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Title 40—Protection of the Environment

CHAPTER [—ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY

[FRL 444-5]

PART 407-—CANNED AND PRESERVED
FRUITS .AND VEGETABLES PROCESS-
g‘loGRleDUSTRY POINT SOURCE CATE-

Interim Final Rule Making

Notice is hereby given that effiuent
limitations and guidelines for existing
sources to be achieved by the application
of best practicable control technology
currently available as set forth in in-
terim final form below are promulgated
by the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). On March 21, 1974, EPA promul-
gated a regulation adding Part 407 to
Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regula=
tlons (39 FR 10862). That regulation
with subsequent amendments established
effluent limitations and ‘guidelines for
existing sources and stgndards of.per-
formance and pretreatment standards
for new sources for the canned and pre-
served fruits and vegetables point source
category. The regulation set forth below
will amend 40 CFR Part 407, canned and
preserved fruits and vegetables process-
ing Industry point source category, and
will be applicable to “large’™ (as defined
in the regulation below) existing sources
for the canned and preserved fruits sub-
category (Subpart ¥), the canned and
preserved vegetables subcategory (Sub-
part G), and the canned and miscellane-
ous specialties subcategory (Subpart H)
of the canned and preserved fruits and
vegetables processing industry point
source category pursuant to sections 301,
304 (b) and (c), of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended (33
T.8.C. 1251, 1311, 1314 (b) and (c), 86
Stat. 816 et seq.; P.L. 92-500) (the Act).
Simultaneously, the Agency is publish-
ing in proposed form efluent Iimitations
and guldelines for “medium” size exist-
Ing sources in the subcategories described,
in these interim final regulations based
on.the best practicable control technol-
ogy currently available and for “medium”
and “large” existing sources to be
achieved by the application of best avail-
able technology economically achievable,
standards of performance for new point
sources, and pretreatment standards for
existing sources and for new sources.
(a) Legal authority. .

(1) Existing point sources.

Section 301(b) of the Act requires the
achievement by not later than July 1,
1977, of efiluent lmitations for point
sources, other than publicly owned treat-
ment works, which require the applica-
tion of the best practicable control tech-
nology currently available as defined by
the Administrator pursuant to section
304(b) of the Act. Section 301(b) also
requires the achieyement by not later
than July 1, 1983, of eflluent limitations
for point sources, other than publicly
owned treatment works, which require
the application of best available tech-:
nology economically achievable which.
will result in reasofable further progress
toward the national goal of eliminating
the discharge of all pollutants, as deter-
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mined in accordance with regulations

issued by the Administrator pursuant to

section 304(b) of the Act.

Section 304(b) of the Act requires the
Administrator to publish regulations pro-
viding guidelines for effluent limitations
setting forth the degree of efluent reduc-
tion attainable through the application
of the best practicable control technology
currently available and the degree of
effluent reduction attainable through the
application of the best control measures
and practices achievable including treat-
ment techniques, process and procedural
innovations, operating methods and
other alternatives. The regulation herein
sets forth effluent limitations and guide-
lines, pursuant to sections 301 and 304(b)
of the Act, for the canned and preserved
fruits subcategory: (Subpart F), the
canned and preserved vegetables sub-
category (Subpart G), and the canned
and miscellaneous specialties subcate-
gory (Subpart H) of the canned and pre-
served fruits and vegetables processing

‘industry point source category.

Section 304(c) of the Act requires the
Administrator to issue to the States and
appropriate water pollution control agen-
cies information on the processes, proce-

-dures or operating methods which result

in the elimination or reduction of the
discharge of pollutants fo implement
standards of performance under section
306 of the Act. The report or “Develop-
ment Document” referred to below pro-
vides, pursuant to section 304(c) of the
Act, information on such processes, pro-
cedures or operating methods.

*(2) New sources.

Section 306 of the Act requires the
achievement by new sources of a Federal

-standard of performance providing for

the control of the discharge of pollutants
which reflects the greatest degree of efflu-
ent reduction which the Administrator
determines to be achievable through ap-
plication of the best available demon-
strated control ‘technology, processes,
operating methods; or other alternatives,
including, where practicable, a standard
permitting no discharge of pollutants.

Section 306 also requires the Adminis-
trator to propose regulations establish-
ing Federal standards of performance
for categorlies of new sources included
in a Hst published pursuant to section
306 of the Act. The regulations proposed
herein set forth the standards of per-
formance applicable to new sources for
the canned and preserved fruits subcate-
gory (Subpart ¥), the canned and pre-
served vegetables subcategory (Subpart
G), and the canned and miscellaneous
specialties subcategory (Subpart H) of
the canned and preserved fruits and veg-
etables processing industry point source
category.

Section 307(b) of the Act requires the
establishment of pretreatment standards
for pollutants infroduced into publicly
owned treatment works and 40 CFR 128
establishes that the Agency will propose
specific pretreatment standards at the
time effluent limitations are established
for point source-discharges. .

Section 307(c) of the Act requires the
Administrator to promulgate pretreat-
ment standards for new sources at the

same time that standards of performanco
for new sources are promulgated pursu-
ant to section 306. In another section
of the FepEraL REGISTER regulations aro
proposed in fulfillment of these require-
ments.

(b) Summary and basils of interlm
final effuent limitations and guldelines
for existing sources, proposed eflluent
limitations and guidelines for existing
sources to be achieved by the application
of the best available technology eco=
nomically achievable, proposed stand-
ards of performance for nety sources,
and proposed pretreatment standards
for both new and existing sources.

(1) General methodology.

The effluent limitations and guidelines
set forth herein were developed in the
following manner. The polnt source cate-
gory was first studied for the purpose of
determining whether separate limita-
tions are appropriate for different sef-
ments within the category. This analysls
included a determination of whether
differences in raw material used, prod-
uct produced, manufacturing process
employed, age, size, waste water constitu-
ents and other factors require develop-
ment of separate limitations for different
segments of the polnt source category.
The raw waste characteristics for each
such segment were then identifled. This
included an ansalysis of the source, flow
and volume of water used In the process
employed, the sources of waste and wasto
waters in the operation and the constitu-
ents of all waste watre. The constitu-
ents-of the waste waters which should be
subject to efluent limitations were iden~
tified.

The control and treatment technolo-
gles existing within each segment wero
identified. This included an Identiflca~-
tion of each distinct control and trent-
ment technology, including both in-
plant and end-of-process technologles,
which is existent or capable of belng
designed for each segment. It also in-
cluded an identification of, In terms of
the mgount .of constituents and tho

micdl, physical, and biological char-
acteristics of pollutants, the eflluent
level resulting from the application of
each of the technologies. The problemsy,
limitations and reliability of each treat-
ment and control technology were also
identified. In addition, the non-water
quality environmental impacts, such as
the effects of the application of such
technologies upon other pollution prob-
lems, including air, solid waste, noise and
radiation were identified. The energy re-
quirements of each control and treat-
ment technelogy were determined as well
as the cost of the application of such
technologies.

The information, as outlined above,
was then evaluated in order to dofer-
mine what levels of technology consti-
tute the “best practicablo control teche
nology currently available.” In identify-
ing such teclinologles, various factors
were considered. These included the total
cost of application of technology in re=-
lation to the efluent reduction benefits

.to be achieved from such application, the

age of equipment and facilities involved,
the process employed, the engineering
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- . changes,

_ aspects of -the applica.tidn of various

types of control techniques, process

non-water quality environ-
mental “impact (including energy re-
quitrements) and other factors.

The data upon which the above analy-
sis was performed included EPA permit
applications, EPA sampling and inspec-
tions, consultant reports, and industry
submissions. - : o
*  (2) Summary of conclusions with re-
spect to the canned and preserved fruits

. subeategory (Subpart F), canned and
preserved vegetables subeategory (Sub-
part @), and the canned and miscellane-
ous specialties subcategory (Subpart H)
of the canned and preserved frults and
‘vegetables processing industry point
source category. :

@) Catesorization. The canned and

“preserved fruits and vegétables process-
ing industry was divided into three dis-

- crete subcategories for the purpose of

-developing effiuent limitations. These
subeategories coincide with a breakdown
" of ~the category according to raw ma-
terial, organic and volumetric waste load,
processing - operations, and processing
capacity as outlined iIn the Development

_ Document for the canned and preserved

fruits and vegetables processing industry
eategory. When a plant is subject to ef-
- fluent: limitations covering more than
one commodity- or-subcategory, the plant
discharge limitation shall be set by pro-
ration of limitations for each commodity
- or subeategory based on the total pro-
duction. covered by each commodity or
subeategory. L2 - -
_ (1) -Subpart F—Canned and Preserved
Fruits Subcategory. .

The -chemical composition and physi-
-eal character of fruits are different from
either vegetables or food speciatties. The
processing’ of fruits involves a unique

.-sequence of unit operations which results
in an organic and volumetric waste load
unkke that from vegetable production
processes-or Irom food specialty proc-
esses. 'The~ water usage and organie
‘waste load resulting from fruit process-
ing varles with the type of fruit proc-
essed.- Accordingly, separate limitations
have been established for twenty-two dif-
ferent fruit commodities and styles
+within the canned and preserved fruits
subcategory. These commodities and

* styles include the following fruits: apri-
cots; caneberries; sweet, sour and brined
cherries;. cranberries; dried fruit; grape
juice canning and pressing; ollves;
eanned and frozen peaches; pears; fresh
and processed pickles and pickle salting

stations; pineapples; plums; raisins;
- strawberries; and peeled tomatoes and
"tomato products. -

‘While the technical analysis deter=
mined that separate ‘limitations were
needed for twenty-two different types of
fruits within the canned and preserved
fruits subcategory, an economic analysis
determined that separate limitations
were needed for three plant sizes within
each commodity or style. The economic
study was based on price effects, sales,
investment, ~ internstional trade, and
other faotors: As & result of the analyslis

" on. representative model plant groups,

.
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-potential plant impacts were found to

differ among small, medlum and large
size plants. Accordingly, no limitations
have been established at this time for
small plants which process less than 2,000
tons per year, and separate limitations
have been established for large plants
and proposed for medium size plants for
each of the twenty-two different fruit

-commodities and styles.

The canned and preserved fruits sub-
category consisting of these three size
groups within each of the twenty-two
commodities and styles Is substantiated
through analyses with respect to cost of
raw materials, production processes, fin-
ished products, the treatability of wastes,
and the size, age and location of plants.

(2) Subpart ‘G—Canned and Pre-
served Vegetables Subcategory.

The chemical composition and physical
‘character of vegetdbles are different
from either fruits or food speclalties. The

processing of vegetables involves a-

unique sequence of unit operations which
results in on organic and volumetric
waste load unlike that from fruit pro-
duction processes or from food specialty
processing, The water usage and organic
waste load resulting from the processing
of vegetables varies with the type of
vegetable. Thus,~ separate limitations
have been established for twenty-six dif-
ferent vegetable commodities and styles
within the canned and preserved vege-
tables subcategory. These commodities
and styles include the following vege-

tables: asparagus; beets; broccoll; brus--

sels sprouts; carrots; caulifiower; canned
and frozen corn; dehydrated onlons and
garlic; dehydrated vegetables; dry
beans; lima beans; mushrooms; canned
onions; canned and {rozen peas; pimen-
tos; sauerkraut canning and cutting;
canned and frozen snap beans; canned
and frozen spinach; squash; sweet pota-
toes; and-canned white potatoes.

