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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION-
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 410

[FRL 1291-11

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 new
source performance standards and
pretreatment standards, under Sections
301, 304, 306, and 307 of the Clean-Water
Act.

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

.1978, and solicits.comments antspecific
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 fortkin Appendix
A. Definitions of various terms. possibly
unfamiliar to some readers, also are'
provided in that-appendix.

Support for these proposed
regulations is in three-major documents
available from EPA. Analytical methpds
are discussed in Sampling andAnalysis
Procedures for Screening of Industrial.
Effluents for Toxic Pollutants. EPA's
technical conclusions are de'tailed 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
Pretreatment Standards for the'Textile
Mills Poht Source Category.
DATES: A period of sixty days from the
date-of.publication-irn 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 commentsi
submitted in response to this proposal
will be available for inspection and
copying at the EPA Public Information
Reference Unit, Roon'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-586J, EnvironmentatProtection
Agency, 401 M Street SW., Washington,
D.C. 20460;, Tel. (202) 426-2617, after
November 23,1979-

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Organization of This-Notice.
1. Legal Authority
U..Background
-A-The Clear Water-Act
B. Prior EPA Regulations
C-Overview of the Industry
1IL Scope of This Rulemaking and

Summary of Methodology -
IV, Data Gathering Effort .
V.Sampfling and Analytical Program
VL Industry Subcategorization
VII. Avairabre Wastewatei Control and.

Treatment Technology
A. Status of In-Place-Techdology
F. Gontro Technologies Considered
VIII. BestrAvailableTelinology Effluent

Limitations
IX. Best Conventional Pollutant Control

Technology Effluent Limitations
X. New Sodrce Performance Standards
XI. Pretreatment Standards for Existing

Sources
XIL Pretreatment Standards for New

Sources
XIII. Regulated Pollutants "

XIV. Pollutants and Subcategories not
Regulated

A. Pollutants Excluded
B. Subcategories Excluded
XV. Monitoring Requirements
XVI. Costs, Effluent Reduction Benefits,

and Economic impacts
XVIl.Non-Water Quality Aspects of

Pollution Control
XVIIL Best Management Practices
XIX. Upset and-Bypass-Provisions
XX. Variances and Modifications "
XXI. Relaionshiii to NPDESPermits.

XXII. Small Business Adnilnlstratlon
Financial Assistance

XXIIL Summary of Public Participation
XXIV. Solicitation of Comments

Appendices
A.Abbreviations, Acronyms and Other

Terms Used in this Notice
B. Toxic Pollutants Detected in Treated

Effluents Above the Nominal Detection Limit
C.Toxic Pollutants Not Detected In Treated

Effluents
D.TxicPoIIutants Detected at Only One

Plant and atLess than the Nominal Detection
Limit in theTreated Effluent

F Toxic Pollutants Detected in Treated
Effluents at or Below the Nominal Deteclion
Limit

I. Legal Authority
The regulations described in this'

notice 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 ofE1977, Pub. L. 92-517) (the "Act").
These regulations are also proposed in
compliance with the Settlement
Agreementin Natural Resources
Defense Council, Inc. v. Train, 8 ERC
212a [D.D.C. 1976), modified 12 ERC 1833
(D.D.C. 1979).

IL Background
A. The Clean Water Act. Thb Federal

Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972 established a
comprehensive program to "restore and
mantain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the Nation's
waters," (SectionlOl(a)). By July 1, 1977,
existfingindustrial dischargers were
required to achieve "effluenL limitations
requiring the application of the best
practicable control technology currently
available (BPT]," (Section 301(bJ(1)(Al).
By'July I. 1983, these dischargers were
required to achieve "effluent limitations
requfringthe hpplication of the best
available technology economically
achievable (BAT), which will result In
reasonable further progress toward the
natfonal goal of eliminating the
discharge of pollutants," (Section
301N(b[ZlA)). New industrial 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(b1 and (c) of the Act. While the
requirements for direct dischargers were
to be incorporated into National
Polluant Discharge Elimination System
CNMJDESI permits issued under section
4bZ 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
Administrat6r 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 fb)(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 costand 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, (39 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
pretreatment 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
yam, 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 2000 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 yarn
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 percent of the,
industry- shipments. The establishments
in the New England area tendto-be'
older structurally while the
establishments in' the' Southern states
tend to be fairly modern. However, it is
common for'older facilities in the
industry to install modern equipment or
modern facilities tor install well- ,-
functiofning old, equipment. Whffe-many
of the subcategories inthe industryhave
implemented unique technological
advances, the general cause for change
has been a shift to producingman-made
fibers.

During the past ten years, the industry
has maintained'a steady rate of sales
growth that has averaged approximatelry
seven percent annually. In spite of this
growth, the industry consistently ranks
among the lowest in profitability, with
the industry's after' tax annual returns
on sales averaging 2.3 percent, 40 to 50
percent less than the average for all
manufacturing industries. Reasons for'
the low levels of profitability include the
inability'to adapt qufdkly to consumer
preference changes, excess capacity and
production resulting in price-cutting
competfon, and, most importantly,
increased competition from imported.
fabric and consumer appareL Capital
expenditures. traditionally have been.
below the industry's levels; of
depredation. In the. past two years,
these expenditures haveincreased,
however, because of the lndustry's weak
profit performance, expectations. are
that future funds for such expenditures,
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 thegrowth 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. Othermajoc
factors affecting the industry'sfuture
performance include- proposed cotton.
dust and noise regulations of the
Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) andiincreasesin
the costs of energy, raw material, and
labor. The Agency expects six.percent
fewer plantsin 1984 than. existedin.
1978.0 EPA does not expect the opening
of any new WooLScoarig:Facilitids,
and expects the opening or construction
of small plants in other subcategories to
be unlikely. The Agency anticipates that
any ne, plants willlikely be integrated
facilties.

Productiodin the' industry ranges from
less than 1,000 pounds of finished

product per day to over 700,000-pounds
per day, with a majority of the plants
processing less; than' 50,000-pounds of
product per day. Estimated total
industry production is 45 millionpounds
per day, or approximately 14 billion
pounds. annually. The'value of the
products producedis over 40 billion
dollars annually, and the industry
employs-nearly' one million people.

Many of the facilities are: integrated
and perform dry, low wateruse, and
major wet-processing operations.
Principal dry operation& include
spinning,, tufting knitting, and, weaving.
Principal low water use operations
include slashing, web formation
(nonwoven manufacturing only,
bonding; adhesive-processing, coating,
and: functional finishing. Major wet
operations fnclude scouring,
carbonizing, fulling, desizing,
mercerizing, bleaching, dyeing and
printing. Detailed descriptions of the
processing operationsT and products are
provided in Section M. of the.
Development Document.

Water is essential' to textile
processing andis used insignificant
.amounts in most wet-processing
operations, Water usage rate (gal/lb of
product) varies substantially amongthe
subcategories (see Industry
Subcategorization) and facilities within,
each subcategory. The typical-water
usagerates (median values) for the
subcategories-range from 1.. gallons-per
poundcof-product to34.1 gallonsper
pound f product. with an average for
all subcategories (typical values] of
approximately 12 gallons per pound of
producL

Wastewaer discharge from the wet-
processing plants in the industry ranges
from -few thousandgallons per day to
over 7 million gallons per day. Among
the wet-processing subcategories-, the
typical [median] discharge ranges -from
approximately 50,0G0gallons per day to
over 500,000'gallons per day. The
average plant discharge (wet processing
only is approximately 82,00 gallons
per day for direct dischargers and.
380,000"gallons per day for indirect
dischargers. Estimated total wastewater
discharge fs525 million gallons- per day
over 150 billfoii gallons annually.
Approximately-8 percent of the
facilitfea are indirect dischargers and
discharge wastewater to POTWr the
remaining treat their wastewateron-s-ie
before dischargingthe effluent to ar
receivingwater body.-A smaffnumberof.
facilftiesrecycle their treated effluent.
I The-wastewater characteristfcs vary'

substantially from subcategory to
subcategory (see Development
Document; Sectfon V) butin general
the wastes are complex mixturesof

natural and synthetic organic materiali
and inorganic chemicals. The wastes are
high in BOD5 and COD, with the typical
concentrations for the'various
subcategories ranging from 170 to 2,270
mg/1 for BOD5 and from 550 to 7,030 mg/
I for COD. TSS values-are typically one-
third of the BOD5 values, and color and
oil and grease are problems In some
subcategories. 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.
(1} 17 organic and 11 metallic toxic
pollutants and cyanide (see Appendix
BJ; (21 conventional, pollutants
designated in the Act (BOD5, TSS, oil
andgrease, and pH): and (3]
nonconventfonal pollutants (COD and
colory.

IIL Scope of This Rulemaking and
Summary of Methodology

These proposed regulations
significantly expand the water pollution
control requirements for the, textile
industry. rn EPA's' initial (Itre 1974)
rulemaking, emphasis was placed on the
achievement of BPT, BAT, and NSPS
based on control of familiar i(.e.,"classical"j pollutants' In 1977. EPA
proposed pSESbased orn compliance
with general prohibitive waste
provisions. By'confrast, in this round of
rulemaking: EPA's efforts are directed
toward fnstitutingBCT and BAT effluent
limitations, new source performance
standards, and pretreatment standards
for existing and new sources, that will
result fi reasonable further progress
toward the national goal of eliminating
the discharge of all pollutants.
['classical' and toxic).

fr general, BCT represents the best
control technology for conventional'
pollutantsf that rs reasonable in cost and
effluent reduction benefits. It replaces
BAT for conventional pollutants. BAT
represents, at a minimum, the best
economically achievable perfoirmance In
anyindustrial category orsubcategory,
and, as a result of the Clean Water Act
of 1977, emphasis has shifted from
control of"classical" pollutants to
control of& lengthylist 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, interfere
with, or are otherwise incompatible wyith
the operatfon of POTWsu including
management of sludge.

I I
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In the 1977 legislation, Congress
recognized that it was dealing with
areas of scientific uncertainty when it
declared the 65 "priority" pollutants and
classes of pollutants "toxic' under
Section 307(aJ of the Act. The "priority"
pollutants have been relatively
unknown outside of the scientifit
community and those engaged in
wastewater sampling and control have
had little experience dealing with these
pollutants. In addition, these pollutants
often appear andhave toxic effects at
concentrations which severely tax
current analytical techniques. EveiL
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 detect, 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 in many cases no
public or private agency had done so;
EPA and its laboratories and
consultants had to develop analytical
methods for toxic pollutant detection
and meassurement, which are discussed

- under sampling and analytical program.
EPA then gathered technical and
finfhncial data about the industry, which
are summarized under Data Gathering
Efforts. With these data, the Agency
proceeded to develop these proposed
regulations.

First, EPA studied the textile industry
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 Development
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 resulting 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 textile
wastewater characteristics. EPA derived
unit process costs from model plant
characteristics [production and flow)
applied to each treatment process unit
cost curve (i.e., activated sludge,
chemical coagulation/sedimentation,
dissolved air flotation, multi-media
filtration, activated carbon adsorption,
and ozonation). These unit process costs
were combined to yield total cost at
each treatment level. After confirming
the reasonableness of this methodology
by coriparing EPA cost estimates to
treatment system costs supplied by the
industry, the Agency evaluated the
economic impacts of these costs. Costs
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 treatment
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 (lbs/1000 lbs of finished
product) and are calculated by
multiplying three values: (1) Effluent
concentration determined 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 forPSES
and PSNS are expressed as allowable
concentrations in milligrams per liter
(mg/I). Mass limitations are also
provided as guidance for POTWs that
may wish to impose them along with. or
instead of. the concentration limitations.

IV. Data Gathering Efforts
The data gathering efforts involved

several distinct, detailed activities
which are summarized here. All aspects
of the program are described in detail in
Section III of the Development
Document and Section I of the Economic
ImpactAnalysis.

In general. the program involved: (1)
Review and use of existing information
in the administrative record: (21
distribution and evaluation of detailed
industry surveys: (3) collection of
historical wastewater data: (4) plant
visits and meetings with industry trade
associations and other representatives
of the indusry; 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 1975,
Draft Development Document for
Pretreatment StandardsEPA 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 44011-77-009,
July 1977) prepared in conjunction with
the pretreatment standards.

