
' RULES AND REGULATIONS

Title 40-Protectioli of the Environment
CHAPTER I-ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION AGENCY
[FRL 444-51

PART 407-CANNED AND PRESERVED
FRUITS AND VEGETABLES PROCESS-
ING INDUSTRY POINT SOURCE CATE-
GORY

Interim Final Rule Making

Notice Is hereby given that effluent
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 Marc 21, 1974, EPA promul-
gated a regulation adding Part 407 to
Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regula
tions (39 FR 10862). That regulation
with subsequent amendments established
effluent limitations and 'guidelines for
existing sources and standards 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 beloiv
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 F), 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
U.S.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 effluent limitations
and guidelines 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 effluent limitations for point
sources, other than publicly owned treat-
ment works, which require the applica-
tion of the best practicable control tech-
nology currently available as defined by
the Administrator pursuant to section
304(b) of the Act. Section 301(b) also
requires the achievement by not later
than July 1. 1983, of effluent limitations
for point sources, other than publicly
owned treatment works, which require
the application of best available tech-,
nology economically achievable which
will result in reasonable further progress
toward the national goal of eliminating
the discharge of all pollutants, as deter-

mined in accordance with regulations
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 effluent 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 to implement
standards of performance under section
306 of the Act. The report or "Develop-
ment Document" referred to below pro-
vides, pursuant to section 304(c) of the
Act, information on such processes, pro-
cedures or operating methods.

"(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 categories of new sources included
in a list 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 F), 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
catZgory.

Section 307(b) of thi Act requires the
establishment of pretieatment standards
for pollutants introduced 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 sourcediscjiarges. -

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

same time that standards of performance
for new sources are promulgated pursu-
ant to section 306. In another section
of the FEDERAL REGiSTER regulations are
proposed in fulfillment of these require-
ments.

(b) Summary and basis of interim
final effluent limitations and guidelines
for existing sources, proposed effluent
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 new 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 point source cate-
gory was first studied for the purpose of
determining whether separate limita-
tions are appropriate for different seg-
ments within the category. This analysis
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 point source category.
The raw waste characteristics for each
such segment were then Identified. This
included an analysis of the source, flow
and volume of water used in the process
employed, the sources of waste and waste
waters in the operation and the constitu-
ents of all waste watre. The constitu-
ents of the waste waters which should be
subject to effluent limitations were iden-
tified.

The control and treatment technolo-
gies existing within each segment were
identified. This included an Identifica-
tion of each distinct control and treat-
ment technology, including both in-
plant and end-of-process technologies,
which is existent or capable of being
designed for each segment. It also In-
cluded an Identification of, In terms of
the anjount 'of constituents and the
chemlcdl, physical, and biological char-
acteristics of pollutants, the effluent
level resulting from the application of
each of the technologies. The problems,
limitations and reliabilty 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 technology were determined as well
as the cost of the application of such
technologies.

The Information, as outlined above,
was then evaluated in order to doter-
mine what levels of technology consti-
tute the "best practicable control tech-
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 effluent reduction benefli

.to be achieved from such application, the
age of equipment and facilities involved,
the process employed, the engineering
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_ aspects of -the application of various
types of control techniques, process
changes, non-water quality environ-
mental impact (including energy re-
quikements) 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.

(2) Summary of conclusions with re-
spect to the canned and preserved fruits
subcategory (Subpart F) , canned and
preserved vegetables subcategory (Sub-
part G), and the canned and miscellane-
ous specialties subcategory (Subpart H)
of the canned and preserved Iruits and
vegetables processing industry point
source category.

(D Categorization. The canned and
.preserved fruits and vegdtables process-
ing industry was divided into three dis-
crete subcategories for the purpose of
developing efuent limitations. These
subcategories coincide with a breakdowxi
of -the category according to raw ma-
terial, organic and volumetric waste load,
processing - operations, and processing
capacity as outlined in the Development
Document for the canned and preserved
fruits and vegetables proessing industry
category. 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 subcategory based on -the total pro-
duction covered by each commodity or
subcategory.

(1y Subpart F--Canned and Preserved
muits Subcategory.

The -chemical, composition and physi-
cal character of fruits are different from
eithe'i vegetables -or food specialties. The
processing of fruits involves a unique
sequence of unit operations which results
in an organic and volumetric waste load
mnlike that from vegetable production
pro-esses-or from food specialty proc-
esses. The- water usage and organic
waste load resulting from fruit process-
Ing 'varies with the type of fruit proc-
essed.- Accordingly, separate limitations
have been established for twenty-two dif-
ferent fruit- commodities and styles
,vdthin the- canned and preserved fruits
subeategory. These cdmmoditles and
styles include the following fruits: apri-
cots; caneberries; sweet, sour and brined
cheries;. 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. '

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, international trade, and
other factors. As a result of the analysis

-on. representative model plant groups,
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-Potential plant impacts were found to
differ among small, medium 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 vegetables are different
from either fruits or food specialties. The
processing of vegetables involves a
unique sequence of unit operations which
results in an 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 suicategory. These commodities
and styles include the following vege-
tables: asparagus; beets; broccoli; brus-
sels sprouts; carrots; caullflo'wer; canned
and frozen corn; dehydrated onions and
garlic; dehydrated vesetables; dry
beans; lima beans; mushrooms; canned
onions; canned and frozen peas; pimen-
tos; sauerlkaut 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 limitations were

needed for twenty-six different types of
vegetables within the canned and pre-
served vegetable subcategory, an eco-
nomJc analysis determined that separate
limitations were needed for three" plant
sizes within each commodity or Ltyle. The
economic study was based on price ef-
fects, sales,- nvestment, 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.,whch process
less than 2,000 tons per year, and sep-
arate limitations have-been established
for large plants and proposed for medi-
um size plants for each of tho twenty-
six different vegetable commodities and
styles.

The canned and preserved vegetables
subeategory consisting of these three size
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 treatability of wastes,
and the size, age and location of plants.

'4992)3

(3) Subpart H-Canned and Miscel-
laneous Specialties Subcategory.

The chemical composition and physi7
cal character of food specialties are dif-
ferent from either 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 varies with the type of specialty
produced. Therefore, separate limitations
have been established for ten specialty
products within the canned and miscel-
laneous specialties subcategory. These
commodities include the following spe-
cialties: 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 deter-
mined that separate Ilmitations were
needed for ten different types of special-
ty products within the canned and mis-
cellaneous 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-
suit 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 limitations have been estab-
lished at this time for small plants which
process less than 2,000 tonsper year, and
separate limitations have been estab-
lished for large plants and proposed for
medium size plants for each of the ten
different specialty products.

The canned and miscellaneous special-
tlIe3 subcategory consisting of these three
sie groups within each of the ten spe-
cialty products is substantiated through
analyses with respect to fin hed prod-
ucts, production processes, raw materias,
the treatability of wastes, and the sice,
age and location of plants.

(i) Waste characteristics.
The significant pollutant paraeters

in waste waters resulting from the fnits,
vegetables, and specialties processing
subcategories of the canned and pre-
served fruits and vegetables industry
category include biochemical oxygen de-
mand (BOD5), total susipended nonfil-
terable solids (TSS). pH and fecal coli-
forms. Oil and gf6ase is also a significant
pollutant in the specialties subcategory.

Several other waste water pollutants
are found In these processing waste wa-
ters but these pollutants are considered
to be of lesser Importance because availa-
ble data has indicated these pollutants
art normally removed when BOD5 or
TSS are removed or they occur in Insig-
nificant quantities.

Waste water from process steps such
as peeling, trimming, slicing, transport-
Ing, blanching, and cooking, and water
from periodic clean-:up procedures are
the principle waste water streams in
fruit and vegetable processing. Some
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process waste water occurs In the food
specialty subcategory such as potato and
other chip processing,. but most of the
waste results from clean-up operations.
Raw waste load data have been collected
on waste waters for each commodity in
each subategory of this industry, and
information assembled on the treatment
procedures required for the waste waters.

Raw waste loads vary from day to day
and from season to season. A plant's
waste management program should be
designed with sufficient flexibility ter han-
dle the problems inherent in the industry
due to expected raw material quality var-
iations. Management should discuss un-
predictable events such as drought and
Insect damage with regulatory personnel,
and formulate an emergency plan to
handle a situation where uncontrollable
significant deterioration in raw material
quality overwhelms the treatment facil-
Ity.

(III) Origin of waste water pollutants
In the canned and preserved fruits and
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 asa whole. Typically,
the raw materials are received, washed
and sorted to, prepare them for subse-
quent processing. Some commodities are-
then peeled when the end product style
is to be a solid form (slices, cubes or pow-
der). If the final product. is to, be a juice
or liquid, the peel may not be rpmoved.
Subsequent process steps following the
peel removal in which water may be used
are trimming, slicing, blanching, cool-
ing. cooking, and can washing or cooling.
Water transport may be used in one or
more parts of the proces& and clean-up
is common to each processing operation.
Non-contact cooling water is used in
most of these commodities in each sub-
category and it is generally segregated
from process water and handled sepa-
rately with minimal or no treatment
necessary. The character of the process
waste clean-up waters are similar in that
they contain biodegradable organic mat-
ter. Thus. the in-plant control measures
and end-of-process treatment techniques
are similarly effective in controlling and
treating all fruit, vegetable or specialty
processing wastes.

