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Board for the purpose of revising the

/California State Implementation Plan

" (SIP}. The intended effect of these

‘revisions is to update the rules and

* regulations and to correct deficiencies in
. the SIP. The EPA invites public
. comments on these rules, especially as

o theirconsistency with the Clean Ajr

Act.

DATES: Comments may be submitted on
- or before February 25, 1980,
ADORESSES: Comments may be sent to:
‘Regional Administrator, Attn: Air &

Hazardous Materials Division, Air

Technical Branch, Regulatory Section
. (A-4) Environmental Protection Agency,

. Region §X, 215 Fremont Street, San

Francisco, CA 94105. .

. Copies of the proposéd cevi 3900 are
“availahle for public inspection during
‘normal business hours a1 the EPA

Region 1X oftice at the ahye address
wnd atthe following Lo ation.

South Const Air Qualiy Mo ity
Instricy, 5320 Telst, Ao D Mone, Ca_
T E '

Caldforni A Rewon; dos Hoved, PO Bos
285, 1107 e ety £oA
asug

Public tformation bt oo YU T
2922 (EPA Library ), G010 AT Gty oy
Washington pro uinn

SHont b

FOR FURTHER INF ORMATION CONTACT:
Donglas Grano, Chief, Kewalatary
Section, Air Techiico) Hoonch, Ajr &
Hazardous Mitorigls 1hvision,
Environmenti) i’mh:ntts‘»t‘x Ageney,
Region 1X:(a15) 556 2038, ;
/SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: ‘[ i
Californja Air Respares Beiard
“submitted the fi
2.1979: ‘
- South Cosist Air (‘)u:\li}l\
CRule 3037 § -
LRule 303 ring Hoard B, :
“Kale 2083 ~ Traffic Abwtenent Plon -

; M.’u:,&.‘{;;nﬂrz! District

' Regulation XH. Rulds of Practive and
Procedure = -
Rule-t2:
Rules 1202
Rule 1203

“Rule 1204
‘Rule-1205
Ruie 1208
Rule 1207

‘Rule 1208
Rule 1209
Rule 1210
Rule 1211
Rule 1212
Rute 1213

Time

Disereron o Hald | Fearig
Notieg:. . f
Petitions
CANSWErs A0 Petition.
Fuaction of the Boand,
Appearances
Service and Filing.
Rejection and Filing,
Form and Size,
Copies.
Subpoenas.
Continuances
Reqguests fiy Continuances or
. Extensions,
Rule 1214 Transcript and Record.
- Rule 1215 Hearing Officers,
“.Rule216 Presiding Officer.,
Rule1217 Disqualification of Hearing
. 5" Officer.or Board Member.
.'Rule 1218 ‘Ex Parte Communications.
Rule 1219 Evidence,

folowing rulos nr [snuary

CAPProve or sy

Rule 1220
Rule 1221
Rule 1222
Rule 1223
Rule 1224
Rule 1225
Rule 1226
Rule 1227
Rule 1228
Rule 1229

Prepared Testimony,
Official Notice.

Order of Proceedings.
Prihearing Conference
Opening Statements
Corduct of Cruss Examination
Oral Argument,

Briefs.

Motions!

Decisiuna.

Rule 1210 Exceptions.

Rule 1231 Judicial Review,

EPA hus evalouated the above rules
and is proposing to approve them
because they appear to be consistent
with the requircments of Clean Air Act,
Scction 110 and 40 CFR Part 51.

In addition, regulations were
submitted on Junuary 2, 1979 congee mng

Jorganic hquid loading, SpTaY Codting,
~and wood flat stock coating, Thege

regulations wiil Le addressed g
separate Federal Register notic.

Under Section 110 of the Clean Aur
A‘;g d:%“yufﬂ""x!""‘ soecd S0 00 yoe b 14-;"»‘
Administrator s required to approye o
disapprove rules subritted ws PV
to the SIP The Repional Adoiaat g
hereby fssies this potice settine forih

thisse revisinny i Lo vule dehorans
caused ther by as proposed rdensaking
and advices the pullc thiyt inh oo, d
persons may paiticroes b r.‘.l‘rni"m'z
Wt en Catnnent g b, Roaseiogn 1
Office. Commicnts recerved on o bt re
February 25, 1980, will L nidered

