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egories of sources, which were evaluat-
ed to develop a long-range plan for set-
ting standards of performance for par-
ticulate matter, ranked grain elevators
relatively high. The categories were
ranked in order of priority based on
potential decrease in emissions. Var-
jous grain handling operations ranked
as follows: Grain processing—4; grain
transfer—6; grain cleaning and screen-
ing—8; and grain drying—33. There-
fore, grain elevators are a significant
source of particulate matter emissions
and standards -of performance have
been developed for this source catego-
ry.

Many commenters felt, however,
that it was unreasonable to require
small country elevators to comply with
the proposed standards because of
their remote location and small
amount of emissions. This sentiment
was reflected in the 1977 amendments
to the Clean Air Act which exempted
country elevators with a grain storage
capacity of less than 88,100 m * (ca. 2.5
million U.S. bushels) from standards
of performance. Consequently, the
scope of the proposed standards has
been narrowed and the promulgated
standards apply only to new, modified,
or reconstructed facilities within grain
elevators with a permanent storage ca-
pacity in excess of 88,100 m >

A number of commenters also felt
small flour mills should not be covered
by standards of performance because
they are also small sources of particu-
late matter emissions and handle less
grain than some country elevators
which were exempted from standards
of performance by the 1977 amend-
ments to the Clean Air Act. These pro-
cessors are considered to be relatively
small sources of particulate matter
emissions that are best regulated by
State and local regulations. Conse-
quently, grain storage elevators at
wheat flour mills, wet corn mills, dry
corn mills (human consumption), rice
mills, and soybean oil extraction
plants with a storage capacity of less
than 35,200 m?* (ca. 1 million U.S.
bushels) of grain are exempt from the

promulgated standards.

With regard to the hazardous nature
or toxicity of grain dust, the promul-
gated standards should not be inter-
preted to imply that grain dust is con-
sidered hazardous or toxic, but merely
that the grain elevator industry is con-
sidered a significant source of particu-
late matter emissions. Studies indicate
that, as a general class, particulate
matter causes adverse health and wel-
fare effects. In addition, some studies
indicate that dust from grain elevators
causes adverse health effects to eleva-
tor workers and that grain dust emis-
sions are a factor contributing to an
increased incidence of asthma attacks
in the general population living in the

vicinity of grain elevators.
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EMISSION CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

A number of commenters were con-
cerned with the reasonableness of the
emission control technology which was
used as the basis for the proposed
standards limiting emissions from rail-
car unloading stations and grain
dryers.

A number of commenters believed it

was unreasonable to base the stand-
ards on a four-sided shed to capture
emissions from railcar unloading sta-
tions at grain elevators which use unit
trains. The data supporting the pro-
posed standards were based on obser-
vations of visible emissions at a grain
elevator which used this type of shed
to control emissions from the unload-
ing of railcars. This grain elevator,
however, did not use unit trains. Based
on information included in a number
of comments, the lower rail rate for
grain shipped by unit trains places a
limit on the amount of time a grain
elevator can hold the unit train. The
additional time required to uncouple
and recouple each car individually
could cause a grain elevator subject to
the proposed standards to exceed this
time limit and thus lose the cost bene-
fit gained by the use of unit trains. In
light of this fact, the proposed visible
emission limit for railecar unloading is
considered unreasonable. The promul-
gated standards, therefore, are based
upon the use of a two-sided shed for
railcar unloading stations. This
change in the control technology re-
sulted in a change to the visible emis-
sion limit for railcar unloading sta-
tions and is discussed later.

A number of comments were Te-
ceived concerning the proposed stand-
ard for column dryers. The proposed
standards would have permitted the
maximum hole size in the perforated
plates used in column dryers to be no
larger than 2.1 mm (0.084 inch) in di-
ameter for the dryer to automatically
be in compliance with the standard. A
few comments contained visible emis-
sion data taken by certified opacity ob-
servers which indicated that column
dryers with perforated plates contain-
ing holes of 2.4 mm (0.094 inch) diame-
ter could meet a 0-percent opacity
emission limit. Other comments indi-

cated that sorghum cannot be dried in _

column dryers with a hole size smaller
than 2.4 mm (0.094 inch) diameter
without plugging problems. In light of
these data and information, the speci-
fication of 2.1 mm diameter holes is
considered unreasonable and the pro-
mulgated standards apply only to
column dryers containing perforated
plates with hole sizes greater than 2.4
mm in diameter.

