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PM-10. EMISSION LIMITS FOR THE
MCCOOK ‘AND LAKE CALUMET AREAS
IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS AND THE
GRANITE-CITY AREA [N MADISON
“COUNTY, ILLINOIS

Rgl_‘gﬁ;;g; aE

STATEMENT OF REASONS

‘The Illinots Envirommental Protection Agency (“"Agency”) héféby?éubM1fs

this Statement of Reascns, pursuant to Section 27 of the Envirqnméntal{_

Protection Act (I11. Rev. Stat. 1989, ch. 111 1/2, par. 1027) and 35 111, Ac

Code 102.120, in support of this requlatory package. SR

The Clean Afr Act requires that I1linois demonstrate attainmentjﬂfth’fhe
ambtent air standards for numerous pollutants, including particulatéiméttéfi
emissions. The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 require that the State suﬁmft;
rules for PM-10 by November 15, 1991, which provide for attainment with fhe (f‘
standards. This rule proposal responds to these requirements. |

These proposed regulations are intended to regulate particulate matter::
with an aerodynamic diameter iess than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers;
wnich is known as PM-10. This proposal represents cne portion of the State‘ﬁrf
submittal of a complete State Implementation Plan ("SiP") for the control of |
PM-10 emissions in I1linois in order to assure attainment of the PM-10
national amblent air quality standards ("NAAQS").

On July 1, 1987, at 52 Fed. Reg. 24634 and pursuant to authority found in
Sections 108 and 109 of the Clean Alr Act ("CAA") (42 U.S.C. §§7408, 7409),
the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") promulgated the
NAAQS for PM-10, fixing a 24-hour standard of 150 ug/m® and an annual

standard of 50 ug/m’.




;at;52 Fed‘ Reg 29383, USEPA designate;

probabilityvif not attaining the PH-10 NAAQS estab1ished by the US
n November 15, 199, Section 188 of the Clean Air Act Anendr

(PfA '101 549 (1990)) ("CAAA") designated the McCook and Lake PaIumet re
;fCoo# County, the Granite City area in Madison County, and the Oglesb a

:7f_LaSalle County as nonattainment areas for PM-10 and imposed,agSIPfsyb@i'

‘date of November 15, 1991 (42 U.S.C. §7513(a)), thereby placihgifhé St3fe of

[1Tinois under an obligation to adopt federally approvable and enforceab]e

regulations for those areas by November 15, 1991 to ensure the attainwent-an_f

maintenance of the PM-10 MAAQS. This obligation arises under Section 110 (a)
nf the Clean Alr Act (42-U.S.C. §7401 et seq.) as amended by the CAAA which
reéquires that each state adopt and submit to the USEPA a plan wh1ch providesﬁ
for the implementation, maintenance, and enforcement of the NAAQS (42 USC |
§7410).

The Agency previously submitted a reguiatory proposa] for the Ogleaby area
entitled "PM-10 Emission Limits for the Portland Cement Manufacturing P1ant
and Associated Quarry Operations Located South of the Illinois River in
LaSalle County, Illinois," in Proceeding R91-6, and it remains pending hefore
the Board.

This regulatory p[oposal is directed at the McCook, Lake Calumet and
Granite City areas ~=the remaining three of the four geographic areas in
IN1linois which requife additional regulation to control PM-10 emissions -- and
includes all the rules that will be necessary vor the McCook and Lake Calumet

areas to achieve attalnment. Hhile the majority of the Granite City sources

will also be required to meet the general emissions Timit of 0.03 grains of




¢ n‘drdf¢Ubic7féot ahd'fﬁélkééuléf!on3 ferfyé1:;i,”

d‘h@ieibQ}tﬁe}AgénCy expects that a sméil'numbef'dff§our6851'ﬁ h

ﬁ}fefctiy aréa,Qill require limits beyond those”pfdvideéxby»fﬁ n

dlef}n*@%dérder fhat area to demonstrate attainment. [AtfﬁhfSiti

Aééhﬁ&;modeling required to determine the identity OF‘thoserséqﬁge:~ha

~yet been completed. Fallure to make a timely submittal to USEPA of rules

demonstrating attainment with the PM-10 NAAQS would subject'thefﬁtété-cf

ITi1inots to sanctions as provided by the CAA. Section 179(5)(3)(A) Qf:f

CAAA provides that a non-compiiant state may be subject to one of two .-

available sanctions, i.e., withholding highway funding §179(b)(1>°aﬁd,h$§héf

offset requirements (§179(t)(2)). However, should the Administrator find the

state lacking in good faith in working toward compiiance, both sanctions shall

apply until such time as that state achieves compiiance (§179(a)(4)). Because

of the urgency surrounding the submission of this proposal created by new

federal requirements, even though the the further specific restrictions for

the Granite City area are not yet complete, the Agency beilieves it is

incumbent upon it to submit all available information now and to supplement -
{this proposal at a later time when additional Vimits retevant oniy to seiectéafr
sources within the Granite City area have been determined. :
Absent from this proposal are contingency measures as sequired by Se;t%on :

172(c)(9) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. §7502). Asg outlined in greater
detall in 3 latar section entitled "Federal Approvability”, the Agency has nat':
proposed such measures at this time because both the Agency and the USEPA

remain unsure of the meaning of this provision of the Act. At such time as
these requirements are clarified, the Agency wiil propose appropriate

contingency measures.




"7 General Overview

Agph}}b&Ohﬁyrﬁndérlying envircnmental control law'is fﬁéf wefmuSt prote

;agQ}nst fhg wdet~case scenario. In the context of PM—lO}'th{S.hgans*tha

‘environmental protection agencies, in determining whether an area’is

. attalnment for a given parameter, must assume that a facilitY'Wi11°§miféf

1 extent allowed by the law., Therefore, we must perform computer @odéiihg 5;

on the emissions limftations as promulgated regardless of the actual.ém{§§_qn

tevels 1In the area, because so long as regulations allow a facility to??hf_}’

that level, it may at some point in the future do so.