While  the technical analysis deter~
mined that-separate lmitatlons wers
needed for twenty-six different types of
vegetables within the canned and pre-
served vegetable subcategory, an cco-
nomifc analysis defermined that scparate
Imitations were needed for three plant
sizes within each commodity or gtyle. Tho
economic study was based on price ef-
fects, sales, . investment, international
trade, and other factors, As a result of
the analysis on representative model
plant groups, potential plant impacts
were found to differ among small, medi-
um and large size plants. Accordingly,
no limitations have been established at
this time for small plants,which process
less than 2,000 tons per year, and sep-
arate limitations have -been established
for large plants and proposed for medi-
um slze plants for each of the tirenty-
six different vegetable commeodities and
styles.

The canned and preserved vegetables
subcategory consisting of these three slzs
groups within each of the twenty-six
commodities and styles Is substantiated
through analyses with respect to cost of
raw materials, production processes, fin-
ished products, the treatabllity of wastes,
and the size, age and location of plants.
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(3) Subpart H—Canned and Miscel~
laneous Speclalties Subcategory.

‘The chemical composition and physi-
cal character of food specialties are dif-
ferent from elther fruits or vegetables.
‘The production of food specialties in-~
volves a unique sequence of unit opera-~
tions which results in an organic and vol-
umetric waste load unlike that resulting
from fruit or vegetable processing. The
water usage and organic waste loads re~
sulting from the production of food spe~
cialties varles with the type of speclalty
produced. Therefore, separate limitations
have been established for fen specialty
products within the canned and miscel-
laneous specialties subcategory. These
commodities include the following spe-
clalties: added Ingredients; baby food;
potato, corn and tortilla chips; ethnic
foods; jams and jellies; mayonnaise and
dressings; soups; and  tomato-starch-
cheese canned specialties. )

While the technical analysis defer-
mined that separate Hmitations were
needed for ten different types of special-
ty produets within the canned and mis-
cellaneocus specialties subcategory, an
economic analysis determined that sep-
arate limitations were needed for three
plant sizes within each commodity or
style. The economic study was based on
price effects, sales, Investment, interna-~
tional trade, and other factors. As a re-
sult of the analysis on representative
model plant groups, potential plant im-
pacts were found to differ among small,
medium and large size plants. Accord-
ingly, no Hmitations have been estab-
lished at this time for small plants which
process less than 2,000 tons per year, and

.separate Iimitations have been estab-

lished for large plants and proposed for
medium slze plants for each of the ten
different specialty products.

‘The canned and miscellaneous special-
ties subcategory consisting of these three
size groups within each of the ten spe-
cialty products is substantiated through -
analyses with respect to finished prod-
ucts, production processes, raw materials,
the treatabllity of wastes, and the sizg,
oge and location of plants.

(i1) Waste characteristics. .

The significant pollutant pavarseters
in waste waters resulting from the fruits,
vepetables, and specialties processing
subcategories of the cammed and pre-
served frults end vezetables indusiry
category include bicchemical oxygen de-
mand (BODS), total suspended nonfil-
terable sollds (TSS), pE and fecal cali-
forms. Ol and gféase is also a significant
poliutant in the speclalties subcategory.

Several other waste water pollutanfs
are found in these processing waste wa~
ters but these pollutants are considered
to be of lesser importance hecause availa~
ble data has indicated these pollutants
art normally removed when BODS5 or
TSS are removed or they occur in nsig-
nificant quantities. .

Waste water from process steps such
as peellng, trimming, sicing, transport- ~
ing, blanching, and cooking, and water
Iram perlodic clean-up procedures are
the principle waste water streams in
frult and vegetable processing. Some
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process waste water occurs in the food dures before washdown{ The “end-of-
speclalty subcategory such as potato and process” technology includes materials
other chip processing, but most of the recovery through screening aud, for
waste results from clean-up operations. . some commodities, sedimentation or fla-
Raw waste load data have been collected tation, and organic reduction through
on waste waters for each commodity in biological treatment, either aerated or
each subeategory of this industry, and aerobic lagoous, or activated sludge. An
information assembled on the treatment alternative to biological treatment for
procedures required for the waste waters. processors with sufficlent guantities of
Raw waste loads vary from day to day suitable and- available land is land
and from season to season. A plant’s treatment such as spray hrrigation.
waste manageiment program should be However, this alternative is not available
designed with sufficient flexibility tohan~ to plants processing brined products be-
dle the problems inherent in the industry cause of the high dissolved solids con-
due to expected raw material qua.hty var- tent in the proc¢ess waste water.
iations. Management should discuss un-
predictable évents such; as drought and ufilized by plants in each subcategory
insect damage with regulatory personnel, jinclude good in-plant housekeeping
and formulate an emergency plan t0 practices, materials recovery (usually
handle a situation where uncontrollable --screening and sometimes primary sedi-
slgnificant deterioration In raw materizl mentation or flotation to recover usable
quality overwhelms the treatment facil~ by-product solids or grease) and biologi-
ity. cal treatment. The treatment systems
(1) Origin of waste water pollutants = range from simple lagoon operations
in the canned and preserved fruits and through an array of mechanically

Specific technology currently being

vegetables- processing industry category.

Many of the process steps used in the
canning, dehydrating or freezing of
fruits, vegetables or specialties are com-
mon to the industry as a whole. Typically,
the raw materials are recelved, washed
and sorted to prepare them for subse-

aerated modifications to activated sludge
with final clarification. This range of
technology was evaluated and the per-
formance of all concepts was. found to
result in high quality efluents. Best prac-
ticable control technology currently
available (BPCT'CA) has been clearly

quent processing. Some commodities are~ documented as blologica.l treatment. The
then peeled when the end product style various subcategories of fruit, vegetable,
15 to be a solid form (slces, cubes or pow- and specialty processing plants include
der). If the final product is to be a juice {reatment systems using at least. aerobic
or lquid, the peel may not be removed. or aerated lagoons. More capital inten-
Subsequent process steps followlng the « sive biological systems such as activated
peel removal in which water may beused sludge treatment would achieve the
are trimming, slicing. blanching, cool- same or better performance and would
ing, cooking, and can washing or cooling. thus be an additional alternative within
Water transport may be used in one or BPCTCA. Those plants not meeting the
more parts of the process and clean-up Imitations are estimated ta require mod-
is common to each processing operation. ifications to existing facilities in the
Non-contact coollng water is used In form of additional lagoons or the
most of these commodities in each sub- equivalent (l.e. modifications such as
category and It is generally segregated mechanical aeration or additional aero-
from process water and handled sepa- bic treatment) . For example, soine plants
rately with minimal ar no treatment hatve treatment using an aerated lagoon
necessary. The character of the process but overall performance of the treatment
waste clean-up waters are similar in that at these plants is below accepted norms
they contain biodegradable organic mat- in BODS5 removal for this treatment
ter. Thus, the in-plant control measures system. In this case, the addition of an
and end-of-process treatment techniques aerated: chamber, ncreased aeration
are similarly effective in controlling and capacity, ar other modifications may be
7 treating all frult, vegetable or speclalty reasonably expected to upgrade overall
processing wastes. treatment system performance to re-
dv) Treatment and control tech- quired Ievels. _ 2
nology. Best available technology economically
Waste water treatment and control  achievable (BATEA) is substantially the
technologles have been studled for.each same for all subcategories. Principal
subcategory of the Industry to deter- modifications for BPCTCA to achleve
mine what Is: (a) the best practicable BATEA are in treatment and control to
control technology currently avallable; optimize in-pla.nt. water and waste man-~

_(b) the best avallable technology eco- agement controls. The end-of-process’

“nomically: achievable; and (c) the best technology includes BPCTCA biological
demonstrated control technology, proc- treatment—either aerated or aerobic
‘esses, operating methods or other alter- lagoons, or activated sludge—plus multi-
matives. The best practicable control medja filtration. Filtration is a technol-
technology currenily available includes ogy that has been demonstrated in both
standard in-plant control practices and the fruits and vegetables subcategories
“end-of-process” treatment for process and can. be readily transferred to the
waste water. In-plant procedures to con~ similar biological effluents from the spe-
trol pollution include strict management cialties subcategory. Reductions in the
control over housekeeping and water use raw organic load (expressed as BODS5)
practices, minimization of the Intake of and the final organic. and suspended
water by reuse and recirculation of solids Ioad are commensurate with levels
.waste waters, and diy clean-up proce- at or near reductions already achieved

by several plants in the fruits, vegetables,
and specialties subcategories.

There Is an additional-fifty percent of
the fruit and vegetable industry thot i3
presently using land treatment. There-
fore mony plants are presently achiev-
ing an effluent reduction greater thon
required by the application of the best
available control technolagy economi-
cally achievable and most have no dis-
charge of pollutants to navigable waters,
This technology is used writh and without
holding ponds in ol reglons of the
country.

The application of technology for
greatly reduced water use is not required
for this iodustry but would facilituto
land disposal. Experience has shown that
good management practices assure thab
land disposal and irrigation systems can
be maintained commensurate with crop
need and soil tolerance.

Treatment required to achieve the best
available demonstrated control tech-
mology, processes, operating methads or
other alternatives for new sources is the
same as from best available control
technology economically achievable,

Solid residue and sludge are potential
problems because of the need for pertodic
disposal. Solld waste Is being handled by
processors. In most subcategories 03
anfmal feed. In. some cases, however, solid
waste cannot be handled as feed and
wastes must be handled properly to as-
sure no landfill or associated problems
develop.

Besf; practicable control technology a8
known today, requires disposal of the
pollutants removed from waste waters in
this industry in the form of solid waostes
and Hquid concentrates. In most coses
these are nonhazardous substances re-
quiring only minimal custodinal ecare.
However, some constituents may be haz-
ardous and may require special consider~
ation. In order to insure long-term
protection of the environment from thezo

. hazardous or harmful constituents, spe=

clal consideration of disposal sites must
be made. All landfill sites where such
hazardous wastes are disposed should be
selected so as to prevent horizontal and
vertical migration of these contaminants
to ground or surfece waters. In cases
where geologic conditions may not rea-
sonably ensure this, adequate legal and
mechanical precautions (e.g. impervious
liners} should be taken to ensure long
term protection to the environment from
hazardous materials. Where appropriate,
the location of solid hazardous materials
disposal sites should be permanently
recorded in the appropriate office of legal
jurisdiction.

(v) Cost estimates for control of waste
water pollutants. The costs assocloted
with the control and treatment technol-
ogles have been consldered in an econom-
ic impact analysis discussed in (vif) be-
low. Costs per individual plant for meet-
ing the 1977 lmitztions with aerated
lagoons varied from $40,000 for small
plants to as much as $565,000 for o large
plant. The corresponding annual costs
ranged from $9,000 to $156,000., Acti-
vated sludge costs were higher, ranging

from $162,000 to $1,809,000 with the cor-
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responding annual costs: fromr $36,000° to
$364:000.. The: Investment: costs for spray
irrigationr ranged fromr $45,000 to
$880;000..

Based on: 275 plants; discharging: to
navigable waters through aerated: la-
goons,. the: tatal industry investment. to

- meets thres JOTT; limitetions: would be: $33.5
milliom and> the total antmal cost would
be$9:7:milliorr. However, plants:less.than
1,816 Ekgr (2,000 tons): per- year are ex-
cluded. fronr achievement! of effiluent lm-
itations, and. also. most:plants. have some
type. of. tredtment. currently in-place:
When: these factors. are: considered, the

‘total industry investment cost is. estl-.

mated to be $24.5: million.and the armual
cost is.estimated to.-be $T.6 million..

. The estimated cost to meet BATEA
limitatiens: is estimated to be about $40
milliorr with- apnual costs about.$10 mil-
lion. These costs do not. make- any al-
lowancefor treatment currently in-place
and: do. not include filtration. for plants
les than 9,080 kke (10,000.tons) per year.