STRINGENCY OF THE STANDARDS

Many commenters questioned
whether the standards for various af-
fected facilities could be achieved even
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As discussed earlier, the emission
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included with the public comments in-
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shed will not exceed 5 percent opacity.
cgnsequently, the promulgated stand-
ards limit visible emissions from rail-
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servers can accurately determine the
opacity of visible emissions. To become
certified, an individual must be trained
and must pass an examination demon-
strating his ability to accurately assign
opacity levels to visible emissions. To
remain certified, this training must be
repeated every 6 months.

In accordance with method 9, the
procedure followed in making opacity
determinations requires that an ob-
server be located in a position where
he has a clear view of the emission
source with the sun at his back. In-
stantaneous opacity observations are
recorded every 15 seconds for 6 min-
qtes (24 observations). These cbserva-
tions are recorded in 5 percent incre-
r{:ents (i.e., 0, 5, 10, etc.). The arithme-
tic average of the 24 observations,
rounded off to the nearest whole
number (i.e., 0.4 would be rounded off
to 0), is the value of the opacity used
for determining compliance with visi-
ble emission standards. Consequently,
a 0 percent opacity standard does not
nec_essarﬂy mean there are no visible
emissions, It means either that visible
emissions during a 6-minute period are
not sufficient to cause a certified ob-
server to record them as 5 percent
opacity, or that the average of the
twenty-four 15-second observations is
calculated to be less than 0.5 percent.
Consequently, although emissions re-
lea§eq into the atmosphere from an
emission source may be visible to a
certified observer, the source may still
be found in compliance with a 0 per-
cent opacity standard.

Similarly, a 5-percent opacity stand-
ard permits visible emissions to exceed
5 percent opacity occasionally. If, for
example, a certified observer recorded
the following twenty-four 15-second
observations over a 6-minute period: 7
observations at 0 percent opacity; il
observ'a.tions at 5 percent opacity; 3 ob-
servations at 10 percent opacity; and 3
observations at 15 percent opacity, the
average opacity would be calculated as
5.4 percent. This value would be
rounded off to 5 percent opacity and
t}}e source would be in compliance
with a 5 percent opacity standard.

Some of the commenters felt the
proposed standards were based only on
one 6-minute reading of the opacity of
visible emissions at various grain ele-
vator facilities. None of the standards
were based on a single 6-minute read-
ing of opacity. Each of the standards
were based on the highest opacity
readings recorded over a period of
time, such as 2 or 4 hours, at a number
of grain elevators.

A number of commenters also felt
the_ visible emission standards were too
stringent in light of the maximum ab-
solute error of 7.5 percent opacity as-
spciated with a single opacity observa-
tion. The methodology used to develop
and enforce visible emission standards,
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however, takes into account this ob-
server error. As discussed above, visi-
ble emission standards are based on
observations recorded by certified ob-
Servers at well-controlled existing fa-
cilities operating under normal condi-
t!ons. When feasible, such observa-
tl'ons are made under conditions which
yield the highest opacity readings
such as the use of a highly contrasting
background. These readings then
serve as the basis for establishing the
standards. By relying on the highest
observations, the standards inherently
reflect the highest positive error intro-
duced by the observers.

Observer error is also taken into ac-
cpunt in enforcement of visible emis-
sion standards. A number of observa-
tions are normally made before an en-
forcement action is initiated. Statisti-
f:ally, as the number of observations
increases, the error associated with
these observations taken as a group
decye‘ases. Thus, while the absolute
positive error associated with a single
opacity observation may be 7.5 per-
cent, the error associated with a
number of opacity observations, taken
to 'form the basis for an enforcement
action, may be considerably less than
7.5 percent. .

ECONOMIC IMPACT

Several commenters felt the estimat-
ed economic impact of the proposed
standards was too low. Some com-
menters questioned the ventilation
flow rate volumes used in developing
these estimates. The air evacuation
flo?v rates and equipment costs used in
estimating the costs associated with
.the standards, however, were based on
information obtained from grain ele-
v_ator operators during visits to facili-
tl.e§ which were being operated with
visible emissions meeting the proposed
standards. These air evacuation flow
rates and equipment costs were also
qhecked against equipment vendor es-
timates and found to be in reasonable
agreement. These ventilation flow
rates, therefore, are compatible with
the opacity standards. Thus, the unit
cost estimates developed for the pro-
posed standards are considered reason-
ably accurate.