(iv) Treatient and control tech-
nology.

Waste water treatment and control
technologies have been studied foreach
subcategory of the industry to deter-
mine what is: (a) the best practicable
control technology currently available;
(b) the best available technology eco-
nomically achievable; and (c) the best
demonstrated control technology, proc-
esses, operating, methods or other alter-
inatives. The best practicable control
technology currently available includes
standard in-plant control practices and
"end-of-process" treatment for process
waste water. In-plant procedures to con-
trol pollution include strict management
control over housekeeping and water use
practices, minimization of the intake of
water by reuse and recirculation of
waste waters, and di7 clean-up proce-
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dures before washdown. The "end-of-
process" technology includes materials
recovery through screening and, for
some commodities, sedimentation or flo-
tation; and organic reduction through
biological treatment, either aerated or
aerobic, lagoons, or activated sludge. An
alternative to biological treatment for
processors with sufficient quantities of
suitable and available land is land
treatment such as spray irrigation.
However. this alternative is not available
to plants processing brined products be-
cause of the high dissolved solids con.-
tent in the process waste water-

Specific technology currently being
utilized by plants in each subcategory
include godd in-plant housekeeping
practices, materials. recovery (usually

--screening and sometimes primary sedi-
mentation or flotation to recover usable
by-product solids or grease) and biologi-
cal treatment. The treatment systems
range from simple lagoon operations
through. an array of mechanically
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, inhigh quality effluents. Best prac-
ticable control technology currently
available (BPCTCA) has been clearly
documdnted as biological treatment. The
various subcategories of fruit, vegetable,
and specialty processing plants include
treatment systems using at least aerobic
or aerated lagoons. More capital inten-

- sive biological systems such, as activated
sludge treatment would achieve the
same or better performance and would
thus be an additional alternative within
BPCTCA. Those plants not meeting the
limitations are estimated to require mod-
ifications to existing facilities in the
form of additional lagoons or the
equivalent (Le. modifications such as
mechanical aeration or additional aero-
bic treatment). For example, some plants
ha-e treatment using an aerated lagoon
but overall performance of the treatment
at these plants is below accepted norms
in BOD5 removal for this treatment
system. In this case, the addition of an
aerated, chamber, increased aeration
capacity, or other modifications may be
reasonably expected to upgrade overall
treatment system performance to re-
quired levels. - - 0

Best available technology economically
achievable (BATEA) is substantially the
same for all subcategories. Principat
modifications for BPCTCA to achieve
BATEA are in treatment and control to
optimize in-plant water and waste man-
agement controls. The end-of-process"
technology includes BPCTCA biological
treatment-either aerated or aerobic
lagoons, or activated sludge-plus multi-
media filtratiom Filtration Is a technol-
ogy "that has been demonstrated in both
the fruits and vegetables subcategories
and can be readily transferred to the
similar biological effluents from the spe-
cialties subcategory. Reductions in the
raw organic load (expressed as BOD5)
and the final organic and suspended
solids load are commensurate with levels
at or near reductions already achieved

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

There is an additional-fifty percent of
the fruit and vegetable industry that i3
presently using land treatment. There-
fore nmny plants are presently achlev-
ing an effluent reduction greater than
required by the application of the beat
available control technology economi-
cally achievable and most have no dis-
charge of pollutants to. navigable waters.
This technology is used. with and without
holding ponds in all regions of the
country.

The application of technology for
greatly reduced water use Is not required
for this industry but would facilitate
land disposal. Experience has shown that
good management practices asure that
land disposal and irrigation systema, can
be maintained commensurate with crop
need and soil tolerance.

Treatment required to achieve the best
available demonstrated control tech.-
nelogy, processes, operating methods 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 perlodlo
disposal. Solid waste is being handled by
processors In most subcategories as
animal 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.

Best practicable control technology as
known today, requires disposal of the
pollutants removed from waste waters in
this industry in the form of solid wastes
and liquid concentrates. In most cases
these are nonhazardous substance3 re-
quiring only minimal custodial care.
However, some constituents may be haz-
ardous and may require special consider-
ation. In order to insure long-term
protection of the environment from these
hazardous or harmful constituents, spe-
cial 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 surface waters. In cases
where geologic cpndltions 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
jurisdictiom

(v) Cost estimates for control of waste
water pollutants. The costs associated
with the control and treatment technol-
ogies have been considered n an econom-
ic impact analysis discussed in (vii) be-
low. Costs per individual plant for meet-
Ing the 1977 limitations with aerated
lagoons varied from $40,000 for small
plants to as much as $565,000 for a largo
plant. The corresponding annual costs
ranged from $D,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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resipondig annual costs: from $2",00U' to
$36000 . The-investment costs- for spray
inaigatio= rnged front $46;000L to
saaoo.I

Based: on- 275" plant& dischargl& to
navigable waters through- aerated i-
goons,. the total. industry- investment to
meetheu: M77 l9mitatlonswould bi7$33.5
millionand te total annual cost would
be.$9_Tmilliom. However. plants-less.than
1,816 kkg: (24000 tons): per year are e.-
cluded. fron achievement oft effluent lin-
itations, and- also. most plants. have some
type oft treatment currently in-place
When these factors. are considered, the
total industry investment cost is, estI-.
mated to be $24.5 milion.and the annual
cost is. estimatedto-be$7.6 million-

The estimated'-cost; tor meet BATEA
limitations.is estimated to be- about $40
milliorr with. annual. costs about.$10- mil-
lion. These costs do not make- any. al-
lowance for treatment currently In-place
and: do" not include filtration- for plants
less thain,908)0kkg (10-.010tons) peryear.
' Thus. the total Industry cost to meet

BPCTCA and- BATEA -limitatiors with
aerated lagoons.Is aflnost.65 millionand
the annual costi about.$17-6 million."

0(i) Energy- requirements and non-
water quality envirdnme~ital Impacts.

The energy- requitelents- associated
with the control and: treatment technol-
ogies have been considered. ,The esti-
mated'energy consumption of the recom-
mended: technologies Is discussed and
listed in Section VIof the Development
Document. The added' energy require-
ments asosciated- with the operation of
the treatment facilities: are expected to
constitute: only, e: small fraction. of total
plant, energy' c.nsumption.

The maintenance of air quality, in
terms of particulates, will. be, unaffected
by the- recommended: waste: water treat-
-ment, technobgles. Odor fronr landfills

- can be aproblem. and fron. lagoons and
oxidation. ponds when not. operated or
maintained: properry.. However covers or
enclosures- can- be used. in; some cases If
a localized problem exists.

Principal noise sources- at. treatment
facilities, are mechanical aerators, air
compressor,.rand" pumps. By running air
compressors for diffused air systems be-
low- theirrated critical speed and-by, pro-
viding inlet and exhaust.sffencers, noise
efrects. can- be effectivelp reduced. In no
proposed: Installation would noise level
exceed the guidelines established in the
Occupational Safety and Health- Stand-
ards of l972..

(vii)- Economic impact analysis- Plants
processing less than 2,000 tons- of raw
materials per year are-not covered by the
Interim ffnal 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
Interm-fnal limitations represent a-small
fraction of total Industry production,

Sthey' may- be: unable- to. pass pollution
control costs. on to. the- consumer In the

- formiof higher prices. -

Only plants- producing more- than 10,-
00M tons- per year of.raw materials will

be affected by' the Interim final limita-
tions.. Profitability of these: plants may
fall. to an average- return. oi Investment
of 4.8 percentfroxu m curent average re-
turn of 6.3 percent Impacts on produc-
tion, Industry growth, employment bal-
an eof tradeand-localeconmies are not
expectedto besignificant

The proposed' BPCTA limitations for
plants.processing: between. 2,000 and: 10.-
000. tons per year (medium size plantsl
may cause 10 plant& to- close- The In-
cremental costs- necessary to. meet
BATEA limitations, are minimal, and as
m result, no additional closures- arm ex-
pected. 800 Jbbcould belost due ta plant
closures In_ this segment. Production
losses: willbe less than 0.5 percentof total
current production- Proposed. BATEA
limitations for plants processing more
than. 10,00a tonso 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 fruit and vegetable processing
plants are. located In small towns and
rural areas, Singl- plants generally eML-
ploy 80 to 150 persons and serve as a
market for local farmer-- 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
limitations. the existing trend of Increas-
ing Imports of such product& such as
mushrooms, strawberries, blueberries and
tomato.paste could be accentuated.

The projection for possible closures ex-
pected to result from, proposed and in-
terim final limitations 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 situations where land
Is available. However. if all plants find It
necessary to use the activated sludge op-
tion due to- unavailability of land. clo-
sures from BPCTCA might rise to as
many as 33 and an additional 23- shut-
downs could result from BATEA. The
EPA. especially Invites comment on this
Issue

Executive Order 11821 (November 27,
1974) requires, that major proposals; for
legislation and- promulgation qf regula-
tions and rules-by Agencies of the execu-
tive branch be accompanied by a state-
menat certifying that the Inflationary-ta'-
pact of the proposal ha& been evaluated.

