.

Non-Water Envitonmental Quality
Impact—Deleterious aspects of
control and treatment technologies
applicable to point source ¢ategory
wastes, mcludmg.-‘but notlimited to,
air pollution, noise, radiation, sludge
and solid waste generation, and
energy usage.

NPDES—Natlonal Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System, a Federal
program requiring industry and
municipalities to obtain permits to
discharge plant effluents to the -
nations water courses, under Sechon
402 of the Act.

NSPS—New source performance
standards, applicable to industrial
facilities whose construction is begun
after the publication of the proposed *
regulations, as defined by ‘Section306
of the Act.

Performance Standards—A maximum’
weight discharged per unit of
production for each constituent that is
subject to limitations. Performantce
standards are applicable to new -
sources, as opposed to exisitng
sources, which are subject to effluent
limitations.

Point Source Category—A:collection of -

industrial sources with similar
function 6r product, established by -
Section 306{b)(1)(A) of the Federal -
‘Water Pollution Control Act,as
amendedfor the‘purpose of
establishing Federal standards for the
disposal of wastewater. -.

Pollutant Loading—Ratio of the total
-daily mass discharge of a particular
pollutant 1o the total daily wet
production of a mill expressdinterms.
of (kg pollutant)/{kkg wet production).

POTW—Publicly owned treatmmt . -
works, facilities that collect, treat, or
otherwise dispose of wastewaters, *
owned and operated by a village,
town, Tounty, authonty, or other
public agency.

Pretreatment Standard—Industriat.
wastewater effluent quality required
for dischargeto a pubhcly—owned
treatment works.

PSES—Prefreatment standards ‘for
existing sources of indiréct
discharges, under Sechon 307{b)-of the
Act.

PS5NS—Pretreatment standards for new
sources of indirect discharges, under
Section 307 {b) and (¢) of the Act.

. .RbHA—Resource;Conserva’tion and
Recovery Act {Pub. L.'94-580) 0f 1976, -

Amendments 1o Solid Waste Disposal
Act.

Revised Settlement Agreement—A

" rewritten form of the'Settlement
Agreement which described -
provisions authonzmg 'the exclusion
from regulation, in certain instances,
of toxic pollutants-and industry
subcategories. \

Settlement 1 Agreement—Agreement
«entered into by EPA with the Natural
Resources Defense Council and other
environmental groups and approved
by the US. District:Court for the
District:of Columbia on June7,1976. .
One-of the principal provisionsof the
Settlement Agreement ‘was to direct

- EPA #toconsider-anextended list of 65
classes of pollutants in 21 industrial

categories, including Textile Mills, in -

the development of effluent
limitations guidelines.and new source
‘performance standards.

SIC—Standard Industrial Classification,
a numerical categorization scheme
used by the U.S. Department of
‘Commerce to denote segments xof
industry. -

Toxic Pollutants—All compounds
specifically.named or referred to in
the Settlement Agreement, as well as
recommended specific.compounds
representative of the nonspecific or
ambiguous groups or compounds
named in the agreement. This list of
pollutants was developed based.on
the use of criteria such as known-
occurrence in point source efﬂuents.
in the aguatic environment, in fish, in
drinking water; .and through
evaluations of carcinogenicity, other
chronic toxicity, bioaccumulation, and
persistence.

Water Use—Ratio of the spent water
from a manufacturing operatiaon to the
total wet production by the mill,
expressed in terms of (liters-of .
wastewater/day)/[kilogram of wet
production/day).

Appendlx B—Toxic Pollutants Detected
in Treated Effluent Above the Nominal
Detection Limit. . -

acrylonitrile

_benzene

1,24-trichlorobenzene
2,4,6-trichlorophenol
parachlorometacresol
chloroform
1,2-dichlorobenzene
ethylbenzene
tnchloroﬂuoromethane
naphthalene ' -
N-nitrosodi- n-propylamme
pentachlorophenol -
phenol

(a) 4-AAP

- toluene

(b) GC/MS
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
tetrachloroethylene
trichloroethylene
antimony
arsenic
cadmium
chromium
copper
cyanide
lead
mercury
nickel
selenium
silver
zinc

Appendix C—Toxic Pollutants not
Detected .in Treated Effluents

benzidine

- 3,3-dichlorobenzidine

methyl bromide
2,4-dinitrophenol
N-nitrosodimethylamine
phenanthrene

carbon tetrachloride
1,1,2-trichloroethane
chloroethane
4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether
dichlorodifluoromethane
isophorone
nitrobenzene

- 4,6-dinitro-o-cresol
* acenaphthylene -

aldrin

chlordane
4,4-DDE

4,4'-DDD
alpha-endosulfan,
beta-endosnifan
endosulfan sulfate
endrin

endrin aldehyde

‘ heptachlor
heptaclor-epoxide
alpha-BHC
beta-BHC
gamma-BHC (lindane)
delta-BHC

" toxaphene
.acroleimr

hexachloroethane

-1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane

bis (chloromethyl) ether
bis(2-chloroethyl)ether
2-chloroethyl vinyl ether
1,3-dichlorobenzene
1,2-trans-dicholoroethylene
1,3-dichkloropropylene
2,4-dinitrotoluene
fluoranthene
4-bromophenyl phenyl ether
bis (2-chloroisopropyl) ether
bis (2-chloroethoxy) methane
bromoform
chlarodibromomethane
hexachlorobutadiene
hexachlorocyclopentadieno
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di-n-octyl phthalate

1,2-benzanthracene

benzo(a)pyrene .

chrysene

1,12-benzoperylene

1,2,5,6-dibenzanthracene

indeno (1,2,3-cd)pyrene

PCB-1242

PCB-1254

PCB-1221

PCB-1232

PCB-1248

PCB-1260

PCB-1016

ashestos

2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin
(TCDD) : .

Appendix D—Toxic Pollutants Detected
at Only One Plant and at Less Than the
Nominal Detection Limit in the Treated
Effluent

1,2-dichloroethane
1,1-dichloroethane
2-chloronaphthalene
2-chlorophenol
1,1-dichloroethylene
1,2-dichloropropane

- 2,4-dimethylphenol
2,6-dinitrotoluene
1,2-diphenylhydrazine
Methyl chloride
dichlorobromomethane
2-nitrophenol
4-nitrophenol
3,4-benzofluoranthene
11,12-benzofluoranthene
fluorene ’
vinyl chloride
dieldrin
4,4-DDT
beryllium

Appendix E—Toxic Pollutants Detected
in Treated Effluents at or Below the
Nominal Detection Lmnt

-acenaphthene
chlorobenzene
hexachlorobenzene
1,1,1-trichloroethane
1,4-dichlorobenzene
2,4-dichlorophenol
Methylene chloride
N-nitrosodiphenylamine
buty! benzyl phthalate
di-n-butyl phthalate
diethyl phthalate
dimethyl phthalate
anthracene -
pyrene
thallium

_ It is proposed to amend Title 40 by
revising Part 410 to read as follows:

PART 410—TEXTILE MILLS POINT
SOURCE CATEGORY

General Provisions

See. ,
410.10 Applicability.

Sec. -

41011 General definitions.

Subpart A—Wool Scouring Subcategory

410.20 Applicability; description of the
Wool Scouring Subcategory.

410.21 Specialized definitions.

410.23 Effluent limilations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

410.24 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best available
technology economically achievable
(BAT).

41025 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

41028 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.27 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Subpart B—Wool Finishing Subcategory

410,30 Applicability; description of the
. Wool Finishing Subcalegory.

410.31 Specialized definitions.

410.33 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

410.34 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attafnable by
the application of the best available
technology economically achlevable
(BAT).

41035 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

41036 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.37 Pretreatment standards for new
sources {PSNS).

Subpart C—Low Water Use Processing
Subcategory

41040 Applicability; description of the Low
Water Use Processing Subcategory.

41041 Specialized definitions.

41043 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

41045 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

41046 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES). -

41047 Pretreatment standards for new
sources {PSNS).

Subpart D—Woven Fabric Finlshing
Subcategory

41050 Applicability; description of the
Woven Fabric Finishing Subcategory.

410.51 Specialized definitions.

410.53 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

410.54 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction allainable by
the application of the best available
technology economically achievable
{BAT]}.

410.55 New source performance standards .
{NSPS),

410.56 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.57 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Subpart E—Knit Fabric Finishing

Subcategory

Sec.

