
PROPOSElD RULES

ance fornew sources specified in 40 CFR Act, for- the' oil-base ink subcategory
4A6.25,., provided. that, "if the. publicly (StibpartA) and the water-baso Ink sub-
owned. treatment works which receives category (Subpart B) of the printing ink
the p0llutantsls-committed, Inits NPDES formulating point source category.
permit, to remove a specifled-percentage (2) New sources. Section 30% of the
of any-Incompatible pollutant, the pre- Act requires the achievement by, new
treatment standard applicable to users of sources of a. Federal standard, o per-
such treatment works shall,.except in the formance providing for the control of the
case of standards -providing for no dis- discharge of pollutants which reflects
charge of pollutants be correspondingly the greatest degree of effluent reduction
reducedin~stzingency forthat pollutant," which the Administrator determines to

[FR Dc6.7.-483m Filed 2-25-75;8:4.5 am] be achievable through application of the
best available demonstrated control tech-
nology, processes, operating methods, or

E4a F Part447] other alternatives, including, where
I- -36-1] practicable, a. standard permitting no

discharge of pollutants.
-EFFLUENT- LIMITATIONS AND GUIDE- Section 3060h) (1) (B) of the Act re-

LINES FOR -EqISTING SOURCES- AND quires the Administrator to propose reg-
STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE AND ulations- establishing.Feuderal standards
PRETREATMENT STANDARDS FOR NEV of performance for categories of new
SOURCES sources included lma~lst published pur-
Prihtinglnk Formulating Point Source suant to section. 306(b) (1) (A) of the

Category Act. The regulations proposed herelnset

Notice Is -hereby given that effluent forth the standards of performance ap-
limitations and, guidelines for existin plicable to- new sources for the ol-baselmttoand, t deis fo xsig ink subcategor7' (Subpart A) and the
sources and standards of' performance water-base ink sbategory (Subpart B)
and pretreatment standards for new of the priinng ha formulating point
sources-set forth-in tentative form below ourte pitegry.
are projposedby the-Environmental Pr source category.
tection Agency- (EPA). The' regulation Section 307(c) of the Act requires the
proposed belovrwill cover the oil-base ink Administrator to promulgate pretreat-
subcategory- (Subpart- M and the water- ment standards for new sources at the
baselnksubcategory(Subpart B) pursu- sdme time thatstandards of performance
ant to sections 301. 304: (b) and (c), 306 for new sources are promulgated pur-
(b) and-307(c) ofthe Federal Water-Pol- suantto settibn 306. Sections 447.16, and
lution Control Act-as amended 33 U.S.C. 447.26, proposed below, provide pretreat-
1251, 1311, 1314 (b) and c), 1316(b) and ment standards- for new sources within
1317(c) ; 8f Stat. 816- et-seq".tb. T, 9Z- the' oil-base ink subcategory (Subpart
500f (the At).- A), and the water-base Ink subcategory

(a) Legal authority. (1) Existingpoint - (Subpart B), of the printing ink formu-
sources., Section- 301(b) of the Act re- lating point source category.
quires-the achievement by-not later than Section 304(c) of the Act requires the
July 1, 1977, of effluent limitations for Administrator to issue to the States and
!ooint sources, other than publicly owned appropriate water pollution control
treatment works, whicir require the ap- agencies information on the processes,
plication of the best practicable, control pioedures or operating methods which
technology-currently avqilable as defined result in the, elimination or-reduction of
by the Administrator purshantr to section the discharge of pollutants to implement
304(b) of the'Act. Section 3011b) also-re- standards of performance under section
quiresthe achievementbynotlaterthan 306 of the Act. The report or 'Develop-
July 1, 1983, of effluent limitations for ment Document" referred to below pro-
point sources, other-than publiclyowned vides, pursuant to section 301(c) of the
treatment -works, whichrequire the appll- Act, information on such processes, pro-
cation of best'available technology em- cedures or operating methods.
nomically achievable which will result in (b) Summary and basis of proposed
reasonable further progress toward'the effluent limitations guidelines for existing
national, goal of eliminating the dis- source and standards of performance and
charge of 'all pollutants, as determined in pretreatment standi.rds for new sources.
accordbmce with regulations issuedby the (1) General methodology.
Administrator pursuant to section 304(b) The efluent limitations, guidelines and
to the Act. - standards of performanceproposedhere-