01B Circular A-107 (January 28,
1975) prescribes- guidelines- for the Iden-
tification an& evaluation of major pro.-
posals requiring: preparation of infa-
tionar7y-impact certification. The circular
provides that during the interir period
prior-to final approval.brOM 0of criteria
developed by'each' Agency, the Adminis-
tratoris responsible forIdentifying these
regulations which require evaluation: and
certification- The Administmtor has di-
rected that alM regulatorm actions which
are likely- to-result In capital investment
exceeding $10 0,million or annualized costs
in excess of $50 million will require cer-
tification. As previously mentioned, the
capitar investment and annualized costs
assocated: with compliance to this regula-

ton are estimated: to be less than these
amounts -.

The supplentar- report entitled
"Economic Analysis of Interim.FInaiEf-
fluent Guidelines -Fruit and. Vegetable
Prdceszin Industry" contains: estimates
of the cast of pollution control require-
ments and. an. analysis of the possible ef-
feat of the Intei fina and proposed
regulation on prices, production revels;
employment communitiesin whicl proc-
essor are- located; an& international
trade. In addition, the Development.Doc-
ument describes-. In Section VI I the
cost and energy' consumption Implla-
tions of the interim, final and proposed..
regulations.

The report; entitled "Developnmtiac-
ument for Interim Final and Proposed
Effluent Limitations Guidelines and New
Source Performance Stanrdrds for the
Frults , Vegetables and Specialties Proc-
eming Segments of the Canned and- Pre-
gerved Fruits and Vegetables Point
Source Category" details the- analysis
undertaken in support of the regulation
being proposed herein. and. is available
for inspection in the- EPA Public Infor -
mation Reference Unit Room: 24 01
?t Street SW., Washington- D.C. 20461
at all EPA regional offices, and at-State
water pollution control offices- The sup-
plehentary analysis prepared: for EPA
of the possible economic effectsa ofthel.-
terim final and: proposed regulation is
also- available for inspection at theseliv-
cations. Copies of both of these doctr-
menta are being sent to persons or Instt-
tutions affected by the- proposed regula-
tion orwho have placed themselves cra .
mailing list for this purpose (see EPA's
Advance- Notice of Public Review Pro-
cedures, 38 L.. 21202- August 6 1973Y..
An additional limited number of copies
of both reports- are available. Persons
wishing to obtain a. copr may writL the
Environmental Protection Agency-. Ef-
fluent Guidelines Division (WH-552),_40I
M Street. SW_ Wasbington.r. 21- 14
Attn: Distribution Officer

When this regulation: Is: promulgated
In: final rather than interim farm- rx-
vised' copies of the Development Dom-,
ment will. be available from the Superin-
tendent of- Dcuments. Government
Printing OMc Washington,. I.C. 2114.
Copies of the economic analysis docni-
ment will. be- available through the Na-
tional Technical Informatfon Servce,
Springfield VA. 22151..

Cc) Summary of public partfaipatfon.
Prior to this publication, the agencfes

and groups listed below were consulted
and given an opportunity to participate
in the development or effuentlimitations,
guidelines' 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 consulted: (1) Efluent
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. Territory 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-
ciety of Civil Engineers; Water Pollution
Control Federation; National Wildlife
Federation; American Institute of Chem-
ical Engineers; American Frozen Food
Institute; National Canners Association;
American Dehydrated Onion and Garlic
Association; National Kraut Packers As-
sociation; Pickle Packers International,
Inc.; Mushroom Processors Association;
Associated Pimento Canners; Canners
League of California; Potato Chip In-
stitute International; and numerous
processors.

The following responded with com-
ments: Effluent Standards and Water
Quality Information Advisory Commit-
tee; National Canners Association; Na-
tional Kraut Packers Association; Pickle
Packers International; M ushroom Proc-
essors Association; Agrlpac, 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
Foods Corp.; Gentry International, Inc.;
Gerber Products Co.; Green Giant Co.;.
Grocery Store Products Co.; Humpty-
Dumpty Potato Chip Co.; Kennett Can-
ning Co.; Kraft Foods; Lakeside Pack-
Ing Co.; Larsen Co.; Meridian Foods,
Inc.; North Carolina Dept. of Natural
and Economic Resobrces: Ocean Spray
Cranberries, Inc.; Snyders Potato Chips;
Stayton Canning Co. Coop; Stokely-Van
Camp, Inc.; Jones-Nbrmel Foods, Inc.;
Welch Foods, Inc.; State of Florida; State
of Vermont; State of Colorado Depart-
ment of Health; Vtasic Foods, Inc.; West
Foods, Inc.-Castle & Cooke; Basic Vege-
*tabla Products, Inc.; Redl Foods; Sterling
Cooperative, Inc.; Hiunt Wesson Foods,
Inc.; U.S. Dept. of Transportation;
Campbell Soup Co.; California Vegetable
Concentrates Inc.; American Dehydrated
Onion & Garlic Assn.; U.S. Dept. of the
-Interior; American Frozen Food Insti-
tute; Michigan Water Resources Com-
mission; Heinz Co.; Del Monte Corp.;
Tile Lewis Foods, Inc.; and University
of Georgia, College of Agriculture.

The primary issues- raised in the de-
velopment of the proposed effluent 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 about 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 prepaied a data distribution
cnalysis to determine the 'natural dis-
tribution of the major waste water pa-
rameterb. A standard normal distribution
model was Atudied 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 BOD5
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 6f the logarithms of values in the dis-
tribution conformas 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 th3 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 typical of processing
plants with a concern for water and
waste conservation practices. Most plants
below the mean waste load have achieved
-this load through becoming aware of
and implementing common, normally
,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 associated 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,
about 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 suggested that If
the logarithmic distribution was used to
characterize raw waste loads, then local
enforcement groups should require com-
pliance on the basis of logarithmic av-
erages of treated effluent data.

On the basis of this comment, the
Agenby reexamined the effluent treat-
ment data used in the development of
the limitations. Over twenty biological
treatment systems were evaluated using
both arithmetic and logarithmic av-
erages. These averages were then used
to develop limitations. It was deter-
mined that the treatment plant per-
formance will be the same whether com-
pliance is on the basis of logarithmic
averages or arithmetic averages. The
limitations based on arithmetic averages
are greater than limitations 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. Thus,
effluent 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 treat-
ment system effluent data and compli-
ance Is based on the simpler arithmetic
average. -

4. The comment was made that in
most biological systems it cost as much
to remove from 85 percent to 95 percent
BOD5 removal as It does to remove the
entire first 85 percent of BOD5,

The cost data In the development
document shows that this statement is
not accurate for most industry waste-
water. For low-strength wastes, about
200 mg/1 BOD5, the commenter's state-
ment has some justification and EPA
limitations and costs are based on only
85 percent BOD5 removal. For higher

"sfength wastes, such as 2,000 ma/1
BOD5, EPA limitations and costs are
based on approximately 96 percent BOD5
removal. Various degrees of BOD5 ret.
moval efficiency axe obtained with bio-
logical treatment systems by controlling
the aeration contact period and/or the
concentration of active microorganisms.
While better removal efficiencies cannot
be achieved In the same system when the
BOD5 loading is increased, It is possiblo
to achieve higher percent reductions of
stronger BOD5 wastes by providing
longer detention time, more air and more
microorganisms. In an activated sludge
system, there is a decreasing percentage
increase in costs to go from 85 percent
t6 95 percent as the waste strength in-
creases. Thus, the increased cost to treat
from 85 to 95 percent for low strength
wastes could be almost 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 85 percent BOD5.

5. The objection was raised that factors
such as size and age of plant, processes
employed, engineering aspects, process
changes, raw material quality, costs and
non-water quality impacts have been in-
adequately considered because these
factors are not reflected In the recom-
mended limitations.
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Each of these: factors- has been con- to day-to-day variability In raw waste BOD5 gmeration was unfair and un-
siderect in the establishment of the -loads, treatment plant variability and. demonstrated. Also. no economrafassess-
effluent limitations as summarized In the* weather variability factors. ment was made and no recognitioln was
Development-Document.Factorssuch as The analysis of the available treat- made of food safety and sanitation: re-
age, size-and location of processing-plants ment performance data showed that quirements
were studied- in: the. subcategorizatlon daily maximums were higher than those The Agency has reviewed the con-
section. and. no significant relationship predicted in the contractor's report, tractor's recommendationofa 4Xpercent
could be found between waste loads and While It is reasonable'to expect some of reduction for water usage and BODS for
any of. the factors. Factors- such as the the variability to be reduced before 1977 BATEA and has determined that such M
processes, employed- aid engineering as a result of Improved management reduction is appropriate for some com-
aspects were also investigated in the sub- control and familiarity with in-plant and modities within each subcategory, but
categorization sectibn and resulted in the treatment operations, the performance not appropriate for other commodities.
segmentation of over fifty commodities data currently available suggests higher Accordingly, the BATEA water usage anE
and commodity products within the three daily maximums and thus the proposed BODS raw waste values are differentand?
industry, subcategories. This segmenta- limitations are less stringent than the *are based on the mean minus onz stand-
tion resulted in different limitations for recommendations in the contractor's re- arddeviationvalueofthelognormaldis-