41060 Applicability: description of the Knit
Fabric Finishing Subcategory.

410.61 Specialized definitions.

410.63 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

41063 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best available
technology economically achievable
{BAT).

410.65 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

41066 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.67 Pretreatment standards for new
sources {PSNS).

Subpart F—Carpet Finishing Subcategory

41070 Applicability; description of the
Carpet Finishing Subcategory.

41071 Specialized definitions.

41073 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

41074 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best available
technology economically achievable
(BAT).

41075 New source performance standards
{NSPS).

41076 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.77 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Subpart G—Stock & Yarn Finishing
Subcategory

410.80 Applicability; description of the
Stock & Yarn Finishing Subcategory.

410.81 Specialized definitions.

410.83 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT].

410.84 Effuent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best available
technolozy economically achievable
(BAT).

410.85 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

410.88 Pretrealment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.87 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Subpaﬂ H-—Nonwoven Manufacturing
Subcategory

410.90 Applicability; description of the
Nonwaven Manufacturing Subcategory.

41081 Specialized definitions.

41093 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology {BCT].

41084 Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction altainable by
the application of the best available
technology economically achievable

(BAT).
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41095 New source performance slandards
{NSPS).

410:95 Pretreatment standards for-existing
sources {PSES).

410.97 Pretreatment standards for new |
sources [PSNS) . -

Subpartd—Feited Fabric Processing
Subcategory
- 410200 Applicability; «description.of the
Felted Fabric Subcategory.

410,101 ‘Specialized definitions.

410,203 Effluentiimitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best.conventional
pollutant control technology (BCTJ.

410104, Effluent limitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application-ofithe best available -
technology economxcally achievable
{BAT).

410.105 New source performnnce standards
(NSPS).

410,108 Pretreatment standards for.exxstmg
sources (PSES).

410,107 Pretreatment:standards fornew

- sources (PSNS). -

Authority: Sections 301, 304(b), (c),(€), and
{g), 306({b) and [c), 307{b) and {c). and 501of
the'Clean Water Act {the Federal Water
Pollution/Control Act Amendments of 3972,
as amended by the Clean ‘Water Act 0f 1977}
(the “Act”}; 83 United States'C. 1311, 1314(b),
(c), (e), and (g}, 1316(b) and (c), 1317(‘0) and
{c}.-and 1361;86:Stat. 8186, Pub. L. 92—500‘9’1
Stat. 1567, Pub. L 95-217.

General Provisions

§410.10 Applicability. * -

This part applies to any textile mill
which discharges or may discharge
pollutants to waters of the United States
or which introduces-ormay introduce
pollutantsiinto a publicly owned -
treatment works,

§410.41 Generaldefinitions.

Tn addition to the definitions set forth
in 40 CFR Part 401, the following -
definition ;apphes 1o this'part:

*Color" means that.color.as measured
by the modified tristimulus method as
developed by the American Dye
Manufactures Institute {ADMI) and
described in the Proceedings of the 28th
Industrial Waste Conference, Purdue .
University.

Subpart A—~Wool Scouring "
Subcategory

§ 410.20 .Applicability; description of the
Wool Scourjng ‘Subcategory.

“The provisions.of this subpart are '
applicable fo discharges.containing
process wastes that-enter the waters .of
the United:States, and introductions of
pollutants intopublicly owned treatment
works resulting from facilities that scour
natural impurities from raw 'wool and
other animal hair fibers as the majority

“

of their processing. Integrated mills that
perform wool:scouring.and other
finishing:should apply the applicable
wool scouring weffluent limitations tothe
wool scouring production and the other
finishing production to app'hcable
effluent limitations covering that
production in order to-calculate
discharge allowances. :

§410.21 Specialized definitions.

In addition to the definitions set forth
in 40 CFR Part 401, the following’
definition applies to this subpart:

{a) “Rawgrease wool” means the raw
wool as obtained from the:sheep, with

- all natural‘and acquired impurities such *

as grease, soluble salts (suint), and dirt.

§410.23 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reductian attainable
by the application of the best-conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

Except as providediin 40 CFR 125.30~
125.32, any exxstmg point-source subject
to this-subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations - »
representing the degree of effluent
redactions attainable by the application
of the best conventional pollutant
control technology {BCT):

-

degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best-available
technology economically achievable
(BAT): '

‘BAT dlfivent limitations
Pollutant or Maximum for Avorage-of daily*
pollutant property . any 1 day vatues for 20
conseculive days
kg/kkg (of 1674000 1) ot ravw
grease wool

COD. 363 240
TSS.. 109 63
Total 0.002 0.001
Total Chromium, ‘0.01 0.006
Total Coppefuccpen 0.04 0000
LI - . 002 0.01
Color!/(ADMS units) ., 2400 1500

.

§410.25 New source performance .

standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart must achieve the following.new
source performance stanglﬂrds;[NSPS):

Subpart A

NSPS efffuent limitations

. Pollutant or + Maxd for Averago of taily
pollutant property any 1 day values fo¢ 30
conseculivo days

ko/kky (of 1b/1000 Ib)of raw

Subpart ‘A.(Iass‘.man 3,300 kkgiy'r total ,pfoducﬁoﬁ)’ «greaso wool
BCT effluent fimitations BODS s 15 " on
. . CcOoD 36.3 248
Pollutant’or Maximum for Average of daily TSS cisecamumsrssasssssssnn 10.9 63
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30 Total Phenol.uummee 0.002 0.001
[ .consecutive days Total Chromium....... 0.01 0.006
. 0.01 . 0.008
"kg7kkyg (or.db71000 Jb) of raw grease 0.02 .01
wool . Color (ADMI units) . 2400 1500
pH Withinithe range ol 6.0't0 9.0 at.all times
BODS... 108 53
TSS.csmsmecssrmrren 322 16.1 \
it
PH.._______ Wit the range of 60 10 0.t alimes _-§410.26 Pretreatment standards for
Subpart A (3,300 kkg/yr total production or greater) existing sources (PSES). ~
- o Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.28,
BCT efftuent limitations any existing source subject to this
Poliutant of Madmumfor  Avermgeofdaty  Subpart that introduces pollutants into u
poliutant property - any 1 day walies for 30 publicly 6wned treatment works must
consecutvadays  pomply with 40 CFR Part-403 and
/Mg for 71000 1) of raw achieve the following pretreatment
grease wool standards for exisfing sources {PSES);
BODS e 15 049
TES emsmemrsmrmsisn ‘108 163 Subpart A

12 IO sersressrons ‘Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

§410.24 Effluentlimitations representing .
the degree ot-€ffluent reduction attainable
by the application-of the best-available
technology economically achlevable {BAT).

_ Except as provided.in 40 CFR 125.30-
.32, any existing point source subject to
thisssubpart must.achieve the following
effluent limitations representing the

PSES offluont limitations

Pollutant or Maxi for A
pollutant property any 1 day

po of taily
values for 30
consecutiyo days

Milligrams per htet (mg/l)

Total chromium c.... 0.80 050
Total COPPOT wuurecssones 0.90 0.50
Total ZING wuuccsssensen rose 1.80 4.00




" Federal Register |/ Vol. 44, No. 210 / Monday, October 29, 1979 / Praoposed Rules

62231

In cases when POTWs find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
guidance:

Subgart A

PSES effiuent limitations

Poltutant or Maxi for Average of dedy
poliutant property any 1day values for 30
consecutive days
o
kg/kkg {or 1671000 1) of raw
grease wool
Total chromion ... 0.0t 0.008
Total COPPer ceemme 001 0.006
Total ZNC e 0.02 0012

§ 410.27 Prefreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart that intraduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources (PSNS):

Subpart A
PSNS effivent kmitalions
Poliutant or Maximum for Average of daily
poliutant property any 1 day velues for 30
consecutive days

Miigrams pes lter (mg/1}
Total chromium ... 090 050
Total copper .. 0.90 0.50
Total Zine 1.80 1.00

In cases when POTWs find it
necessary fo impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
guidance:
Subpart A
PSNS effivent kmdtations
Pofiutant of Maxdmumior  Aversge of daily
poliatant property any 1 day vakes for30
consecutive days.
kg/kkg {or $6/1000 1) of raw
grease wool

Total chromium ... 0.0t 0.006
Total COPPEr e 0.0t 0.008
Total zinc 0.02 0.012

Subpart B—~Wool Finishing.
Subcategory

§410.30 Applicabllity; description of the
Wool Finishing Subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are
applicable to discharges containing
process wasles that enter the waters of
the United States, and introductions of
pollutants into publicly owned treatment
works resulting from facilities that finish
fabric, a majority of which is wool, other
animal hair fiber, or blends containing
primarily wool or other animal hair
fiber, by employing any of the following
processing operations on at least five
percent of their total production:
Carbonizing, fulling, bleaching, scouring
(not including raw grease wool
scouring), dyeing and/or application of
functional finish chemicals. Facililies
that primarily finish stock or yarn of
wool, other animal hair fiber, or blends
containing primarily wool or other
animal hair fiber and that perform
carbonizing, are included in this subpart.
Wool stock or yarn mills that do not
perform carbonizing and scouring are
covered under Stock & Yarn Finishing.
Integrated mills that finish a majority of
wool fabric along with greige goods
manufacturing or other finishing
operations such as yarn dyeing are
included in this subpart and total
production (excluding weaving and
other dry operations) should be applied
to the applicable effluent limitations to
calculate discharge allowances.