- Comments received will beavailahle fopw
" publicinspecton at the 1A Recion 1

Office snd the FPA P Informaiion
Referance Y

The Adnurstirators SN o
Dropesimd

. rf:viﬂi(‘naill he Ve on 1] COHnIer s
receivedeh determization whethe, thi

amendments meet e fa i, e, -
Section 110 of the Clean Al Act and any’
CFR Part 51 Redquireniote for
Preparation, Adupiion. snd Subunitnd of
State Implementntion Blng,

tres

Under Exective O Jpr 12043 Fo A o
required to dever iz
regulation s "o
subject to the oy - Teurene
of the Order or wtlop i may foil.
other specialized velupment
procedures. EPA 1.bely these esthier
regulations “specialized”. Fpa hay
reviewed the revision being aoted o
in this notice and has determine? o
is 1 specialized revisio s not Subiject 1y
the procedural reguirements of

wohinthnr

and e, R

Executive Order 12044,

(Sections 110 and 30(a] of the Clean Air Art
as amended (42 US C. 5% 7410 and 7601(.))

R SR G M sy e

1974/ Proposed Rules

Dated: December 11, 1979,
Sheila M. Prindiviile,
Acting Hegtonal A lnvingste gter
FF Dew ™ 002 a4 Biled 10
BILLING £ ODE B560-0 -M

THoE A

40 CFR Part 52
{FIRL 1379-8)

Approval and Promulgation of Sulfur
Dioxide State Implementation Plan
Revisions—Hlinols

AGENCY: LL5. Environmental Protection
Agoney
ACTION: Praposed rule,

SuMMARY: On Derember 14, 1978, the
Hlinos Pollation Zontro! Bourd (IPCB)
adopted revision to Rules 101 and 204
of Chapter 11 Pact 11 of the Dinois Air
Poliution Control Repolations which
curtrol snlfar dio dde {S0,) emissions
from fuct combusion PMISLIOn sources
loc ited outde )
s
DR ITTEN Hljor g
(MMA o d o contial s Ji enmssiony
fram exannin. proe e
Fedt v

girse

ropolitan ureay

Shesides aned ty
pound, from the flue
moand petrachemical
ned el wire

Libe con
s af petrolo
pro-euse s The pe
subiittod to SE A by i Seate of
Hbrons oo Muarch VG s proposed
Tes b to the Hoanyie G

Tep e tation b oan (%) piruant to
the cerprenants of Seating 114 of the
Clean Air At (12 UG, T410Y The
purpose of this notice is 4 uinounce
receipt of the prop osed revie o, 1o
discuss the resuite of LSFPA review of
i
COTment on the rovisione th o,
and an VSEPA's propose
davtion

the revis ane and 16 iy vite
0'}'\.(,‘.‘4,
Lomakang

DATE W ii'un con mients 1t b

o Ty 2, 19nnTTTT
ACDRESSES: Comn tnls syl be
sehimitted to Mr € ary Gulvzaan Acting
Chif Pegulatory Anslvers Saction, Air
Prograse Hrinch, JSEPA R mon V, 230

S Dearharn, Chicagn, 1o 00604,

Lopeen o e SHY tevisin g o

Sl i i Cavailable

(VI S Tal s TR Eav

Luamentation o

i
Vo s0 e §
S EG GG

e tion
m Vo iy i s Branch,

Aper R i
ibhors Streat O, w0 Lihinors

KT Lade

W s IS TP
fa b gt
Uri ISt v |y mentai i

P P N C 1Y)
RIS B R
Dl s b v
2004 Uh gy
827010

TGty K ey
BOWL Washaan o ROET
mentel Peotection A,,q v.

whnd Roadd, Spring G ! i,y

- FOR FURTHER INFOHMATION CONTACT:

Mr Gary Gulezian Acting Chif,

Regulutary Analys.y Section, A

@ (meew;,&"aw,mTﬁ;—.,w.,‘_
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Programs Branch, USEPA Region V, 230
~South Dearborn Street, Chicago, lllinois
160604, (312) 886-6053, . ‘

. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Rue 204
{Sulfur Standards and Limitations) of
‘Chapter 1l Part II of the Wlinois Air
Pollution Control Regulations was
‘adopted by the Illincis Pollution Control
Board in 1972 and approved by USEPA

 @s the Ilinofs State Implementation Plun

- for SOw Included in the plan was Rale

+ "204{c)(1)(B}, which required sources
docated outside the Chicago, Peoria, and

St. Louis (Illinois) MMA's to meet an
- emission standard of 6.0 pounds of SO,

- permillion. BTU of heat input. This
_standard was based upon the
“washability of Minois cosl and was
"aimed at eliminating ea sily avoldable

.- emisslons at relatively low cost. The Air

< Regulations also include Rule 204(e),

- .which provided a formula by which

owners of fuel combustion sources were

o detarmino the total amount-of SO; por

" hour which could be emitted from all

. sources owned by them and jocated
within a one-mile radivs. The formulu
was aimed at preventing violation of the
short-ferm sulfar dioxide standard.