-each of these commodities in the-subcate- port. However, this Increased variability tribution model for plant means. These
gories. The -quality of raw material was Is not necessarily associated with raw waste characteristics are presently
studied'butno correlation could be estab- weather effects, but may be due to in- achieved by about 70 plants or over 25
lished between -different raw material adequate control of sludge wasting, lack percent of the surveyed" plants In thein-
qualities-and raw-waste loads. the quality of necessary supplemental nutrients, or dustry. In the developmentoftheATA
of the raw material does influence the se- inadequate aeration and mixing. Treat- values each plant mean was given equal
lection of certain e~d products.and this ment plants in all climates were Included weight to insure that at least one-plant in
is reflected, by different. limitations for-and many of the best are located in ex- each subcategory would achieve- the
different, product styles. The study of tremely cold locations. Thus, this Impact water usage and BOD5 loads: Yora few
these-factors-has also resultedin the in- has been- considered and included In, this commodities; no plants achleved thepre-
lusion of data-from as many years as industry segment. dicted loads and in these- cases the best

possible in the establishment of raw The monthly and daily variability were plant was selected to- establsir the-
-waste loads- and the effluent limitations. ,studied in detail for treatment plants at BATEAwater usageandBODsvalues.
Other factors such as- cost,, economic im- single and multi-commodity plants. It While a detailed economic- assessment
pact and non-water quality impacts had was determined that the seasonal lnflu- has- not been made, available Informa-
substanWtia Influence on the selection of ence of the industry, the length of the tion indicates that thiTcost does notrep-
BPCTCA and BATEA. As:a result of these processing. season, Its multi-commodity resent a significant capital expenditure
impacts;, aerated lagoons, not activated make-up, the variability in waste loads and would not present a severe impact-
sludge, were utilized for BPCTCA, and between commodities and within the In many cases, energysavings and mate-
filtration was- not utilized- for all plants same commodity, Its treatment tenden- rials recovery might pay for the pro-
forBATEA.Thesimpacts-also prevented cies, and water quality restrictions emi- gram. Additiona cost data on In-plant-
establishment- of limitationsfor pollu- phasized the'need for an annual BODS water and waste reduction program L're-
tants such as- color and total dissolved and TSS limitation in addition to the quested to- aid In fluture Impact assess-
solids .Thus,.thesefactors-have been con- maximum thirty day and daily limits, ments.
sidered;.they have impacted the develop- Thus, an annual limitation has been in- With regard to food safety and sanita-

-ment of the recommended limitations; eluded which is based on the annual per- tion requirements, the broad distribution
and-they are,, therefore, reflected in the formance of over twenty biological of demonstrated water usage and waste
limitations. I treatment systems, loads within each commodity indicate

6.The- criticism -was made that limita- 8. The comment was made that the that the expected BATEA reduction
tions for BODSand TSS were established wet sampling for many commodities was would not be affected. Review of present
in a simplistic manner without ade- inadequate or unrepresentative of typical and future food safety andc sanitation
quately evaluating the demonstrated re- performance. The criticism was also standards indicates that the BATFA raw
movals achieved-with- current technology, made that some historical data was un- waste values are not expected to change.

The pontractor's. recommended limita- scientifically evaluated for inclusion or 10. The comment was made thatsome
tions for BOD5 and TSS were established exclusion from the data base. plant data contains a mixture of process
based onperformance data from several As a result of this criticism, the Agen- waste water and cooling water whfch.rF-
aerated lagoons and activated sludge cy has contacted each processor that sub- sults in inaccurate water usage data.
treatment systems. Nevertheless, this mitted data, has reviewed the data for The problem of mixed process and
comment was reviewed by the- Agency reliability and accuracy, and has detailed cooling water dat- has- been reviewed by
with the result that more-treatment data whether the data was included or ex- the Agency 'and an attempt has been
was collected and the data was intensely eluded, and why. Wet sampling data was made to obtain from plant sources esti-
analyzed with available-statistical meth- included in this review and most were mates of the cooling water coritribution
ods. As explained earlier,, the effluent fo nd to be accurate and representative to the total water usage data reported.
data. was summarized using the normal Onlya few percent of the collected data, Anyinclusion of mixed data-would result
distribution- model Regression and cor- both wet sample and historical data, was In conservative estimates of- rawr waste
relation analyses were-completed along determined to be unreliable and thus ex- loads and thus less stringent limitations.
with- "enveloping techniques" to deter- cluded. With regard to the criticism that Furthermore, the efuent limitations
-mine the most reasonable methodology more wet sampling should have been guidelines apply to process waste water
to establish BOD5 and TSS limitations, conducted for some commodities, it was only. It Is expected that cooling water
The resulting methodology utilizes the determined that about thirty of the fifty can be handled separately and in many
performance data and' variability from commodities needed to be sampled be- cases discharged directly. Many plants
over twenty biological treatment sys- cause of availabledata and the secondary are presently handling cooling water- in
tens to- determine the treatment per- processing nature of some commodities, this manner. Thus, the utilization of data
formance datd necessary for the estab- Some of, the commodities could not be containing a mixture of process waste
lisliment.of the-effluent limitations. Thus, sampled because of the short processing water and cooling waterIs-not a signiff-
theiimitations. have been established in time available. The wet sampling pro- cant concernm
a sophisticated manner utilizing results gram, however, was effective and further 11. One commenter specificalry re-
from numerous industry- treatment sys- substantiated industry supplied' data for quested that frozen commodity styles be
tems-. thirty commodities in the subcategories, further investigated for additional sub-

7. A number -of commenters termed 9. The crticlsmwas made that the de- categorization.
the differences between daily and thirty velopment -of BATEA limits assuming & The Agency reviewed al. the data for
day maximum limitations unrealistic due 45 percent reduction In water usage and each subcategory commodity and per-
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formed statistical analyses to determine Several industry members have sub-
whether differences'could be determined mitted aerated lagoon effluent data that
and colrelated with any of a number of indicates that the natural biological ac-
factors including product style. For ex- tivities in the lagoons result in occasional
ample, wastes from collard, turnip, discharges with the pH in excess of 9.0.
mustard, spinach and kale greens, could The Agency has reviewed this informa-
not be statistically differentiated while tion and other lagoon.effluent data and
wastes from caneberrles were shown to be has observed that-some lagoons exceed a
statistically different from wastes from pH of 9.0 and others do not. Nevertheless,
strawberries and cranberries. Eleven it is apparent from the data that the nat-
commodities in all subcategories were ural biological activity of a lagoon may
further segmented due to differences in result in wastewater discharges with pH
product style and production processes in excess of 9.0. Accordingly, the Agency
including five fruit and vegetable corn- has recommended a maximum pH limit
modities which were separated into of 9.5.
canned and frozen product styles. 5. Some correspondents endorsed the

12. The comment was made thalfefflu- proposal made to the Administrator by
ent limitations were established for some the Effluent Standards and Water Quality
commodities even though no BPCTCA Information Advisory Committee that a
biological treatment was demonstrated significantly different approach be taken
for these commodities. - in the development of effluent.limitations

The Agency recognized that BPCTCA generally.
would not be demonstrated for every The committee's proposal Is under
commodity in every subcatego. Blologi- evaluation as a contribution toward fu-
cal treatment was, however, demon- ture refinements of limitations for some
strated for commodities in every subcate- industries. The committee has indicated
gory. In addition to these biological that their proposed methodology could
treatment systems, the Agency examined not be developed in sufficient time to be
a wide range of biological treatment in- available for the current phase of pro-
formation from other segments of the mulgation, which is proceeding accord-
food Industry, from joint industrial and ing to a court-ordered schedule. Its pres-
municipal biological treatment systems, ent state of development does not pro-
and from pilot plant, laboratory, demon- vide sufficient evidence to warrant the
stration projects and other experimental Agency's delaying issuance of'any stand--
data from various biological treatment ard in hopes that an alternative ap-
processes. It was determined that all in- preach might be preferable.
dustry corfnmodities in all three subcate- The Agency is subject to an order of
gories prqduced a biodegradable waste the United States District Court for the
water that was essentially a mixture of District of Columbia entered in Natural
organic and suspended materials. Even Resources Defense Council v. Train et
operations such as brining or products al. (Cv. No. 1609-73) which requires the
such as dressings or mayonnaise had promulgation of regulations for this in-
been demonstrated to be successfully du.try category no later than October 5,
treated in a biological treatment system. 1975. This order also requires that such
Because of the similarity in waste char- regulations become effective immediately
acter of commodities within the fruit and upon publication. In addition, it is neces-
vegetable industry and because of the sary to promulgate regulations estab-
similar treatability demonstrated in bio- lishing limitations on the discharge of
logical treatment systems within the in- pollutants from point sources in this
dustry, it is appropriate to establish category so that the process of Issuing
limitations for all commodities based on permits to individual dischargers under
the performance data of biological treat- section 402 of the Act is not delayed.
ment systems in the fruits and vegetables It has not been practicable to develop
industry. and publish regulations for this category

13. The comment was made that a pro- in proposed form, to provide a 30 day
posed spray irrigation system to be built comment period, and to make any neces-
by a municipality would cost more than sary revisions in light of the comments
the contractor's report predifted. received 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 above. Accordingly, the Agency has de-
variables and thus cost estimates are termined pursuant to 5 USC § 553(b)
made for model plants which sliould be that notice and comment on the interim
typical for the industry. It is possible final regulations would be impracticable
that an example system could cost more and contrary to the public interest. Good
than would be estimated by EPA. Spray cause is also found for these regulations
irrigation costs assume a fixed applica- to become effective immediately upon
tion rate, fixed distance to spray field, publication.
a fixed spray field distribution system;- Interested persons are encouraged to
and fixed construction costs. A specic submit written comments. Comments
example, especially a municipal system, should be submitted in triplicate to the
could deviate from EPA assumptions and Environmental Protection Agency, -Ef-
report a different cost. Therefore, the fluent Guidelines Division (WH-552),401
EPA estimates are reasonable and ac- M Street, SW., Washington, D.C. 20460.
burate for typical industry plants. - Comments on all aspects of the regula-

14. A number of commenters expressed tion are solicited. In the event conments
concern that the best practicable control are in the nature of criticisms as to the
technology would result in a treated efflu- .adequacy of data which are available,
ent with a pH over 9.0. or -which may be -elied upon by the

Agency, comments should identify and,
if possible, provide any additional data
which may be available and should Indi-
cate why such.data are essential to the
amendment or modification of the regu-
lation. In the event comments address
the approach taken by the Agency In
establishing an effluent limitation ol
guideline, EPA solicits suggestions as to
what alternative approach should be
taken and why and how this alternative
better satisfies the detailed requirements
of sections 301 and 304(b) of the Act.