Section 304(b) of the Act requires- the in were developed in the following man-
Ad- tator to publish regulations ner. The point source category was fist
providing' guidelines for effluent limiti- studied for the purpose of determining
tions setting forth the degree of effluent whethea separate limitations and stand-
reductibn attainable through the appll- ards are appropriate for different seg-
cation of- the best practicable control ments within the category. This analysis
technology currently aiailable and the included a determination of whether df-
degree of effluent reduction attainable ferenees in raw material used, product
through the application of the beqt con- produced, manufacturing process em-
trol measures and. practices achievable ployed, age, size, waste water constituents
including treatment techniques, process and other factors require development of
and" procedure- innovations, operating separate limitations and standards for
methods- and" other alternatives. The different segments of th point source
regulation! proposed herein sets forth ef- category. The raw waste characteristics
fluent limitations and guidelines, pur- for each such segment were then Identi-
suahti to-sections 301 and 301(b) of the fled. 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 constituents of all waste water.
The constituents of the waste waters
whioh shouldbe subjectto efluentlimitm-
tIons an&standards of prformance were
Identifted.

The control and treatment technolo-ies
existingwlthi each sementwereldenti-
fled. This included an identification of
each distinct control and treatment tech-
nolozy, including both in-plant and end-
of-process technologies, which are exist-
ent or capable of being designed for each
segment. t also included an identifica-
tion of, in terms of the amount of con-
stituents and the chemical, physical, and
biological characteristics of pollutants,
the elfluentlevel resultin from the appli-
cation. of each of the technologies. The
problems, limitations and reliability of
each treatment and control technology
were also Identified. In addition, the non-
water quality environmental impact,
such as the effects'of the application of
such technoloZieg upon other pollution
problems, including sir solid waste.
nolme and radiation were Identified. The
energy requirements of each control-and
treatment '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 deter-
mine what levels oftechnology constitute
the "best practicable control technology
currently available," "bes available
technolo yeconomically achleiable" and
the "best available demonstrated con-
trol technology, processes, operating
methoda, or other alternatives.' In Iden-
tifying such technologies, various fac-
tors were considered. These included the
total cost of application of technology
In relation to the effluent; reduction bene-
fits to be achieved from such application;
the age of equipment and facilities in-
volved, the process employed, the' engi-
neering aspects of the application of
various types of controttechniquesrprc:
ess changes, non-water quality- environ-
mental impact (including energy re-
qlrements) and otherfactors

The data upon which the: above an-
alysis was performed includecLEPA per-
mit applications, EPA sampling-and In-
spections, consultant reports, and in-
dustry submissions. -

The pretreatment standards proposbd
herein are intended to be complementfr '
to the pretreatment standards proposed
for existing sources under 40 CFR 128.
The basis for such standards Is set forth
in- the azDas. Rorms= of July 19,
1973, 38 FR 19236. The provisions of Part
128 are equally applicable to sources
which would-constitute "new sources,"
under section 306 if they were to dis-
charge pollutants-directly to navigable
'waters, except for § 128133. That sec-
tion provides a pretreatment standard
for "incompatible pollutants" which re-
quires application of the "best prac-
ticable control technology currently
available," sublect to an adjustment for
amounts of pollutants removed by the
publicly owned treatment works. Since
the pretreatment standards proposed
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herein apply to new sources, §§ 447.16,
and 447.26 below amend § 128.133. to
specify the application of the standard
of performance for new sources rather
than the "best practicable" standard ap-
plicable to existing sources under sec-
tions 301 and 304(b) of the Act.