" Thus. the total industry cost to. meet
BPCTCA and BATEA .limitations: with
aerated Tagoons:is-almost.$65 million:and
the:annual cost:{s-about. $17.6: million.

- (vl) - Energy- requirements and non-
water quality: envirénmental impacts.

* THe energy- requirements. assoctated
with the control and: treatment technol-
ogles have been considered. The estl-
mated energy-consumption of the recom-
mended: technologies is discussed and
listed in Section VIIT of the Development
Document. The added energy require-
ments asosciated with the operation of
the treatment facilitiess are expected to
constitute: only @ small fraction: of total
plant: enrergy” consumption.

The maintenance of air quality, in
terms of: particnlates, will. be: unaffected
by the recommended: waste: water: treat-

“ment. technologies. Odor from: landfills

- can be a.problem; and fronr. lagoons and
oxidation. ponds when not. operated or
maintained: properly. However, covers.or
enclosures: can. be used. i some cases If
& localized problemr exists.

. Principal noise: sources at. treatment
facilities. are mechanical gerators, alr
compressors,”and pumps. By runnlng'a.!r
compressors. for diffused alr systems be-
low. their rated critical speed and by pro-
viding inlet. and exhaust.silencers, noise

_ effects. can. be effectively reduced. In no

- proposed- installation would noise levels
- exceed the guidellnes established in the
Occupational Safety and HeaIth Stand-
ards of 1972..

(vil)- Economic impact analysis; Plants
processing less than 2,000 tons of raw
materials per year are not covered:- by the

“Interim- final or proposed limitations.
These -.plants were excluded because
neither aerated lagoons’ nor activated
sludge waste -treatment systems were
economicdlly: feasible. Because-direct dis-
chargers affected: by the* proposed: and
Interim.final Hmitations represent a:small
fraction of total industry production,

they may: be: unable to- pass. pollution

confrol costs on to. the: consumer. in: the

- form.of higher prices.
Only. plants: producibg more-than 10 -
- 000 tons- per year of raw msterials’ wﬂl

—

-
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be affected by the interim final limita-
. tions.. Profitabllity of these plants may
" fall. to an average return. ox investment
of 4.8.percent from & current average re-

-turn of 6.3. percent. Impacts on produc~

tion, industry growth, employment,. bal-
ance of trade-and local economies are not
expected: to be significant:..

The: proposed EPCTCA limitations for
plants. processing: between 2,000 and: 10,-
000. tons: per- year (medium size plants)
may cause 10 plants to close. The in-
cremental ' costss necessary to. meet
BATEA limitations are minimal, and as
a result, no additional closures: are ex-
pected. 800 jobs could beslost due to plant
closures. in. this segment. Production
Iosses will be less thamn 0.5 percentiof total
current production. Proposed BATEA
limitations for plants processing more
than. 10,000 tons per year may result in
3 plant closures:. Approximately 450 jobs
could be: lost; but: total production losses
willbe insignificant. However, community
and regional Impacts could be serious.
Many, frult and vegetable processing
plants are located In small towns and
rural areas; Single: plants generally em-
ploy 80 to 150 persons and serve os a
market. for-local farmers. Closure of one
plant. in & small town could result in
severe local. economic dislocations. Al-
though exports of fruit and vegetable
products: will! not be affected by these
Himitations, the existing trend of Increas-
ing imports of such products such as
mushrooms, strawberries, blueberriesand
tomato .paste could be accentuated.

The projection for possible closures ex-
pected to result from. proposed and in-
terim final lUmitations are based on the
assumption that most plants will be able
to Install aerated lagoons. Aerated la-
goons are the lower cost alternative, but
applicable only in situstions where land
is available. However, if all plants find it
necessary to use-the activated sludge op-
tion due to- unavellability of land, clo-
sures from BPCTCA might rise to as
meny as 33 and an additional 23 shut-
downs could result from BATEA. The
EPA: especlally invites comment on this
issue;

Executive Order 11821 (November 27,
1974) requires. that major proposals for
legislotion and: promulgation qf regula-
tions and rules-by Agencies of the execu-
Hive: branch be accompanied by a state-
ment certifying that the inflationary i
pact of the proposal has been evaluasted.

OMB Circular A-107 (January 28,
1975) prescribes. guidelines for the iden-
tification and evaluation of major pro-
posals requiring: preparationr of infla-
Honary Impact certification. The circular
provides: that during- the interim period
priorto final approval by OMB of criteria
developed by each’ Agency, the Adminis-
trator is responsible for-identifying these
reguiations which require evaluation and
certification. The Administrator has di-
rected that all regulatory: actions which
are lkely: to-result in.capital investment
exceeding $100.milllon or annualized costs
In excess of $50 million will require cer-
tification. As previously mentioned, the
capital investment and annuallzed costs
assoclated with compliance to this regula-

-
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tlon are estimated ta be less than these
amounts,

The supplementary report entitled
“Economic: Analysis of Interim Final Ef-
fluent Guidellnes—Fruit and Vegetahle
Pré6cessing Industry?” contains: estimates
of the: cost of pollutiorxr control require-
ments and an analysis of the possible ef-
fect of the Interimx final and proposed
regulation on prices, production Ievels,
employment; communities im which proc-

essors are located, and Intermational.

trade: In addition, the DevelopmentDac~
ument describes, in Section VIXI, the
cost and energy” consumption implica-
tions of the inferim. fincl and proposed
regulations.

‘Thereportentitled “DevelopmentDac-
ument for Interimr Final and Praposed
Effuent Limitations. Guidelines and New
Source Performance Standards for the
Fruits, Vegetables smd: Specialtiex Proc-
essing Segments of the Canned and Pre-
served Prults and Vegetables Point
Source: Category” detalls the analysis
undertaken in support of the regulation
being proposed herein and is available

for inspection in the- EPA Public Infor-.

mation Reference Unit, Roonr 2404, 401
M Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460,
at all EPA regional offices, and at. State
water pollution control offices. The sup-
plementary analysis prepared for EPA
of the possible economic effects af the-in~
terim final and proposed regulation is
also- available for Inspection at theselo-
cations. Copies of both of these doci=
ments are being sent.to persons or insti-
tutions affected by the- proposed- regula-

tion or who have placed themselves orxa .

mafling list for this purpose (see EPA’s
Advance- Notice: of Public Review Pro-
cedures, 38 P.R. 21202, August 6, 1973).
An additional limited number of copies
of both reports are availablee Persons
wishing to obtainx a copy may write the
Environmental Protection Agency; Ef-
fluent Guidelines Division (WH-552>, 401
M Street, SW., Washingtorr, D.C. 20460,
Attn: Distribution Officer.

When this regulationr is promulgated
in final rather than interim fornr, re-

vised copies: of the Development Docwr- |,

ment will be avalilable from the Superin-
tendent of - Documents; Government
Printing Office; Washington, D:C. 20402.
Coples of the economlic analysis docu=~
ment will ber available: through the Na-
tional Technical Information Service,
Springfield, VA 22151.

(c) Summary of public participation.

Prior to this publication;, the agencies
and groups listed below were consulted
and given an opportunity to participate
in the development of effluent limitations,
guidellnes' and standards proposed for
the canned and preserved fruits and veg-
etables processing industry point source
category. All participating agencies have
been Informed of project developments.

An initial draft of the Development Doc- -

ument was sent to all’ participants and
comments were solicited on that report.
‘The following are the principal agencies
and groups consulfed: (1) Efiuent
Standards and Water Quality Informa-
tion Advisory Committee (established
under section 515 of the Act); (2) all

§
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State and U.S. Térritory Pollution Con~
trol Agencies;. (3) other public agencies,
Interest groups, and associations; Ohio
River Valley Sanitation Commission;
Delaware River Basin Commission; U.S.
. Department of the Interior; U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce; U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare; The
Conservation Foundation; Environmen-
tal Defense Fund, Inc.; Natural Re-
sources Defense Council; American So-
- clety of Civil Engineers; Water Pollution
Control Federation; National Wildlife
Federation; American Institute of Chem-
ical Englneers; American Frozen Food
Institute; National Canners Association;
- American Dehydrated Onion and Garlic
Association; National Kraut Packers As-
sociation; Pickle Packers International,
Inc.; Mushroom Processors Assoclation;
Assoclated Pimento- Canners; Canners
League of California; Potato Chip In-
stitute International; and numerous
processors.

'The following responded with com-
ments: Efluent Standards and Water |
Quality Information Advisory Commit-
tee; National Canners Association; Na-
tional Kraut Packers Association; Pickle
Packers International; Mushroom Proc-
essors Association; Agripac, Inc.; Arti-
choke Industries, Inc.; Beaver Valley
Canning Co.; Carnation Company; Com-
stock Foods, Borden, Inc.; Dean Foods
Co.; Duffy-Mott Co., Inc.; Flavorland
Foods, Inc.; Frito-Lay, Inc.; General
Toods Corp.; Gentry International, Inc.;

Gerber Products Co.; Green Giant Co.;.

Grocery Store Products .Co.; Humpty-
Dumpty Potato Chip Co.; Eennett Can-
ning Co.; Kraft Foods; Lakeside Pack-
ing Co.; Larsen Co.; Meridian Foods,
Ine.; North Carolina Dept. of Natural
and Economic Resources; Ocean Spray
Cranberries, Inc.; Snyders Potato Chips;
Stayton Canning Co. Coop; Stokely-Van
Camp, Inc.; Jones-Normel Foods, Inc.;
Welch Foods, Ine.; State of Florida; State
of Vermont; State of Colorado Depart-
ment of Health; -Vlasic Foods, Inc.; West
Poods, Inc.-Castle & Cooke; Basic Veze-
4ablo Products, Inc.; Redl Foods; Sterling
Cooperative, Inc.; Hunt Wesson Foods,
_dnc.; U.S. Dept. of Transportation;
" Campbell Soup Co.; California Vegetable
Concexttrates Inc.; American Dehydrated
Onion & Garlte Assn.; U.S. Dept. of the
Interior; American Frozen Food Insti-
tute; Michigan Water Resources Com-~
mission; Heinz Co.; Del Monte Corp.;
Tillie Lewis Foods, Inc.; and Unilversity
of Georgia, College of Agriculture.

The primary issues.ralsed in the de-
velopment of the proposed efiluent lim-
itations guidelines and standards of per-
formance and the treatment of these is~
sues herein are as follows:

1. A number of commenters expressed -

" concern ahout the use of-the log normal
distribution and suggested that its use

was simply a device utilized to make up-

for the Inadequacies in the analysis of
the collected data. -

The EPA prepared a ddta distribution
snalysis to determine the natural dis-
tribution of the major waste water pa-
rameters, A standard normal distribution
model was studied and found to be inade-
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quate for most cases because the range

of data was large and the data tended to

be skewed with a. few relatively large
values. Also, the normal distribution al-
lowed for negative values which do not
occur in actuality for the pollutant pa-
rameters being examined. The log normal
distribution was Investigated and found
to describe the raw waste data collected
from this industry segment better than
the normal distribution. It was deter-
mined that more than 75 percent of the
flow ratios and 85 percent of the BODS
ratios were described better by _the log
normal distribution than by the normal
distribution. The log normal distribution
is the distribution commonly used for
only positive values which are skewed
right to-allow for a few large values. The
set of the logarithms of values in the dis~
tribution conforms to the normal distri-
bution and standard, readily available,
statistical techniques can be employed,
Because the log normal distribution
,model described the data distribution
better than the normal distribution, the
log normal distribution was used to.es-
tablish the raw waste loads within each
subcategory.