A copy of all public comments will be
available -for inspection and copying at
the EPA Public Information, Reference
Unit, RoOm 2404, 401 M Street, SW.,
Washington, -D.C. 20460. A copy of pre-
liminary draft contractor reports, the
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 this location for public
review and copying. The EPA informa-
tion regulation, 40 CF R Part 2I., provides
that a reasonable fee may be charged
for copying.
. All comments received within thirty
days of publication of this interim final
regulation in the FDERAL RzaisM1 will
be considered. Steps previously taken by
the Environmental Protedtion Agency to
facilitate public response within this
time period are outlined in the advance
notice concerning public review proce-
dures published on August 6, 1975 (30 PR
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 re-
consideration of any permits issued in ac-
cordance with these interim final regula-
tions.

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

Dated: October 3, 1975.
Jolm QUALIS,

Acting Administrator,
Subpart F-Canned and Preserved Fruits

Subcategory
Sec.
407.60 Applicability; description of the

canned and preserve4 fruits sub-
category.

407.61 Specialized deflnItions.
407.62 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-

resenting the degree of eflluent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available,

Subpart G-Connd and Preserved Vegetables
Subcategory

407.70 Applicability, description of the
canned and preserved Vegetables
subcategory.

407.71 Specialized definitions.
407,72 Effluent limitations guidelines rep-

resenting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology, currently available,

Subpart H-Canned and Miscellaneous
Specialties Subcategory

407.80 Applicability; description, of the
canned and miscellanootiA special-
ties subcategory.

407.81 Specialized defnitions.
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se.
407.82 Effluent limitations guidelines repre-

senting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.

AuTHOaR: Sees. 301, 304 (b) and (c), 306
(b) -and (c), 307(c).-Federal Watei Pollution
Control Act, as amended; 33 U.S.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; description of
the canned and preserved fruits sub.
category.

The.provisions of this subpart are ap-
-plicable to dischaiges-resulting 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 effluent limitations
covering more than one commodity or

-sub ategory, 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 commodity or subcategory.

407.61 Specialized definitions.
For the purpose of this subpart:
(a) Except' as provided below, the

general definitions, abbreviations and
methods of.analysis set forth in 40 CFB
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 an~d unpitted, peeled and
unpeeled, whole, halves, slices, nectar,
and concentrate.

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

(d)- The term "cherries, sweet" shall
Include the processing of sweet cherries
Into the following products: sweet frozen
and canned, pitted and unpitted, whole,
halves, juice and concentrate.

(e) The term "cherries, brined" shall
include the processing of brined cherries
Into the following products: canned, bot-
tied and bulk, sweet and sour, pitted and
unpitted, bleached, sweetened, colored
and flavored, whole, halved and
chopped.
- (f) The term "cranberries" shall mean

the processing of cranberries into the
followiuig products: canned, bottled, and
frozen, whole, sauce, jelly, 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 similar styles of apples, apricots,

figs, peaches, pears, prunes, canned ex-
tracted prune Juice and pulp from rehy-
drated and cooked dehydrated prunes;
but not including dates or raisins.
(h) The term "grape Juice canning"

shall mean the processing of grape juice
into the following products; canned and
frozen, fresh and stored, natural grape
juice for the manufacture of Juices,
drinks, concentrates, jams, jellies, and
other related finished products but not
wine or other spirits. In terms of raw
material processed 1000 kg (1000 lb) of
grapes are equivalent to 834 liters (100
gallons) of grape Juice.
*..(i) The term "grape pressing" shall

mean the washing and subsequent han-
dling including pressing, heating, and fil-
tration of natural juice from all varieties
of grapes.for the purpose of manufac-
turing juice, drink, concentrate, and
jelly but not wine or other spirits. In
terms of raw material processed 1000 kg
(1000 lb) of grapes are equivalent to 834

-liters (100 gallons) of grape juice.
(j) The term "olives" shall mean the

processing of olives into the following
products: canned, all varieties, fresh and
stored, green ripe, black ripe, spanish,
sicilian, and any other styles to which
spices, acids, and flavorings may have
been added.

Wr) 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 varieties,
peeled, pitted and unpitted, whole, halves,
sliced, diced, and rny 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 "pickles, fresh" shall

mean the processing of frpsh cucumbers
and other vegetables, all varieties, all
sizes from whole to relish, all styles, cured
after packing.
(o) The term "processod" shall moan

the processing of pickles, cucumbers and
other vegetables, all varietes, sizes 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 chemical addi-
tion3 necessary to achieve proper fer-
mentation for the packing of processed
ploke products, and subsequent tank
soakting.
(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, Juice and con-
centrate. It "also specifically includes the
on-site production of by-products such as
alcohol, sugar or animal feed.

Cr) 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
piece 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.

Ct) The term "strawberries" shall
mean the processing of strawberries into
the following products: canned and fro-
zen, whole, sliced, and pureed.

Cu) The term "tomatoes peeled" shall
mean the processing of tomatoes Into
canned, peeled, whole, stewed, and re-
lated piece sizes.

v) The term "tomatoes, products"
shall mean the processing of tomatoes
into the following products: canned,
peeled and unpeeled paste, concentrate,
puree, sauce, juice, catsup and other
similar formulated Items requiring vari-
ous other pre-processed food ingredients.

(w) 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 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 fruits,
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 all
information It was able to collect; develop
and solicit with respect to factors (such
as age and size of plant, raw materials,
manufacturing processes, products pro-
duced, treatment technology available,
energy requirements and costs) which
can affect the industry subcategorization
and effluent levels established. It Is, how-
ever, possible that data which would
affect these limitations have not been
available and, as a result, these limita-
tions should be adjusted for certain
plants in this industry. An individual dis-
charger or other interested person may
submit evidence to the Regional Admin-
istrator (or to the State, If the State
has the authority to -Issue NPDES per-
mits) that factors relating to theoequip-
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 Adminis-
trator (or the State) will make a written
finding that such factors are or are not

- fundamentally different for that facility
compared to those specified in the Devel-
opment Document. If such fundamen-
tally different factors are found to exist.
the Regional Administrator or the State
shall establish for the discharger effluent

* limitations in the NPDES permit either
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(b) The following limitations estab-
lish 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-
plicatibn 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, ma.ximum
thirty day average, and maximum day
TSS limitations. Fruit processing plants
employing long term waste stabilization,
where all or a portion 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 annual average TSS
limitations.-
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more or less stringent than the limita- plication of the best practicable control
tions established herein, to the extent technology currently available. Any fruit
dictated by such fuldamentally differ- processing plant which continuously or
ent factors. Such limitations must be intermittently discharges process waste
approved by the Administrator of the water during the processing season shall
Environmental Protection Agency. The meet the annual average, maximum
Administrator may approve or disap- thirty day average, and maximum day
prove such limitations, specify other lim- BOD5 limitations. Fruit processing
itations, or initiate proceedings to revise plants employing long term waste stabil-
these regulations. ization, where all or a portion of the

(a) The following limitations establish process waste water discharge Is stored
the quantity of BOD5 controlled by this for the entire processing season and re-
section, which may be discharged by a leased at a controlled rate with state ap-
"large" existing-point source subject to proval shall meet only the annual aver-
the provisions of this subpart after ap- - age BOD5 limitations.