[t was on this basis, then, that USEPA designated the geographic areas

subject of this rul»making as nonattainment. USEPA found there is a 95%

probability, based on the current TSP rules, that these areas will not compIy

with the NAAQS for PM-10. The task then fell to the Agency to solve the

problem posed by existence of the current rules in these industrialized areas;f

knowing that the actual emissions of PM-10 in these areas are very close to

attainment.

Therefore, in approaching the task of demonstrating attainment in the
McCook, Lake Calumet, and Granite City areas, the Agency made the following -
initial dectsions: (1) the existing Board particulate requlations provide the
basis for control of particylate matter; (2) the proposed requliations will
reflect the levels of control that are actually in place for most sources:; (3)
requlations will require further control where they are specifically needed to

demonstrate attainment with the NAAQS, and these control measures are

technically feasible; (4) the Agency would engage in substantial outreach

efforts and would work very closely with interested parties throughout the
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Vrand5(5) the Agency wou]d work ¢l osely with.h4ﬂ
@ ,Pment of'the proposal to ensure the costs of the requl'

'were: easonable awith these decisions made, the Agency proceededi

The particulate regulat1ons currently in effect in Iillnois p ovid

l{'backbone ‘of our regulatory framework and will continue to do 50, More

stringent PM-10 1imits are required only for certain sourcesrin*théffhree

study areas cited ahove.  Even for many sources in these areas the 1!m1ts wi
remain unchanged from the current state rules, such as on b011°rs and
!ncinerators. -

The Agency PM-10 rulemaking proposal was deveioped to ensu%erthat:thei*
regulations properly give credit towards demonstrating attainmeﬁt Foixiﬁdsg:
control measures which are widely used by affected sources. It proposes';;
additional reasonabie controls onfy where necessary to demonstrate attaiﬁﬁeht
of the air quality standards. One must recognize that when I1linois or apji
state determines whether its State Implementaticn Plan demonstrates attainméh:,
with the national ambient alr quality standards for particulate matter, it ;v
must assume that each source will emit the maximum amount of particulate ,
emissions allowed by regulation. The limits that are set in the regulations. .
must protect the air quaiity standards, and the Agency must show througn its

modeling that sources operating at their maximum allowed timits would not

cause violations of the NAAQS.

At any time, most facilities in [llinois do not emit to the maximum extent
allowed by the Alr Pollution Control Regulations found at 35 I11. Adm. Code,

Part 212, The pollutant levels measured by air quality monitors show that




':i,monitoring data in McCook and Lake Calumet indicate PM-10 levels that on

.cccasionally exceed the air quality standard.

The Agency has concluded that the present controls must: be properly »

- accounted for in order to provide the appropriate credit in the modellng

assessment. The afr monitoring data and subsequent modeling analyses -“ 

substantiate that if limits are set to account for these existing‘tontro1{;g

measures, the new regulations by themselves will come very close to adéquatélyz

protecting air qual‘“y. The Agency strategy was to achieve this approach and7

thereby reduce the need to place unnecessary burdens on I11inois sources ffﬁ;

order to achieve the further reductions necessary to reach the NAAQS in all.~

cases, certain additional limits will be needed for specific sources or typégf

of sources that analyses reveal remain potential violations. |

In developing these rules, the Agency examined the potential for limitingé:

the process sources, in particular, to more closely reflect what sources ;

actually emit. This result was achieved by setting a general Timit on these :2’J

sources with more stringent 1imits where necessary for the Agency to
demonstrate attainment.

The Agency also“determined that open fugitive particulate matter emissions

are significant in af! three study areas. while most sources employ measures

to control fugitive dust, some facilities may have to improve their levels of

control. The rules proposed by the Agency provide the means and gquidance for




;;ensur\ng that the fugitive dust em1salons will beAappro

ontrolled 1n these areas.

~The. Aqency engaged fn very successful outreach efforts that nvoived%th
:ifregulated communlty and other interested yroups in the development o_‘
fproposal. ~The Agency shared with the affected facilities and with;othef
Interested groups each step in the rule development activities 1nc]ﬁdiﬁgJi
' deveiopment of the emissions inventory, assessment of the air quality ug{ﬁq‘

the apbropriate modeling technigues, and development of the rule languaﬁé

ttself. The Agency worked jointly with affected facilities to deve]op fﬁev5 “
PM-~10 inventory in order to ensure appropriate modeling results. This
approach is reasonable and practicable and necessarily results in an open
rulemaking process that assures requlations appropriate for the State of
I11inois. A discussion of the outreach activities is presented in Exhibit Cl'{f
In order to assess the cost of various elements of the requlatory proposafk%
while the rule proposal was being developed, the Agency and DENR worked'very :
closely with an engineering/economic contractor. The feasibility of many
control measures and the costs of implementing these controls were discussedi o
and evaluated. The exchange of information was extremely valuable to both the
Agenc& and DENR. A detailed report, which was prepared for the final rule

proposal, is included as Exhibit G in this submiftal.

General Information about Particulate Matter'

Particulate matter in the atmosphere is made up of solids, ligquids, and
liguids-solids in combination and are present in the air in great numbers.

Particulates entering the atmosphere differ in size and chemical composition.

‘52 Fed. Reg. 24634 (July 1, 1987).




ettévbfcpaffféﬁlateé4on health and welfafe~éfé;ﬁ}fé0t]yff51@té

'size and chemical composition‘

i Suspended partlculates generally refer to particles less 1han 10

",micrometnrs 1n diameter (human hair is typically 100 micrometers thick)

f'Particles larger than 100 micrometers will settle out of the alr,under the

Q:inf1uence of gravity in a short period of time. _ v
“Particulate pollutants enter the body by way of the respiratory system and

their most immediate effects are upon this system. The size of the p§r£§c1eg

determines its depth of penetration into the respiratory system. Pértfﬂiés
over 5 micrometers are generally deposited in the upper respiratoryléysfem; :
the nose, and the throat. Particles ranging in size from 0.5 to 5.0
micrometers in dfameter can be deposited in the air ducts (bronchi), with féw;
reaching the air sacs (alveoli). Most particles deposited in the bronchi &rég
removed by the cilia within hours. Particles less than 0.5 micrometer in
diameter reach and may settle in the alveoli. The removal of particles frqué-
the alveoli is much less rapid and complete than from the larger passageﬁ.
Some of the particles retained in the alveoli are absorbed into the blood.
The USEPA has found that particulates have been associated with increased
respiratory diseases (asthma, bronchitis, emphysema), cardiopulmonary disease; ; i
and cancer. USEPA determined that regulating PM-10 provides the requisite
margin of safetyv necessary to protect public health and established the NAAQS‘
for that parameter. USEPA also found that particulate matter may adversely
affect the surfaces andrgrowth rates of vegetation, including agricultural
crops. Particulate air pollution may aiso cause a wide range of damage to
materials, including corrosion of metals and electrical equipment and the

soiling of textiles and buildings.