(2) Summary of conclusions with re-
spect to the oil-base ink subcategory
(Subpart A), and the water-base ink
subcategory (Subpart B), of the print-
ing ink formulating point source cate-
gory.

(I) Categorization. For the purpose of
studying waste treatment and effluent
limitations, the printing ink formulating
category was divided into two discrete
subcategories, primarily based upon the
differences In the waste water treatabil-
ity as described in the Development Doc-
ument for the Paint and Printing Ink
point source. categories. When a plant is
subject to effluent limitations covering
more than one subcategory, the dis-
charge limitation shall be the aggregate
of the limitations applicable to the total
production covered by each subcategory.

This category covers plants that form-
ulate either oil or water-base printing
Inks. The major components include dry-
ing oils, -resins, varnish, pigments and
many specialty additives. The ink form-
ulating category was broken into two
subcategories, oil-base and water-base
inks. Subpart A, oil-base inks, use oil or
solvent as the major carrier vehicle while
Subpart B, water-base inks, use water
as the major carrier vehicle.

(ii) Waste characteristics. The signifi-
cant pollutant parameters in waste
waters resulting from the ink formulat-
ng category include five-day biochemi-
cal oxygen demand (BOD5), total sus-
pended solids (TSS), pH, and selected
metals. There are possibly other pollut-
ants to be found in ink wastes at inter-
mittent periods and these should be
treated on a case-by-case basis.

Effluent limitations guidelines and
standards of performance are estab-
lished below to control each of the above
parameters,

(idI) Origin of waste water pollutants.
The origin of waste water pollutants in
the ink formulating category is princi-
pally from the cleanup of mixing and
milling equipment. Minor sources are
from cleanup of product and raw ma-
terial spills, and from leaking product
transfer equipment in both oil and
water-base ink production.

(iv) Treatment and control technol-
ogy. Waste water treatment and control
technologies have been studied for each
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
available demonstrated control tech-
nology, processes, operating methods or
other alternatives.

Oil base inks-Best practicable control
technology currently available for the
oil-base ink subcategory is no discharge
of waste water pollutants to navigable
waters. The most commonly employed
system to achieve this standard includes

redistillation and reuse of solvents, im-
proved maintenance to prevent product
leaks, utilization of dry or minimum
water use floor cleanup procedures and
closed loop tub washing systems with ex-
cess solids being landfllled.

Water-base inks-Best practicable
control technology currently available
for the water-base ink subcategory is
no discharge of waste water pollutants
to navigable waters. The most commonly
employed treatment systems to achieve
these standards are the use of closed loop
washing machines with sludge sent to a
landfill, improved maintenance to pre-
vent product leaks and the utilization of
dry or minimum water use floor cleanup
procedures. Some small p5lants may con-
serve wash water and drum the entire
flow for subsequent disposal by a
scavenger company.

Solid waste control must be considered,
Solid-residue and sludge are potential
problems because of the need for
periodic disposal. Solid waste must be
handled properly to assure that no land-
fill or associated problems develop. Best
practicable controltechnology, and best
available control technology as they are
known today, require 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 non-hazardous substances re-
quiring only minimal custodial care.
However, some constituents may be
hazardous and may require special con-
sideration. In order to ensure long term
protection of the environment from these
hazardous or .harmful constituents,
special consideration of disposal sites
must be made. All landfill sites where
such hazardous wastes are disposed
should be selected so as to prevent hori-
zontal and vertical migration of these
contaminants to ground or surface
waters. In cases where geologic conditions
may not reasonably ensure this, adequate
precautions (e.g. impervious liners)
should be taken to ensure long term
protection to the environment from
hazardous materials. Wher6 appropriate,
the location of solid hazardous mate-

'rials disposal sites should be per-
manently recorded in the appropriate
office of the legal jurisdiction in which
the site is located.