' On March 7, 1974, the 1llinois Pollution

t Control Board (IPCB) initiated infuiry

~hearings into the technical basis for Rule

© 204. Numerous pubi,¢ heariags were
“held throughout the State 1140 ugh
~, January of 1978, | _
* . The revisions were adopted by the

- IPCB in final form on Decembor 14, 1978,
-, The revisions to rules 101 (deliuitions)

- and 204 were submitted to USEPA by
Illinois on March 21, 1979, Supplemental
information was submitted by the State
by lctter dated September 19, 1979,

:The revisions propose 1o amend the
Iinrois SIP in the following ways:

The propesed SIPrexisice [Rule——
204(c)(2J(C)] eliminates the 6.0 Ib, S0,/
MBTU cup for msjor sources (i.e. with
heat input greater than 250 MBTU/hr)
and'requires these.to comply with

'revised Rule 204{e). Fuel combustion

. emission sources with actual heat input
“less than or equal to 250 MBY(/hr
" Iocated outside the Chicago, Peoria, and
" St Louis MMA's KRule 204(c)(1)(B)] miy
choose an emigsion limit of 8.8 1bs. SO,/
MBTU or the pounds per hour emission
limit under revised Ryla 204(e). .
- ‘Rule 204{c)(2)(C) adds a provision
which retroactively increases the SO,
+emission limit for facilities which
‘burned residual fuel oil (other than
‘utilities) during the 1977 winter fucl
" ‘emergency in recoguition of the waiver
“.granted to the State of Illinols under
ection 110(f) of the Clean Air Act,
~Rule 204(¢) has also been revised
significantly. The proposed rule applies
! only 10 sources ontside the Chicago,

sources within the MMA’s must
continue to meet the 1.8 Ibs./MMBTU
emission limit contained in Rule
204(c)(1)(A). New sources must meet
204{a) or 264{b). However, it should be
noted thet rules 204(a)(1) and
204(c}){1)(A) have been remanded by a
State Appeilate Court. USEPA hus cited
the lilinois SIP as being deficient as a
result of the remand (41 FR 40723).

Rule 204(¢) contains a new formula for
determining maximum hourly emissions
[Rule 204{e}(1)] to protect short term S0,
INAAQS. The physical stack height used
in the 204(e)(1) formula may not exceed
“good enginerring practice™ as defined
in sention 123 of the Clean Air Act and
implementing USEPA regalations unless
the source demonstrates that a greater
height is necessary to prevent
downwash or fumigation conditions.

Progosed Rile 204(e) also contains g
Ugrangln e rasssian fuls anar o1

Peorin. and St. Louis MMA'S, Eiin g, ,

the federally approved SIP that existing
processes designed to remove sulfur
compounds from the flue gases of
petroleum and petrochemical processes
meet the 8O, enission lanitation
determined by rule 204(e).

Rele 204(h): Complicrce Detes

Rule 204(h) specifies compliance dates
applicable to ull sources subject to Rule
4. This Rule is largely o reordering of
the Foderally approved 264(h) with the
following exceplions:
for Ru'rg 203{c){1)(B) {Existing source:s

cutside the Chicugo, St. Louls, ad Peoria

MMA’s with actual heat inputless than or

etual to 250 MBTU/hr};
el C) {Exivting sources outside the

Chicaga. Peoria, and Si. Louis MMA's with

actual heat inpuat grester than 250 MBTU/

hr]oand
04 10

(1) end {}2) [Max!mam hourly
vret sior linite Yons for I e o o1

which iMow., sources in compliance
with Federal'y approved 204{¢e) but not
incompliance with the new 204[2) (1) to
choose bebween the two formulay, This
provision was designed to prevant
undee econoniic burdens on seurces
which wou' ose then compliance
wtatus as @ result of the chanwe in
fornnta,

