and pod vegetables. Thus, for purpose's
of this rule, the category seed and pod

vegetables (dry) is too inclusive and -

would allow the establishment of toler-
ances on crops that would noft be sup-
‘portable by the available data. Conse-
quently, the category is changed to dried
peas and driéd beans (except soybeans).
Similarly, the hay of seed and pod vege-
tables is changed to the vine hays of
dried peas and dried beans (except soy-
beans). Also, since past tolerances on
peanuts have been established on the
meat of the peanut excluding the shell,
the qualified “nutmeats after the re-
moval of hulls” is unnecessary after the
term “peanuts.” (40 CFR 180.1 is here-
with amended to include a definition for
peanuts.)

The toxicology studies (both refer-
enced and submitted) and their corre-
sponding no-effect levels (NEL) evalu-
ated in approving the proposed toler-
* ances in both petitions consisted of a rat
LD, (lethal dose) study, a 90-day rat-
feeding study (NEL 70 ppm), a 90-day
dog-feeding -study (NEL 300 ppm), a
three-generation rat reproduction study
(NEL greater than 180 ppm), ratterato-
genicity study (NEL 66.7 mg/ks), & dom-
inant lethal rate study (NEL greater
than 180 ppm), a 2-year rat-feeding
study (NEL 350 ppm), and an 18-month
- mouse-feeding study (NEL 350). The
calculated maximum permissible intake
(MPI) for man of bentazon based on
long-term rat studies is 10.5 mg/day.
The proposed uses in PPs 6F1828 and
" .7F1889 would result in a theoretical
maximum exposure of 0.15% and less
than 1% of this MPI, respectively.

An adequate analytical method (gas
chromatography using a sulfur-specific
- flame photometric detector) is available
to enforce the proposed tolerances. Tol-
erances have previously been established
for residues of bentazon in or on soy-
, beans; eggs; and the meat, fat, and meat
byproducts of cattle, goats, hogs, horses,
poultry, and sheep at 0.05 ppm (negligi-
ble residue except for-soybeans) and in
“milk at 0.02 ppm (negligible residue).
The negligible residue designation has
been removed from the existing toler-
- ances because long-term studies are now
available. The existing egg, meat, milk,
and poultry tolerances are adequate to
cover. any residues resulting from the
proposed uses as delineated in 40 CFR
180.6(a) (2).

It has been determined that these tol-
erances will protect the public health,
and it is concluded. therefore, that the
. tolerances be established as set forth
below.

. Any person adversely ‘affected by this
regulation may. on or before June 27,
1977, file written objections with the
Hearing Clerk. EPA, East Tower, Rm.
1019. 401 M St. SW, Washington, D.C.
20460. Such objections should be submit-
ted in quintuplicate and should specify
both the provisions of the regulation
deemed to be objectionable and the
grounds for the obiections. If a hearing is
requested. thé obiections must state the
issues for the hearine. A hearing will be
granted if the objections are supported

~
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by grounds legally sufficient to justify the
relief sought.

Effective May 26, 1977, 40 CFR 180.1
and 40 CFR 180.355 are amended as set
forth below.

(Sec. 408(d)(2), Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetlc Act (21 U.S.C. 346a(d)(2)).)

Dated: May 19, 1977.

JAMES M. CONLON,
Acting Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Pesticide Programs.

1. Part 180, Subpart A, §180.1 is
amended by adding the following new
paragraph:

§ 180.1 Definitions and interpretations.
L 3 - - - *
(j) * =8

9. The term peanuts means the peanut
meat after removal of the hulls.

2. Part 180, Subpart C, § 180.355 is re-
vised in its entirety by (1) editorially
restructuring paragraphs (a) and (b)
into alphabetized columnar listings, (2)
alphabetically inserting tolerances of 3
ppm on corn fodder and forage, peanut
hay, rice straw, and the vine hays of dried
peas and dried beans (except soybeans) ;
0.3 ppm on peanut hulls and soybean hay,

.and 0.05 ppm on dried beans (except soy-

beans), corn grain, fresh corn, peanuts,

peas (dried), and rice in paragraph (a),

and (3) deleting the designation “negli-

gfarillalle residue” from both paragraphs as
ollows:

§ 180.355 Bentazon; tolerances for resi-
dues.

(a) Tolerances are established for com-
bined residues of the herbicide bentazon
(3 - isopropyl - 1H#-2,1,3-benzothiadiazin-
4(3H) -1-2,2-dioxide) and its 6- and
8-hydroxy metabolites in or on raw agri-
cultural commodities as follows:

Parts
Commodity: per million

Beans (except soybeans), drled_.. 0.05
Belixaus (exc. soybeans), dried, vine
3

5

Corn, fodder 3
Corn, fm"ngn 3
Corn, grain 0.05
Corn, fresh (inc. sweet K4+CWHR) 0,05
Peanuts 0.05
Peanuts, hayeecrerecnccnencncees 3
Peanuts, hullso e cccccacaemaa 0.3
Peas (dried) 0.05
Peas (dried), vine hoySaaccncaeaa 3
Rlce 0.05
Rice, straw 3
Soybeans 0.05
Soybeans, hay. 0.3

(b) Tolerances are established for com-
bined residues of bentazon (3-isopropyl-
1-1H-2,1,3-benzothiadiazin-4(3H) - one-
2.2-dioxide) and its metabolite 2-amino-
N-isopropyl benzamide in raw agricul-
tural commodities as follows:

Parts
Commodity: per million
Cattle, fat 0.05
Cattle, mbyp 0.05
Cattle, meat 0.05
Eggs 0.05 .
- Goats, fat. 0.05
Goats, mbyp 0.05
Goats, meat 0.05
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Parts

Commodity: per million
Hogs, fat 0.05
Hozs, mbyp 0.05
Hogs, meat 0.05
Milk 0.02
Poultry, fat 0.05
Poultry, mbyp. 0.05
Poultry, meat 0.05
Sheep, {at. 0.05
Sheep, mbyp. 0.05
eep, meat. 0.05

[PR Doc.T7-14945 Filed 5-25-77;8:45 am]