The industry survey for technical
information was conducted during the
first half of 1977. The survey involved
the following phases oracti~ity: (11
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
master list by telephone in order to
assess the value of available
wastewater information and to gather
basic facility information; (4)
distributing detailed survey
questionnaries; and (5) retrinving 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 andwere 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 tb the Agency.
The Iowwater-use processing facilities
were surve'yed separately and 315
detailed portfolios were received from a
random distribution to approximately
half of them.

Data for the economic analysis 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 dbout 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
wer6 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 POTWs. The data collected
provide very good characterization of
the raw wastes and treated effluents for
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
(BOD5, 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
Development Document. ,

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 ability to monitor and detect
toxic pollutants is limited. Most of thcr
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 yet
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, S'ampling and
Analysis Procedures for Screening of
Industrial Effluents for Priority
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 basic
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

I
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analytical methods for toxics used in
this rulemaking represent the best state-
of-the-art methods for toxic pollutants
analyses available at the time of this
study.

As the state-of-the-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 EPAs 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 one plant per
subcategory screening phase and five
plants per subcategory verification
phase recommended in the protocol. The
number of plants sampledciper
subcate ory was varied to match each
subcategory's share of the water
pollution problem. Since the textile
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 screening sampling phase was
expanded and-the verification phase
reduced. Tkhirty-nine plants were
sampled during tie screening phase and
22 plants were sampled during the
verification phase including II plants
which had previously been screened.
The sampling involved 50 separate
plants (39 direct dischargers, 9 indirect
dischargers, I recycle plant, and I 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 from
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 program 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 wastewater samples were taken
either before treatment or after minimal
preliminary treatment (e.g., screening),
depending upon the accessibility of the
wastewater stream. Treated effluent
samples were taken either following
pretreatment (usually indirect
dischargers) or after biological and/or
physical/chemical treatment (direct
dischargers). Pilot plant waste 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
composite sampling techniques.
Automatic 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 samples for oil 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 12 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-tetrachlorodibeazo-
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-neutral, 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 metals by atomic
adsorption spectrophotometry (AASI.
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 techniques
as outlined in "Standard Methods for
the Examination ofrWater and
Vrastewater. 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 determine 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 subcategories
included: Raw materials used; products;
manufacturing processes employed;- size
and age of manufacturing facility and
equipment: waste characteristics; water
pollution control technology: treatment
costs; energy requirements; and solid
waste 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
subcategories.] The major factors and
the rationale determining the
subcategorization are set out in Section
IV of the Development Document. In
general. subcategorization is based on
raw materials, products, and waste
characteristics.

The subcategories and subdivisions of
the textile industry 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
limitations to the wool scouring
production and the other applicable
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effluent limitations to the other kinds of
production.

2. Wool Finishing-facilities that
finish fabric that is primarily animal hair
fiber (wool, orpther animal hair fiber, or
blends containing pri'marily wool or
other animal hair fiber) by using any of
the following 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. 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 applied to the total
production (excluding weaving and
other dry operations, andrwool scouring)
to calculate discharge allowances.

3. Low Water Use Processing-
facilitibs 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 operations (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 Processing-subdivision 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 subdivisidn.

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 Finishing-facilities that
primarily finish cotton and/or synthetic
fiber fabric a mhjority of which is knit,
by employing any of the following
operations on at lent 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 thb" applicable knit
fabric finishing effluent limitations
should be ipplied to total production
(excluding knitting and other dry
operations] to calculate discharge
allowances.

a. Simple Processing-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 Processing or
Hosiery Products subdivision.

b. Complex ProcEssing-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 dyeing or
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-facilities
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. Fadilitles
finishing stock, yarn, or thread
principally of wool also are covered if
they do not peiform carbonizing.
Integrated mills that primarily finish
stock and yarn along with grelge goods
manufacturing or other finishing
operations are included in this
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-facillies
that primarily manufacture nonwoven
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 Fabric
Processing). Integrated mills that
primarily manufacture nonwoven textile
products along with grelge 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-facillties
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 grelge 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 yam 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.

VII. Available Wastewater Control and
Treatment Technology

A. Status of In-Place Technology. The
control measures and treatment
technologies that are available for
textile industry processing and waste
treatment 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 loadings 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 unimportanr 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 td 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 activated 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 VIII of the Development
Document).

The alternatives considered for new
sources are based on the same
treatment technologies noted for
existing sources plus segregation of
process wastes into toxic and nontoxic
waste streams. Although not specifically
practiced in the industry, segregation of
wastes 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 adiorption 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
granular activated'carbon adsorption of
total waste flow (flows at or below 0.25
ngd); 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 collection
system,

None of the treatment technologies
underlying the proposed regulations ar'e
considered to be innovative and,
although not common, all are presently
employed in the industry.
VIII. Best Available Technology Effluent
Limitations

The factors considered 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 uniformly inadequate,
BAT technology may be transfeirred
from a different subcategory or
industrial categoryBAT may include
process changes or internal controls,
even when not common industry
practice. , -, I

. The .statutory assessment of BAT
considers c6sts,,but does not require a
balancing of costs against effluent
reduction benefits, (see Weyerhauserv.
Costle, 11 ERC 2149 (D.C. Cir. 1978)).
However, in assessing the proposed
BAT, the Agency has given substantial,
weight to 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 6ontrol 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 performande 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 resulting
effluent quality was the basis for BAT
Option 2. The effluent resulting from
Option1 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 tbtaLsuspended
solids as an "indicator" pollutant (see
REGULATED POLLUTANTS] are base'd
on long-term performance, resulting in
final effluent qualities that are
considered to be long-term. averages.
Estimates of effluent quality variability
were made to establish maximum 30-
day average and maximum day mass
effluent limitations {lb/1,000 lb of
finished product).,

Despite expanded consideration of -

costs, the primary determinant of BAT is

effluent reduction capability using
economically achievable techfiology.
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.

JA) Option 1-Allow a discharge
based on the proper application and
operation of biological treatment
technology for textile wastewaters
discharged to navigable 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
not result in additional effects on non-
water environmental quality. The
effluent concentrations of ihe 29 most
significant toxic pollutants would be at
or below 0.7 mg/l 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 3 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., BOD5, 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/l fot all the
29 significant toxic pollutants except
zinc. The zinc effluent level would be
below 0.6 mg/i. 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, 60, 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 tons/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,
iaterest, and depreciation] of $18
million. These costs may reduce the
return on sales of the impacted
subcategoies 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 Wool 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 pollutants (e.g.,
BOD5, 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 1,2,4-trichlorobenzene and
zinc effluent levels would be at or below
0.4 and 0.2 mg/l. 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
Wastewaters. Energy requirements will
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
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 $55
million and incur annualized 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 -3.0 to 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 application 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. For 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., BOD5, 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 over 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 compatible 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 pollutantp removal. Energy
requirements will increase by an
estimated 0.2 to 0.5 percent per plant (no
significant increase 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
return on sales for the impacted
subcategories from a current range-of
-0.9 to 5.9 percent with BPT to a range
of -b.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 ahalyses of 'these
control options, thie Agency has selected
Option 2 for Woven Fabric Finishing (all
subdivisions), Knit Fabric Finishing
(except the Hosiery Products
subdivision), Carpet Finishing, Stock
and Yam Finishing; and Nonwoven
Manufacturing and Option 4 for Wbol
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
Fhbric Processing on the proper
application of biological treatment in the
form of extended-aeration activaled
sludge (Option 1). No BAT regulations
are proposed for the Low Water Use
Processing subcategory (S-ee 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 treatment, especially for
Woven Fabric Finishing (all
subdivisions). The added benefit of
chemical coagulation over filtration for
the other subcategories is not significant

enoughto 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 Finishing 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 I 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
conventional 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 fkg/
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 the'30-day average limitations. The
basis for the maximum daily limitations

* was application of specific factors to the
30-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 6f
established treatment performance
factors. The values established, and the
variability and'treatment performance
factors employed, are discussed in
Section IX of the Development
Documeni.•

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).
BCTis 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 now•"cost-reasonableness" test, which
involves a comparison of the cost and'
level of reduction of conventional
pollutants from the discharge of POTWa
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)
with costs experienced by POTWs.

EPA applied this methodqlogy 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
(dissolved 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
Subcategory Sizo,

kkg/yr

Wool Scouring........ -..........
Wool Finishing.
Woven Fabric Fishing

Simple Processing ...........
Complex Processing.... ...........................

3.36'
5.800

13. 500
12.200
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Compex Processk Pks Des~ng-
Knit Fabric Fnishi0g
sim- Proces.s ....
complx ProcesskV
Hser PM&Jc1s__

Carpet Fs
Stock ard Yam Fvishing
Nonwoven Manufactizng

The Agency is therefore propo
BCT effluent limitations at the Bt
Option 2 and BAT Option 4 techi
for plants with production equal
greater than these values and at
existing BPT limitations for plant
production less than these value
limitations forplants less than th
above values in the Nonwoven
Manufacturing Subcategory and
plants in the Felted Fabric Proce
Subcategory, are based on BAT
1, and BCT effluent limitations fo
in the Low Water Use Processing
Subcategory are based on existi
limitations for all production size

X. New Source Performance Star
The basis for new source perfo

standards (NSPS) under Section
the Act is the best available
demonstrated technology. New p
have the opportunity to design th
and most efficient textile process
wastewater treatment facilities,
Congress directed EPA to consid
best demonstrated process chang
plant controls, and end-of-pipe
treatment technologies that redu
pollution to the maximum extent
feasible. New sources are encour
reduce the use andlor discharge
water and toxic pollutants by
application of in-plant control me
but it is expected that many of th
pollutants present in the discharg
the industry today will also be pr
in the discharges from new sourc
control these and the convention
pollutants, the Agency has select
NSPS from three options. Explan
and discussion-of these options f
For more-detailed discussion, see
Section X of the Development
Document.

(A) Option --Require perform
standards based on the same tec
proposed forBAT Option 1.whic
biological treatment.

This option also encourages ful
application of appropriate in-plat
control measures and pretreatme
which will maximize the perform
the extended-aeration activated
treatment technology. As a result
most significant toxic pollutants
be reduced by approximately 50,

This technology is well demon,
and would not change the rate of

Productil of new plants into the industry or slow
gfyr the rate of industry growth. (See Option

-1. BAT Effluent Limitations.)
9., o (B) Option 2-Require performance
7=flo standards based on NSPS Option 1 plus

11.700 chemical coagulation and multi-media
9.So filtration (dissolved air flotation for

irmlo Wool Scouring). This option Is
28= equivalent to BAT Option 4 and Is fully

discussed in that section. The
sing technology, based on a typical plant
AT with an 0.82 mgd wastewater discharge,
nologies will generate approximately 1.400"tons
to or of sludge (including biological) per year
the per new source and energy requirement
ts with would be 0.8 to 14 percent of facility
s. BCT total
ie Economic analysis indicates that this

option may reduce the rate of entry hito
all the Felted Fabric Processing
ssing Subcategory and. consequently, slow the
Option rate of industry growth. Return on sales
irplants for these mills may be reduced from a

projected range of 3.3 to 7.4 percent with
igBPT current NSPS to a range of 1.8 to 6.7
aS. percent with this option. EPA does not
idards anticipate that this option will seriously

affect production, employment, local
irmance communities, or balance of trade for the
306 of other subcategories in the industry.

(C) Option 3-Require performance
lants standards based upon treatment of
e best segregated toxic waste streams and
ing and other process-related and nonprocess-
so related waste streams. The segregated
er the toxic streams are treated In a train
les, in- comprising screening, equalization,

chemical coagulationfsedimentatiqn.
ce multi-media filtration, and granular

activated carbon adsorption. For Wool
aged to Scouring, multi-media filtration is
of both replaced by dissolved air flotation. The

remaining waste streams are treated by
asures, conventional 8-hour activated sludge
e toxic with prior screening and return of
les from biomass from a secondary clarifier. For
resent total mill flows of 0.25 mgd and less. the
s. To toxic waste streams are not segregated.

al and the total flow is treated by 24-hour
ed extended-aeration activated sludge
ation followed by chemical coagulation,
ollows. sedimentation, multl-media filtration or

dissolved air flotation, and carbon
adsorption.