BOD5 EFFrLuENT IMITATIONS

Average of daily Annual averagevalue for 30 of daily values
Commodity (fruits) Maximum for consecutive for entire

any I day days shall not discarge period
exceed- shall not

exceed-

Metric units (kgjkkg ofraw Iaterlal)

Apricots -------------- .-.-_- -.. .. . .. .2.98 1.94 1.20
Caneberries -------------------------------------------- ---- - 0.78 0.51 0.33
Cherries:

Sweet.. ........-------------------------------.. . 1.09 0.71 0.47
Sour -----------.-------------- ...........-------------- 1.70 109 0.74
Brined. ....- -------------- -------------------------------- 77, 1.81 1.19

Cranberries -------------------------------------- - 1.68 1.09 M71
Driedfruit ------------------------------------------------ 1.83 1.19 0.78
Urapo Juice:

Canning ..----------------......--------------- 1.02 0.07 G 0.45
Pressing 0-------------- .. ..-.-.-.---...... ....-. 22 0.14 .09"

Olives ----------------------------------------------- 5.31 3.47 2.29
Peaches:

Canned. ........ -... =.=:.--.... -- _ - = ....... 1.81 1.18 0.78
Frozen ..------ - --------------------------------- __ - 0.80 0.52 0.80

Pears ------- -.------------------------------------------ 1.71 1.12 0.75
Pickles:

Fresh p-ck .;.:---_-.....--- .... 1.19 0.78 0.81
Process pack ..---------- ---------- -------------- --- -- 139 0.91 0.02
Bialt sations --.- --- 0.20 0.14 0.10

Pineappl ......------------ ------ 1.78 1.18 0.75
Plums------------ 0.68 0.44 0.29
Ralsins .... ........------ -- 0.41 0.27 0.18
Strawberries ------------------------------------------- - - L75 1.13 O, 73
Tomatoes:'

Peeled -------------- ; ---------------------------------- 1.20 0.78 0.5J
Products --------------------------------------- ---- 0.4S 0.31 .19

English units (110,O00 lb of raw material)

Aprcot ------------- .---.--------------------------- -2.9 1. 94 1.20
Caneberrias.. ---------------------------- ---------- - -- --0.78 Q51 033
Cherries:

twee-- .. 1. 0.71 0.41
Sour ------------------ - -............ L70 1.09 0.74
Brined .... ............... -- -----.. 2.77 1.81 1.19

Cranberries ------- - ------ --_---------------- 1.68 1.09 0.71
'Dried fruit ----------- -- --................---------- 1.83 119 0.78
Grapo juice: .

Canning ... z. . 1.02 0.67 .0.45
Pressing ------ --------- 0.22 0.14 0.09

Olives -- - - -- ....................-- -.......--. 31 8.47 2.29
Poaches:

Cann e dL... .-- .181 1.18 0.79
Frzozen- _ _ - -...... . .. . ....-.--------------- .....- 0. 0 0. 2 0.38Pears .............................................. 1.71 1.12 0.75

Plokles:
Fresh pack. ---- 1.19 0.78 0.61
Process pack.. -....................-.......------ 1.89 0.91 0.02
Salt sttions.. -........ .......... 0.20 0.14 0.10

Pineapples -------------- - -................ 1.78 1.10 0.75
Plums -------------------------------------. 0.68 0.44 0.29
Iaisins ------- :- 0.. - - - ........--- 0.41 0.27 0.18
Strawberries ------------------ .------..-----.. ---.. 1.75 1.13 0.73
Tomatoes:

Peeled ------------ - - 1 20 0.78 0.50
Products .......... .* ................. ---- 0.43 0.81 0.19
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Tar emuwmt Ulatf on

A.erag, of dar Annal aven.
wales for 0 of daily v*e

Commodlty (truits) ,aznm fte ooouti, for su.
say I day days halnt dlectaWepd

Moetro unis (oJwk o cMw mateati

W USO 33 2.60oA -------.....- ...... . 0. 0.

Cherries:
Sweet-- ----- L78 L3 0.0(
Sour---- 2.82 2.11 L50
Brine -- 4.48 3.29 2.43

rbe2.07 103 L47
Dried - - --.- 2.92 . 2.12 LWO
Q(seajuicas

ranning ---- 0 L28 0.91

Pres(ng .38 IX2 0.12
Ol-ves- ------ --.---------- --- --------- - ---- -8.6 0.3 4.67
Peaches:

Caaae 2.03 2.15 L52
--o--- L38 L01 0.71

Pears ---------- -- ............... . ........... - .-- "00 2.21. L W
Pickles:

Fresh pack --....---- . -.. -....... . 1 3 L41 Lot
Processa. . 2.35 1.83 L21
Sats o s. . -...........----..... .0.43 0.33 0.12

Pineappl s -----------------. .82 2.03 LM
Plums .------- ----------------- -1.01--.. .. . LOY 0.78 0.8.

.. . .... 0.72 0.65 0.37
Strawberd . ....................... . . ......... 2. LM L
Tomatoes:

Peealed. -.... .- LS Lad L04
Prodt ........ -... . .0.71 0.48 0.41

English units (bIIOOD lb of raw mateial)

Apricots------------ - ---- ..... - ------- I6 3.0.S 2.o
Cwbr~s__' ----------------------- -- 1. 21 a 0. 0.6
Cherries:

Sweet - ........... -. -.. . . . L32 0.06
'Sour -..--- . 2.2 2.11 LEO
Brined .. 4.43 3.&29 2.43

Crnads_ --- 2.67 1.02 1.47
Dded fruit-- ..- -.... .- , ...... --- ---- , 12. 2.12 LOO
Grapejulce: - I--

Cannin ----.-.--- .-.-- ...... . .. .- L70 L28 0.01
Pressing ........ .................---- .- - 0.38 0. 25 0.12

Olives ---------- 84 .38 4.61
Peaches:

Canned .-................................ ---- --- -- - 2.93 2.15 1.
Frozean_ _ 1.-- L1.01 0.71

Pears --------..... ----- ------............. . .. 2.00 2.21. L 3
Pickles:

Fresh paok. .....- .. L 0..... - 3 L41 L04
Processpaok.----------...........---- 2.33 L82 L24

st .. 0.43 0.33 0.19
e .2.62 2.03 LM

Plums --.. . . 1-01 0. 78 0.
0.72 0.6 0.37

St --e . . ---.-......-------------... 2.62 LE3 L
Tomatoes:

Pee.1.85 L30 L01
Produc - ........-- .--- ----- - ......... -- - 0.71 0.43 0.41

(a) The following limitations estab-
lish the quality of pH controlled by this
section, which iiay 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.

Effluent Effluent,
ch-aracteristio Uiain

pH ------------- At all ti es 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

- sibcategory.
The provisions of this subpart are ap-

plicable to discharges resulting from the
processing of the following vegetable
products: asparagus; beets; broccoli;
brussels sprouts; carrots; cauliflo*er;
canned and frozen corn; dehydrated
onions and garlic; dehydrated vege-
tables; dry beans; lima beans; mush-

rooms; canned onions; canned aid
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 a plant Is subject
to effluent limitations 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:
(a) Except as provided below, the

general definitions, abbreviations and
methods of analysis set forth In 40 CF,
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,
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(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 term "broccoli" shall Include
the processing of broccoli Into the fol-
lowing product styles: frozen, chopped,
spears, and miscellaneous cuts.
(e) The term "brussels sprouts" shall

Include the processing of brussels sprouts
into the following product styles: frozen
whole.

(f) The term "carrots" shall include
the processing of carrots Into the follow-
Ing products: canned and frozen, peeled,
whole, sliced, diced, nuggets, crinkle cut,
jullenne. shoestrings, chunks, chips and
other Irregular cuts, and Juices but not
dehydrated carrots.

(g). The- term "cauliflower" shall in-
clude the processing of cauliflower Into
the following styles: frozen whole
branches and pieces.

(h) The term "corn, canned" shah
mean the processing of corn into the
following product styles: canned, yellow
and white, whole kernel, cream style, and
on-the-cob.
(i) The term "corn, frozen" shall

mean.the processing of corn into the
following product styles: frozen, yellow
and white, whole kernel and whole cob.

C) 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 dried, all varieties, diced, strips,
and other piece sizes ranging from large
sliced to powder but not including green
onions, clves, or leeks.
- Ck) The term "dehydrated vegetables"

shall mean the processing of dehydrated
vegetables in the following product
styles: air, vacuum and freeze dried,
blanched and unblanched, peeled and
unpeeled, beets, bell peppers, cabbage,
carrots, celery, chill pepper, horseradish,
turnips, parsnips, parsley, asparagus, to-
nmatoes, green beans, corn. spin cb, green
onion tops, chives, leeks, whole, diced.
and any other piece size ranging from
sliced to powder.
(l) The tdrm "dry. beans".shall mean

the production of canned pinto, kidney,
navy, great northern, red. pink or re-
lated type, with and without formulated
sauces, meats and gravies.
(in) The term "lima beans" shall mean

the processing of lima beans into the
following product styles: canned and
frozen, green and white, all varieties and
sizes.