SUBCHAPTER N-—EFFLUENT GUIDELINES AND
STANDARDS

[FRL 735-2]

PART 410—TEXTILE INDUSTRY POINT
SOURCE CATEGORY

Pretreatment Standards for Existing
Sources; Final Rulemaking

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency:

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This action sefs forth final
pretreatment standards for existing
sources in the following subcategories of
the textile mills point source category:
Wool scouring, wool finishing, dry proc-
essing, woven fabric finishing, knit fabric
finishing, carpet mills and stock and yarn
dyeing and finishing. The effect of the
rule will be to set four general prohibi-
tions for pollutants which create a fire
or explosion hazard, which cause corro-
sive damage, which obstruct sewer flow
or which upset treatment efficiency. After
considering new industry data and re-
viewing the technical basis for specific
pollutant limitations as proposed in 1974,
EPA has concluded that the four general
prohibitions are most appropriate.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 30, 1977.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-
TACT:

Harold B. Coughlin, Environmental
Protection Agency, Effluent Guidelines
Division, 401 M Street. SW., Room 911
WSME—(WH-552), Washington, D.C.
20460, Telephone number 202-426—
2560.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
On July 5, 1974, EPA promulgated a reg-
ulation adding Part 410 to Title 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (39 FR
24736). That regulation with a subse-
quent correction established efluent lim-
itations and guldelines for existing
sources and standards of performance
and pretreatment sfandards for new
sources and proposed pretreatment
standards for existing sources in the tex-
tile mills point source category. Pursu-
ant to section 307(b) of the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended.
- (33 U.S.C. 1317(1)) (the Ach), the regu-
" lation set forth below will amend 40
CFR Part 410 textile mills point source
category by adding § 410.14 of the wool
scouring subcategory (Subpart A), § 410.-

24 of the wool finishing subcategory
(Subpart B), § 410.34 of the dry process-
ing subcategory (Subpart C), § 410.44 of
the woven fdbric finishing subecategory
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(Subpart D), § 410.54 of the knit fabric
finishing subcategory (Subpart ),
§410.64 of the carpet mills subcategory
(Subpart F) and §410.74 of the stock

and varn dyeing and finishing subcate-
gory (Subpart GJ.

Tue TECHNICAL BASIS OF PRETREATMENT
STANDARDS FOR EXISTING SOURCES

The regulation set forth below estab-
lishes pretreatment standards for pol-
lutants introduced to publicly owned.
treatment works (POTW) from existing -
sources within the subvarts set forth
above. This regulation is intended to im-
plement the concepts of the general reg-
ulation for pretreatment standards for-
existing sources set forth in 40 CFR Part

.128. This general regulation was pub--
lished in final form on November 8, 1973
(38 FR 30982). 3

The general pretreatment regulation
(40 CFR Part 128) described above arid
its application to efiuent limitations and
standards has sometimes caused confu-
sion. In order to correct any lack of clar-
ity, 40 CFR Part 128 is set aside for ex-
isting sources within the subparts set
forth in paragraph (a) above. In its
place, the specific pretreatment stand-
ards avplicable to each subcategory are
set forth in detail below as the pretreat-
ment standard for that subeategory.
This mechanism will eliminate any pos-
sible confusion as to the materials which’
are limited or controlled by the pretreat-
ment standard for each subcategory.
This decision is also warranted because
new general pretreatment regulations
have been proposed (42 FR 6476 et seq.,
Feb. 2, 1977), which will revoké and re-
place 40 CFR Part 128 upon promulga-
tion. When the general pretreatment
regulations are promulgated, these
standards will be reviewed for consist-
ency with the general policy stated
therein. .

A suvplemental technical study was
made to determine the levels of pretreat-
ment reguirements which are avproori-
ate considering the limitations estab-
jished for direct dischargers under sec-
tions 301 and 304 and the requirements
of section 307(b). The findings of this
study and technical rationale for the es-
tablishment of pretreatment standards.
are summarized in Apvendix A-to this
preamble. Since some municipalities
might have a problem with treatment of
a textile discharge, Appendix A also con-
tains alternative treatment technology
information as a guide to municivalities
in exercising their prerogative to control
specific substances.

The report entitled “Supplement for
Pretreatment to the Develobment Docu-
ment for the Textile Mills Point Source
Category” details the additional techni-
cal analysis undertaken in support of the
final regulation set forth herein and is
available for inspection at the EPA Pub-
lice Information Reference Unit, Room
2922 (EPA Library), Waterside Mall. 401
M Street SW., Washington, D.C. 20460,
at all EPA Regional offices and at State
water pollution control offices. A supple-
mentary analysis prepared for EPA of

* the possible economic effects of the reg-
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ulation is also available for inspection at
these locations. An additional limited
number of copies. of these reports are
available, Persons wishing to obtain a
copy may write the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Efffluent Guidelines Divi-
sion, Washington, D.C. 20460, Attention:
Distribution Officer, WH-552. Copies of
the technical documentation will also he
available from the Superintendent. of
Documents, Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C. 20402. Copies of the
economic analysis document will be
available through the National Techni-
cal Information Service, Springfield, Va.
22151,

. D1p THE PUBLIC COMMENT?

Prior to this publication, many agen-
cies and interest groups were consulted
and given an opportunity to participate
in the development of these standards.
Immediately prior to this rulemaking the
results of this study were circulated for
comment to persons known to be inter-
ested. A summary of public participation
in this rulemaking, public comments and
the Agency’s response is contained in Ap-
pendix B to this preamble.

WHAT Is THE ECONOMIC AND INFLATIONARY
IMpACT?