The technology behind this option has
ance been demonstrated in this industry at
'nology pilot scale for control of conventional
h is and nonconventional pollutant

parameters but not specifically for
[1 control of toxic pollutants. Currently,
it only three textile facilities are known to
nt have technology of this nature in place;
ance of one Is a direct discharger and two
sludge recycle their treated effluent back to the
, the processing facilities. The total toxic
would pollutant contribution from each new
percent. source would be reduced approximately
strated 25 percent over Option 1 (33 percent for
entry the 17 significant organics and 25

percent for the 11 significant metallics).
No additional reduction would be
recognized over Option 2, effecting an
overall reduction of toxic 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 processes within the subcategories.
Based on a typical plant with an o.8Z
mgd wastewater discharge,
approximately 790 tons of sludge 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 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 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 Option 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
entirely consistent with the basis for
NSPS except for Low Water Use
Processing.which has only small
amounts oftoximpollutants present. It
does not represent the best available
demonstrated technology and does not
reduce pollution to 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 demonstrated in this
industry or In other ndustries where it
may be transferable to this industry. The
benefits of segregation of the toxic
waste stream for direct dischargers are
dependent on the size of the facility
(flow rate); however, the Agency does
feel that segregation would be a
worthwhile, cost-effective consideration
for anyone trying to comply with the
proposed NSPS effluent limitations.

Xl. Pretreatment Standards for Existing
Sources

Section 307(b) or the Act requires EPA
to promulgate pretreatment standards
for existing 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
operation of POTWs. TheClean 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 sludgese
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 pretreatmbnt regulations
for the textile industry, can be found at
43 FR 27730 (June 26,1978]. 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 oni screening,;
equalization, and/or neutralization as
necessary for compliance 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 I plus
chemical treatment in the foifm 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 bf all'29
significant toxic pollutants would be at
or below 0.3 mg/l. The total toxic

pollutant contribution from the indirect
dischargers would be reduced
approximately 50 percent over Option I
(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 biologically 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 option 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 industry employment for the 1,165 wet
prodessing 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

organics and no removal of the 11
significant metallics), causing an overall
toxic pollutant reduction of over 60
percent of the raw waste load. This
amounts to a total reduction 6f 080 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 spproximately the
same as Option 2, but an estimated 40
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 920
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 c'urrent 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 1,105
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 approximately 30 percent of the

- organic 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 POTWsunaffected. Total
toxic pollutant remoiial is analogous to
that provided the wastewaters from
direct dischargers by employing the'
recommended BAT, Option I 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 Pretreatment 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-of2 -
pipe treatment, and to 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.

(AJ Option 1-Require pretreatment
standards based on PSES Option 1
(screening. equalization, and/or
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
oftoicpollutants (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 option is
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
toxfc streams are treated in a train
comprising PSES Option a (screening,
equalization, and/or neutralization as
necessary for compliance with
prohibitive waste provisions plus
chemical coagulation/sedimentation
and multi-media fitration or dissolved
air flotationy, 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 6D
percent over Option 1 (60 percent for the
17 significant organics and 50 percent
for the 11 significant metailics).

The technology behind this option has
been demonstrated on biologically
treated wastewaters in the textile
industry, but not specifically on raw
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 n6t been
demonstrated on raw wastewaters (see
NSPS Option 3J. 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
pollutant 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 62 percent
over Option 1 (76 percent foy 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 POTWsludges.

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 indicates that this
optionmmay significantly reduce the rate
of entry into the Stock and Yam
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 to 8.5 percent 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 unaffected. Option I 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 adsorption only adds
14 percent to the total reduction oftoxic
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 amount
of toxic pollutants present.

XIIL Regulated Pollutants
The basis on which the controlled

pollutants were selected is set out in
Section VI of the Development
Document. Summary information is
provided about their general nature.
common industrial use, use in the textile'
industry. and detection frequency and
concentration levels. Some of these
pollutants are designated toxic under
Section 307(a) of the Act. and no
evidence has been found to warrant
removal of any pollutant from the toxics
list.

(A) BCT-he pollutants controlled
by this regulation Include the statutory
conventional pollutants. BOD5.TSS, and
pH.

(B) BATand NSPS-
(1) Nonconventional pollutant--

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 chronum, total copper, and total
zinc. These pollutants aresubject tar
numerical limitations expressed in
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kilograms per thousand kilograms of
product (lbs/1000 lbs).

(3) Indicator pollutants-The
difficulties of analyses for other toxic
pollutants have prompted EPA to
propose anew method ofregulating
certain toxic pollutants. Because.
historical data are limited and
inexpensive analytical methods are not
well developed for toxic pollutants, EPA
is proposing 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 pollutants.

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 will be
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 dre available to set
alternate limitations on additional
specific toxic pollutants'or to limit a feiv
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
monitoring 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 bnthis 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
provision's authorizing 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 Cdlumbia on March 9, 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. r' o

Paragraph 8[aJii) of the Revised -
Settlement Agreemeint alsb allows the
Administrator toexclude from
regulation toxic 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 permitting authority to
establish permit limits on toxic
pollutants which are not subject to
limitation in this regulation (see
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 Wdter 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 wabtewater, typical
flows amount to only 3,000 to 4,000
gallons per day, Typical concentrations
range from less than 0.05 mg/l for 0
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.
XVI. 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 S100 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) alternative
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 andPretreatment 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 t6rms 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 techniquds 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 estimates that the total
investment costs for all the proposed
regulations will approximate $86 million,
and that associated annualized costs
(including interest, depredation.
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 capacity 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 economic
impacts for each Oroposed 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 more advanced-
technology. The folloving 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 curent book value* of fixed assets to
a high of 142 percent per discharger.
Annualized costs for the 214 direct
dischargers may equal a total of $21.
million, ranging from a low of 0.1
peicent to a high of 7.3 percent of sales
per discharger. Current return on sales
may fall from a range of -0.9 to 5.9
percent with current BPT compliance to
a range of -3.8 to 5.0 percent with
proposedBAT 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 anticjpate that some
employment and'production 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 compliance, instead of
3.3 to 7.4 percent with current NSPS
compliance. These reduced profits. may
inhibit the rate of entiy into the Felted
Fabric Processing Subcategory and
consequentlyslow 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 subcategoiies in the
industry.'

(C) PSES-There are approximately
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
expenditui'es 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 thelevels proposed for
regulation. By appl3,ing 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 pollution
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 miriy as 20 plants,
causing the unemployment of
approximately 2,909 persons (0.7 percent
of industry employment) and
displacement of 0.6 percent of industry
production. Theselclosures 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
production'loss maybe absorbed by the -

remaining mills, but the Agency does
expect the proposed PSES regulations to
affect 'the balance; of frade.

Achievement of j,r9 posed PSES
regulations is expected to remove 360
tons per year of chroiiuium, copper and
zinc from municipal'sludges or
approximately 55 percent of the total

burdei 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 toxic 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 book 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.
XVII. Nonwater Quality Aspects of
Pollution Control

The elimination or reduction of one
form of pollution may aggravate other
environmental problems. Thereifore,
Sections 304(b) and 306 of theAct
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 problems 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 Pollution-Imposition of BAT,
BCT, NSPS, PSES, and PSNS are not
anticipated to result in any additional
air pollution frbm 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 displosal.

(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. Thepe
wastes were comprised of innocuous
process-related materials such as dirt,
vegetable matter, fiber, flock, yarn,
fabric, etc. (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 c6ntainhigher
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 textile 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 0.21o 0.5
percent of present facility use for all
subcategories. Proposed NSPS will
increase consumption by approximately
0.8 to 1.4 percenL

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 industry guidelines should
include provisions authorizing
noncompliance with effluent limitations
during periods of "upset'" or "bypass"
An upset, 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.2c 1253 (9th Cir. 1977] with
Weyerhaeuser v. Castle, 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
wastewater 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 mustbe applied in all
federal and state NPDES permits 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 exception to*the binding limitations
is EPA' "fundamentally different
factors ' variancie. (See E. L duPont de
Neniours 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 pollutants used as
"indicators" for toxic pollutants are not
subject to Section 301(c) or Section
301(g) modifications- unless the
discharger demonstrates that a[ waste
Istream does not contain any of the toxic
pollutants for which the "indicator" was
designed to demonstrate removal. -

Pretreatment standards for existing,
sources are subject to the -
"fundamentally different factors"M

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 piovision 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 t o 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 pablished
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 case-by-case
basis and on consideration of the
statutory factors. (See US' 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 bindifig, in documents)
are relevant evidence, but not binding,
in NPDES permit proceedings. (See 44
FR 32854 (June-7,1979]).

Another noteworthy topic 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 Water Act is a strict
liability statute, the initiation of
enforcement proceedings by EPA is

discretionary. EPA has exercised and
intends to exercise that discretion in a
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. A

Section 8 of the FWPCA authorizes
the SBA through its Economic Injury
Loan Program, to make loans to assist
any small business concern in effecting
additions to or alterations in equipmenl,
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 econom6
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 is
currently set at 7% percent. Loan
repayment periods may extend up to
thirty years depending on the ability of

Ahe 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 Socks,

Environmental Protection Agency,
Financial Assistance Coordinator, Office of
Analysis and Evaluation (WH.-530), 401 M
Street SW., Washington, D.C. 204601
Telephone: (202) 755-3624.

Region 1-Mr. Ted Landry or Gerald
DeGaetno, Environmental Protection
Agency, J. F. Kennedy Federal Office
Building, Room 2203, Boston.
Massachusetts 02203. Telephone: (017) 223-
5061.

Region Il-Mr. Kenneth Eng. Chief, Air and
Environmental Applications Section,
Environmental Protection Agency. 20
Federal Plaza. New York, New York 10007,
Telephone: (212) 264-4711.

Region Ill-Mr. Chuck Sapp, Environmental'
Protection Agency. Curtis Building. 3EN40,
6th and'Walnut Streets. Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania 19106. Telephone: (2151597-
9433.

r

62222



Federal Register / Vol. 44, No. 210 1 Monday, October 29. 1979 / Proposed Rules-

Regior IV-Mr. John Hiirlebaus,
Environmental Protection Agency, 345
CbourtlandSlreet NE., Atlanta, GeorgiE
30308, Telephone:[404),881-4793:

Region V-Mr. ChesterMauiyn; Contingency,
Plan Coordinaton, Surveillance and
Analysis Branch, Enforcement Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, 536
South Clark Street. Chicago. Illinois 60605,
AC (213) 53-2316.

Region Vi--Ms. Jan Horn, Attorney, Water
Enforcement-Divisiomr Water Program
Branch, Environmental Protection Agency,
Ist International Building; 1201 Elm Street,
Dallas, Texas 75270, Telephone: (214) 767-
2760.

Region VII-Mr. Donald Sandifer; Sanitary
Engineer, Water Division. Engineering
Branch, Environmental ProtectionAgency,
324 East.11th Street, Kansas City, Missouri
64i0W, Telephone: (816) 374-2725.

Region Vlfl-Mr. Gerald Burke, Sanitary
Engineer, Officeof Grants. WaterDivision,
Environmental Protection Agency, 1860
Lincoln Street, Denver, Colorado 80203,
Telephone: (303) 837-3961.

RegiorrIX-Mr. Stanleibowitz or Ray Said,
Permits Branch, Enforcement Division,
Environmental Protection-Agency, 215
Fremont Street. San Francisco, California
94111, Telephone: (415) 556--3450.

Region X-Mr. Dan Bbdien, Special Technical
Advisor, Enforcement Division.
Environmental Protectioir Agency, 1200 6th
Avenue, Seattle, Washington 98101,
Telephone: (206) 442-1270.

Headquarters---.i Dbnnel Nantkes, Legal
Counsel; Grants Contracts and General
Administration Division; Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW.,
Washington, D.C. 20460,Telephone: (202)
426-8830.

Interested persons-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.

Region U-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: (21) 596B-5908.

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

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

* Investment. Small Business Administration.
219 South Dearborn Street. Chicago. Illinois
600G4, Telephone: (312) 353-4533.

Region VI---. Donald Beaver, Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment. Small Business Administration;
1720 Regal Row, Suite 230. Dallas, Texas
75202. Telephone: (214) 749-12035.