Purpose and Effect of the Proposa]

h ;protection ‘of . the health of persons in the three areanund
:prpQSEioF this proposal The emissions Timits proposed,here
[PMQfO emissions to the extent n9f9°sary to achieve and maintain a,--.f“
5the PM*IO NAAQS and thereby ensure the protection of public heaith with
: raspect to PM-10 air guality in the McCook, Lake Calumet, and: GxaniteiCY_yg
nonattainment areas. g

Facts Supporting the Proposal

The support provided by the Agency for this proposal establishes allfof

the facts necessary for the Board to adopt the prooosal and for the_probbéé

upon adoption, to be approved by USEPA as the PM-10 SIP for the McCook, Lake

Calumet, and Granite City areas. The following four subsections contain a
capsule description of the Agency's methodology, rationale, and conc!usions<7‘
ynderlying this regulatory package. For further detail, please see the

respective exhibits as noted within each subsection.

A. Emissions Inventory

An essential component for preparation of the revised State Implemenfafibﬁ;
Plan is development of a comprehensive inventory of emissicn sources. The ,?”
development of the emissions inventory included review of the existing
particulate inventory for total suspended particulates, verification of the
source parameters, application of appropriate PM-10 emission factors,
computation of the PM-10 inventory data., and quality assurance of the
inventory. Since each of the three study areas is predominately industrial in

nature, development of the PM-10 inventory concentrated on quantifying and




'ugithe dus; sources ‘The methodologies used to idénttfy.ftgﬁplﬁf
uggmﬁi]e_emiss{ons from point, process fugitive, and open'fugif{véfpafticﬁi

; ébnfﬁéﬁ are described in detall in Exhibit D, 77277./.

| ”;~Point sources are defined as sources that emit PM-10 into fhe é}@??Phef
*.fthrough a discrete stack, chimney, or vent. In many cases, the emiééfoj

release for a point source is via a flue or vent on a pollution contro]

~device. The point source inventory consists of all stack sources wythihith
defined boundaries of the study areas. 7 | ;

Process fugitive sources include sources with emissions resultihg fromri
industrial processes thar are very diffuse or dispersed at the point of'
release. Process fugitive sources generally are not adequately treated in éﬁa
dispersion model as point sources. Nor~stéck sources such as coke ovens.(frbﬁ
pushinag and charging of coke and from door leaks) and roof monitors on the |
steelmaking shops and cast houses are examples of process fugitive sources.

Open fugitive dust emissions result primarily from raw material handling
and from reentrainment from vehicular activities on paved and unpaved plant
roads. Open fugitive dust sources are generaily distributed throughout an
industrial facility apd are typically located at or near ground level. All
three of the priority PM-10 study areas contain sources of industrial fug1five
dust.

The PM-10 inventory represents a cooperative effort by the IEPA staff and

members of affected industries in the study areas. During 1990 and 199! the

- 10 -




PM EO‘SIP_development and to. review IEPA data, The Agency

990 th1ough the summer of 1991. The earlier meetlngs focused’oh h

,;1nventories=of each area. Discussion of modeling resu]ts and presentat

V addition, the Agency had extensive contacts with 1nd1v1dual,IndUsfr{E&-and
PM-10 sources, to clarify operating conditions, and to prepare PM510'~7
inventories. Exhibit C contains summaries of all the general meétings;
of attendees at each mecting, and outlines of the topics discussed at eécl
meeting e

The end result of the PM-10 inventory process is an emissions invehtorf 7
for each of the study areas that represents a cooperative effort with affeé;éd;
industries using nationally acceptable PM-10 emission factors. These' |
inventories are the basts for the air guality modeling that provides the

required attainment demonstration.

B. Modeling of Air Quality V

To develop control strategies for the achievement and maintenance of the
PM-10 NAAQS, the Agency performed dispersion modeling to study the air qualify
in the three cited Illinois areas. The mcdeling was conducted consistent with
Federal quideline procedures. The primary source of such guidance is

contained in two USEPA documents: PM-10 SIP Development Guideline and the

| Guideline on Air Quality Models.
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equ ,thy;pacKAQé'aré sufficlent to providéifbeAtf'iﬁ eb

tenance of the PM-10 NAAQS. The procedure used by the Agenc

ese limits ylelded the most reasonable level of controlfhe¢é$ﬂ

14tt§1ﬁménti For the vast majority of PM-10 emission souréeéffth

:emiséion limits proposed by the Agency meraly codify contfélrprégtites al
fbéing used to reduce emissions. More stringent requirements’afé}pfqused onl
for those sources shown by the modeling to contribute s1ghifﬁ;éhfiyft0
' ~violations of the PM-10 NAAQS. Both tﬁevmagnitude of a soufcé*sréfrﬁﬁﬁéifty
impact and the reasonabieness of the required controls were-?ohsidéredgbéfdf
the Agency aéSigned emissions limits that were more stringent th&n'fhéfséﬁftg
currentiy achieves. The Agency considers this approach to be equitabTé'ini
that it represénts the least intrusive application of controls and réduires%;
only that which is necessary for attainment. | |
A detailed description of dispersion modeling, including the specific
procedures needed tc meet state and federal requirements, and the reéults of fi’
the air quality modeling studies are found in the supporting documentation of :

this proposal (Exhibit E).