Many commenters felt that the total
cost required to reduce emissions to
the levels necessary to comply with
the vi:sible emission standards should
be assigned to the standards. The rele-
vant costs, however, are those incre-
mental costs required to comply with
thgse standards above the costs re-
quired to comply with existing State
or 'loca.l air pollution regulations.
While it is true that some States have
no _regulations, other States have regu-
lations as stringent as the promulgat-
ed standards. Consequently, an esti-
m_ate of the costs required to comply
with the typical or average State regu-

s
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lation, which lies between these ex-
tremes, is subtracted from the total
cost of complying with the standards
to identify the cost impact directly as-
sociated with these standards.

Most State and local regulations, for
example, require aspriation of truck
dump pit grates and installation of cy-
clones to remove particulate matter
from the aspirated air before release
to the atmosphere. The promulgated
standards would require the addition
of a bifold door and the use of a fabric
filter baghouse instead of a cyclone.
The cost associated with the promul-
gated standards, therefore, is only the
cost of the bifold doors and the differ-
ence in cost between a fabric filter
baghouse and a cyclone.

In conclusion, the unit cost esti-
mates developed for the proposed
standards are essentially correct and
generally reflect the costs associated
with the promulgated standards. As a
result, the economic impact of the pro-
mulgated standards on an individual
grain elevator is considered to be
about the same as that of the pro-
posed standards. The maximum addi-
tional cost that would be imposed on
most grain elevators subject to compli-
ance with the promulgated standards
will probably be less than a cent per
pbushel. The impact of these additional
costs imposed on an individual grain
elevator will be small.

Based on information contained in
comments submitted by the National
Grain and Feed Association, approxi-
mately 200 grain terminal elevators
and grain storage elevators at grain
processing plants will be covered by
the standards over the next 5 years.
Consequently, over this 5-year period
the total incremental costs to control
emissions at these grain elevators to
comply with the promulgated stand-
ards, above the costs to control emis-
sions at these elevators to comply with
State or local air pollution control re-
quirements, is $15 million in capital
costs and $3 million in annualized
costs in the 5th year. Based on this es-
timate of the national economic
impact, the promulgated standards

will have no significant effect on the
supply and demand of grain or grain
products, or on the growth of the do-
mestic grain industry.

ENERGY IMPACT

A number of commenters believed
that the energy impact associated with
the proposed standards had been un-
derestimated and that the true impact
would be much greater. As pointed out
above, the major reason for this dis-
agreement is probably due to the fact
that these commenters assigned the
full impact of air pollution control to
the proposed standards, whereas the
impact associated with compliance
with existing State and local air pollu-

FEDERAL
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tion control requirements should be control equipment is upg

subtracted.- In the example discussed maintain emissions at their p
above concerning costs, the additonal level, are not considered modif]

energy requirements associated with
the promulgated standards- is simply how the promulgated standa

the difference in energy required to to a grain elevator under va
operate a fabric filter baghouse com- cumstances. The proposed sta
would have applied in the san

pared to a cyclone.

For emission control equipment such (1) If a completely new g

as cyclones and fabric filter bag tor were built, all affected fa

houses, energy consumption is directly would be subject to the stand
proportional to the pressure drop (2) If a truck unloading s

across the equipment. It was assumed existing grain elevator were

that the pressure drop across a Cy- by making a capital expendi

clone required to comply with existing crease unloading capacity an
State and local requirements would be sulted in increased emissions:
about 80 percent of that across 2a mosphere in terms of pol

fabric filter baghouse required to hour, then only that affe

comply with the promulgated stand- (e, the modified truck unle

ards. This is equivalent to an increase tion) would be subject to

in energy consumption required to op- ards. The remaining facilities
erate air pollution control equipment the grain elevator would not

of about 25 percent. This represents ject to the standards.
an increase of less than 5 percent in (3) if a grain elevator

the totl energy consumption of a grain three grain dryers and one grai

elevator. were replaced with a new g

Assuming 200 grain
become subject to the promulgated subject to the standards.

standards over the next 5 years, this The initial assessment of
energy impact will increase national tial for modification of exi

energy consumption by less than 1,600 ties concluded that few modif
m? (ca. 10,000 U.S. barrels) per year in would occur. The few mo
1982. This amounts to less than 2 per- that were considered likely

1y
3

cent of the capacity of a large marine place would involve prima
oil tanker and is an insignificant in- grading of existing coun!
crease in energy consumption. vators into high throughp
vator terminals. A large