Region VII-Mr. Richard Whilley, Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment. Small Business Administration.
911 Walnut Street, 23rd Floor, Kansas City,
Missouri 64106, Telephone: (810) 374-3927.

Region VIII-Mr. ]ames Chuculate. Assistant
Regional Administrator for Finance and
Investment, Small Business Administration.
1405 Curtis Street, Executive Tower
Building--2nd 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 floor.
Seattle, Washingtcn 98104, Telephone:
(206) 399-5679.
In-addition to the Economic Injury

Loan Program, the Small Business
Investment Act, as amended by Pub. L_
94-305, authorizes SBA to 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 all eligible small businesses.
Bond financing with SBA's guarantee of
the payments makes available long term
(20-25 years), low interest (usually 5 to 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 22209,
(703) 235-2900.
XXIII. Summary of Public Participation

During Tune 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 Institute (ATI&H), 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 Report, BATEA-

NSPS-PSES-PSNS" to a similargroup;,
again for public comment. The Agency
accepted written comments on the draft
reports through early December of 1978,
and a meeting was held in Washington,
D.C., on December 12,1978. forpublic
presentation and discussion of
comments on the final report. Neither
document included recommendations
for effluent limitations guidelines, new
source performance standards, or
pretreatment standards, but rather
presented a technical basis for the
currently proposeciregulations A
summary of the comments receivecito
date is presented here.

1. Comment: Several commenters-
were concerned about the methodology
used to establish the significance of
toxic pollutants associated with the
industry's wastewaters,

Response: The classification of toxic
pollutants is based on: an extensive
evaluation of the analytical results
obtained throughout the study, on
information provided.byspecial task
groups-of the American Textile
Manufacturers Institute (AIMI) and the
Dyes Environmental and Taxicology-
Organization (DE1"O); and, to a much
lesser extent, on- questionnafre
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 task groups of ATMI
and the Ecology Committee of DETO
were used to classify each of the 129
toxic pollutants into one of five groups.
Group 1 includes those pollutants
detectecifrequently in raw wastewaters
and at least once in effluents from
secondary treatment'at concentrations
of 10 jg/I orgreater. The 10 pg/I level
wasselected as air interim limit forthe
textile industry and allowed theAgency
to focus on those pollutants that can
cause the most serious-problems. Group
2A includes those pollutants detected i
the raw wastewater or effluents from
secondary treatment at two mills or
more, but at less than 0 jig/I in the
treated effluents. Group 2B includes
those pollutants detected in the raw
wast9water or treated effluent at only
one mill and at less than lag/I in the
treated effluent or those established as
potentially present in textile effluents by
ATMI or DETO. Group 2C includes
those pollutants not 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'treatmerit 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
questionnaires 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.

Rdsponse: Water-jet weaving was
considered as part of the Low Water
Use Processing 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 regulation§ based on
Paragraph 8(a) (iv) of the Revised
Settlement Agreement (see Pollutants
and Subcategories Not Regulated).

4. Comment: There was considerable
concern 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 establish a
correlation between COD and toxic
pollutants to ease the possible costly
burden of routinely monitoring for all
toxic pollutants.
I 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"
pollutant proposed for the textile
indubtry 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
efflu6nt limitations. The limitations are
techn6logy-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
wastewafers. 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 separate 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. treatment
is employed full-scale In at least one
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 possible
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 the
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.-. 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 true ability of
the BPT technology in controlling the
toxic pollutants was not fully evaluated
by EPA.

Responser 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 evaluating the performance of
these systems. The Agency has
reevaluated these data and also
requests that all plants with the BPT

* technology in place providd additional
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data and information regardifig the
adequacy bf the operation and
performance of these, systems. The
current proposed BAT standards will
require that some plants make
improvements- in design and operation
of their present biological treatment
systems.before incorporating theBAT
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
is installed.

9. Comment: There was general
concern by the ihdustry that the cost
estimates, for the various alternatives
are too row andinneed.ofbeing
updated- Therewere.severaltspecifc
comments on inadequacies ofthemodeI
plant approach andin, the assumptions
use&indhveloping cost estimates. It
was suggested:that tliebasis for a
technology an&performance of the,
technology beexpanded to include-(.)
Degree of treatment and~selection-of unit.
processes,.(2] quantities ofpollutants to-
be removed.and [3) loading rates.
expectec It was generally felt that flow

-rate alone, or what appearstabe flow
rate alonein the-approach.usedby the-
Agency, is inadequate..

Response: For.all cost estimates, an
attempt was made to achieve accuracy
in magnitude, basedon typical raw
waste and BPT effluent wastewater
characteristics. It was necessary to
make assumptions in developing the
costs in-order to-maintain consistency
and obtain avalid confparison among-
the alternative technologies and
subcategories. The-Agency understands
that certain assumptions are not ideal
for all cases, an& may appear high or
low-in specific comparisons-, but
maintains that the approach and
assumptibns used,allow a workable
methodology andprovide useffl,
meaningful costs that arecomparable t-
the economic profile.afithe:industry. The.
Agency has. done the-best it couldL-with,
the information availablebut is seeking
to better estimatetreatment costs;
especially-withregard to site-specifb
considerations, andplhas:to evaluate:
data currently being obtained from the:
EPA/JndustryPilotPlantResearch
ProjectUn addition,.the:Agency-
welcomes-additional fulL-scale cost data
and solicits available informatiorr from:
the industry..E2A will-consider this new
information beforz making the
regulations-final.

Many of the initial assumptions made
in estimating-tHe effectivenesszof several
treatment tchnolbgies-were basedon

theoretical consideration without the
benefit of the findings from the EPA/
Industry Pilot Plant Research ProjecL
The Agency has planned since the
beginning of the BAT Revision Study, to-
use these findings and has-done so in
developing the proposed regulations.
Consequently, many of th; specific
comments on treatment effectiveness
are no longer applicable.

The specific requirementso'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 regolations
The Agency- expects much more-
information to be available berore
promulgation ofthese regulations. The-
Agency invites the industry to provide
comments and- data on sludge
characteristics disposaLpractices,
disposal-costs and concerns associated
with compliance with RCRA.

10. Comment: Several commenters
questioned whether the treatment
alternatives for newsources would
produce the results expected by the
Agency. They suggested that the eight-
hour biological treatment 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 ofthe more easily
biodegraded-pollutants that will be-'
present ir the-domestic-and non-toxic
pollutant stream. The-toxic waste
stream, including wastes whicr
biodegrade slowly, will be treated using-
advanced technology. New sources will
be able to incorporate these steps--in
new construction withoutthe problems'
that wouldibe experienced at existing-
plants-.

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

standards, but rather presented
preliminary'economicimpacts for all the-
proposed effluent treatment
alternatives. A summary of comments
received to date- is presented below.

1. Comment: Whire 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 depictionf would-be
static in nature. Assessing-pollution
control impactsunderthe-net present
value (NPV) approach involves
projecting the profile of the industry intcr
the future. This requires the
incorporation of a numberof parameters
to include price and costincreases,
growth rates, and proposed control
costs; The development of these
parameters is feasible only-at some level
of aggregation: ir this case, model
plants. The development of model plant
pollution control treatment costs utilize
similar estimating procedures as would
be used for an actual plant. Certafi
basic assumptions depicting the specific
conditions and requirements associated
witlh each model are determined and
these are believed to- be representative
of actual plants associatedwith the
models. A detailed explanation of the
development of controls costing
procedures-is presented in.the
Development Document forProposed
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 (cottorrdust controls,
toics, noise abatement) and the impact
of these-on the-BATEA closure decision.

Response: Other regulatory costs
included in this-impact analyses-were
those represented in-the baselinemodels
as having been already incurred by thff
industry priorto orduring the:baseline
year (1977). Giverr theprelinminary
devclopment stage ofmany-,egulatory
requirements', costs: areimpossible to
forecast. The economicimpact-report for
proposal describes' these-variou other
reguratory'requirements- that have been
assessed.

3. CommentrSeveral comments were
received regarding clarification of the
technical aspects of the impact
methodology. These includ-ed such

62225



62226' Federal Register ] Vol. 44, No. 210 / Monday, October 29, 1979 / Proposed Rules

issue6 as: (a) The origin of future cash
flows; (b) the assumed growth and'
inflation rates; (c) the suggestion to
forecast individual items inthe cash
flow and compute these on gear-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
(NPVJ 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 inflationrate's: An

inflation rate of 6 percent was
incorporated into the net presentvalue
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
Apparel 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 expected to
be absorbed by increases in utilization
rates and new source plants.
Consequently, growth rates appropriate
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 profitability over the
life of the plants. These pro4ections,
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
synonorhous with its liquidation value.
Implicit within the model plant concept
is that the annual reinvestment will be
such that the salvage yalue of fixed
assets will remain at the same level
(adjusted for inflation) throughout the
period of consideration.

(e) Salvage value of pollution control
facilities: The terminal year liquidation
value representa 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
relatively fixed, site specific structures
make it unlikely that pollution control
facilities would have any appreciable
liquidation value in the terminal year.

(f) Discount period 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

I 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 tern, the industry
as a composite will be making decisions
in the long term.

4. Comment: .There were several
comments provided concerning the
sevqrity 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
processors would need to invest in, and
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 described in
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 encourages public
participation in this rulemaking. The
"Agency asks that any deficiencies in the
record of this proposal be pointed to
with specificity and that suggested
revisions or corrections be supported by
data.

EPA is particularly interested In
receiving additional comments and
information in connection with the
following: , .

(1) The Agency is reviewing 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 arid analyses must
be conducted by the same methods used
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
protocols and a list of laboratorles
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 loss
than when the concentrations of the
"indicator" pollutant is high. Under the
"indicator" strategy, "indicator"
pollutants will be treated as toxic
pollutants for all purposes. Effluent
limitations will be established for them
at BAT levels; "indicator" conventionals
will not have topass the BOT cost-
comparison test normally required for
conventional pollutants, and "Indicator"
nonconventional pollutants will not be
subject to modifications under Sections
301(c) and 301(8) unless a permittee 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
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Manufacturing, Ind 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 beingdeveloped 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
t eatment 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 ihpact 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-mtends to further study
the conditions that lead to closures.
During this assessment, the Agency
plans to consider whether alternative
levels of zontrol are appropriate for
regulating segments of the textile
industry. 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 submitted 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 POTVs which
receive wastewaters 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 X. Castle,
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
AcL

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 et seq.). as
amended by the Clean Water Act of
1977 (Pub. L 95-217).

Conventional Pallutants-Constituents
-of wastewater hs determined by

Section 304(a) (4) of the Act, 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 ControlAct
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, BOD5, COD, and TSS, which can
serve as a basis for limitations on
toxic pollutants, which in themselves
are very difficult to monitor and
expensive to analyze.

Indirect Discharger-An industrial
discharger that introduces waste
water to 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 include
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

6229-7
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oT;pollutants, and whose construction
is begun after 'the publication of the.
proposed regulations.

Nonconventional Pollutanls-'
Parameters selected for 'use in
developing effluent limitation
guidelines and new source
performance standards. which have
-not been previously designated as
either conventional pllutants or toxic
,pollutants.

Non-Water Environmental Quality
inlpact-Deleterious aspects of
control and treatment technologies
applicable lo point source bategory
wastes, including,-but nollimnited to,
air pollution, noise, radiation, sludge
and solid waste generation, and
energy usage.

NPDES-National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System, a Federal
program'requirihng industry and
municipalities to-oblain permits to
discharge plant effluents to .the -
nations water courses, under-Section
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 deflned bySection-305
ofthe Act.

Performance Standards-A nanxi mum.
weight discharged per unit of
production for each constituent that is
subject to limitations. Performance
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 or product, established by-
Section 306(b)(1)(A) of 'the'Federal
Water'Pollution Control Act,'as"
amendedor'the purpose of
establishing Federal standards for"the
disposal of wastewater. _.

Pollutant Loadin-Ratio of the total
'daily mass discharge of a particular
pollutant 'to the total daily wet
production of a mill expressdin-lerms.
of'(kg pollutant)/(kkg 'wet production).