C. Contact with Environmental Control Agencies

The Agency consulted USEFA throughout development of this proposal to
ensure that the most current guidance and interpretations are included. Since
the revised national PM-~10 standard became effective in 1987, the Agency has
made every effort to ensure that the state is meeting federal requirements and

gquidance regarding monitoring activities, emissions inventory development, air

- 12 -




5}era\ gU1dance

sulte ot

j'In>addit*on to consultation with the USEPA, the Agency con

The Aqency

tates and reviewed their requlatory development erforts.

,j~;cons dered this in developing these proposed regulations and to that end

'°T:freviewed particulate data, proposed and current regulat%ons, and;requ red

control measures of certain other states. The Agency's primery'fdcqsffhjihi

regard wes states within USEPA Region V, notably Michigan, Indiana Minhesot

and Ohio; however, sixteen other states were contacted during the complete
rule deveiopment process. Since greatest attention was given to the ;7 €7
information provided from states within Region V, Agency contacts withemdgti
the other states resulted in minimal impact on this effort. :f
Each of the four Region V states has at least one PM-10 nonattainment ;f
area, and they are all currently involved in the development of revised”state
implementation plans for PM-10., These states have also found thet contro],ef
fugitive dust is an important element of their PM-10 regulations, and severai
of the Region V states also reported the use of a general Timit for the -

control of point sources.

D. Application of Data

As noted previousiy, the Agency examined the possibility of adopting a
general rule which would be applicable to the majority of Illinois process
sources in the nonattainment areas and carving out source-specific exceptions

for the few remaining sources in order to meet attainment. In this proposal

- 13 -




as. ,,59 three assessments evaluated the alr qua]ity for'eachVO\
‘Following,; l) the allowable emissions ltmwts for existing Daft‘f“}ate rul
: :,f2) the actual PM-10 emfssions levels, and 3) an assumed Iimit Of 0. 03 ris
 ;7dS a general rule for point sources with various levels of fugltive dUS

controls (1.e., no fugitive control, fugitive control at actualflevelsf*&f‘

reasonable additional fugitive controi). The model assessments with;fﬁé’Q?
gr/scf limit and reasonable additional fugitive dust control shoWed dr§ﬁ§f1§{
improvemehts over the evaluation of existing rules. As discussedkin'forééofﬁg
subsection (A), the numerical limit of 0.03 gr/scf as a general rule and thé ’
issues regarding fugitive dust control were discussed at the informatipnéi =
meetings held with industry representatives in all three study areas.

The Agency subseguently determined that the majerity of sourcés in eachﬁof:
the three study areas are able to meet the general limit of 0.03 gr/scf.
indee), that general limit is a standard that most process emissior sources
are meeting currently and can continue to meet §Omfortably. This general
emissions limit, therefore, may be fairly applied to ali but a few sources,
and for those, alternative standards have been provided.

Concerning fugitive particulate matter emissions, the Agency has proposed

that opacity is appropriate as a surrogate indicator of fugitive dust
emissions for ensuriﬁq that adeguate control measures are being applied for
certaln types of fugitive dust <ources. The use of opacity limits is

consistent with existing I11inois rules for the control of particulate matter

- 14 -




d{scu;sion of opacitj a5 an Indicator of control effﬁcxency

Federal Approvability

The USEPA's review of the Agency's proposal allows the AgencY'fb represen

‘its belief that this proposal is federally approvable. There,areg‘hékéven

two issues arising from the Clean Air Act Amendments which requiré’fuffhe"
discussion: (1) a requirement that reasonably available control technology.
Imposed; and (2) as earlier discussed, a provision requiring contindencyi__
measures. i =,
The CAAA requires imposition of reascnably available contro! technoIogyiﬁr
control PM-10: |
Section 172¢¢)(1) requires all nonattainment plan provisions to provide 5
for the implementation of all reasonable available control measures as ..
expeditiously as practicable (including such reductions in emissions from .
existing sources in the area as may be obtained through the adoption, at a
minimum, of reasonably available control technology) and shall provide:for:
attainment of the natlional primary ambient air quality standard. (42 R
U.s.C. 7502>
USEPA has interpreted these requirements to hold that the controls necer..ry
to bring about attainment constitute reasonably available control technology.
(April 2, 1991 USEPA Memorandum, "PM-10 Moderate Area SIP Guidance: Final
Staff Hork Product", from J. Calcagni to Regional Air Directors, inciuded in

Exhibit 0.) This memorandum clarifies that USEPA believes it is unreasonablie

to require control measures that are not needed to demonstrate attainment.

Consistent with this pollcy, the Agency has concertrated on proposing those

rules necessary to demonstrate attainment of the NAAQS for development of the

- 15 -




~,Lhe three study areas Thé'Agéncy maiﬁtéfﬁéffﬁ

-the PM_IO NAAQS and therefore. the controls constitute reasonabl

LOHLFOI technology

found in Section 172(¢)(9) which states:

' .Such plan shall provide for the implementation of specific measures:t b
undertaken 1f the area fails to make reasonable further. progress, or-to
attain the national primary ambient air quality standard by the att:

date applicable under this part. Such measures shall be 1ncluded:j

plan revision as contingency measures to take effect in any such case

without further action by the State or the Administrator. (42 u. S C

§7502)

As the Agency and USEPA remain unsure of the weaning of this prbvisioh}fﬁif
cannot be determined at this time what additional regqulations detéi1fngz
contingency measures are necessary for federal approvability of this
proposal. Therefore, the Agency has not proposed any contingency measures jhf
this proposal. Wher this information is known, the Agency will act |
accordingly. thwithstanding the contingency measures provision, the Agency
maintains that this rule, if promulgated and implemented, will bring about.
attainment of the PM-10 air quality standards and is federally approvable as
part of the PM-10 SfP.