2. The comment was made that the
use of the mean of the log normal distri-
bution to establish raw waste loads would
require some processors to install in-
plant controls or install technology .in
-addition to BPCTCA to meet the 1977
limitations. |

The raw waste loads for each com-
modity were based on th2 mean of the
log normal distribution of all the avail-
_able data for each commodity and each
sample was weighted equally. The utili-
zation of the mean value represents a
waste load that is typlcal of processing
plants with a concern for water and
waste conservation practices. Mest plants
below the mean waste load have achieved
this load through becoming aware of
and implementing common, n
practiced in-plant water and waste man-
agement techniques, such as turning off
hoses and faucets when not In use, These
good housekeeping practices are com-
monly employed at most of these plants
and have become an integral part of ef-
fective plant management. Plants with
waste loads above the mean value are
capable of readily achieving the mean
waste load with effective plant manage-
ment and the assoclated concern for
water usage and waste management. No

_installation of specialized internal or ex-
ternal technology in addition to good
in-plant practices is necessary. The var-
iation experienced in the collected water
and waste loading data for similar proc-
ess configurations among different plants
indicate that waste loads can be sig-
nificantly reduced without adversely
affecting the quality of the product.
‘Throughout the various subcategories,
gbout 130 plants or about 50 percent
of all surveyed plants report they pres-
ently achieve the established mean raw
waste.loads. Thus, the log mean value
is the most representative value and the
best value for the typical waste load
generated from the processing of the
fruit and vegetable commodities found
in these subcategories. ,

3. One commenter sugeested that if
the logarithmic distribution was used to
characterize raw waste loads, then local
enforcement groups should require com-
plance on the basis of logarithmic av~

- erages of treated effluent data.

On the basis of this comment, the
Agency reexamined the effluent treat-
ment data used in the development of
the limitations. Over twenty blological
treatment systems were evaluated using
both arithmetic and logarithmilc av-
erages. These averages were then used
to develop limitations. It was detor-
mined that the treatment plant per«
formance will be the same whether com«
pliance is on the basls of logarithinic
averages or arithmetic averages. The
limitations based on arithmetic averages
are greater than Hmitations based on
logarithmic averages because the arith-
metic averages of the treated effluent
data are greater than the logarithmic
averages. The treatment plant perform-
ance, however, remains the same. Thuy,
effuent limitations can’ be established
which require compliance on the basis ot
arithmetic or logarithmic averages. In
order to simplify enforcement activities,
limitations have been developed from
arithmetic averages of existing trent-
ment system effluent data and compli~
ance is based on the simpler arithmetie
average. -

4. The comment was made that in
most biological systems it cost as much
to remove from 85 percent to 95 percent
BOD5 removel as it does to remove tho
entire first 85 percent of BODS5.

The cost data In the developmenb
document shows that this statement is
not accurate for most industry wasto-
water. For low-strength wastes, about
200 mg/1 BODS5, the commenter’s stato-
ment has some justification and EPA
limitations and cosis are based on only
85 percent BODS removal. For higher

*sfrength wastes, such as 2,000 mg/l

BOD5, EPA limitations and costs are
based on approximately 95 percent BODS
removal. Various degrees of BODJ5 1o+
moval efficlency are obtained with bio-
logical treatment systems by controlling
the aeration contact period and/or the
coneentration of active mierooxganisms,
While better removal efficiencies cnnnot
be achieved in the same system when the
BODS5 loading is increased, it 15 possible
to achieve higher percent reductions of
stronger BOD5 wastes by providing
longer detention time, more air ond moro
microorganisms. In an octivated sludge
gystem, there is a decreasing percentage
increase in costs to go from 85 percent
to 95 percent as the waste strength in-
creases. Thus, the inereased cost to treat
from 85 to 95 percent for low strength
wastes could be slmost the same as the
cost to remove the first 85 percent BODS,
but for high strength wastes, the addi-
tional cost is only a small fraction of the
cost to remove the first §5 percent BODS,
~ 5. The objection was raised that factors
such as size and age of plent, processes
employed, engineering easpects, process
changes, raw madterial quality, costs and
non-water quality impacts have been in-
adequately considered because these
factors are not reflected in the recome
mended limitations.
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Each of these factors has been con-
sidered: In the establishment of the
effluent limitations as summarized in the’
Development-Document. Factors such as
age, size.and location of processing plants
were studied in- the . subcategorization:
section. and. no significant relationship
could be found between waste loads and
any of the factors. Factors such as the
processes’ employed: and engineering
aspects were also investigated in the sub-
categorization section and resulted in the
segmentation of over fifty commodities
and commodity: products within the three
industry subcategories: This segmenta~
tion, resulted in different limitations for

“each of these commodities in the subcate-
gories.. The quality of raw material was
" studied'but no correlation could be estab-
lished between - different- raw material
qualities and raw waste loads. The quality
of the raw material does influence the se-
lection of certain efd products.and this

‘RULES AND "‘REGULATIONS

to day-to-day varlability in raw waste
Toads, treatment plant varisbility and
weather variabllity factors.

The ansalysis of the available treat-
ment performance data showed that
daily maximums were higher than those
predicted In the contractor’s report
While it is reasonableto expect some of
the variability to be reduced before 1977
as a result of improved management
control and familiarity with in-plant and
treatment operations, the performance
data currently available suggests higher
daily maximums and thus the proposed
Hmitations are less stringent than the
recommendations in the contractor’s re-
port. However, this increased variability
iIs not necessarily assoclated with
weather effects, but may be due to in-
adequate control of sludge wasting, lack
of necessary supplemental nutrients, or
inadequate aeration and mixing. Treat-
ment plants in all ciimates were included

is reflected’ by different. limitations for—and many of the best are located In ex-

different. product styles. The study of
these.factors.has also resulted.in the in-
clusion.of data from as many years as
possible In the establishment of raw
" waste loads and the effluent limitations.
Other factors such as-cost, economic im-~
pact and non-water quality impacts had
substantial’ influence on the selection of
BPCTCA and BATEA. As:a result of these
impacts;, aerated lagoons, not activated
sludge, were utilized for BPCTCA, and
filtration was not utilized for all plants
for BATEA. These:impacts also prevented
establishment of limitations,for pollu-
tants such as color and total dissolved
solids. Thus,.these factors have been con-
sidered; they have impacted the develop-

- - ment: of the recommended limitations;

and ‘they: are, therefore, reflected in the

" limitations. . N

6.-The-criticism -was made that Umita- -

Hons for BOD5.and TSS were established

" in a simplistic manner without ade-

quately evaluating the demonstrated re-

" movals achieved with current technology.

The gontractor’s.recommended Hmita-
tions for BODS and TSS were established
based on.performance data from several
serated lagoons and activated sludge
treatment systems. Nevertheless, this
comment was reviewed by the- Agency
with the result that more-treatment data
was collected and the data was iIntensely
analyzed with available statistical meth-
ods. As explained earller, the efuent
data. was. summarized using. the normal
distribution. model. Regression and .cor-

. relation analyses were..completed along
with- “enveloping techniques” to deter-
mine the most reasonable methodology
to establish BODS5. and TSS limitations.
The. resulting methodology utilizes the
performance data and variability from
over twenty biological treatment sys-

. tems to determine the treatment per-

-~ formance.data necessary for the estab-

lisiiment.of the.effluent limitations. Thus,
the.limitations. have been established In
a sophisticated. manner utilizing results

* from numerous industry- treatment sys-
7. A- number of commenters termed
the differences between daily and thirty
day maximum limitations unrealistic due

tremely cold locations. Thus, this fmpact
has been-considered and included in this
industry segment.

The monthly and daily variablility were
,studied in detail for treatment plants at
single and multi-commodity plants. It
was determined that the seasonal infiu-
ence of the industry, the length of the
processing .season, its multi-commodity
make-up, the variability In waste loads
between commodities and within the
same commodity, its treatment tenden-
cles, and water quality restrictions em-
phasized the need for an annual BODS
and TSS limitation in addition to the
maximum thirty day and daily limits,
Thus, an annual Umitation has been in-
cluded which is based on the annual per-
formance of over twenty biological
treatment systems.

8. The comment was made that the
wet sampling for many commodities was
inadequate or unrepresentative of typical
performance, The criticism was also
made that some historical data was un-
scientifically evaluated Yor inclusion or
exclusion from the data base,

As a result of this criticism, the Agen~
cy has contacted each processor that sub-
mitted data, has reviewed the data for
reliability and accuracy, and has detailed
whether the data was Included or ex-
cluded, and why. Wet sampling data was
included In this review and most were
found to be accurate and representative.
Only’'a few percent of the collected data,
both wet sample and historical data, was
determined to be unrellable and thus-ex-
cluded. With regard to the criticism that
more wet sampling should have been
conducted for some commodities, it was
determined that about thirty of the fifty
commodities needed to be sampled be-
cause of available data and the secondary
processing nature of some commodities.
Some of the commodities could not be
sampled because of the short processing
time avallable. The wet sampling pro-
gram, however, was effective and further
substantiated Industry supplied data for
thirty commodities in the subcategories.

9. The criticlsm'wras made that the de- _

velopment -of BATEA limits assuming &
45 percent reduction in water usage and
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BODS generation was unfair and un-
demonstrated. Also, no economic assess~
ment was made and no recognitionr was
made of food safety and sanitatiorr re-
quirements.

The Agency has reviewed the con-
tractor’s recommendation of a 45 percent
reduction for water usage and BODS for
BATEA and has determined thatsuch &
reduction is appropriate for some com-—
modities within each subcategory, but
not appropriate for other commodities.
Accordingly, the BATEA water usage and
BODS raw waste values are different and
‘are based on the mean minus on2 stand-
ard deviation value of the log normal dis—
tribution model for plant means. These
raw waste characteristics are presently
achleved by about 70 plants or over 25
percent of the surveyed plants in the in-
dustry. In the development of the BATEA
values each plant mean was given equal
welght to Insure that at least oneplantin
each subcategory would achleve the
water usage and BODS5 loads: For a few
commodities; no plants achieved the pré-
dicted loads and In these: cases the best
plant was selected' to- establish the:
BATEA water usage and BODS5 values.

TWhile a detailed economic assessment
has not been made,. available informa-
tion indicates that this cost does not rep-
resent a slgnificant capital expenditure
and would not present a severe Impact.-
In many cases; energy savings and mate-
rials recovery might pay for the pro-
gram. Additional cost data on in-plant-
water and waste reduction program isre-
quested to ald in future impact assess-
ments.

With regard to food safety and sanita-
tion requirements, the broad distribution
of demonstrated water usage and waste
loads within each commodity indicate
that the expected BATEA reduction
would not be affected. Review of present
and future food safety and: sanitation
standards indicates that the BATEA raw
waste values are not expected to change.

10. The comment was made that some
plant data contains a mixture of process
waste water and cooling water which re-
sults in inaccurate water usage data_

The problem of mixed process and
cooling water data has been reviewed by
the Agency and an attempt has been
made to obtain from plant sources esti-
mates of the cooling water contribution
to the total water usage data reported.
Any:inclusion of mixed data would result
In conservative estimates of raw waste
Toads and thus less stringent limitations.
Furthermore, the efluent limitations
guldelines apply to process waste water
only. It is expected that cooling water
can be handled separately and in many
cases discharged” directly. Many plants
are presently handling cooling water in
this manner. Thus, the utilization of datx
containing a mixture of process waste
water and cooling water is not a signifi-
cant concern.