(v) Cost estimates for control of waste
water pollutants. It is estimated that
this control technology will increase the
cost of printing ink in a range of from
$0.001 to 0.003 per pound depending on
the method used to meet the require-
ments and the size of the producing
unit.

(vi) Energy requirements and non-
water quality environmental impacts.
There should be no significant impact
caused by these discharge limitations on
energy requirements on noise, air pollu-
tion or radiation pollution. There would
be an increase in the need to dispose of
waste .sludge in landfills.

(vii) Economic Impact analysis. The
proposed guidelines are not expected to
have any significant impact on the
printing ink industry. Assuming that In-
creased costs for effluent control are

completely absorbed out of cash flow,
return on Investment for affected plants
should remain in an acceptable range
(7.5-8.8 percent) and no plant closures
or production cutbacks are anticipated.

Moreover, the printing Ink Industry
has the added security that demand for
prifiting Ink Is relatively Inelastic, since
Ink Is a raw material for the printing
Industry and rarely represents a signifi-
cant portion of the cost of the finished
printed product. Therefore, Increased
costs could be passed forwardift the Ink
industry chose to do so; and a price In-
crease of only 0.6 percent would cover
the increased costs for 41 of the 40
plants which are expected to incur In-
creased costs. However, historically the
printing Ink Industry has shown a re-
sistance to passing forward such cost
increases and It Is expected that no gen-
eral price Increases will occur.

No adverse impacts are expected on
production, employment, international
trade or industry growth as a result of
the proposed guidelines.

The report entitled "Development
Document for Proposed Efluent Limita-
tions Guidelines and New Source Per-
formance Standards for the Pint and
Printing Ink Formulating Point Source
Categories" details the analysis under-
taken in support of the regulation being
proposed herein and will be made avail-
able for inspection in the EPA Informa-
tion Center, Room 204, West Tower,
Waterside Mall, Washington, D.C., at all
EPA regional offices, and at State water
pollution control offices. A supplementary
analysis prepared for EPA of the possible
economic effects of the proposed regula-
tion will be made available for inspec-
tion at these locations. Copies of both of
these documents are being sent to per-
sons 'or institutions affected by the pro-
posed regulation, or who have placed
themselves on a mailing list for this pur-
pose (see EPA's Advance Notice of Public
Review Procedures, 38 FR 21202, August
6, 1973). An additional limited number
of copies of both reports are available,
Persons wishing to obtain a copy may
write the EPA Information Center, Esn-
vironmental Protection Agency, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20460, Attention: Ms. Ruth
Brown, A-107.

On June 14,1973, the Agency published
procedures designed to Insure that, when
certain major standards, regulations,
and guidelines are proposed, an ex-
planation of their basis, purpose and
environmental effects Is made available
to the public (38 FR 15653). The pro-
cedures are applicable to major stand-
ards, regulations and guidelines which
are proposed on or after December 31,
1973, and which prescribe national
standards of environmental quality or
require national emission, effluent or
performance standards and limitations.

The Agency determined to Implement
these procedures in order to Insure that
the public was apprised of the enviroix-
mental effects of Its major standards
setting actions and was provided with
detailed background Information to
assist It in commenting on the merits of
a proposed action. In brief, the proce-
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dures call for the Agency to make public
the information, available to it- de-
lineating the major nonenvironmental
factors affecting the decision, and to ex-
plain the viable options available to it
and the reasons for the option selected.