Finally, this proposal is consistent with the USEPA “Federal Continuity
Policy" which requires that the Illincis SIP for total suspended particulates
(TSP) remain in place until a PM-10 SIP is approved. This transition policy,

which seeks to avoid unnecessary disruption of the existing control program,

reads in pertinent part as follows:

- 16 -




The particulate matter control strategies in existing TSP SI
dce ambient concentrations of PM,, as well as TSP.  Theraf
to'avold unnecessary disruption of the existingparticulate
“ccontrol program, States will want to utilize existing SIP-
‘requirements as much as possible in thefr PM,o SIP's.  Tha
“regulatory requirements of a State's existing-TSP SIP -must:
~effect, therefore, until a PM,, SIP is approved by EPA (see Sectis

1101y, 42 U.S.C. 7410¢1)). The existing requlations will continu
to be enforced by Federal and State agencies and through citizen
sults during the period of transition from a TSP SIP to a PM,q SIP

It s unlikely that the level of control required by the Curreﬁtf i

15 significantly more than will be necessary to attain and maintain

the PM,q NAAQS. Therefore, regulations in the existing SIP -cannot

be relaxed without a demonstration that the revision wiil not - -

interfere with attainment or maintenance »f the PM,o NAAQS. 52

Fed. Reg. 24679 (July 1, 1987). o

The foregoing is consistent with the Agency's intent to keep all '7

reguiations for particulate matter promulgated as part of the TSP SIP in plééé
to the extent possibie as part of the PM-10 SIP. The three areas 1nvblved,iﬁl
this rulemaking require additional regulation for the control of PM~IQ"
emissions in order to demonstrate attainment and more stringent Timits will be{f;
required only for certain sources in those three areas. The Agency will

propose the adoption of the PM-10 national ambient air standards and repeal of ,'

the TSP air cuality standards in a forthcoming docket.

THE AGENCY'S PROPOSAL : :

The following is a section by section summary of the Agency's Proposal.

Section 211.122 Definitions

The Agency has proposed widely accepted definitions of “"Crushing" and
“Screening", both definitions adapted from definitions that appear in 40 CFR
60, Subpart 000, "Standards of Performance for Nonmetallic Mineral Processing
Plants". Also, the definition of "PM-10", earlier proposed in Proceeding

R91-6, remains pending before the Board.
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,Sectlon 212 107 Measurement Methods for Visible Emissions

kThe USEPA requlres each state in its SIP to present an app‘1C

measurement methcd for each emission limit Smposed if: a state fails

Vn:;_its SIP is Geemed fnconmplete (40 CFR 61.111 (1987?)" Se¢t10n5,2¢u

7‘through 212.110 address this requirement.

In Sect!on 212,107 the Agency proposes to adopt by reference the Staﬁda

federal test method for the detection of visible emissions found in 4Q;CFV‘6

Appendix A, Method 22.

Section 212.108 Measurement Methods for PM-10 Emissions

In this Section, the Agency proposes to incorporate by reference the‘fﬁd;f

test methods for PM-1Q emissions that USEPA has specifically adopted for

suggested inclusion in State Implementation Plans. The methods are 40'CFR‘51;5
Appendix M, Methods 201 and 201A, and are considered to give equivalent o
results. The Agency also proposes to allow compliance to be demonstrated bf ;,
40 CFR 60, Appendix A, Method 5. Use of this method would ordinarily résulf;‘;
in a larger value of emissions, because Method 5 is a test method for total 7
particulate rather than just for that portion of the total particulate which"l
is less than 10 micrometers in aerodyramic diameter (PM-10). The option of
Method 5 15 proposed because it is simpler, thus more inexpensive to perform,
than are Methods 201 and 201A, and because it provides a more conservative
result. Section 212.108 also proposes Agency prerogatives to require testing
for PM-10 emissions.w

One requirement by USEPA for PM-10 is that the impact of condensible

emissions must be included in the assessment. Condensible emissions are those

which are a gas when in the stack but which condense to form particulate
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ga,ta1nment All PM 10 reduct!ons are to be accounted for ln reductions of th

r;“non condensible emissicns. Therefore, no test method ts pronosed 1n this

”'f Sect1on for measuring the condensible emissions.

Such a method;waé prqu;

as part of the Oglesby PM-10 rule because it was needed there.

Section 212.109 Measurement Methods for Opacity

This proposed Section would adopt as a Board regulation thé'generaliy;i'ﬁ
recognized procedure for determining the opacity of an emission source, 40 CFR
60, Appendix A, Method 9, as applicable for the first time to all sources
having a percentage opacity limitation in the Board's Afr Pollution
Reguiations. Currently, only certain Board opacity regulations refer to.
Mathod 9 (e.g., Section 212.126 or some of Part 212 Subpart R). Since many
opacity limitations require compliance to be determined merely "by visuval
ouservations," the Agency proposal corrects an omission in the current
regulations.

The proposed Section also would modify Method 9 for roadways and parking
lots that have visible emjssions only intermittently when vehicles travel over
paved or unpaved surfaces. The modification s necessary because of the
intermittent nature of these sources. Method 9 specifies that 24 consecutive

opacity readirgs be taken at 15 second intervals in a six-minute period. The

24 readings are then to be averaged for a compliance determination.
Compliance would always be assured for most roadways, however, because
readings taken during the standard six-minute time period would show zero

percent opacity if no vehicle passes occurred during that period. The
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[]

5 propased modiflcation of the testing procedure for roadwaysiand 

: Agency

5~Parking !ots approximdtes an instantaneous opacity by averaqfﬂg many read1ngs

1'7_taken at frequent fntervals during the short time when plume opacity 1s at'or

*near a maximua. The Agency has identifled roadways and parking areas as th

'ronly significant sources with emissions that are Intermittent and of’éhdrf”
»duratfon The emissions inventory compiled by the Agency to support th!s :
rulemaking shows that 88% of the emissions from fugitive dust sources are from
roadways and parking lots. In terms of their impact on alr quality, roadwaysf
and parking lots are by far the most dominant fugitive dust sources. quf'of"’
the remaining 12% of the emissions from fugitive dust sources elther operaté
continuously, such as conveyors, or are uncontrollable, such as blasting of

limestone at quarries. For all other emission sources except roadways and -

parking lots, Method 9 remains the applicable test method.