11. One commenter specifically re-
quested that frozen commodity styles be
further investigated for additional sub-
categorization.

The Agency reviewed all. the data for
each subcategory commodity and per-

-
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formed statistical analyses to detenﬁine
whether differences-could be determined

and correlated with any of a number of -

factors including product style. For ex-
ample, wastes from collard, turnip,
saustard, spinach and kale greeng could
not be statistically differentiated while
wastes from caneberries were shown to be
statistically different from wastes from
strawberries and eranberries. Eleven
commodities in all subcategories were
further segmented due to differences in
product style and production processes;

including five fruit and vegetable com--

- modities Wwhich were separated into
canned and frozen product styles.

12, The comment was made that efflu-
ent limitations were established for some
commodities even though no BPCTCA
blological treatment was demonstrated
for these commodities.

The Agency recognized that BPCTCA
would not be demonstrated for every
commodity in every subcategory. Blologi-
cal treatment was, however, demon-
strated for commodities in every subcate-
gory., In addition to these biological
treatment systems, the Agency examined
a wide range of biological treatment in-
formation from other segments of the
food industry, from joint industrial and
municipal biological treatment systems,
and from pilot plant, laboratory, demon-
stration projects and other experimental
data from various blological treatment
processes. It was determined that all in-
dustry commodities in all three subcate-~
gories prqoduced a blodegradable waste
water that was essentially a mixture of
organic and suspended materlals. Even
operations such as brining or products
such as dressings or mayonnaise had
been demonstrated to be successfully
treated in a biological treatment system:
Because of the similarity in waste char-
acter of commodities within the fruit and
vegetable industry and because of the
similar treatability demonstrated in bio-
loglcal treatment systems within the in-
dustry, it is appropriate to establish
limitations for all commodities based on
the performance data of biological treat-

ment systems in the fruits and vegetables .

industry.

13. The comment was madethata pro-
posed spray irrigation system to be built
by a municipality would cost more than
the contractor’s report predicted. :

RULES AND REGULATIONS

Several industry members have sub-

‘mitted aerated lagoon effiuent data that

indicates that the natural biological ac-
tivities in the lagoons result in occasional
discharges with the pH in excess of 9.0.
The Agency has reviewed this informa-
tion and other lagoon.efluent dats and
has observed that-some lagoons exceed a
pH of 9.0 and others do not. Nevertheless,
it is apparent from the data that the nat-
ural biological activity of & lagoon may
result in wastewater discharges with pH
in excess of 9.0. Accordingly, the Agency
has recommended a maximum pH limit
of 9.5,

15. Some correspondents endorsed fhe
proposal made to the Administrator by
the Effluent Standards and Water Quality
Information Advisory Committee that a
significantly different approach be taken
in the development of efluent.limitations
generally.

The committee’s proposal is under
evaluation as 2 contribution toward fu-
ture refinements of limitations for some
industries. The committee has indicated
that their proposed methodology could
not be developed in sufficient time to be

“gyvailable for the eurrent phase of pro-

mulgation, which is proceeding accord-
ing to a court-ordered schedule. Its pres-
ent state of development does not pro-
vide sufficlent evidenee to warrant the

Agency’s delaying issuance of any stand--

ard in hopes that an alternative ap-
proach might be preferable.

The Agency is subject to an order of
the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia entered in Natural
Resources Defense Council v. Train et
al. (Cv. No. 1609-73) which requires the
promulgation of regulations for this in-
dustry category no later than October 5,
1975, This order also-requires that such
regulations become effective immediately

Agency, comments should identify and,
if possible, provide any additional date
which may be available and should indi~
cate why such.data are essential to tho
amendment or modification of the regu~
lation. In the event comments address
the approach taken by the Agenoy In
establishing an efiluent limitation ot
guldeline, EPA solicits suggestions as to
what salternatiye approach should bo
taken and why and how this alternative
better satisfies the detailed requiremeonts
of sections 301 and 304(b) of the Act.

A copy of all public comments will be
avallable for inspection and eopying at
the EPA Public Information- Reference
Unit, Room 2404, 401 M Street, SW,
Washington, D.C. 20460. A copy of pro-
liminary draft contractor reports, tho
Development Document and economic
study referred to above, and certain sup-
plementary materials supporting the
study of the industry concerned will also
be maintained at thiz location for public
review and copying. The EPA informa-
tton regulation, 40 CFR Part 2, provides
that a reusonable fee may be charged
for copying. .

- All comments recelved within thirty
days of publication of this interim final
reguletion in the FeperaL ReoistecR will
be considered. Steps previously taken by
the Environmeéntal Proteétion Agency to
facilitate public response within this
time period are outlined in tho advance
notice concerning public review proco-
dures published on August 6, 1976 (38 FR
21202). In,the event that the final regu-
lation differs substantially from the in-
terim final regulation set forth herein
the Agency will consider petitions for ro-

_consideration of any permits Issued in ac=

upon publication. In addition, it is neces- .

sary to promulgate regulations estab-
lishing limitations- on the discharge of
pollutants from point sources in this
category so that the process of issuing
permits to individual dischargers under
section 402 of the Act is not delayed.

It has not been practicable to develop
and publish regulations for this category
in proposed form, to provide a 30 day
comment period, and to mske any neces-
sary revisions in light of the comments
recelved within the time constraints im-

As explained in the Development Doc-—posed by the court order referred to

ument, costs do vary in relation to many
variables and thus cost estimates are
made for model plants which should be
typical for the industry. It is possible
that an example system could cost more
than would be estimated by EPA. Spray
irrigation costs assume a fixed applica-
tion rate, fixed distance to spray field,
a fixed spray fleld distribution system,
and fixed construction costs. A specific
example, especially & municipal system,
could deviate from EPA assumptions and
report a different cost. Therefore, the
EPA estimates are reasonable and ac-
curate for typical industry plants. -

14. A number of commenters expressed
concern that the best practicable control
technology would result in a treated eflu-
ent with a pH over 9.0, -

above. Accordingly, the Agenoy has de-
termined pursuant to 5 TUSC § 553(b)
that notice and comment on the interim
final regulations would be impracticable
and contrary to the public interest. Good
cause is also found for these regulations
to become effective immediately upon
publication.

Interested- persons are encouraged to
submit written comments.” Comments
should be submitted in triplicate to the

. Environmental Protection Agency, -Ef-

fluent Guidelines Division (WH-552), 401
M Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460.
Comments on all aspects of the regula-
tion are solicited. In the event comments
are in the nature of criticisms as to the

.adequacy of data which are available,

or which may be- relied upon by the

.

cotdance with these interim final regula-
tions.

In consideration of the foregoing, 40
CFR Part 407 is herecby revised as set
forth below.

Dated October 3, 1975.

JOHN QUARLES,
Acting Administrator,
Subpart F—Canned and Presorved Fruits

Subcategory
Sec.

407.60 Applicability; doseription of the
canned and presorved frults sub-
category.

407.61 BSpecialized definitions.

407.62 Effluent lmitations guldolines rop-
resenting tho degree of offluont ro-
ductfon attalnablo by the applica«
tion of tho best praceticable cohtrol
technology currently available,

Subpart G—Cannod and Prosetved Vegotablos
Subcategory
407.70 Appncabmty, description of the
canned and presorved vogotablos
subcategory.
407.71 Speclalized definitions.
407,72 Efiluent lmitations guldolines rep-
- resenting the degreo of offluent ro-
duction attainable by tha applica«
tion of the best practicablo control
technology currontly availabloe.
Subpart H—Cannod and Miscellangoug
Spocialtios Subcatogory |
407.80 Applicability; description «of tho
canned and miscellaneots speoinl-
ties subcategory. ,
407.81 Speclalized definitfons.
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Sec. -
407.82 Eiffuent limitations guldelines repre-
senting the degree of effluent re-
. duction attainable by the applica~
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently avallable.,

AUTHORITY: Secs. 301, 304 (b) and (c), 306
(b)-and (c¢), 307(c);"Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, as amended; 33 U.5.C. 1251, 1311,

1314 (b) and (c); 86 Stat. 816 et seq:; Pub, L.
92-500.

.- Subpart F—Canned and Preserved Fruits
. Subcategory

§407.60 Applicability;
the canned and preserved fruits sub-

_ category.

" The. provisions of this subpart are ap=
"plicable to dischargesresulting from the
processing of the following fruit prod-
ucts; apricots; caneberries; sweet, sour

: and brined cherries; cranberries; dried
fruit; grape juice canning and pressing;
olives; canned and frozen peaches;
pears; fresh and processed pickles, and
pickle salting stations; pineapples;
plums; raisins; strawberries; and peeled
tomatoes and tomato products.” When a
plant is subject to efiuent limitations
covering more than one commodity or
-subcategory. the plant discharge limita-
tion shall be set by proration of limita-
tions for each subcategory or commodity
based on the total production covered by
each commochty or subcategory. -

§ 407.61 Specxahzed definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:

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

’ (b) The term “apricots” shall in-
clude the processing of apricots into the
following product styles: canned and
frozen, pitted and unpitted, peeled and
unpeeled, whole, halves, slices, nectar,
and concenfrate.

(c) The term “caneberries” shall in-
clude the processing of the following ber-
ries: canned and frozen blackberries,
blueberries, boysenberries,- currants,
gooseberrles, loganberries, ollalieberries,
raspberries, and any other similar cane
or bushberry but not strawberries or
cranberries.

(d)- The term “chemes, sweet” shall
-fnclude the processing of sweet cherrles
into the following products: sweet frozen

and canned, pitted and unpitted, whole, .

halves, julce and concentrate.

.(e) The term “cherries, brined” shall
include the processing of brined cherries
into the following products: canned, bot-
tled and bulk, sweet and sour, pitted and
unpitted, bleached, sweetened, colored
and flavored, whole, halved and

“chopped.

. (f) Theterm “cranbem&s" shall mean
t.he processing of cranberries into the
following products: canned, bottled, and
frozen, whole, sauce, Jeuy, juice and
concentrate.

(g) The term “dried fruits” shall mean
the processing of dried fruits into the fol-
lowing products: air, vacuum, and freeze
dried, pitted and unpitted, blanched and

_unblanched, whole, halves, slices and
other simflar styles of apples, apricots,

description of .
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figs, peaches, pears, prunes, canned ex-
tracted prune juice and pulp from rehy-
drated and cooked dehydrated prunes;
but not including dates or raisins,

() The term “grape julce canning”
shall mean the processing of grape julce
into the follnwing products; canned and
frozen, fresh and stored, natural grape
juice for the manufacture of julces,
drinks, concentrates, jams, jellles, and

other related finished products but ot

wine or other spirits. In terms of raw
material processed 1000 kg (1000 1b) of
grapes are equivalent to 834 liters (100
gallons) of grape julce.

(1) The term “grape pressing” shall
mean the washing and subsequent han-
dling Including pressing, heating, and fil-
tration of natural julce from all varieties
of grapes.for the purpose of manufac-
turing julce, drink, concentrate, and
jelly but not wine or other splirits. In
terms of raw material processed 1000 kg
(1000 1b) of grapes are equivalent to 834
-lters (100 gallons) of grape juice.

(§) The term “olives” shall mean the
processing of olives Into the following
products: canned, all varieties, fresh and
stored, green ripe, black ripe, spanish,
slcilian, and any other styles to which
spices, aclds, and fiavorings may have
been added. .

(X) The term *“peaches, canned” shall
mean the processing of peaches into the
following products: canned, all varieties,
peeled, pitted and unpitted, whole, halves,
sliced, diced, and any other cuts, nectar,
and concentrate but not, dehydrated.