(n) The term "mushrooms" shall mean
the processing of mushrooms into the
following product styles: canned, fro-
zen, dehydrated, all varieties, shapes and
sizes.
(o) The term "canned onions" shall

mean the processing of onions into the
following product styles: canned, frozen,
and fried (canned), peeled, whole, sliced,
and any other piece 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- § 407.72
rIeties and sizes, whole. repres

(q) The term -"peas, frozen" shall reducl
mean the processing of peas into the fol- tlion (
lowing product styles: frozen, all varie- techn,
ties and sizes, whole. - In esta

(r) The term "pimentos" shall mean forth in
the processing 'of pimentos into the fol- count all-
lowing -product styles: canned, peeled, lect, devel
whole, halves, sliced, diced, chopped and factors (s
any other piece size. raw matei
(s) The term "squash" shall include products p

the processing of pumpkin and squash available,
into canned and frozen styles. . costs) whi

(t) The term "sauerkraut cutting" categoriza
shall mean'the trimming, cutting, and lished. It:
subsequent preparatory handling of cab- which wo
bage necessary for and including brining not been
and fermentation, and subsequent tank limitation,
soaking. 0 taiip plant

(u) The term' "sauerkraut canning" discharge]
shall mean the draining and subsequent may subm
filling and canning of fermented cab- ministratc
bage and juice. has the a

(v) The term "snap beans, canned" mits) tha
.shall mean the processing of snap beans ment or
into the following product styles: canned applied, o:
green, Italian, wax, stringi bush, and such dis
other related varieties, whole, -French, different
fancy, Extra Standard, Standard, and the establ
other cuts. the basis

(w) The term "snap beans, frozen" able info
shall mean the processing of sna'p beans, istrator k
Into the following product styles: -frozen ten findin
green, Italian, wax, string, bush, and not fund
other related varieties, whole, French, facility c(
fancy, Extra Standard, Standard, and the Deve
other cuts. fundamer

(x) The term "spinach, canned" shall found to
mean the processing of spinach and leafy
greens into the following product styles:
canned, whole leaf, chopped,, and other
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 potatoes, canned"
shall mean the processing of sweet pota- Asparagus~
toes into the foloving product styles: nects ......
canned, peeled, solid, syrup, and vacuum ,Broccoll .

Brussels spro
packed. Carrots_..

(aa) The term "white potatoes, Cauliflower.Corn:
canned" shall mean the processing of Canpnd.
white potatoes into the following prod- Frozen.

Dehydrateduct styles: canned, peeled, white, all Dehydrated
varieties, whole and sliced. DLr bans.

(ab) The term "medium" shall mean Aughrooms,
a point source that processes a total an- Onions (a
nual raw material production of fruits, Peanned
vegetables, specialties and- other prod- Frozen_-
ucts that is between 1,816 kkg (2,000 Pientos..Sauerkraut:
tons) per year and 9,080 kkg (10,000 Canning
tons) per year. Cutting.

Snap beans:
(ac) The term "large" shall mean a Canned.

point source that processes a total an- Frozen..Spinach:
nual raw material production of fruits, Canned.
vegetables, specialties and other products Frozen-.
that exceed 9,080 kkg (10,000 tons) per s,,,thp.....
year. White potato

Efflucnt limitations guidelines trator or the State shall establish for the
enting the degree of effluent discharger effluent limitations In the
tion attainable by the applica- NPDES permit either more or less
f the best practicable control stringent than the limitations estab-
elogy currently available. lished herein, to the extent dictated by
blishing the limitations set such fundamentally dffererit factors.
ais section', EPA took into ac- Such limitations must be approved by the
information it was able to col- Administrator of the Environmental
op and solicit with respect to Protection Agency. The Administrator
uch as age and size of plant, may approve or disapprove such limita-
rals, manufacturing processes, tons, specify other limitations, or Initi..
roduced, treatment technology ate proceedings to revise these regula-

energy requirements and tions.
ch can affect the industry sub- (a) The following limitations establish
tion and effluent 'levels estab- the quantity of BOD5, controlled by this
is, however, possible that data section, which may be discharged by a
ad affect these limitations have "large" existing point source subject to
vailable and, as a result, these the provisions of this subpart after ap-

should be adjusted for cer- plication of the best practicable control
in-this industry. An Individual technology currently available. Any vege-
r other interested person table processing plant which continu-
t evidence to the Regional Ad- ously or intermittently discharges procets

ir (or to the State, if the State waste water during the processing sea-
uthorityto Issue NPDES per- son shall .meet the annual average,
t factors relating to the equip- maximum thirty day average, and maxi-
facilities involved, the process mum day BOD5 limitations. Vegetable
r other such factors related to processing plants employing long term
charger are fundamentally waste stabilization, where all or a por-
from the factors considered in tion of the process waste water discharge
ishment of the guidelines. On is stored for the entire processing season
of such evidence or other avail- and released at a controlled rate with
mation, the Regional Admin- state approval, shall meet only the an-
r the State) will make a writ- nual average BOD5 liniltatlons. Efluent

g that such factors are or are limitations for the cauliflower sub-
amentally different for that
mpared to those specified In category are based upon pounds (b)
lopment Document. If such or kilograms (kg) of pollutant per 1000
ttally different factors are pounds (lb) or kilograms (kkg) of final
exist, the Regional Adminis- product.

BeD5 ofluient limitations
Average of ddlly Annunl average

values for 30 of daily valuc
Conunodity (vegetables) Maximum for consecutivo for entire

any I day days shall not divcharfi period
exceed- sba not

exceed-

Meotl units (klkkg of rawmatcrtal)

.......... ----. -------------------------..---. 0.95 0.55 0.04

----------------......---....----- ..-- ....---- ."

--------c -..-----------------------------.---

onio --~ --:_- ---- --------.--------.-
veget ......................................... -

--------'------------ -==7 ------------
(ca ned ......................................
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Aveao ordaily Annua veeago
lues formo of daily v l3

Commodity (vutabe) Ialmum f= concutlvo for entr
ony I day da yzs-ll nt dlsc~gpegW

exceed-c
exceed-

English units Obl.O00 lb of raw material)

A paragus.. 0.F0S nM55 0.3
ets _(1 0.81, 0.51, .32

Broccol 3.61 2.34 -47

B russ 'outs__ *- - 1.25 .1 0.51
Carrots. L73 L14 0__
Cauliflower--- L__ .23 0-
Corn:

Canned- 3 0.,
LE Lt O.S3

D~eh drated onto lic - - ---- -- --- 2.40 L.553L
Dehydrated vegetab2es._ 91 LS3 113
Dry eas 2.46 LWO LOS
Lims.beans - -- 3.0CA 2.23 L 11
Mushrooms ------- 2.0 LOt 2.21
Onions (canned) -- 3.17 2.07 L33
Peas:

Canned--------_- 0.74 L Ala
yoe _ _ _ - - ------ 2.03 33 0.1.3

Pinentos _ - -.3.07 2.L3 L
r

3
Sauerkraut:

Canning 0.43 .32 0_n
-utting 0. . 07 0.0 .0

Snap beans
Canned . . ........ . ............... ... .-. 10 0.73 0.47

zeor.c____ 2.12 L3 0.83
Spinach:

Canned---- - -- ......--------- 3. 03 LM

Frozen. _ -------- L77 L4 072
Sunah ------ X5 01.47 (L40

Swee pot 0.73 .'3 0.40
Whtepotato (caned) - ------------ ----- L3O.3 a..E00.

(b) The following limitations estab- mu-day'TSS limittions.Vegetablepr-
lish the quantity of TSS- controlled by cessing plants employing long term waste-
the -section, which may be discharged stabilization, where all or a portion of
bya "large" existing point; source 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-
vegetable processing plant which con- nual average TSS limitations. Effluent
tinuously or intermittently discharges limitations for the cauliflower subcate-
process waste water during the process- gory are based.upon pounds (Ib) of kilo-
ing season shall meet theannual average, grams (kg) of pollutant per 1000 pounds

-umthirty day average; and, maxs- (1b) or kilograms (kkg) of final product.

, qTSS ellnamt imltatins

Areoo1day Annual alerace
valusfor M3 of daily valuts

Cmoi u tany I diay dr s shafat
exceed- shallct

exceed-

Mletric units (kglkkg of mw mateinl)

L233.18

4.33
3.1M
MrA

4.02
&M,3

;Dehydra't onlonfprzlle. ---...........-Dehydrated oalej ........

Dry beans.---

Idushrooniq.~.--
Onions (canned) . .
PeasT

Ca~ned.
rozen-_

Pimeutor ----.
Sauerkrautz

Canni--

Sweet potato--

.85L27
3.5
L 26
2.13
LOX

3.57
2.37
=34

2.83

3.93
3.21
3.71

3. M
2.47

0. 57
0.10

3.M7

1.25
1.43
Loa

M.73

LT
L53L"M
3.0.

L37
2.07
M.51
M 153.17
2.03
2.73

2.40
L72
347

0.43
0.06

LO)

2.0
L53
.73
0.71
313
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Average of daily Annual average
vaues for 30 of daily values

Commodity (vegetables) uMaximm for eonsecutlve for entire
any I day days shall not discharge perl~d

exceed- shall no-
exceed-

English units (Ib/l,O00 lb of raw material)

Asparagus ..... * .... . ............................... 126 .85 0.73
elets ....................................................... 1.55 .27 0.74

B3roccoll ---------------------------------------------------- 5.37 3.65 .12
Brssels splrouts _.............................. . " L85 1. 1.08
C rrots -----------------------------.--------------.......- 2.91 2.19 L53
Cauleflower ........................................... 2. W 1.0 W 1.70
Corn:

Canned ------------------------ - .... 1.28 .1.03 0.63
Frozen ------------------- -............................ 3.16 2:37 1.07

Dehydrated onon/garlIo ------------------------------....... 3.56 2.42 2.07
-Dehydrated vegetables ------------------------------------- 4.32 2.03 2.51

De beaus... ............................................ 3.92 2.88 2.15
I.a beans ---------.------------....---- ....---------- ...---- 5& 64 3.99 3.17Mushrooms .......... . ..... ------------ -............. ------ 4.59 &.21 2. 0
Onions (canned) --.-.------ ................... 5.09 -3.71 2.78
Peas:

Canned ....-------------------- 4.44 3.20 2.40
rozen-.--- ---- ------------- ................... .3.33 2.47 1.79

Pimentos .................................................... 6.5 4.62 &47
Saucrkraut:

Canning .................---------------- -...... 0.78 0.57 0.43
Cutting ----------------- ---- - ----------------- 0.12 0.10 0.0Snap beas: "
Canned -------------- ---... ........---------- -. 1.73 1.17 1.00
Frozen ---------------------. :..........----------- 3.25 2.27 1.84

Spinach:
Canned. --------------------------------------- -- 4.49 3.05., 2. C0
Frozen -------- ---.-.---------------------------- - 2.62 1.78 L.2

Squash --- .- ------------------- -------- 1.57 .2L5 0.78
Sweet potato --------------.--------------------- ----- - -1.67 1.48 0.74
White potato (canned) --------------------------------------- 2.39 1.93 1.18

(c) The following limitations establish
the quality of pH controlled by this sec-
tion, 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.

