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Custom Designed Service—Continued

Zone to Intemationat Exchange Office

Pounds

35.14
38.09
41.04
43.99
46.94
49.89
52.84
55.79
58.74
61.69
64.64
67.59
“70.54
73.49
7644
79.39
82.34
85.29
88.24
91.19

3532
3831
41.30
4429
47.28
50.27
53.26
56.25
59.24
62.23
65.22
68.21
71.20
74.19
77.18
80.17
83.16
86.15
89.14
92.13

35.52
38.56
41.60
44.64
-47.68
50.72
53.76
56.80
59.84
62.88
65.92
68.96
72.00
75.04
78.08
81.12
84.16
87.20
90.24

3572
38.81
41.80
44.99
48.08
5117
54.26
57.35
60.44
63.53
66.62
69.71
72.60
75.89
78.98
8207
85.16
88.25
91.34
93228 94.43
94.14 9512 9632 97.52
97.09 98.11 99.36 100.61
98.98 100.04 101.10 102.40 103.70
-100.04 100.84 101.89 102.99 104.09 105.44 106.79
-102.88 103.71 104,80 105.94 107.08 108.48 109.88
105,72 106.58 107.71 108.89 110.07 111.52 112.97
.108.56 109.45 110.62 111,84 113.06 114.56 116,06
.111.40 11232 113,53 114,79 116.05 117.60 119,15
11424 115,19 116.44 117.74 119.04 120.64 12224
-117.08 118.06 11935 120.69 122.03 123.68 12533
.119.92 120.03 122.26 123.84 125.02 126.72 128.42

Nores.—

(1) Rates in this table are applicable to each piece of
International Custom Designed Express Mail shipped under a
Service Agreement providing for tender by the customer at a
Designated Post Office,

(2) Pick-up Is available under a Service Agreement for an
added charge of $5.25 for each pick-up stop, regardiess of
the number of pieces picked up. Domestic and Intemationat
Express Mail picked up together under the same Service
Agreement incurs only one pick-

-up charge.
(3) If tendered at origin airport mail facility, deduct $3.00
from these rates. -

On Demand Service

Zone to Intemational Exchange Office

Pounds
oo 3 4 5

6 7 8 9
including) °

$18.74 $18.70 $18.89 $18.94 $19.04 $19.14 $19.24
21.66 21.80 21.89 2203 22.18 22.33
2453 24.71 2484 2502 2522 2542
27.40 27.62 27.79 28.01 2826 28.51
30.27 30.53 30.74 31.00 31.30 31.60
3314 3344 3369 33.99 34.34 34.69
38.01 3635 3664 36.98 37.38 37.78
38.88 39.26 39.59 39.97 40.42
4175 4217 4254 42.96 43.46
4462 4508 4549 4595 4650
47.49 48.44 4894 49.54
51.39 51.93 5258
54.34 5492 5562
57.29 57.91 58.66
60.24 60.90 61.70
6319 6389 64.74
66.14 66.88 67.78
69.09 69.87 70.82
7204 72.86 73.86
7499 7585 76.90
77.94 7884 79.94
80.89 81.83 8298
83.84 84.82 86.02
86.79 87.81 89.06
89.74 90.80 92.10
9269 93.78 95.14 96.49
95.64 96.78 98.18 99.58
97.46 98.59 99.77 101.22 102.67
99.15 100.37 101.54 102.76 104.26 105.76
101.10 102.02 103.28 104.49 105.75 107.30 108.85
103.94 104.89 106.19 107.44 108.74 110.34 111.94
106.78 107.76 109.10 110.39 111.73 113.38 115.03
-109.62 110.63 112.01 113.34 114.72 116.42 118.12

43.96
47.05
50.14
53.23
56.32
59.41
62.50
65.59
68.68
7
74.86
7795
81.04
84.13
87.22
90.31
93.40

NOTE.—Pick-up Is available under a Service Agreement for
an added charge of $5.25 for each Dp:ck-up stop, regardless of
the number of pieces picked up. Domestic and Intsmationa!

40.87 -

Express Mail picked up together :mder the same Service
Agreement incurs only one ?xgckvp charge.

[FR Doc. 80-39191 Filed 12-16-80; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 7710-12-M

o —

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIO
AGENCY '

40 CFR Part 52
[A-5-FRL 1705-2)

State and Federal Administrative
Orders Revising the Michigan State
Implementation Plan '

AGENCY: U.S. Environmental Protection,
Agency. ) )
ACTION: Final Rule: Approval of -
Revision. '

SUMMARY: On April 23, 1980 (45 FR _
27454) the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) proposed approval of
and invited public comment on an
Administrative Order submitted as a
revision to the Michigan State .
Implementation Plan (SIP). The Order
was issued to the Lansing Board of
Water and Light. The revision is part of
the State’s control strategy required

under Part D of the Clean Air Act (Act) °

_ to attain the sulfur dioxide (SO.) -
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS}) in a portion of Ingham
County, Michigan. The purpose of this
notice is to discuss the comments -
received and announce USEPA’s final
rulemaking action to approve the
revision to the Michigan SIP. ‘
-EFFECTIVE DATE: This final rulemaking
becomes éffective on December 17, 1980.