MODIFICATION

they believed many

Many commenters were under the
would occur and that man

mistaken impression that all existing

grain elevators would have to comply erain elevators would be re

with the proposed standards and that comply with the standards.
retrofit of air pollution control equip-
ment on existing facilities within grain the meaning of modificati
elevators would be required. This is ing was held with rep
not the case. The proposed standards the grain elevator indust:
would have applied only to new, modi- various alterations to exi
fied, or reconstructed facilities within that might be conside
grain elevators. Similarly, the promul- tions. A list of alteration
gated standards apply only to new, oped which frequently
modified, or reconstructed facilities grain elevators, primari
and not existing facilities.
Modified facilities are only subject dling capacity, althoug
to the standards if the modification ily annual grain thro
results in increased emissions to the impact of considering fo!
atmosphere from that facility. Fur- terations as modification
thermore, any alteration which is con- compliance with the
sidered routine maintenance or repair viewed as unreasonable.
is not considered a modification.
Where an alteration is considered a
modification, only those facilities standards.
which are modified have to comply In particular, the four
with the standards, not the entire within grain elevators Wi
grain elevator. Consequently, the cifically exempt from the
standards apply only to major alter- standards are (1) The ad
ations of individual facilities at exist- ity load-out spouts to exl
ing grain elevators which result in in- storage or grain transfer
creased emissions to the atmosphere, addition of electronic
not to alterations which are consid- weighing scales Wi
ered routine maintenance and repair. hourly grain handling
Major alterations that do not result in replacement of motors ané
increased emissions, such as alter- driving existing grain han

ations where existing air pollution ment with larger motors
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The following examples il

ed

elevators only the new grain dryer ¥ 0

commenters, however, indica

To resolve this confusion &

labor costs or to increase |

1

they are exempted from COS
as modifications in the P!
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which increases hourly grain A capital expenditure is defined as bein romul i

dling capacity; and 54) th_e addition any amount of money exceeding the tion%vixt)-hout pgr?giir?)sp:saflmal o

of grain storage capacny with no in- product of the Internal Revenue Serv- ;

grease in hourly grain handling capac- ice (IRS) “annual asset guideline
ity. ] ? repair allowance percentage” times

If the fx‘xjs.t alteration were consid- the basis of the facility, as defined by abso(ixvte{zle ccgrsxgng? gg;sdygg';gc or;itfegn";d |

a m_omﬁcatlon, this could require section 1012 of the Internal Revenue ance tests on fabric filter ba%hou;es- 'lf

11?t10n of a logd-oup shed thereby Code. In the case of grain elevators, These commenters stated that thé (i

uiring substantial re{nforcement pf the IRS has not listed an annual asset costs involved might be a very substan- | 1

the grain storage or grain transfer bin guideline repair allowance percentage. tial portion of the costs of the fabric ‘ |

to support the weight of emission con- Following discussions with the IRS, filter baghouse itself, and several '

PERFORMANCE TEST |

'

[

ation trol equipment. In light of the rela- the Department of Agriculture, and baghouses may be installed at a mod-

tively small' expenditu_r(? usually re- the grain elevator industry, the erately sized grain elevator. The com-
1 to install ad_dl.tlona.l gravity Agency determined that 6.5 percent is menters suggested that a fabric filter i il
Joad-out spouts to existing grain stor- the appropriate percentage for the baghouse should be assumed to be in I ‘ ‘
{ H 1
;
i