The economic impact is expected to be
minimal for all subcategories in this in-
dustry and no price increases are antici-
pated as a result of the regulations. No
plant closures or production curtail-
ments will occur. In the event that all
affected municipalities exercise their pre-
rogative to impose the entire comple-
ment of optional pretreatment technolo-
gies for about 2000 plants in the subcate-
gories, the wool dyeing and finishing sub-
category would be heavily impacted. New
plants in this category are not finan-
cially feasible even without pollution
control requirements. The older, me-
dium-sized plants in the woven fabric

dyeing and finishing subcategory and ex~--

isting small plants in the stock and yarn
dyeing and finishing subcategory could
face closure if they were forced to absorb
the pollution control costs of all of the
optional pretreatment technologies.
However, they could absorb some frac-
tion of the cost. The economic impact is
discussed in greater detail in Appendix
A, .
. COMPLIANCE DATE

Compliance with -the prohibited dis-
charge standards is required immediately
upon the effective date of these regula-
tions since these standards are essen-
tially the same as ‘40 CFR 128.131 and
since the deadline for compliance with
40 CFR 128.131 has passed. |

The Agency is subject to an order of
the United States District Court for the
District of Columbia entered in Natural
Resources Defense Council v. Train (Civ.
No. 2153-73, '15-0172, '75-1698 and 75~
1267) which required the promulgation
of pretreatment standards for this in-
dustry category no later than May \15,
19717.

In consideration of the foregoing, 40
CFR Part 410 is hereby amended as set

forth below and shall become effective on
June 30, 19717.

Dated: May 18, 19717.

Dovucras M, COSTLE,
Administrator,

APPCNDIX A-~TECHNICAL SUMMARY AND BAsIg
. FOR REGULATIONS

This Appendix summarizes the basls of
final pretreatment standards for existing
sources in the textile mills point source
category.

(1) General methodology. The pretreat=
ment standards set forth herein were dovel-
oped in the following manner. Tho point
source, flow and volume of water used in tho
pose of determining whether separate stand«
ards are appropriate for different sogments-
within the category. The raw waste char-
acteristics 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 cone
stituents of all waste water. The princi{pal
basis used in developing the protreatment
standards for this industry is analogous to
the technology based derivations used in do-
veloping the regulatlons for the direct dis-
chargers. In this regard, the treatment tech-
nology employed by direct dischargers 18 the
same as that utilized by POTW to achleve
secondary treatment requirements, e, pri-
mary treatment plus secondarv biotogical
treatment, Another integral part of the basls
for these standards is the identification of
pollutants which either upset or pass through
POTW.

The control and treatment: technologles
wera established within each segment, Thiy
included an identification of each distinct
control and treatment technology, including
both in-plant and end-of-process technol«
ogles, which is exlstent or capable of beihg
designed for each segment. It also included
an identification of, in terms of the amount
of constituents and the chemical, physieal,
and biological characteristics of pollutants,
the effluent level resulting from the applica«
tion of each of the technologies. The prob-
lems, Hmitations, and- rellability of each
treatment and control technology were also
specified. In addition, the nonwater quality
envirpnmental impact, such as the effects of
the application of such technologles tpon
other pollution problems, including afr, solld
waste, noise, and radiation were discussed,
The energy requirements of each control and
treatment technology were determined as
well as the cost of the application of such
technologies.

This informsation was then evaluated to
detarmine what levels of technology reflected
the application of appropriate pretroatment
technologies, To help select these technol-
ogies, various factors were considered. Thete
included the total cost of application of
technology, the age of equipment and facill-
ties involved, the process employed, the engl«
neering aspects of the spplication of various
types of control techniques, process changes,
nonwater quality environmental impact (in-
cluding energy requirements) and other
factors.

The data base for the above analysis in-
cluded EPA permit applications, EPA sam-
pling and inspection reports, consultant re-
ports, and industry submissions.

(2) Summary of conclusions with respect
to the textile mill point source category.—
(1) Categorization. For the purpose of estab-
1ishing pretreatment standards, factors such
as types of raw materlals, manufacturing
processes and fival products, age, size, and
location- of plants, waste water volume, pol«
Jutant content, and treatability by typlenl
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POTW including secondary treatment tech-
nology, ‘were all considered as potentlal bases
-for subcategorizing the textile industry. Thé
principal factors which contributed most to
subcategorization were raw material type,
final product, manufacturing proc?ss and .
waste water character. Subcategorization by
these principal factors was substantiated bv
assessment of other factors such as relative
wasteload and hydraulic contributions to
POTW, type of secondary treatment at a
POTW (e.g—trickling filter, activated sludre,
etc.), and influent pollutant concentrations.
(i) Waste characteristics. For all seven
subcategories, the known significant waste
water poliutants and poliutant preperties in-
clude flow. pH, total suspended solids (TSS),
BODS5, COD, oil and grease, total chromium,
phenol and. sulfide.

(1i1) Treatment and control technology.—
(a) Rationale for Pretreatment Standards.
Waste water treatment and control tech-
nologies have been studied for this industry .
to determine what is the appropriate pre-
treatment technology.

The following discussions of treatment
technologies outline the bases for the pre-
treatment standards. These, discussions do
not preclude the selection by individual mu-
nicipalities with different circumstances of
other waste water treatment asalternatives
which provide eqguivalent or better levels of
treatment.

_ Performance data for POTW treating tex-
tile waste water indicate that where treat-
ment systems are properly designed to handle
this specific waste water, poliutants of con-
.cern (le, BOD5, COD, TSS, and oll and
grease) are removed to con$istently low con-
centraticns, and therefore do .not. pass
through a POTW inadequately treated. Where
POTW are not meeting their NPDES per-
mits, there are contributing problems, such as
hydraulic overloading (related to increaced

. residential or commercial development),

POTW operational problems, or very strin-
gent water quality constraints. The poliutants
propesed (existing sources) and promulgated
(new sources) for pretreatment, COD, chro-
mium, phenol, sulfide, wool scouring oll and”
grease, have not been reported tocause upsets
of POTW.

Theremoval of wool scouring oil and grease
was studied at nine locations. Five of these
plants which discharge to POTW reported
widely varying levels of oil and grease both
within and between plants. Nevertheless,
there is no indication of a problem elther at
the POTW or in the collection system. This
is probably due to their low percent par-
ticipation in the POTW. Also, this oil and
grease is from animal origin rather than the
more resistent petroleum base. Four other
plants treat or pretreat wastes in biological
systems. One of these plants reported oil and

-grease concentrations of about 1500 mg/l
after centrifugation prior t0 blologlcal treat~
ment. After approximately 30 hours aeration,
the efiuent oil and was reduced to
about 50 mg/1. The availsble wool scouring
data suggest that high raw waste loads are ex-
perienced but that properly designed and op-
erated POTW can treat this waste water satis-
factorily. Therefore, & wool scouring oll and
greaSe prefreatment standerd is not required
at this time.