(1) The term “peaches, frozen" shall
mean the processing of peaches into the
following products: frozen, all varietles,
peeled, pitted and unpitted, whole, halves,
sliced, diced, and any other cuts but not
dehydrated.

(m) The term “pears” shall mean the
processing of pears into the following
products: canned, peeled, halved, sliced,
diced, and any other cuts, nectar and con-
centrate but not dehydrated.

(n) The term *“plckles, fresh” shall
mean the processing of fresh cucumbers
and other vegetables, all varieties, all
sizes from whole to relish, all styles, cured
after packing.

(0) The term *‘processed” shall mean_
the processing of pickles, cucumbers and’
other vegetables, all varleties, slzes and
types, made after fermentation and
storage.

(p) The term “pickles, salt stations”
shall mean the handling and subsequent
preserving of cucumbers and other vege-
tables by salt and other chemlical addl-
tions necessary to achieve proper fer-
mentation for the packing of processed
plokle products, and subsequent tank
soaking.

(q) The term “pineapples"” shall mean
the processing of pineapple into the fol-
lowing products: canned, peeled, sliced,
chunk, tidbit, diced, crushed, and any
other related piece size, julce and con-
centrate. It also specifically includes the
on-site production of by-products such as
alcohol, sugar or animal feed.

(r) The term “plums' shall mean the
processing of plums into the following
products: canned and frozen, pitted and
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unpitted, peeled and unpeeled, blanched
and unblanched, whole, halved, and other
plece size.

(s) The term “raisins'” shall mean the
processing of raisins into the following
products: dried grapes, all varieties,
bleached and unbleached, which have
been cleaned and washed prior to pack-

aging. .

(t) The term “strawberrles” shall
mean the processing of strawberries into
the follpwing products: canned and fro-
zen, whole, sliced, and pureed.

(W) The term “tomatoes peeled” shall
mean the processing of tomatoes into
canned, peeled, whole, stewed, and re-
Iated plece sizes.

(v) The term “tomatoes, products”
shall mean the processing of tomatoes
into the following products: canned,
peeled and umpeeled paste, concentrate,
puree, sauce, julce, catsup and other
simYar formulated items requiring vari-
ous other pre-processed food ingredients.

(w) The term “medium” shall mean
a point source that processes a fotal an-
nual raw material production of fruits,
vegetables, speclalties and other prod-
ucts that is between 1,816 kkg (2,000
tons) per year and 9,080 kkg (10, 000
tons) per year.

(x) The term “large” -shall mean a
point source that processes a total an-
nual raw material production of fruifs,
vegetables, specialties and other prod-
ucts that exceeds 9,080 kkg (10,000 tons)
per year. -

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

In establishing the limitations set forth
in this section, EPA took into account ail
information it was able to collect; develop
and solicit with respect to factors (such
as age and size of plant, raw materials,
manufacturing processes, products pro-
duced, treatment technology available,
energy requirements and costs) which
can affect the Industry subcategorization
and eftuent levels established. It is, how-~
ever, possible that data which would
affect these limitations have not been
available and, as a result, these limita-
tions should be adjusted for certain
plants in this iIndustry. An individual dis~
charger or other interested person may
submit evidence to the Regional Admin-
Istrator (or to the State, if the State
has the authority to issue NPDES per-
mits) that factors relating to the equip-
ment or facilities involved, the process
applied, or other such factors related
to such discharger are fundamentally
different from the factors considered in
the establishment of the guidelines. On
the baslis of such evidence or other avail-
able information, the Regional Adminis~
trator (or the State) will make a written
finding that such factors are or are not
fundamentally different for that facility
compared fo those specified in the Devel-
opment Document. If such fundamen-
tally different factors are found to exist,
the Regional Administrator or the State
shall establish for the discharger efluent
limitations in the NPDES permit elther

-
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more or less stringent than the limita-
tions established herein, to the extent
dictated by such fundamentally differ-
ent ficfors. Such limitations must be
approved by the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency. The

- Administrator may approve or disap-

prove such limitations, specify other lim-
itations, or initiate proceedings to revise
these regulations.

(a) The following limitations establish
the quantity of BODS5 controlled by this

" section, which may be cischarged by a

“large” existing-point source subject to

plication of the best practicable comtrol

technology currently available. Any fruit
processing plant which continuously or
intermittently discharges process waste
water during the processing season shall
meeft the annual average, maximum
thirty dey average, and maximum day
BODS limitations: Fruit processing
plants employing long term waste stabil-
ization, where all_or a portion of the
process waste water discharge is stored

for the entire processing season and re--

leased at a controlled rate with state ap-
proval shall meet only the annual aver-

the provisions of this subpart after ap- - age BODS5 limitations,
) BODS5 EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS
Averago of dally Annual averngo
- values for 30 of dally values

Commodity (fruils) Maximum for consecutivo Ior entiro

any 1 day days shull not dise! ﬂz}xﬁrﬁo period

, exceed—

oxcecd—

Metric units (kg/kkg of raw material)

Apricots. 2.98 194 1.29
Caneberries 0.78 0.51 Qo
Cherries:

Bweet. 1,09 0,71 0.

Sour. 170 L09 0,

Brined 277 1.81 1.
Cranberrles. - 1.68 L0% 0.
Dried fruit. .83 L19 Qo
Grapo fuice: N

Canning. 102 0.67 < 0

Pressing. 0.22 0.14 0.
Olives 5,31 3.47 2
Peaches:

[o] d AT E LA 1.81 1,18 Q

Frozen 0.80 0.52 0.
Pears. 1.7 1.12 13
Pickles: .

Fresh pack. 323, = 1.19 - Q78 0.

Process pack. ~ 139 0.81 o

Ralt stations =3 0.20 0.14 0,
Pineapples. 178 1.16 o
Plums. . 0.68 0.44 o
Raisins, - 0.41 0.27 0.
Strawberries 175 L13 | DX
Tomatoes:’ - - ‘

Peeled 3 1.20 0.78 0.

Products. 0,48 0.31 .

English units @h/1,0001b of raw materlal) .

Apricots. ey : 2,988 L4 1.28
Caneberrles. : 0.78 0.51 0.33
Cherrles:

Bweet TemiismemmmITmiizis : 1.0 0.71 0.47

Bour. L70 1.09 0.74

Brined iy 277 1,81 1,19
Cranberries. z © L68 1,09 0.71
Dried fruit 1.8 1.19 0.78
Grapo Juice:

i S —— i L@ 0.67 0.45

Pressing, - 0.22 0.14 0.09
Ollves, 531 a.47 2,29

caches:

P Canned.. . couii s siTiTE T T T s T e T ecer. 1.81 1.18 0.78

Frozen 0.80 Q.52 0.36
Pears, 1.7 L1i2 0.76

k)
e o

pack. 9 3
- Process pack €2 . 0.14 0.10
in les. - . <

Plosarp =2 0.¢8 0.4 0.2
Ralsins, - = - 0.41 0.27 0.18
Strawberries. 1.75 1.13 0.73
T, A — 1.20 0.78 0.50

Products. ¥ 043 0.31 0.19

(b) The following limitations estab-
lish the quanfity of TSS controlled by
this section, which may be discharged by
a “lJarge” existing- point source subject
to the provisions of this subpart after ap-
plication of the best practicable control
technology currently available. Any fruit
processing plant which continuously or
Intermittently discharges process waste

water during the processing season shall

meet the annual average, maximum
thirty day average, and maximum day
TSS limitations. Fruit processing plants

. employing long term waste stabilization,

where all or & portion of the process
waste water discharge is stored for the
entire processing season and released st
a controlled rate with state approval,
shall meet only the annua.l average TSS
umitations.
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. Commodlity (fruitz)

TES efMuent Umitations

Avoersgoof dally Annnalaverage
valuos for 3 of dally valaes
for catiro

Maximnm foe
say 1 day

Moetrio units (kg/kkg of raw matarial)

- .

335

Drled fruit

PR&PE Ha

Grape julea:

anning.

Pressing_ ...

Olives..

Peaches:
R 1

Frozen.

Pears.

~ Picklesr

P
IRBBE PIIR XBR GRBRY R

N SHIRELR LB KRS I/BI B2
PE HPPPPrE PHEN PPM NEPPE

Pl MPPHPHIE PPF BPP HENMEP PP
£2 BRSRELR2 @S 952 83482 88

Pr POEPPPE PEP ppM

E¥ 28

:
E
%
%

SALER 88

Olives,

Peaches: .
~ Canned

Frozea..

- Pears.

Fresh pack

Procsss paok

> Salt station:

Pineapples_

o
2FANSBE Y8 R8I BARBL B}

Pr PPPFPHEE MPH AP PEPER PP

o2 REJ8LVE RIE VR BIVRR BR
ER BIG85R2 BHS qQe2

‘PP PPPRPIE PP PPE PrpENE PR

Pr PPHPPPE PHEP PP PPAN

i

(¢) The following limitations estab-

e lish the quality of pH controlled by this

section, which rhay be discharged by a
“large” existing point source subject to
- the provisions of this subpart after ap-
plication of the best practicable contzrol
- technology currently available. .

Effiuent Effiuent

characteristic TUmitations
SO A At all times within
the range 6.0 to

9.5 .

- Subpart G—Canned and Preserved

Vegetables Subcategory

§407.70 Applicability; description of

- - the canned and preserved vegetables -

—. stthecategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of the following vegetable
products: asparagus; beets; broccoll;
brussels - sproufs; carrots; caulifiower;
canned and frozen corn; dehydrated
ohions and garlic; dehydrated vege-

" - tables; dry beans; lima bedns; mush-

1

rooms; canned onions; canned and
frozen peas; pimentos; sauerkraut can-
ning and cutting; canned and frozen
snap beans; canned and frozen spinach;
squash; sweet potatoes; and canned
white potatoes. When & plant is subject
to efluent imitations covering more than
one commodity or subcategory, the plant
discharge limitations shall be set by pro-
ration of limitations for each subcategory
or commodity based on the total produc-
tion covered by each commodity or sub-
category.

. §407.71 Specialized definitions,

- For the purpose of this subpart:

- (a8) Except as provided below, the
general definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysls set forth in 40 CFR
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term *“asparagus” shall In-
clude the processing of asparagus into
-the following product styles: canned and
frozen, green and white, spears, tips,
“center”, and other-related cuts but not
dehydrated asparagus,

49231

(c) The term “beets” shall include the
processing of beets into the following
product styles: canned and peeled, whole
sliced, diced, French style, sections, ir-
regular, and other cuts but not de-
hydrated beets.

(d) The torm *broccoli” shall include
the processing of broccoll into the fol-
lowing product styles: frozen, chopped,
gpears, and miscellaneous cuts.

(e) The term “brussels sprouts” shall
nclude the processing of brussels sprouts
into the following product styles: frozen
whole. .

() The term “carrots” shall include
the processing of carrots into the follow-
ing products: canned and frozen, peeled,
whole, sliced, diced, nuggets, crinkle eut,
jullenne, shoestrings, chunks, chips and
other irregular cuts, and julces but not
dehydrated carrots.

(g). The term “cauliffower” shall in-
clude the processing of caulifiower info
the following styles: frozen whole
branches and pleces.

(h) The term “corn, canned” shaHd
mean the processing of corn into the
following product styles: canned, yellow
and white, whole kernel, cream style, and

“on-the-cob.

() The term “corn, frozen” shall
mean . the processing of corn into the
following product styles: frozen, yellow
and white, whole kernel and whole cob.