§410.31 Speclalized definitions.

In addition to the definitions set forth
in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
definition applies to this subpart:

{a) “Product” means the final material
produced or processed by the mill.

§410.33 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best conventional
pollutant contro! technology (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30~
125.32, any exisling point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reductions attainable by the application
of the best conventional pollutant
control technology (BCT}:

Subpart B (less than 5,800 kkg/yr total producticn)

. BCT effiuent kmitaticns
Poutant or Maxienuen foc Avecage of cailly
polutant propexty any 1 day values !ctm
consecutive days
kg/kkg (or B710CO B} cf product
BOOS e 24 112
£\ N, 352 1786

PH e e, Within: the range of 6.0 to 9.0 2t all imes

Subpart B (5.800 kkgyr total production or greater)

BCT etfluent knstations:
Politant or Maximum fer Average of daty
polktant property any 1 day vames_iorso
. consecutive days.
kg/k%g (or /1000 16} of precuct
6005, 154 &9
TSS. 11a 64

PH e WY thee range of 6.0 10 9.0 2t 2T times

§410.34 Effiuent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best available
technology economically achlevable (BAT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application
of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

Subpart B
BAT etfiuent kmitations
Polutart or Maximue for Average of daiy
polktant propecty ary 1 day values for 30
consecutive days
ka/%g (or 1571000 &) of procuct
[00,9) e24 562
1 JO— 11.0 64
Total phenol eeee 0.032 o.m8
Totad chromRNTY ceveee 026 0.14
Tolad copper .. . 028 14
Tola BOC e 052 028

Color (ADME units} . 190 120

§410.35 New source performance
standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart must achieve the following new
source performance standards {(NSPS):
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Subpart B - Subpart B Subpart G
NSPS effluent Emitations PSNS effiuént Emitations BGT offluont imitations
Poltutant or Mai for Average of daily Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily Pofiutant or Maxhmum for Averago of dally
poliutant property - any 1 day values for 30 poliutant property any 1 day. values for 30 pollutant propesty any 1 day values (or 30
. consecutive days * consecutive days . consecutive days
ka/kkg {or 1b/1000 Ib) of product Milngrams per fiter (mg/1) kg/kkg (o 1/1000 1) of produst
- BODS... 1. : 8.;
s asosetsssessasssns " 1. Total Chromim .. 0.50 . 0.50  TSSummmersmctmsssms
(8;835 ;Z: 52“2 © Total COPPEF e 0.80 4 050 PHucsiscsminnnnne Within tho range ol 6.0 t0 9.0 at all imos
TSS oo 110 64  Toalznc 180 1.00
Total phenol s 0.032 0018 °
Total Chromm we. 026 0.14 In cases when POTWs find it §t41%45d Nﬁ\gp?urce performance
Tt COPPOr e gﬁg o o4 necesary to impose mass effluent standards (NSPS). )
Color (ADM! units) . 180 120 limitations, the following equivalent ~ Any new source subject to this
PH orsmmmnnsnnn, Witk the range of 6010 9.0 at all imes  mass limitations are provided as subpart must achieve the following new

§410.36 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources (PSES).

Except as provided in- 40 CFR 403.13,
any existing source subject to this
- subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must. .
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and .
achieve the following pretreatment .
standards for existing sources (PSES):

. Subpart B
. PSES effluent limitations -
Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
poliutant property ,  any 1 day* values for 30
N consecutive days

Milligrams per fiter (mg/l)

Total chromiunt cu... 0.90 0.50
Total COPPOr cewmmms 0.90 0.50
Total ZINC wvumecssesisnn 1.80 - 1.00
In cases when POTWs find it
necesary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent .
massg llmxtatxons are provided as
guidance: .
“Subpart B
PSES effiuent fimitations
. Poliutant of Madmumfor  Average of dally
pollutant property any 1 day . values for 30
consecutive days

" ka/kkg (or 1b/1000 Ib) of product

Tolal chromium s 0.26 0.14
Total copper.. 0.26 0.44 -
Total zinC...... 0.52 .0.28

§ 410.37 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources (PSNS):

guidance:

Subpart 8
PSNS effluent kmitations

Poliutant o ‘Maximum for Average of daily

pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

; . - _ consecutive days

. kg/kkg (or 1571000 1b) of product
Total Chromium . 0.26 0.14
Total COPPES cermerrrnse 0.26 0.14
Total zmc 0.52 0.28

>

‘source performance standards (NSPS):

Subpart C
NSPS effiuent limitations
Pollutant or Maxi for A , of daily
poliutant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days
kg/kkg (or 1b/1000 Ib) of product
- BODS. s 14 0.7
COD. — 28 14
TSS 14 07
pH Within the rango of 6.0 to 9.0 at all imos .

gSprart C—Low Water Use Processlng

Subcategory

- §410.40 Applicability; description of the
. Low Water Use Processing Subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are
applicable to discharges containing
process wastes that enter the waters of
the United States, and introductions of
pollutants into publicly owned treatment

" works resulting from facilities other than

finishing facilities engaged only in
manufacturing greige goods, laminating
or coating fabrics, texturizing yarn,
tafting and backing carpet, producing
tire cord fabric, and similar activities in _
which either cleanup is the primary
water use or process water requirements
are small, or both.

‘§ 410.41 Specialized definitions.

In addition to the definitions set forth -
in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
definition applies to this subpart:

(a) “Product” means the final material
produced or processed by the mill,

§ 410.43 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable:
by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reductions attainable by the application
of the best conventional pollutant
control technology {BCT):

§410.46 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources-(PSES).

“Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13,
any existing source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must

- comply with 40 CFR Part 403.

§410.47 Pretreatment standards for now
sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must

- comply with 40 CFR Part 403,

Subpart D—Woven Fabric Flnlshlng
Subcategory

§410.50 Applicabliity; description of the
Woven Fabric Finishing Subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are
applicable to discharges containing
process, wastes that enter the waters of |
the United States, and introductions of -
pollutants into publicity owned
treatment works resulting from facilities
that pnmanly finish fabric, a majority of
which is woven, by employing any of
the following processing operations on
at least five percent of their production.
Desizing, scouring, bleaching,
mercerizing, dyeing, printing, and/or
application of functional finish
chemicals. Denim finishing mills are
included in this subpart, but facilitios
finishing woven fabric composed ‘
primarily of wool are covered under
Wool Finishing, Integrated mills that
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. - . . Subpart D—Compiex Processing Plus D
ﬁr}xsh a majority of woven fab.nc along  of the best conventional pollutant " solab production o,gm,,,) S (9,300 keg/yr
with greige goods manufacturing or control technology (BCT):
other finishing operations such as yarn BCT effiuent kmitations
dyeing are included in this subpart and Subpart D—Simpie Processing (fess than 13,500 kgfyr total "
total production (excluding weaving and producton) by vy e
other dry operations} should be applied BT elfioent Emita? consecutive deys
to the applicable effluent limitations to e o BT ot
calculate discharge allowances. Poliutant or Madmumior  Averago of dady kfikg {or B/100OE) of prochct
potktant property any 1 day vakbes for 0 R -
§410.51 Specialized definitions. cosecutra days 3908 b4 ol
In addition to the definitions set forth Kg/hxg (or /1000 ] of procet PHoe e Within the range of 6.0 10 8.0 at o mes
in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
definitions apply to this subpart: ovieg e a3 541054 Effluent imitations representing

(a) “Product” means the final material
produced or processed by the mill.