ADDRESSES: Copies of these SIP
revisions, public comments on the
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (45 FR
27454), and USEPA'’s evaluation and
response to comments are available for
inspection at the following addresses:

United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Air Programs Branch Region
V, 230 South Dearborn Street,
Chicago, Illinois 60604.

United States Environmental Protection
Agency, Publi¢ Information Reference
Unit, 401'M Street, SW, Washington,
D.C. 20460.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Judy Kertcher, Regulatory Analysis

Section, Air Programs Branch, U.S.

- Environmental Protection Agency
Region V, 230 South Dearborn Street,
Chicago, Hlinois 60604, (312) 886-6038.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On April
25, 1979 the State of Michigan submitted
its proposed revised SIP.to USEPA,
including the State’s control strategy for

. the Ingham County sulfur dioxide ,
nonattainment area, The State’s control .
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strategy was to rely on existing SO,
emission limitations in its present
regulations while requiring the source in
the nonattainment area to apply
“continuous emission control” systems
to meef those emission limitations. The
requirement of “continuous emission
control" systems was to be implemented
through a Consent Order entered into by
the source and the Michigan Air
Pollution Control Commission (MAPCC)

- and submitted to USEPA as a SIP

revision.

On August 22, 1979 Michigan
submitted the Consent Order, Order No.
04-1979, to USEPA for review as a site
specific SIP revision under Part D and
under Section 110(a)(3) of the Act. In
letters dated February 13, 1980 and April
1, 1980 the State withdrew certain
paragraphs of the Order from
consideration by the USEPA although

. the paragraphs remain enforceable for

State purposes.

The technical demonstration
submitted to USEPA with the Order
revealed that a potential for violation of
the ambient sulfur dioxide standards
continued to exist at the Lansing Board
of Water and Light's (Board's) Eckert
and Moores Park stations even though
the plant was burning compliance fuel.
The potential for violation exists
because of aerodynamic plume
dowhwash at the facility.

The SIP revision requires the Board to
install good engineering practice (GEP)
designed stacks, as determined by fluid
modeling, to eliminate the downwash
condition. The construction of the GEP
stacks is to be completed by December
31, 1982, Although technical support
demonstrated that GEP stack height for
the Eckert-Moores complex is 625 feet,

- the maximum height allowed by Federal

Aviation Administration (FAA)
regulation is 619 feet because of the
proximity of the complex to the Capital
City Airport. ¢

USEPA analyzed the technical
demonstration submitted by Michigan
and concluded that the SO; NAAQS will -
be-attained upon completion of the GEP
designed stacks in December 1982.
Therefore, USEPA proposed approval of
and invited comment on the Order as a
Part D revision to the Michigan SIP on
April 23, 1980 (45 FR 27454). Also in that
notice, USEPA proposed approval of the
schedule for the building of GEP stacks -
at the Eckert and Moores Park Stations.

One public interest group submitted
comments to USEPA on May 21, 1980.
These comments and USEPA’s response
are discussed below:

Public Comment: 1t is unclear how the
Consent Order provides for reasonable
further progress. Is reliance on GEP
stacks a lawful control stratégy in a
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nonattainment area when such stacks
do not reduce actual emissions? .
USEPA Response: The Board is
currently meeting the applicable
emission limitations and is in
compliance with the existing Michigan
SIP. The Consent Order is only to
require the Board to install GEP stacks
at Eckert and Moores Park in order to .
eliminate the potential of a SO. NAAQS
violation due to agrodynamic plume
downwash. Since the installation of the

GEP stacks will eliminate the potential -

_ for 80. NAAQS viclations, the Consent
Order provides for reasonable further
progress.

Public Comment: How does the
Consent Order provide forall
reasonably available control technology
(RACT)? Section 172(b) of the Act
provides for mandatory implementation
of all RACT in nonattainment areas, and
defines RACT in terms of emission
reduction. ,

USEPA Response: RACT is defined as
a technology standard rather than in
terms of emission reduction. The Eckert
and Moores Park Stations of the Lansing
Board of Water and Light are using
RACT which in this case is 1% by weight
sulfurcoal 7 : -

USEPA FINAL DETERMINATION:
‘USEPA has reviewed the Order, the
technical demonstration and the public
comments received, and has determined
that the SO, NAAQS will be attained
upon completion of the GEP designed
stacks in 1982. Therefore, USEPA
approves the Order as a Part D revision
to the Michigan SIP. USEPA has
determined that good cause exists for
making these revisions immediately
effective. By making this final

- rulemaking immediately effective, the
restrictions on industrial growth
contained in Section 110(a)(2)(I) of the
Clean Air Act will be lifted from the

Ingham County SO, nonattainment area. -

These restrictions have been imposed
for failure to have a SIP which meets the
requirements of Part D after the final
date for SIP approval specified in the

- Act. USEPA has determined that this
revision to the Michigan SIP meets the
requirements of Part D. Therefore, it
would be contrary to the public interest
to continue the restrictions on industrial
growth in the Ingham County
nonattainment area for thirty days after
the publication of this notice.