The procedures contemplate publi-
cation of this information in the FEDERA
REGISTER, where this is practicable. They
provide, .however, that where, because
of the length of these materials, such
publication is impracticable, the ma-
terial may bemade available in an alter-
nate format. -

The report entitled "Development Doc-
ument for Proposed Effluent Limitations
Guidelines and New Source Performance
Standards for the Paint and Printing
Ink Formulating Point Source- Cate-
gories" contains -information available
to the Agency, concerning the major en-
vironmental effects of the regulation,
proposedbelow, including:

gil) 'The pollutants presently dis-
charged into the Nation's waterways by
manufacturers of ink and the degree of
pollution reduction obtainable from
implementation of the proposed guide-'
lines and standards (see particularly
sections IV, V, V1, IX, X, and XD ;

(2) The anticipated effects of the pro-
posed regulation on other aspects of the
environment including air, solid waste
disposal -and land- use; and noise (see
particularly section VIM; -and

(3) Options available to the -Agency in
developing the-proposed regulatory sys-
tem andthe reasons for its selecting the
particular levels of effluent reduction
which are proposed- (see particularly sec-
tionsl VII, andVID.V .

The supplementary report entitled
'Economic Analysis of Proposed Effluent
Guidelines for thePaint and AlliedProd-
ucts and the Printing IDk Industries"
contains an estimate of the cost of pol-
lution control requirements and an anal-
ysls of the possible effects of the pro-
posed regulation on prices, production
levels, , employment,, communities in
which ink manufacturing plants are
located, and international trade. In ad-
dition, the Development Document de-
scribes, in section VIII, the cost. and en-
ergy consumption implications of' the
proposed regulations.

The tworeports described above in the
aggregate exceed 100 pagesr In length
-and contain a substantial number of
charts diagrams, and tables. It is clearly
impracticable to publish the material
contained in these documents In. the
FEDERL RE=TLE To the extent pos-
sible, significant aspects of the material
have been presented in summary form
In foregoing portions of this preamble.
Additional discussion is contained in the
following analysis of c6mments received
and the Agency's response to them. As
-has been indicated, both documents
will be made available for inspection at
the -Agency's Washington, -D.C. and
regional offices and at State water pollu-
-tlon control agency offices. Copies of
each have been distributed to persons
and institutions affected by the proposed

'regulations or who have placed them-
- selves on a malng-list for this purpose.

Finally, so long as the supply remains
available, additional copies may be ob-
tained from the Agency as described
above.

When this regulation Is promulgated,
revised copies of the Development
Document will be available from the
Superintendent of Documents, Govern-
ment Printlr Olflce, -Washington, D.C.
20402. Copies of the Economlc Analysis
will be available through the National
Technical Information-Service. Spring-
field, Virginia, 22151.
(c) Summary of public participation.

Prior to this publication, the agmncies
and groups listed below were consulted
'and given an opportunity to participate
in the developent of effluent limitations,
guidelines and standards proposed for
the printing ink formulating category.
All participating agencies have been In-
formed of project developments, An In-
itial draft of the Development Document
was sent to all participants and comn-
ments were splicted on that repor. The
following are the principal asencles and
groups consulted: (1) Effluent Stand-
ayds and Water Quality Information Ad-
visory Committee (established under
section 515 of the Act); (2) all State
and U.S. Territory Pollution Control
Agencies; (3) National'Assoclation of
Printing Ink Manufacturers; (4) US,
Department of the Treasury; (5) Gov-
ernment of. Guam and Government of
Samoa Trust Territories of tho Pacific
Island; (6) Puerto Rico; (7) The Con-
servation Foundation; (8) American
Society of Mechanical Engineers; (9)
Hudson River Sloop Restoration, Inc.;
(10) Conservation Foundation; (11)
Businessmen for the Public Interest;
(12) Environmental Defense Fund,
Inc.; (13). Natural Resources Defense
Council; (14) American Society of Civil
Engineers; (15) National Wildlife
Federation; (16) Water Pollution Con-
trol Federation; (1"') Ohio River Valley
Sanitation Commission; (18) New Eng-
land Interstate Water Pollution Control
Commission; (19) Delaware River Basin
Commission; (20) U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare; (21)
U.S. Department of Coiimetce; (22)
U.S. Department of Agriculture; (23)
Water Resources Council; (24) U.S. De-
partinent of the Interior; (25) Inmont
Corporation; (26) East Bay Municipal
Utilities District; (27) Sun. Chemical
Corporation; (28) Borden Company;
(29) Wellco Chemical Company and
(30) Cities Service.