The raw waste concentrations of chromi-

. um, phenol and sulfide were also investigated.

Total chromium values from 47 plants in the
industry indicated an average raw waste con-
centration of 0.14 mg/l with a minimum of 1
mg/1l. A lack of hexavalent chromjum data
exists and the following summarizes this
data: one plant reported 0.15 mg/l hexa-
valent out of 0.20 mg/1 total chromium; two
plants report & maximum of 0.05 mg/1 hexa-
valent chromium compared to a total chro-
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mium maximum of 0.28 mg/l; and two other
mills report no hexavalent chromium out of
a maximum of 0.02 mg/l total chromium. In
summary, where hexavalent chromium f{s
present it should only occur at very low con-
centfatlons. Phenol values from thirty-five
plants averaged 0.17 mg/l, 1 mg/! maximum
and sulfide values from seventeen plants av-
eraged 0.58/1, 7 mg/l maximum. Therefore,
at the low levels of chromium, phenol and
sulfide reported in this industry, these poltut-
ants are compatible with POTW biologleal
treatment.,

(b) Suggested guidance for afJected munic-
ipalities. The Agency has concluded that
pretreatment regulations which include sub-
stantlve limitntions for specific pollutants
on 2 national bas!s are not required. How-
ever, it must be recognized that the waste
water from textile dyeing and
plants can create or contribute to at least
the following POTW problems: coarse Sus-
pended solids which clog pumps, foul bear-
ings and aerators or float in basinsg; excessive
fluctuations of hydraulic or organic load-
ings; and highly alkallne or acldic dis-
charges. Each of these problems can be
largely controlled by careful deslgn and dilt-
gent operation of a POTW. Mitigating and
site specific circumstances can dictate the
need for pretreatment.

Screens such as hydrosleves or vibrating
screens aro available to capture essentlally
all of the coarse suspended sollds. A com-
bination of coarso and fine screening may
be necessary to remove rags and yarn along
with individual fibers, lint and flock. While
POTW can remove individual fibers, clumps
of fibers, rags and large coarse solids should
be removed to avold thelr interference with
the operation of the POTW.

Equalization can even out excessive hy-
draulic or organic loadings. Lack of equal-
ized hydraulic or organlc loading can de-
grade a normally adequate acclimnted bio-
logical population in blolegical treatment or
cause complete wash out of trickling filters
or clarifled sludge blankets.

Extreme pH values or widely fluctuating
PH can seriously upset the operation and
function of POTW. Control of pH can be
accomplished by the addition of llme, caus-
tic soda or other alkall; addition of sulfuric
acld or carbon dloxide; mixing of high and
low pH streams, passage over limestone beds:
or Injecting waste flue gas. .

Recently revised general guldelines have
been made available, per FEpERAL REGISTER
notice (42 FR 838) dated January 4, 1977,
for use by municipalities in the establish-
ment of pretreatment regulntions where
local circumstances warrant. It Is intended
that this preamble and the supplementary

; development document should provide gen-

- eral assistance to municlpalities in {dentity-
ing problems and potential solutions along
with assoclated costs. Speclfic on-site engl-
neering and cost evaluation should still be
made by municipal engineers or their con-
sultants to more fully evaluate all local clir-
cumstances which may allow a unique and
cost effective solution to problems which are
identified.

(iv) Cost estimates for control of waste
water pollutants. Cost information.vas ob-
talned directly from industry, engineering
firms, equipment suppliers, government
sources and available literature. Costs are
based on actual industry installations or
englineering estimates for projected facllities
as supplied by contributing companles. In
the absence of such Informatlon, cest esti-
mates have been developed from efther
plant-suppled costs for similar waste treat-
ment Installations at plants making simllar
products or general cost estimates for treat-
ment technology.
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(v) Energy requirements end nonwater
quality environmental impacts. There are no
major nonwater quality considerations as-
coclated with screening., equalization or
neutralization pretreatment technologles.
There are eolld waste and energy considera-
tions ascoclated with blological treatment
and chemical coagulation alternatives.

{v11) Economic tmpact gnclysis. This sec-
tion summarizes the economic and inflation-
ary iImpacts of the pretreatment standards for
the toxtile mills point source category.

(a) Inflationary Impact. Executive Order
11821 (November 27, 1974) requires that ma-
Jor proposzals for legislation and promulga-
tlon of regulations and rules by Agencles of
the executive branch be accompanied by a
statement. certifying that the inflationary
impact of the propocal has been evaluated.
The Administrator has directed that all reg-
ulatory actions which are likely to exceed any
of the following four criteria will require
certification.

1. Addlitional national annualized costs of
compliance, including capital (in-
terest and depreciation), will total $100
million within any calendar year by the at-
tainment date, if applicable, or within ﬁve
yeara of implementation.

2. Total additional cost of preduction or
any major product {5 more than § percent of
the selling price of the product.

3. Net natlonel energy consumption will be
increased by the equivalent of 25,000 barrels
of oll a day (equal to 50 trillior BTU per
year or 5 billion kilowatt-hours per year).

4. Additlonal annual demands are created
or annual supply I3 decreased by more than
3 percent for any of the following materials
by the attalnment date, if applicable, or
within five years of fmplementation: slate
steel, tubular steel, stainless steel, scrap steel.
aluminum, copper, manganese, magnesium,
zine, ethylene, ethylene glycol, liquified
petroleum gaces, ammonta, urea. plastics.
synthetic rubber, or pulp.

No significant caplital cost is anticipated.
Howrever, in the unlikely event that all
affected municipalities exercice thelr prerog-
ative to impose all of the optional pretreat-
ment technologles, assuming that none of
the plants have any treatment in place, total
investment cost for, this industry is esti-
mated to be as high as 8440 milllon, while
total annual costs are estimated to'be 8154
million. Thece costs are in first quarter 1976
dollars. Total annual costs are equal to opera-
tion and maintenance cost plus a cap!tal cost
based on a fifteen (15) year depreclation and
an approximate nine (9) percent interest
rate. This is based upon the document enti-
tled “Economic Impact of Pretreatment
Standards for the Textile Industry”.