(b) “Simple Processing" means the
internal subdivision of Woven Fabric
Finishing for facilities that perform fiber
preparations, desizing, scouring, or
functional finishing, and/or one of the
following processes applied to more
than five percent .of total production:
bleaching, dyeing, or printing. This
subdivision includes all Woven Fabric
Finishing facilities that do not qualify
under either the Complex Processing or
Complex Processing Plus Desizing
subdivision,

(c) “Complex Processing” means the
internal subdivision of Woven Fabric
Finishing for facilities that perform
desizing of less than 50 percent of their
total production and more than one of
the following, each applied to more than
five percent of total production:
Bleaching, dyeing, or printing. These
facilities may also perform fiber
preparation, scouring, mercerizing, and
functional finishing,

(d) “Complex Processing Plus
Desizing” means the internal
subdivision of Woven Fabric Finishing
for facilities that perform desizing of
greater than 50 percent of their total
production, and more than one of the
following, each applied fo more than
five percent of total production:
Bleaching, dyeing, or printing. These
facilities may also perform fiber
preparation, scouring, mercenzmg. and
functional finishing.

§ 410.53 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
" by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30~
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations -
representing the degree of effluent
reductions attainable by the application

PH e Wikhin the 12nge of 6.0 10 50 at 2N times.

Subpart 0—Simple Processing (13,500 s3.g/yr te'al
. production of groslor).

BCT elfuent krasons
Poliutant o Maxiorn foe Avorage of dady
poliutant property any tday values for 0
* consecuive deys.
kg/kkg (or 15/1000 1) of procuct.
BODS cereemamennscsrssores 27 1.6‘
15— 34

p!iwwmnwungeolwbﬂoadﬁnu

Subpart D—Complex Processing (less than 12,200 kigfyr
1otal production)

BCT e!fivent kmitaticrns
Polutant o Maximum for Average of dely
poliutant property any 1 day vakses for 30
consecutve Gays
kgrkkg (or 161000 1b) olpmdx:!.
BODS eeeeeeeennns 66 a3
TSS 178 89

PH ceeeseeesnns WTtHiN the range of 6.0 t0 9.0 2t X tmes

Subpart D—Complax Processing (12.200 Keg/yr lolal
production or greater)

BCT effivent krilations.
Polutant or Maxicom for Average of dady
polutant propesty any T day vaives for 30
consecutize days
kgikkg for /1000 Ib) of prockct
20,3 LN, 50 29
TSS s £7 27
PH e Withins the range of 6.0 10 9.0 at all tmes
Processing Plus Desizing (less than
9.300 kikg/yr lotal production)
BCT effivent kmitations
Polk or Mad Averago ot daily
potiutant property nnyld:y values for 30
consecutve days
kg/hkg (or 10/ 1000 Ib) of product
207 o LN 66 a3

15 O 178 89
PH eeeeeessessrasssnnnnnnns Within the range of 6.0 10 9.0 at a1 tmes

2

the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best available
technology economlcally achlevable (BAT).

Except as pravided in 40 CFR 125.30~
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this.subpart must achieve the
following efffuent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application
of the best available technology
econamically achievable (BAT):

S P .
BAT effiuent limitations
Polktant or Maximum for Average of caity
pofkAant property any 1 day vakes for 30
consecuiiver days

kg/kig (or /1000 ) of procuct

[, » JO— 331 28
j £\ 34 20
Total phencl e 0.005 0.003
Total cheomiom . 0.07 004
R T — 007 0.04
Total zine. T 014 0.08
Color (ADMS onits) . 340 220
Subpart D—Compiex Processing
BAT effiuent imitations
Poikstant o Maximum for Average ot daily
poitant property any 1 day vakes for 30
consecutive days’
kg/Xig (or 1b/1000 Iy of procct
COD e, 38.1 260
| £ 47 27
TYotal phancd mee. 0.013 Qo008
Total romiom ... aoa 0.04
Totak eopper. 008 0.04
Totad e 0.16 0.08
Coloe (ADM] units) .. 340 - 220
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Subpart D—Complex Processing Plus Desizing

Subpart D—Complex Pre

g Plus Desizing

Subpart D—Complex Processing

BAT effluent limitations
Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
poliutant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days

- NSPS effluent limitations

Averaga of daily

Pollutant or Maximum for
poliutant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days

PSES effiuent limitations

Poltutant or Maximum for Average of daily
poftutant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days

kg/kkg (or 1b/1000 ib) of product

COD.. 49.9 340
TSS... . 6.2 36
Total pheno!.. . 0.012 0.007
Total chromium....... 0.10 0.06
Total COPPES ccmmmress 0.10 . 0.06
Total ZINC cuivsmsssreres 0.20 0.11
Color (ADMI units).. 340 220

§410.55 New source perforr;tance
standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart must achieve the following new

source performance standards (NSPS}:

Subpart.D—Simple Processing -
NSPS effluent Emitations
Pollutant or M. for Average of daily
poliutant property. any 1 day. values for 30
consecutive days -

kgkkg (or 171000 (b) of product

13 0.74
228 155
" 24 1.4
Total phenol wuie. 0.003 0.002
Total chromium .. 0.07 0.04
Total COPPer e 0.07 0.04
Total zinc....... S 0.14 0.08
Color (ADMI units).. 190 120
PH sirterssnnnsenanne Within the range of 6.0 to 8.0 at all times
' Subpart D—Complex Processing
NSPS effluent kimitations
Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days

kg/kkg (or 1b/1000 Ib) of product

24 14
282 179
34 20
Total phenol .. 0.008" 0.005
Total chromium 008 0.04
Total copper. 0.08 . 0.04
Total zinc.. . 0.16 0.08
Color (ADM! units).. 190 i 120
PH tvossesssssossssssnarssen .. Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

kg/kkg (or 16/1000 Ib) of product

341 1.8
343 234

44 2.6
Total phenol .. 0.008 0.005
Total chrom:um a..... = 0.10 0.06
Total copper s 0.10 -0.08
Total ZNC wervresrerseseees 0.20 0.1
Color (ADMI units).. 190 120
1 JOOS——— s Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all imes

§410.56 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources (PSES).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13,
any existing source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants 1nto a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for existing sources (PSES):

Subpart D—Simple Processing

PSES effluent fimitations

Pollutant or Maxtmum for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days

>

Milligrams per liter (mg/1)

-Total chromium .., 0.90 0.50
Total copper e 0.0 0.50
1% R T — 1.80 1.00

In cases when POTWs find it
- ‘necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as \
guidance: - -
Subpart D—Simple Processing
PSES effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maxmum for Average of daily

- pollutant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days

kg/kkg (or 1571000 Ib) of product

Total chromium,..... 0.07 0.04
Total COPPEr e 0.07 0.04
Total 2100 crvemcssvoreree 0.14 0.08

Mitligrams per liter (mg/1)

Total chromium ....... 0.90 0.50
Tolal COPPON s 0.90 0.50
Tolal ZINC ecvrsvsassenae “ ‘1.80 1.00
In cases when POTWs find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
gurdance:
Subpart D—Complox Procossing
PSES olfluont limitations
Pollutant or Maxi for Averago of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days

kg/kkg (of [b/1000 1b) of product

Total chromium........ 0.08 0.04
0.08 0.04
0.16 0.00
Subpart D—Complox Processing Plus Dostzing
PSES offluont limitations
Averago of daity
Pollutant or Maximum for valuos for 3Q
poliutant property any 1 day consoculive day9
Mittigrams por litet (mg/1)
Total chromum ... 0.90 0.50
0.90 050
1.80 1.00

In cases when POTWs find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
gudance:

Subpart D—~Complex Processing Plus Desizing
p

PSES effluont limitations

"