The followlng responded with com-
ments:"New York Department of Envi-
ronmental Conservation; Delaware River
Basin Commission; Minnesota Water
Pollution Control Agency; Colorado De-
partment of Health: U.S. Water Re-
sources Council; US. Department of
Agriculture; Delaware Department of
Natural Resources; North Carolina De-
partment of Natural and Economic Re-
sources; California State Water Re-
sources Board; Sun Chemical Corpora-
tion; Inmont Corporation and the Na-
tional Association of Printing Ink Manu-
facturers.

The primary Issues raised in the de-
velopment of the proposed effluent liml-
tations guidelines and standards of per-
formance and the treatment of these is-
sue3 herein are as follows:

(1) Several commeftem were con-
cerned that the no discharge provision
would be used by municipal govemments
to stop the discharge of printing ink
manufacturing wastes Into municipal
sewers, even though the printing ink
manufacturers have historically dis-
charced to municipal systems.

If municipalities apply equitably the
EPA regulations on pretreatment stand-
ards (40 CPR 128). there should be no
major impact on ink makers.

(2) Of major concern to several coin-
menters was the problem of disposal of
the large quantities of sludge to landils
as many local agencies are severely re-
stricting substances that can be placed
In landfills.

As the requirements for air and water
pollution control are increased, the re-
sidual solids will increase. Where pos-
sible, these residuals should be recycled
or reclaimed. Incineration and secure
landfills are considered environmentally
adequate for disposal of these types of
wastes. Ink and paint manufacturers
concerned, with adequate land disposal
may have to seek out or cause the crea-
tion of adequate, secure disposal sites.

(3) Most of the reviewers agreed with
the guidelines.

(4) Questions have been raised con-
cerning the availability of standards or
guidelines applicable to the alsposal of
solid wastes resulting from the opera-
tIon of pollution control tems.

The principles set forth in "Land Di-
posal of Solid Wastes Guidelines" (40
CFR 241) may be used- as guidance for
acceptable land disposal techniques. Po-
tentally hazardous wastes may require
special considerations to ensure their
proper dlspoSAL Addltonally, state and
local guidelines and regulations should
be considered wherever applicable.

All comments received by March. 28,
1975 will be considered. Steps previously
taken by the Environmental Protection
Agency to facilitate public response with-
in this time Period are outlined in the
advance notice concerning public review
procedures published on August 6, 1973
(38 FE, 21202)-

Dated: February 12, 1975.

Acting Administrator.
'PART 447-PRINTING INK FORMULATION

POINT SOURCE CATEGORY
SUbprtA-O-.Base ink Subcategozy

4A7.10 Applicahlity, description of the oi-
ba ink subcategory

447.11 Specialized definitions.
44712- Efuent limitations guidelines repre-

renting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the app i-
cation of tho best practicable con-
trol technology currently available.

447.13 Effluent limitations guidelines repre-
Beating the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the applica-
t1on of the best avalable technot-
ogy economically achievable.
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See.
447.14 [Reserved.]
447.15 Standards of performance for new

sources.
447.16 Pretreatment standards for new

sources.

Subpart B--Water-Base Ink Subcategory
447.20 Applicability; description of the wa-

ter-base ink subcategory.
447.21 Specialized definitions.
447.22 Effluent limitations guidelines repre-

senting the degree of effluent, re-
duction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best practicable con-
trol technology currently available.

447.23 Effluent limitations guidelines repre-
senting the degree of effluent re-
duction attainable by the appli-
cation of the best available tech -
nology economically achievable.

447.21 [Reserved.]
447.25 Standards of performance for new

sources.
447.26 Pretreatment standards for new

sources.