POTW-Publicly owned treatmnt _ "
works, facilities that collect, treat, or
otherwise dispose of wastewaters,'
owned and operated by a village,
town, tounty, 'authority, or other
public -agency.

Pretreatment Standard-ndustrial.
wastewater 'effluent quality required
for discharge 'to a publicly-owned
treatment works.

PSES-Pretreatment standards for
existing sources of *indirect
discharges, 'under Section 307b)-of'the
Act.

PSVS- -Pretreatment standards 'for 'new
sources of indirect discharges, under
Section 307 {b) and (r) of the, Act.

RCRA-Resource.Conservation and
Recovery Act {Pub. L.'94-580) of 1976,
Amendments 'to Solid Waste Disposal
Act.

Revised Settlemeit ;4greement-A
rewritten form uf the 'Settlement
Agreement-which described
provisions -authorizing The exclusion
from Tegulation, in certain instances,
rf toxic pollutants 'andindustry
subcategories.

Settlement Agreement-Agreemeit
enteredirto by EPA with the Natural
ResourcesDefense ,Council and other
environmental groups 'and alproved
byi the U.S. Distict 'Court for the
DBistfidt dfColumbia'on June 7,1976.
One of 'th principal provisionsof'the
Settlement Agreement -was to -direct
EPA Jto consider anextended list of 65
classes ofpollutants in '21industrial
ca'tegories, 'including'Textile Mills, in
the .devdlopmentofeffluent
linitations guidelines and new 'source
'performance standards.

SIC-Stafidard Industrial Classification,
a numerical categorization scheme
used by the U.S. Department of
(Commerce to denote segmentsof,
industry.

Toxic Pollutants-All compounds
specifically named or xeferred to in
the Settlement Agreement, as well as
recommended .specific-compounds
representative .of lthe .nonspecific or
ambiguous groups -or compounds
named in Ihe ,agreement. 'This list 'of
pollutants was .develop ed basedon
the .useofcriteria such as known
occurrence in point source 'effluents, -
in .the aquatic environment, in iishJn
drinirg water;,and hrough
.evaluations of carcinogenicity other
.chronic toxicity, bloaccumulation. and
.persistence. -

Water Use-Ratio of the spent water
from a manufacturing operation to 'the
total 'wet productionby-the mill,
expressed in terms of (liters -of
wastewaterjdpy)Jj(fklogram of Wet
,productionlday).

Appendix iB-2Toiic Pollutants Detected
in Treated 'Effluent Above the 'Nominal
Detection Limit -

acrylonilrile
-benzene
1,2,4-trichlordbenzene
2,4,6-trichlornphlenol
parachlorome'tacresol
chloroform
1,2-dichlorobenzene
ethylbenzene
trichiorofluoromethane
naphthalene
N-nritrosodi-n-propylamine
pentachlorophenol
phenol

(a) 4-AAP

(b) GCIMS
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalato
tetrachloreethylene
toluene
trichloroethylene
antimony
arsenic
cadmium
chromium
copper
cyanide
lead
pnercury
nickel
selenium
silver
zinc

Appendix C-Toxic Pollutants not
Detected in Treated Effluents

benzidine
* 3,3-dichlor benzidine
methyl bromide
2;4-dinitrophenol
N-nitrosodimethylamiine
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
4,4t-DDD
alpha-endosulfan
beta-endosulfan
endosulfan sulfate
endrin
endrin aldehyde
heptachlor
heptaclorepoxide
alpha-BHC
beta-BHC
gamma-BlC'flindane)
delta-BHC
toxaphene
acroleirr
hexachloroethane
1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane
bis (c'hlbromethyl) ether
bis(2-chloroethyl),ether
2-chlorodthyl vinyl ether
1,3-dichlorobenzene
1,2-trans-didchdloroethylene
1,3-dicliloropropylene
2,4-dini7trotoluene
fluoranthene
4-bromophenyl phenyl ether
bis (2-chloroisopropyl) 'ether
bis (2-chloroethoxy) methane
bromoform
chlarodibromomelhane
hexachlorobutadiene
hexachlorocyclopentadieno

6=28 "
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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
asbestos
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-diphenylhydfazine
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 Limit

acenaphthene
chlorobenzene
hexachlorobenzene
1,1,1-trichloroethane
1,4-dichlorobenzene
2,4-dichlorophenol
Methylene chloride
N-nitrosodiphenylamine
butyl 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

Sec.
410.10 Applicability:

See.
410.11 General definitions.
Subpart A-Wool Scouring Subcategory
410.20 Applicability- description of the

Wool Scouring Subcategory.
410.21 Specialized definitions.
410.23 Effluent limitations 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).

410.25 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

410.26 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 Subcategory.
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 (13CT).

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

410.35 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

410.35 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.37 Pretreatment standards for new
sources [PSNS).

Subpart C-Low Water Use Processing
Subcategory
410.40 Applicability- description of the Low

Water Use Processing Subcategory.
410.41 Specialized definitions.
410.43 Effluent limitations representing the

degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology [BCT).

410.45 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

410.45 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources [PSES).

410.47 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Subpart D-Woven Fabric Finishing
Subcategory
410.50 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 attainable 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-Knlt Fabric Finishing
Subcategory
see.
410.60 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].

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

410.03 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

410.66 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.07 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS.

Subpart F-Carpet Finishing Subcategory
410.70 Applicability- description of the

Carpet Finishing Subcategory.
410.71 Specialized definitions.
410.73 Effluent limitations representing the

degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCr).

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

410.75 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

410.76 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.77 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS].

Subpart G-Stock & Yam Finishing
Subcategory
410.80 Applicability description of the

Stock & Yarn Finishing Subcategory.
410.51 Specialized definitions.
410.83 Effluent limitations representing the

degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCTI.

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

410.85 New source performance standards
CNSPS).

410.86 Pretreatment standards for existing
sources (PSES).

410.87 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Subpart H-Nonwoven Manufacturing
Subcategory
410.90 Applicability- description of the

Nonwoven Manufacturing Subcategory.
410.91 Specialized definitions.
410.93 Effluent limitations representing the

degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCll.

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

II
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Sec.
410.95 New source performance standards

.(NSPS).
41096 'Pretreatment slandards'for-existing

sources (PSES).
410.97 Pretreatment standards Tor new

sources '[PSNSJr .

Subpart I-Felted FabricProcesslhg
Subcategory
410.1,00 Applicalbility:,desciption.of the

Felted1Fabric Subcategory..
410.101 Specialized'definitions.
410,103 Effiuentlimitations'representing the

degree of effluent reduction attainable by
,the application of the best-conventional
pollutant control technology (BCT).

410104° Effluent limnitations representing the
degree of effluent reduction attainable by
the application of the best availa'ble -
technology economically acievable
(BAT).

410.105 New source performance standards
(NSPS).

410.106 Pretreatment standards'forexisting
sources (PSES).

410.107 ,fretreatment standards fornew
- sources (PSNS).

Authority. Sections 301, 304(b), (c,'(e), and
(g), 300(b) and,(c), 307(b) end 1c), and 501'of
the Clean 'Water Actf(the Federal'Waler
Pollution'Control Act Amendments .df'1972,
as amended by the-Clean Water Act of 1977)
(the "Act'j;'33,United States C. 1311, 1314(b),
(c), (e), and (g), 1316(b) and (c), 1317(b) and
(c).,and 1361;.86Stat. 816, Pub.;. 92-500;_91
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 -or may introduce
pollutants into a publicly owned -
treatment works.

§ '410.1.1 -Generaldefinitions.
In addition to the definitions set forth

in 40 CFRPart 401, the following
definitionapplies .to tis'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 Appllcability, description of the
Wool ScouringSubcategory.

The provisions of fissubpart are
applicable todischarges-containing
process wastes that enter the waters of
the UnitedStates, and ntroductions of
pollutants iinto publicly 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
finishingshould apply ,the applicable
wool scouring effluent limitations lo 'he
wool scouring production and the other
finishing production to applicable
effluen'tlimitations covering that
production.?m order to calculate
discharge ,allowances.

§ 410.2,1 Specialized definitions.
In addition to the definitions set forth

in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
definition applies to this subpart:

[a) 'MRaw grease wool" means the naw
wool as obtained from the sheep. with
all natural 'and acquired impurities such"
as grease. soluble salts fsunt), and'dirt.

§410.23 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reductidn attainable
by the applicatlonof the bestconventional
pollutant control .technology.(BCI).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-
12522, any existing point source subject
to thissubpart'must -achidve the
followrg effluentlimitations
representing the degree of effluent
redactions attainable ,by the a.pplication
of the best conventional pollutant
control -technology TBCTJ:

Subpart A,Pessithan 3,300 kkglyr total~productior

BCT effluent ritations

Pollutant'or Maidmum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

'kglkkg (ordtbTlOOO.b) of raw grease
'wool

BOD..___ 30.6 5.3
TSS..-- 32.2 16.1
pH. .......Wthin the range of 6.0 to 9.0at all.limes

Subpart A (3.300 kkg/yr total production or greater)

BCT effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Averageof daily
pollutant property any 1 day ,vakies for 30

consecutive days

,kg/kkg.(or;lb/1000 Ib) of raw
grease wool

BODS 1.5 -0.9
TSS . 10.9 16.3
PH .... . Wthin the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

§-410.24 Effluent fimltations representing,
the'degree ofeffluent reduction attainable
by the applicationolthebestavallable
technology iconomically achlevable (BAT).

Excqpt asprovidedin 40 CFR 125.30-
.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 beft'availible
technology economically achieva ble
(BAT):

'OAT dluont lirriltallonsi

Pollutant or Maximum for Averagol tailty'
pollutant property any I day valueas'fotaO

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or lb/t0O0 Ib) of raw,
grease wool

COD .................... 36.3 24.0
TSS.... 10.9 6.,3
Total Phenol .... 0.002 0.001
Total Chromium .0.1 "0.00o
Total Copper......, 0.01 . 0D
Total Zinc........... 0.02 0.01
Color!(ADMI'unis).. 2400 1500

§ 410.25 New source performance.
standards (NSPS).

Any new source subject to this
subpart must achievethe following mew
source performance standards :(NSPS)"

Subpart A

NSPS effluont limitations

Pollutant or . Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

,consecutive days

kg/kkg (or rb/lOO lb),of raw
greaso wool

BED5 ............... 1.5 0.9
COD .............. . 36.3 24.0
TS. 10.9 .6.3
Total Phenol.---- 0.002 0.001
Total Chromium. 0.01 0.000
Total Copper. 0.01 . 0.000
Total Zinc___ 0.02 (0.01
Color (ADMI units).. 2400 1500
pHl- - Withinthe rangeo 6.0oto 9.0 at all tWes

§ 410.26 Pretreatment standards for

existing sources (PSES).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13.
any existing source subjectlo zhis
subjiiart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly dwned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR Part,403 and
achieve the followingpretreatment
standards for existing sources {PSES):

Subpart A

PSES ettluent firnitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daIly
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consocutiyo days

Milligrams per hlate (mgl)

Total chromium .. .0.00 0.50
Total copper ...... 0.90 0.50
Tstal zinc.....-........ 1.80 100
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In cases when POTWs find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
guidance-

Subpart A

PSES effluent ,ritations

Pollutant or Maxinurn for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

coecut days

kgftg (oetbfIooo Ib) of raw
grease woof

Total d'horniain. 0.01 0.006
Total copper-. 0.01 0.006
TOt Z.c . 0.02 0.012

§ 410.27 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 40a and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources (PSNS):

Subpart A

PSNS effluent L adlons

Pollutant or MmDmum for Average of dl
pollutant property any I day, values for 30

consecutive days

Mililgrams per Vta'(MAll

Tota0l. 0 0.50
Total copper -. 0.90 0.50
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:

Subpart A

PSNS effluent Rtoos

Pollutant or Mamun ftr Average of daily
pollutan t property many1 day values tor-3O

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or Ib/1000 1b) of raw
greasawool

Total chdwomim .. 0.01 0.006
Total copper.. 0.01 0".00
Total zinc - 0.02 0.012

Subpart B-Wool Finishing
Subcategory

§ 410.30 Applicability; descriptlon of the
Wool 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 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. Facilities
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 yam mills that do not
perform carbonizing and scouring are
covered under Stock & Yam Finishing.
Integrated miffs that finish a majority of
wool fabric along with grelge goods
manufacturing or other finishing
operations such as yam dyeing are
included in this subpart and total
production (excluding wxeaving and
other dry operations) should be applied
to the applicable effluent limitations to
calculate discharge allowances.