Progosed Rile 209 (e)3) provides a
mechiunism for obtaining a site srecific
emission ¥mitation as 50 alternative to
Rules 204{0)(1) or 204(nj(2). Unider
2047e %) the hurden of proof 1s o the
Pelilioring scurce to piove thal the
alternative emigsion lmitation will not
contribute to a violution of NAAGS or
any applicable PUS increment,

Sources granted an emission limit
under 204(e{3) must corduct en ambient

doring and disporsion MO b

m {or one year. At the end of the ,

study period, the rerults must be
submitted to the IFPA slorg with un
application for a revised operating
permit. The [EPA is empowered to deny
the permit and refuire a more stringent
emission limitation if the study results
indicate a potential for violations of
NAAQS.

Rede 204(6304) containg arequirermont
that whicie emission limitations
determined by new Rule 204(c | (1)(B) or
Rule 204(c}(1) ure less strinzent than the
emission limitation generated under
existing Rule 204{e), sources may not
increase emissions to the new alloweshie
limits without first obtuining a new
operating permit from the [EPA.

The application for a new permit must
include @ demonstration that the new
total emissions will not violate any
applicable PSD increment,

The proposal amends Rule 204(f){1)(1D)
to delete the requirement contained in

certed outside the Cha N
crd St Louis MMA s

Lamphiance is raquired by December 14,
PE [the date of Board adoption of the
Fevised roles), for 204(e)(1) [site sperific
“dereative eminsion limitaion for
evsting fuel combustion emission

S virtes docaled outside the Chicago,
Feoria, and St Louis MMA’s, the
follueing compiiance dutes apply:

For «ourees in Compliance with Federally
“ppovad Rale 264{e) prior to Denember 14,

tommencement of the monituring and
roleling pursuan to Rule 205(0)(3)(C} (i.e.,
wotham G months of Boord approval of the
lhernntive tandard).

TRTT T nsGl L Lovimeerrre with o e
Foderally approved 204(¢) prior to December
12 1978 complisnce with the alternative
$hotwdarads reqain d imme.listely upon Boasd
o3 oreaal,

fw pitry
e gl

Rule 20411) is & new rule which
prshibits the use of dispersion
crhancerient teg hnigues as a means of
crrplving with the, Rule 204{e) muass
eriesion himnitationg except as provided
fui by § 120 of the Cleun Aur Act and

fegulations promulgated by USEPA

thereunder. Stack gases may be
relicated where 4ir pollution control
eq Hpment cesulty in a reduction of flye
fastemperature, provided that the
degree of reheat does not exceed the
teraperiture drop across thee control
cqitpment,

USEPA hus reviewed the Do
submittal, The result of that review and
USEPA’s proposed rulemaking setions
ure discussed below,
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‘Rule 101—Definitions

USEPA proposes to approve the
+.revised definitions for Clean Air Act
*+ ,and PSD increment, It should be noted,

' . however: that-the IPCB-has defined
. i, “PSD increment” only with respect to

sulfur dioxide. This definition will have
to be expanded to include the other
criteria pollutants prior to USEPA

. approval of the Illinois SIP for PSD.

" Rules 204(c) and 204(c)

~Revised rules 204(c) and 204(e)
e represent.significant relaxations of the
. Mlinois sulfur dioxide State

“Implementation Plan. Relaxations of the

¢SIP.can be approved by USEPA only
. where it is shown that the relaxations
¥l continue to provide for attainment
nd maintenance of NAAQS and will
‘not violate any applicable PSD
increment, ) .

" The State of Minois did not submit a
detailed computer dispersion modeling
study to predicl the ambient air quality

‘Impact of these rules. In lieu of ap s

~-qualityimpact study, the opinion of the
inois Pollution Control Board contains
support for the proposed

the following
revigions:

“1.'The 6 1b. S02/million BTU “cap” was

Celiminated for larger than 250 million BTU

sourees because the Board's record indicated

-that it is not technically or eeonomicalty
;. Heasible for all sources 1o meet the 6 11,
© O standard by washing Minvis coal, The
standurd was changed from 6.0 to 6.8 Ihy. /
MEB1U to approximately double the amonnt
of Rlinois coul that can be burned without
wcontrols and still meet NAAQS. In the
Boird's opinion, the impact of these smaller
ilers on air quality is minor; and since the
“areas affected by the rile are designated as

‘Aattainment or unclassified, the change should

not affect aiv quality,

which would he allowed

ission limitations greater than the timit in .

