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Federal Rul emaking For the FMC Facility
in the Fort Hall PM 10 Nonattai nnent Area
AGENCY: Envi ronnental Protection Agency.
ACTI ON: Noti ce of proposed rul emaki ng.
SUMVARY: The Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) proposes to
promul gate a Federal Inplenmentation Plan (FIP) containing
emssion limts and work practice requirenments that represent
reasonably avail able control technol ogy, along with rel ated
nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents, for
particulate matter air pollution emtted froman el enental
phosphorous facility owned and operated by FMC Corporation and
| ocated within the exterior boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation in southeastern Idaho (FMC or FMC facility). A
portion of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, known as the “Fort
Hal | PM 10 nonattai nnent area,” has been designated as a
nonattai nnent area for the National Anbient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) for particulate matter with an aerodynam c di aneter |ess
than or equal to a nomnal ten mcronmeters (PM 10), which pre-
date the new PM NAAQS that were pronulgated in 1997. The FMC
facility is the only major stationary source of PM10 |ocated in

the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area.



Al t hough there are other area sources and m nor stationary
sources of PM10 in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area, EPA
bel i eves that these other sources have an insignificant inpact on
the violations of the pre-existing 24-hour PM 10 standard that
have been recorded by the nonitors |ocated in the nonattai nnent
area. EPA believes that the control strategy for FMC proposed by
EPA in this rulemaking is necessary to ensure naintenance of air
quality that protects public health during the transition period
| eading to inplenentation of the new y-pronul gated PM st andards
and assist in bringing the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area
into attainnent with the recently-pronul gated PM NAAQS as
expeditiously as practicable. |If EPA |later determ nes that
sources other than FMC contribute to PMviolations in the area,

t he Shoshone-Bannock Tribes or EPA will devel op and i npose
appropriate controls on these other sources in the Fort Hall PM
10 nonattai nnent area.

EPA s 1997 PM NAAQS rul emaki ng establi shed new standards for
particulate matter with a dianeter equal to or less than 2.5
m crons and al so revised the existing PM 10 standards. Today's
proposal, however, does not directly address these new and
revised standards. Rather, it addresses requirenents under the
pre-existing PM 10 standards, which are still in effect for a
limted time, and the provisions of section 172(e) to which the

Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area is subject during the



transition toward i nplenentation of the new and revi sed PM
st andar ds.

DATES: Witten comments will be accepted until My 12, 1999.

EPA will hold a public hearing at the follow ng tinmne:

FMC FI P Public Hearing, Thursday, March 18, 1999, 6:00 p.m to
9:00 p.m

ADDRESSES: Comments should be submitted (in duplicate if

possi ble) to: Montel Livingston, SIP Manager, Environnent al
Protection Agency, Ofice of Air quality (OAQ 107), 1200 Sixth

Avenue, Seattle Washi ngton 98101.

EPA will hold a public hearing at the follow ng | ocation:
FMC FIP Public Hearing, Fort Hall Business Council Chanbers,

Agency and Bannock Roads, Fort Hall, Idaho 83202.

EPA al so plans to hold a public workshop prior to the public

hearing. The tinme, date, and | ocation of the public workshop

wi || be announced in | ocal papers.

DOCKET: A copy of docket no.|D 24-7004, containing naterial



rel evant to EPA' s proposed action, is available for public

i nspection and copying from8:00 a.m to 5:30 p.m Eastern
Standard Tinme, Monday through Friday, at EPA's Central Docket
Section, Ofice of Air and Radi ati on, Room 1500 (M 6102), 401 M
Street, SW, Wshington, D.C 20460, and between 8:30 a.m and
3:30 p.m Pacific Standard Tinme, at EPA Region 10, Ofice of Ar
Quality, 10th Floor, 1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington
98101. A copy of the docket is also available for review at the
Shoshone- Bannock Tribes, Ofice of Air Quality Program Land Use
Conmi ssion, Fort Hall CGovernnment Center, Agency and Bannock
Roads, Fort Hall, Idaho 83202. A reasonable fee may be charged
for copies.

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: Steven K. Body, 206-553-0782,
Ofice of Alr Quality (OAQ 107), Environnental Protection Agency,

1200 Si xth Avenue, Seattle, Washi ngton 98101.
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|. Executive Summary
A. Background

The Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area is |located in
sout heastern I daho and consists of both trust and fee | ands
Wi thin the exterior boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation (Reservation). Until recently, it was part of the
Power - Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nment area, which also

I ncl uded State | ands in Power and Bannock Counties, including the



cities of Pocatello and Chubbuck.?

PM 10 nonitors established on the Reservation in 1996 have
recorded numerous exceedences of the pre-existing 24-hour PM 10
standard and docunent a violation of the pre-existing 24-hour PM
10 standard as of Decenber 31, 1996, and continuing in subsequent
years. The nonitors also strongly suggest that the area is in
violation of the pre-existing annual PM 10 NAAQS. Although EPA
revised both the 24-hour and annual PM 10 standards on July 18,
1997 (62 FR 38651), the pre-existing PM 10 standards remain in
effect in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattainnent area.? In addition,
EPA believes there is a strong |likelihood that the Fort Hall PM
10 nonattainnent area is in violation of the revised 24-hour and
annual PM 10 standar ds.

Consequently, the residents of the Fort Hall Indian

!As discussed in more detail below, the State land within the former Power-Bannock
Counties PM-10 nonattainment areais now known as “the Portneuf Valley PM-10
nonattainment area.”

*There are two pre-existing PM-10 NAAQS, a 24-hour standard and an annual standard.
See 40 CFR 50.6 (1996). EPA promulgated these NAAQS on July 1, 1987 (52 FR 24672),
replacing standards for total suspended particulate with new standards applying only to
particul ate matter up to ten micronsin diameter (PM-10). The annual PM-10 standard is attained
when the expected annual arithmetic average of the 24-hour samples for a period of one year
does not exceed 50 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3). Attainment of the 24-hour PM-10
standard is determined by calculating the expected number of daysin ayear with PM-10
concentrations greater than 150 ug/m3. The 24-hour PM-10 standard is attained when the
expected number of days with levels above the standard, averaged over athree-year period, is
less than or equal to one. See 40 CFR 50.6 and 40 CFR part 50, appendix K. When EPA
promulgated revised NAAQS for PM-2.5 and PM-10 in 1997, it provided that the pre-existing
standards for PM-10 would remain in effect until certain prescribed events occur. See 40 CFR
50.6(d)(1998).



Reservation continue to breathe unhealthy air. Particul ate
matter affects the respiratory system and can cause damage to
lung tissue and premature death. The elderly, children, and
people with chronic |ung disease, influenza, and asthna are
especially sensitive to high levels of particulate matter. As
EPA concluded in promul gating the new and revised particul ate
matter NAAQS, the serious health effects associated with exposure
to coarse particulate matter justified retaining PM 10 standards,
in addition to fine particle, or PM2.5, standards. See 62 FR
38651, 38677-679 (July 18, 1997). The highest PM 10 | evel
reported fromthe nonitors in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonatt ai nnment
area is 433 ug/nB, a level alnost three tinmes the |evel of the
pre-existing and revised 24-hour PM 10 NAAQS.

Based on avail able information, EPA believes that the
primary, if not the sole, cause of the PM 10 problemin the Fort
Hal | PM 10 nonattai nnment area is primary PM 10 em ssions from an
el enental phosphorous facility owned and operated by FMC
Corporation (FMC or FMC facility), which is located on fee | ands
within the Reservation and the nonattai nnent area.® The FMC
facility emts nore than 700 tons of PM 10 each year. W thout
substantial reductions in PM10 em ssions from FMC, the nonitors

| ocated on the Reservation will continue to show viol ati ons of

3A portion of the FMC facility islocated on State lands. This issue is discussed in more
detail below.



the pre-existing 24-hour PM 10 NAAQS and, in all likelihood, the
revi sed 24-hour and annual PM 10 NAAQS, and the residents of the
Fort Hall Indian Reservation will continue to breathe unhealthy
air.

The Shoshone-Bannock Tri bes have been devel opi ng a program
for regulating sources of air pollution within the Fort Hal
I ndi an Reservation since the early 1990s. Until February 1998,
however, Indian tribes did not have authority under the Clean Ar
Act (CAA or Act) to regulate sources of air em ssions and to
carry out the requirenents of the Act. Therefore, EPA, in close
consul tation with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, began in the early
1990s to develop a strategy for bringing what is now known as the
Fort Hall PM 10 nonattainment area into attainment with the pre-
exi sting PM 10 standards. Based on information indicating that
the PM 10 viol ations on the Reservation were caused by PM 10
em ssions from FMC, EPA and the Tribes focused their efforts on
devel opi ng controls for FMC

Al t hough EPA has now passed regul ations that allow the
Shoshone- Bannock Tribes to request authorization fromEPA to
carry out Clean Air Act requirements within the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation, including PM 10 planning requirenments, the Tribes
have advi sed EPA that they continue to support its efforts to
devel op and pronul gate PM 10 control requirements for FMC because

of the substantial resources EPA has already expended on this
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effort and because of the technical conplexities of controlling
PM 10 em ssions from FMC. The Tri bes have advi sed EPA that they
wi |l continue to devel op and request EPA approval of a general
air pollution programfor sources within the Reservation,
i ncludi ng any additional PM 10 controls for other PM 10 area
sources and mi nor stationary sources that may be necessary to
meet the anti-backsliding requirenents of section 172(e) of the
Act during the period of transition to inplenentation of the
revised PM NAAQS and ultimately to attain the revised PM
st andar ds.
B. Revised Particulate Matter Standards

As mentioned earlier, on July 18, 1997, EPA pronul gated
revisions to both the annual and the 24-hour PM 10 standards and
al so established two new standards for particulate matter, both
of which apply only to particulate matter equal to or |less than
2.5 mcrons in dianeter (PM2.5). See 62 FR 38651. These
standards becane effective on Septenber 16, 1997. Although the
overall suite of pronulgated particulate matter (PM standards
reflects an overall strengthening of the regulatory standards for
particul ate matter, the revised PM 10 standards, by thensel ves,
effectively constitute a relaxation of the pre-existing PM 10
standards. As a consequence, areas that had not attained the
pre-existing PM10 standards at the tinme of the relaxation of the

PM 10 NAAQS, such as the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area, have
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beconme subject to CAA section 172(e). That section calls for
pronul gati on by EPA of a rule that requires application of
controls that are no |l ess stringent than the controls that would
have been required for areas that were desi gnated nonattai nnent
prior to the relaxation. 1In the preanble to the final rule
establishing the new and revi sed PM standards, EPA stated that

i nherent in the pronul gation of the revised set of PM standards
and associated provisions is the revocation of the pre-existing
PM 10 standards and associ ated provisions. However, the Agency
deci ded that the pre-existing PM 10 standards would remain in
effect (i.e., revocation would be deferred) for a period of tine
after the effective date of the new standards to ensure

mai nt enance of public health protection during the transition to
the new standards. 62 FR at 38701. For areas that are subject
to section 172(e), like the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area,
EPA provided that the pre-existing PM 10 standards woul d conti nue
to apply until the Agency conpleted the rul emaking to establish
the interimcontrols required under that section. EPA expects to
propose a rule neeting the requirenents of section 172(e) in
early 1999. It should be understood that once EPA issues a final
rul e pursuant to section 172(e), the requirenents of that rule--
and not the pre-existing PM10 standards which will be revoked at
that time--will govern all areas subject to section 172(e),

including the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area. The section
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172(e) rulenmaking will also govern today’ s action because it
proposes requirenents intended to apply to areas |ike the Fort
Hal | PM 10 nonattai nnment area that had not attained the standard
at the time of the relaxation. Therefore, although today’s FIP
proposal addresses the clear statutory requirement of section
172(e) (nanely, that for subject areas controls be applied and
i mpl enented that are no | ess stringent than were applicable in
areas designated nonattai nnment prior to the NAAQS rel axation),
statenents made in today' s proposal that relate to other CAA
requi renents concerning the pre-existing 24-hour and annual PM 10
standards will be subject to interpretations established by EPA
when it takes final action on the forthcom ng section 172(e)
rul emaki ng, which may in sone cases require nodifications to such
st at enent s.

Ref erences in today’'s FIP proposal to attainnent
requi renents or attai nment denonstrations applicable for the pre-
exi sting PM 10 standards are being utilized by EPA primarily as a
yardstick for determ ning the em ssions reduction levels that are
appropriate to achieve during this regulatory transition period
in order to avoid backsliding as contenpl ated by section 172(e).
Accordi ngly, EPA believes that the control requirenents set forth
in this proposed FIP for the FMC facility will be consistent with
the requirenents of the forthcom ng section 172(e) rule, when

that rule is promul gated and the pre-existing PM 10 standards are
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revoked. This FIP proposal requires application of controls that
represent reasonably avail able control technology (RACT). This
is consistent with the plain terns of section 172(e), because
this is the same | evel of controls that woul d have been required
prior to the relaxation of the PM 10 standards in states with
noderate PM 10 nonattai nment areas.

In the preanble to the rule that established the revised PM
standards, EPA also indicated that, as part of its inplenmentation
policy during the period of transition fromthe pre-existing to
the revised PMstandards, it would not require current PM 10
nonattai nment areas to undertake attai nment denonstrations for
the pre-existing PM 10 standards. |Instead, the Agency said it
woul d concentrate on getting approved into the SIPs for such
areas the controls needed to ensure that healthy PMI|evels woul d
be mai ntained during the transition period. See 62 FR at 38701.
As noted above, however, EPA believes it remains appropriate to
use em ssions reduction targets that are comensurate with
attai nnment |evels for the pre-existing PM 10 standards in order
to determ ne the adequacy of the adopted controls to protect the
public’s health. This is necessary for several reasons. First,
it wll take sone tinme for states and EPA to identify the PM
probl ens under the new and revised standards, to designate areas
appropriately, and to develop effective neans to address the PM

problens. Also, as a threshold matter, states will need to

14



accunul ate the three years of anmbient air quality data on which
EPA regul ati ons base nost significant PM NAAQS. Anot her inportant
reason is that the control requirenents for a noderate PM 10
nonattai nnent area (i.e., reasonably avail able control neasures
(RACM and RACT) are traditionally determ ned by considering the
attai nment needs of the area. A state with such an area would
typically prepare an attai nnent denonstration to determ ne the

| evel by which em ssions need to be reduced to neet the
standards. It would then select a m x of reasonably avail abl e
measures, consistent with EPA gui dance, cal culated to achieve
that em ssions reduction level. As applied to the Fort Hall PM
10 nonattai nnent area—an area for which no conprehensive PM

i npl ementation plan and control strategy has really ever been
applied--and as applied to FMC in particular, the discussions

t hroughout this FIP proposal regarding the relationship of the
em ssions reductions expected to be achi eved through

i npl enentation of the proposed RACT-|evel controls to attainnent
of the pre-existing PM 10 standards are not included for purposes
of denonstrating attai nnent of those standards. Rather, the

di scussion of the pre-existing PM 10 NAAQS serves the benchmark
pur pose described above of determ ning the appropriate RACT-I| evel
nmeasures needed to be inplenented in that area, both to maintain
public health protection during the transition period as well as

to assist in ultimately attaining the revised PM 10 standards. In
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summary, then, the fact that 1) these new and revised PM

st andards have now been pronul gated, 2) there is a need for
states and EPA to begin to transition frominpl enmentati on under
the pre-existing PM 10 standards towards inplenentation under the
revised PM 10 standards, and 3) regulatory requirenments for this
area during the transition period will be governed by the
statutory provisions of section 172(e), as interpreted by EPA,

all have a direct bearing on the substance and content of the FIP
that is being proposed today for the Fort Hall PM 10
nonatt ai nment ar ea.

C. FIP Proposal

In this proposal, EPA is exercising its discretionary
authority under section 301(a) and 301(d)(4) of the CAA to
pronul gate such FIP provisions as are necessary or appropriate to
protect air quality within the Fort Hall |ndian Reservation.
EPA s ultimate goal, which is being initiated by this FIP
proposal, is to ensure that all persons residing and working in
and traveling through the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area can
breathe air that neets appropriate PM 10 | evels.

EPA has used the PM 10 planning requirements applicable to
states with PM 10 nonattai nnent areas, including the statutory
requirenents provided for in section 172(e) that apply to areas
that are not attaining a NAAQS standard as of the date that

standard is relaxed, as a guide in determ ning what is necessary
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or appropriate for the protection of air quality in the Fort Hal
PM 10 nonattai nment area. The Clean Air Act requires states to
i npose RACT on mmj or stationary sources of PM 10 in noderate PM
10 nonattai nnent areas. See sections 172(c)(1) and 189(a)(1) (0O
of the CAA. Section 172(e) requires areas that are subject to
its provisions to inplenent controls that are no | ess stringent
than the controls applicable to areas desi gnated nonattai nnent
prior to the relaxation of a standard.

This FIP proposal contains emssion limts and work practice
requi renments that EPA believes represent RACT, along with rel ated
noni toring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents, for PM 10
em ssions fromthe FMC facility that emanate fromthe Fort Hal
PM 10 nonattai nnent area. EPA believes that many sources at FMC
currently enpl oy RACT-1evel controls. For point sources that EPA
believes currently enpl oy RACT-level controls, the FIP proposes
mass em ssions limts based on current actual naxi mumdaily
em ssion rates fromthese point sources and opacity limts
designed to keep PM 10 em ssions at current levels. For area
sources that EPA believes currently enploy RACT-1evel controls,
the FIP proposes opacity limts and work practice requirenents
designed to keep em ssions at current |evels.

The | argest sources of PM 10 enmissions at the FMC facility
are the slag pit and rel ated sl ag handling operations, the

el evat ed secondary condenser and ground flares, and the
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calciners. EPA believes that these sources do not currently
enpl oy RACT-|evel controls, and that additional process changes
and control technology will be necessary to achieve the em ssion
limts and work practice requirenents proposed in this notice as
representing RACT for these sources. EPA al so believes additional
process changes and control technology will be necessary for the
phosphorous | oadi ng dock and the furnace building to achieve the
emssion limts and work practice requirenents proposed in this
noti ce as representing RACT for these sources.

The controls required to conply with the proposed em ssion
limts and work practice requirenents will be costly--an
estimated $49 million dollars in capital expenditures over the
next three years and annual costs for nonitoring, work practice
requi renents, recordkeeping, and reporting of up to $202, 000.
EPA nonet hel ess believes the controls needed to conply with the
requi renents of this proposed FIP are both technol ogically and
economcally feasible. |In developing the FIP proposal, EPA has
carefully evaluated alternative control technol ogies for each
source at FMC, including the increnental em ssion reductions and
estimated cost of installing, operating, and maintaining these
alternative control technologies. |In addition, in connection
with the settlenent of alleged violations of the Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act at the FMC facility, FMC has agreed
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to expend nore than $64* nmillion in capital costs to inplenment 13
PM 10 reduction projects at the facility. Five of these projects
include the controls that EPA believes are necessary to conply
with the proposed FIP. EPA believes that the renai ning eight
projects will better enable FMC to conply with the requirenents
of the proposed FIP. FMC' s commtnent to install and operate the
13 PM 10 reduction projects for five years as part of the RCRA
settlenment is persuasive evidence that the control technol ogy
identified in this FIP proposal is both technol ogically and
econom cal ly feasible.

EPA al so believes that this FIP proposal is necessary in
order to ensure that PMlevels in the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area do not endanger public health, and that
em ssions reductions will be achieved on a tinme frame that will
contribute to attai nnent of the revised PM 10 NAAQS as
expeditiously as practicable. To achieve these goals, EPA
bel i eves that PM 10 em ssions fromthe FMC facility nust be
reduced by approxinmately 65% EPA anticipates that the em ssion
[imtation and work practice requirenents in this proposed FIP,
when considered together, will result in an overall reduction in

PM enm ssi ons of approximately 69%

*The difference in the estimated amount of expenditures EPA believesis necessary to
comply with the proposed FIP ($49 million) and the amount of capital expenditures FMC has
agreed to incur under the RCRA consent decree ($64 million) is due to the fact that EPA
believes that only five of the SEP projects are necessary in order to comply with the proposed
FIP.
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To further these objectives, EPA is proposing a rigorous
conpliance schedule. For sources that EPA believes currently
enpl oy RACT-| evel controls, the FIP proposes to require
conpliance with the proposed emssion limts and work practice
requi renents 60 days after the effective date of the FIP. For
t hose sources that EPA believes will require substanti al
nodi fication in order to conply with the proposed emission limts
and work practice standards, EPA proposes to give FMCtine to
conpl ete the necessary engi neering work, design, construction,
and initial operation. EPA is proposing that all RACT control
requi renents necessary to nmaintain public health protection and
contribute to attainnent of the revised PM 10 standards in the
Fort Hall PM 10 nonattainment area will be in place and fully
operational by April 1, 2002. Many of the new controls should be
in place well before that tine. EPA does not expect PM val ues
above the level of the revised PM 10 NAAQS to be recorded on the
Tribal nonitors after April 1, 2002. Because attainnent of the
PM 10 NAAQS requires three cal endar years of clean data, however,
the area may not be eligible for an attai nnment designation for
the applicable PM 10 standards until after that date. Gven the
nunber and extent of the projects FMC will need to undertake to
achi eve conpliance with the proposed FIP, as well as the anpunt
of necessary expenditures, EPA believes that the proposed FIP

schedul e achi eves i npl enentation of RACT as expeditiously as
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practi cabl e.

In addition to requiring the inposition of control
requi renents on sources of PM 10 emi ssions in PM 10 nonattai nment
areas subject to the pre-existing PM 10 standards, the Cean Ar
Act requires states with nonattai nment areas to neet severa
ot her PM 10 pl anning requirenents, such as enacting contingency
measures, neeting quantitative m | estones which denonstrate
reasonabl e further progress toward attainment, inplenmenting a
permt programfor construction and nodification of new and
nodi fied major stationary sources, and inposing controls on major
stationary sources of PM 10 precursors except where PM 10
precursors do not contribute significantly to nonattai nnent.

As di scussed above, EPA is pronulgating this FIP for FMC, a
facility located in Indian country on the Fort Hall Indian
Reservation, under the discretionary authority granted to EPA
under sections 301(a) and 301(d)(4) of the CAA. Because of the
| ongst andi ng PM 10 nonattai nment problemin the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area, EPA believes it is necessary and appropriate
to focus the efforts of this proposed FIP on the RACT-I evel
em ssions reduction requirenents that EPA believes will maintain
public health protection in the transition to the revised PM
standards and that wll ultimately assist in attaining those
standards as expeditiously as practicable. Based on available

I nformati on, EPA believes that inplenentation of RACT for sources
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of primary particulate nmatter at FMC, as proposed in this notice,
wi || achieve these objectives. EPA will|l address the other PM 10
pl anni ng obligations that apply to states with PM 10
nonatt ai nnent areas subject to the pre-existing PM10 NAAQS, as
necessary or appropriate, in future rul emaki ng proposals.
D. Public Involvenent in the FIP Process

EPA believes that public involvenent at the local level is
critical to the successful devel opnent and ultinate
i mpl enentation of any air quality planning effort. To that end,
EPA, the Idaho Departnent of Environnmental Quality (1DEQ, and
the Tribes established a Citizens Advisory Conmttee (CAC) in the
early 1990s, nmade up of representatives of |ocal elected
officials, transportation planning organi zati ons, and | ocal
citizen health and environnmental organizations. The CAC actively
participated in the oversight of the devel opnent of a
conprehensi ve PM 10 plan for what was then called the *Power-
Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nment area.” This conprehensive
pl an was the basis for the state inplenentation plan (SIP)for the
portion of the nonattainment area | ocated on State |ands (now
known as the “Portneuf Valley PM 10 nonattai nment area”). EPA
participated in the State’s public workshops on the SIP and
attended the public hearings on the SIP. 1In addition, EPA used
the technical products devel oped by EPA, the Tribes, and | DEQ as

well as the State SIP, as a basis for developing this FIP
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proposal for FMC in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area.