Section 212.110 Measurement Methods for Particulate Matter

This Section of the Board's current regulations is proposed for amendment
becauss the standard method for measuring total particulate emissions, 40 CFR
60, Appendix A, Method %, is referred to in proposed Section 212.108. Also,
Method 5, rather than the ASME power test code currently referred to in
Section 212.11C, is actually specified by the Agency as the method by which
compliance with particulate emission limits 1¢ to be verified. (The present
wording that particulate emissions can be determined “by any other equivalent
procedures approved by the Agency" allows for this.) Consequently the Board
regulations would reflect actual practice if the proposal for amendment to
this Section is adopted. In addition, the Agency proposal would allow
compliance to be tested by Methods 5A, 5D, or SE which are also standard

refarence methods for certain types of sources.
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Sectlon 212 113 Incorporatlon by Referenne E

: The Agency s propos1ng to amend this Section by removlng SUbsectionz(a,

ff.rwhlch refers to the ASME power test code. As explained above under Se'

'l212 llO Method 5, rather than the ASME power test code, 1s the method by,

1_ whlch compliance will be verified. Therefore, the inclusion of 1nformatio

“regarding the ASME power test code is superfluous. Elfmination offSubsectjqn
(@ will résult in Subsections (b) through (e) to be relettered accqfdinglyt;¥
The Agency {s proposing to amend Subsection (b) to include the mo§t Féf9ﬁf;

year of’revls1on. 1990, and eliminate the year "1987". |
In Subsection (e), the Agency has proposed the addition of 40 CFR 51

(1990), which 1s the focation of PM-10 measurement methods for stack testing.

Section 212.302 Geographical Areas of Application

In existing Subsection (a), the Agency currently requires selected
j~dustries In certaln geographical areas to control sources of fugitive
particulate matter emissions.

Subsection (b) of the Agency's proposal incorporates proposed Section
212.316, thereby tightening the emission 1imits within the Granite City, Lake
Calumet, and McCook areas and making those new limits app}icable to industries
included in existing Subsection (a), as well as additional industries
enumerated in proposed Subsection (b). The justification for adding the
applicabitity of proposed Section 212.316 to Section 212.302 will be provided
in the Section 212.316 portion of this discussion.

Subsection (c} indicates that compliance with these ruies must occur one
year following their effective date, or December 10, 1993, whichever is

earlier,
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Section 212. 309 Operating Program

This exlsting Section reguires that a fugitive emission source subject

'V'f any of Sections 21& 304 through 212.308 be operated in accordance with ar
¥'j,‘operat|ng program. The Agency's proposed amendments would extend that |

:rrequ1rement to those sources subject to proposed Section 212.316, {Théfff

Agency's proposal also clariffes that an operating program must comply yitr
the existing Sections 212.310 and 212.312. | 'S

The Agency 1s extending the applicability of Section 212.309 to Sect16ﬁ~i
212.316 in order to facilitate enforcement. Section 212.316 proposes:tha{' 5

fugitive particulate emission sources not exceed specified opacity 1imits but,

in order to afford industry flexibllity, the proposed rule does not require a
specific work practice to ensure that 1imit. However, the Agency, as well as
the USEPA, must know the practices employed in order to monitor complia ~a.
The Agency has chosenrto obtain this information by requiring a company .o
submit an operating program. Under existing regulations, most sources that
will be subject to proposed Section 212.316 are aiready under an obiigation to
submit an operating program. '
The Agency, however, does not intend to construe work practices described
in an operating program as a basis for approving or disapproving an operating
orogram submitted for review. As will be explained in the discussion of
proposed Section 212.316, compliance with a specific opacity limit would
indicate that & fugitivé particulate emission source is in compliance with the

proposed regulations. On the other hand, if the work practices described in

an operating program fail to achieve the required opacity limit, the operating

program in question would need to be amended.
Subsection (b) indicates that compliance with these rules must occur one

year following their effective date or December 10, 1993, whichever is earlier.
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Section 212 3]6 Emission Limitations for Sources ‘n Certain;A:

This’proposed Section specifies the opacity limits for sources of fugitiv

;;part1culate matter emissions necessary to maintain the PM=10 NAAQS for:th

:tGranite C1ty, Lake Calumet, and McCook areas. The Agency decermined these

: opacity imits following the air quality modeling of the three study areas

rIt should be noted, however, thai because the Agency has not yet completed’jt

modeling analyses for the Granite Clty area, additional proposed emiss{éﬁ:
Timitations for that area may be forthcoming. o

Subsection (a) indicates that this proposed section is applicable to any;
industry listed in Section 212.302 and one that is located within that |
geographical area outlined in proposed Section 212.324 which defines the fﬁrééi‘
study areas. |

Subsection (b) fixes an opacity limit of 10% for any crushing or screeningfi
of slag, stone, coke or coal.

Subsection (¢) states that emissions from any roadway or parking area
cannot exceed 10% opacity. However, if a roadway or parking area fis locafedzkri
within a quarry with a certain production capacity, the opacity limit is o
further reduced to 5%.

Subsection (d) limits emissions from storage piles to 10%.

Subsection (e) fixes an opacity 1imit of 20% for all sources not otherwise
specified In Subsections (b) through (d). Subsection (e) further states that
if Subparts R or S contains an emissions limit for sources not specifically
named in Subsections (b} through (d), the emissions limit within those
Subparts would prevail over the 20% opacity limit of Subsection (e).