ederally approved 204{e) cannot increase
“emissions without first obtaining a new
“.operating permit fiom the Hlinvis EPA based
on an upplication which proves that the 'SD
sincrement will pot be violated [Rule 204(f)}.
3. The revised 204(e){1) formula represents
'state of
[ T conservative set of worst case
meterological and physic.al parameters™, and
thus is superior to federally approved 204(e).
~ 4. In addition to the sbove, lilinois rule 102
prohibits any source from preventing the
»attainment or maintenance of any applicable

air quality standard regardless of whether the

1/source is in compliance with
! emission Ymitation.,
USEPA finds the above rationale
inadequate for purposes of approving~-
“the proposed revisiong for the following
reasons:

a specific

1. While economic and technical
considerations relative to the washability of
- linois coul are importaat considerations in
Winuis' decision 1o relax its SO2 emission

art” modeling assumptions based on

Lenicaoms, o 2% relaxations must G
supportable on air quality grounds. Board
assurmptions as to the relative impact of thege
sources without specific technical support are
inadequate to justify a relaxation of the SIP.

December 26, 1979 / Proposed Rules

+3essments adequate to support a SIP
relaxation for an individual source, The
above noted studies must be carried out
in accordance with USEPA modeling

€quate air quality impact sludy s
required to support SIP relaxations in
atlainment areas to ussure continued
attainment and maintenance of NAAQS, and
protection of PSD increments.

2. The showing required under 204(f} for a
revised operating permit is not adequate to
answer the ahove concerns since the required
showing on/y affects relaxations beyond the
emission limitation generated by federally
approved 204{c). For many sources, rule
204(¢) i8 not the limiting rule under the
federally approved SIP. Relaxations from 6
Ibs. $02/MBTU up to the rule 204(e) limit can
be significant, and the rule does not require
the source 1o provide an air quality impaet
demonstration or apply for a revised permit,

3. USEPA has determined that emission
limitations generated by the Rule 204(e)(1)
fermula may not be adequate to insure
attainment and maintenance of NAAQS in all
cases since {a} insufficient conservatism is
built into the equation 10 insure that NAAQS
would be protected in all cases, vyl mab ),

“needor additions] air quality impact

assessments; and (2) ambient air quality
impact studies were not perfurmed to
determine if the limitationg generated by the
formula would indeed protect gir quality
standurds.

4. Relving on Rule 102 as technical support
for a SIP relaxation would result in the full
burdin of prouf falling on the enforcing
spency o show that (4) NAAYS have
already been violated, and (b} the souice in
Gurstion iy o g o signifacantly
contzituting to the violatinn, USEFPA deemg
the above in dequate 1o support a S1p
revision.

Thercfore, USEPA proposes to
approve revised rules 204{c)1)(B),
204(cj) ), 204{e)(1) and 204(<})(1) and
204{e}(2) fur those specific source for
which these rules do not represent a
relaxation of the federally enforceable
SIP upon certification by the State of
Minois of the names and locations of
such sources, the source s’ current
federally enforceable Sip Cnission
limitation, and the source’s emission
limitation under the revised rule. Thig
certification must be made prior to the
close of the public comment period
announced in this notice. USEPA
Propuses to disapprove rules
204{c)(1)(B), 204(c)(1)(C), 204{e)(1) and
204{e)(2) for all oihier suurcog. USEPA
will reconsider this action if ata futare
date, additional technioa; SUppuit s
submitted by the Stice of Dlinois & bach
demonstratis that the reluxed eminon
Hedations wili na -
to violations of NAAQS or violite
spplicable PSD increments. Thig
additional technical support can take
the form of wreawide o) statewide
modeling studieg performed by the
Stite, or individual air quakity impact

TP M e Mot T b )

rmwrcrHTIRS . -

USEPA proposes to approve revised
rule 204(c)(2)(2) since it codifies the
waiver granted to the Stute of Hlinois
under section 110(f) #f the Clean Air Act
during the winter fuel emergency of
1977.