Subpart A-Oil-Base Ink Subcategory
§447.10 Applicability; description of

the oil-base ink subcategory.
The provisions of this.subpart are ap-

plicable to discharges resulting from the
production of oil-base printing ink. When
a plant is subject to effluent limitations
covering more than one subcategory, the
discharge limitation shall be the aggre-
gate of the limitations applicable to the
total production covered in each sub-
category,
§ 447.11 Specialized definitions.

For the purpose of this subpart:
Except as provided below, the general

definitions, abbreviations and methods of
analysis set forth in 40 CFR 401 shall ap-
ply to this subpart.
§ 447.12 Effluent limitations guidelines

representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available.

In establishing the limitations set
forth in this section, EPA took into ac-
count all information it was able to col-
lect, develop and solicit with respect to
factors (such as age and size. of plant,
raw materials, manufacturing processes,
products produced, treatment technology
available, energy requirements and
costs) which can affect the industry sub-
categorization and effluent levels estab-
lished. It is, however, possible that data
which would affect these limitations have
not been available and, as a result, these
limitations should be adjusted for cer-
tain plants in this industry. An individ-
ual discharger or other interested per-
son may submit evidence to the Regional
Administrator (or to the State, if the
State has the authority to issue NPDES
permits) that factors relating to the
equipment or facilities involved, the
process applied, or other such factors
related to such discharger are funda-
mentally different from the factors con-
sidered in the establishment of the guide-
lines. On the basis of such evidence or
other available information, the Re-
gional Administrator (or the State) will
make a written finding that such factors

are or are not fundamentally different
for that facility compared to those speci-
fied in the Development Document. If
such fundamentally different factors are
found to exist, the Regional Administra-
tor or the State shall establish for the
discharger effluent limitations in the
NPDES permit either more or less strin-
gent than the limitations established
herein, to the extent dictated by such
fundamentally different factors. Such
limitations must be approved by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. The Administrator may
approve or disapprove such limitations,
specify other limitations, or initiate prb-
ceedings to revise these regulations.

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or
pollutant properties which may be dis-
charged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart after applica-
tion of the best practicable control tech-
nology currently available: There shall
be no discharge of process waste water
pollutants to navigable waters.
§ 447.13 Effluent limitations guidelines

representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of -the best available technology
economically achievable.

The following limitations establish the
qduantity or quality of pollutants or
pollutant properties which may be dis-
charged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart after applica-
tion of the best available technology
economically achievable: There shall be
no discharge of process waste water pol-
lutants to navigable waters.

§ 447.14 [Reserved]
§ 447.15 Standards of performance for

new sources.

The following standards of perform-
ance establish the quantity or quality of
pollutants or pollutant properties which
may be discharged by a new source sub-
Ject to the provisions of this subpart:
There shall be no discharge of process
waste water pollutants to navigable
waters.
§ 447.16 Pretreatment. standards for

new sources.

The pretreatment standards under
section 307(c) of the Act for a source
within the oil-base Ink subcategory,
which is 'a user of a publicly owned
treatment works (and which would be
a new source subject to section 306 of
the Act, if it were to discharge pollut-
ants to the navigable waters), shall be
the standard set forth In 40 CFR 128,
except that, for the purpose of this sec-
tion, 40 CFP. 128.133 shall be amended to
read as follows: "In addition to the
prohibitions set forth in 40 CFR 128.131,
the pretreatment standard for incom-
patible pollutants introduced into a
publicly owned treatment works shall
be the standard of performance for new
sources specified in 40 CFR 447.15; pro-
vided that, if the publicly owned treat-
ment works which receives the pollut-
ants is committed, in its NPDES per-
mit, to remove a specified percentage of

any Incompatible pollutant, the pre-
treatment standard applicable to users
of such treatment works shall, except
in the case of standards providing for no
discharge of pollutants, be correspond-
ingly reduced in stringency for that
pollutant."