§ 410.31 SpecIallzeddefinitions.

In 6ddition to the deffnitionsset 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 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 ([CT]:

Subpart 0 Oms Uian 5.50 kIgfy1 tota procicn)

Bar etsfuedinTtascrs

Palkir cc maxkiaa for AY-e CC dai~f
pok*otproporlj arny I day values or"uO

o15 days

kgkkg (of b/10CO b) of prodct

2Z4 iZ
T3

-  
352 17.6

PH -.... . te range of &0 to 9.0 ataltm-as

Subpart 0 (5=0 ksr ttal pra1Jction or groom)

BCT etuen kuladons

Pokfta or Ma.Xim for Average o dair
polat propy any Iday values fW30

kglk.% (-'ibl0O lJ cC produc

15A a
TSS 11.0 &4
pH Ws erange of O for 8 at aN ftes

§ 410.34 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 s

BAT efflu 3iitakson

Polktjoatr MCxtkrtir Avarge of &l1
pobuart prop ary 1rdw voluealor 30

cos.mcae days

Vflhk (or tIoOO lb) of product

TSS 11.0 .4
ToW pl0wol. 0.0=2 0.01S
Toldycr*x. 0.26 0.14
ToW cOcff.... 0.25 8.14
ToWa ZrAc 0.52 0.25
Color (AM ud)_ 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

NSPS effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutint property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

kgl/kg (or Ib/l000 Ib) of pr"oduc

SODS. 15.4 8.9
COD 82.4 56.2
TSS.. 11.0 6.4
Total phenol - 0.032 0.018
Total chromium . 0.26 0.14
Total copper-. 0.26 0.14
Total zinc...... 0.52 0.28
Color (ADMI units). 190 120
pH ... .. Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

§ 410.36 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources (PSES).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13,
any existing source subjeci 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 8

PSES effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant propey any I day* values for 30

consecutive days

Mfligrams per Ifter (mg/I)

Total chromium - 0.90 0.50
Total copper.....-. 0.90 0.50
Total znc .... 1.80 1.00

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

SubpartB 

PSES effluent rimitalions

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 0

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or lb/l000 lb) of Product

Total chromium... 0.26 0.14
Total copper...... 0.26 0.14
Total zinc ........... 0.52 0.28

§ 410.37 Pretreatment standards for new
sources (PSNS).

Any nbw 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]:

Subpart 8

PSNS effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day- values for 30

- consecutive days

Mil lgrams per lter (mg/)

Toal chrom.ium . 0.90 0.50
Total copper-. 0.90 ' 0.50
Total zinc 1.80 1.00

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

Subpart S

PSNs effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or lb/io000 Ib) of product

Total chromium 0.26 0.14
Total copper- 0.26 0.14
Total zinc 0.52 0.28

cSubpart C-Low Water Use Processing
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,
tfting 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 orprocessed by the" mill.

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

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

Subpart C

BCT effluent llmitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of dally
pollutant property any I day values fto 30

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or rb/l000 Ib) of product
BOD_ - 1.4 0.7
TSS............ 1.4 0.7
pH ........ Within the range of 6.0 1o 9.0 at at limos

§ 410.45 New source performance
standards (NSPS).

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

Subpart C

NSPS effluent ,mltatlon.

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consocutve days

kg/tag (or lb1000 Ib) of product

805- - 1.4 0.7
CoDo _ 2.8 1.4
TSS 1A 0.7
pH - Within the range of 06.0 to 9.0 at all limos

§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 Finishing
Subcategory 

I

§ 410.50 Appiicablilty; 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 primarily 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 facilities
finishing woven fabric composed
primarily of wool are covered under
Wool Finishing. Integrated mill that

62232



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

finish a majority of woven fabric along
with greige goods manufacturing or
other finishing operations such as yarn
dyeing are included in this subpart arld
total production (excluding weaving and
other dry operations should be applied
to the applicable effluent limitations to
calculate discharge allowances.

§ 410.51 Specialized definitions.
In addition to the definitions set forth

in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
definitions apply to this subpart:

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

(bl "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 uperform fiber
preparation, scouring, mercerizing, and
functional finishing.

(d] "Complex ProcessingPlus
Desizing" means theinternal
subdivision of Woven Fabric Finishing
for facilities that perform desizng of
greater than 50 percent of their total
production, and more than one 6f 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.

§ 410.5A Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainableby 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 Subpart O-Cctrpica Proce Plus Deslzmg (9,300 l*gf~r

of the best conventional pollutant
control technology (BCT):

Subpar O-Ssrpi Ptocessas(I-s ta- 135W0 krr W

60T fkwrd Wi 4

Poltutant or Matrokr for Av -a. of dam
Pollutant Plop"rt ary 1 day VIDW for 30

kgJ$g (or If000181 of 'podct

B6005 6A6 3Z
Tss 17.8 LS
pH With rn* g of &a o 9 0 at a m s

Subpat 0-S Procs (13.500 Wgfyi .il

production or gcoafel

orf6.JeW50r5

Poilutart or LjAsIaufor Average of daiy

Tss__ 3.4 2.0
pH - Wrduthe range o U to 9.0 at ailrAs

Subpar 0-Complex Protesan Omssthan 12200 U41y
low 13roci)

Pobutant or Mairmnm for Averag of d y
POiU&M p"et &V I day vatml for 30

C~onscuiv days

kgf,,kg (or Wbf1oo Ib) of ;podd

B005 6.6 13
TSS___ . .. 17.8 6-9
pt .. . .W n the mr
14  

ooan to o .0 at am *

&kWar 0-Cmpex PR-iaaln (t2.200 k'gty total
PoCution or geate)

SCT efto.t F

Polutant or Maxmu for A-r of daly
poaultantpropey aryI day vaus for 0o

omcxwetia dars

kg (m9or W 1000 lb) ofproduct

6005 5.0 29
TSS 4.7 27
pH * ft ran of O& o o9.0 at allk fs

SubptD--Compx MrOre's 0 e 1ge an
9-SO khgty, total produvton)

Polkuart or MCAsmm for Average o+ day
polluitant proper any I day vahue fo 30

cociuW. ea days

kgftrg (or W 1000lb) of pvoct

6005 -6.6 3
T"_SS 17.8 8.9
pH - Wthn te rg o5.0 to 9.0 al aIN tn

lowa ptcduofn or greaer)

BCT eff luenA tajons

PC4IMf or Maximmj for Average c4da1W.
pct 0t rerly any I day va*s forS

comecui vedays

hgkk~g (orb I1000 1b) of produt

6005 6.6 1

pH ,e e cf o to a.0 at an

§410.54 Effluent lImitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best available
technology economically achievable (BAT).

Except as provided in40 CFR 125.30-
125.32. any existingpoint source subject
to this subpart must achieve the
following effluent limitations
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainableby the application
of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

&~pt O--5ir Processilng

EATefflued ifntasi

PoRAgf or Maxinsxn for AWrage of cy
polluot ~pty any I day vekaesfor 30

ccmeo.tivdays

kgIg (cc co000Yof orprodx

coo 33.1 22.6
TSS 3.4 2.0
Tots 014 1.05 0.O03
Totl ehrorr. 0.07 0.04
ToW copper . 0.07 0.04
Tc. € - 0.14 0.08
Co M,&N ots). 340 220

sutw D-C- rocassings

BA efffuermra itaSom

Polkat ot Maimm for Arage of daily
poAaMt pWoirty ay 1 day values for 30

corwwiedr

kq/Utg (orn111000 18orp~dxr

coo 38.1 26.0
755 4.7 22
Towup t 0.013 0.04
Tota dorim O.M& 0.0.4

Totafc:W.m.. 0.05 0.04
Total mw 0.16 0.08
Colr "06t] .!.s). 340 220
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Subpsrt D-Complex Processing Plus Desizing

SAT effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or lb/10O Ib) of product

COD ............... 49.9 34.0
TSS ...................... 6.2 3.6
Total phenol ......... 0.012 0.007
Total cbromium-.. 0.10 0.06
Total copper..... 0.10 .0.06
Total zinc........... 0.20 0.11
Color (ADMI units). 340 220

§ 410:55 New source performance
standards (NSPS).

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

Subpart D-Simple Processing,

NSPS effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property. any-1 day, values for 30

consecutive days:

kg/lkg (or tb/l000 Ib) of product

BED .................. 1.3 0.74
COD ................- 22.8 - 15.5
TSS ....................... 2.4 1.4
Total phenol ....... 0.003 0.002
Total chromium..... 0.07 0.04
Total copper....... . 0.07 0.04
Total zinc.......... 0.14 0.08
Color (ADMI units). 190 120
pH . .. ........... Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

Subpart D--Complex Processing

NSPS effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

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

BOD5. ............... 2.4 1.4
COD ................... . 26.2 17.9
TSS . ........ 3.4 2.0
Tots) phenol ....... 0.008- 0.005
Total chromium ., 0.08 0.04
Total copper........ 0.08 0.04
Total zinc ........... 0.16 0.08
Color (ADMI units).. 190 120
pH...................... Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

Subpart D-Complex Processing Plus Desiring

NSPS effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

kglkkg (or lb/1000 Ib) of product

BE05-... 3.1 1.8
C= - - 34.3 23.4
TSS.... 4.4 2.6
Total phenol .... 0.008 0.005
Total chromum . 0.10 0.06
Total copper -. 0.10 0.00
Total mnc..... 0.20 0.11
Color (ADMI unit).. 190 120
pH ....... Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all tknes

§ 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 into 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 limitations

Pollutant or Maamum for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

Milligrams per liter (mg/I)

Total chromium-.. 0.90 0.50
Total copper-.- 0.90 0.50
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: -- -

Subpart D--Simple Processing

PSES effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
-pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or lb/100 Ib) of product

Total chromium ..... 0.07 0.04
Total copper-. 0.07" 0.04
Total zinc. -. - 0.14 0.08

Subpart D-Complex Processing

PSES effluent tlmitatlons

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

Milligrams per liter (mg/I)

Total chromium ..... 0.90 0.0
Total copper .......-.. 0.90 0.50
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:

Subpart D-Complex Processing

PSES effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of dally
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

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

Total chromium 0.08 0.04
Total copper.'- 0.08 0.04
Total zinc........... 0.16 0.00

Subpart D-Complex Processing Plus Dosiing

PSES effluent limitatlions

Average of dsly
Pollutant or Maximum for values for 30

pollutant property any i day consocutlvo days

Milligrams per liter (mg/I)

Total chrorum ..... 0.90 0.50
Total copper........ 0.90 0.50
Total 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-,Complex Processing Plus Doszlng

PSES effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average o daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or lb/000 lb) of product

Total chromium 0.10 0.00
Total c6pper.......... 0.10 0,00
Total zinc .............. 0.20 0.11
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§ 410.57 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):

Sub.P-S e Processng

PSNS effluent liitations

"Polutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

Mrirgrams per iter (rng1l)

Total chromium 0.90 0.50
Total copper- 0.90 0.50
Total zinc . 0.60 1.00

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

Subpart 0--Simple Procsi

PSNS effluent kmita

Pollutant or Maximum for Avena
porlutant property any 1 day vah

consc

kglkkg (or lb/lO0 Ib) o

Total cbrornium.. 0.07
Total copper - 0.07
Total zinc - 0.14

Subpart D-Complex Pocessig

PSNS effluent rit

Pollutant or Maximum for Aver
pollutant property any 1 day val.

corse

Mirigrarns per Iter (r
Total chrium.... 0.90
Total cop_er . 0.90
Total zinc. . 1.80

In cases when POTWs find it
necessary to impose mass efflue
limitations, the following equiva
mass limitations are provided as
guidance.