USEPA projuses to approve rule
204(e}{3) 48 a process by which Illinois
can set slternative S02 emission
dimitations upon a showing that the
proposed emission rate wil] not cause or
contribute to a violation of NAAQS or
any applicable PSD increment.
However, each such emission limitation,
wlong with the appropriate technical
£upport, must be submitted to USEPA
tor review and approval. Until such time
¢s the revised emission limitation is
submitted to and approved by USEPA,
the emission linitation contained in the
iiuciaily approved STIwill remdin in
effect and federally enforceable for the
SOUuUrce in guestion,

USEPA proposes to disapprove rule
204(c){s) s not being adequate to
protect NAAQS since the rule as written
doves not requirs an air quality impact
ansesament or i showing that NAAQS
wad applicable PSD increments will be
pootected when sources increase
a lowihle emis dons from 6lls. Soz/
MUTU 10 u less restrictive allowable
eaisson limitation derived under
frderally ipproved rule 204(¢).

USERA proposes to disapprove rule
204N 1D since the rule as written
completely deri gulates S62 emissions s
from existing procegses designed to
temove sulfur compounds from the flue
gwes of petrole im and petrochemical
piocesses without providing an
darsessinent of the ambient air quality
1 pact of 502 ersissions fron, these
scarces, or a showing that mnereasing the
al'owuble emissions from these sources
w Hnot cause o1 contribute to vinlations
o NAAQS or ary applicable PSD
mierement,

USEPA jiropo-es 1o apprave of rule
26ith) (romphar.ce schedutes) for those
Same sonrces for which USEPA is
braposimg approval of rules 204(¢) and
<CHr) USEPA p oposes to disapprove
i) for atl othor sources

PP Proposes to i
S

ter bond

ove rule
Shrrstoi enhianiong oot
seslag boang cos (AU T
ST AT )

CahrA st como, both e
Proponed S vevisions and Proposed
LA wcnon o, these ven g, i
it catd paties, UsPpa aino
Eoour s resicents arnd o

L

I
it

e liien an
g o Pabates o canyg el on Gy

o r—
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“:Anterstate air quality impacts of the
Hlinois SIP. Comments should be
submitted to the address listed in the
front of this Notice. Public comments

‘received on or before January 25, 1980,

« will be considered in USEPA's final

~ rulemaking on the SIP. All comments

” recessed will be available for inspeciion™

at Region V Office Air Programs Branch
230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago,

" IMinois 60604.

Under Executive Order 12044 (43 FR

12661), USEPA is required to judge
whether a regulation is “significant™
‘and, therefore, subject to certain
procedural requirements of the Order or

- whether it may follow other specialized

..development precedures. USEPA labels
‘these other regulations “specialized.” |
have reviewed this proposed regulation
‘pursuant to the gnicdance in USEPA's
response to Executive Crder 12044,
“Improving Environmental Regulations,”
signed March 29, 1979 by the
Administrator and 't have determined
that it is a sprcialized regulation not
subjectto the procedure requirements of

“Executive Order 12044,
. This Notice of proposed relemetios iy
Assued under the authority of Section 110
of the Clean Air Act, as amended.

Dated: December 14, 1979,
. John McGuire,
- Regional Administrator.
PR Doc. 79-39340 Piled 12-21-79 115 ar}

BILUNG CODE 6580-01-M

R

. 40CFRPart52
- [FRU1380-1)

.

. Proposed Approval of ltlinois Sulfur
. Dioxide State implemantaticn Plan for
Commonwealth Edison Kincaid Station

SENCY: U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.:_ ' :
ACTION: Proposed rule,

SUMMARY: U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) proposes to
-approve an-emssion limitation of
:1'105,182 1bs. of sulfur dioxide (503) per
hr. for Commonwealth Edison
: Company's Kincaid generating stulion
located near Sicily, in Christian County,
- Illinois. Becavse this revised emission
limitation represents a relaxation of the
+ federally approved Ilinois State
*Implementation Plan (SIP), it must be
approved by USEPA before it becomes
effective under the Clean Air Act. 42
U.S.C. 7410. The purpose of this notice is
Ao invite public comment on the revised

emission limitation, and on USEPA's—

.proposed rulemaking action,
| DATES: Wiitten comments must be
submitted on or Lefore Junuary 25, 1960,

. 6

ADD €s: Comments should be
submitted to Mr. Gary Gulezian, Acting
Chief, Regulatory Analysis Section, Air
Programs Branch, USEPA Region V, 230
South Dearborn, Chicago, linois 60604,
Copies of the SIP revision and
supporting documentation are available

W TGN Wing GTo TS T s et

inspection:

United Sttes Environmental Protection
Agency, Resion V Air Programs Bripch,

30 South Dearborn Street, Chicugo, Mindis
66401,

United States Environmental Portectinn
Aynecy, Public lnfmrnalmn‘ Reference Unit,
4T M Streel. S.W., Washington, 11,0, 26160