EPA has al so worked extensively with the Air Quality Program
of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes in the devel opnent of this FIP
proposal and provi ded periodic updates to the Fort Hall Business
Counci |, the governing body of the Tribes, on the devel opnent of
the FIP. EPA has also held several public workshops and neetings
seeking public input on the control strategy, both from nenbers
of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and citizens living on State | ands
adj acent to the Reservation. EPA has al so made significant
efforts to keep local elected officials and the congressi onal
del egation informed of the inplications of this proposed FIP and
ot her rel ated actions.

In Septenber 1997, EPA conducted two public workshops on the
general content and scope of the FIP. One workshop was held on
the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and a second workshop was held
in Pocatello. There were several themes that energed during
t hese public workshops. First, nost citizens of the Fort Hal
I ndi an Reservation and the Pocatell o area want clean heal t hful
air. Tribal nenbers in particular expressed concern that the
Federal governnent exercise its trust responsibility to ensure
Clean Air Act protections on the Reservation. Comenters pointed
out that, because air pollution fromFMCis plainly visible, its
I npact is commonly perceived as extensive and regul arly invokes

critical attention in the |local nedia. Because FMC is a mjor
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enpl oyer of Tribal nenbers and residents of the Pocatell o area,
however, there is also a concern about the continued economc
viability of FMC if costly air pollution and other environnental
controls are required. EPA has never received any information
fromFMC to establish that the controls necessary to neet the PM
10 planning requirenents of the Clean Air Act would require
closure of the FMC facility. |In fact, during the week the public
wor kshops were held in Fort Hall and Pocatello in Septenber 1997,
t he plant manager for the FMC facility stated in a radio
broadcast that FMC had nade a corporate conmitnent to expend $120
mllion for environmental controls at the FMC facility, of which
approximately $85 nmillion was targeted for air pollution control.

Finally, EPA has participated in several neetings of a
Citizens Advisory Panel (CAP) facilitated through the Idaho State
Uni versity and sponsored by FMC and J.R Sinplot, the two | argest
industrial facilities in the Fort Hall and Pocatell o areas. The
pur pose of the CAP is to discuss environnmental issues relating to
the Fort Hall and Pocatell o areas. EPA has attended several
nmeetings of the CAP in order to present updates on the PM 10
pl anni ng process for the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area and
to seek public input.

After this proposed action is signed and published in the
Federal Register, EPA will hold a public workshop. The workshop,

whi ch has not yet been scheduled, will provide an opportunity for
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EPA to explain to the conmunity why it is proposing this FIP,

what neasures are included in the proposal, and who w ||
potentially be inpacted by the proposal. The workshop will also
provi de the community an opportunity to ask questions of EPA and
to make suggestions with respect to this proposed action. EPA

wi || announce the tinme, date, and | ocation of the public workshop
t hrough | ocal newspapers several weeks in advance of the

wor kshop.

Fol I owi ng the public workshop, EPA will hold a public
hearing on this FIP proposal from6:00 p.m to 9:00 p.m on Mrch
18, 1999, at the Chanbers of the Fort Hall Business Council.
During the public hearing, EPA will be taking formal conmment on
the FIP proposal. The public coment period will begin upon
publication of the FIP proposal and will remain open for 30 days
after the public hearing. EPA encourages everyone who has an
interest in this proposed action to comrent during the public
commrent period. EPA will consider all comments received during
t he public comment period.

1. Background
A. Clean Air Act Requirenents
1. Designation and Cl assification
On the date of enactnment of the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendnents, PM 10 areas neeting the conditions of section 107(d)

of the Act were designated nonattainment for the PM 10 NAAQS by
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operation of law. The Power-Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nnent
area was designated as a PM 10 nonattai nment area through this
process. Once an area i s designated nonattai nment, section 188
of the CAA outlines the process for classification of the area
and establishes the area's attainment date. In accordance with
section 188(a), at the tine of designation, all PM10

nonattai nnent areas were initially classified as “noderate” by
operation of law, with an attai nnent date of Decenber 31, 1994.
56 FR 11101 (March 15, 1991).

A noderate area coul d subsequently be reclassified as
“serious” under CAA section 188(b)(1), if, at any tinme, EPA
determ ned that the area could not practicably attain the PM 10
NAAQS by the applicable attainment date. In addition, a noderate
area woul d be reclassified by operation of law if EPA determ ned
after the applicable attainnent date that, based on actual air
quality data, the area had not attained the standard by the
attai nnent date. CAA section 188(b)(2).

Ef fective Decenber 7, 1998, the Power-Bannock Counties PM 10
nonattai nnent area was split into two nonattai nnent areas at the
boundary between the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and State
| ands. The Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area consists of |and
wi thin the former Power-Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nment area
that lies within the exterior boundaries of the Fort Hall Indian

Reservation. The Portneuf Valley PM 10 nonattai nnent area
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consists of the remai ning portion of the former Power-Bannock
Counties PM 10 nonattai nnment area. See 63 FR 59722 ( Novenber 5,
1998). Both the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area and the
Portneuf Valley PM 10 nonattai nnent area continue to be
classified as noderate PM 10 nonattai nnent areas.
2. EPA s Authority to Pronmulgate a FIP in Indian Country

The Cean Air Act Amendnents of 1990 greatly expanded the
role of Indian tribes in inplenenting the provisions of the C ean
Air Act in Indian country. Section 301(d) of the Act authorizes
EPA to issue regul ations specifying the provisions of the O ean
Air Act for which Indian tribes nay be treated in the sane nmanner
as states. See CAA sections 301(d)(1) and (2). EPA promnul gated
the final rule under section 301(d) of the Act, entitled “Indian
Tribes: Air Quality Planning and Managenent,” on February 12,
1998. 63 FR 7254. The rule is generally referred to as the
“Tribal Authority Rule” or “TAR’

In the preanble to the proposed® and final rule, EPA

di scusses generally the | egal basis under the CAA by which EPA
and tribes are authorized to regulate sources of air pollution in
I ndi an country. EPA concluded that the CAA constitutes a
statutory grant of jurisdictional authority to Indian tribes that
allows themto develop air prograns for EPA approval in the sane

manner as states. 63 FR at 7254-7259; 59 FR 43958-43960.

°See 59 FR 43956 (August 25, 1994).
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EPA al so concl uded that the CAA authorizes EPA to protect
air quality throughout Indian country, including on fee |ands.
See 63 FR 7262; 59 FR 43960-43961 (citing to CAA sections
101(b) (1), 301(a), and 301(d)). |In fact, in promulgating the
TAR, EPA specifically provided that, pursuant to the
di scretionary authority explicitly granted to EPA under sections
301(a) and 301(d)(4) of the Act, EPA

“shal | pronul gate w thout unreasonabl e delay such federal

i npl ementation plan provisions as are necessary or

appropriate to protect air quality, consistent with the

provi sions of sections 304(a) and 301(d)(4), if a tribe does
not submt a tribal inplenentation plan neeting the

conpl eteness criteria of 40 CFR part 51, Appendix V, or does

not receive EPA approval of a submitted triba

i npl enentation plan.”

63 FR at 7273 (codified at 40 CFR 49.11(a)).*®

It is EPA's policy to aid tribes in devel oping
conprehensi ve and effective air quality managenent prograns by
provi di ng technical and ot her assistance to them EPA

recogni zes, however, that just as it required nany years to

®In the preamble to the final TAR, EPA explained that it believed it was inappropriate to
treat tribes in the same manner as States with respect to section 110(c) of the Act, which directs
EPA to promulgate a FIP within two years after EPA finds a state has failed to submit a
complete state plan or within two years after EPA disapproval of astate plan. In lieu of section
110(c), EPA promulgated 40 CFR 49.11(a) to clarify that EPA will continue to be subject to the
basic requirement to issue any necessary or appropriate FIP provisions for affected tribal areas
within some reasonable time. See 63 FR 7264-7265.
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devel op state and federal prograns to cover |ands subject to
state jurisdiction, it will also require tine to develop triba
and federal prograns to cover reservations and other |ands
subject to tribal jurisdiction. 59 FR at 43961.

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes have expressed a strong interest
in seeking authority under the TAR to regul ate sources of air
pollution located on the Reservation under the Cean Air Act.
Based on discussions with the Tri bes, however, EPA believes that
it will be at |east several nonths before the Tribes wll be
ready to seek authority under the TAR to assune Clean Air Act
pl anni ng responsibilities and that, when they do so, the Tribes
intend to build their capacity and seek authority for the various
Clean Air Act prograns over tine, rather than all at once. The
Tri bes have advi sed EPA that they continue to support EPA' s
efforts to inpose such controls on FMC as are necessary to bring
the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattainnent area into attainnent with the
PM 10 NAAQS as qui ckly as possible, notw thstandi ng the recent
pronul gati on of the TAR

Therefore, in this proposed FIP, EPA is exercising its
di scretionary authority under section 301(a) and 301(d)(4) of the
CAA and 40 CFR 49.11(a) to pronul gate such FIP provisions as are
necessary or appropriate to protect air quality within the Fort
Hal | I ndian Reservation. The Shoshone-Bannock Tri bes have not

submtted a tribal inplenentation plan to address PM 10 em ssions
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from FMC and have indicated to EPA that they prefer to have EPA
address PM 10 em ssions fromFMC at this tine. Gven the
| ongstanding air quality concerns in the area, EPA believes that
t he proposed FIP provisions are both necessary and appropriate to
protect air quality on the Reservation.
3. Moderate Area Planning Requirenents for States

The air quality planning requirenents for states with PM 10
nonat t ai nnent areas under the pre-existing NAAQS are set out in
subparts 1 and 4 of title | of the Clean Air Act. EPA has issued
a “Ceneral Preanble” describing EPA's prelimnary views on how
t he Agency intends to review state inplenentation plans and SIP
revisions submtted by states under title |I of the Act, including
those state subm ttals containing noderate PM 10 nonatt ai nment
area SIP provisions.” Although these noderate area pl anning
requi renents are not directly applicable to EPA in this
rul emaki ng, EPA believes it is appropriate to use the planning
requi renments applicable to states with PM 10 nonattai nnment areas
as a guide where, as here, EPA is acting to ensure mai ntenance of
healthy PMair quality within Indian country through direct
federal inplenentation.

Those states containing initial noderate PM 10 nonattai nnent

areas were required to submt, anong other things, the follow ng

’See “ State |mplementation Plans; General Preamble for the Implementation of Title | of
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990,” (General Preamble) 57 FR 13498 (April 16, 1992) and
57 FR 18070 (April 28, 1992).
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provi si ons by Novenber 15, 1991:

(a) Provisions to assure that reasonably avail abl e control
measures (RACM (i ncluding such reductions in em ssions from
exi sting sources in the area as nay be obtained through the
adoption, at a mninum of reasonably avail able control
technol ogy (RACT)) shall be inplenmented no | ater than Decenber
10, 1993 (CAA sections 172(c)(1) and 189(a)(1)(0QO);

(b) Provisions to assure inplenentation of RACT on ngjor
stationary sources of PM 10 precursors except where EPA has
determ ned that such sources do not contribute significantly to
exceedences of the PM 10 standards (CAA section 189(e));

(c) Either a denonstration (including air quality nodeling)
that the plan will provide for attai nment as expeditiously as
practicable but no later than Decenber 31, 1994 or a
denonstration that attainnment by that date is inpracticable (CAA
section 189(a)(1)(B));

(d) For plan revisions denonstrating attai nnment, quantitative
m | estones which are to be achieved every three years and which
denonstrate reasonable further progress (RFP), as defined in
section 171(1), toward attai nment by the applicable attainnent
date (CAA section 189(c));

(e) For plan revisions denonstrating inpracticability, such
annual increnental reductions in PM 10 em ssions as are required

by part D of the Act or may reasonably be required by the
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Adm ni strator for the purpose of ensuring attainment of the PM 10
NAAQS by the applicable attai nment date (CAA sections 172(c)(2)
and 171(1));

(f) A permt programfor the construction and operation of
new and nodi fied major stationary sources of PM 10 (see Section
189(a) of the Act); and

(g) Contingency neasures, which becone effective w thout
further action by EPA upon a determ nation that the area has
failed to achi eve reasonable further progress or to attain the
PM 10 NAAQS by the attai nnent date (see Section 172(c)(9) of the
Act).

Moderate area plans were also required to neet the generally
applicable SIP requirenents for reasonable notice and public
hearing under section 110(a)(l); necessary assurances that the
I npl ementi ng agenci es have adequate personnel, funding and
authority under section 110(a)(2)(E)(i) and 40 CFR 51.280; and
the description of enforcenent nethods as required by 40 CFR
51.111, and EPA gui dance inplenenting these provisions.

4. Serious Area Planning Requirenents for States

PM 10 nonattai nnment areas under the pre-existing NAAQS t hat
are reclassified as serious under section 188(b)(2) of the Act
(for failing to attain by the applicable attainnment date) are
required to submt, within 18 nonths of the area's

reclassification, SIP provisions providing for, anong ot her
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t hi ngs, the adoption and inplenentation of best avail able control
nmeasures (BACM, including best avail able control technol ogy
(BACT), for PM10 no later than four years fromthe date of
reclassification. The SIP nust also contain a denonstration that
its inplenentation will provide for attainnent of the PM 10
NAAQS. These requirenents are in addition to the noderate PM 10
nonatt ai nnment requirenents of RACT/RACM These and ot her
requirenents applicable to states with serious PM 10
nonattai nment areas are discussed in nore detail in EPA s
gui dance docunent, “State Inplenmentation Plans for Serious PM 10
Nonatt ai nnment Areas, and Attai nment Date Waivers for PM 10
Nonat t ai nnent Areas Cenerally; Addendumto Preanble for
| mpl enentation of Title | of the Cean Air Act Amendnents of
1990,” 59 FR 41988 (August 16, 1994).
B. History of PM10 Planning in the Fort Hall PM 10
Nonat t ai nnment Ar ea.
1. Background

The Power - Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nment area was
desi gnated nonattai nnent for the pre-existing PM 10 NAAQS and
classified as noderate under sections 107(d)(4)(B) and 188(a) of
the Cean Air Act upon enactnent of the Clean Air Act Anendnents
of 1990 (Act or CAA). See 40 CFR 81.313 (PM10 Initial
Nonattai nnent Areas); see also 55 FR 45799 (Cctober 31, 1990); 56

FR 11101 (March 15, 1991); 56 FR 37654 (August 8, 1991); 56 FR
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56694 (November 6, 1991). For an extensive discussion of the

hi story of the designation of the Power-Bannock Counties PM 10
nonattai nnent area, please refer to the discussion at 61 FR
29667, 29668-29670 (June 12, 1996). The original attainnent date
for the area was Decenber 31, 1994. The attai nment date was

| ater extended to Decenber 31, 1995, and then to Decenber 31,
1996, under the authority of section 188(d) of the Act. See 61
FR 20730 (May 8, 1996) (first one-year extension); 61 FR 66602
(Decenber 18, 1996) (second one-year extension).

Ef fective Decenber 7, 1998, the Power-Bannock Counties PM 10
nonattai nnent area was split into two nonattai nnent areas at the
boundary between the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and State
| ands: the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area and the Port neuf
Val |l ey PM 10 nonattai nment area. For a nore detail ed discussion
of the rationale for EPA's decision to split the Power-Bannock
County PM 10 nonattainnent area into tw separate PM 10
nonatt ai nnent areas, please refer to the discussion at 63 FR
33597 (June 19, 1998) (proposed action) and 63 FR 59722 (Novenber
5, 1998)(final action). Both the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent
area and the Portneuf Valley PM 10 nonattai nment area continue to
be classified as noderate PM 10 nonattai nnent areas.

The boundary between the two nonattai nment areas runs
t hrough an area known as the “industrial conplex,” which is

conprised of two major stationary sources of PM10. FMC is
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| ocated primarily on fee lands within the exterior boundary of
the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and primarily within the Fort
Hal | PM-10 nonattai nment area.® J.R Sinplot Corporation
(Sinmplot) is located on State | ands i nmedi ately adjacent to the
Reservation in the Portneuf Valley PM 10 nonattai nment area.
2. PM 10 Planning for the Portneuf Valley PM 10 Nonatt ai nnent
Ar ea

After the Power-Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nnent area
was desi gnated nonattai nnent, |DEQ the Shoshone-Bannock Tri bes,
and EPA began to work together in the early 1990s to prepare the
techni cal el enments needed to bring the area into attai nnment and
nmeet the planning requirenents of title | of the Act. Based on
t hese technical products, IDEQ along with several |ocal
agenci es, devel oped and i npl enented control neasures on PM 10
sources in what is now known as the Portneuf Valley PM 10
nonattai nnent area. The State submitted these control neasures
to EPA in 1993 as a noderate PM 10 nonattai nment state
i npl enentation plan revision under section 189(a) of the Act.

Al though the State had, in the past, sought to regul ate sources

8A small portion of the FMC facility extends on to State lands. The only PM-10 sources
of potential significance on this portion of FMC property (i.e., on State lands) are a few raw
materials piles and a small number of unpaved access roads, which sources collectively account
for less than one percent of total PM-10 emissions from the FMC facility. The limits proposed
in this notice do not apply to the portion of the FMC facility on State lands. EPA expects Idaho
to address the sources at FMC on State landsin a SIP revision.
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on fee lands within the Fort Hall Indian Reservation,® the SIP
revision submtted by the State in May 1993 did not purport to
i npose control requirenments on FMC or other sources on fee or

trust lands within the exterior boundaries of the Reservation.

The control neasures submtted by the State include a
conpr ehensi ve residential wood conbustion program including a
mandat ory woodst ove curtail ment program stringent controls on
fugitive road dust, including controls on winter road sandi ng and
alimted road paving progranm and a revised operating permt for
the J.R Sinplot facility, the only major stationary source of
PM 10 on State |lands within the nonattainment area.

EPA has not yet taken final action to approve the State's
noderate PM 10 SIP for the area. EPA has previously stated,
however, based on EPA's prelimnary review in the context of
approving the State's requests for extensions of the attainment
date, that these control neasures substantially neet EPA s
gui dance for RACM including RACT, for sources of primary
particul ate. See 61 FR 66602, 66604-66605 (Decenber 18, 1996).
EPA will take action on IDEQs SIP revision for the Portneuf
Val | ey PM 10 nonattai nment area in a separate rul enaking.

3. PM 10 Planning for the Fort Hall PM 10 Nonattai nnment Area

Usi ng the technical products jointly devel oped by IDEQ the

°Prior to the 1990 amendments to the Clean Air Act, IDEQ had asserted regulatory
authority over the sources of air pollution on fee lands in the Fort Hall Reservation, most
notably, FMC.
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Tri bes, and EPA, EPA began to develop, in close consultation with
the Tribes, a control strategy for what is now known as the Fort
Hal | PM 10 nonattai nment area. As stated above, EPA and the
Tribes believe that the primary, if not sole, cause of the

conti nued PM 10 viol ations that have been recorded on the PM 10
nmonitors |located within the Reservation are PM 10 em ssions from
the FMC facility. Therefore, in developing the control strategy,
EPA and the Tribes focused on devel oping control requirenents for
PM 10 em ssions from FMC.

At the sane time, the Tribes began devel opi ng the
infrastructure for running a tribal air quality program
including hiring staff, enacting authorizing |egislation,
drafting air quality regulations, establishing an air nonitoring
network, and participating in regional air quality planning
efforts. The Tribes were very interested in seeking authority to
regul ate sources of air pollution within the exterior boundaries
of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation under the Clean Air Act once
EPA pronul gated aut hori zing regul ati ons under section 301(d) of
t he CAA

Oiginally, it was thought that a PM 10 control strategy for
FMC woul d be conpl eted before pronul gation of the TAR, that is,
before the Tribes were in a position to obtain authority under
the Clean Air Act to carry out PM 10 planning within the

Reservation. For this reason, EPA took the |lead in devel oping a
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PM 10 control plan for what is now known as the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area, and, in particular, developing a contro
strategy for FMC, with the intent of promul gating a Federal

| mpl enentation Plan for FMC in close consultation with the
Tribes. Because of several setbacks in the planning process,
however, EPA was not able to pronul gate or even propose a FIP for
the area before the TAR was pronul gated in February 1998.

Because of resource constraints, the Tribes have advi sed EPA
they intend to build their capacity and seek authority for the
various Clean Air Act prograns under the TAR over tine, rather
than all at once. 1In light of the substantial resources EPA has
al ready expended in developing a control strategy for FMC and the
techni cal conplexities of controlling PM 10 em ssions from FMC,
the Tribes have requested that EPA continue wth the devel opnent
and pronul gation of a FIP for the FMC facility, even though the
Tri bes now have the ability to seek authority to regulate FMC
under the Clean Air Act. The Tribes have advi sed EPA that they
wi |l continue to devel op and request EPA approval of a general
air pollution programfor sources within the Reservation
I ncl udi ng any additional PMcontrols for other PM sources (e.q.,
area sources and mnor stationary sources) that may be determ ned
to be necessary to protect air quality.

EPA believes that, in circunstances such as exist here, it

Is appropriate for EPAto step in and fill the current gap in
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Clean Air Act protection by direct federal inplenmentation of
Clean Air Act requirenents, in this case, inplenentation of
nmeasures to control PM 10 em ssions fromthe FMC facility
originating within the Reservation. The Tribes have not
submitted a tribal inplenentation plan to control PM 10 em ssions
for FMC and have indicated to EPA that the Tribes prefer that EPA
take the lead in this area at this tinme. EPA is therefore
exercising its discretionary authority under sections 301(a)and
301(d)(4) of the Act and 40 CFR 49.11(a) to pronulgate a FIP
contai ning control neasures and other requirenents for the FMC
facility. EPA is proposing these emssion |[imtations and
rel ated control requirenents to provide federally-enforceable PM
10 requirenments on FMC in accordance with the Clean Air Act
provi sions specifically calling for the inplenentation of control
measures in PM 10 nonattai nnent areas. See, e.d., CAA section
189(a)(1)(C). EPA believes direct federal inplenentation of
control neasures is necessary and appropriate to ensure
mai nt enance of healthy air quality in Indian country and is
proposing to act here to inprove air quality in the Fort Hall PM
10 nonattainnent area during the transition to new PM standards.
4. Portneuf Environnental Council Lawsuit

On Novenber 20, 1997, the Portneuf Environnmental Counci
(PEC) filed suit against EPA alleging that EPA had failed to nake

a finding whet her the Power-Bannock Counties PM 10 nonatt ai nnment
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area had attained the PM 10 NAAQS by the Decenber 31, 1996,
extended attai nment date, as provided for in CAA section
188(b)(2)(A). During settlenent discussions, PEC indicated that
it was considering anending its conplaint to allege that EPA has
unr easonabl y del ayed promul gation of a FIP addressi ng PM 10
pl anni ng requirenents for what is now known as the Fort Hall PM
10 nonattai nnment area, and, nore specifically, for failing to
i npose controls on PM 10 em ssions from FMC.