Subsection (f) delineates recordkeeping and reporting procedures to ensure
continuous use of work practices needed to achieve compliance. Subsection

(F)(5) requires a quarterly report of those incidents where necessary control
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iimplﬂmented This provis1on recognizes that there

as1on5‘when a companv Will not apply control. measures cons1stent wit

act]cerp1an and, In some instances, the company' s failure to,d

ﬁefdégmgdfrea50n§b1e. For instance, if a company must applyrwetvsuppre

_foh=its'roédways twice weekly to meet the opacity limit and, 1mmediaté]y3fh,

Vrtb'tﬁe application of the suppressants, several inches of rain occpf}??ﬁéf

company would be acting reasonably in not applying the controlimeééﬁféggﬁﬁdgr
those circumstances at that time. Similarly, it would be unnecessaryitéﬂébb]y
control measures to a frozen stockpile since no emissions are likéIthd,réyuj
from the pile in Tight of its frozen state and, moreover, the applicatibﬁ of;v
control measures under those circumstances might cause a hazardous COﬂdiflOﬁ ¥f;
by the movement of control equipment in and around the frozen stockpile area.
This provision does not constitute an automatic exemption from enforcement
but, rather, provides a defense to an enforcement action that otherwise might
be considered non-compliance with a work practice plan filed with the Agency,j
Subsection (g) indicates that compliance with these rules muét occur oné;g;

year following their effective date or December 10, 1993, whichever is ear]iér;

Section 212.324 Process Emission Sources in Certain Areas

Subsection (a)(1) defines the three areas of applicability by reference to
Universal Transmercator (UTM) coordinates because all sources and receptors in
the modeling were mathematically specified by UTMs. For ease of reference,
the Agency has prepared maps for each of the three study areas which will be
appended to Part 212. The subsection also identifies each area by its common
name.

Subsection (a)(2) states that the process weight rates within existing

Section 212.321 and 212.322 for new and existing process sources remain
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;ex{stcng regulat1ons and that proposed will pxeva11
7 Subsect1on (a)(3) states that this proposed Section wiil apply
{process emissions sources subject to Subparts N, O, R, or S only 1f those

'Subparts do not contain a specific emissions limitation for those sources

This Timit represents one that is technically feasible and economically

reasonable for most sources to meet, while a higher (less strinqenf) 11m1t:5

would not provide attainment.
Subsection (b) specifies a 0.03 graln per standard cubic foot as a general
emissions limitation for process emission sources. | |
Subsection (c) indicates more stringent emissions limits for certain
sources where reduced 1imits are necessary to demonstrate attainment.
Subsection (d) allows an exemption from the proposed emission Timits in
both Subsections (b) and (c) in those instances where the source has no 7
visible emissions. Absence of visible emissions represents a reduction of thé>f 

0.03 gr/scf limit. This exemption will obviate the need for a stack test-fofj_;

many sources and will also simplify enforcement.
Subsections (e) and (f) provide maintenance and recordkeeping requirements.
Subsection (g) indicates that complfance with these rules must occur one
year following their effective date or December 10, 1993, whichever is earlier.

Section 212.362 Sourca2s in Certain Areas
(Subpart N: Food Manufacturing)

Subsection (a) is designed to apply only to the Corn Products (CPC)
Bedford Park facility. CPC has many process sources which, if allowed to emit
the general emissions limit of 0.03 gr/scf, would violate the PM-10 NAAQS in

that vicinity. CPC sources are currently well-controlled and are expected to
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~comfortably. meet the 1|m1ts as proposed in Subsect1on (b) Agency mode n

: t“at'thﬂlerIO NAAQS will not be violated If the Hmits propos ed her

Subsection (c) allows an exemption from the proposed emiss1ons 11m1ts,1n

'":fr;the event a source has no visible emissions.

Subsection (d) incorperates the mainterance and recordkeeping requirement
" outlined in Section 212.324, Subsections (e) and (f). -

Subsectlon (e) indicates that compliance with these rules must occurfdﬁe

year following thelr effective date or December 10, 1993, whichever 1S'eatjjé_

Sections 212.425 Sources in Certain Areas (Subpart Q: Stone, Clay |
Giass and Concrete Manufacturing) S

Proposed Section 212.425 applies to selected sources at three facilities:

the Owens-Corning Fiberglass Corporation's roofing products plant in Summit

(sources indicated in Subsections (b)¢1) through (b)(4)); the Marblehead Lime""‘

Company's 1ime manufacturing plant in Chicago (sources indicated in
Subsections (b)(5) and (b){6)); and the Ball-Incon Glass Packaging

Corporation's plant in Dolton (source indicated in Subsection (bX{7)).

Most of the Owens-Corning sources are proposed to have a lower limit thani"rrwﬁ

0.03 gr/scf as they are in compliance with these limits. Also, the Agency
modeling indicates that, at the genera: limit of 0.03 gr/scf, those sources
would cause PM-10 air quality nonattainment. On the other hand, most of the
asphalt blowing stills emit more than 0.03 but less than 0.04 gr/scf and will
not cause nonattainment at such rate.

Limits more stringent than 0.03 gr/scf are proposed for Marblehead Lime
and Ball-Incon to prevent a violation of the PM-10 NAAQS. Sources at both

facilities currently meet these proposed limits. At Ball-Incen's request, the
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‘s'expressed as O 65 pounda of PM-10" per ton of g1ass

frather thanvo 020 gr/scf its equivalent at max1mum capacity

; Subsection (c) allows an exemption from the proposed limits 1n the eve
zisource has no visible emissions. | |
Subsection (d) incorporates the maintenance and recordkeeping requiremen
- outlined In Section 212.324, subsections (e) and (f).
Subsect1on (e) indicates that compliance with these rules must ocuur o

year following thelr effective date or December 10, 1993, whichevgr isfeg Ij

Section 212.458 Sources In Certain Areas {(Subpart R: Primary and
Fabricated Metal Products and Machinery Manufacture)

The proposed Timitations contained in this section are designed to app]y
only to Acme Steel Company, except for the rule relating to coal_handl1ngfthat,
applies to LTV Steel Company. Subsection (b)(1) indicates the proposed
emissions 1imit of 0.04 1bs. of PM-10 per mmbtu of heat input for the fuel
combustion emisston sources at its Chicago facility. Subsections (b)(2)
through (b)(5) contain proposed emission 1imits applicable to process emission.
sources at Acme's Riverdale plant. The proposed timits represent more |
stringent limitations than those allowed by the general 0.03 gr/scf emission -
1imit proposed in Section 212.324 because Agency modeling demonstrated more
stringent rates were necessary to meet PM-10 air quality standards.

While Acme is curventiy in compliance with the limits as proposed in
Subsections (b)(2) through (b)(5), the limits contained in Subsection (b)(1)
may require some adjustment to Acme's current practice since the proposed rule
will prohibit the burning of residual fuel oil exclusively in those boilers.