Minais Environmental Pratection Ageacy,
2200 Chuichiil Road, Springficld, Minous
62706,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Mr. Gapy Gulezian, Acting Chiof,

Regulatory Analysis Scetion, Aje

Progrimns Branch, USEPA Region V, 230

Scuth Dearborn Street, Chicugo, Ninois

6U6G04, (312} 8866053,

SUPPLEMEMNTARY INFORMATION: (On

December 14, 1979, the illinois Pollution

Control Board (IPCB) adopted chogpeng
- ) o

718" sufur dioxide rule 251 w ik
revises emission limitations for fuel
comlstion emission sources located
outside of the Chicago. Peoria, and St
Loutmmajor metropolitan areas
(MMA™s) Included in the revision weree
proposed rules 204{c)(1)(C), which
eliminutes the federally approved 6 14,
S0s per willion BTU maximum sulfur
dioxide emission limitation for large fuel
combustion emiscion Lources outside
the MMA's; and rule 204(e}{1), which
establghes 2 maximum hourly emission
limitation for fuel combustion emission
sources outside the MMA's. The State of
Minoiz did not conduct or submit air
guality impact studies in suppart of the
proposed revision, and thus, the
submittal could not adequately insure
protertion of NAAQS. Therefore, in un
dtcompunying notice of proposed
rulemaking, USEPA hus propesed 1o
approve the revisions for only those
specific sources far which the rules, o
notrepresent a relaxation of the
fedoraily enforceable SIP; and to
disapprove the rules for all Gther
sources until such time as the St
submity an i quadily study which
demonstrates that for the SOUCCes in
question, the SIP revision will not car e
or contribute W a viclation of nation.
ambicnt alr quality standards (NAAGS).
On September 19, 1979, the State of
WMincis submitted an air quality study to
USEPA on belialf of the Commuonwealth
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NAAQS. USEPA has reviewed the air
quality impact study und had
determined that the study is adequate to
supporta SIP revision. Thercfore,

A'SEFA proposes to approve the rule

S04{e 1{1) SO, emission limitationef ¢~
.16 s fhr for the cuioopwe ik

TSI Company's Kinen penerating
clation,

USEPA solicits connnents on the i
propesed SIP revisions and the proposed

PA action on these revisions from
aterested parties. USEPA 4loo
Avvages res dents und industzies in
joining states to conrment on any

Lrtersiote air guality innacts of the
Hi:ngis SIP. Comments should be
suhmitted to the address listed 1 he
Fontof this Notice. Public ¢y s
received within 30 days of publ.cotion of
Pis Notice will be considered in
UGEP A final ralemaking oa the SIP. All
Caaments received will be available for
Iispection at Region V Office Air
Fiograms Branch, 230 South Dearborn
Street, Chicago, IWineis 60604,

Under Executive Order 12044 (43 FR
T NOEDA e e b 06 judne. .
whither o regulation is “significant”
ad therefore, subject to cortain
procedursl requirements of the Order or
whether it may follow other specialized
dvelopment procedures. USEPA labels
these uther regilations “epeciatized. [
hove reviewed this proposed regulation
prsvent to the guidance in USEPA's
rtponse to KExecutive Order 12044,
“impvoving Eaviconmental Regulations,”
sored March 1479 by the Administrator
@il Thave determined that it ig a
a o vived regulation ot o ihirct to the
pearedere requiements of Executive
Ciodder 12044,

Tins Notice of proposed rulemaling is

e uneder the authorty of secton 110
v the Clean Al Act, as erended

Saatedt Dierember 14, 1979

fooin MolGuire,

POl Adtridnisimator

R O D A N e T T romed
BULING CODE 65600 -4

O-tice of Pesticide Programs
40 CFR Part 162
(0P 35034, FRL 1349 6]

Rogistration Standards tor the
Huegistration of Pestici te 5, Advance
Natice of Proposed Rulemaking
AGENCY: Bovironmental Protection
Acency, (EPA oF Agenc [N IATHTWEL

ranye l";‘u oundy -
demonstrated that emissions ullowed
under Nhaois rule 204(e)(1) would naot
cause or contribute to violation of

T T'Tn.tf]—:T‘xr)){l"u:nx (O,
ACTION. Adtvane
felemnhing

snotice of proposed