or transfer bins, and the relatively grain elevator industry. If the capital compliance without a perfo [
jarge expenditure that would be re- expenditures required to increase the test if it were properly siged. Ign:éldcie- “ i
to ‘mstall a load-out shed or to production rate of an existing facility tion, the opacity standards could be il o
orce the storage or transfer bin, do not exceed the amount calculated used to demonstrate compliance. ey
sonsideration of this sort of alteration under the IRS formula, the change in It would not be wise to waive per- ’ 41
yithin an existing grain elevator as a the facility is not considered a modifi- formance tests in all cases. Section 1
modification was viewed as unreason- cation. If the expenditures exceed the 60.8(b) already provides that a per- li
able. : calculated amount, the change in op- formance test may be waived if “the |
Uader the general modification reg- eration is considered a modification OWner or operator of a source has i
dlation which applies to all standards and the facility must comply with demonstrated by other means to the
) of performance, alteration two, the ad-  NSPS. Administrator’s satisfaction that the |
dition of electronic automatic grain Often a physical or operational affected facility is in compliance with ‘
welghing scales, would be considered a change to an existing facility to in- the standard.” Since performance
ghange in the method of operation of crease production rate will result in an tests are heavily weighed in court pro- \
" fhe affected facility if it were to in- increase in the production rate of an- ceedings, performance test require-
lgrease the hourly grain throughput. If other existing facility, even though it ments must be retained to insure ef- \‘
a:t(;erﬁticn were to increase emis- did not undergo a physical or oper- fective enforcement. 1
the atmosphere and require a ational change. For example, if ne AFET
“capital expenditure, the grain receiv- electronic weighing scales glere adde‘g 8 L e ‘ ]
ing or loa.ding station whose method to a truck unloading station to in-
of operation had changed (ie, in- crease grain receipts, the production 1978, several grain elevators exploded. i
ed grain throughput), would be rate and emission rate would increase Allegations were made by various indi- I
dered a modified facility subject at the unloading station. This could viduals within the grain elevator in- w
g standards. Consideration of this result in an increase in production rate dustry contending that Federal air i
of alteration, which would result and emission rate at other existing fa- pollution control regulations were con- ’
only minor changes to a facility, is cilities (e.g., grain handling oper- tributing to an increase in the risk of I
Wed as unreasonable in light of the ations) even though physical or oper- dust explosions at grain elevators by I
afively high expenditure this could ational changes did not occur. Under requiring that building doors and win- il
e for existing grain elevators to the present wording of the regulation, dows be closed and by concentrating J |
with the standards. expenditures made throughout a grain  £F ain dust in emission control systems. 1
“Alterations three and four, replace- elevator to adjust for increased pro- Investigation of these allegations indi- ‘
B0t of existing motors and drives duction rate would have to be consid- cates they are false. i
th larger motors and drives and ad- ered in determining if a capital ex- There were no Federal regulations
of grain storage capacity with penditure had been made on each fa- specifically limiting dust emissions |
ase in the hourly grain han- cility whose operation is altered by the from grain elevators which were in i '
ity, would probably not be production increase. If the capital ex- effect at the time of these grain eleva- ik
ea l_npdifications under the penditure made on the truck unload- L expl'osmns. A number of State and 184 §
o modl_ncation regulation. Since ing station were considered to be made local air pollution control agencies, :
b8 quite evident that there was con- on each existing facility which in- hov_vever_. _have Fdop ted regulations
le confusion concerning modifi- creased its production rate, it is possi- “fhmh e g pa;'tlculate matter emis
<howev‘er, alterations three and ble that the alterations on each such s et elevators. Many-of . - § !
ong with alterations one and facility would qualify as modifications, e regu!atlons b developed by ey
ed above, are specifically Each facility would, therefcre, have tc; St-a.tes v m‘tt_leir o g v L1
from consideration as modifi- meet the applicable NSPS. 3 tapan plans for attaining &nd matn- |
= in the promulgated standards. Such a result is inconsistent with S e A e
B8 modification provisions in 40 the intent of the regulation. The e g e e A i
3 4_(e) exempt cortain physical Agency intended that il 1 al class, can cause adverse health ef- fipe!
Operational : gency intended that only capital ex-  fects; and the NAAQS, which i
idered changes from being penditures made for the changed fa- Juleated g Pl e e
as modifications, even cility are to be considered in determin- g;falgi]?'ia: o A
I -unde‘;‘igegsFeRﬁéoiTission rate ing if the change is a modification. Re- tect tll:e ;ub?itc fé’ﬂfn“fﬁﬁsiﬁaﬁ BAR
. ¢ ,if an lated expenditures on other isti ia i "
BRI broduction rato ﬁ)?;.nz) elxist ot ~ existing Although compliance with State or
- cilities are not to be considered i i i i
.-.. be accomplished with- the calculation. To clarify the regdullalz lc'(;cﬂl:u r‘:ﬁuf 10;1 gonggl g e
- expemliit.ure on the sta- tion, the phrase “the stationary source forma.nge calxll %)aé ichsieve?ia'rds e e
N i l;::tntammg that facilij;y. coptg.ining” is being deleted. Because stances b,y closing buildinglxssggealrlx;
considered a modifi- thisisa clp.riﬁcq.tion of intent and nqt windows, this is not the objective of
a change in policy, the amendment is these regulations and is not an accept-

g
]

ot
i

CC

i
-

In December 1977, and January \l‘

(b
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(d) The owner or operator of any
barge or ship unloading station shall
operate as follows:

(1) The unloading leg shall be en-
closed from the top (including the re-
ceiving hopper) to the center line of
the bottom pulley and ventilation to a
control device shall be maintained on
both sides of the leg and the grain re-
ceiving hopper.