Subpart D-Comnplex Processig

PSNS effluenftliita

Pollutant or Maximum for Avers
pollutant property any 1 day vak

cons

kg/kkg (or lb/10OO Ib) o

Total chroniumn. 0.08
Total copper.. 0.08*
Total zinc 0.16

lions

ge of daily
es for 30
cutle days

f podct

Subpart 0-Cornpe processing Plus Desirng

PSNiS efflnt k,aWtis

Polut&nt or MLAxss for Amage cf daly
Posutant property any I day vMlues for 30

ccn se days

11 9as We Pier (mgII)

Tot chvomium.. 00 0.50
Total copper- 090 0.50
TO1.0 10

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

Subipart D--Cotc PRocsslng Plin Desig

PSNS elfflent ftivtaw

Pollutant or Maxins for Avege ci daly
Ponutant property any 1 d y vales for 30

c"oveutle dwy

ligWig (as rIb1020M) ofprodut

Total chromlirn- 0.10 0.06
Total copper-..o 0.10 O8
Total zinc' 020 0.11

Subpart E--Knit Fabric Finishing
Subcategory

§ 410.60 Applicability; description of the
Knlt Fabric Finishing Subcategory.

The provisions of this subpart are
0.04 applicable to discharges containing
o.o8 process wastes that enter the waters of

the United States, and introductions of
pollutants into publicly owned treatment
works resulting from facilities that

tioP. primarily finish fabric niade of cotton
of "Iy aid/or synthetic fiber, a majority of

e for 30 which is knit, by employing any of the
ace days following processing operations on at

ng/l) least five percent of their production:
$os Scouring, bleaching, dyeing, printing,

0.so and/or application of lubricants,
1.00 antistatic agents, and functional finish

chemicals. Integrated mills that finish a
majority of knit fabric along with greige

nt goods manufacturing or other finishing
lent operations such as yarn dyeing are

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

tions

§ 410.61 Specialized definitlops.
ge of daily
sfor 30 In addition to the definitions set forth

vutive days in 40 CFR Part 401, the following
definitions apply to this subpart:

prut (a) "Product" means the final material
0.04 produced or processed by the mill.
0.04
0.08

(b) "Simple Processing" reans 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 productiom 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.

(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 fiber 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 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best conventional
pollutant control technology (BCTh

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):

Sbpart E-rnpu Processing ('-5 thn 7.2=0 kijfyr total

BCT eflue nitatio-s

Pokluant or 'Maku n for Average of daRy
Po a tt Papert any 1 day vakes for 30

consecutiv~e days

V4kg/'g (or lb/tO0 lb)Of pro=~c

o5________ 5.0 5
SS 21.8 10.9

PH WttIn tfhe rarge of 6.0 lo 9.0 at alt limes

StpkW E-& l Procesng (7.=0 kAglyi fota prcdiort
or geaer)

ECT ef.uent knitatbins

Polutant or Mzatnyem for Average of dWay
polutant property any 1 day vakues for 30

consecutive days

liglhlg (or lbilOOri,) of product

8co00 4.7 25
"USS__, 5.2 3.0
pH - W'hn to rarGa of 6Z to 9.0 at alt taes
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Subpart 8-Complex Processing (lessIhan 11.700 kkgT~

Subpart E-o~lex Prcessi'ng (litn'thah 11.7W0 kgryr
total productiorr

BCTeffluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

kgfkkg (or lb/1000 lb)'of product

BOOS 5.0 2.5
TSS 2..... 28 10.9
pH ................... Wthinth range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

Subpart E -Complex Processing (11.7o kkg/yr.total.
production or greater)'

OCT effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average ofdaily
pollutant property any 1 day values for30

cqnsecutive days

kgfkkg (or lb/1000 Ib) of product

BeD 3.9 2.3
TSS.... 5.0- 2.9-
pH..---_:_. Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all ,time

Subpart E-Hoslery Produbts less than 14100 ldg.lyrotal

production)

BCTeffluent limitations:

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant propery any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

kgldmg (orlbl00O Ib) of product.

BOD 5............... 15.0 8.7
TSS. 28.0 16.0
pH ................. Within the range of 6.0 io 9.0 at ai times

Subpart E-Hosiery Products (14,100 kkg/yr total production
or greater

SCT effluent limitations.

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant prop&ty any I day, valies-for30-

consecutive days

kg/klkg (or lb/1 Gob) of product

BO .. .5.3 3.1

TSS..................... 7.0 - 4.0
pH _ Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

§ 410.64 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
bythe application of the bestavallable
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 bythe application
of the best available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

Subpat E--Smple Processing

BAT effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any l day, values for 30

consecutive days

kglkkg (orlb/100 Ib) of product

64.6 44.0
TS ........... .. 5.2 .0
Total phenol -.... 0.018 0.010
Total chronium- - 0.12 0.07
Total copper-- 0.12 0.07
Total zinc..... 0.24 0.14
Color (ADMI units)- 340 220

Subpart E-Complex Processing

BAT effluent lmitations

Pollulantor MaximLmc"r Average of daily
pollutant properly any I day values for 30

consecutive days

kgtkrg (orbo/1000 Ib) of product

OD 4ET. 28.or
TSS..... 5.0 2.9
Total phenol . 0.011 0.006
Total chromiun 0.05 0.04
Totacopper - 0.08 0.04
Total zinc...... 0.15 0.08
Color (ADMI units). 340 220

Subpart E-Hosery Products

BAT effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maxi ur for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutiwe days,

kgrklg (or lb/1000"lb) of product

COD-:....-- - 47.7 325
TSS...-..' _7.0 4.01
Totar phenor_ 0.006 0.003
Total chronium 0.06 0.03 -
Total copper.. 0.06 0.03
Total . .12 0.07
Color (ADMr units)_ -190" 120

§410.65 New source performance
standards (NSPS).

Any new source'subject to this
subpart must achieve the following new
source performance standards (NSPS-

Subpait!E-Simple Processing

NSPSefiluent lritations

Pollutant or Iar mn for Averageof daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecule days

kg/ldg (or.rb/100d lb)'of product

OD5........ 2.2 1.3
COD ------- 4.4 - 30.3
TSS.. . 3.7 2.1
Total phenol .... 0.011" 0.007
Total chromiunm__ 0.12 0.07
Total Copper..%-- 0.12 9.07
Total zinc.....--- . 024 0.14
Color (ADMI units?_ . 190! , 120
pH._ . _ Withir the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at.all times

Subpart E--Complax Processing

NSPS effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maxlnu for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for S0

consecutive days

kgmlig for Ib/1000 tb) of product

BOD5 .................... 1.8 1.1
COD ............... 28.3 19.0

Total phenol...... 0.007 0.004
Total chromnium-_ 0.08 0.04
Total copper ....... 0.08 0.04
Total zinc.......... 0.15 0.08
Color (ADMI units). 190 120
pH................. Win the rangeolf 6.0 to 0.0 at tll Ves

Subpart E-Hosery Products

NSPS effluent imitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutivo days

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

47.7 32.8
TSS .................... 7.0 "4.0
Total ghenol.-- 0.006 0.003
Tolar chromium .- 0.06 0.003
Total copper ...... 0.06 0.03
Total zin ...........- 0.12 0.07
Color (ADMI units),. 19O 120
pH ......... Within the range of 8.0 to 9.0 at all tlmos

§ 410.66 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 forlexisting sources (PSES):

Subpart E-Simple Processing

PSESeffliuent limitalons

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant'property any 1 day Values leV 30

consecutive days

Milligrams per liter (mg/l)

Total chromium.... 0.90 0.50
Total copper . 0.90 0.50
Total zinc ..... 1.80 1.00

In cases when POTWS find it
necessary to impose mass effluent
limitations, the following equivalent
mass limitatiohs are provided as
guidance:
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Subpart E-/sroe Processing

PSES effluent keitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of day
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

kgkkg (or Ib1000 lb) of product

Total chromiurn 0.12 0.07
Total copper-. 0.12 0.07
Total Zinc 0.24 0.14,

Subpart E-Corplex Processing

PSES effluent linitations

Pollutant or Mairmum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

Milrams per liter (mgh)

Total chrorniurmn 0.90 0.50
Total copper-. 0.90 0.50
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:

Subpart E-Complex Processing

PSES effluent initatiois

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

kglkkg (or Ib1000 lb) of product

Total chrorniumn- 0.08 0.04
Total copper- 0.08 0.04
Total z=in 0.15 0.08

Subpart E-Hosiery Products

PSES effluent lrnitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consectie days

Milligrams per liter (mgfl)

Total chronajm - 0.90 0.50
Total copper- Q.90 0.50
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:

Subpart E--Hosiery Products

PSES effluent lirtatlons

Pollutant or Maxiinum for Average of dally
poluant property any I day Values for 30

consecutive days

kglkkg (or li/I000 Ib) of product

Total chromium 0.06 0.03
Total copper- 0.06 0.03
Total zinc 0.12 0.07

§ 410.67 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):

Subpart E-Srntfe PRoc*g

P&NS effluent IWa rtons

Pollutant or V.AimuM for Avers" of d0W
Pollutant propey any I day values or 30

corsectmi day

&Q9-am per litr (nt)

Total &t'rnl;umn 0.90 0.50
Tot copp, . 0.0 0-m
Total znc . 1.30 1.00

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

Subpa S-Simple ProcessIng

P=5 effivent Irrtatons

Polutant or MAmrn fo Aversg of daily
Polutant propery yI day vA, lo 30

conseauiv days

kgflukg (as StuCCO0 lb) of produd

Total chwon*xumn. 0.12 0.07
Total copper...... 0.12 0.07
Total zirc. 0.24 0.14

Sub p E-Conplex Proctning

P5S effluentnItalons

Pollutant or Ma*=n lot Average of daily
Pollutant roperty ay I day va for 30

eonsec*r days

Mmvrrn per m (sigmt

Total lornium. 0.90 0.50
Total copper. 0.90 0.50
Total Zinc . 1.0 1.00

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

Subpart E--CVex ProceM

PISS effluent IWiton

Poaulant or Mairrjt for AYNag of daily
Pollutant roperty a I day values for 30

consecu~ya days

kgfg (or t1:41CO li) of product

Total ctronlsn. OM.8 0.04
Total copper - 0.08 0.04

Subpart E-C-n x Processi

PSNS effluent initations

Pclfuttait Maxlnrum for Aeragef daily
Potant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

kIkkg (or bI10CO l) of product

Tot. z 0.15 0.08

SLbart E-Hoslery Products

PS S effuent ritasos

Pc&AUX or Mxtrmxn for AveaLge of daily
Pca uet proper,/ any 1 day values for 30

criaecutve days

lllgranr pe liter (rog!r)

TotWl choniwmn 0.90 0.50
Tota copper.. 0.90 0.50
ToW snc. 1.0 too

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

Subpar S-Hosiery roducts

FSNS effluent Wirffaios

Pol ant or Masimrmn foc Average of daily
Pok mprope any d value for 30

consectv4e days

kgikg (or tI1000 lb) of prvdct

ToW cvorrxn. 0.06 0.3
TO coppor.. 0.06 0.03
Tcal Zinc 0.12 0.07

Subpart F-Carpet Finishing
Subcategory

410.70 Applicability- description of the
Carpet 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 publicly owned treatment
works resulting from facilities that
primarily finish textile-based floor
covering products, of which carpet is the
primary element, by employing any of
the following processing operations on
at least five percent of their productiom
Scouring, bleaching, dyeing, printing,
and/or application of functional finish
chemicals. Facilities that only perform
carpet tufting and/or backing are
covered under Low Water Use
Processing. Integrated mills that finish a
majority of carpet along with tufting or
backing operations or other finishing
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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 backdng but excluding, the
secondary backing..

§410.73 Effluent limitatioos representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best conventional
pollutant controltechnoiogy (BCT).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 125.30-
125.32, any ekisting 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 (BCTJ:

Subpart F (lss than 9.50 kkgly total production)

aCT effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

tkgkdg (or lb/lOO lb) of product

0D5... .7.8 .9
TSS..-. . 11.0 . 5.5
pH... ....... Within the range of 60to 9.0 at all times

Subpart F (9.500 kkg/yrtotal productiorror greater)

ECT'effluent rimitations

Pollutant or Maximum fat - Averageordaily
polutant property any l day values for3O

consecutive days

kg/kkg (orlb1O000 Ib) orproduct

605-3. 22
TSS. 3.0 1.
pH ..... Wthin the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

§ 410.74, Effluent limiltations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best available
technology economically'achievable (BAT).