As part of the settlenent with PEC, EPA agreed to sign a
Federal Register notice proposing a FIP to control PM 10
em ssions in the area by January 31, 1999. EPA also agreed to
take final action on the FIP proposal no later than July 31,
2000. A copy of the settlenent agreenent between EPA and PEC is
in the docket. Although EPA had been working on a FIP proposal
for the FMC facility in order to ensure attainment of the PM 10
NAAQS | ong before the PEC filed its suit against EPA, in issuing
this proposal, EPA is also responding to PEC s |awsuit and the
resulting settlenment agreenent between EPA and PEC
5. Proposed Finding of Failure to Attain and Reclassification to
Seri ous

On June 19, 1998, EPA published a Federal Register notice in
whi ch EPA proposed to make a finding that the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area failed to attain the PM 10 NAAQS by the

applicabl e attai nnent date of Decenber 31, 1996. |f EPA takes
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final action on that proposal, the Fort Hall PM 10 nonatt ai nment
area woul d be reclassified as a serious PM 10 nonattai nnent area
by operation of |aw under section 188(b)(2) of the Act. In
general, the serious area planning requirenents are in addition
to, and do not take the place of, the noderate area planning
requi renents. As noted earlier, the outcome of the final action
will likely depend on determ nations made by EPA when it
promul gates the section 172(e) rule.
C. Alr Quality Monitoring Data
1. Tribal Mnitoring Sites

The fornmer Power-Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nnment area
was originally designated nonattai nnent for PM 10 based on
nmonitors |ocated on State lands within the nonattai nment area
t hat showed viol ati ons of the pre-existing 24-hour and annual PM
10 standard in the [ate 1980s and early 1990s. Al though there
were no PM 10 nonitors |ocated on the Reservation at this tine,
di spersi on nodeling conducted to support the PM 10 pl anni ng
efforts for the area predicted high PM 10 concentrations on the
Reservation in the vicinity of FMC in what is now known as the
Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnment area.

In the m d-1990s, the Tribes requested and EPA granted the
Tri bes additional program support grant funds to enable the
Tribes to establish their own nonitoring stations in order to

collect anbient air quality data representative of conditions on
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the Reservation and to generate data to support Tribal air
quality planning efforts. This nonitor, called the “Sho-Ban
site,” is located approxinmately 100 feet north of the FMC
facility across a frontage road. Due to operational problens
with the sanpler and quality assurance problens, valid data was
not reported for this nonitor until Cctober 1, 1996. Also in
Oct ober 1996, the Tribes initiated nonitoring at two new sites.
The “primary site” is |located approxi mtely 100 feet north of the
FMC facility across the frontage road, approximately 600 feet
east of the Sho-Ban site and approximately 600 feet fromthe
boundary between the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and State

| ands. Both the Sho-Ban and prinmary sites are located in the
area of expected maxi num concentrations of PM10 in the anbi ent
air. The “background site” is |ocated approxi mately one and
one-half mles southwest of the FMC facility upw nd of the
predom nant wind direction fromthe industrial conplex.

Al'l three Tribal nonitoring sites are owned by the Tribes and
operated by a contractor for the Tribes. The Tribal nonitors
meet EPA SLAMS network design and siting requirenents, set forth
at 40 CFR part 58, appendices D and E. A description of the
nmoni toring network and instrunment siting relative to the EPA
SLAMS siting criteria, as specified in 40 CFR part 58, appendices
D and E, can be found in the technical support docunent (TSD) and

the air quality data report in the docket for this proposal.
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The air quality data for the period from Cctober 8, 1996, to
Decenber 31, 1996, was validated by the Shoshone-Bannock Tri bes.
EPA has reviewed the air quality data collected and reported by
the Tribes during this period and quality assured the data for
preci sion and accuracy prior to entering the data into the AIRS
data base. In addition, a contractor with extensive experience
in operating |large state nonitoring networks conducted an
I ndependent audit of the Tribal nonitoring data. The audit
i ncluded a review of both the sanpling effort and filter
anal ysis, and concluded that the data reported by the Tribes
during 1996 and 1997 was valid and reliabl e data.

Bot h the Sho-Ban and prinmary sites have recorded nunerous
PM 10 concentrations above the | evel of the pre-existing 24-hour
PM 10 NAAQS since Cctober 1996. Table 1 lists each of the
nmonitoring sites in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area where
the 24-hour PM 10 NAAQS was exceeded between 1994 and 1997.
Table 2 lists the concentration, in mcrograns per cubic neter,

of each exceedence.
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Table 1.--Fort Hall PM 10 Mnitoring Data--1994, 1995, 1996

3 year
Site Year Nunber of exceedences Expect ed exceedences aver age
Primary..................... 1994 No data................... Assune O.................. Assune 0
1995 No data................... Assume O.................. Assune 0
1996 18........... .. 20.96. . ... 7.0
1997 19...... ..o, 20. 1. 13.69
Sho-Ban..................... 1994 No data................... Assume O0.................. Assune 0
1995 No data................... Assume O0.................. Assune 0
1996 9. ... 11.34. ... 3.78
1997 12..... ... 14, 8.4
Background Site ............ 1994 No data................... Assune O.................. Assune 0
1995 No data................... Assume O0.................. Assune 0
1996 0............ ., 0.00. ... 0. 00
1997 1. ... 1.05. .. ... .35



Tabl e 2.--PM 10 Exceedences at Triba

ND = No Data Reported

* = | eve

above 24-hour standard

Moni t or s

Dat e

Primry
site (ug/
nB)

Sho- ban
site (ug/
nB8)

Backgr ound
site (ug/
nB)

Jan.
Jan.
Jan.
Jan.
Feb.
Feb.

165*

199*

184*

200*

229*

124

277*

420*

109

167*

90

184*

132

219*

156*

174*

174*

317*

236*

290*

187*

186*

268*

161*

165*

13

222*

198*

45

118

ND

193*

ND

ND

245*

85

135

163*

128

199*

199*

208*

53

ND

36

56

111

48

282*

293*

442*

409*

94

ND

ND

35

45

56

57

ND

ND

N W © 0 o O

18

a N w O o o

ND

246*



Feb. 19, 1997.................... 215* 259* 2
Mar. 1, 1997............ ... .. ... 223* 221* 6
Mar. 2, 1997............ ... ... ... 196* 91 4
Mar. 9, 1997............ ... ... ... 239* 139 2
Mar. 10, 1997.................... 337* 95 3
Mar. 11, 1997.................... 206* 77 4
Mar. 18, 1997.................... 77 173* 9
Mar. 26, 1997.................... 166* ND 26
Mar. 30, 1997............... .. ... 96 234* 10
Jun. 3, 1997........... ... ... ..., 87 167* 23
Aug. 26, 1997.................... 86 184* 33
Sept. 13, 1997................... 145 230* 69
Sept. 14, 1997................... 128 346* ND
Sept. 15, 1997................... 167* 91 25
Sept. 26, 1997................... 222* 79 42
Cct. 3, 1997......... ... ... .. ... 186 156* 2
Cect. 4, 1997.......... ... ... ..... 254* 128 19
Cct. 5, 1997......... ... ... ..... 273* 46 10
Cct. 8, 1997......... ... ... .. ... 80 200* 10
Cct. 9, 1997......... ... ... .. ... 68 271* 30
Dec. 17, 1997.................... 158* 67 1
Dec. 27, 1997........... ... ...... 160* 59 101
Dec. 29, 1997................. ... 245* 69 3
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According to 40 CFR part 50, the pre-existing 24-hour PM 10
NAAQS i s attained when the expected nunber of days per cal endar
year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 ug/ nS,
averaged over three years, is equal to or |less than one. Because
the Tribal nonitoring sites did not begin full operation until
Oct ober 1996, the data base is |l ess than the three years of data
general ly needed for a determ nation of conpliance with the pre-
exi sting 24-hour PM 10 NAAQS under 60 CFR 50.6. Nevert hel ess,

t he nunber of PM 10 concentrations above the | evel of the

24- hour PM 10 NAAQS between Cctober 8, 1996, and Decenber 31,
1996 results in the Sho-Ban and primary nonitors showi ng a

viol ation of the pre-existing 24-hour PM 10 NAAQS as of the
Decenber 31, 1996 attai nnment date for the area. Appendi x K of
40 CFR part 50 contains “gap filling” techniques for situations
where | ess than three conplete years of data are available. 1In
brief, that procedure allows a determ nation of non-conpliance
with a standard if it can be unanbi guously denonstrated that a
violation occurred. Wth respect to the Sho-Ban and primary
sites, the expected exceedence rate of the 24-hour standard,
averaged over the years 1994, 1995, and 1996, for each site is
substantially greater than the 1.1 allowed for under the pre-
exi sting PM 10 NAAQS, even if the days during which the nonitors
did not operate or collect valid data had reported zero PM 10

| evel s. For exanple, the expected exceedence rate for 1996 was
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20.96 at the primary site and 11.34 at the Sho-Ban site. Wen
this rate is averaged with an assuned zero for 1994 and 1995,
the three-year average expected exceedence rate of 7.0 for the
primary site and 3.78 for the Sho-Ban site are above the 1.1
required to show attai nnment of the pre-existing 24-hour PM 10
NAAQS. In other words, even if there were zero exceedences from
January 1, 1994, to COctober 8, 1996, a violation of the standard
woul d have occurred because of the nunber of exceedences that
occurred from Cctober 8, 1996, to Decenber 31, 1996. EPA
therefore believes that the Sho-Ban and primary nonitors
docunent a violation of the pre-existing 24-hour NAAQS for PM 10
under 40 CFR 50.6 using cal endar year data from 1994, 1995, and
1996.

EPA al so believes that the Sho-Ban and primary nonitors
docunent a violation of the pre-existing 24-hour NAAQS for PM 10
as of Decenber 1997 (using cal endar year data from 1995, 1996,
and 1997). The primary site recorded exceedences of the pre-
exi sting PM 10 standard on 19 days during 1997, resulting in an
expect ed exceedence rate for 1997 of 20.1. Simlarly, the Sho-
Ban site recorded exceedences of the pre-existing standard on 12
days during 1997, resulting in an exceedence rate of 14. The
t hree-year average of exceedence rates for cal endar years 1995,
1996, and 1997 were 13.69 and 8.4, respectively, for the primry

and Sho-Ban sites. The PM 10 val ues recorded on the Tri bal

48



nonitors in 1998 have been fairly consistent with the val ues
recorded during 1996 and 1997.

None of the Tribal nonitors has collected sufficient data
to make an attai nnent determnation with respect to the pre-
exi sting annual PM 10 standard. Cenerally, three years of data
must be collected in order to cal culate the three-year average
of each year's annual average. The 1997 annual average recorded
at the primary site, however, was 66.3 ug/n8, approximately 25%
above the annual PM 10 standard, and strongly suggests that a
viol ation of the pre-existing annual standard will be docunented
once three years of data has been collected at the Tri bal
nmoni tors.

As di scussed above, EPA promnul gated revised PM 10 standards
on July 18, 1997. See 62 FR 38651. Although the levels of the
24- hour and annual standards renmai n unchanged, there has been a
change in the statistical formfor determ ning conpliance with
the 24-hour NAAQS (from an expected exceedence rate to averagi ng
the 99th percentile concentration fromthree years of data) and
a change in the procedures for reporting PM 10 concentrations at
reference conditions to PM 10 concentrations at |ocal
tenperature and pressure. Determ ning conpliance with the
revised PM 10 standards, even the revised 24-hour PM 10
standard, now requires three cal endar years of data. Because

the Tribal nonitors have only been collecting valid data since
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the last quarter of 1996, there is insufficient data at this
time to conclude with certainty that the Tribal nonitors violate
the revised PM 10 standards. Nonethel ess, after converting
previously reported PM 10 concentrations to |ocal tenperature
and pressure and cal culating the 99th percentile of the data
base for each site and the arithnetic mean for each site for
each year, EPA believes there is a strong likelihood that the
Tribal nonitors will document violations of the revised 24-hour
and annual PM 10 standards unl ess there are significant
reductions in PM10 emi ssions fromthe FMC facility. The 99th
percentile PM 10 concentrations for 1997 were 231 ug/nB for the
primary site and 243 ug/n8 for the Sho-ban site, well above the
24- hour standard of 150 ug/nB. Simlarly, the arithmetic annual
mean for 1997 was 60 ug/nB8 for the primary, again, well above
t he annual standard of 50 ug/nB8. The arithnetic annual nean for
1997 for the Sho-Ban site was 46 ug/nB, just below the | evel of
t he standard.

Pl ease refer to the air quality data report and the TSD in
t he docket for further discussion and analysis of the air
qual ity data.
2. PM 10 Precursors

Section 189(e) of the Act states that the control
requi renents applicable under SIPs to major stationary sources

of PM 10 nust also be applied to major stationary sources of
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PM 10 precursors, unless EPA determ nes such sources do not
contribute significantly to PM 10 | evels which exceed the PM 10
standard in the area.

Not all particulate in the air is directly emtted as
particul ate fromem ssion sources. Particulate can al so be
formed in the air through conplex chem cal processes involving
em ssion of gaseous pollutants called “precursor gasses”, or
“precursors”. The particulate forned in the air are generally
referred to as “secondary aerosol.” Precursor gasses of concern
in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area and the Portneuf
Val | ey PM 10 nonattai nnent area include sul fur dioxide, oxides
of nitrogen, and ammoni a. The secondary aerosol fornmed in the
at nosphere are ammoni um sul fate and ammoniumnitrate.

At the beginning of the PM 10 pl anni ng process for the
former Power-Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nment area, PM 10
precursors were not thought to contribute to PM 10 | evels which
exceeded the PM 10 standard. In the winter of 1992, however, the
State of |daho began to anal yze particulate matter collected on
the PM10 filters at the State nonitoring sites for secondary
aerosol contribution. Analysis of the particulate collected on
the filters by the State in January 1993, including on the date
of an exceedence on January 7, 1993, showed that ammoni um
sulfate and ammonium nitrate, which are PM 10 precursors,

constituted approxi mtely 60% of the neasured PM 10 nass.
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Filter sanples collected on other days with high PM 10
concentrations were selected fromthe total of a year's routine
nonitoring at the State nonitoring sites and anal yzed for
secondary aerosol fractions. The results indicated that
secondary aerosol was a significant fraction of the total PM 10
mass | oadi ng only during cold stagnant wi nter days with high
relative humdity. H gh PM 10 concentrations neasured and

anal yzed during other neteorol ogical conditions did not have a
significant aerosol contribution. This new information
necessitated a reeval uation of the contribution of PM 10
precursors to the nonattai nnent problemin the forner
Power - Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nment area. Accordingly,
in conjunction with EPA and the Tribes, the State devel oped a
wor k plan for analyzing and addressing the contribution of PM 10
precursors to the nonattai nnent problemin the Power-Bannock
Counties PM 10 nonattai nment area.

Since PM 10 precursors were first identified in particul ate
sanples collected in January 1993 fromthe State nonitors as a
potential contributor to the nonattainment problemin the fornmer
Power - Bannock Counties PM 10 nonattai nment area, however, no
| evel s above the standard have been recorded at any of the
nmonitors | ocated on State lands in what is now known as the
Portneuf Valley PM 10 nonattai nnent area. Instead, it appears

that PM 10 resulting from precursor em ssions represent a
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significant fraction of the total PM 10 mass | oadi ng on the
nonitors |ocated on State | ands only during very specific and
rare neteorol ogi cal conditions--cold stagnant winter days with
relative high humdity. Based on the fact that the State
nonitors have not recorded an exceedence since January 1993,
that there have been only two tines between 1986 and 1997 in
whi ch violations of the PM10 NAAQS on the State nonitors have
been attributed to PM 10 precursors, and that all State
nonitoring sites have attained the standard, it does not appear
that maj or stationary sources of PM 10 precursors contribute
significantly to PM 10 | evel s which exceed the standard wi thin
the Portneuf Valley PM 10 nonattai nnment area.

Wth respect to the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area,
based on data fromthe State nonitors that show secondary
aerosol reaches its highest levels at the nonitoring sites
furthest away fromthe industrial conplex, EPA would not expect
PM 10 precursors to contribute significantly to PM10 |evels
t hat exceed the standard on the Tribal nonitors, which are
| ocated near the industrial conplex. |In order to confirmthe
contribution of PM10 precursors to the exceedences that have
been recorded on the Tribal nonitors, however, EPA is conducting
additional chem cal analysis of filters collected fromthe
Tribal nonitors as part of a conprehensive study of the types of

particles and their chem cal conposition collected at the Tri bal
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nonitors. |If the results of this study denonstrate that PM 10
precursors from nmajor stationary sources contribute
significantly to levels that exceed the applicable PM standards
in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area, EPA will determ ne
whet her additional controls on FMC and any ot her maj or
stationary sources of PM 10 precursors w thin the nonattai nnment
area are necessary or appropriate, to the extent the Shoshone-
Bannock Tri bes have not submtted a tribal inplenmentation plan
addressi ng such concerns. The State would be required to
address any significant PM precursor em ssions attributable to
sources on State |lands that contribute to |levels that exceed the
applicable PM standards in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonatt ai nnent
ar ea.
3. Evidence of Adverse Health Effects Attributable to Poor Air
Quality

As denonstrated above, the Fort Hall PM 10 nonatt ai nnent
area violates the pre-existing 24-hour PM 10 standard and nmay
al so violate the pre-existing annual PM 10 standard and the
revi sed 24-hour and annual PM 10 standards. A recent report
prepared by the U S. Departnent of Health and Human Servi ces,
Public Health Service, Agency for Toxic Substances and Di sease
Regi stry (ATSDR), appears to be consistent wth the grow ng body
of epidem ol ogi ¢ evidence showi ng an associ ati on between

particul ate pollution and respiratory illnesses. The report
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| ooked at the Native Anerican population living on the Fort Hal
I ndi an Reservation and the Native Anerican popul ation |living on
the Duck Valley Indian Reservation. The Duck Valley Indian
Reservation is located in an undevel oped area in northern Nevada
and has no known air quality problem A total of 515 individuals
(229 fromFort Hall and 286 from Duck Valley) participated in
this study. The study conpared pul nonary function, |evels of
cadmi um chromum fluoride, and several renal biomarkers in
urine specinmens, and results froma questionnaire filled out by
the participants concerning respiratory synptons or di seases.
The report reveals a significantly higher incidence of
self-reported respiratory synptons or di seases anong the
residents living on the Fort Hall |ndian Reservation as conpared
with those living on the Duck Valley Indian Reservation. For
exanpl e, the incidence of chronic bronchitis was three tines
hi gher and the incidence of pneunonia was two tinmes higher for
the population living on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation.
Differences in respiratory outcones at the two reservations were
great est when conparing the health of participants younger than
20 years of age. A copy of this report is in the docket.
Al t hough this report does not prove that the reported adverse
heal th effects anobng the Shoshone-Bannock Tri bes are caused by
the PM 10 nonattai nment problemin the Fort Hall PM 10

nonattai nnent area, the report does support EPA s concern with
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the air quality in the area.
1. FIP Proposal

As di scussed above, in this proposed rul enaking, EPA is
exercising its discretionary authority under sections 301(a) and
301(d)(4) of the CAA and 40 CFR 49.11(a) to pronul gate such FIP
provi sions as are necessary or appropriate to protect air
quality within the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area. Based on
i nformati on avail able to EPA, EPA believes that the primary, if
not sol e, cause of continued violations of the pre-existing 24-
hour PM 10 NAAQS that have been recorded on the Tribal nonitors
are PM 10 emssions fromthe FMC facility that emanate from
within the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area. |In this FIP
proposal, EPA is proposing controls for the FMC facility that
EPA bel i eves represent RACT.
A. Em ssion Inventory

Section 172(C)(3) of the CAA and 40 CFR 51.114 require that
a PM 10 nonattai nment plan include a conprehensive, accurate,
and current inventory of actual em ssions fromall sources of
the relevant pollutant in the relevant area. An em ssion
Inventory is used to identify sources that contribute to
nmeasured violations of the NAAQS and to estimate the rate at
whi ch these sources emt pollutants into the atnosphere. The
source em ssion data that conprise an em ssion inventory are

used in evaluating the effectiveness of alternative control
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technol ogy and the em ssions that result frominpl enmentation of
controls. Em ssion data are also used to predict air quality
benefits frominplenmentati on of selected control technol ogi es.

An em ssion inventory is generally prepared to reflect
estimates of actual em ssions. Actual em ssions are estimtes
of what a source actually emtted into the atnosphere within a
specified tine frame, usually on an annual or 24-hour basis, and
are used to assess em ssion conditions that could have led to
specific measured air quality. Actual annual em ssions are the
em ssions emtted into the air during the cal endar year and are
expressed in tons/year. The 24-hour actual em ssion rates can
be expressed in several different ways: average daily em ssion
rates; worst case emission rates for any 24-hour period for each
source; or a worst case emi ssion rate for each source during a
speci fied season.

In the early 1990s, EPA, the State and, the Tri bes worked
toget her on the technical products that would serve as the basis
for the PM 10 planning for the Power-Bannock Counties PM 10
nonattai nnent area. An em ssion inventory of all stationary
sources and area sources in the nonattainnent area was one of
t hese technical products. For this FIP proposal, EPA started
with the em ssion inventory for the forner Power-Bannock County
PM 10 nonattai nnment area that was devel oped jointly by EPA, the

State, and the Tri bes, which contained i nventories of actual
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annual em ssion rates, average daily enission rates, worst case
em ssion rates for a 24-hour period, and worst case em ssion
rates during the winter, when exceedences are nost likely to
occur in the area. Two types of changes to the eni ssion

i nventory have been nade along the way. First, although the

em ssion inventory uses a base year of 1993, it has been revised
to reflect 1996 em ssions for FMC. EPA believes that the 1996
em ssion inventory nore accurately represents current operations
at FMC than any previous em ssion inventory prepared for the
facility. For exanple, the 1996 em ssion inventory for FMC
reflects additional engineering evaluation of furnace gas
conposition, as well as the change in the ore used by FMC, which
has an effect on PM 10 em ssions throughout the facility.

Second, EPA has used emi ssions only fromthe stationary sources
and area sources in what is now known as the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area. Wth respect to area sources, this neant
apportioning area source em ssions between the Fort Hall PM 10
nonatt ai nnent area and the Portneuf Valley PM 10 nonattai nnent

ar ea.