Effluent Effluent
claracteristio Ztimtations

pH -..------------- At all times within the
range 6.0 to 9.5.

Subpart H-Canned and Miscellaneous
Specialties Subcategory

§407.80 Applicability; -description of
the canned and niscellaneous special-
ties sulicategory.

The provisions of this subpart are ap-
plicable to discharges esulting from the
processing of the following specialty
products: added Ingredients; baby food;
corn, potato, and tortilla chips; ethnic
foods; jams and jellies; mayonnaise and
dressings; soups; and tomato-starch-
cheese canned specialties. When a plant-
Is subject to effluent limitations covering
more than one commodity or subeate-
gdry, the plant dicharge 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 the 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

during the canning and freezing of fruits
and vegetables.,

(c) The term "baby foods" shall mean
the processing of canned fresh fruits and
vegetables, meats, eggs, fruit juices,
cereal, formulated entrees, desserts and
snacks using fresh, pre-processad, 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 stored white potatoes, all
varieties. In terms of finished potato
chips, 1 kg (Ib) of fhiihed product is
equivalent to 4 kg ib) of raw material.

(e The term "chips, corn" shall mean
the processing of fried corn, made by
soaking, rinsing, milling and extruding
into a fryer without toasting. In terms of
finished corn chips, 1 kg (1b) of finished
.product is equivalent to 0.9 kg (lIV) of raw
material.
- f) The term "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, I kg (h) of finish-
ed product is equivalent to 0.9 kg (b) of
raw material.

(g) The term "ethnic foods" shall
mean the production of canned and fro-
zen Chinese and Mexican specialties ul-
lizing fresh and pro-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, Jellies
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,
(i) The term "mayonnaise and snlad

dressings" shall be defined as the emulsl-
fled and non-emulsied semi-solld food
prepared from the combining of edible
vegetable oil with acidifying, and egg
yolk containing ingredients, or gum and
starch combinations to which certain
colorings, spices, and flavorings have
been added.

(j) 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-cheese
canned specialties" shall mean canned
specialties resulting from a combination
of fresh and pre-processed tomatoes,
starches, cheeses, spices, and other fla-
vorings necessary to produce a variety of
products similar to but not exclusively
ravtolls, spaghetti, tamales, and en-
chiladas.

(1) The term "medium" shall mean a
point source that processes a total annual
raw material production of fruits, vegeta-
bles, specialties and other products that
Is between 1,816 kkg (2,000 tons) per year
and 9,080 kkg (10,000 tons) per year.

(m) The term "large" shall mean a
point source that processes a 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 Effluent ilintntions guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently avanlablac

In establishing the limitations set
forth in this section, IPA took Into ac-
count all information it was able to col-
lect, develop and solicit with re3pcot to
Factors (such as ace and size of plant,
raw materials, manufacturing procceas,
products produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect tho indutfy sub-
categorization and emuent levels estab-
lished. It is, however, possible that data
which would affect these limitations have
not been available and, as a result, these
limitations should be adjusted for cer-
tain plants in this industry. An individ-
ual discharger or other interested 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 dif-
ferent from the factors considered in the
establishment of the guidelines, On the
basis of such evidence or other available
Infornation, 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 specified 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
limitations, or initiate proceedings to re-
vise these regulations.

(a) The following limitations establish
the quantity of BOD5 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 -he best practicable control

technoldgy currently available. Any food
specialty plant 'which continuously or In-
termittently discharges process waste
water during the processing season shall
meet the annual average, maximum
thirty day average, and maximuni day
BOD5 limitations. Food specialty plants
employing long term waste stabilization.
where all or a portion of the process
waste water discharge is stored for the
entire processing season and release at
a controlled rate with state approval.
shall meet only the annual average BOD5
limitations. Effluent limitations for the
soups subcategory are based upon pounds
(lb) or kilograms (Mg) of pollutant per
1000 pounds (ib) or kilograms (kkg) of
raw Ingredients.

DODS eftlnat limitations

Average df dally Annual awvar,,lues for 30 of dally v3ul
Commodity (speotsltes) 3aximum fo oonzecetlve for entire

any I day days shall not dis period
cioeed-

exceed-

metric units (1gjf&kg of final product)

Added lnnrredln. .. . 132 0.0 0.33
Baby ood- - 1.0 0.5 0.42
CTfps:

PotatO. . ...... -3.35 1
Tor. ---- ---- E3 LE2 L25

Ethnic foods ................................. L74 L13 0.73
Jamsfellies ................................. 0.3 0.25 0.17
3tayonnalse and dessings.... 0.34 0.23. US
S~ -o ... ..................... uLu4.10 _.,5 1.71.
Tomatotarb-chesa cannespeclt........... " 1. 77 LI4 0.72

Engllsh units (lbf.O) of final product)

Added ingrednts -- ..... - .... 1.3 0.0 0.33
Baby food_; .......................... .................. LOD 0.C( 0. 42
Chips:

Potato --.-- ....-.----- .-- .---- ...----.... 3.35 2.12 1.47
Corn - . . .- .................. LS L= 0.85Tortilla_ .......... .................. .------ 2.S3 LS 22

Ethnic foods --- ..f ........... L74 L13 0.73,Tamsfiew1es ---------------.-.-... ......... ... .... .... (X.23 10. .17
Mayonnaise and dressings -d----- ................... 0. at 0. 23 0.15
Soups ------------......... 4.10 2. L 71
Tomato-starch-cheeso conned spealt.es .................. L77 114 0.72

(b) The following limitations estabsh
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 continuously 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 stabilization,
where all or a portion 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 annual average TSS
limitations. Effluent limitations for the
soups subcategory are based upon pounds
fib) or kilograms (kg) of pollutant per
1000 pounds fib) or kilograms (kkg) of
raw ingredients.
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the quantity of oil and grease and qual-
ity of pH controlled by this section,
which may be discharged by a "large"
existing point-source subject to the pro-
visions of this subpart after application
of the best practicable control technology
currently available.

characteristic limitations
O11 and greaze -------..... shalrnot exceed
- - 20 mag/1
p-l ---------------- At all timez

wvthin the
range 6.0 to 0.8

[FR Doc.75-27899 Filed 10-20-75;8:45 am]
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TSS effluent limitations

Average of daily Annual average
vaues for 30 of daily values

Commodity (speolalties) Maximum for consecutive for entire
any I day days shall not discharge period

exceed- shall not
excced-

Metric units Jkkg of final product)

Added Ingredients ------------------------------------------ 0.00 0.00 0.00
Baby food ---------------------------------------------- 1.56 1.11 0.87
Ohips:

Potato ------------...----------------------------------- 5.0 4.22 2.96
Corn ------------------------------------------ ---------3.84 2.67 L.60
Tortilla -------------------- __ ----------------------- 4.79 3.59 2.54

Ethnic foods ------------ ---------- ------------------------- 2.70 1.91 1.51
ms/Joll.es.-----.------------------------ . ----------------- 0.08 0.,3 0.35

Mayonnaise and dressings---------------------------------- 0.0 0.,17 0.31
Soups- -------------------------------------------.- -- 0.34 4.47 8.60
Tonato-starch-cheeso canned specialties ---- -- .------------- 2.02 1.78 1.52

English units (lbfl,000 lb of final product)

Added ingredients -------------------- -------------------- 0.00 0.00 0.00
Baby food ---------------------- ----------------------------- 1.56 1.11 0.87Chips:-

Potato.- -----------------.---------------------------- 5.60 4.22 2.00
Corn- .......... ......... .......... ......... ........ 3. 3 2.67 1.00
Tortlla .-------------------------------------------- 4.79 3. 59 2. M

Ethnic foods ------------------------------------------------ 2.70 1.91 1.51
7armsfjellles ------------------------------------------------- 0.08 0.113 -0.35
Mayonnaise and dressings ----------------------------------- 0.60 0.47 0.31
Soups -------- ; ---------------------------------------------- 6.34 4.47 3.56
Tomato-stamlh-cheeo canned specialtes .----------------------- -2. L 78 1, 52

,' V- 'f'nllln'i n- linitaolnns e.tnlish Effluent Effluent