As can ke scen nbove, the potential total
national annualized ccsts of comoliance for
the pretreatment standards could be above
8100 milllon per year. The Increace In cost
of production is less than 5 percent of the
celling price. Energy consumption may be
Increased by a nominal amount and the
projected increase In demand or decrease
in supply for any of the above materials is
nominal. Because of the potential that tatal
national annuallzed cost of complance could
be sbove $100 million, the Agency certifies
that the inflationary.impact has been con-
sldered In formulating these rezulations and
has prepared an inflationary impact state-
ment contained in the report, “Economic
Tmpact Pretreatment Standards for the
Textile Industry™.

(b) Economlclmpzct Analysis. The Agency
hans concldered the gconomic impact of the
internal and external costs of the effluent
Iimitations guldelines. Internal costs are de-
fined as Investment and annual cost, where
annual cost is composed of operating costs,
maintenance costs, the cost of capital and
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depreciation. External cost deals with the

assessment of the economic impact of the
internal costs in terms of price increases,
production curtallments, plant closures,
resultant unemvployment, community and
regional impacts, international trade, and
industry growth.

In order to determine what possible impact
could result if municipalities required any
of the optional pretreatment technologies, an
incremental cost analysis was performed. For
each model plant developed, an impact

analysls was completed using an incremental *

capital cost approach with capital costs
ranging from §25,000 to $300,000, each in-
crement being $26,000. For each textile model
plant, an analysis was completed for éach of
the following impact indicators: required
price increase; after tax income; after tax
return on sales; after tax return on invested
capital.

* A separate report on the economic analysis
Indicates the range of impacts to te expected
for each model developed. Plant closures and
production curtailments for each industry
subcategory are discussed as follows.

1. Wool Scouring. No plant closures are
‘expected in this industry subcategory and
the economlic fmpact will be minimal.-Exist-
ing medium size plants could be impacted if
investment costs were to run above $200,000
but not to a point'where they still wotld not
be profitable to operate. Pollution control
costs do not prevent new plants from enter-
ing the market.

2. Wool Dyetng and Finishing. According
to the impact analysis, any required invest-
ment in pollution control will result in a
plant closure. The plants that are presently
operating are marginal at best, with after tax
return on sales in the 1 percent range. New
plants {n this subcategory are not financially
feasible even before pollution control costs
are included in the cost. .

8. Woven Fabric Dyeing and Finishing.
With the exception of older, medium-size
existing plants, no impact is expected for
this subcategory. In the case of the older
medium size model, such plants are well
established in the industry and have a lower
cost of debt capital, and 1t is not expected
that they will cease operation. However, their
after-tax returns are not very high and even
a moderate Investment in pollution control.
equipment could result tn plant closures for
the sixteen plants in this subcategory. Much
of the uncertainty here rests with the out-
come of international trade a.greemepts
presently under negotiation.

4. Knit Fabric Dyeing and Finishing. No
impacts are expected in-this subcategory.

6. Carpet Manufacture Dyeing and Finish-
ing. No Impacts are expected In this sub-
category.

6. Stock and Yarn Dyeing and Finishing.
The only impact that would be felt in this
subcategory would be on the existing small
plants. Pollution investment costs above
$160,000 could impact a plant but not to
& point where they would still not be profit-
able to operate. Market conditions in terms
of demand would be the determining factor
as to whether or not the plant would close.

‘The Impact of these regulations is expected
to be minimal for the textile industry and
little or no price increase Is projected. No
production curtailment from plant closures
1s projected and there will be a negligible
effect on profitability on plants which are
indirect dischargers. Based upon this anal-
ysis the- effects on employment industry
growth and international trade are expected
to be minimal,

In enforcing optional pretreatment te-
quirements municipalities ‘must be careful
to assess the economic impact of any such
controls on the wool dyeing and finishing
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subcategory. In addition careful attention
must be given to the older plants in the
woven fabric dyeing and finishing subcate-
gory and the small plants in the stock and
yarn dyeing and finishing subcategory.

APPENDIX B—SUMMARY OF PUBLiC
‘PABTIC!PATION

Prior to this publication, coples of the
draft document were sent to the industry
trade assoclation, Federal agencies, state,
local, and territorial pollution control agen-
cies. In addition, coples were sent to many
textile mills which discharge to a POTW.
Each of these parties was given an oppor-
tunity to participate in the development
of pretreatment standards by submitting
written comments. In additlon, a public
meeting was held on February 2, 1977, at
EPA headquarters in Washington, D.C. at
which interested parties were invited to ex-
press their views. Public comments were
also solicited when pretreatment standards
for these segments were pronosed in ‘the
FEDERAL REGISTER on July 5, 1974. -

The following responded with comments:
American Textile Manufacturers Institute:
Northern Textile Association; Carpet and
Rug Institute; State of South Carolina;
State of Georgla; Kleinschmidt and Dutting;
and Camp, Dresser and McKee.

The primary issues raised by commenters
during the development of the pretreatment
regulations for-the texfile industry are as
follows:

1. Several commenters indicated there is
no justification for national pretreatment
standards. Occurrence of problems assoclated
with the presence of textile waste waters
in sewer collection systems and at POTW
is neither consistent nor universal. Further,
_local ordinances include provisions with au-

thority to control these problems.

The Agency has reviewed all avaflable in-
dustry and POTW data and information in
light of these comments and has concluded
that problems ‘attributable to textile waste
weters are not consistent or nationwide in
scope. One reason for this is that textile
wastes are diluted in public collection sys-
tems. Another reason is that some POTW
are specifically designed and/or operated to
‘receive and treat textile waste waters. Also,
certain textile manufacturing processes pro-
duce waste waters that are easler to treat
than others. There are many combinations
of variables which must be considered in
comparing POTW. Sometimes it is difficult
to explain why some POTW have success
while others fail under seemingly similar
circumstances. The nreamble to the regula-
tion and the developmént document are
intended to provide general assistance to mu-
nicipslities and their consultants in the
identification of problems and potential
solutions. In summary, the Agency has de-

- termined that. specific pollutant national

pretreatment standards are not approvriate
for the textile industry. The Agency has
determined that four general prohibitions
which prohibit pollutants which create a
fire or explosion hazard, which cause cor-
rosive damage, which .obstruct sewer flow
or which upset treatment efficiency are most
aprropriate for POTW and the textile in-
dustry.