Except as provided in 40 CFRI125.30Y-
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 F

BAT effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for -Average of daily
polhitantpropeny any I day, values for 30,

consecutive days-

kg/kkg (or fb/1000 tb) of product

23.8 16.3
TSS_.... 3.1 1.8
Total phenol---. - 0.010- 0.006,
Total chromium-... 0.04 0.02
Total copper. 0.04 0.02
Total znc - 0.08 0.05
Color (ADMtunits) -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 limitatkins

Pollutant or Maximum to' Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

kg/g (or rb/10O Ib) of product

BaD5 . 1.8 1.0
COD 16.4 11.2
TSS_ 2.2 1.3
Total phenol. 0.007 0.004
Total chromium - 0.04 0.02
Total copper . 0.04 0.0T
Total zinc. - 0.08 0.05"
Color (ADMI units). 190 120
pH_.... Wthin the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

§ 410.76 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources (PSES).

Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13,
any existingsource 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)-

SubpatF

PSESelluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

Miligrms perliter (mgtl)

Total'chrorm _...-. 0.90" 0.50
Total copper-.,.-- 0.90 0.50
Total zinc 1.80 1.00

- In caseswhen POTWs find it
necessary tar impose mass effluent
limitations the following equivalent
mass limitations are provided as
guidance:

Subpart F

PSES effluent limitations
Avurage of daly

Pollutant or. Maximum for veluos for 30
pollutant property. any I day consecutive days

kb/kkg (or lb/1000 lb) of product

Totarchromiumi..... 0.04 0.02
Total copper .. 0.04 0.02
Total 71nc. 0.08 0.05

§410.77 Pretreatment standards for now
sources (PSNS).

Anynew 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.

Subpart F

PSES effluent grnifatons.

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consocutive days

Miligrams per lifor (mg/1)

Total chromium.. 0.90 0.50
Total copper-_ 0.90 0.50
Total zinc. . 1.80 1.00

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

Subpart F

PSNM effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30

consecutive days

kg/kkf (or rb/1000 Ib) of product

Total chromium ...... 0.04 0.02
Total copper ...... 0.04 0.02
Total zinc...... 1.08 0.05

Subpart G-Stock and yarn Finishing
Subcategory

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

The provisions ofthi subpart are
applicable to discharges containing
process. wastes that enter the waters of

'the United States, and introductions of
pollutints into publicily owned
treatment works resulting from facilities
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
chemicals. Facilities finishing stock,
yarn, or thread principally of wool also
are covered by this subpart if they do
not perform carbonizing as needed for
coverage under Wool Finishing.
Integrated mills that finish a majority of
stock and yam along with greige goods
manufactilring or other finishing
operations are included in this subpart
and. total production (eicluding knitting,
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
definitionapplies 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 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):

Subpac S pass G aV 16.400 Adgfyr IOWa! produc"

BCT effluent lImitations

Pomitant or Maxmyt for Average of da
po.ant property mny I day valus tor 30

cortsecutive days

kglkcg (or lb/lOOO It) of product

BODS 6.8 .4
TSS- 17.4 8.7
pH -. Watin the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at al times

Sabp G (16.400 kkgfyr total production or greater)

BCT effluent finitaon

Polhitarr or Mnakimu for Average of day
po.utant prpery any 1-day values for 30

wnsastie daps

kgtkkg (or lb/bl0O lb) of product

BOD8- 2.3 1.4
TSS2 .7 1.6
pH - yWtin range o(6D to 9.0 at an times

§ 410.84 Effluent limitations representing
the degree of effluent reduction attainable
by the application of the best avallable
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 h et available technology
economically achievable (BAT):

Stubai G

SAT a lkwe ktlAng

Positant M&Artn fr Average of daly
po&APan p"ro/ any luy vaakm Ior 30

conse"Wv days

Wgkkg (or 3lb100 MC l) of peoduct

COD - 24.7 18.
TSS____ 2.7 1.5
Total Phenol. 0.013 0.8M8
Total dvromxn - 0.09 0.05
Total Coppar- 0 0.05
Total zlnC 0.18 0.10
Color (AODM unt 340 220

§ 410.85 New source performance
standards (NSPS).

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

skepat (3

NSPS aeibent k za s

PolstarA or UZArrurn for Average of d*l
poltaf prope" a"I day valueslor30

comoc~mo days

kgfhJkg (or W100 lb) 01 procxt

0 --- 1.1 0."3
COD______ 17.0 11.8
" 1.9 1.1
Total penol - 0.6 0.o5
Total dvorn..-. 0.09 0.05
Total coppor 0.09 0.05
Total zkc. - 0.18 0.10
Color(ADutxA1.. 190 1
pH -W1 herane of&Co 9.0 at al &s

§ 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 pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 40 CFR part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for existing sources (PSES:

5~tpar1

PsESVIWA k.tao

PoLtnt or .t irsnm for Average of d0y
poictAntProPet arty 1day vs)" s~or

oCU&Ie days

V-57 per Rer (nml

ToW cytvof 090 050
Total copr- 0.90 0_50
Totl zmc - 1.A0 1.00

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

PSis e12%vfoflosalin

Spvz Lthrs lor Aawlg of dy
rou"f -mod &V I day %aja for 30

Whg (or 1000 b)ot pdxct

Tciclrdvcnm 0.0 005
Tou Copr 0.09 0M5
Total z. . . 0.15 U.10

§ 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):

4.twm G

PSNS elitiritalons

Pc,'ua.aort SAs .um io r Average of daly
PCAALIA Propert any Ifta value lor 30

Comfeve days

M~nffa Per (-Ag

To.a, T'.oJrrw 0.90 0.50
To'.l cope - 0.90 0.50
Total . 1180 LOG

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

S'.tpaft G

PSN3S effuent u5nrabors

Pe~awoe cc U3==n! for Ameage dfdaiV
;,UtMA po et ary I day vakes for 3

co-rmecufve days

kgA5g (or WbI0CVO1b) of product

Tc'al €.orra... . 0.09 0.05TctCO;ope........ 0.09 005
Tot.lZ,.;... 0.18 0.10

Subpart H-Nonwoven manufacturing
Subcategory

§ 410.90 Appllcablity; description of the
nonwoven manufacturing 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 that
primarily manufacture nonwoven 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
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processes are covered in Felted Fabric
Processing. Integrated mills that
manufacture a majority of nonwoven
textile products along with greige goods
manufacturing or other finishing
operations are included in this subpart
and total production- (excluding dry web
formation,-knitting, weaving, or oth6r
dry operations) should be applied to the
applicable effluent limitations to
calculated discharge allowances, -

§ 410.91 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.

§ 410.93 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 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 H (less than 28,300 kkg/yr total production)

OCT effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for , Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or lb/1000 ib) of product

BO . 4.3 2-5
9.3 6:4

pH ........................ Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

Subpart H (29,300 kkg/yr total production or greater)

BCT effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values for 30consecutive days

kgfkkg (or lb/I000 Ib) of product

BODE .................. 3.3 1.9
TSS ....................... 3.3 1.9
pH ......................... Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times.

§ 410.94 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 H

Oat effluent limitations-

Polutant or Maximum for " Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

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

COD---- 39.8 27.1
TSS ...... . 3.3 1.9
Total phenol ._ 0.002 0.001
Total chromium . 0.04 0.02
Total copper - 0.04 0.02
Total zinc ....-. 0.07 0.04
Color (ADMI units). 340 220

§410.95 New source performance
standards (NSPS). -

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

Subpar H

NSPS effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

kg/klrg (or lb/1000 Ib) of product

BOD5- 1.5 .0.88

COD--- 27.3 18.6
TSS. "- 2.3 1.4
Total phenol . 0.001 0.006
Total chromium - 0.04 0.02
Total copper-- 0.04 0.02
Total zinc 0.07 0.04
Color (ADMI units). 190 .120
pH - -. ,,, Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at all times

§410.96 Pretreatment standards for
existing sources. (PSES)."

Except as provided in 40 CFR 403.13,
any existing gource subject to this
subpart that introduces pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works must
comply with 4) CFR Part 403 and
achieve the following pretreatment
standards for existing sources (PSES):

Subpart H

PSES effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive days

Milligrams per liter (rg/i)

Total chromium . 0.90 0.50
Total copper. 0.90 ' 0.50
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:

Subpart H

PSES effluent limitations

Pollutant or Maximum fat Average e1 daily
pollutant property any 1 day value for 30

contecutlvo days

kg/kkg (or lb/00 Ib) of product

Total chromium ..... 0.04 0.02
Total copper. 0.04 0.02
Total zinc_........... 0.07 0.04

§ 410.97 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):

Subparl H

PENS ellluent limitations

Pollutant of Maximum for Average of daily
,pollutant property any I dag Values for 30

consecutive days

MXligrarns pei lter (mg/I)

Total chromium .. 0.90 0.50
Total copper ..... 0.90 0.50
Total zinc ......... 1.80 1.00

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

Subpart H,

PSNS effluent tinitations

Pollutant or -Maximum for Average of daily
pollutant property any I day values of 30

consecutive days

kg/kkg (or b/1000 b) of product'

Total chromium.- 0.04 0.02
Total copper........ 0.04 0.02
Total zinc ..... 0.07 0.04

Subpart I-Felted Fabric Processing
Subcategory

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

The provisions of this subpart pro
applicable to discharges containing
process wastes that enter the waters of
th United States, and introductions 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 nmajority of felted fabric
along with greige goods manufacturing

II
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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 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):

- 'Subpart I

BT effluent rngtahons

PoLtant or Madmuin for Average of dady
porutant property any 1 day values for 30

conSecive days.

kglkkg (or /Ib10O lb) of product

6D5 23.1 13.4
TSS...... 62.0 36.0

p11 Within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 at al tknes

§ 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-
12 5.32, 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):

Sdapart !

BAT-effluent limitations

Polltant or Maximum for Average of daily
polutant property any 1 day values for 30

consecutive da)s

kgfkkg (or bl1000 Ib) of product

CO0. 143.0 97.0
TSS 62.0 36.0
Total phenol . 0.05 0.01
Total chromiurn . 0.19 0.11
Total copper- 0.19 0.11
Total Zi - 0.38 0,21
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):

subprt I

Pojnt or 14x4*rurn for Average of da*y
potutant property any I day values for 30

consea.1oe days

kglkkg (or Wt DDO lb) o4prt

B0s 8.1 4.7
coo 78.5 535
T"TS ..... _ .... 15.7 91
Total phenol 0.024 0U14
Total chvorniurn 0.19 0.11
Total copper- 0.19 0.11
Total Zinc 0.38 021
Colo (ADMt l s). 190 120
PH- W er, f M0 01&0 o at aTftn

§ 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):

PSES e*At1 knOlta

Po'lutant or Ma.knurn for A,,age o( dly
pollutant Wproery any 1 day vab"e Wo 30

csecut-. daya

Llgqm pw ee r (nn

TotW ctrr*xn-.. 0.90 050
Total copper-. 0.20 050
TotaW z 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:

PSES elfluent krtaons

Potlltant or Mma t lor Averae of dl
polutant property ay I day values fr 30

CWMOAe days

kgfKg (orl 0O lb) of product

Totalchronvrnt 0.19 0.11
Total coppW 0.19 0.11
Total zac - 03 0.21

§ 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

achieve the following pretreatment
standards for new sources (PSNS]:

PSNlS efflfuen~o~~ns

Pffu* or Ma)&.1Wr for Airag of daily
Peah*- Prop"rt ay I day viaes b'30

cormodae days

Mew-ans peer m- (mgJt)

Totachm~llxn.. om0 0450
Toal cpper- 0.90 0.50
Tol m . . 1.80 1.00

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

P r effutitations

Potar or umdrnum for A-Arage of daily
p0%tan popery any 1 day values for 30

cumsecutve days

k.g21 (or lb/lCOO t) of product

TOW hctYwoiur 0.19 0.11
Tota copper-..... 0.19 0.11
TcW = s 0.38 O.-1

After November 23.1979.
FR =7%C-33 Me. &0-- 5: a.
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