Pollutant or M
pollutant property any 1 da;

for Averago ol daily
Y values for 30
consecutivo days

kg/kkg (or /1000 Ib) of product

0.10 0.06
0.10 0.06
0.20 o
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§410.57 Pretreatment standards for new Subpart D—Complex Processing Pius Desizing
sources (PSNS). PSNS effivent kmitatons
Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a Posiutant of M e for A\'er;gse s‘ d;y
publicly owned treatment works must Portantpopety  AWIGY  eeie durs
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment MSgrams per Bter (mg/1)
standards for new sources (PSNS):
Total chromium . 09 0£0
Total COPPLT s 0. 050
Subpart D—Simple Processing Total B e 160 100
PSNS elfluent fimitat
- STven! Tmiatons In cases when POTWs find it
“Poitutant or Maxmumfor  Average of dally necessary to impose mass effluent
politant property  any 1 day vatues for 30 limitations, the following equivalent
- consecutive days PP B
- mass limitations are provided as
Milligrams per Kter (mg/1) guidance: .
Total chromitM e 0.90 0.50 Subpart D—Camg! oocssing Desizing
Total COPPRS —econene 090 0.50 P Pus
Total zine 050 100 PSNS effiuent Emitations
[ i Polhutant Maxmom f Averaa of da
In cases wl3en POTWs find it ponoant of prasc WW i m"‘Y
necessary to impose mass effluent propery consocutio deys
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as ko/kig (a5 1/1020 k) of product
gmdance: Total chromium ... 0.10 008
Total copper e, 0.10 0.08
Subpart D—Simple Processing Total ZC s 0.20 on
PSNS effluent kmitations
oottant — : - Subpart E=Knit Fabric Finishing
nt or or verage ol
poliutant property any 1 day valuggforso Schategpry
o days §410.60 Applicabliity; description of the
kg/kkg (or I/1000 Ib) of product l'(nit Fabric Finishing Subcategory.
T ) The provisions of this subparl are
oz chromum-— oo o5s  applicable to discharges containing
Total zine 014 oos process wastes that enter the waters of
the United States, and introductions of
Subpart D—Complex Brocessing pollutants into publicly owned treatment
- — works resulting from facilities that
etfiuent fmitations primarily finish fabric made of cotton
Poltstant of Maximomfor  Averageotcay  and/or synthetic fiber, a majority of
pollutant property - any 1 day values for 30 which is knit, by employing any of the
consecutve days  following processing operations on at
Millgrams per fter (ma/1) least f.ive percent of their prodl_xct!on:
Tota! chromium 0.90 os0  Scouring, bleaching, dyeing, printing,
Total copper 020 050 and/or application of lubricants,
Total nc - 180 1% “antistatic agents, and funclional finish
- . ) chemicals. Integrated mills that finish a
In cases when POTWs find it majority of knit fabric along with greige
necessary to impose mass effluent goods manufacturing or other finishing
limitations, the following equivalent operations such as yarn dyeing are
mass limitations are provided as included in this subpart and total
guidance. production {excluding knitting and other
dry operations) should be applied to the
Subpast D—Complex Processing applicable effluent limitations to
- calculate discharge allowances.
PSNS effluent limitations
" u ot §410.61 “Speclalized definitiops.
i Wy Ml o kel _ In addition to the definitions set forth
consecutvedays  in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
- definitions apply to this subpart:
ka/kkg (of 16/1000 ) of product (a) “Product™ means the final material
Total chomium . 008 oot Produced or processed by the mill.
Total coppef ——. 0.08" 0.04
Total ZiNC e * 0.16 0.08

(b} “Simple Processing’ nieans the
internal subdivision of Knit Fabric
Finishing for facilities that perform fiber
preparation, scouring, or functional
finishing, and/or one of the following
processes applied to more than five
percent of total production: Bleaching,
dyeing, or printing. This subdivision
includes all Knit Fabric Finishing .
facilities that do not qualify under either
the Complex Pracessing or Hosiery
Products subdivision.

{c) “Complex Processing” means the
internal subdivision of Knit Fabric
Finishing for facilities that perform more
than one of the following processes each
applied to more than five percent of
total production: Bleaching, dyeing, or
printing. These facilities may also
perform {iber preparation, scouring,
mercerizing, and functional finishing.

(d) “Hosiery Products” means the
internal subdivision of Knit Fabric
Finishing for facilities that are engaged
primarily in dyeing or finishing hosiery
of any type.

§410.63 Efiluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT)-
Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30—
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degreee of effluent
reductions attainable by the
applications of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT):

Subpart E—Simpla Processing (fess than 7,200 kkg/yr total
] production)

BCT effuent kmitations
Polkutant o * Maxi for Average of daily
Pollutant Progerty any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days
Kglikg (or 271000 b) of product
| 25070 50 25
TSS. 109

SO 21
PH s Vo100 the range of 6.0 10 9.0 at all times

Subpart E=Surple Processing (7,200 kkg/yr total prochuction
of greater}

. BCT effuent Kmitations

Pefiutant oc Maxirrum for Average of caily
poiutant property ary 1 day vakses for 30
consecutive days
kgIRkg (or /1000 15 of procuct
 sEofe J- U, 47 25
j 13\ F—— 52 30

BH e, WERRA IR rarge of 6.0 10 9.0 at all times
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Subpart E—Complex Processing (less than 11,700 kkg/yr Subpart E—Simple Processing Subpart E—Complax Processing
tolal production N .
BAT effiuent fimitations NSPS efftuent limitations
BCT effluent limilations
. — - ' Poltutant or Maximum for Average of dafly Pollutant or Maxmum for Average of daily
Powdant or Maxi for Average of dally poliutant property any Tday . values for 30 pollutant property any 1 day values for 30
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30 consecutive days consecutive days
’ - consacutive days
> " kg/kkg (or 1b/1000 [b) of product kg/kkg {or /1000 th) of product
ka/kkg (or 1671000 ib) of product .
COD....... 64.6 440 BODNS.. 18 14
50 25 _TSS.... 52 3o COD... 283 193
S 218 10.9 ~ Total phenol .. 0.018 0.010  TSS... - ' 36a . 24
Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all imes  Total chromium........- 0.12 0.07 Total phenol [ 0.007 0.004
Total COPPEr cumemnn 0.12 0.07 Total CheoMUM weven - 0.08 0.0:
Total ZiNC creseseeremamee 0.24 0.14 Total COPPer cmmens 0.08 0.0
Subpart E—Complex Processing (11,700 kkg/yr total - Color (ADM! Gnits} 240 220 Total zinc . O 0.00
production or greatery - Color (ADM 120
" 7 Subpart E—Comp : [ 1 FO— - Wurn mormguoIGO(ogo at all times
BCT effluent limitations E ‘ex Processing
- - - = . - Subpart E—Hoslery Products
Pollutant or * Maxd: for Average of daily BAT effluent limitations )
pollutant property 1 da values for 30 RO .
P . cay consecutive days Pollutant or Maximum. for Average of daily NSPS effiuont fimitations
: poliutant property any 1 day valaes for 30 ,
consecutive days . Poljutant or Maxi for Avorage of daity
kg/kkg (or 1a/1000 1b} of product pollutant property any 1 day valuos for 30
consecutiva days
BOD S .39 - 23 kg/kkg (orth/1000 Ib} of product
TSSscssssrmmmrssenser 50- L 2.9 B ka/kk 1571000 Ib) of product
: : ‘ i COD.oome PIRs 280 g/kkg (or ) of produc
PH ssiliscomsrmomensiare Within the range of 6.9 to 9‘9 a_l all ltimes. b 50 29
TJotal'pheno! ... 0.011 0.006 53 34
Subpart E—-Hoslery Products {less than 14,100 kkgvrtoiai Total oMM e 0.03 0.04 a7 325
production) Total copper 0.08 0.04 7.0 4.0
Total ZINC reesemsrresesser . 015 0.08 Tolal Rhenol JS— 0.008 0.003
.BCT etfivent imitations: Color (ADM! units).. 340 220 Totafl chromium....... 0.06 0.003
: - - Total copper aumme 0.06 0.03
Pottutant or Mo for ge of daily . Subpan E—Hoslery Products Total zinc..... 1 9%12 12((:.07
pollutant property” *  any 1 day values for 30 - ; Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all timos
consecutive days _ BAT effluent limitations
; Pollutant Maxirrium 1 Average of daj '
. kg/kkg for 1b/1000 1b) of product polltant property  any 1 day Valoes for s 410.66 Pretreatment standards for
150 a7 - consecutive days. existing sources (PSES).
280 160 e G mnoo;m T oroduet Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13,
PH cctensrmsrsssmsnnns Willin the range of 6.0 to 9.0 atall times' kg/kkg {or ) of product any existing source subject to this
- subpart that introduces pollutants into &
SubanE—Hos‘ermeducts(Mwokkl total product COD..lorrreny 477 325 A ~
? or greater oy TSSerrtenressremrn 7.0 40 publicly owned treatment works must
- — ot phonof e o8 0093 _ comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
BCT elfiuent limitations. Total COPPer e 0.06 ooz  achieve the following pretreatment
- Tota) 2MCrerresssrrenss 0:12 007
- standards X r
Pollutant o¢ Maximum for Average of daily Color (ADMS units).— Ty 120 for existing sources (PSES):
pollutant propérty any 1 day values-for.30- . .