2. A number of comments address treat-
ment costs. Most indicated that treatment
costs _in the North should be higher than
the South and that costs should be higher
for urban locations than for rural ones, The
costs for energy were also considered ton
low.

The Agency has reviewed the treatment
design criterfa and the capital and annual
costs and has found that Agency costs are
applicable to the North, the South, urban
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and local situations. There will obviously bo
instances where costs are higher or lower
than those estimated fn tho Dovelopmont
Document but the Agency costs aro typical
pretreatment costs for average toxtile mills
in urban and rural locations, Partfoular
attention has been given to screening, equnl-
1zation and neutralization and theso costs
appear to be particularly reasonable. One
commenter indicated that the size of equale
ization was much larger than typleally neod-
ed. Thus, the Agency’s costs for this tooh-
nology have been overestimatod, In sume
mary, the Agency's protreatment costs are
reasonable for estimating economio impaots
of treatment technology on the industry,

The Agency has also reviewed the enerxy
cost data submitted with comments. The
agency recognizes that some olectricity rotes
are significantly higher than the 1.6 conts
per kilowatt-hour used. However, the Arenoy
costs are incremental increased costs due to
new pretreatment technology. This added
technology will utlize energy at an {ncro«
mental cost less than the area’s average in«
dustrial energy cost. These energy costs nre
near or below the Agency’s estimato. Thus,
the Azency's energy usage estimato i3 von-
sonable.

3. The comment was made that protront«
ment standards were needed for héxavalont
chromium and wool scouring oil and grease.

The Agency reviewed {ts data base for
chromium and for wool scouring oll and
grease. Additional data were collected for
hexavalent chromium and for wool scourlng
oil and greace.”

A lack of hexavalent chromium data oxiats,
Data from five plants were locatod and these
data showed low contributions of hexavalont
chromium in total chromfum analyses, In
only one case was a low level of total chromf«
um mostly in the hexavalent form. Becauge
of the lack of information and the low lovels
of total chromium reported (maximum 1
mg/1), no concentration limit Is approovriate
at this time. However, the Agenoy i3 presontly
reconsidering 1983 lmitations and will
specifically investigate hexavalont chromium,
* With regard to wool scouring ofl and
.grease, information was avallable from nine
plants. Five of these plants which disoharge
to POTW reported widely varying lovels of
oll and greate both within and between
plants. Nevertheless, there i3 no indication
of & problem either dt the POTW or in tho
collection svstem. This s probably due to
thelr low percent participation in the POTW.
‘Also, this ofl and grease {s from animal
origin rather than the more resistont petro«
leum base. Four other plants treat or protroat
wastes in blological systems. One plant re-
ported oll and grease concentrations of about
1600 mg/1 after centrifugation prior to
blological treatment. After approximately 30
hours aeration, the eflluent oll and gredse
was reduced to about 50 mg/l. The avallable
wool scouring data suggest that high raw
waste loads are experfenced but that properly
designed and operated POTW can troat this
waste water satisfactorily. Therefore, a wool
scouring oifl and grease pretreatment stand«

ard is not required at this time.
§410.10 [Amecnded]

1. Section 410.10 is amended by insett-
ing the phrases “and to the introduction
of pollutants into treatment works which
are publicly owned” after the word
“discharges.”

2. Subpart A is amended by adding
§ 410.14 as follows:
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§ 410.14 > Pretreatment standards for ex-
isting sources.

For- the purpose of establishing pre-
treatment standards under Section
307(M) of the Act for a source within the
wool scburing subcategory, the provisions
of 40 CFR Part 128 shall not apply. The
pretreatment standards for an existing
source within the wool scouring sub-
category are set forth below.

(a) No pollutant (or pollutant prop-
erty) introduced into a& publicly owned
treatment works shall interfere with the

" operation or performance of the works.
Specifically, the following. wastes shall
not be introduced into the publicly
owned treatment works:

(1) Pollutants which create a fire or
explosion hazard in the publicly owned
treatment works.

(2) Pollutants which will cause cor-
rosive structural damage to treatment
works, but in no case poliutants with a
PH lower than 5.0, unless the works is
designed fto accommodate such pol-
Jutants. -

. (3) Solid or viscous polutants in
amounts which would cause obstruction
to the fiow in sewers, or other interfer-

ence with, the proper operation of the

publicly owned treatment works.

(4) Pollutants at either a hydraulic
flow rate or pollutant fiow rate which is
excessive over relatively short time pe-
riods so that there is g treatment process

. upset and subsequent loss of treatment
efficiency.

(b) Any. owner or opzrator of any
source to which the pretreatment stand-
ards required by paragraph (a) of this
section are applicable, shall be in com-
pliance with such standards upon the
effective date of that subsection. .

§410.20 [Amended]

3. Section 410.20 is amended by insert-
ing the phrase “and to the introduction
of pollutants into treatment works which
are publicly owned”-after the word “dis-
charges.”

4. Subpart B is amended by adding
§ 410.24 as follows:

§410.24 Pretreatment standards for ex-
isting sources.

For the purpose of &stabhshmg pre-

- treatment standards under Section 307
(b) "of the Act for a source -within the
wool finishing subcategory, the provi-
sions of 40 CFR Part 128 shall not apply.
The pretreatment standards for an ex-

_ isting source within the wool finishing

subcategory are set forth below. .

(a) No pollutant (or pollutant prop-
erty) introduced into a publicly owned
treatment works- shall interfere with
the operation or performance of the
works. Specifically, the following wastes
shall not be introduced into the publicly
owned treatment works:

(1) Pollutants which create a fire or
explosion hazard in the publicly owned
treatment works.