Tabl e 3 bel ow summari zes the 1993 actual annual em ssions
for the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area (1996 base year for
FMC). Point source and area source em ssions of |ess than one
ton per year are excluded fromthe table. EPA used the em ssion

I nventory for the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnment area, in
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conjunction with anbient air quality and neteorol ogi cal data and
analysis, in reaching its determ nation that the continued

viol ations of the pre-existing 24-hour PM 10 standard that have
been recorded on the Tribal nonitors are primarily, if not
exclusively, attributable to PM 10 em ssions emanating fromthe
FMC facility within the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area. 1In
this FIP proposal, EPA estimated em ssion reduction targets at
FMC fromthe estimated design value using the worst case daily
em ssion rates at FMC. EPA believes it is appropriate to
devel op a control strategy assum ng the potential of both
adverse neteorol ogy and worst case daily em ssions occurring
simul taneously in order to ensure that PMlevels in the Fort

Hal | PM 10 nonattai nnent area do not endanger public health.
Tabl e 4 bel ow summari zes the 1996 actual daily worst case

em ssions for FMC. EPA has used this nore refined em ssion

i nventory of the individual sources of PM10 at the FMC facility
to identify the | argest em ssion sources at the FMC facility
that appear to be contributing to high PM 10 concentrations in

t he area.
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TABLE 3
1993 Actual PM 10 Em ssions Sunmmary

Fort Hall PM 10 Nonattai nment Area (greater than 1 ton/year)

Sour ce Name

Poi nt Sources

PM 10 Eni ssions (tons/year)

FMC Cor poration (1996) 727
J. K. Merrill #43 (nmain) 7
McNabb Grain 2
General MIls, Schiller _1

Subt ot al 737

Area Sources

Resi dent / Conmrer Const . 31
Resi denti al Heating 0
Prescri bed Burning 35
WIld Fires 49
Road Construction 12
Aircraft Em ssions 1
Agri cul tural Equi pnent 1
Agricul tural W ndbl own Dust 310
Loconot i ve Emi ssions 0
Break Wear 0
Tire Wear 0
Unpaved Roads 571
Paved Roads 59
Mbbi | e Exhaust _0

Subt ot al 1069
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TABLE 4

FMC 1996 Actual Worst Case Daily and Annual PM 10 Em ssions Sunmary

Sour ce Nane PM 10 Emi ssions (lb/day) PM 10 Em ssions (ton/yr)

PO NT SOURCES

G ound Flare 2281 197
Cal ci ners 1204 100
El evat ed Secondary CO Fl are 828 62
Al'l ot her Baghouses 446 49
Medusa Anderson (four furnaces) 269 43
Cal ci ner Cool er Vents 188 27
Pressure Relief Vents 99 1
Cool i ng Tower 96 18
Phos Dock 34 6
Boil ers 13 2
Emer gency CO Fl ares _ 12 _0

Subt ot al Poi nt Sources 5470 505

PROCESS and OTHER FUd TI VES

Sl ag Handling

Slag tap 173 28

Metal Tap 88 14

Sl ag cooling 209 33
Sl ag di ggi ng 173 Slag handling 27
Loader to truck 270 subtotal 1045 43
Truck to slag pile 132 20
Al'l Roads 190 25
Al'l Piles 163 23
Dry fines material recycle 33 6
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Nodul e fines handling truck | oading

Nodul e fines stockpiling

Grand Tot al

Subt ot al

Fugi ti ves

12

6920

62

1450

L

727

222



As can be seen from Table 3, FMC accounts for nore than 98%
of PM10 emi ssions fromall stationary sources and nore than 40%
of PM 10 emi ssions fromall sources of PM10 in the Fort Hal
PM 10 nonattai nment area. Because of the size of FMC s PM 10
em ssions, both in absolute ternms and in conparison to other
sources of PM10 emissions in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonatt ai nnment
area, EPA has invested nmany years and hundred of thousands of
dollars in devel oping an accurate and conprehensive inventory of
em ssions fromthe FMC facility. Changes in the em ssion
estimates for the FMC facility have resulted fromchanges in FMC
processes over tinme, better identification of em ssion sources
at the facility, and better understanding of em ssions from
known sources through source testing or further engineering
anal ysi s of known processes. Process fugitive em ssions account
for a significant portion of the em ssions at FMC. There are
approxi mately 450 individual fugitive em ssion points listed in
the inventory. Because fugitive em ssions do not enmanate from a
single point, they are difficult to neasure and are determ ned
based on assunptions and judgenent. |In addition, for sone of
t he point sources at FMC, em ssions cannot be measured through
source tests because of the conbustible nature of the gas
stream but are instead estinmated based on theoretical chem cal
reactions and engi neering cal cul ati ons.

The em ssion inventory for FMC has undergone al nost
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continual revision and updating since the early 1990s. As
described in nore detail below, EPA initially planned on using
di spersion nodeling to identify specific sources subject to
control and to denonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
control strategy. During this time, FMC continued to provide
EPA with new information that nmade the inventory nore conpl ex
and nore detailed, but also tended to | ower em ssion estimates.
After the dispersion nodeling failed to adequately perform at
the Tribal monitoring sites, and EPA decided in the sumrer of
1997 to denonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed control
strategy by rolling back overall facility em ssions based on the
design value, FMC came forward in Decenber 1997 with information
i dentifying new em ssion sources with significant em ssions and
significantly higher em ssion estimtes for previously
identified sources. This new information effectively quadrupled
the daily facility-wide em ssion rates. EPA evaluated this new
I nformati on and revised the em ssion inventory, where
appropriate, to reflect this new information. Al though EPA has,
for the nost part, used the em ssion estinmates provided by FMC
EPA has in sone instances revised FMC's estinmates to provide a
nore realistic estimate of worst case daily em ssions. Please
refer to the docket and TSD for a nore detail ed discussion of
the em ssion inventory.

B. Determ ning RACM RACT



The General Preanbl e describes the nethodol ogy for

determ ning RACM RACT in detail. 57 FR 13498, 13540-13541. 1In
sumary, EPA suggests starting to define RACMwith the list of
avai l abl e control nmeasures for fugitive dust, residential wood
conbustion, and prescribed burning contained in Appendi ces Cl,
C2, and C3 of the General Preanble and adding to this list any
addi ti onal control neasures proposed and docunented in public
comments. Any neasures that apply to em ssion sources of PM 10

that are insignificant (i.e., de mnims) and any neasures that

are unreasonabl e for technol ogy reasons or because of the cost
of the control in the area can then be culled fromthe list. In
addition, potential RACM may be culled fromthe list if a
nmeasure cannot be inplenented on a schedule that woul d advance
the date for attainnment in the area. 57 FR 13498, 13540-41,
13560.

The CGeneral Preanble al so provides guidance for states in
determ ni ng RACT for noderate PM 10 nonattai nnent areas for SIP
pl anni ng purposes. See 57 FR 13540-41 and Appendix &4 (57 FR
18070, 18073-74 (April 28, 1992)). EPA recommends to states
that major stationary sources of PM 10 be the starting point for
RACT anal ysis. 57 FR 13541. EPA has defined RACT for PM 10
pl anni ng purposes as the | owest em ssion rate that a particul ar
source i s capable of neeting by application of control

technol ogy that is reasonably avail abl e considering
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t echnol ogi cal and economic feasibility. RACT applies to

exi sting sources of PM 10 stack, process fugitive, and fugitive
dust em ssions (e.g., haul roads and unpaved stagi ng areas).
See section 172(c)(1) of the Act and 57 FR 13541. RACT for a
particul ar source is determ ned on a case-by-case basis
considering the technol ogi cal and economc feasibility of
reduci ng em ssions fromthat source through process changes or
add-on control technol ogy.

The technol ogical feasibility of applying an em ssion
reduction nethod to a particular source should consider the
source's process and operating procedures, raw material s,
physi cal plant |ayout, and any other environnental inpacts such
as water pollution, waste disposal, and energy requirenents.
The process, operating procedures, and raw naterials used by a
source can affect the feasibility of inplenmenting process
changes that reduce em ssions and the sel ection of add-on
control equiprment. An otherw se avail able control technol ogy
may not be reasonable if reducing air em ssions has an adverse
effect on other resources and these adverse environnental
i npacts cannot reasonably be mtigated. 57 FR 13540-41 and 57
FR 18073- 74.

Economi c feasibility considers the cost of reducing
em ssions and the difference in these costs between the

particul ar source and other simlar sources that have
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i npl ement ed eni ssion reductions. EPA presunmes that it is
reasonabl e for simlar sources to bear simlar costs of em ssion
reductions. Economc feasibility rests very little on the
ability of a particular source to "afford"” to reduce em ssions
to the level of simlar sources. Less efficient sources would
be rewarded by having to bear |ower em ssion reduction costs if
affordability were given high consideration. Rather, econom c
feasibility for RACT purposes is largely determ ned by evidence
that ot her sources in a source category have in fact applied the
control technology in question. The capital costs, annualized
costs, and cost effectiveness of an em ssion reduction

t echnol ogy shoul d be considered in determning its economc
feasibility. The QAQPS Control Costs Manual, Fourth Edition,
EPA- 450/ 3- 90- 006, January 1990, describes procedures for

determ ning these costs. The above costs shoul d be consi dered
for all technologically feasible em ssion reduction options. 57
FR 13540-41 and 57 FR 18073-74.

The attai nnent needs of the area should al so be consi dered
in determ ning RACT. Were a source contributes insignificantly
to anmbi ent concentrations that exceed the NAAQS, it would be
unreasonabl e, and therefore would not constitute RACT, to
require additional controls on the source. 57 FR 13540-13541
and fn. 18 and 20.

C. RACM RACT Determ nation for Mnor Stationary Sources and Area
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Sour ces

EPA eval uated the extent to which em ssions fromvarious
sources throughout the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area
affected attai nment of the pre-existing PM 10 NAAQS as a guide
to determ ning whether controls for those different sources is
RACT. At the conclusion of that evaluation, EPA believes that
em ssions emanating fromthe FMC facility | ocated within the
Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area are the primary, if not sole,
cause of the continued violations of the pre-existing 24-hour
PM 10 NAAQS within the nonattai nment area. Therefore, EPA s
determnation at this tinme is that inposing controls on PM 10
em ssions fromother stationary sources and area sources in the
Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area is not necessary to protect
air quality during the transition period and would not expedite
attai nment of the revised PM 10 NAAQS

In this case, EPA was not able to determ ne on the basis of
avai |l abl e nodeling the precise contribution of other area and
m nor stationary sources in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment
area to the | ocations of expected 24-hour and annual PM 10
violations within the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area.
Despite repeated efforts, with the assi stance of the Tri bes,
| DEQ and affected industry, the air quality nodels initially
sel ected and approved by EPA for use in the Power-Bannock

Counti es PM 10 nonattai nment area have continued to fail well -
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establ i shed performance criteria in the vicinity of the FMC
facility, precisely the area where nonitored violations of the
pre-existing 24-hour PM 10 standard continue to occur. As

di scussed in nore detail belowin section IIl.1., EPA has
therefore relied on sinple linear proportionality between
facility-wi de em ssions at FMC and anbi ent PM 10 concentrati ons
nmeasured at the Tribal nonitors to establish that the proposed
control strategy is expected to result in attai nnment of the PM
10 standard. The use of sinple roll back assunes that each
source in the area has a contribution at the nonitor based only
on em ssion rates rather than source |ocation and em ssions
characteristics. The use of sinple roll back in the

nonattai nment area therefore does not allow EPA to determ ne the
contribution of a particular area or mnor stationary source to

the | ocations of expected 24-hour and annual PM 10 viol ations.

O her information, however, strongly suggests that PM 10
em ssions from FMC are responsi ble for the high PM 10 val ues
t hat have been recorded on the Tribal nonitors. A sinple
conparison of the data anong the three Tribal nonitors on days
when the primary site and Sho-Ban site docunented exceedences of
the standard strongly suggests that contributions from sources
other than FMC are insignificant. Data fromthe background site,

which is upwi nd from FMC based on prevailing wind directions,
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reveal s that the background site rarely exceeded 50 ug/nB and
generally recorded val ues |less than 10 ug/ n8 on days when the
primary site and Sho-Ban site, both downw nd of the FMC
facility, recorded values in excess of 150 ug/nB. See Table 2.
EPA has al so anal yzed the PM 10 readi ngs on the prinmary and
Sho-Ban nonitors and the wind direction observed during the
sanpling tine frane on a nore detailed |level. EPA conpared the
24- hour average wind direction with the PM 10 concentrations
recorded at these nonitors for the period between Cctober 6,
1996, and Decenber 31, 1997. In other words, PM 10
concentrations are presented as a function of 24-hour w nd
direction. Based on this data, it is evident that exceedences
of the PM 10 24- hour NAAQS are recorded on the primary and Sho-
Ban nonitors only when the wind is blowing fromthe FMC cal ci ner
and furnace building areas—two of the |argest sources of PM 10
at FMC--toward the nonitors. No exceedences of the PM 10
standard have been recorded on these nonitors when the wind is
bl owi ng fromany other direction, including fromthe part of the
FMC facility located on State |ands and from Sinplot, the other
potential source of PM 10 em ssions contai ni ng phosphorous and
which is |ocated on State | ands. EPA and the Tribes have been
conducting additional air sanpling and analysis at the prinmary
and Sho-Ban nonitoring sites. Filter sanples fromthese sites

are being anal yzed for chem cal and physical conposition to
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determ ne the types of sources contributing to the high PM 10
levels. Prelimnary information fromthis work indicates that
em ssions from high tenperature or conbustion sources from FMC
are significant contributors to the PM 10 observed on the
filters and that the fine particles (PM2.5 or less)are the

maj or conponent of the PM 10. In addition, w nd directional
chem cal analysis resulted in high | evels of phosphorus ore
conponents in the fine particles when the wind is blow ng from
the direction of the FMC cal ci ners and furnace.

Based on this information, the fact that PM 10 em ssions
fromFMC are the single | argest source of PM 10 em ssions in the
Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnment area, and the other factors
di scussed below in this section I11.C, EPA s determ nation at
this time is that FMCis the primary, if not the sole,
contributor to PM 10 | evels that exceed the pre-existing
standard in the nonattai nnent area. EPA expects to conplete the
anal ytical and receptor-nodeling study by sumrer of 1999. The
initial results suggest the study will confirmthat the sources
targeted in this proposal are indeed contributing to the problem

at the level the em ssions inventory woul d indicate.

Although both FMC and Simplot both utilize phosphate ore in their processes (FMC
produces elemental phosphorus and Simplot produces chemical compounds (fertilizers)
containing phosphorus), as discussed above, the exceedences of the PM-10 standard have been
recorded on the Tribal monitors when the wind is blowing from the FMC facility toward the
monitors.
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1. Stationary Sources

The FMC facility is the only major stationary source of PM
10 within the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area and within the
entire Reservation and it emts nore than 727 tons of PM 10 each
year (actual emi ssions). There are currently five other m nor
stationary sources of PM 10 operating in the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area, with em ssions ranging from.01l to 6.8 tons
per year. These mnor stationary sources consist of two grain
| oadi ng and storage facilities, a fertilizer handling operation,
a pipeline punp station with an associated boiler, and an
aggregate handling facility. PM10 em ssions fromall stationary
sources in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area are estimated
at 737 tons per year. FMC emts 727 tons per year of this
amount, or nore than 98% of all em ssions fromstationary
sour ces.

EPA has recommended to states in the SIP planning process
that maj or stationary sources of PM 10 be the m ninum starting
poi nt for RACT analysis. 57 FR 13541. EPA recomends t hat
states go on to conduct a RACT analysis of m nor stationary
sources and require control technology for other stationary
sources in the area that are reasonable to control in |light of
the area's attai nnent needs and the feasibility of such
controls. 1d. In light of the fact that all stationary sources

within the nonattai nnent area other than FMC emit | ess than two
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percent of all PM 10 em ssions fromstationary sources, and in
light of the nonitoring analysis indicating that exceedences of
t he standard occur only when the wind is blowing fromFMC s
facility toward the Tribal nonitors, EPA's determination at this
time is that mnor stationary sources within the nonattai nment
area--considered individually as well|l as collectivel y—have an
i nsignificant inpact on exceedences of the PM 10 NAAQS in the
area. Therefore, EPA's determination at this tine is that
additional controls on mnor stationary sources in the
nonattai nnment area are not needed for attainment and woul d not
expedite attainment. RACT for such sources would thus consi st
of no additional controls because it would be unreasonable to
I mpose additional controls on these mnor stationary sources in
i ght of the attainnent needs of the area. See 57 FR 13541 & n.
20.

To ensure that these and any new m nor stationary sources
that nmay |locate wthin the nonattai nnent area continue to have a
de mnims effect on PM10 levels in the area that exceed the
standard, EPA believes it is appropriate for these and any new
stationary sources to be subject to generally applicable
restrictions on PM 10 em ssions. EPA has been working with the
Shoshone- Bannock Tribes on air quality regul ations that address
the pollutants for which EPA has established NAAQS, i ncluding

PM 10, and that include a new source review program EPA
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strongly encourages the Tribes to continue working toward the
submi ssion of a general air quality tribal inplenentation plan,
i ncludi ng general rules for controlling PM10 em ssions from
exi sting mnor sources and a new source review program Because
these existing mnor sources are relatively mnor sources, EPA
sees no urgency in going forward now with a mnor new source
revi ew program and ot her general rules, but will instead await
Tribal action for sone reasonable period of tine.
2. Area Sources

Area source em ssions fromw thin the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area total approximately 1069 tons per year, or
approximately 60% of all PM 10 em ssions within the Fort Hal
PM 10 nonattai nnment area. The |argest of the area source
categories are paved and unpaved roads, agricultural w nd bl own
dust, wild fires, and prescribed burning. Al though area source
em ssions are slightly larger than the total em ssions from FMC
area source em ssions are spread over the entire 48.7 square
mles of the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area. As di scussed
bel ow, the inpact of area source emssions on air quality at any
given location in the nonattainment area is therefore greatly
reduced.
a. Roads

Em ssions from paved and unpaved roads in the Fort Hall PM

10 nonattai nnent area are the second | argest source of

74



particul ate em ssions on the Reservation, second only to FMC.

Em ssions from paved roads in the nonattai nnent area are 59 tons
per year, or nine percent of all road em ssions within the
nonat t ai nnent area, whereas em ssions from unpaved roads in the
nonattai nnent area are 571 tons per year, or 91%of all road

em ssions in the nonattai nnment area. Conbi ned, paved and
unpaved road em ssions account for 59% of all area source

em ssions in the Fort Hall Nonattainment area.

Em ssions from paved roads have been determ ned by the
State to have a significant anbient inpact in the Portneuf
Val l ey PM 10 nonattai nment area, particularly in the Pocatello
urban area, because of the high density roadway network on State
| ands. Most of the paved and unpaved roads within the Fort Hal
PM 10 nonattai nment area, however, service the rura
agricultural activities that are evenly distributed throughout
the Reservation. Therefore, road dust em ssions are distributed
over the approximately 48.7 square mles of the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnment area. Mreover, there are fewroads within the
nonattai nnent area that are upwind of the Tribal nonitors.
Because of the |arge area over which road dust em ssions are
spread in the nonattai nnent area and the |ocation of the roads
in relation to the Tribal nonitors that have recorded viol ations
of the 24-hour PM 10 standard, EPA believes that the anbient PM

10 inpact of road emssions in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent
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area is insignificant.
b. Wnd Blown Agricultural Dust

W nd bl own dust fromagricultural operations is the second
| argest area source in the nonattai nment area. Em ssions from
this source are estimated at 310 tons per year. These fugitive
em ssions result fromtilling, harvesting, and exposure of
tilled land to high winds. The inpact of these em ssions on the
measured PM 10 | evels at the Tribal nonitors appears to be
insignificant for several reasons. First, the agricultural |and
that is tilled and used for crops in the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nment area is downw nd of FMC and the Tribal nonitors.
The agricultural |and upwi nd of the FMC facility is used
primarily for cattle grazing and has vegetative cover which
resists re-entrai nnent of w ndbl own dust.

In addition, nost of the agricultural land within the Fort
Hal | PM 10 nonattainment area is |eased fromthe Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes by private concerns. The Natural Resource
Conservation Service in Bannock County (fornerly the Soi
Conservation Service) reports that nost farm ng operations on
the Reservation, |ike farm ng across the country, already
utilize best managenent practices to control soil erosion
(including wind erosion) in order to qualify for Federal

subsi di es under the Food Securities Act (see The Effectiveness

of the 1985 Food Securities Act's Highly Erodi ble Land
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Provi sions to Reduce Agricultural Fugitive Dust Em ssions, EPA

171-R-92- 015, PB-92-182401, July 1992). EPA has determ ned
that, in general, these managenent practices represent RACM for
agricultural sources. See 57 FR 13498.

Finally, as with road em ssions, agricultural em ssions are
spread across a w de geographic area, and thus have a reduced
anbi ent inpact. EPA therefore believes, based on avail able
information, that agricultural em ssions have an insignificant
i npact on the violations that have been recorded in the
nonat t ai nnent ar ea.

c. Fires

Prescribed fires and wld fires in the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area emt a conbined total of approxinmately 84
tons of PM 10 em ssions each year. Em ssions fromthese
activities are usually of high intensity with snoke plunes that
rise quickly into the air because of the heat generated, are of
short duration (on the order of hours), and seldomif ever re-
occur at the sanme |ocation. Based on the experience of other
areas in the country where prescribed fires and wild fires are
comon (such as eastern Washington and the | daho panhandl e),
recording a violation of the PM10 NAAQS at a fixed | ocation due
to fireis rare. |In addition, there have been no reports or
evidence of wild or prescribed fires directly upwi nd of the Sho-

Ban or primary nonitors or directly upwi nd of the background
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nmonitor. In short, em ssions fromfires do not appear to have
contributed to the violations of the PM 10 NAAQS recorded in the
nonattai nnment area. For these reasons, EPA's determ nation at
this time is that prescribed and wild fires have an
i nsignificant inpact on the continued violations of the pre-
exi sting 24-hour PM 10 standard that have been recorded on the
Tribal nonitors.
D. Overview of FMC Operations

The FMC facility |located on the Fort Hall |ndian
Reservati on near Pocatell o, |daho, produces “food grade”
el enmental phosphorus fromshale (or ore) mned in the general
area. El enmental phosphorus is then shipped to other FMC
processing facilities throughout the United States where it is
converted into phosphates and phosphoric acid, which in turn are
used in a wide variety of household products from di shwasher
soap to additives to soft drinks. At the FMC facility near
Pocat el l o, crushed phosphate ore is pressed into briquettes and
heated (calcined) to renove organic matter. These cal ci ned
briquettes, now called nodules, are mxed with silica and dried
coke (this mx is called burden) and fed to the four electric
arc furnaces in a continuous operation. In a reducing
at nosphere in the plasma of the electric arc furnace, el enental
phosphorus is |iberated as a gas.