(§) The term “dehydrated onions and
garlic” shall mean the processing of de-
hydrated onions and garlic into the fol-
lowing product styles: air, vacuum, and
freeze drled, all varieties, diced, strips,.
and other plece sizes ranging from large
sliced to powder but not including green
onlons, chives, or leeks.

- (k) The term “dehydrafed vegetables”
shall mean the processing of dehydrated
vegetables In the following product
styles: alr, vacuum and freeze dried,
blanched and unblanched, peeled and
unpeeled, beets, bell peppers, cabbage,
carrots, celery, chill pepper, horseradish,
turnips, parsnips, parsley, asparagus, fo-
matoes, green beans, corn, spinich, green
onion tops, chives, leeks, whole, diced,
and any other piece slze ranging from
sliced to powder.

(1) The term “dry-beans”.shall mean
the production of canned pinto, kidney,
navy, great northern, red, pink or re-
Inted type, with and without formulated
sauces, meats and gravies. T

(m) The term “lima beans’” shall mean
the processing of ‘lma beans into the
following product styles: canned and
frozen, green and white, all varieties and
slzes.

(n) The term “mushrooms” shall mean
the processing of mushrooms into the
following product styles: canned, fro-—
:fzn, dehydrated, all varieties, shapes and

es.

(o) The term “‘canned onions” shall
mean the processing of onlons into the
following product styles: canned, frozen,
and fried (canned), peeled, whole, sliced,
and any other plece size but not includ-
ing frozen, battered onion rings or de-
hydrated onions. ;

(p) The term “peas, canned” shall
mean the processing of peas into the

-
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following product styles: canned, all va-
rieties and sizes, whole.

(@) The term “peas, frozen” shall
mean the processing of peas into the fol-
lowiug product styles: frozen, all varie-
ties and sizes, whole.

(r) The term “pimentbs” shall mean’

the processing ‘of pimentos into the fol-
lowing ‘- product styles: canned, peeled,
whole, halves, sliced, diced, chopped and
any other plece size.

(s) The term “squash” shall include
the processing of pumpkin and squash
into canned and frozen styles..

(t) The_ term “sauerkraut cutting”
shall mean ‘the trimming, cutting, and
subsequent preparatory handling of cab-
bage necessary for and including brining
and fermentation, a.nd subsequent tank
soaking,

(u) ‘The term’ “sauerkraut canning”
shall mean the draining and subsequent
filling and canning of fermented cab-
bage and juice.

(v) The term “snap beans, canned”
.shall mean the processing of snap beans_
into the followlng product styles: canned”
green, Italian, wax, string, bush, and
other related varieties, whole, French
fancy, Extra Standard,  Standard, and
other cuts.

(w) The term “snap beans, frozen”
shall mean the processing of snap beans .
into the following product styles: .frozen
green, Italian, wax, string, bush, and
other related varieties, whole, French,
fancy, Extra Standard, Standard, and

- other cuts. .

(x) The term “spinach, canned’ shall
mean the processing of spinach and leafy
greens into the following product styles:
canned, whole leaf, chopped,, and othe1
related cuts. -

(y) The term “spinach, frozen” shall
mean the processing of spinach and leafy
greens into the following product styles:
frozen, whole leaf, chopped, and other .
related cuts.

(z) ‘The term “sweet pota.toes, canned"
shall mean the processing of sweet pota-
toes into the following product styles:
canned, peeled, solid, syrup, and vacuum
packed.

(ag) The term “white potatoes,
canned” shall mean the processing of
white potatoes into the following prod-
uch styles: canned, peeled, white, all
varieties, whole and sliced.

(ab) The term “medium’” shall mean
a point source that processes a total an-
nual raw material production of fruits,
vegetables, specialties and- other prod-
ucts that iIs between 1,816 kkg (2,000
tons) per year and 9,080 kkg (10,000
tons) per year. i

(ac) The term “large” shall mean &
point source that processes a total an-
nual raw material production of fruits,
vegetables, specialties and other products
that exceed 9,080 kkg (10,000 tons) per
year.
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§407.72 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available. -

In establishing the limitations set
forth in this section, EPA took into ac-
count all information it was able to col-
lect, develop and solicit with respect to
factors (such as age and size of plant,
raw madterials, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available; energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry sub-
categorization and effluent levels estab-
lished. It is, however, possible that data
which would affect these limitations have
not been available and, as a result, these
limitations should be adjusted for cer-
tain plants in-this industry. An individual

discharger or other interested person

may submit evidence to the Regional Ad-
ministrator (or to the State, if the State
" has the authority to issue NPDES per-
mits) that factors relating to the equip-
ment or facilities involved, the process
applied, or other such factors related to
such , discharger are fundamentally
different from the factors considered in
the establishment of the guidelines. On
the basis of such evidence or other avail~
able information, the Regional Admin-

istrator (or the State) will make a writ-
ten finding that such factors are or are
not fundamentally different for that
facility compared to those specified in
the Development Document. If such

fundamentally different factors are -

found to exist, the Regional Adminis-

trator or the State shall establish for the
discharger efluent limitations in tho
NPDES permit either more or less
stringent than the limitations estab-
lished herein, to the extent dictated by
such fundamentally different factors.
Such limitations must be approved by the
Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency. The Administrator
may approve or disapprove such limita-
tions, specify other limitations, or initf.
%ite proceedings to revise these regula-
ons.

(a) The following limitations establish
the quantity of BODS5, controlled by this
sectlon, which may be discharged by o
“large” existing point source subject to
the provisions of this subpart after ap-
plication of the best practicable control
technology currently avallable. Any vege~
table processing plant which continu-
ously or intermittently discharges process
waste water during the processing sea=
son shall meet the annual average,
maximum thirty day average, and maxi«
mum day BODS5 limitations, Vegetable
processing plants employing long term
waste stabilization, where all or & por«
tion of the process waste water discharge
is stored for the entire processing season
and released at a controlled rate with
state approval, shall meet only the an~
nual average BQDS5 lmlitations. Effiuent
limitations for the cauliflower sub-
category are based upon pounds (1b)
or kilograms (kg) of pollutant per 1000
pounds (Ib) or kilograms (kkg) of final
product.

~

-

BODS offfucnt limitations
Averngo of dally * Annual averago

valuesfor 30 of dally vnluca
Commodity (vegetables) Maximum for consecutivo for en
goy 1 doy days shall not dl’charﬁo pcriod
oxceed—
excccd—
‘Metrie units (kg/kkg of raw material)
Asparagus. 0.85 0.55 0.4
Beets = 0.81 0.04 0,32
.Broccoll 3.61 2.4 1.47
Brussels sprouts 1.23 0.81 0.51
Carrots, > 173 114 0.70
- Cauliflower. 1.(8 .28 0.8
orn:
f‘rmnod = 0.70 0.40 0.32
Fro: 1.€9 124 0.83
Dehydrated onlon/zarlic 240 155 - 008
Dehydrated v les 2.0 1.£8 119
. Dry beans 246 1,80 1.65
* Lima beans a4 2.30 1.52
Mushrooms b 2.99 104 124 .
Onions (eanned). 317 2,07 1,35
Peas: | -
Canned ———} 274 179 118
Frozen. : 2.063 1.3 0.83
Pimentos, .- 3,07 2:08 1.69
Sauncrkrant:
Canning. e 0.49 0.32 0.21
g Cgtting- 0.07 0.04 0@ -
nap beans:
Reanned. - s 116 0.7 047
5 ml"nx‘;%zen- 4 212 Ly 068
= : e i3
Frozen. - .
Bquash 0.80 0.57 0.40
szt potato.. 0,78 0.53 0.40
White potato (canned) -1,.30 0.8 000

. /
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Averzzo of dally Annuoalavercgo
values for 20 of dally wvnlues

Commodity (vegetablos Mfaxiroom for consecutivo for entire
-~ by ¢ ) . any 1 day daysshallnot dlx!;}arnﬂiamdod
< exceed— 1nst
. [-> 4
- . English units Ab/1,000 Ib of raw oaterial)
. 0.83 .55 ot
Beets, 0.8L oot Q.23
e . i e
B “o%
. Chrrots L3 LK 07
Canllflower. 1.3 23 %18
Canned Q.70 -~ 043 a2
- TFrozen L2 023
Deliydrated onl s : . 2,49 1.55 Qg3
- Dahydmted mmhw 2.01 LE3 113
Lo - Dry beans. 2,40 (1] LS
. R ., Ilima beans 3.6t 223 p AN
- Mushrooms. 104 124
. Onions (canned) an 207 1.33
Canned. 21 139 118
Frozen. 3.0 .3 083
B Pimentos. o 2.3 p Mo
t:
i . Benern ) 0
- Catting. - : [T o
beans:
~. .  (epbons 1.10 e o
Frozea_ 2 13r 0.83
= Spingeh: o 0 105 123
Frozen L7 pTH 072
s 0.85 . 0.57 Q.40
Swoet potato, a7 [LEAY .49
Whltepots{o (canned) L3 0.£3 o
’ (b) The following limitations estab- mum dayTSS limitations. Vegetable pro-
L lish the quantity of TSS-controlled by cessing plants employing long term waste.
. _ the ‘section, which may be discharged stabilization, where all or 2 portion of
by a “large’” exlstlngpointsom-ce subject the process waste water discharge is
- to the provisions of this subpart after stored for the entire processing season.
- - application of the best practicable con~ and released at a controlled rate with
- trol technology currently available: Any state approval, shall meet only the an-
N vegetable processing plant which cons nual average TSS limitations. Effluent
¢ tinuously or intermiftently discharges lmitations for the cauliflower subcate-
: process waste water during the process- gory are based upon pounds (b) of kilo-
ing season shall meet the-annual average, grams (kg) of pollutant per 1000 pounds
maximum: thirty day average, and maxi- (Ib) or kilograms (kkg) of final product.
- TSS eMueat Umitations
Averngo of dally Annualaverage
. - ~ vg!.‘;us for3d  of dally valusy
. Commodity: (vegetables) Maximom for consecutive for eotira
any 1day days shall nat L e pesied.
) - exceed— oot
- - . exceed—
- Motric units (kg/kkg of raw materisl)
Asparagus: 128 0.85 .73
Beets L§ 127 o7t
e it - 38 tE
Carrots 2701 2ia 2
Caunlifiower- 253 193 b I1{1§
Com:
Canned .23 . 0.cx
- Dethdrased.mm onlonfrarife ﬂg %ﬁ ;'.gTr
Dehydrated v Bl R 263 251
Dry hp'mq 3.9 28 215
Lima beans. N 504 3.6 I 3.17
. Mushrooms . 4.9 2 2.53
Onions. ( a0 [ T 273
N Peas: o~
-~ - - Canned: 4.44 % 2.4
. . - Frozen bR g 2.47 L7
R Pimentos 633 4.63 AT
- Bauerkraute:
3 Cannine (1%7.3 057 0.43
: . . (‘;ﬂlmr 013 0.10° %
« Ean eanss
R Canned 173 117 100
o Frozen: 323 2.21 L8t
plog r-.n"‘h‘ma \ . 4.43 6 260
A Frozen. 262 L 153
; 157 125 o7
- . Bweet potato-, L6t .48 - 74
*  White Potato (canned). 2.3. . 1.18
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[

Averago of dally Annual averago

- valuesfor&¢  of dally values
Commodity (vegetables) Maximum for eonsecutive for entire
- any 1 day days shall not dlscmo period
exceed— no-
_ excocd—
English units Ab/1,0001b of raw materlal)
Asparagus 0.723
Beets.

B -
Brussels sprouts,
Cérrots

Cauliflowcr.
C .