(2) The total rate of air ventilated
shall be at least 32.1 actual cubic
meters per cubic meter of grain han-
dling capacity (ca. 40 ft3/bu).

(3) Rather than meet the require-
ments of subparagraphs (1) and (2), of
this paragraph the owner or operator
may use other methods of emission
control if it is demonstrated to the Ad-
ministrator’s satisfaction that they
would reduce emissions of particulate
matter to the same level or less.

§ 60.303 Test methods and procedures.

(a) Reference methods in appendix
A of this part, except as provided
under § 60.8(b), shall be used to deter-
mine compliance with the standards
prescribed under § 60.302 as follows:

(1) Method 5 or method 17 for con-
centration of particulate matter and
associated moisture content;

(2) Method 1 for sample and velocity
traverses; -

(3) Method 2 for velocity and volu-
metric flow rate;

REGULATIONS
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(4) Method 3 for gas analysis; and

(5) Method 9 for visible emissions.

(b) For method 5, the sampling
probe and filter holder shall be operat-
ed without heaters. The sampling time
for each run, using method 5 or
method 17, shall be at least 60 min-
utes. The minimum sample volume

- shall be 1.7 dscm (ca. 60 dscf).

(Sec. 114, Clean Air Act, as amended (42
U.S.C. 7414))

§60.304 Modifications.

(a) The factor 6.5 shall be used in
place of “annual asset guidelines
repair allowance percentage,” to deter-
mine whether a capital expenditure as
defined by § 60.2(bb) has been made to
an existing facility.

(b) The following physical changes
or changes in the method of operation
shall not by themselves be considered
a modification of any existing facility:

(1) The addition of gravity loadout
spouts to existing grain storage or
grain transfer bins.

(2) The installation of automatic
grain weighing scales.

(3) Replacement of motor and drive
units driving existing grain handling
equipment. :

(4) The installation of permanent
storage capacity with no increase in
hourly grain handling capacity.

[FR Doc. 78-21444 Filed 8-2-78; 8:45 am]

§560-01]
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[40 CFR Part 60]
[FRL 907-3]

STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE FOR NEW
STATIONARY SOURCES

Grain Elevators

AGENCY: Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Reinstatement of proposed

rule.
ARY: Proposed standards of
rformance limiting emissions of par-
ticulate matter from new, modified
and reconstructed grain elevators are
peing reinstated. The proposed stand-
ards were suspended on June 24, 1977,
to provide time for a thorough review
of the usually large number qf public
comments received. Suspension was
necessary to avoid creating legal un-
certainties for those grain elevator op-
erators who might have undertaken
various expansion or alteration pro-
jects before promulgation of final
standards. The effect of this reinstate-
‘ment is that any grain elevator the

PROPOSED RULES

construction or modification of which
is commenced after August 3, 1978, is
subject to the final grain elevator
standards promulgated elsewhere in
this issue of the FEDERAL REGISTER.

EFFECTIVE DATE: August 3, 1978.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT:

Don R. Goodwin, Director, Emission
Standards and Engineering Division
(MD-13), U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Research Triangle
Park, N.C. 27711; telephone 919-541-
5271.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
On January 13, 1977, standards of per-
formance were proposed for the grain
elevator industry (42 FR 2842) under
the authority of section 111 of the
Clean Air Act. Public comments were
requested on the proposal in the FEp-
ERAL REGISTER publication. About 2,000
comments were recieved from grain
elevator operators, vendors of equip-
ment, Congressmen, State and local
air pollution control agencies, other
Federal Agencies, and individual U.S.
citizens. Many of the comments were
based on a misunderstanding that the

“'proposed standard would cover exist-

ing as well as new grain elevators. A
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number of comments, however, con-
tained a significant amount of useful
data and information. Due to the time
required to review these comments,
the proposed standards were suspend-
ed on June 24, 1977. This action was
necessary to avoid creating legal un-
certainties for those grain elevator op-
erators who might have undertaken
various expansions or alteration pro-
jects before promulgation of final
standards.

Final standards of performance
limiting emissions of particulate
matter from new, modified, and recon-
structed grain elevators are promul-
gated elsewhere in this issue of the
FepERAL REGISTER. The final standards

reflect a thorough evaluation of all’

comments recieved on the proposed
standards.

All facilities at grain elevators that
are covered by the final standards,
which are constructed, modified, or re-
constructed on or after August 3, 1978
will be subject to compliance with
these standards.

Dated: July 26, 1978.

Doucras M. COSTLE,
Administrator.

[FR Doc. 78-21443 Filed 8-2-78; 8:45 am]
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