Furnace gases are ducted to an electrostatic precipitator
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to clean the gas stream and then to condensers where the
phosphorus is cooled, liquified, and collected for transport.
Mol ten slag (calciumsilicate), a waste product, is forned at
the bottom of the furnace and nust be periodically renoved
t hrough a process called “slag tapping”. Ferrophos, a netal
byproduct, also fornms in the bottom of the furnace bel ow t he
slag | ayer and nust al so be periodically renoved through a
process called “netal tapping”. Potential particulate em ssion
poi nts include handling of raw ore, nodul es, slag, and burden.
Particul ates are also emtted during the cal cining of
briquettes, and fromvarious furnace flares and vents.

For ease of reference, EPA has assigned a nunber to each of
t he known sources of PM10 at FMC. The nunbering systemis
consi stent throughout this notice.
E. General Process for Determ ning RACT for FMC
1. In Ceneral

The process for determning RACT in states with noderate
PM 10 nonattai nment areas is discussed above in section I11l.B.
above. \Were, as here, EPA is exercising its discretionary
authority under sections 301(a) and 301(d)(4) of the Act and 40
CFR 49.11(a) to pronulgate a FIP for a noderate PM 10
nonattai nnent area in Indian country as necessary or appropriate
to assure protection of healthy air quality, EPA believes it is

appropriate for EPA to use this sanme RACT net hodol ogy in
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devel opi ng the control strategy.

EPA hired Environmental Quality Managenent, Inc. (EQV), a
contractor with extensive know edge of the phosphorus industry
in general and experience with the FMC Pocatello facility in
particular, to assist in the devel opnent of a conprehensive and
accurate particulate em ssion inventory for FMC. The em ssion
inventory identified the point and fugitive sources of PM 10 at
FMC, the em ssion rate for each source, and all existing control
devi ces operating on each source.

EQM t hen conducted an eval uation of alternative control
technol ogi es for each source that could be used as the basis for
a determ nation of RACT. For each source, EQMidentified the
exi sting control technology for the source and alternative
control technol ogi es'* that could be nore effective in reducing
em ssions than the existing control technol ogy used at FMC. EQM
t hen eval uated these alternative control technol ogies, including
the increnmental em ssion reductions and estimated cost of
installing, operating, and mai ntai ning these control
technologies. EQM al so determ ned the “cost effectiveness”
($/ton of PM 10 reductions) of the alternative control
t echnol ogi es.

Based on the EQM report, EPA consi dered whether each

"The term “control technologies’ as used here includes process changes that would result
in areduction of emissions.
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alternative control technol ogy represented RACT, that is,

whet her the technol ogy was both technol ogically and econonically
feasible in light of the attai nment needs of the area. After

sel ecting the control technology that represented RACT for each
source, EPA devel oped enforceable em ssion |imtations and work
practice requirenents that represent the | owest em ssion
[imtation the source is capable of achieving with the sel ected
control technol ogy. *?

For five sources at FMC--slag handling and rel ated
processes (source 8), the cal ciner scrubbers (source 9), the
furnace building (source 18c), fugitive and point source
em ssions fromthe phosphorous | oading dock (source 21), and the
el evat ed secondary condenser and ground fl ares (source 26a)--EPA
believes that additional controls are both technol ogically and
economcally feasible and necessary in light of the attainnent
needs of the area. Collectively, slag handling, the calciner
scrubbers, and the el evated secondary condenser and ground
flares account for nore than 77% of daily worst case PM 10
em ssions fromall sources at FMC. The control strategy

proposed in this FIP is anticipated to result in a reduction of

“The Clean Air Act defines the term “emission limitation” as “a requirement established
by the state or the Administrator which limits the quantity, rate, or concentration of emissions of
air pollution on a continuous basis, including any requirement relating to the operation or
maintenance of a source to assure continuous emission reduction, and any design, equipment,
work practice or operational standard.” CAA section 301(k).
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PM 10 em ssions of 4756 pounds per day fromthese sources, a 69%
facility-w de reduction of PM 10 enmi ssions fromcurrent |evels
in the em ssion inventory. The phos dock and the furnace
building will be reduced to the levels of em ssions in the

em ssion inventory. The RACT determ nation for these five
sources is discussed in nore detail bel ow.

EPA believes that all renaining sources at FMC currently
enpl oy controls that represent RACT. For exanple, nost of the
poi nt sources at FMC are controll ed by baghouses or scrubbers.
Baghouses and scrubbers are, in general, anong the nost
effective control technol ogi es available for controlling PM 10
em ssions from point sources and therefore generally represent
RACT. Wth respect to fugitive sources, the avail able
alternative control technologies are, in general, very
expensi ve, such as building an enclosure around the fugitive
source. Many of the fugitive sources, individually, have | ow
em ssions, which results in a high cost effectiveness for the
alternative control technologies. |In addition, further PM 10
reductions frommany of these smaller sources do not appear to
be necessary in light of the attai nment needs of the area and
woul d not expedite attai nment.

As di scussed above, however, none of the sources at FMC are
currently subject to federally-enforceable em ssion |[imtations

or work practice requirenents on PM 10 em ssions. For those
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sources which EPA believes currently enpl oy RACT-Ievel controls,
EPA is proposing emssion [imtations and work practice
requi renents designed to maintain PM 10 em ssions fromthose
sources at the current levels in the em ssion inventory. This
I s essential because, as discussed in nore detail below, the
proposed control strategy will result in attainnent of the pre-
exi sting 24-hour PM 10 standard only if PM 10 em ssions from
t hese other sources remain at the current levels in the em ssion
inventory. Please refer to the TSD for a detailed anal ysis of
the existing and alternative control technol ogi es, an eval uation
of the available alternatives, and em ssion limtations and work
practice requirenents that EPA believes represent the | owest
em ssion limtation that each source is capable of achieving by
the application of the RACT-level controls for each source that
EPA believes currently enpl oys RACT-1evel controls.
2. RCRA Consent Decree

On COctober 16, 1998, a consent decree between FMC and EPA
was | odged in the United States District Court for the District
of ldaho regarding alleged violations of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) at the FMC facility. The
public comment period on the RCRA consent decree closed on
Decenber 18, 1998. |If, after review ng the comments received,
EPA and the Departnent of Justice determine that it is

appropriate to proceed with entry of the RCRA consent decree,
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the Departnent will file a notion for entry of the decree.®

Upon entry of the RCRA consent decree by the court, the RCRA
consent decree will require FMC to pay a civil penalty of

$11, 864,800 for alleged RCRA violations and to bring the FMC
facility into conpliance wwth RCRA. In addition, as part of the
settlenment, FMC agreed to inplenent 13 “suppl enenta
environnental projects” (referred to as SEPs) in order to reduce
PM 10 em ssions at the FMC facility. Altogether, these SEPs
will require FMC to expend nore than $64 mllion in capita

costs to inplenment these PM 10 reduction projects.

Five of the SEPs address PM 10 em ssions fromthe five
sources for which EPA believes additional RACT controls are
necessary for attainment of the PM 10 NAAQS. For each of these
five sources, as is discussed in nore detail bel ow, FMC has
agreed to install and operate as SEPs the control technol ogy EPA
beli eves represents RACT. FMC' s commtnent to install and
operate this control technology for five years is persuasive
evidence that the identified control technology is both

technol ogically and econom cal ly feasible. Because of FMC s

3The Department of Justice reserves the right to withdraw or withhold its consent to
entry of the proposed consent decree if the comments, view, and allegations concerning the
consent decree disclose facts or considerations which indicate that the proposed decreeis
inappropriate. 50 CFR 50.7(b).

“FMC has also agreed to commit $1,650,000 to fund a study of the potential health
effects on residents of the Fort Hall Indian Reservation that may have resulted from rel eases of
hazardous substances at the FMC facility.
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agreenent to inplenment the control technology for these sources
as SEPs in the RCRA consent decree, EPA believes that the
controls will be in place at | east two years before the controls
woul d have been in place without FMC s agreenent to install the
necessary controls as SEPs. The acceleration of the conpliance
date is discussed in nore detail in section Ill.H below

FMC has al so agreed to inplenment as SEPs ei ght ot her
proj ects designed to noderni ze and upgrade control systens at
the FMC facility which will nmake it easier to keep existing
control technol ogy operating properly wthout upsets and
br eakdowns, thereby reducing PM 10 em ssions at the FMC
facility. For exanple, FMC has agreed to replace at |east three
exi sting baghouses with |larger, nore efficient baghouses and to
spend nore than $5.5 million for the upgrading or replacenent of
ot her exi sting baghouses. FMC has al so agreed to upgrade and
I mprove ot her PM 10 processes and controls. For these other
projects, that is, other than the five projects for sources for
whi ch EPA believes additional controls are necessary to neet the
RACT requirenents, EPA believes that FMC can achi eve the
proposed em ssion |imtations and work practice requirenments
even without the SEPs. The SEPs provi de additional assurance,
however, that FMC will be able to conply with the requirenents
of this proposed FIP. A copy of the RCRA consent decree is in

t he docket.
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3. Mass Emission Limtations

EPA has proposed a mass emission |imtation for npst
i dentified point sources. For sources for which EPA has
determ ned that additional controls are not necessary for
attai nment of the PM 10 NAAQS, the proposed nmass em ssion
limtation is based on the daily maxi num em ssion estimte for
the source in the 1996 em ssion inventory. EPA believes that
conpliance with the proposed nmass emi ssion limtations wll,
except for the point sources discussed below, entail no new or
addi ti onal control equi pnment and no or m nor changes in
practices, procedures, or processes.

As di scussed in nore detail in section Ill.F. below, for
t hree point sources--the cal ciner scrubbers (source 9), the phos
dock Andersen scrubber (source 2la), and the el evated secondary
condenser and ground flares (source 26)--EPA believes that
additional controls are technologically and economically
feasi bl e and needed for attai nnent of the PM 10 standard. For
t hese sources, the proposed nass em ssion limtation is in
general based on the daily maxi mum em ssion estimate for the
source in the 1996 em ssion inventory, but this emssion rate is
then reduced by the estimted percentage reduction in em ssions
that is expected after application of the control technol ogy
I dentified as RACT-1evel controls.

EPA is not proposing mass emssion |imts for fugitive
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sources because, in general, there are no readily avail abl e test
nmet hods to determ ne conpliance with nass em ssion limts for
fugitive sources. |Instead, EPA is proposing visible en ssion
limtations for fugitive sources as an indication that em ssion
capture and control equi pnent is designed and operating properly
and that proper housekeepi ng and mai ntenance activities are
bei ng conducted to prevent the escape of fugitive em ssions. EPA
is al so proposing work practice requirenments for fugitive
sources, which are discussed in nore detail bel ow
4. Opacity Limts

EPA is proposing a specific opacity Iimt for all but one
of the known point and fugitive sources at FMC. EPA is al so
proposing a limt of no visible em ssions fromany |ocation at
the FMC facility, except to the extent a specific opacity limt
I's established for an identified point or fugitive em ssion
source, in order to ensure that sources inadvertently omtted
fromthe em ssion inventory do not go unregul at ed.

The opacity limts proposed in this FIP are based on best
engi neering judgnent, as explained in nore detail below and in
t he technical support docunent. EPA is relying in part on
surveys of visible em ssions conducted at the FMC facility to
verify conditions used in the determ nation of em ssions
estimates and to determ ne whether the sources could conply with

the proposed opacity limts. At EPA s request, air quality

87



i nspectors fromthe Shoshone-Bannock Tri bes, State of |daho, and
EPA, who are certified readers using EPA Method 9, conducted
vi si bl e em ssions observations of nost of the point and fugitive
em ssion sources at FMC i n Decenber 1995 and January 1996 (1995-
1996 visible em ssions survey) and again in Cctober and Novenber
1998 (1998 visible em ssions survey). The surveys are
collectively referred to as the "visible em ssions surveys”. In
general, the inspectors docunmented no visible em ssions during
t he period of observation and rarely docunented visible
em ssions greater than five percent opacity. Several of the
sources for which visible em ssions greater than five percent
wer e observed are anong the five sources for which EPA believes
additional controls are necessary or sources that EPA believes
were not being properly maintained or operated at the tinme of
the inspection. In addition to the visible em ssions surveys,
EPA has considered opacity limts that apply to simlar sources.
In summary, EPA believes that the visible em ssions surveys
and review of other simlar sources support EPA s concl usion
that the proposed opacity limts are both technol ogically and
economi cal ly feasi ble because FMC appears to be capabl e of
meeting the linmts on a daily basis.* The denonstration of the

ef fectiveness of this proposed control strategy is prem sed on

*The results of the visible emissions surveys are discussed in more detail in the in-depth
RACT discussion of the sources for which EPA believes additional controls are necessary and,
for al other sources, in the TSD in the docket.
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ensuring that, for those sources for which EPA does not believe
addi tional controls are necessary, em ssions fromthose sources
remain at the current levels in the em ssion inventory. EPA
therefore believes that the proposed opacity standards are al so
necessary because they are designed to keep PM 10 em ssions at
the current levels in the em ssion inventory.
a. Point Sources

Many of the point sources at FMC are currently controlled
by baghouses and scrubbers. In general, EPA has proposed an
opacity limt of seven percent for point sources (i.e., stacks)
control |l ed by baghouses and five percent for point sources
controll ed by scrubbers. Based on best engineering judgenent and
field experience, EPA believes that point sources controlled by
baghouses or scrubbers should have zero visible emssions if the
control equi pnent is properly designed, naintained, and
operated. A limt of five percent or seven percent provides for
an appropriate margin of error. EPA is proposing Method 9 (40
CFR part 60, appendix A) as the reference test nethod. The 1995-
1996 and 1998 visi ble em ssions surveys confirmthat the
baghouses and scrubbers at FMC, when operating properly, had no
vi si bl e em ssi ons.

EPA is proposing a seven percent opacity limt for point
sources controlled by baghouses at FMC. Al of these sources

i nvol ve processes and raw naterials simlar to processes and raw
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materials used by facilities subject to New Source Perfornance
St andard (NSPS) subpart 000. See 40 CFR part 60, subpart 000.
This standard applies to nonnetallic mneral processing plants
processi ng crushed and broken stone, including shale, sand and
gravel, and other simlar materials. 40 CFR 60.670 and 60. 671.
Under this standard, stack em ssions are subject to an opacity
limt of seven percent unless the em ssions are controlled by a
wet scrubber. 40 CFR 60.672(a)(2). EPA believes that the point
sources controll ed by baghouses at FMC that capture em ssions
fromshale, briquette, and nodule handling are sufficiently
simlar to the processes subject to the seven percent opacity
limt of NSPS subpart 000 as to provide a basis for proposing a
seven percent |imt for the foll ow ng point sources: east shale
baghouse (source 5a); m ddle shal e baghouse (source 6a); west
shal e baghouse (source 7a); north nodul e di scharge baghouse
(source 12a); south nodul e di scharge baghouse (source 12b); east
nodul e baghouse (source 15a); west nodul e baghouse (source 15b);
nodul e recl ai m baghouse (source 16a); dust silo baghouse (source
17a); the east and west baghouses in the furnace buil ding
(sources 18a and 18b); and the coke handli ng baghouse (source
20a) .

For point sources at FMC controlled by scrubbers, EPA is
proposing an opacity limt of five percent. As stated above,

EPA believes that point sources controlled by scrubbers should
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have zero opacity if they are being properly operated and
mai nt ai ned. A five percent opacity |limt is conmonly seen for
poi nt sources controlled by scrubbers. EPA proposes the five
percent opacity limt for the foll ow ng sources controlled by
scrubbers: phos dock Andersen scrubber (source 2la)and excess CO
burner (source 26b). Although the calciners are also controlled
by scrubbers, EPA is proposing that the calciners be exenpt from
an opacity limt, as discussed in nore detail in section
[11.F. 2.c. bel ow

EPA is al so proposing a five percent opacity limt for the
boilers (source 23). Because the boilers are fired on natural
gas, EPA believes that the boilers should have zero visible
em ssions if they are properly designed, maintained, and
oper at ed.

EPA has proposed an opacity limt of no visible emssions
for the pressure relief vents (source 24) except during a
“pressure release,” as defined in the proposed FIP. The
pressure rel ease vents at FMC are a safety device for the
furnace systemto prevent excessive pressure and potenti al
explosion in the furnaces. They are designed to open and
rel ease excess furnace gasses directly to the atnosphere under
certain conditions so as to reduce the potential for explosions.

EPA believes that the pressure rel ease vents, when not

venting furnace gasses (i.e., when not experiencing a pressure
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rel ease), should have no visible emssions if properly

mai nt ai ned and operated. EPA therefore is proposing a

prohi bition on visible em ssions except during a pressure

rel ease. To ensure that the pressure rel ease vents are not used
as regul ar uncontroll ed enmi ssion points and to ensure they are
properly nmaintai ned and operated, EPA is proposing several work
practice and nonitoring requirenents for the pressure rel ease
vents, which are discussed in nore detail in section IIl.E. 5.
bel ow.

The furnace CO energency flares (source 25) are also a
safety feature. Wen the furnace is shut down, due to an
energency, schedul ed power outage, or schedul ed mai ntenance, it
I's necessary to flare the furnace gases directly to the
at nosphere until they can be safely routed to the furnace
scrubbing system Like the pressure rel ease vents, when not
venting furnace gasses, the furnace CO energency flares shoul d
have no visible em ssions if properly maintai ned and operat ed.
EPA therefore is proposing a prohibition on visible em ssions
during normal operating conditions. To account for the need to
vent furnace gases directly to the atnosphere under certain
condi tions, EPA proposes that this limt not apply during an
“emergency”. To ensure that venting of the CO energency flares
Is mnimzed, EPA is proposing definitions for an energency,

al ong with recordkeeping and reporting requirenents, which are
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di scussed in nore detail belowin section IIl.G

The proposed opacity |imtations for the point sources for
whi ch EPA believes additional controls are necessary for
attai nnent are discussed in section II1l.F. bel ow.
b. Fugitive Em ssion Sources

EPA is proposing a limt of no visible em ssions from nost
storage piles that consist of materials with a high noisture
content. For exanple, the main shale pile (source 2) and the
enmer gency/ conti ngency raw ore shale pile (source 3) are
conprised of material with a very high noisture content from
whi ch no visible em ssions should be expected. EPA has al so
proposed a limt of no visible emssions fromrail car unloading
(source 1) and the stacker and reclainer (source 4), again,
because the raw ore as received fromthe mne has a very high
noi sture content.

EPA is also proposing a limt of no visible fugitive
em ssions fromall buildings, with the exception of the furnace
bui l di ng, which is discussed in nore detail in section Ill.F.5.
bel ow. NSPS subpart 000, which applies to facilities using
simlar processes and raw materials as those used at FMC
I mposes a limt of no visible fugitive em ssions from any
bui | di ng encl osi ng any process subject to NSPS subpart 000,
except through a vent, which is a point source subject to the

seven percent opacity limt under NSPS subpart 000. See 40 CFR
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60.672(e). In general, buildings should be seal ed and sources
contained within themunder a negative pressure created by the
dust control systenms for the sources |ocated therein.

EPA is al so proposing an opacity |limt of no visible
fugitive em ssions fromthe dust silo and the pneumatic dust
transport system (source 17b). Dust collected in the various
baghouses at FMC is pneunmatically transported from each baghouse
to the dust silo via a pneunmatic transport system The dust
silo and pneuratic transport system are encl osed systens and,
when properly operated and mai ntai ned, should have no | eaks to
the atnosphere. Leaks in ducts can occur due to abrasion, wear
and tear, and poor mai ntenance. These conditions represent poor
operations and mai ntenance and can be prevented. Any visible
emssion is indicative of a |leak that needs repair.

EPA is proposing an opacity limt of ten percent for al
other fugitive sources identified in Table A. The ten percent
limt applies to uncaptured fugitive em ssions and process
fugitive em ssions fromsources controlled by scrubbers and
baghouses, including fugitive em ssions that are not in fact
captured by the control device. A properly designed and
operating hood and capture system should be able to capture
al nost all particulate and ensure no visible emssions. A ten
percent opacity will allow for rare situations when conditions

overwhel mthe em ssion capture system NSPS subpart 000
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establishes a ten percent opacity limt on nost fugitive
em ssions. See 40 CFR 60.672(b).

The proposed ten percent opacity limt also applies to the
nodul e pile (source 11), the nodule fines pile (source 13), and
the screened shale fines pile (source 14) which contain materi al
a portion of which consists of fine dust materials and is
subj ect to entrainment by wind during the addition of material
to the piles. These piles are therefore are nore likely to
experience periods of visible fugitive emssions. For simlar
reasons, EPA proposes that roads be subject to an opacity limt
of ten percent.

The proposed opacity limtations for the fugitive sources
for which EPA believes additional controls are necessary for
attai nment--slag handling and rel ated processes (source 8), the
furnace building (source 18c), and phos dock fugitives (source
21b) —-are di scussed in section IIl.F. bel ow
5. Wirk Practice Requirenents

EPA is proposing a general requirenent that FMC maintain
and operate each source, including all associated pollution
control equipnent, in a nmanner consistent with good air
pol lution control practices for mnimzing emssions. This
requirenent is based on a general provision in the New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS), 40 CFR 60.11(d). Many States have

conparabl e provisions in their SIPs or include such a provision
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i n new source construction permts. See Washi ngton

Adm ni strative Code (WAC) 173-405-040(10); WAC 173-410-040(4);
WAC 173-415-030(6)). EPA believes that control equi pnent and
processes should at all tinmes be operated in a manner consi stent
with good air pollution control practice for mnimzing

em ssions. Determ nations of whether acceptable operating and
mai nt enance procedures are being used wll be based on al

I nformati on available to EPA, including, but not limted to,
monitoring results, opacity observations, review of operating
and nmai nt enance procedures and i nspections.

EPA is al so proposing a noisture content and | atex
application requirenent for the main shale pile (source 2) and
t he emergency/ contingency raw ore shale pile (source 3).

This requirenent is designed to ensure PM 10 em ssions from

t hese sources remain at current levels. In addition, according
to FMC, FMC already applies latex to these piles to reduce
fugitive em ssions.

As di scussed above, the pressure relief vents (source 24)
are not subject to an opacity limt during a pressure rel ease.
Because EPA is proposing that the opacity |limt does not apply
to the pressure relief vents during a “pressure release”, it is
essential to know the frequency and duration of a pressure
rel ease in order to inplenent the proposed opacity standard. In

addition, in order to mnimze PM10 enissions fromthis source,
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it is essential that the duration and frequency of pressure

rel eases are mnimzed to the extent possible. EPA therefore
proposes to require FMC to install continuous tenperature

i ndicators and recorders to detect when a pressure rel ease from
a furnace begins and ends on each of the pressure rel ease vents.
The installation of tenperature indicators and recorders on each
pressure relief vent should detect all pressure rel eases and
indicate their duration because the expected tenperature during
a pressure release should be significantly above anbi ent
tenperatures. Simlar nonitoring devices are being used to

nmoni tor the venting of uncontrolled em ssions of noncondensi bl e
gases frompressure relief devices on digesters at pulp mlls in
Washi ngton State.