Note.—Under Executive Order 12044 (43 FR
12661), USEPA is required to judge whether a
regulation is “significant” and, therefore,
subject to certain pracedural requirements of
the Order or whether it may follow other
specialized development procedures. USEPA
labels proposed regulations, “specialized.” I
have reviewed this and determined that it is
a specialized regulation not subject to the

-

" procedural requirements of Execulive Order

12044.

Under Section 307(b) of the Clean Air
Act, judicial review of this final action is
available only by filing of a petition for
review in the United States Court of
Appeals for the appropriate circuit
within 60 days of December 17, 1980.
Under Section 307(b)(2) of the Clean Air
Act, the requirements which are the
subject of today's notice may not be
challenged later in civil or criminal
proceedings brought by EPA to enforce
these requirements.

This notice of final rulemaking is issued
under authority of Section 110 of the Clean
Air Act, as amended [42 U.S.C. 7410}

Dated: December 9, 1880. ’

Douglas Costle,
Administrator.

Title 40 of the Code of Federal
Regulations, Chapter 1, Part 52 is
amended as follows:

1. Section 52.1170(c) is amended by
adding paragraph (28) as follows:

§52.1170 Identification of plan.
*+ = T * &

(c * * *
(28 On August 22. 1979. the State of

Michigan submitted to USEPA an
Administrative Order, for the Lansing
Board of Water and Light (Order No. 4~
1979, adopted May 23, 19789).

In letters dated February 13, 1980 and
April 1, 1980, the State of Michigan
withdrew certain paragraphs (Sections
A, B, C1, D, E, F, and G) of the Order
from consideration by USEPA.

{FR Doc. 80-39178 Filed 12-10-50; &45 am}

BILLING CODE 6560-38-M

40 CFR Part 52
[A-5-FRL 1705-1]

Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans; Ohlo

AGENCY: U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA).
AcTIoN: Final rule; Correction.

sumMMARY: This notice corrects a citation
appearing in the final regulation for the
New Source Review (NSR) program
submitted as a revision to the Ohio
State Implementation Plan (SIP), and
appearing in the October 31, 1980
Federal Register (45 FR 72119).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Richard Clarizio, Air Programs Branch,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
230 South Dearborn Street, Chicago,
1llinois 60604, (312) 886-6035.
Correction: On page 72122 of the
October 31, 1980 Federal Register, in the
second column, under the heading:

HeinOnline -- 45 Fed. Reg.

PART 52—APPROVAL AND
PROMULGATION OF
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
SUBPART KK—OHIO

The section cited for the “Review of
new sources and modifications™ was
incorrect. In particular it was published
that:

(2) Section 52.1987 is amended by
revoking paragraphs (a] and (b}
pursuant to Section 110(a}(5)(A) of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7410), by
reserving these paragraphs and by
adding paragraph (e) to read as follows:

§52.1987 Review of new source and
modifications.
E 3 * * » E

This should be corrected by changing
the section reference from 52.1987 to
52.1879.

Dated: December 8, 1980.
John McGuire,
Regional Administrator.
[FR Doc. 20-38174 Filed 12-16-20; &45 am)
BILLING CODE 6550-38-

.40 CFR Part 180
[OPP-260035A; PH FRL 1704-0;

Pesticlde Programs; Tolerances and
Exemptions from Tolerances for
Pesticide Chemicals in or on Raw
Agricultural Commodities; Editorial
Amendments

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This rule amends 40 CFR
180.1(j)(6) by including parsnips and
rutabagas wherein, like carrots, the tops.
shall be removed and discarded before
analyzing roots for pesticide residues
and amends the crop grouping “leafy
vegetables” under 40 CFR 180.34{f) to
include upland cress. These regulations
were requested by the Interregional
Research Project No. 4 (TR-4).
EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective on December
17, 1980.
ADDRESSES: Written objections may be
submitted to the: Hearing Clerk,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
M-3708 (A-110), 401 M St., SW.,
‘Washington, D.C. 20460.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Clinton Fletcher, Registration Division
(TS-767), Office of Pesticide Programs,
Environmental Protection Agency, Rm.
E~124, 401 M St., SW., Washington, D.C.
20460, (202-426-0223).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: EPA
issued a notice that published in the
Federal Register of August 28, 1980 (45
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