(2) Pollutants which will cause cor-
rosive structural damage to treatment
works, but in no case pollutants with a
PH lower than 5.0, unless the works is
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destisgned to accommodate such pollut-
ants.

(3) Solid or viscous pollutants in
amounts which would cause obstruction
to the flow in sewers, or other interfer-
ence with the proper operation of the
publicly owned treatment works.,

(4) Pollutants at either a hydraulic
flow rate or pollutant flow rate which is
excessive over relatively short time pe-
riods so that there is a treatment process
upset and subsequent loss of treatment
efficiency. -

(b) Any owner or opecrator of any
source to which the pretreatment stand-
ards required by paragraph (a) of this
section are applicable, shall be In com-
pliance with such standards upon the
effective date of that subsection.

§ 410.30 [Amended]

5. Section 410.30 is amended by insert-
ing the phrase “and to the introduction
of pollutants into treatment works which
are publicly owned” after the word *‘dis-
charges.”

6. Subpart C Is amended by adding

410.34 as follows:

s

§

§410.34 Pretrcutment stundards for ex-
isting sources.

For the purpose of establishing pre-
treatment standards under sectlon 307
(b) of the Act for a source within the
dry processing subcategory, the provi-
sions of 40 CFR Part 128 shall not apply.
The pretreatment standards for an ex-
isting source within the dry proc&sslng
subcategory are set forth below.

(a) No pollutant (or pollutant prop-
erty) introduced into a publicly owned
treatment works shall interfere with the
operation or performance of the works.
Specifically, the following wastes shall
not be introduced into the publicly
owned treatment works:

(1) Pollutants which create a fire or
explosion hazard in the publicly owned

" treatment works.

(2) Pollutants which will cause corro-
sive structural damage to treatment
works, but in no case pollutants with a
pH lower than 5.0, unless the works is
designed to "accommodate such pol-
lutants.

(3) Solid or viscous pollutants in
amounts which would cause obstruction
to the flow in sewers, or other interfer-
ence with the proper operation of the
publicly owvned treatment works.

(4) Pollutants at either a hydraulic
flow rate or pollutant flow rate which is
excessive over relatively short time pe-
riods so that thereis a treatment process
upset and subsequent loss of treatment
efficiency.

(b) Any owner or operator of any
source to which the pretreatment stand-
ards required by paragraph (a) of this
section are applicable, shall be in com-
pliance with such standards upon the
effective date of that subsection.

§410.40 [Amended]

7. Section 410.40 is amended by insert-
ing the phrase “and to the introduction
of pollutants into treatment works which
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are publicly owned” after the word “dis-
charges.”

8. Subpart D is amended by adding
§ 410.44 as follows:

§ 410.44 Pretreatment standards for ex-
isting sources.

For the purpose of establishing pre-
treatment standards under section
307(b) of the Act for a source within the
woven {abric finishing subcategory, the
provisions of 40 CFR Part 128 shall not
apply. The pretreatment standards for
an existing source within the woven
{abric finishing subcategory are set forth
below. .

(a) No pollutant (or pollutant prop-
erty) introduced into a publicly owned
treatment works shall interfere with the
operation or performance of the works.
Specifically, the following wastes shall
not be introduced into the publicly
owned treatment works:

(1) Pollutants which create a fire or
explosion hazard in the publicly owned-
treatment works.

(2) Pollutants which will cause cor-
rosive structural damage to treatment
works, but in no case pollutants with a
pH lower than 5.0, unless the works is
designed to accommodate such pol-
lutants.

(3) Solid or viscous pollutants in
amounts which would cause obstruction
to the flow in sewers, or other interfer-
ence with the proper operation of the
publicly owned treatment works.

(4) Pollutants at either a hydraulic
flow rate or pollutant flow rate which is
excessive over relatively short time pe-
rlods so that there is a treatment process
upset and subsequent loss of freatment
efficlency.

(b) Any owner or operator of any
source to which the pretreatment stand-
ards required by paragraph (a) of this
section are applicable, shall be in com-
pliance with such standards upon the
effective date of that subsection.

§410.50 [Amended]

9. Section 410.50 is amended by insert-
ing the phrase “and fo the introduction
of pollutants into treatment works which
are publicly owned” after the word “dis-

w.ll

10. Subpart E is amended by addmg

§ 410.54 as follows:

§410.54 Pretreatment standards for ex-
istingz sources.

For the purpose of establishing pre-
treatment standards under section 307
(b) of the Act for a source within the
knit fabric finishing subcategory, the
provisions of 40 CFR Part 128 shall not
apply. The pretreatment standards for
an g source within the knit fabric
finishing subcategory are sef iforth
below.

(a) No pollutant (or pollutant prop-
erty) Introduced into a publicly owned
treatment works shall interfere with the
operation or performance of the works.
Specifically, the following wastes shall
not be introduced into the publicky
ovwned treatment works:
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(1) Pollutants which create a fire or
explosion hazard in the publicly owned
treatment works.

(2) Pollutants which will cause cor-
rosive structural damage to treatment
works, but in rio case pollutants with a
pH lower than 5.0, unless the works is
designed to accommodate such pollu-
tants.

(3) Solid or viscous pollutants in
amounts which would cause obstruction
to the flow in sewers, or other inter-
ference with the proper operation of the
publicly owned treatment works.

(4) Pollutants at either a hydraulic
flow rate or pollutant flow rate which is
excessive over relatively short time peri-
ods so that there is a treatment process
upset and subsequent loss of treatment
efficiency.

(b) Any owner or operator of any -

source to which the pretreatment stand-
args required by paragraph (a) of this
section are applicable, shall be in com-
pliance with such standards upon the
effective date of that subsection.

§410.60 [Amended]

12, Section 410.60 is amended by in-
serting the phrase “and to the introduc-
tion of pollutants into treatment works
which are publicly owned” after the
word “discharges.”

13. Subpart F is amended by adding
§ 410.64 as follows:

§ 41Q.64- Pretreatment standards for ex-
isting sources.

For the purpose of establishing pre-
treatment standards under section 307
(b) of the Act for a source within the
carpet mills subcategory, the provisions
of 40 CFR Part 128 shall not apply. The
pretreatment standards for an existing
source within the carpet mills subcate-
gory are set forth below.