EPA proposes to require that FMC submt a proposed
paraneter range of operation for the pressure relief vents that
woul d i ndi cate when a pressure release is occurring. The
paraneters woul d be approved through the title V permt issuance
process or as a nodification to FMC's title V permt. Until that
time, the paranmeter range proposed by FMC for the pressure
relief vent devices would serve to define when a “pressure
rel ease” is occurring.

After a pressure rel ease, the seal nust be re-established.
Poor mai ntenance of the pressure relief vents and val ves can

|l ead to a delay in re-establishing the seal, which can result in
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excessive visible em ssions. EPA has proposed as a work
practice standard and nonitoring requirenent that FMC be
required to conduct a visible em ssions observation of each
pressure relief vent after the seal has been re-established or
ot herwi se seal ed after each pressure release. The requirenent
to ensure that a pressure relief vent is properly resealed after
arelease is well established in the various |eak nonitoring
rules in the NSPS and the National Em ssion Standards for

Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS). See, e.g., 40 CFR 60.482-4

(requiring that pressure relief devices be returned to state of
no detectable em ssions); 40 CFR 61. 648 (sane).

Finally, because the pressure relief vents at FMC are
designed to rel ease at 18 inches of water, EPA also proposes to
require that FMC maintain the rel ease point on each pressure
relief vent at a mninmum of 18 inches of water and to inspect
each pressure relief valve after the seal has been re-
establi shed or otherw se sealed after each pressure release to
ensure 18 inches of water is maintained. This will ensure that
the pressure required to cause a release to the atnosphere is
not reduced below the 18 inches of water setting, thereby
preventing unnecessary rel eases to the atnosphere.

The 1995-1996 vi sible em ssions survey did docunment several
occasi ons when the pressure relief vents were emtting visible

em ssions. In one case the pressure relief valve was open and
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furnace gasses were being emtted. In a second case em ssions
were occurring even though the pressure relief valve was seal ed.
In accordance with the RCRA consent decree, FMC has repl aced the
existing pressure relief valves with an i nproved design that

will quickly re-establish the seal. EPA believes that the new
pressure relief valves should be able to conply with a

requi renent of no visible em ssions fromthe pressure relief

vent s.

Addi ti onal work practice requirenents are discussed in
conjunction with the discussion of nmonitoring in section I11.G
bel ow.

6. Reference Test Methods

EPA has pronul gated Met hods 201/ 201A and 202 (40 CFR part
51, appendix M "Recommended Test Methods for State
| mpl enentation Plans") as the reference test nethods for nmass
PM 10 em ssion limtations for point sources and reconmends that
states use these reference test nethods for PM 10 em ssion
limtations in SIPs. Method 201 or its alternative, 201A, are
used to neasure primary PM 10 at stack conditions. Method 202
IS used to neasure matter that will condense to PM 10 at anbi ent
tenperatures but which is a gas at stack conditions.

I n general, EPA proposes that both Methods 201 or 201A and
Met hod 202 be required as the general reference test nethods for

the proposed mass enmission limtations for point sources at FMC.
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EPA has proposed several exceptions to this requirenent. First,
FMC nust use Method 5 (40 CFR part 60, appendix A) in place of
Met hod 201 or 201A for the calciners (source 9) and any ot her
sources with entrained water drops. |In such case, all the
particul ate matter neasured by Method 5 nust be counted as PM 10
because Method 5 is a test nethod for determ ning total
suspended particulate froma stationary source, not just PM 10.
Second, FMC may use Method 5 as an alternative to Method 201 or
201A for a particular point source. Again, if Method 5 is used,
all of the particulate neasured by Method 5 nust be counted as
PM 10. Finally, FMC is not be required to use Method 202 for a
particul ar point source if FMC submts a witten request to the
Regi onal Admi ni strator which denonstrates that the contribution
of condensible particulate nmatter to total PM 10 em ssions is
i nsignificant for such point source and the Regional
Adm ni strator approves the request in witing.

For opacity standards, EPA is proposing EPA Method 9 (40
CFR part 60, appendix A) as the reference test nethod for
opacity standards with nunerical limts for both point sources
and fugitive sources, wth an averagi ng period of six mnutes
and an observation interval of 15 seconds.

For those sources at FMC for which EPA is proposing a limt
of no visible em ssions, EPA is proposing a “visual observation”

as the reference test nethod. The standard of no visible
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em ssions neans that at no tinme during the observation period
shall the source emt any visible em ssions. A “visual
observation” is defined to nean that no visible em ssions are
detected during 10 m nutes of continuous view ng conducted in
accordance with section 5 of EPA Method 22 (40 CFR part 60,
appendi x A) by a person who neets the training guidelines
described in section 1 of Method 22.

The proposed FIP clarifies that the specification of a
reference test nethod does not preclude the use of other
credi bl e evidence for the purpose of submtting conpliance
certifications or establishing whether or not FMCis in
conpliance with a particular requirenent. This is consistent
Wi th recent anendnents to the requirenents for SIPs, 40 CFR
51.212(c) and 52.12(c), and recent anendnents to the NSPS and
NESHAPs, 40 CFR 60.11(g) and 61.12(e). See 62 FR 8314 (February
24, 1997).

7. Startup, Shutdown, Schedul ed Mai ntenance, Upsets, Breakdowns,
Mal f uncti ons, and Energenci es

EPA has carefully considered whether to provide an
affirmati ve defense to a penalty action for violation of the
proposed em ssion |imtations occurring during periods of
startup, shutdown, schedul ed nmai ntenance, upset, breakdown,
mal functi on, or energency. Because the em ssion limtations

proposed in this FIP are designed to attain and naintain the
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appl i cabl e heal t h-based PM NAAQS, any affirmative defense to a
penalty for exceeding the standards proposed in this notice nust
not interfere with EPA's responsibility for assuring such

attai nnent and mai nt enance.

After careful consideration of the issue, EPA is proposing
two alternative approaches with respect to violations
attributable to such events. Under the first approach, the
proposed em ssion |imtations would apply at all tines and there
woul d be no affirmative defense for excess em ssions caused by
such events. |If em ssions exceeded the proposed standards
during startup, shutdown, schedul ed nai ntenance, a nal function,
or an energency, EPA would, of course, retain its enforcenent
di scretion to forgo seeking a civil penalty for violation of the
standard. For exanple, EPA could determ ne not to pursue a
penal ty action because excess emi ssions occurred during a
particul ar sudden and unavoi dabl e breakdown of process or
control equi pnent beyond FMC's control, such event could not
have been prevented through better planning, design, operation,
or mai ntenance, and FMC nmade repairs in an expeditious fashion
and took steps to mnimze the excess em ssions to the extent
practi cabl e.

Under the second approach, EPA would provide an affirmative
defense to a penalty action (but not to an action for injunctive

relief) provided certain conditions are satisfied. Under this
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second approach, EPA is proposing sonewhat different conditions
that must be satisfied for startup, shutdown, and schedul ed
mai nt enance, on the one hand, and upsets, breakdowns,
mal functions, and energencies (collectively referred to here as
“mal functions or enmergencies”), on the other hand. Startup,
shut down, and schedul ed mai nt enance'® are general ly foreseen or
pl anned events and shoul d be accounted for in the planning,
design, and inplenentation of operating procedures for the
process and control equipnent. In contrast, malfunctions and
energencies are, by definition, unplanned or unforseen events.
Under this second approach, for FMC to obtain relief from
penalty for violations resulting fromstartup, shutdown, or
schedul ed mai nt enance, FMC would be required to notify EPA of
any startup, shutdown, or schedul ed mai nt enance event expected
to cause em ssions in excess of the generally applicable
standards prior to the occurrence of such event. FMC would al so
be required to establish, through properly signed,
cont enpor aneous operating |logs or other rel evant evidence, that
t he excess emni ssions could not have been avoi ded through caref ul
and prudent planning, design, and operations and nai ntenance
practices; that the em ssion unit in question and any rel ated

control equi pment and processes were at all tinmes maintai ned and

1°A shutdown or startup necessitated by a malfunction or emergency would be treated as
any other malfunction or emergency.
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operated in a manner consistent with good practice for

m nim zing em ssions; that the anmount and duration of the excess
em ssions were mnimzed to the maxi num extent practicable; and
that all reasonable steps were taken to mnimze the inpact of

t he excess em ssions on the anbient air. FMC would al so be
required to file reports of em ssions in excess of the generally
applicable standard within 48 hours of occurrence. To ensure
protection of the PM 10 NAAQS, the affirmative defense woul d not
apply on any day on which an exceedence of the revised PM 10
NAAQS was recorded on any nonitor in the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area. In addition, the affirmative defense would
only be available in a penalty action. |In order to protect the
PM 10 NAAQS, the affirmative defense would not be available in
an action seeking injunctive relief.

Wth respect to the affirmative defense for mal functions
and energenci es under the second approach, EPA is proposing an
affirmati ve defense based on the affirmative defense for
“emergenci es” under the title V air operating permt program
See 40 CFR 70.6(g) and 71.6(g).* An “emergency” is defined as

any situation arising fromsudden and reasonably unforeseeabl e

YAlthough EPA has proposed to delete the emergency defense from the title VV program,
see 60 FR 45530, 45559-60 (August 31, 1995), the basis for the proposed deletion was that the
title V program should not be used as a vehicle to revise underlying applicable requirements.
There was no suggestion that the elements of the affirmative defense set forth in the title V rules
were in anyway insufficient or improper.
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events beyond the control of the source, including acts of Cod,
whi ch situation requires inmediate corrective action to restore
normal operation, where the increase in em ssions are

unavoi dabl e. An energency woul d not include nonconpliance to

t he extent caused by inproperly designed equi pnent, |ack of
preventative mai ntenance, careless or inproper operation or
operator error. See 40 CFR 70.6(g)(1) and 71.6(g)(2). In
claimng an energency, FMC would be required to establish,

t hrough properly signed, contenporaneous operating |ogs or other
rel evant evidence, that an “enmergency” occurred and that FMC can
identify the cause, the facility was being properly operated at
the time, FMC took all reasonable steps to mnimze | evels of

em ssions that exceeded the standard, and that FMC notifies EPA
within 48 hours of occurrence. Again, to ensure protection of
the PM 10 NAAQS, the affirmative defense would not apply on any
day on which an exceedence of the revised PM 10 NAAQS was
recorded on any nonitor in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnment
area. In addition, the affirmative defense for energenci es woul d
al so only be available in a penalty action. In order to protect
the PM 10 NAAQS, the affirnative defense woul d not be avail abl e
in an action seeking injunctive relief. EPA specifically
requests conment on whether to provide an affirmative defense to
a penalty action for excess em ssions due to startup, shutdown,

schedul ed mai nt enance, or energency.
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F. RACT Determ nation for Sources for Which EPA believes
Addi ti onal Controls Are Required for RACT
1. Slag Handling Sources (Source 8)
a. Overview of Current Operations

Slag handling, fromthe furnace to final storage in the
slag pile, is a mgjor source of primary particulate at FMC. The
alternative control technologies that are currently being used
in the phosphorus industry and industries with simlar processes
today woul d reduce or elimnate PM 10 em ssions from severa
separate and distinct em ssion sources at FMC, as discussed
bel ow. Therefore, EPA evaluated RACT for these several slag
handl i ng sources as a single source.

Slag Pit, Tap Hoods, and Sunp Vents

Slag is a waste byproduct generated within the furnace,

whi ch nust be periodically renoved. This process is called “slag
tappi ng” and entails the furnace operator renoving a plug from
the furnace wall which in turn allows nolten slag to flow out of
the furnace into slag runners. Slag runners direct the nolten
slag out of the furnace building into an area behind the furnace
building called the slag pits. Each furnace has two tap hol es,
runners, and pits. Each furnace is tapped for approximtely 20
m nutes each hour. In FMC s current operations, hot nolten slag
fl ows through slag runners fromthe furnaces along troughs in

the furnace building floor to the slag pits |ocated outside the
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furnace building. The slag is then cool ed by exposure to the
outside ambient air and application of water sprays. The water
sprays (quench water) also serve to crack the cooling mass to
aid in digging. “Hot slag”, which has cooled significantly but
is still at a tenperature well above the outside ambient
tenperature, is dug by front-end | oaders fromeach pit and

| oaded into trucks for transport to the slag pile. D gging and
| oadi ng of slag occurs daily. After the slag is renoved, the
pit is lined with crushed slag fromthe recycle material pile as
protection fromthe nolten slag, to create a bermto contain the
slag, and to aid in digging.

Fugi tive em ssions of PM10 are emtted at several points
in the process described above: fromthe tap hoods inside the
furnace building; fromthe cooling slag in the slag pits; when
the slag is dug by front-end | oaders; and when the slag is
dunped into trucks. In addition, em ssions occur when recycle
material (crushed slag) is |oaded back into trucks and then
dunped back into the slag pit to line the pits. Em ssions from
t hese sources account for 784 pounds of PM 10 each day and 143
tons per year.

Dunp to Slag Pile

After slag has been |loaded into trucks, it is hauled from
the slag pit area to the final slag storage pile where it is

dunped. The sl ag, although already broken up in the digging and
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| oadi ng process, is still fracturing from continued cooling.
Significant fugitive PM 10 em ssions occur when the slag is
dunped fromthe trucks to the slag pile. EPA estimtes that
this process accounts for an additional 135 pounds per day and
20 tons per year of PM 10.

Recycle Material Pile

A portion of the slag, approximately one third, is recycled
by sending it off site, where it is crushed, returned to FMC
and stored in a pile. The crushed slag is used to line the slag
pit after the nolten slag has been renoved and hauled to the
slag pile in order to create a bermto contain the nolten sl ag
and to aid in digging. EPA estimtes PM 10 em ssions fromthe
recycle material pile to be negligible.

Total Em ssions from Sl ag Handli ng Sources

EPA estimates the total conbined PM 10 em ssions fromthe
handl ing of slag at FMC at 1045 pounds per day and 165 tons per
year. Slag handling em ssions account for 16% of FMC s total
facility-wide daily em ssions. The 1996 em ssions from each

sl ag handling source are outlined bel ow

Cool i ng sl ag 209 pounds/day; 33 tons/year
Di ggi ng sl ag 173 pounds/day; 27 tons/year
Loading slag into truck 270 pounds/day; 43 tons/year

Truck to slag pile 132 pounds/day; 20 tons/year
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Sl ag tapping 173 pounds/day; 28 tons/year

Met al tappi ng 88 pounds/day; 14 tons/year

Total slag em ssions 1045 pounds/day; 165 tons/year

b. Eval uation of Alternative Control Technol ogy

There are two currently available alternative control
technol ogies for slag handling. “Slag granul ation” was used by a
thermal process el enental phosphorous plant that ceased
operation in late 1995. *“Hot pour pot handling” is used at the
only other thermal process el enental phosphorus plant in the
United States that remains in operation. Ten other elenental
phosphorus facilities were previously operated in the United
St ates and Canada, but have not been in operation for many
years. EPA does not believe it is appropriate to consider the
t echnol ogy used by ol d, non-operational, and presunably
obsolete, facilities in determ ning RACT. EPA therefore
considered only the alternative control technol ogi es enpl oyed by
the other el enmental phosphorous facility that remains in
operation and the facility that recently ceased operation at the
end of 1995.

Application of either slag granulation or hot pour pot
handl i ng woul d significantly reduce PM 10 em ssions at al nost

all slag handling sources throughout the FMC facility, including
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sl ag tappi ng, ferrophos tapping, slag cooling, quench water,
sl ag digging, slag dunping to slag pile, slag crushing, and
lining the slag pits.

Sl ag G anul ati on

Wth slag granulation, nolten slag flows down slag runners
(troughs in the furnace floor) fromthe furnace to a concrete
| aunder just outside the furnace building, where the slag flows
into a high pressure and high volune water jet that instantly
cools and solidifies the slag into sand-li ke granules. The slag
is then de-watered and transported by conveyor belt to a snal
storage pile. The granulated slag is then | oaded into trucks
for transport to the slag pile.

EPA eval uated the slag granulation systemat a facility
near Butte, Montana, that ceased operations in 1995. Fugitive
tap hood eni ssions fromslag tapping would not be reduced
t hrough the inplenentation of slag granul ati on because the
exi sting slag runners, capture hoods and control devices within
t he furnace building would remain. However, PM 10 em ssions
fromthe launder to final storage on the slag pile would be
el i m nat ed because of the large size and hi gh noi sture content
of the granules. PM 10 enissions fromslag cooling, digging,
| oadi ng, crushing, lining the pits, and dunping to the slag pile
woul d also be elimnated if the granul ation process is used.

EPA estimates the reductions frominplenmentation of this
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technol ogy could be on the order of 90% of current em ssions
fromthis source at FMC (or 946 pounds per day) if the
granul ati on process i s continuously operated.

There are significant engi neering problens, however, with
the slag granul ation technology. During slag tapping, it is
i npossible to identify when ferrophos netal begins to flow out
of the furnace. When this netal comes into contact with water
a violent explosion occurs. Although a systemcould potentially
be designed to reduce the |ikelihood of explosion, the potenti al
for explosion woul d al ways be present. FMC has verbally advi sed
EPA of its concerns regarding the safety of the granul ation
system and expl osions from ferrophos comng into contact with
wat er .

In addi tion, during periods of extrenme cold, |ike that
experienced in Idaho and Montana, the conveyor belt that
transports the slag granules fromthe de-watering process to the
storage pile can freeze. It is therefore unlikely that, if the
granul ation systemis inplenented at FMC, 100% of all the slag
wi || be processed using the granulation system The facility
that used this technology until recently estimated that only 50%
of its slag was processed by granulation. |If this systemwere
to be used at the FMC facility, the slag granul ation system
m ght not be functional during the winter and FMC woul d need to

revert to the pit system which would not result in the
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anticipated reductions in enmssions during the winter. This is
a significant concern because both the highest PM 10
concentrations and the nost frequent violations of the pre-

exi sting 24-hour PM 10 standard have generally been recorded on
the Tribal nonitors during w nter.

EPA estimates that slag granulation, if inplenented at FMC,
woul d be able to reduce em ssions on an annual basis by 85 tons
per year. However, worst case daily em ssions would not be
reduced at all during the winter. Therefore, EPA does not
consider slag granulation to be an appropriate control neasure
for ensuring attai nnent and nmai nt enance of the 24-hour PM 10
NAAQS in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area.

Hot Pour Pot Handli ng

The second alternative control technology is hot pour pot
handling. In this process, the slag is tapped fromthe furnace
into short slag runners and then into |large cast iron crucibles,
or “pots”, that are placed adjacent to or below the furnace.

The sl ag tapping system (tap hole, runners, dunp to pot, and
pot) is totally enclosed in a “pot rooni and kept under a
negative pressure. All funmes and particul ates are captured by
t he encl osure and evacuated to the furnace scrubbers (source
18d, 18e, 18f, and 18g). A small amount of PM10 is emtted
when the pot transporter opens the doors to the pot room and

removes a pot for transport to the slag pile. Slag in the
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nolten state is then transported to the slag storage pile where
it is dunped in the nolten state onto the pile.

| mpl enent ati on of hot pour pot handling would significantly
reduce fugitive and tap hood em ssions fromfurnace tapping as
conpared with current levels at FMC, but it would not elimnate
these em ssions entirely. The current tap hood design could be
i nproved to capture nore enm ssions and send themto the control
device. FMC has already installed redesigned tap hoods on two
furnaces and has agreed to install this design on the two
remai ni ng furnaces as part of the RCRA consent decree.

Transport of nolten slag and dunping of nolten slag onto
the slag pile will result in em ssions of some PM 10 into the
at nosphere. The cooling slag in the pot during transport,
however, quickly forns a skin on the slag which prevents further
em ssions. Tapping slag into a pot elimnates the need for the
slag pits. Therefore, PM 10 em ssions fromthe slag pit, the
crushing, and transporting of recycle slag would be elim nated.

EPA has estimated the anticipated em ssions reductions that
woul d be achi eved at FMC t hrough inpl enentati on of pot handling
based on information provided by the facility that currently
uses hot pour pot handling. Wth the pot handling system PM10
Is emtted fromthe pots as the pots sit in the "pot room" as
the pots are transported to the slag pile, and during the dunp

of nolten slag onto the pile. EPA believes that during these

113



operations, PM 10 em ssions are roughly equivalent to cooling
slag em ssions. EPA also believes that the em ssion factor for
cooling slag of 3.74 pounds per hour, which was devel oped from
source testing at FMC and which EPA used in the 1996 base-year
em ssion inventory for FMC, is the nost representative eni ssion
factor available. EPA estimates that 30% of the em ssions
associated with the cooling would occur within the "pot roont,
where the em ssions woul d be captured and ducted to the tap hood
control device. The renmaining 70% of the em ssions associ at ed
with the cooling slag would be emtted during transport, dunping
to the pile, and cooling on the pile. These em ssions would be
uncontrolled. Assuming the quantity of slag to be processed at
FMC renai ns roughly the sane, the emissions in the FMC 1996

em ssion inventory for cooling slag will remain approxi mtely
the sane, at 209 pounds per day. Assum ng that 30% of em ssions
woul d be captured in the “pot roonf and that the remaining 70%
woul d continue to be emtted into the atnosphere, PM 10

em ssions fromthis process would be reduced to 146 pounds per
day and 23 tons per year at FMC. All other PM 10 em ssion
sources associated with slag handling would be elimnated. 1In
addition, the anbient inpact of the renai ning em ssions should
be further reduced through inplenentation of the pot handling
system because the remaining em ssions will be distributed over

the larger area of the haul roads and dunp pile.
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Installation of the hot pour pot handling systemat FMC may
require a significant design and construction effort. The
ground bel ow part of the furnace building may need to be
excavated to accommodate the pots for tapping, and the building
itself mght need to be nodified to support the furnaces and
encl ose the pots. Conveyors or carriers would be required to
nove the pots into place for tapping. Finally, pots and trucks
to haul the pots to the slag pile nust be purchased and
mai nt ai ned.

As part of the RCRA consent decree, FMC has agreed to
design, purchase, and install equipnment and to nodify the plant
as necessary to inplenent a hot pour pot handling systemfor its
slag ladling operations. |In the RCRA consent decree, FMC has
agreed to design and purchase the equi pmrent by March 1, 1999, to
install the ladling system and conpl ete tappi ng system upgrades
by Novenber 1, 1999, for two furnaces, and to install the
| adl i ng system and conpl ete the tapping upgrades for the other
two furnaces by Novenber 1, 2000. FMC has al so agreed to
purchase and install ventilation systemupgrades for two of the
furnaces by Decenber 1, 2002.

FMC has estimated that it will cost $20.2 million in
capital costs to install the |ladling and upgrade tapping for all
four furnaces and that pot handling will increase its annual

operating costs by $200,000 a year (over its current operating
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costs). The ventilation system upgrades for two of the furnaces
is estimated to cost an additional $5.3 nmillion.

EPA believes that FMC s current furnace scrubber control
system (sources 18d, 18e, 18f, and 18g) is adequate for the
additional PM 10 em ssions that will be captured and controlled
after inplenmentation of a hot pour pot handling system EPA has
t herefore not included the $5.3 million for these upgrades in
the RACT evaluation. Based on the cost estimates provided by
FMC, the cost effectiveness of hot pour pot handling is
estimated to be $8,260 per ton of PM 10 reductions based on
annual i zed daily worst case emni ssions.