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or Ib/1000 Ib) of product

=

5.3 31

" Within the range of 6.0 o 9.0 at all imes
N
§410.64 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable

by the application of the best available
technology economically achievable (BAT):

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30~"
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable-by the application

of the best available technology -

economically achievable (BAT]

§410.65 New source performance
standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this
subparf must achieve the following new
source performance standards. [NSPS):

- Subpait E—Simple Processing:
' ~ NSPS effluent limitafions
Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daify
poltutant property any 1day values for 30
conseculive days
kg/kkg {or.1/1000 ib) of product
2072 L — eovmrmrees 22 13
444 303
TSS o 37 21
Total phenof cuvm. » 0.011 0.007
Total chronmium.een.. 0.12 0.07
Total (o p— D.12 0.07
Total 2inC c.eeveemeernee . 024 0.14 ~
Color (ADMI units).. | 190 | 120

PH ceeseacssermsseninnne Withiny the range of 6.0 0 9.0 al.all times

‘
b

Subpart E—Simpta Processing

PSES effluent fimitations

Poliutant or

Maximum for Avorage of daily
pollutant property any t day values for 30
conseocutive days

Milligrams per fiter (mg/T)

Total chromium au.w 0.90 0.50
Total COPPer muaenne 0.90 0.50
B [+17:1 I 1T O— 1.80 1.00

In cases when POTW: find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
guidance: .

«
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Subpart E-:/Smp'e Processing §410.67 Pretreatment standards for new Subpan E—Complex Processing
sources (PSNS). PN elfoert Bmitat
- xtlati . [ tations
_ PSES effent imitations Any new source subject to this
Pofiutant or Maimomfor  Averageoldaty  Subpart that introduces pollutants into a Poiktant or Maximumfor  Average of daly
poliutant property  any 1 day values for 30 publicly owned treatment works must Poktantprogerty  any 1day values for z,s
consecutve d&ys  comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and .
ka/kkg for /1000 1) of product [ achieve the following pretreatment kg/hkg (or B/10C0 1b) of procuet
standards for new sources (PSNS):
Total choomivm . 012 0.07 . Total zinc 015 o008
Total PO 0.12 0.07 .
Totat s 024 014 Subpart E—Simple Frocessing Subpart E—Hoslery Product
Subpart E~Complex Processing PSAS effuent kmitations PSNS effuent Sitations
) PSES elfluent Fmitations Poltutant of Madmomfor  Aversge of dady
: e Potiant property  any 1day. values for 30 p "‘M‘:“ . ”g;":’:a’y“ Average ol caly
Pofiutant or Masimum for  Average of dely consecutie 6353 consecutive days
potiutant property any 1 day va.lues~
consecutive days Neigrams per Mt (mg/T) Miigrams per fter g/
Ma Total chromium w. 050 050 .
e Twemee— og0 2 R e a% =
Total chromium 050 osp oz 180 [ oA n— 150 100
To s 50 % b : :
anc K K
- ' netessary o impoce mass elfluent In cases when POTWs find it
In cases when POTWs find it limitations, the following equivalent necessary lo impose mass effluent
necessary to impose mass effluent mass limitations are provided as limitations, the following equivalent
limitations, the following equivalent guidance: mass limitations are provided a
mass limitations are provided as guidance:
guidance:
_ Subpart E—Simple Processing Subpart E—Hosiery Products
: pex *d PSNS etfivent fmiatons PSNS effient fmitaticos
PSES elflent limitations Poliutant or Maximum for Average of daly
Posorant et Pomstant Maximum Average of dai
. " sy 1 day vakoes for 30 Pohmupro:orw wi&y“ vab.mk:r:!oTy
Poliutant or Maximum for Average of daily congacutve cays 2 consecutive days
pofiutant property any 1 day velues for 30
consecutive days Kg/kbg (25 1000 1b) of produet /g (o o7 1000 ) of prockct
kg/ikkg (or 171000 b) of product Total chromium ... 012 007
: Total copper e 012 00 o comer 00 o
Dgeswe— g g T m__smE— 8 %
Total zinc 0.15 008 Subpart E~Complex Processing
Subpart E—Hoslery Products PSNS effvent kmitations Subpart F—~Carpet Finishing
Subcategory
PSES eflluent imitations Poliutant Maximum for A o N
Potan ooty iyt o] §410.70 Applicability; description of the
pol:n;n : tor Maxi X da‘y“ Avv:wage 'ol %%iy consecuiva days  Carpet Finlshing Subcategory. -
a il Th isi f this subpart are
property consecutive days wor e provisions of this subpart :
Frams per Ber (31 applicable to discharges containing
Milfigrams per fiter (mg/T) Total cheomsum . 090 oso process wastes that enter the waters of
. ';g:" Coppor—— m “"-gg the United States, and introductions of
To copom — s o pollutants into-publicly owned treatment
Total zinc 180 100 works resulting from facilities that
In hen POTWs find it s et s :
- - cases when slhncil. primarily finish textile-based floor
In cases when POTWs find it necessary to impose mass effluent covering products, of which carpet is the
necessary to impose mass eff.luent ' llmltatfox}s.» t.he following equivalent primary element, by employing any of
limitations, the following equivalent mass limitations are provided a the following processing operations on
mass limitations are provided as guidance: at least five percent of their production:
guidance: Scouring, bleaching, dyeing, printing,
Subpart E—Compiex Processing and/or application of functional finish
Subpart E—Hasiery Products s Eriators chemicals. Facilities that only perform
e ot B carpet tufting and/or backing are
© 2 Podutant of Muimomfor  Avesgeoiday  Covered under Low Water Use
Poiiutant or Madmomior  Averageotdaty  TOMUpopety  anyiday values for 30 Processing. Integrated mills that finish a
pofiitant property  any 1 day values for 30 consecuitve & majority of carpet along with tufting or
conseculive days kg/kkg (or 1271060 1) of product backing operations or other finishing
kg/kkg (or /1000 1b) of product Toal — 008 00t
Towat o 0.06 . gg Total COPPEL memmmmeen 008 004
Totat RN, 0.06 . “
Total se 012 0.07
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operations such as yarn dyeing are
included in this subpart and total
production (excluding tufting, other dry
processing, or backing, should.be
applied to the applicable effluent
limitations to calculate discharge
allowances.

- -

§410.71 Specialized definitions.. ]
In addition to the definitions set forth
in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
definition applies to this subpart
(a) “Product” means the final carpet
produced or processed: including the

" primary backing but excluding the

secondary backing. P

§410.73 Effluent limitatiops representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best conventional
poljutant control.technology (BCT).

Except as Provide’d in 40 CFR 125.30-
125.32, any-existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent

‘reductions attainable by the.application

‘

Subpart F
BAT effluent timitations
Polutantor ~  Maximumfor - Average of dally
pollutant property any 1 day~ values for 30
N . consecutiva days'
kg/kkg (or i5/1000 Ib) of product
CODS e 238 163
TS crsrssretrmrsnsscsnce 30 18
Total phenth .. 0.010- 0.006-
Tolal Chromitm ce.-. 0.04 0.02
Total COPPES cewmmn 0.04 0.02
Total zinc 0.08 0.05
Color (ADMLunits).. -340 220
§410.75 New source performance
standards (NSPS). ~

_ Any new source subject to this subject
must achieve the following new source
performance standards (NSPS):

" Subpart F

NSPS effluent limitations

,

Pollutant or

Maxdmum for» Average of daily

A poliutant property - any 1day values _for 30
of the best conventional pollutant consecutive days
contro} technolo CT): =

i gy (B ] . kg/kkg {or b/1000 Ib) of product
Subpart F (Jess than 8,500 kkg/yr total production): BODS.. ’ 18 10
cOoD. ) 164 1.2
BCT effuent fimitations 185 22 13
— * Total phenol .. 0.007 0.004
Poltutant or taximum for Average of daily Total chromium ... 0.04 0.02
poliutant property any 1 day values for 30 Total copper 0.04 0.02
consecutve days . Tolal 2inc ... 0.08 005
N - - Color (ADMI Gnits) .. 190 120
- kg/kkg (o tb71000 ib) of product PH oo Within the rangs of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times
BODS oo = 38 . - as ) )
L T— — 11.0 ‘ 55 -§410.76 Pretreatment standards for
PH cvcvccsenrsssssssarinne. Within the range of 6.0't0 9.0 at all imes  exjstin g sources (PSES)'

Subpart F (8,500 kkg/yr total production or greater)

BCT effluent fimitations -
Pollutant or Maxds for ~ Average of daily
polutant property any'1 day values for 30.