(a) No pollutant (or pollutant prop-
erty) rintroduced into a publicly owned
treatment works shall interfere with -the
operation or performance of the works.
Specifically, the following wastes shall
not be introduced into the publicly owned
treatment works:

(1) Pollutants which create a fire or
explosion hazard in the publicly owned
treatment works.

(2) Pollutants which will cause corro-
sive structural damage to treatment
works, but in no case pollutants with a
PH lower than 5.0, unless the works is
destisgned to accommodate such pollut-
ants.

(3) Solid or viscous pollutants in
amounts which would cause obstruction
to the flow in sewers, or other interfer-
ence with the proper operation of the
publicly owned treatment works.

(4) Pollutants at either a hydraulic
flow rate or pollutant flow rate which is
excessive over relatively short time pe-
riods so that there is a treatment process
upset and subsequent loss of treatment
efficiency.

(b) Any owner or operator of any
source to which the pretreatnient stand-
ards required by paragraph (a) of this

. section are applicable, shall be in com-

pliance with such standards upon the
effective date of that subsection.
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§ 410.70 [Amended]

14. Section 410.70 is amended by in-
serting the phrase “and to the introduc-
tion of pollutants into treatment works
which are publicly owned” after the word
“discharges.”

15. Subpart G is amended by adding*
§ 410.74 as follows:

§ 410.74 Pretreatment standards for ex-
isting sources. R

For the purpose of establishing pre-
treatment standards under Section 307
(b) of the Act for a source within the
stock and yarn dyeing and finishing sub-
category, the provisions of 40 CFR Part
128 shall not apply. The pretreaiment
standards for an existing source within
the stock and yarn dyeing and finishing
subcategory are set forth below.

(a) No pollutant (or pollutant prop-
erty) introduced into a publicly owned
treatment works shall interfere with the
operation or performance of the works.
Specifically, the following wastes shall
not be introduced into the publicly owned
treatment works:

(1) Pollutants which create g fire or
explosion hazard in the publicly owned
treatment works.

(2) Pollutants which will cause corro-
sive structural damage to treatment
works, but in no case pollutants with a
pH lower than 5.0, unless the works is
designed to accommodate such pollut-
ants.

(3) Solid or viscous pollutants in
amounts which would cause obstruction
to the flow in sewers, or other interfer-
ence with the proper operation of the
publicly owned treatment works.

(4) Pollutants at either a hydraulic
flow rate or pollutant flow rate which
is excessive over relatively short time
periods so that there is a treatment
process upset and subsequent loss of
treatment efficiency.

(b) Any owner or operator of any
source to which the pretreatment stand-
ards required by paragraph (a) of this
section are applicable, shall be in com-
pliance with such standards upon the
effective date of that subsection.
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Title 41——Public Contracts and Property
Management

CHAPTER 8—VETERANS
- ADMINISTRATION

PART 8-74—SPECIAL PROCUREMENT
CONTROLS \

PART 8~75—DELEGATIONS OF
- AUTHORITY

Miscellaneous Amendments
AGENCY': Veterans Administration.
ACTION: Final regulation.

SUMMARY: These parts are revised to
make technical changes to reflect organ-
izational changes, to revoke obsolete ma-
terial, and to limit the purchaSing au-
thority of cemetery superintendents.
EFFECTIVE DATE: May 26, 19717.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CON-

TACT:

REGISTER,« VOL. 42, NO. 102—~THURSDAY, MAY

Clyde C. Cook, Director, Supply Serve
ice, Veterans Administration, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20420 (202-389-3808).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION!:
Section 8-74.113 is revised to reflect; or-
ganizational changes. Section 8-76.201--1
is revised to provide the heads of all de-
partments and staff offices with equiva-
lent standby authority to procure profes-
sional services. Section 8-76.201-9 con-
cerning authority to amend contracts for
drugs and chemicals is revoked as unnec-
essary as a separate, specific delegation.
Section 8-75.201-11 corcerning regis-
tration with the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration is revoked as inpppropriate
to Part 8-75. Sections 8~75.201-12 and
8-175.201-13 are revised to make the tech-
nical correction of including hospital-
regional office centers. Section 8-75.201-
14 is revoked to reflect the transfer to the
Food and Drug Administration of the
drug quality assurance program former-
Iy conducted by the Marketing Center.
Section 8-75.201-16 is revised to lmit
the purchasing authority of cemefery
superintendents to emergency purchases
of less than $300.

Since the proposed changes consist of
statements of VA organization and pras=~
tices, compliance with the provisions of
38 CFR 1.12 relating to regulatory de-
velopment is considered unnecessary.

NorE—The Veterans Administration fhas
determined that this document doos not con=
taln a major proposal requiring propnmtion
of an Inflation Impact Statement under Ex-
ecutive Order 11821 and OMB Circular No.
A-107.

Approved: Ma.y 20, 1971.
By direction of the Administrator.

Rurus H. WILSON,
Deputy Administrator.

1. In § 8-74.113, paragraphs (b) and
(c) (1) are revised to read as follows:

§ 8=74.113 Telécommunications cquip-
. ment °
o » » » L]

(b) The descriptive literature to he
furnished by the contractor after award,
required by the clause in § 8-7.160-18,
is to be reviewed and approved by the
Telecommunications. Service, Depart-
ment of Data Management, prior to de-
livery and/or installation by the cone
tractor. Promptly upon receipt of the
descriptive literature, contracting officers
will forward it together with a copy of
the contract, the formal specification, or
the detailed purchase description to the
Associate Deputy Chief Medical Director
for Operations (134). -

(¢c) Solicitations, including those for
construction, for telecommunications
equipment based on “brand name or
equal” purchase description (sce FPR
1-1.307-4 to 1-1.307-9 inclusive) are sub-
ject to the following:

(1) Prior to award, contfracting of«
ficers will forward to the Assoclate Dep-
uty Chief Medical Director for Opera-
tions (134) the abstract of bids, one copy
of each offer received, including descrip~
tive literature and pertinent letters, and
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