Concl usi on

EPA bel i eves that hot pour pot handling technology is a
technologically and economcally feasible alternative to the
existing slag pit operations at FMC. The hot pour pot handling
systemis used by the only other currently-operating el enental
phosphorous facility. FMC has agreed to install and inplenent
the hot pour pot ladling systemin the RCRA consent decree.
These facts are strong evidence that the control technology is
technol ogically and economcally feasible. Particulate em ssions
fromslag handling significantly contribute to PM 10
concentrations in the nonattai nment area which exceed the |evel
of the PM 10 standards. Application of hot pour pot handling is

expected to reduce PM 10 emi ssions fromthe facility as a whole
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by 14% As discussed below in section IIl.I. below, these
reductions are necessary for attai nnent of the 24-hour PM 10
NAAQS in the area. EPA therefore believes that hot pour pot
handl i ng represents RACT-1evel controls for slag handling. EPA
is not aware of any other control technology for slag handling or
any simlar process that is expected to result in greater
em ssi on reductions.
c. Emssion Limtations and Wirk Practice Requirenents

EPA is proposing that FMC be prohibited fromusing the
current slag pit process begi nning Novenber 1, 2000. This
i ncludes elimnating the discharge of nolten slag from furnaces
or slag runners onto the ground, slag pit floors (whether dressed
wi th crushed slag or not), or other non-nobile permanent surfaces
and elimnating the digging and | oading of cold (solid) slag into
transport trucks in the slag pit area. EPA is proposing that the
prohi bition of |oading cold slag not apply to the lining of slag
pots and the handling (loading, crushing, or digging) of cold
slag for purposes of the lining of slag pots. The slag pots may
need to be lined in order to protect the pots fromthe nolten
sl ag and prevent wear and tear on the pots.

After Novenber 1, 2000, EPA is proposing that the slag pit
and all other current slag handling operations be subject to an
opacity limt of five percent. The five percent opacity limt

wll also apply to any encl osure separate from but physically
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adj acent to, the furnace building that is built to enclose the
pot handling systemand will ensure that any such building is
effectively sealed to prevent the escape of funes to the

at nosphere.

EPA is proposing several exceptions to the five percent
opacity limtation for the slag pit and related slag handling
operations. EPA is proposing an exenption for visible fugitive
em ssions due to fumng of nolten slag fromslag pots during
transport fromthe pot handling roomto the slag pile. This
exenption is needed because, even though a skimforns quickly
over the nolten slag that inhibits fum ng, sonme fumng wll
continue until the slag is conpletely solidified in the storage
pile. EPA is also proposing an exenption for the dunping of
nolten slag on to the slag pile. There will be visible fum ng
fromthe nolten slag as it flows fromthe pot onto the slag pile.
Currently EPA is unaware of any control technol ogy or process to
reduce or elimnate these fum ng em ssions. EPA specifically
seeks comrent fromthe public on possible em ssion reduction
techniques for this operation. Finally, EPA is proposing a limt
of no visible emssions fromthe recycle material pile, because
the pile consists of large material from which no visible
em ssions shoul d be expect ed.

2. Cal ciner Scrubbers (Source 9)

a. Overview of Current QOperations
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FMC uses two traveling grate calciners to fuse green
briquettes into nodules for furnace feed. Each calciner consists
of a grate that carries green briquettes through the cal ciners.
Heat is used to drive off volatile organics and to fuse the
bri quettes which nmakes the burden stable for handling until
i ntroduced into the furnace. There are two exhausts on each
calciner. Particulate em ssions fromeach of the two cal ciner
stacks are vented first to a | ow energy venturi scrubber and then
to a John Zink (tnm) high energy hydrosonic venturi wet scrubber
on each stack. There are two stacks for each John Zi nk scrubber
and therefore, a total of eight calciner point sources. The
daily worst case emission rate fromthe cal ci ner stacks (al
ei ght stacks conbined) is 1204 pounds per day and 100 tons of PM
10 per year. The calciner scrubbers account for nore than 18% of
total PM 10 em ssions from FMC.

A high energy wet scrubber is generally considered an
effective control technology for particulate em ssions. The
control efficiency of the current conbined | ow and hi gh energy
scrubbers at FMC, however, which were installed in order to
conply with the radi onuclide NESHAPs, is on the order of 50 to
60% This level of control is far below the manufacturer’s
specification and below the results of pilot testing of this
scrubber at FMC prior to full scale construction and operation.

FMC has conducted consi derabl e research and devel opnent on the
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current John Zink scrubbers in the course of assuring conpliance
wi th the radi onuclide NESHAPs and in an attenpt to achieve ful
cal ciner production. Little inprovenent in control efficiency,
however, has been achi eved since installation in 1992.

Failure of FMC s existing control systemto achieve the
desired em ssion reductions appears to be caused by the
regenerati on of subm cron particles in quench water by
evaporation of aerosol water droplets in the inlet gasses of the
hydr osoni ¢ scrubbers. The high pressure fan conpresses the
gasses, causing isentropic heating of the gas streamas it passes
t hrough the fan upstream of the hydrosonic scrubbers. The heated
subsaturated gas stream all ows evaporation of a portion of the
water droplets that are critical to the capture and entrai nnent
of fine particulate, and thus reduces the capture efficiency of
t he John Zi nk scrubbers.

b. Evaluation of Alternative Control Technol ogy

SteamInjection with H gh Energy Wt Scrubbers

There are three alternative control technologies for this
source. The first is to nodify the existing John Zink scrubbers
to inprove performance by installing steaminjection upstream of
the scrubbers. Steaminjection is an attenpt to saturate the gas
stream create larger particles in the exhaust gasses, and, thus,
increase the particle entrainment in the high energy wet

scrubbi ng system

120



Addi ng steaminjection to FMC s existing systemwould help
assure saturation of the gas entering the scrubbers and inprove
performance. EPA expects that the addition of steaminjection
coul d achieve an em ssions rate of 0.01 grain per dry standard
cubic foot of air. By EPA estimates, steaminjection would
result in an em ssion reduction of 23% over current em ssions, or
a total em ssion reduction fromall calciner scrubbers of 23 tons
per year fromcurrent conditions. There is a concern, however,
that steaminjection will not adequately saturate the gas stream
- steaminjection will increase the gas tenperature and therefore
increase its capability of holding nore water vapor, thus
defeating the intent of adding the steam

Based on estinmates provided by FMC in the RCRA settl| enent
negoti ations, the capital costs to nodify the John Zi nk scrubbers
for steaminjection are expected to be $2.5 mllion and the
annual operating expenses for the systemare estimated to be
$120,000. The cost effectiveness of steaminjection is $38,120
per ton of particul ate renoved.

Spray Tower wi th Hydrosoni c Scrubbers

The second technol ogy, simlar to steaminjection, is
installation of a spray tower between the | ow energy scrubber and
the John Zi nk scrubbers. Spray will saturate the gas stream and
create larger particle sizes and increase scrubber perfornmance.

Installation of a spray tower between the | ow energy
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scrubbers and the John Zinc scrubbers on FMC's current control
system for the calciners would provide a better neans to saturate
the gas stream avoid regeneration of particulates, and avoid
evaporation of water droplets at the inlet of the scrubber. The
spray towers would need to be capabl e of generating water drops
of 40 mcroneters in dianmeter and thus allow for the rapid
evapor ati on needed before entering the throat of the hydrosonic.
Water woul d not raise the tenperature of the gas stream and woul d
provide for a saturated gas stream EPA estimates this
t echnol ogy woul d achi eve an em ssion | evel of 0.005 grains per
standard dry cubic foot (gr/dscf) resulting in a reduction of 75%
over current em ssions, or a total em ssion reduction from al
cal ciner scrubbers of 74 tons per year. Based on worst case 24-
hour em ssions annualized over a year, the cost effectiveness of
adding a spray tower is just under $5,000 per ton of PM 10
renmoved. Using the existing hourly em ssion rate of 6.27 pounds
per hour from each outlet stack, a 75%reduction would nean the
cal ci ner scrubbers could achieve an emssion limtation of 1.57
pounds per hour from each hydrosonic outlet stack.

Baghouse

The third technol ogy is replacenent of the existing John
Zi nk scrubbers wi th baghouses. Baghouses typically have proven
control efficiencies of 99% for particulate matter.

A baghouse is an efficient and commonl y-accepted technol ogy
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that could be used to control particulate enm ssions fromthe
calciners. Expected em ssion reductions are 16 and 19 tons per
year depending on the calciners. Installation of a baghouse
system on each cal ci ner exhaust is technically feasible but not
desi rabl e because of potential adverse environnental effects.
The calciners are a significant source of Polonium 210, a
pol I utant regul ated under the radi onuclide NESHAPS. Wth a
baghouse, which is a dry systemthat does not use water,

Pol oni um 210 woul d be captured in the dust and woul d be retained
on t he baghouse walls, hoppers, and bags. This would create
health and safety problens for maintenance workers. Capital
costs for installation of a baghouse system for each calciner is
estimated to be $1.7 mllion. Annual operating costs, including
capital recovery, are estinmated at $1.26 to $1.28 nillion for
each calciner. This results in a cost effectiveness of the
baghouse system of $57,032 per ton of particul ate renoved.

Concl usi on

EPA bel i eves that nodification of the John Zi nk scrubbers by
installation of a spray tower represents RACT-I|evel controls.
This alternative is technol ogically and economcally feasible and
coul d achieve results conparable to, or better than, a baghouse.
FMC has agreed in the RCRA settlenent to spend $2.5 mllion for
the purchase, installation, nodification, testing, and operation

of the necessary equi pnent for enhancing the performance on the
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exi sting John Zink scrubbers on the calciners to achieve an
overall control efficiency of 90% The systemis required to be
installed, tested, and fully operational by Decenber 1, 2000.
EPA believes that installation of the spray towers will be |ess
expensive and will result in a higher control efficiency than
steaminjection. EPA is not aware of any other alternative system
t hat achi eves conparabl e control efficiency.
c. Emssion Limtations and Work Practice Requirenents

EPA is proposing a mass emi ssion |imtation of 0.005 gr/dscf
for each cal ciner stack, effective Decenber 1, 2000. This is
equivalent to a 75% reduction from current nmaxi num em ssions.
FMC has committed to a 90% overal |l control efficiency for
cal ciner em ssion reductions in the RCRA consent decree. EPA
believes that this emssion limtation can be achieved by at
| east one of the available alternate nodifications to the
exi sting control system

EPA is not proposing an opacity limt for the calciner
scrubbers. Em ssions fromthe cal ci ner scrubbers have a visible
steam pl unme because of the wet scrubber. Method 9 states that
opacity observations shall be nmade at the point of greatest
opacity in that portion of the plune where condensed water is not
present. 40 CFR part 60, appendix A nethod 9, section 2.3.
Because of the close proximty of the four stacks for each

calciner at FMC, it is likely that the individual stack plunes
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wi |l have conmbined into a single plunme just prior to the point
where the steam plune dissipates and it will therefore be very
difficult to take a proper reading. As discussed below, EPA is
proposi ng paranetric nonitoring and other nonitoring,

recor dkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents to ensure that the
cal ciner scrubbers conply with the proposed emission limt.

3. Elevated Secondary Condenser Flare and G ound Flare (Source
26a)

a. Overview of Current QOperations

Furnace gasses are used as fuel for the calciners. Excess
furnace gasses are ducted to either the el evated carbon nonoxi de
(CO secondary condenser flare or the ground flare. Furnace CO
gas, in excess of that required to fuel the calciners, is flared
in the el evated secondary COflare to maintain pressure in the
furnaces and COlines. CO gas in excess of that needed to
maintain pressure is then flared in the ground flare. The CO gas
contai ns el enmental phosphorous which is oxidized in the flares to
phosphor ous pentoxi de and emtted as particulate matter.

In addition to flaring excess furnace CO gas, the secondary
condenser periodically becones contaminated with solidified
phosphorus and nust be “flushed” with one of two processes. One
process is called a “mni-flush” and it occurs on a daily basis.
The second process is a “hot-flush” in which the entire

condensing systemis flushed by elevating the tenperature of the
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condensing systemto liquify and flush all phosphorus in the
system Em ssions fromthese processes are included in the 1996
em ssion inventory for FMC and are identified separately.

The initial 1990 base year emissions inventory for the area,
which was relied on by IDEQin its May 1993 SIP submttal,
estimated em ssions fromthe el evated secondary condenser and
ground flares at 23.7 pounds per day of PM 10. The 1996 eni ssion
i nventory estimated em ssions fromthese sources at 350 pounds
per day of PM 10 on a worst case daily basis. Em ssions from
m ni -flushes and hot-flushes are estimated at 2740 pounds per day
of PM10. The disparity in em ssions between the 1990 i nventory
and the 1996 inventory for FMC i s because the 1990 inventory did
not include mni-flush em ssions nor additional informtion and
anal ysis of furnace gas conposition.

b. Evaluation of Alternative Control Technol ogy

EPA initially proposed ducting excess CO furnace gas from
both the el evated secondary condenser flare and the ground flare
to an encl osed burner and control device during public workshops
in Pocatello and Fort Hall in Septenber 1997. |In the RCRA
consent decree, FMC has agreed to this approach and to reduce
em ssions during flaring, mni-flushes and hot flushes by 95%

In the burner/conbustion device, the excess CO furnace gas w ||
be burned under controlled conbustion conditions to oxidize COto

carbon di oxi de and el enental phosphorus to form particul ate
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phosphorus pentoxi de. The off-gas fromthe encl osed

bur ner/ conbustion device will be sent to a high efficiency
scrubber where the particulates will be renoved before the gas is
vented to the atnosphere. FMC anticipates renoval of over 95% of
particul ates using this system FMC has estimted the capital
costs of this systemat $18.5 million, with an additional

$700, 000 i n annual operating costs. The cost effectiveness,
based on worst case daily em ssions over the year, is $5172 per
ton. FMC has agreed to have this new CO burner installed and
fully operational by January 1, 2001.

The secondary condenser flare and ground flare are sources
uni que to the el enmental phosphorus industry. The excess CO
burner which FMC has desi gned and proposes to inplenent is the
only alternative control technology currently avail able of which
EPA is aware. EPA believes that the excess CO burner is both
technically and economcally feasible. FMC s agreenent to
install and operate the technol ogy as part of the RCRA consent
decree is persuasive evidence of this fact. As discussed bel ow
in section Il1.1., the em ssion reductions resulting from
I npl ementation of the CO burner are necessary to attain the PM 10
st andar d.

EPA is not aware of any other control technology for the
flares that would be nore effective in reducing em ssions than

t he excess CO burner.
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c. Emssion Limtations and Work Practice Requirenents

EPA is proposing a mass emission |limtation of 6.5 pounds
per hour of PM 10 emi ssions fromthe excess CO burner, effective
January 1, 2001. This limtation is derived fromthe total
estimated em ssions fromthe flares (2740 + 350 pounds per day)
di vi ded by 24-hours per day and assum ng 95% control efficiency.
EPA proposes to require that the reference test nmethod be
conducted during operating conditions that represent maxi num
em ssions, that is, during either a mni-flush or a hot-flush.

EPA is proposing a limt of no visible em ssions, effective
January 1, 2001. Although the 1995-1996 visible em ssion survey
reported visible em ssions fromthis source, EPA believes that
installation and operation of the CO burner should enable FMC to
meet a requirenent of no visible em ssions.

Because of the high em ssions fromthe flares and the
predi cted i npact on anbient PM 10 concentrations, EPA is also
proposing interimwork practice neasures that FMC nust conply
with until the excess CO burner is fully operational. These work
practice requirenents are based on interimnmeasures FMC has
agreed to inplenent as part of the RCRA consent decree to reduce
t he anbi ent inpact of em ssions fromthe flares until the excess
CO burner is fully operational. EPA is proposing that FMC | imt
m ni-flushes to no nore than 50 m nutes per day (based on a

nonthly average). FMC s 1997 data indicate that mni-flush
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durations averaged 100 m nutes per day, which would result in an
average em ssion reduction of 50% EPA is al so proposing a
prohi bition on mni-flushes unless the flow rate of recircul ated
condenser water (phossy water) falls to or bel ow 1800 gal | ons per
m nute or the secondary condenser outlet tenperature neets or
exceeds 36 degrees Centigrade. These operating paraneters are
designed to ensure there is no bias toward conducting mni-
flushes at night, when winds are generally |ower and there is
| ess di spersion.

Under the RCRA consent decree, the operating paraneters for
conducting mni-flushes do not apply during periods of
“mal function,” as defined in 40 CFR 60.2. To ensure consi stency
with the RCRA consent decree, EPA is simlarly proposing that the
operating parameters for conducting mni-flushes not apply during
periods of “malfunction.” EPA is al so proposing that FMC be
required to submt a binonthly report on mni-flushes show ng
FMC s conpliance with the interimem ssion reduction
requi renents.
4. Phosphorus Loadi ng Dock (Source 21)
a. Overview of Current Operations

The phosphorus | oadi ng dock (or *“phos dock”) is the |ocation
wher e condensed phosphorus fromthe primary and secondary
condensers is further clarified, stored, and |oaded into railcars

for shipnent. Phosphorus is transferred by water displacenent so
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that it is never exposed to air and thereby does not burn. At

t he phosphorus-water interface is a layer called sludge which is
an emrul si on of phosphorus, water and contam nants. Because

sl udge does not forma distinct |ayer between the phosphorus or
water layers, it is difficult for operators to determ ne when
tanks are full. Spillage of sludge, phosphorus, and phossy water
has been a frequent occurrence at the FMC facility, leading to
phosphorous fires which in turn lead to excessive fugitive

em ssions fromthe phos dock (source 21b) that in turn overwhel m
and cause excessive em ssions fromthe Andersen scrubber on the
phos dock (source 21la).

EPA has not been able quantify fugitive em ssions or
excessive stack em ssions fromthe phos dock attributable to
spill age and other “upset”'® conditions because such events are
intermttent and of varying duration. The em ssion inventory for
FMC lists point source em ssions fromthe phos dock at 34 pounds
per day. This em ssions estimate, which represents so called
“worst case em ssions,” represents em ssions fromthe Andersen
scrubber assum ng normal operations and full phosphorus
production. It does not include the fugitive em ssions due to

“upset” conditions or the excessive em ssions fromthe scrubber

BEPA is using the term “upset” conditions here to mean operations that do not reflect
normal operating conditions. EPA does not believe that these conditions qualify asa
“malfunction” or an “emergency” because EPA believes they could be avoided through better
design or better operation and maintenance.
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t hat occur when the Andersen scrubber is overwhel med due to
“upset” conditions.

Em ssions fromthe phos dock area, however, are of great
concern to the public and the Tribes. The phos dock is |ocated
at the front of the FMC facility in view of the general public
fromthe nearby highway. Based on EPA's own observations and
verbal comunications fromthe Tribal Air Quality Ofice, EPA
believes that fugitive em ssions and excess stack emi ssions from
t he phos dock due to “upset” conditions could be contributing to
t he measured exceedences of the PM 10 NAAQS at the Tri bal
nonitors. FMC al so appears to be concerned about the public
perception that visible em ssions fromthe phos dock area
contribute to PM10 | evels that exceed the standard, as evidenced
by FMC' s comm tnent in the RCRA consent decree to nake
I mprovenents in the phos dock area, which is discussed in nore
detail bel ow
b. Evaluation of Alternative Control Technol ogy

The phos dock currently enpl oys capture and control
technol ogy. Captured em ssions fromthe sunps and | aunder are
ducted to the phos dock Andersen scrubber. The Andersen scrubber
is an efficient control device for PM10 that is primarily
conprised of phosphorus pentoxide, with a control efficiency of
99.5% for this pollutant stream Mich of the equi pnent used to

capture (as oppose to control) em ssions fromthe phos dock at
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the FMC facility, however, is old and obsolete. Sunp tops are
corroded, punps are old, and seals |leak. The |launder is warped,
resulting in phossy water pools and phosphorus fires. Spills
have contam nated storage tank insulation with phosphorus
requiring continuous flooding of tank insulation with water.
There is no single control device or upgrade to the control
systemthat is needed for reducing em ssions fromthe phos dock.
Rat her, replacenent and upgradi ng of the existing em ssions
capture system at numerous places throughout the phos dock and
I nproved instrunmentation for storage tanks to hel p operators
avoi d spillage are needed to prevent the recurrence of “upset”
conditions which result in fugitive and excessive stack em ssions
in the phos dock area.

FMC has commtted as a SEP project in the RCRA consent
decree to spend $750,000 by January 1, 2000 to upgrade and
i mprove the capture and control of em ssions fromthe phos dock
area. This comm tnent involves basic inprovenents in nmeasuring
phosphorus |l evels in storage tanks, upgrading design, and
repl acing old, worn, and obsol ete equi prent. FMC has acknow edged
that this SEP project is intended to reduce em ssions that result
from“upset” conditions.

The phos dock is a source unique to the el enental
phosphorous industry, and EPA is not aware of any control

technol ogy that would control em ssions fromthis source better
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than the Andersen scrubber. EPA believes that the inprovenents to
the capture systemfor em ssions fromthe phos dock area that FMC
has agreed to undertake as part of the RCRA consent decree are
both technically and econom cally feasible, as evidenced by FMC s
agreenent. As discussed above, the em ssion inventory does not
i nclude the fugitive em ssions and excessive stack em ssions in
t he phos dock area attributable to upset conditions. EPA
nonet hel ess believes that the inprovenents to the phos dock area
designed to elimnate “upsets” are necessary for attai nment of
the PM 10 standard because the attai nment denonstrati on has not
accounted for the em ssions fromthe phos dock area attri butable
to “upset” conditions. In other words, the attai nment
denonstration assunes that the only em ssions fromthe phos dock
area are 34 pounds per day of em ssions fromthe Andersen
scrubber under normal operating conditions. To the extent
fugitive and point source emi ssions fromthe phos dock area
exceed this anount, those em ssions nust be elimnated for
attai nnent to be denonstrated.
c. Emssion Limtations and Wirk Practice Requirenments

EPA proposes that, effective Novenber 1, 1999, em ssions
fromthe phos dock Andersen scrubber (source 2l1a) to 0.007 grains
per dry standard cubic feet, alimt based on the em ssions for
this source included in the em ssions inventory. EPA believes

that FMC can achieve this [imt on a continuous basis if FMC

133



elimnates the routine “upset” conditions that have been
occurring in the phos dock area through the schedul ed

i nprovenents to the capture systemfor the phos dock area and
instituting better operations and mai nt enance procedures. Under
t he RCRA consent decree, the inprovenents to the phos dock area
are schedul ed to be conpleted by Novenber 1, 1999.