* . consecutive days

kg/kkg {orb/1000 Ib) of product ~
BOD5 oo 38 22
TS mccssomermosssssemns 30 1.8
PH crrrssrsaresssmmnnnenses Within the range of 6.0 10 9.0 at all times

§410.74 Etfluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best available
technology economically achievable (BAT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-

125.32, any existing point source subject -

to this subparf must achieve the -
following effluent limitations
‘representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application
of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT).

Except as provided i 40 CFR 403.13,
any existing source subject to this.
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and.
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for existing sources (PSES):

Subpart F
PSES effluent fimitations
Pollutant or Maximus for Average of
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30
‘ - consacutive days
Milligrams per fter (mgr1)
Total chromium o = * 090 0.50
Total COPPET comeeucrmner 0.90 050
Total zinc 1.80 1.00

- In cases when POTWs find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
guidance: .

4

t

Subpart F
PSES efiluent kmitations
Averags of daty
Pollutant of - Maximum for values for 30
poltutant property.... any 1day  consecul/e days

~

kb/kkg (or /1000 1b) of product

i3

Totaf chromium....... 0.04 0.02
Total COPPOT wmisssmesns 0.04 0.02
Total zinc 0.08 0.05

§410.77 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources (PSNS):

Subpast F

PSES efliuent mitations.

.

Pollutant or Maximum for Avorago of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values lor 30
N consecutive days
Mifigrams por klet (mg/1)
Total chromium'au. 0.90 0.50
Total COPPOr wvessrnins 0.90 050
Total zinc 1.80 & 1.00

It cases when POTWs find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations the following equivalen!
mass limitations are provided as
guidance:

Subpart F

PSNS effluent fimitations

Poflutant or Maxitum for Average of daify
pollutant propesty any 1 day values for 30
. N consecutive days

Kg/kd (or 1571000 i) of product

" Total chromium....... 0.04 0.02
Total CopPPer wese 0.04 0.02
Tolal ZiNC cuuvecscarmasons 1.08 0.05

Subpar; G—Stock and yarn Finishing
Subcategory

§410.80 Applicabliiity; description of the
stock and yarn finishing subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are

~ applicable to discharges containing

process wastes that enter the waters of

' the United States, and introductions of

pollutants into publicily owned
treatment works resulting from facilitics
that primarily finish stock, yarn, or
thread of cotton and/or synthetic fiber
by employing any of the following
processing operations on at least five
percent of their production: Scouring,
bleaching, mercerizing, dyeing, and/or
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application of functional finish of the hest available technology ---
chemicals. Facilities finishing stoclk.1 economically achievable (BAT): Stpat G
yarn, or thread principally of wool also T Tioer berrtat
are covered by this subpart if they do Subpant G peEs
not perform carbonizing as needed for Poluant of Macmumior  Average of daty
coverage under Wool Finishing. BAT ativent kkalions property  anytday valkes for 30
Integrated mills that finish a majority of S o mcany - Consecuive days
stock and yarn along with greige goods Iy iU g s foc 30 15718g (or 171000 B} of procuct
manufactitring or other finishing consecutve days
operations are included in this subpart Towl eh — 009 0.05
and.total production {excluding knitting, k/kig (or 1571000 ) of product }g}: 0P e o ozs

weaving, or other dry-operations} should
be applied to the applicable effluent
limitations to calculate discharge
allowances.

§410.81 Specialized definitions.

In addition to the definitions set forth
in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
definition applies to this part:

(a) “Product” means the final material
produced or processed by the mill.

§ 410.83 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best conventional
pollutant contro! technology (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30- .
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reductions attainable by the application
of the best conventional pollutant
control technology (BCT):

Subpart G fless than 15,200 kkg/yr otat production)

COD 247 188
TS acecssmssrnsoecssosmas 27 18
Total Phenol e 0.013 0.008
Total Chromiom .. 009 005
Tolal COPPIr vmenmme 009 0.05
Tola! ZiNC cemmossngene 0.18 0.10
Color (ADM units) .. 320 220

§410.85 New source performance
standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart must achieve the following new

§410.87 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources (PSNS):

BCT effibent limitations.

Supart G
source performance standards (NSPS}): :
. PSNS elfuent Wmitations
Swput G Pomuant of Madrombr  Average of Caly
R - poRutant property o L day vakes hs:,s
Podutant or Maxdram kor Average ol daty ASForams per Mer mo/B
polkutant propeacty ay 1 day valves !or 0 e <
consocutio days  poen 0s0 050
Total cOPper e 0.80 0.50
kg/ikg {or /1000 1) of product Yotk onc 180 1.00
- —— ? o ,‘,’f‘ {n cases when POTWs find it
7ss 9 11 necessary to impose mass effluent
Total phenol .. 0.008 ocos  limitations, the following equivalent
Total evomium e 0.09 0.05 imitati 5
To o0 ooe mq(sls limitations are provided as
Total Z0C e~ 018 o0 Suidance:
Calor (ADMI unlts)... 120

10
PH et Within the range of 6.0 10 9.0 at all Emes

Posutant or Maximum for Average of daily
poutant property aw i day vales for 30
. - cor ive days
kg/kkg {or /1000 Ib) of product
80DS. 6.8 L3¢
TSS. 17.4 © 87
pH Within the rangs of 6.0 10 9.0 at all times

Subpart G {16,400 kkg/yr total production or greater)

BCT etfiuent imitations
Poltutant or Maxicnum for Average of daity
polutant property any 1-day values for 30
conseculive days
kg/kkg {or 1/1000 ) of product
BODS e 23 \ 14
15 T, 27 16

oH. V¥ithin the range of 60 10 9.0 at all times

§410.84 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best available
technology economically achievable (BAT)..
Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30~
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application

§410.86 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources (PSES).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13,
any existing source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollufants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for existing sources (PSES):

Subpat G
PSES wtuent Emlations
Pomsam or Maxiomun for Average of daky
po¥utant property any 1 day values fox 30
cosocutre days
W¥grams pare kior (mg/m)
Total chromium we.. 050 050
Totsl CoPPOr e * 0.90 050
Totat zinc 150 1.00
In cases when POTWs find it

necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
guidance:

Sutpat G
PSNS effuent imitatiocs
Pciutant oc Macem for Aserage of daily
potatant peogerty any t day vakes for 30
corsecutve days
k3Wkg (or /100 Ib) of product
To's ehvomum e 009 0.05
Total copper ., 0.09 0.05
Tolal znc 0.18 0.10

Subpart H—Nonwoven manufacturing
Subcategory

§410.90 Applicablity; description of the
nonwoven manufacturing subcategory.
The provisions of this subpart are
applicable to discharges containing
process wasles that enter the waters of
the United States, and introductions of
pollutants into publicly owned treatment
works resulting from facilities that
primarily manufacture nonwoven textile
products of waool, cotton, or synthetics,
singly or as blends, by mechanical, .
thermal, and/or adhesive bonding
procedures. Nonwoven products
produced by fulling and felting
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processes are covered jn Felted Fabric - ‘ =
Processing. Integrated mills that Subpart H Subpart H
manufacture a majority of nonwoven N Bat effluent fimitations”~ PSES offluent limitations *
textile products along with greige goods :
manufacturing or other ﬁmshmg Poltutant or Maximum for *  Average of daily Pollutant or Maximum for  Avetago of dally
operatlons are included in this subpart poliutant property any 1 day values ﬁf\:’:r go polfutant property any 1 dlay v:(l::o ‘lzr .’:‘0 s
. N . B consecutive da consecutive ua
and total production' (excluding dry web s Y
formation, knitting, weaving, or other ka/kkg (or 16/1000 Ib} of product kg/kkg (or 1b/1000 Ib) of product
dry operations) should be applied to the -
applicable effluent limitations to COD.errrrrrrems. 398 274 - Total chromium.... 004 0.02
Iculat d discha auowan s 33 1.9 Totat COPPOF crrvsee s 0.04 0.02
ca e : rge A ces. " Total pheno! ... 0.002 0go1 Total ZinG ceverssseees rose 0.07 0.?4
§410.91 Specialized definitions. Lo P b by [
. 28 RN : . Total 2iNC s 0.07 004 §410.97 Pretreatment standards for new
In addition to the definitions set forth sources (PSNS),

in 40 CFR Part 401, the following -
definition applies to this subpart. _ -

(a) “Product” means the final materidl
produced or processed by the mill.