Subpart B--Water-Base Ink Subcategory
§447.20 Applicability; description of

the water-base ink subcategory.
The provisions of this subpart are

applicable to discharges resulting from
the production of water-base ink. When
a plant Is subject to effluent limitations
covering more than one subcategory the
discharge limitation shall be the aggre-
gate of the limitations applicable to the
total production covered in each sub-
category.,

§ 447.21 Specialized definitions.
For the purpose of this subpart:
Except as provided below, the general

definitions, abbreviations and methods of
analysis set forth in 40 CFRI 401 shall
apply to this subpart.
§ 447.22 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, de-
velop and solicit with respect to factors
(such as age and size of plant, raw mate-
rials, manufacturing processes, 15roducts
produced, treatment technology avail-
able, energy requirements and costs)
which can affect the industry subcate-
gorization and effluent levels established.
It is, however, possible that data which
which would affect these limitations have
not been available and, as a result, these
limitations should be adjusted for certain
plants in this inddstry. 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 permits)
that factors relating to the equipment
or facilities involved, the process applied,
or other such factors related to such dis-
charger are fundamentally different from
the factors considered In the establish-
ment of the guidelines. On the basis of
such evidence or other available informa-
tion, the Regional Administrator (or the
State) wilLmake a written finding that
such factors are or are not fundamen-.
tally different for that facility compared
to those specified -in the Development
Document. If such fundamentally dif-
ferent factors are found to exist, the Re-
gional Administrator or the State shall
establish for the discharger effluent
limitations in the NPDES permit either
more or less stringent than the limita-
tions established herein, to the extent
dictated by such fundamentally different
factors. Such limitations must be ap-
proved by the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. The Ad-
ministrator may approve or disapprove
such limitations, specify other limita-
tions, or initiate proceedings to revise
these regulations.
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PROPOSED RULES

The following limitations establish the
quantity or quality of pollutants or pol-
lutant propekties which may be dis-
charged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart after applica-
tion of the best practicable control
technology currently available: There
shall be no discharge of process waste
Water pollutants to navigable waters.

§ 447.23 Effluent limitations guidelines
representing the degree of effluent
reduction attainable by the applica-
tion of the best available tecimology
economically achievable.

The following limitations establish
the quantity or quality of pollutants or
pollutant properties which may be dis-
charged by a point source subject to the
provisions of this subpart after applica-
tion of the-best available technology eco-
nomically achievable: There shall be no
discharge, of process waste water pollut-
ants to navigable waters.

§ 447.24 [Reserved]
§ 447.25 Stai*aards of performance for
- new sources.

The following standards of perform-
ance establish the quantity or quality of'
pollutants or pollutant properties which
may be discharged by a new source sub-
ject to the provisions of this subpart:
There shall be no discharge of process
waste water pollutants to navigable
waters.
§ 447.26 Pretreatment standards for

new sources.

Thd pretreatment standards under
section 307(c) of the Act for a source
within the water-base ink subcategory,
which is a user of a publicly owned treat-
ment works (and which would be a new
source subject to section 306 of the Act,
if it were to-discharge pollutants to the

navigable waters), shall be the standard
set foxgth In 40 CFR 128, except that, for
the purpose of this section, 40 CER
128.133 shall be amended to read as fol-
lows: "In addition to the prohibitions
set forth in 40 C2R 128.131, the pre-
treatment standard for incompatible
pollutants introduced nto a publicly
owned treatment works shall be -the
standard of performance for new sources
specified in 40 CPR 447.25; provided that,
if the publicly owned treatment works
whiclf receives the pollutants is com-
mitted, in its NPDES permit, to remove a
specified percentage of any incompatible
pollutant, the pretreatment standard ap-
plicable to users of such treatment works
shall, except in the case of standards pro-
viding for no discharge of pollutants, be
correspondingly reduced in stringency
for that pollutant."
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