énnnn«]

Fr

0zen .
Dehydrated onlon/garlic
Debydrated vegetables

Dry beans.

Lima beans.

MMushrooms -

Onlons ( d)

Peas

r.‘fmnnﬂ

Frozen.

Phnentos

SBR BTRIRIER I2NQER

Baucrkraut:

Canning.

Cutting.
Snap beans:
Canned

by
11~

Frozen.

Bpln(qch: .

Frozen. -

Bquash

Sweet potato

PHENR OF Of PEE SEEEREDe RNEHEE
PRERES PR 0 BN POEPRPNE RRESND

SERIE NN B [B IIVBRYS 3BERRK
HEPEP - PHP PPEPPPHS HEHEO
S338S 28 25 B33 BGHHRAI[G ARRA

S]9R5 R

Whito potato (canned)

(¢) The following limitations establish
the quality of pH controlled by this sec-
tion, which- may be discharged by &
“large” existing point source subject to
the provisions of this subpart after ap~
plication of the best practicable control
technology currently available. )

Effluent Efftuent
characteristio limitations
PH At all times within the-
range 6.0 to 9.5.

Subpart H—Canned and Miscellaneous
Speclaltios Subcategory

§ 407.80 Applieability; description of
the canned and miscellaneous speeial-
ties subcategory. -

‘The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plcable to discharzes resulting from the
processing of the following specialty
products: added ingredients; baby food;
corn, potata, and tortilla chips; ethnic
foods; jams and jelles; mayonnaise and
dressings; soups;
cheese canned specialties. When a plant
i3 subject to efiluent Hmitations covering
more than one commodity or subcate-
gory, the plant discharge limitations
shall be set by proration of limitations
for each subcategory or commodity based
on the total production covered by each
.commodity or subcategory.

§ 407.81 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:
(a) Except as provided below, the gen-
eral definitions, abbreviations and

methods of analysis set forth in 40 CFR
401 shall apply to this subpart.

(b) The term *“added ingredients”
small mean fhe prepared sauces (pre-
pared from items such as dairy products,
starches, sugar, tomato sauce and con-
centrate, spices, and other related pre-
processed ingredients) which are added

< -

and tomato-starch- -

during the canning end freezing of fruits
and vegetables. - .

(¢) The term “baby foods” shall mean
the processing of canned fresh fruits and
vegetables, meats, eggs, fruit julces,
cereal, formulated entrees, desserts and
snacks using fresh, pre-processed, or any
combination of these and other food in-

. gredients necessary. for the production

of infant foods.

(d) The term *“chips, potato” shall ‘
- mean the processing of fried chips, made

from fresh or stared white potatoes, all
varieties. In terms of finished potato
chips, 1 kg (Ib) of finished product is
equivalent to 4 kg (Ah) of raw material,

(e} The term “chips, corn” shall mean
the processing of fried corn, made by
soaking, rinsing, milling and extruding
into g fryer without toasting. In terms of
finmished corn chips, 1 kg (1b) of finished

.broduct is eqarivalens to 0.9 kg €b) of raw

material.

) The tevm “chips, tortilla” shall
mean the processing of fried corn, made
by soaking, rinsing, milling, rolling into
sheets, toasting and frying. In terms of
finished tortilla chips, 1 kg (db) of finish-
ed product is equivalent to 0.9 kg (1b) of
raw material, .

(g) The term “ethnic foods” shall
mean the production of caxmed and fro-
zen Chinese and Mexican specialties uti-
lizing fresh and pre-processed bean
sprouts, bamboo shoots, water chestnuts,
celery, cactus, chills, tomatoes, and other
similar vegetables necessary for the pro-
duction” of the various characteristic
product styles.

(h) The term “jams and jellies” shall
include the production of jams, jellles
and preserves defined as follows: the
combination of fruit and fruit concen-~
trate, sugar, pectin, and other additives
in an acidic medium resulting in a gelat-

inized and thickened finished product.

(1) The term “mayonnaise and salad
dressings” shall be deflned as the emulsi-
fied and non-emulsified semi-golid food
prepared from the combining of edible
vegetable ofl with acidifylng, and epg
yolk containing ingredients, or gum and
starch combinations to which certain
colorings, spices, and flavorings have
been added.

(§) The term “soups” shall mean the
combination' of various fresh and pre-
processed meats, fish, dairy products,
eggs, flours, starches, vegetables, spices,

-and other similar raw ingredients into
a variety of finished mixes and styles but

* not Including dehydrated soups.

(k) The term “tomato-starch-cheeso
canned speclalties” shall mean canned
specialties resulting from o combination
of fresh and pre-processed tomatoes,
starches, cheeses, spices, and other fla-
vorings necessary to produce & variety of

- products similar to but not exclusively
raviolls, spaghetti, tamales, and on-
chiladas. .

(1) The term “medium” shall mean g
point source that processes a total annual
raw material production of fruits, vegeta«
bles, .specinlties and other products that
is between 1,816 kke (2,000 tons) per year
and 9,080 kkg (10,000 tons) per year,

(m) The term “large” shall mean o
point source that processes o total annual
raw material production of fruits, vege=
tables, specialties and other products
that exceeds 9,080 kkg (10,000 tons) per
year.

§407.82 Effluont limitalions guidelines
. representing the degreo of cflluent
reduction attainable by the applicns
tion of the best practicable camtrol

- technology currently avatlablo,

In egtablishing the limitations set
forth in this section, EPA took into ag-
courtd all information {6 was ablo to col-
lest, develop end soliclt with reapoot to
foetors (such as ago and size of plant,
raw materials, manufacturing processcs,
products produced, treatment technology
avaflable, energy rettuiremcnts and
eosts) which can affech tho industry suh«
categorization and efluent levels estab-
Hshed. It Is, however, possiblo that data
which would affect these limitations hinve
not been available and, as a result, those
Bmitations should be adjusted for cer=
taln plamts in this industry. An indtvid-
ual discharger or other interested person
may submit evidence to the Reglonal Ad-
ministrator (or to the State, if the State
has the authority to 1ssue NPDES per-
mits)- that factors relating to the equip-
ment or facilities involved, the process
applied, or other such factors related to
such discharger are fundamentally dif-
ferent from the factors considered in the
establishment of the guldelines. On the
basis of such evidence or other available
information, the Regional Administra-
tor (or the State) will make a written
finding that such factors are or are not
fundamentally different for that facility
compared to those spécified in the Do«
velopment Document. If such funda-

- mentally different factors are found to
exist, the Regional Administrator or the
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-State- shall- establish- for the discharger
effluent limitations in the NPDES permit
either more or less stringent than the
limitations established herein, to the ex-
tent dictated by such fundamentally dif-
ferent factors. Such limitations must. be
approved by the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency. The
Administrator may approve or disap-
prove such limitations, specify other
Iimitations, or initiate proceedings to re-
vise these regulations. -

(8) The following limitations establish
the quantity of BODS5 controlled by this
section, which may be discharged by a
“large” existing point source subject to
the. provisions of this subpart after ap-
.plication of the best practicable control

technoldgy currently avaflable. Any food
specialty plant <7hich continuously or in-
termittently discharges process waste
water during the processing season shall
meet the annual average, maximum
thirty day average, and maximum day
BODS limitations. Food specialty plants
employing long term waste stabilization,
where all or a portlon of the process
waste water discharge is stored for the
entire processing season and release at
o controlled rate with state approval,
shall meet only the arnual average BOD5
limitations. Efliuent limitations for the
soups subcategory are based upon pounds
(1b) or kilograms (kg) of pollutant per
1000 pounds (Ib) or kllograms (kkg) of
raw ingredients.

DODS effipent Uimitations
. Aversge of dafly  Annopal aversze
. vn'ﬁz‘rs {or 30 of dally values
Commodity (speolaltices) AMaximuom for concecutivo for colire
any 1 day days shall not dL'cmu perlod
nst
- ~ exceed—
f‘ * Metric units (kg/kkg of final product)
Added Ingredients.. 1.3 0.50 033
Baby food : L0 e 0.4z
Potato 223 219 147
m___ & L8t 12 .55
Tortiila H .83 L& L2%
Ethnic foods L L3 073
Jams/jellies. - 18 7] 025 0.17
Mayonnaise and dressings. 034 (1548 als
Soups_ ...~ . 4.10 260 L7L
s L7 LM Q72

‘Tomato-starch-cheeso canned spaclalti

il

English units (1b/1,000 of inal product)

. Added ingredients . 1.3 (18] 13 ]
Baby food.. L [N 42
Chips:

Potato. 333 219 L4T
Corn L5t 122 0.85
Tortilla. 288 L8 128
Ethnic foods. L .13 0.73
Jamsfjellles 182} [1§] Q17
Mayonnsaise and dr Q34 o0z 0.15
Soups.. 4.10 263 L7
Tomateo-starch-cheess d spocialties L7 L4 Q72

' (b) The following limitations establ'sh
the quantity of TSS controlled by this
section, which may be discharged by a
“large” existing point source subject to-
the provisions of this subpart after ap-
plication of the best practicable control
technology currently available. Any food
‘specialty plant which ccntinuously or in-
termittently discharges process waste
water curing the processing season shall
meet the annual average, maximum
thirty day average, and maximum day

TSS limitations. Food specialty plants
employing long term waste stabllization,
where all or a portlon of the process
waste water discharge is stored for the
entlre processing seasor and released at
a controlled rate with state approval
shall meet only the annual average TSS
Hmitations. Effluent limitations for the *
soups subcategory are based upon pounds
(b) or kilograms (kg) of pollutant per
1000 pounds (Ib) or kilograms (kkg) of
raw ingredients,
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T8S eflluent Umitations

Average of dafly Annual average
values for 30 of dally values

Commodity (specialtics) k Maximum for consecutive for entiro
. any 1 day days shall not d!schurfo perlod
oxceed— ghall not
- excecd-—
- - . Motrlo units (kg/kkg of inal product)
Added ingredients 0.00 0.00 0.00
Baby food 1.56 .11 0.87
Chips:
Potato. 5,60 4.22 2.06
Corn 3.3 2.67 1.66
Tortilla E 4.79 3.59 2.61
Ethnic foods. -z 2750 . 1.01 1.51
Jams/jeltes. .63 0.53 0.35
Mayonnaiso and dressings. - . . 0.60 “ 0.47 R X
Soups.._.: 0.34 4,47 8.50
Tomato-starch-cheese ed specialties 262 L78 ¢ 1.52
English units @b/1,000 1b of final product)
Added ingredient: iy - . 000 0.00 0.00
Baby food - L L.56 L1 0.87
ps: : ~
Potato..- 5.60 4.2 2,06
Corn,, 3.34 2,47 60
Portilia 4.79 3.59 ~ 2.64
Ethnic foods. 2,70 1.01 1.5
Jams/jellies. 0.68 0,03 . 35
Mayopnnaise and dressings. 0.60 0.47 0.31
Soups - 0.34 4,47 3.56
‘Tomato-stareh-cheose canned specialitdeS.mem o oveeaceomeenene 2.62 178 1,52
{c) The following limitations establish Efiuent - Efluent
the quantity of oil and grease and qual- , characteristie Hmitations
ity of pH controlled by this section, -OH and grease..........Shallnot exceed
which may be discharged by a “large” o Afglfﬂtz‘g
_existing point.source subject to the pro- PH--- thia the
visions of this subpart after application , range 6.0 t0 0.5
of the best practicable control technology ' _ )
currently available. [FR Doc.75-27899 Filed 10-20-75;8:45 am]

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL. 40, NO. 204—TUESDAY, OCTOBER 21; 1975