Subsection (¢) allows an exemption from the proposed limits in the event a

source has no visible emissions.

Subsection (d) incorporates the maintenance and recordkeeping requirements




ection 212'324

subsections (e) and (f)

Subsection (e) 1nd1cafes that compliance w1th these rules mustzbe a

b DeCember 10

]993

flSéctioh 212.464_Sources in Certain Areas (Subpart ;. Agriculture

~ Subsection () applies to only those sources tocated within the Lake

'lCaIumet area and indicates that the standards contained w1th1n exist1ng,

Section 212.461 will not apply to any source subject to thls propQSedrSecfion

- Subsection (b)(1) states that all grain-handling sources will be'fﬁbjEQm

to-a 0.01 gr/scf limit, the 1imi{ necessary to provide attainment.

Subsection (b)(1) provides an exception for column dryers and truck ofif

rail unloading systems because a grain loading limitation is unsuitable fo;i
these sources. Therefore, Subsection (b)(2) provides a 5% opacity 1imit'for
truck or rail unloading systems. Subsection (b)(3) disallows the exemption;,f 
currently provided in existing Section 212.461(g) to emit at a higher rate.
Column dryers need only to meet the equipment standards contained in exis;;né-:'
Section 212.463 to meet the PM-10 NAAQS. 7

Subsection (c¢) allows an exemption from the proposed emission limits in
the event a source has no visible emissions.

Subsection (d) incorporates the maintenance and recordkeeping requirements
outiined in Section 212.324, Subsections (e) and (f).

Subsection (e) indicates that compliance with these rules must occur one

year following their effective date or December 10, 1993, whichever is earlier.

Enforceability

Enforceability is the ability in practice to compel compliance with

particular legal requirements. The Agency proposal in this rulemaking is

enforceable. The emissions limits and specified controi measures accompanied
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giand,self~reparting, are quant1fiable and appropr?ate g1ven he

e'processes.' The compliance records are suff1c1ent o fairly emonst

zcontinuous comp}iance

Technical Feasibility and Economic Reasonableness

‘The Agency made a concerted effort to ensure that these reguIations

| proposed control measures that were reasonable and practlcal ' The control 5
measures that are actually in place were considered in the inventory - |
development, and the modeling assessment and rule proposal allowed cred1ts;ﬁq,
be taken for those control measures. Through the Agency outreach,activifiéé;l,
sources were consulted regarding existing control measures and the feasibilitji
of additional control measures were discussed where they were needed. ”

For the majority of point sources, Agency information indicates that thesé.{

sources currently meet the proposed emissions limits. For those few instancesi%

where sources were not in compliiance, the I11inois Department of Energy &
Natural Resources ("IDENR") has provided cost estimates for the installation -
and operation of additional control equipment. Negotiations between the
Agancy and certain companies have since resulted in commitments from these
companies to changes in operation, i1.e. increases in stack heights or fuel
restrictions, to reduce air quality impacts. The willingness of these

companies to accommodate changes in their operation indicates a recognition

that compliance with these rules is economically feasible. However, further
investigation may reveal that some of the emissions sources to which IDENR has
assessed cost impacts already comply with the proposed Timitations.

Concerning fugitive particulate matter emissions sources, many of the

companies with fugitive sources currently have operational fugitive dust
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ontrol:plans: which were not reflected in IDENR’s assessment of co ts

to the,adoptfon of fugitive dust controls. Therefore, the total col

: thfs Pfoposal for all sources should not exceed that as determin b3
‘Aiandﬁshould in-fact, reflect a lower estimate. _ 

i Lastly, in 1ts assessment of required controls, IDENR reviewédf}7fr
‘1Welléestab11§hed strategles used to control fugitive dust sources and  },
currently avallable control equipment for point sources. The univeréaLfﬂi

application of the suggested work practices and control equipment mdrerthaﬁ;

suggests that the methodology required for compliance with these proposed'f
rules s technically feasible.

7 The economic reasonableness and technical feasibility of the changes
necessary to meet the emission standards set forth in the Agency's proposaT

are add%essed to the extent reasonably practicable in the testimony.

Conclusions

The Agency's PM-10 rule proposal is consistent with the Agency philosophy
as discussed early in this document. The existing Board regulations remain in*ﬂ%
place as a basis for controliing particulate matter. To the extent possible,?"
the proposed PM-10 requlations reflect the levels of control that are already.
being achieved by most sources. The regulatory proposal requires further
control only where it is specifically needed to demonstrate attainment. The
Agency has provided a new outreach effort as part of its rulemaking
activities. Also, the DENR and the Agency have worked closely to provide an
economic assessment of the costs of this proposal.

The Agency's proposal for control of PM-10 emissions in this rulemaking is
Timited to sources within the McCook, lLake Calumet and Granite City areas in

I1linots. As previously discussed in the introductory segment of this
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8 ns. th15 regu1at0ry package does not yet conta1n
plete: et»°f-PV0P0$ed reguiations that will be necessary for Lhe Gr
‘Cttyrafeérfo demonstrate attainment. The Agency expects to complete allf

,lre1evant modellng within the near future, at which time the Agency W111

*f;supp]ement this package with proposed additional Timits for a small numbe

o  selected sources within that area.

The Agency's proposed regulations establish certain additional po1nt

source and fugitive control requirements while keeping existing paxticu1atey
matter regulations in place. Upon submittal of the suppiemental 1nformat1éﬁa;
needed to complete the Granite City Area portion of this regulatory packagé;fir
this proposal will then contain a set of regulations for the remaining'three,,i
geographic areas in [11inois which require additional regulation to control B
PM~10 emissions. The proposed regulations will result in the demonstration e
that the 1imits provide for attainment of the PM-10 national ambient air
quality standards.

Promulgation of this proposal is necessary for the State to demonstrate -
attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS in the three-study area and is
federally approvable as part of the Il1linois PM-10 SIP. The proposed
regulation is economipally reasonahble and technically feasible. The Board

should adopt the Agency's proposed regulation in the format as submitted.

Respectfully submitted,

INMlinois Environmental Protection Agency

byzcl— i //”z/ .fk/jét&
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