Color (ADMl units)..  ~ @40 - . 220

§410.95 New source performance
standards (NSPS). - .

. Any new source subject to thlS
subpart must achieve the following new
source performance standards (NSPS):

§410.93 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best conventional .
_pollutant control technology (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-
125.32, any existing point soiirce subject -

- Subpart H

NSPS effluent limitations

Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must -
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources (PSNS):

B Subpast H

PSNS olffuent Imitations

Maximum for

to this subpart must achieve the - _ Poliutant of Avorago of daily
following effluent limitations , Pollutant o Maximum Average of daily (pollutantproperty any 1 day Vi’"“(!“ 30
representing the degree of effluent pofiutant property  any 1 day e s consecutve cays
reductions attainable by the application : ] Miligrams por ftor (mg/}
of the best conventional pollutant kg/kig (or 1b/1000 Ib) of product
control technology (BCT): : . Total ch — 0.90 050
B e BODS. T 48 088 Tolal CoPPer . 0.90 0.50
- - cop - 273 188 Tolal ZINC serrerers 1.80 1.00
Subpart H (less than 28,300 kkg/yr total production) Iss p—— 23 1' 4
— Total phenol .. 0.001 0.006 In cases when POTWs find it
BCT effluent fimitations I‘ﬁ} chromium ... g.o4 002  necessary to impose mass effluent
v v olal COPPEr s .04 0.02
Pollutant or Marimum for . Average of o ot ooy oos llmxtat}oqs. t'he following gquivalent
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30 Color (ADMI units).. 190, 120 mass limitations are provided ag
T consecutive days e Within the range of 6.0 10 9.0 at al imes  guidance:
kg/kkg (or ib/1000 Ib) of product . - -
5005 - " §410.96 Pretreatment standards for Subpart H,
---------------- - 03 54 existing sources (PSES). ‘ PSNS efficent fimitations
LT T—— Within the range of 60 to 9.0 ataliimes . Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13, - — - ey
4 - any existing source subject to this ofiutantor - or  Averaga ol ta
Subpart H {28,300 kkg/yr total production or greater) ly exigung ) poliutant property valucs of 30

subpart that introduces pollutants into a

publicly owned treatment works must

BCT efftuent fimitations
‘ - - comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
Pollutant or Maximum for * Average of daily achieve the followmg pretreahnent
potlutant property any 1 day values for 30 - tandards f P SES):
N d consecutive days  Standards for existing sources (PSES):

&
kg/kkg (or Ib/1000 Ib) of product Subpart H

"

[ 21010 L RS " : 33 1.9 - - . PSES effluent ﬁmuaﬁong

TSS.. s 33 19 -

PH uvsisnsessssnasensnnsenenss Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all t:mes Politantor _ Maxi for  Averag of daily
poliutant property - any 1day . values for 30

consecutive days

§410.94 Effluent limitations representing -
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best avallable

Milligrams pef fiter (mg/1)

technology economically achievable (BAT). Iota: chromium... g.gg 0.50
ta . 90 - 050
. Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30- Total 26 e - 1.80 1.00

125.32, any existing point source subject
* to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the appllcatmn
of the-best available technology
economically achievable {BAT):

In cases when POTWs find it  ~
_necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provxded as
guidance:

any 1 day
) consacutive days

kg/kkg (or 1b/1000 Ity of product’

Total chromium ... 0.04 0.02
+ Tolal CopPer ... 0.04 0.02
Total 2INC ceessscssescssens 0.07 0.04

Subpart |-—-Felted Fabric Processing

. Subcategory

§ 410.100 Applicability; description of the
felted fabric processing subcategory. .

The provisions of this subpart are

“ applicable to discharges containing

process wastes that enter the waters of
th United States, and introductlions of
pollutants into publicly owned treatment
works resulting form facilities that
primarily manufacture nonwoven.
products by employing fulling and
felting operations as a means of
achieving fiber bonding. Integrated mills
that process a ma]onty of felted fabric
along with greige goods manufacturing



Federal Register / Vol. 44, No. 210 / Monday, Oclober 29, 1979 / Proposed Rules

62241

or other finishing operations are
included in this subpart and total
production (excluding knitting, weaving,
or other dry operations) should be.,
applied to the applicable effluent
limitations to calculate discharge
allowances.

§410.101 Specialized definitions.

In addition to the definitions set forth
in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
definition applies to this subpart:

{a) “Product” means the final material
produced or processed by the mill.

§410.103 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effiuent reduction attainable
by the application of the best conventional
poliutant control technology (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30~
125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reductions attainable by the application
of the best conventional pollutant
control technology (BCT):

“Subpart 1

BCT effluent kmitations

Poftutant or Maximum for Average of dady -
potiutant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days «
kg/kkg (or /1000 Ib) of product
80D 5. 23.1 134
TSS. 620 360
pH Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times
§410.104 Effluent limitations representing

the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best available
technology economically achievable (BAT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-
~125.32, any existing point source subject
to this subpart' must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the application
of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

Subpart |
BAT-effiuent kmitations M
Potstant or Maximum for Average of daily
poltutant property any 1day values for 30
- consecutive days
kg/kkg {or /1000 Ib} of product
COD.. 1430 97.0
f £ T 620 3680
Total phenol v, 0.05 0.03
Total chromium w... 0.18 0.1t
Total COPPE mmeereeemns 0.19 0.1
Total zinc 038, o2t
Color (ADMI units) .. 380 240

§410.1095 New source performance

. standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart must achieve the following new
source performance standards (NSPS):

Subpart |
+ NSPS effivont Emviations
Polhstant of Madmum for Averago of dady
poltutant property any 1 day vadues for 30
consecutive days
kgrhkg (or /1009 1) of proctuct
BODS. 8.1 47
COoD. 785 535
TTS. 157 9.1
Tota! phenol caeem. 0.024 0014
Total chromium we.. 0.19 0.11
Total COPPOS e 0.18 0.3t
Total ZINC seeseansnems 038 021

180
Within the range of 6.0 10 5.0 21 a¥ tmes

§410.106 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources (PSES).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13,
any existing source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for existing sources (PSES):

Subpart |
. PSES elflupnt kmita%ions
Pott or Haxi for Avocage of dady
pottutant proparty any 1 day vales foc 30
consocutoe days
MSgrams por kter (mg7)
Total ChrOMIUM seeams 050 050
Tolal CopPer mam 020 050
Total zinc 180 1.00

In cases when POTWs find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
guidance:

. Subpuwt |
PSES etfivent fnitations
Poltutant of Madenam for Average of dady
potiutant peoporty any 1 day values foc 30
consecutve days
kg/ikg (or /1020 1) of precduct
Total chromum e 0.13 0.11
Tota! COPPer . 0.19 o1t
Tola) DNC e 038 021

§410.107 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part 403 and

s

achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources {(PSNS):

Sctpart § \
PSHS eHluent kmitations
Poliutant ot Madmum for Acerage of daily
petutant property ary t day vaives lor30
consacutive days
Miligrarms per kter (mg/T)
Yo' chromiom e 0.90 050
Tolad COPPOT cmmee 0.90 050
To'al poc 1.80 1.00
In cases when POTWs find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
guidance:
Subpart i
PSNS effuent imitations
Pofiutant o Madmu for Average of dally
polytant property any 1 day values for 30
consecutive days
kg/ukg (or /1000 k) of procuct
To'ad chromisn 0.19 0.41
T2l COPPOT oo 0.19 011
Total pog 038 031
After November 23, 1979.

(FR Dee. 7330067 Fi'2d 10-25-79: 845 am)
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