EPA is proposing an opacity limtation of five percent
averaged over six mnutes for point source em ssions fromthe
phos dock Andersen scrubber, effective Novenber 1, 1999. Again,
EPA believes that, with the schedul ed i nprovenents to the phos
dock area, FMC should be able to achi eve continuous conpliance
with this requirenent on and after Novenber 1, 1999. During the
1995-1996 visible em ssions survey, visible em ssions fromthe
phos dock Andersen scrubber were observed for three 15 mnute
observation periods, with reading taken every 15 seconds. During
two of the 15 minute observation periods, no visible em ssions
were observed. During the third 15 m nute observation period,

vi si bl e em ssions above five percent opacity were observed for
ten of the 60 observations in that 15 m nute period, wth a high
of 40% Al though the average opacity over this third 15 mnute
period was 4.75% the highest six mnute average within this
third 15 mnute period was 10.625% and woul d represent an
exceedence of the proposed five percent opacity limt. EPA

bel i eves that the schedul ed i nprovenents and upgrades to the phos
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dock, however, will allow FMC to achi eve conpliance with the
proposed five percent opacity limtation on a continuous basis
because these inprovenents and upgrades will prevent em ssions

t hat overwhel mthe phos dock Andersen scrubber by preventing
phos-fires.' An opacity limt of five percent averaged over six
mnutes allows for limted excursions of short duration over five
percent opacity.

For fugitive em ssions emanating fromthe phos dock (source
21b), EPA is proposing an opacity limtation of ten percent
averaged over six mnutes, effective Novenber 1, 1999. This
limtation would apply to fugitive em ssions emanating from any
operation or |ocation within the phos dock area. Again, EPA
believes that the reduction in spills, inprovenents to the
capture system inproved housekeepi ng, and the other schedul ed
i nprovenents and upgrades to the phos dock area will enable FMC
to conply with the ten percent opacity limt on a continuous
basi s.

5. Furnace Building (Source 18c)
a. Overview of Current Qperations

The furnace buil ding contains several sources of fugitive

¥The observation forms from the 1995-1996 survey note that no railcar |oading occurred
during any of the three observation periods. EPA does not expect phos dock emissions to be
higher during railcar loading than at other times because phosphorusis produced, clarified, and
transferred to storage tanks on a continuous basis, not just during railcar loading. EPA therefore
believes that the opacity observed during the 1995-1996 survey is representative of normal
operations.
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em ssions that can escape through doors, w ndows, vents, and
holes in the furnace building. On the ground |evel of the

buil ding, there are the slag and nmetal tap hoods fromwhich tap
em ssions can escape. Fugitive em ssions fromthe furnace
building fromslag and netal tapping are included in the

em ssions estimate for slag handling.

On the top level of the furnace building (called the “burden
| evel ), the furnace feed (called “burden”) is transported by
conveyor belt to feed burden bins above each furnace. Dust
buil d-up on the burden | evel floor and fugitive em ssions from
transfer points is a source of fugitive em ssions fromthe burden
| evel of the furnace building. The em ssions inventory lists
em ssions fromthe burden |level of the furnace building at .013
pounds per day, which was derived frominformation provided by
FMC. More recently, FMC has asserted that the current maxi num
em ssions fromthe burden | evel of the furnace building could be
as high as 2538 pounds per day. Although FMC has provided no
docunentation to explain the basis for this very high em ssions
estinmate, EPA believes that the difference between the .013
pounds per day included in the em ssions inventory and the 2538
pounds per day figure recently provided by FMC are em ssions that
FMC estimates could occur when the venting danpers on the furnace

bui l di ng are opened as a safety precaution and during other
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“upset” conditions.?
b. Evaluation of Alternative Control Technol ogy

EPA expects fugitive em ssions fromthe |ower |evel of the
furnace building to be greatly reduced through the inplenentation
of hot pour pot handling, which FMC has commtted to undertake as
part of the RCRA consent decree as discussed in section IIIl.F. 1.
above. As part of that project, slag and netal tap hood em ssions
in the furnace building will be reduced by installation of
upgraded tap hoods with reduced head space and increased sweep
vel ocities. Under the RCRA consent decree, this project is to be
conpl eted by Novenber 1, 2000.

As part of the RCRA consent decree, FMC has al so agreed to
spend at least $1.5 mllion to reduce fugitive em ssions fromthe
furnace buil ding burden | evel through increases in ventilation
vol une and capture efficiency for the conveyor belts and burden
bins at the burden level, inproved instrunmentation and controls
on the furnace bins to reduce spillage, and i nproved housekeepi ng
systens. New controls and instrunentation will reduce reliance on
manual operation and visual observation in filling burden bins,

t hus reduci ng the occurrence of furnace fires and em ssions due

to “upset” conditions. |nproved housekeepi ng t hrough nore

“Again, EPA is using the term “upset” conditions here to mean operations that do not
reflect normal operating conditions. EPA does not believe that these conditions qualify as a
“malfunction” or an “emergency” because EPA believes they could be avoided through better
design or better operation and maintenance.
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frequent clean-up of spillage by installation of a vacuum system
and upgraded operator procedures will reduce re-entrai nment of
dust as wi nd bl ows through the upper |evel of the furnace
building. As with the phos dock, this SEP project is designed,
in part, to reduce the frequency of “upsets.” Under the RCRA
consent decree, these changes are to be conpleted by April 1,
2002.

EPA believes that increasing ventilation volunme and capture
efficiency and inproving process control instrunmentation at the
burden | evel of the furnace building is economcally and
technol ogically feasible, as evidenced by FMC s agreenent to
undertake these projects under the RCRA consent decree. As
di scussed above, the em ssion inventory may not include all of
the fugitive em ssions at the burden level, in particular,
em ssions resulting fromthe opening of the venting danpers on
t he building and other “upset” conditions. EPA nonet hel ess
believes that the inprovenents to the furnace building are
necessary for attainnment of the PM 10 standard because the
attai nnent denonstration has not accounted for the em ssions from
the burden level attributable to “upset” conditions and,
according to FMC, these em ssions can be quite high. In other
words, the attainnent denonstration assunes that the only
em ssions fromthe burden |l evel of the furnace building are .013

pounds per day. To the extent fugitive em ssions fromthe burden
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| evel exceed this anount, those enissions nust be elimnated for
attai nnent to be denonstrated.
c. Emssion Limtations and Work Practice Requirenents

EPA is initially proposing an opacity limtation of 20%
opacity averaged over six mnutes using Method 9 for the furnace
bui l di ng. Twenty percent is the generally applicable opacity
limt found in nost state inplenentation plans for sources that
are not subject to nore stringent |limts. Opacity limts in
excess of 20% are rare. During the 1995-1996 visible emn ssions
survey, visible em ssions fromthe furnace buil ding were observed
for 15 mnutes, at 15 second intervals. The readi ngs ranged from
five percent to 45% wth a 15 m nute average of 17.5% and the
hi ghest six m nute average of 22% which would represent an
exceedence of the proposed 20% opacity standard. EPA nonet hel ess
bel i eves that FMC can conply with a 20% opacity limt on a
conti nuous basis even before the schedul ed i nprovenents to the
sl ag handling practices and the burden | evel of the furnace
building are inplenented if FMC institutes inproved housekeeping
practices, such as increased diligence on the part of burden
| evel operators in filling burden bins without spills and
pronptly cleaning up any spills that occur. EPA believes FMC can
I npl ement such i nproved housekeepi ng practices quickly and with
little additional expenditure. EPA finds no basis for proposing

an opacity limt in excess of 20% for the furnace buil ding, even
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before the slag handling and furnace burden buil ding inprovenents
are inpl enent ed. %

Once the inprovenents to the slag handling process and the
furnace building are conpleted by April 1, 2002, fugitive
em ssions from processes within the furnace buil ding should be
greatly reduced. Fromthis date on, EPA believes that FMC should
be able to neet a five percent opacity limtation averaged over 6
m nutes using Method 9. EPA notes that this five percent |imt
is higher than the limt of no visible em ssions that is proposed
for nost other building at the FMC facility.
G Monitoring, Wrk Practice, Recordkeeping, and Reporting
Requi renment s

EPA believes it has broad | atitude, when pronul gating a
Federal |Inplenentation Plan, to include such nonitoring, work
practice, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenments as are
necessary or appropriate to ensure conpliance with the proposed
standards. Including such requirenments in the FIP itself is
particularly appropriate where, as here, the FIP is a regul ation
that applies only to a single facility and a greater degree of

specificity is possible than in the case of a generally

“n thisregard, EPA notes that an air operating permit issued by the State of Idaho to the
FMC facility in 1980 contained a facility-wide opacity limit of 20%. The 20% opacity limit
purported to apply to, among other things, the furnace building. Although EPA believes that
the State of 1daho does not and, at the time of issuance of the permit, did not have authority to
regulate FMC, EPA notes that FMC has claimed over the years that it was capable of complying
with the State-issued permit.
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applicable rule that applies to nmany source categories or nany
sources. Therefore, EPA is proposing as part of this FIP

nmoni toring, work practice, recordkeeping, and reporting

requi renents that EPA believes will help assure conpliance with
proposed emi ssion |limtations and work practice requirenents.

EPA notes that the FMC facility is a najor stationary source
under title V of the Clean Air Act and will be required to have
an operating permt under CAA section 502(a) (referred to here as
a “title Vpermt”). Because FMC is |located in Indian country,
FMC nust apply for and will be subject to atitle V permt issued
by EPA under the federal operating permt program 40 CFR part
71, unl ess the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes apply for and receive EPA
del egati on or approval of an operating permt program under the
Tribal Authority Rule and 40 CFR part 70.%* Revisions to the
part 71 program which will establish the date FMCis required to
submt an application for a title V permt to EPA are expected
to be promulgated in early 1999.

Title V operating permts are required to contain al
applicable requirenents of the Clean Air Act to which the source
i's subject; nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents
to ensure conpliance with all applicable requirenents; and

standard permt terns addressing adm nistrative issues. A ngjor

’The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes could also request full or partial delegation of the part
71 program from EPA under 40 CFR 71.10 and 40 CFR part 49 (Tribal Authority Rule), in
which case EPA would remain the permit-issuing authority.
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goal of the title V operating permt programis to clarify what
Clean Air Act requirenents apply to a source in a single
docunent, thereby better enabling the source, EPA states,
tribes, and the public to better understand the requirenents to
whi ch the source is subject and whet her the source is neeting
those requirenents. See generally 56 FR 21712 (May 10, 1991).
Once this FIP is pronulgated, FMC w || al so be subject to
the conpliance assurance requirenents (referred to as “CAM) of
40 CFR part 63 for those em ssion units with control devices that
have potential pre-control device em ssions of 100 tons per year
or nore of PM10. 40 CFR 64.2(a). As such, FMC will be required
to submt to the permtting authority along with its title V
operating permt application a nonitoring plan that neets the
design requirenents of 40 CFR 64.3, 64.4, and 64.5. The
requi renents of the approved nonitoring plan wll then becone
requirenents of FMC s title V permt. 40 CFR 64.6 and 64.7.
Because FMC is required to apply for atitle V permt and to
subnmt a CAM pl an, EPA has carefully considered the extent to
whi ch nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents
necessary to assure conpliance with the proposed PM 10 em ssion
limtations and work practice requirenments should be included in
the proposed FIP or should be deferred to the title V perm't
i ssuance process. As stated above, EPA believes it has broad

| atitude, when pronulgating a FIP, to include such nonitoring,
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recor dkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents as are necessary or
appropriate to ensure conpliance with the proposed standards,
especially in the case of a source-specific FIP. Because of the
serious air quality problemthat exists in the vicinity of FMC
and the inportance of conpliance with the proposed em ssions
limtations and work practice standards to the protection of air
quality in the vicinity of FMC, EPA is proposing as part of this
FI P nonitoring, work practice, recordkeeping, and reporting
requirenents for the purpose of ensuring conpliance with the
proposed em ssion |imtations and work practice standards.
Addi ti onal nonitoring, work practice, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirements will be included in the title V permt as
necessary and appropriate to assure conpliance with the
requirenents of this FIP and the requirenents of the title V
program For exanple, as discussed bel ow, EPA proposes that FMC
be required to take pronpt corrective action when certain
operating paraneters fall outside designated ranges. Although
FMC is required to submit the ranges to EPA under this FIP, the
preci se ranges will be approved as part of FMC s title V permt.
As anot her exanple, although FMCis required to submt an
operations and mai ntenance plan as part of this proposed FIP, EPA
may determine it is appropriate to include certain provisions of
the plan in FMC's title V permit. To clarify this point, EPA

proposes to include a provision that specifically authorizes
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addi ti onal nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents
to be established in FMC s title V permt as appropriate. EPA has
also clarified that, although FMC s obligation to submt proposed
paranmeter ranges for certain units is in addition to and separate
fromFMC s obligations under the CAMrule, nonitoring for any
pol l utant specific em ssions unit that neets the design criteria
of 40 CFR 64.3 and the submittal requirenents of 40 CFR 64.4 may
be submtted to neet the requirenent to submt proposed paraneter
ranges under the proposed FIP.
1. Monitoring and Wirk Practice Requirenents

a. Annual Source Testing of Point Sources

EPA is proposing that FMC be required to conduct a
performance test to neasure PM 10 em ssions from nost point
sources on an annual basis. This will result in a requirenent to
test nore than twenty-five individual em ssion sources each year
FMC coul d neet this requirenent by inplenenting an in-house
testing program as nmany pulp mlls in Washington and Oregon have
done in response to simlar annual testing requirenents, or by
hiring an outside consultant to performthe testing. The
proposed FIP is witten to allow the source tests to be conducted
on a staggered basis so long as each annual test for a particular
source is conducted within 12 nonths of the nost recent previous
test.

b. Monitoring Devices
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i. Sources Controlled by Baghouses

When operating properly, the particul ate renoval efficiency
of a baghouse is very high (99.9 to 99.99% efficient). Two
primary probl ens, however, can result in increased em ssions from
systens controlled by baghouses. First, reduced gas flow through
t he baghouse system due to excessive buil dup of the dust cake on
t he bags or other deterioration in the systemresults in
I nadequat e dust capture at the em ssion point controlled by the
baghouse and increased fugitive em ssions at the capture point.
Second, holes or tears in the bags allows the dirty gas to |eak
t hrough t he bags.

EPA proposes that FMC be required to install two nonitoring
devices to guard agai nst these problens. First, EPA proposes to
require FMC to install on all point sources controlled by
baghouses a device for continuously neasuring and recording
pressure drop across the bughouse. Pressure drop is an indirect
measure of flow rate through the baghouse system Mbnitoring
pressure drop is an effective neans for detecting reduced gas
fl ow t hrough the baghouse system due to excessive buil dup of the
dust cake on the bags or other deterioration of the baghouse
system Monitoring pressure drop is also inportant because
operation of a baghouse under excessively high pressure drop
conditions can |lead to accel erated bag deterioration by erosion

through pin holes in the bags. Monitoring pressure drop is also
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useful in diagnosing other problens that may be contributing to
hi gh particul ate em ssions fromthe baghouse system FMC may
have in fact already installed devices to neasure pressure drop
on sone of its baghouses because such devices are commonly used
to eval uate the performance of a baghouse.

EPA proposes to require that FMC submt a proposed paraneter
range of operation for pressure drop for each baghouse that is
representative of conpliance with the applicable em ssion
limtations and work practice standards. The paraneters woul d be
approved through the title V permt issuance process or as a
nodi fication to FMC s title V permit. Once those proposed
paranmeter ranges are established in FMC s title V permt, EPA
proposes that FMC be required to maintain and operate the source
to stay within the approved range and to take i medi ate
corrective action to bring source operation back within the
approved range if an excursion fromthe approved range occurs.
Operating outside of an approved range would require corrective
action. Simlar nonitoring is routinely required for baghouses by

New Source Performance Standards. See generally 40 CFR part 60.

To provide early detection of |eaks and holes in bags, EPA
proposes to require FMC to install and operate a triboelectric
noni tor on each baghouse to continuously nonitor and record the
readout of the instrunent response for all baghouses. This type

of baghouse | eak detector is sensitive enough to detect even very
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smal|l leaks. Gven the normal variation in pressure drop,
nonitoring pressure drop alone is not effective for detecting
smal l er holes and tears in bags. A triboelectric nonitor is also
nore likely to detect a | eak than a continuous opacity nonitor
and is much | ess expensive than an opacity nonitor. |In addition,
because a triboelectric detector provides a continuous output, a
| eak will be detected nuch earlier than by periodic inspection of
t he equi pnent or visible em ssion observations.

EPA proposes that the triboelectric nmonitors be install ed,
mai nt ai ned, and operated in accordance with the manufacture’s

specifications and EPA' s gui dance docunent, Ofice of Air Quality

Pl anni ng and Standards (QAQPS): Fabric Filter Bag Leak Detection

GQui dance, EPA 454/ R-98-015 (Sept. 1997). The gui dance docunent
di scusses the process for establishing a range of operation so
that an “alarm” as defined in and as determ ned in accordance
with the guidance, does not occur. EPA proposes to require that
FMC be required to operate each baghouse so as to stay within the
approved range and to take i medi ate corrective action to bring
source operation back within the approved range in the event of
an excur si on.
ii. Sources Controlled By Scrubbers

Wth respect to the cal ciner scrubbers (source 9) and the

Medusa Andersen scrubbers that control the furnaces (sources 18d,

18e, 18f, and 18g), EPA proposes to require FMC to instal
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devi ces for the continuous neasurenent and recordi ng of pressure
drop, scrubber liquor flow rate, and scrubber Iiquor pH on al
sources controlled by scrubbers. Pressure drop and scrubber
liquor flow rate are common i ndicators of performance of

scrubbers. See generally 40 CFR part 60. The cal ciners and the

furnaces are controlled by scrubbers and have significant
phosphor ous pent oxi de em ssions. Phosphorous pentoxi de di ssol ves
in water to form phosphoric acid, which can be re-emtted as
phosphorous pentoxide if the scrubber |iquor becones overl oaded
due to inadequate bl omdown and makeup with fresh water.
Moni toring scrubber |iquor pH provides a good indication of
adequat e renoval of phosphoric acid fromthe scrubber |iquor
t hrough sufficient scrubber bl ow down. Furthernore, |ow scrubber
i quor pH can result in equipnment corrosion and a correspondi ng
reduction in the effectiveness of the control device.

EPA al so proposes to require that FMC submt a proposed
par anet er range of operation for pressure drop, scrubber |iquor
flowrate, and scrubber liquor pH for each source controlled by a
scrubber that is representative of conpliance with the applicable
em ssion limtations and work practice standards. Again, the
paranmeters woul d be approved through the title V permt issuance
process or as a nodification to FMC s title V permt. Once those
proposed paraneter ranges are established in FMC s title V

permt, EPA proposes that FMC be required to maintain and operate
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the source to stay within the approved range and to take

i mmedi ate corrective action to bring source operation back within
t he approved range if an excursion fromthe approved range
occurs.

For the other two sources controlled by scrubbers at the FMC
facility, the phos dock Andersen scrubber (source 2la) and the
excess CO burner (source 26b), EPA proposes to require that FMC
install and operate a device to continuously neasure and
continuously record the pressure drop across the scrubber. As
with the other nonitoring devices, EPA proposes to require that
FMC submt a proposed paraneter range of operation for pressure
drop that is representative of conpliance with the applicable
em ssion limtations and work practice standards, to nmaintain and
operate the source to stay within the approved range, and to take
I medi ate corrective action if an excursion fromthe approved
range occurs.

iii. Pressure Relief Vents

As di scussed above in section Ill1.E 5. above, EPA proposes
to require FMC to install continuous tenperature indicators and
recorders on each of the pressure relief vents (source 24) to
detect when a pressure release froma furnace begins and ends.

c. Operations and Mi ntenance Pl an
EPA proposes that FMC be required to devel op, submt to EPA

and inplement a witten operations and mai ntenance (O&%\M pl an
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covering all sources of PM 10 em ssions at the FMC facility,
i ncludi ng uncaptured fugitive and general fugitive em ssions of
PM 10. The purpose of the O&M plan is to ensure each source at
the FMC facility will be operated and mai ntai ned consistent with
good air pollution control practices and procedures for
maxi m zing control efficiency and mnimzing em ssions at al
times, including periods of startup, shutdown, malfunction,
energency, and to establish procedures for assuring continuous
conpliance with the emssion limtations, work practice
requi renents, and other requirenents of this proposed FIP. The
devel opnment of O&M plans is required of sources under several
standards recently promul gated under section 112 of the CAA, as
wel | as under sone state inplenmentation plans. See 40 CFR 63. 545;
40 CFR 63.803(a) and 63.803(c); 40 CFR 63.306(a); 40 CFR
63. 105(b); WAC 173-400-101(4); OAPCA Regulation 1, Section 5.03
(f); PSAPCA Regul ation 1, Section 5.05(e).

Requiring FMC to devel op and i npl enent an Q&M plan is
particularly appropriate for several reasons. First,
approxi mately 22% of all em ssions from FMC are uncapt ured
fugitive em ssions. EPA has not proposed mass em ssion
limtations for these fugitive sources because of the difficulty
of neasuring such em ssions. (Good operations and mai nt enance
procedures are especially inportant for controlling fugitive

em ssi ons because nmuch of the control efficiency is dependent
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upon diligent housekeeping requirenments, including vacuum
sweepi ng, application of dust suppressants, and repl acing
expendabl e parts and supplies prior to breakdown. Second, EPA
believes that many of the air quality problens attributable to
the FMC facility have in the past, at least in part, been due to
the | ack of conprehensive operations and nai nt enance procedures
at FMC. This, in turn, has led to frequent “upsets” at the FMC
facility.

EPA proposes to require that the O&M pl an address certain
identified topics, in addition to good operations and mai nt enance
procedures for all sources at FMC. The identified topics include
procedures for mnimzing fugitive PM10 em ssions frommaterials
handl i ng, storage piles, roads, staging areas, parking lots,
mechani cal processes, and other processes, including weekly
i nspection; procedures for the application of dust suppressants
to and the sweeping of storage piles, roads, staging areas,
parking lots, or any open area as appropriate to maintain
conpliance with applicable em ssion limtations; specifying parts
or elenents of control equi pnment needi ng repl acenent after sone
set interval prior to breakdown or nmal function; process
conditions that indicate need for repair, maintenance or cleaning
of control or process equi pnent (such as the need to open furnace
access ports or holes); procedures for the weekly visual

I nspection of all control equipnment; procedures for the regular
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mai nt enance of control equi pnment; procedures that neet or exceed
manuf act urer recommendati ons for the inspection, maintenance,
operation, and calibration of each required nonitoring device;
procedures for the rapid identification and repair of equipnent
or processes causing an energency and for reducing or mnim zing
t he duration of and em ssions resulting fromany energency; and
procedures for the training of staff in the above procedures.

As proposed, FMC is required to submt the O&M plan to EPA
for review. Although there is no explicit requirenent for EPA
approval of the plan, EPA can require FMC to nodify the plan. FMC
may revise the plan, as necessary and appropriate, so long as the
plan neets the identified requirenments and so | ong as FMC
provides EPA with copies of any revisions. FMCis required to
review and revise the plan as necessary at |east annually.
Failure to inplenment the O&M plan would be a violation of the
FIP. 2

In the RCRA consent decree, FMC agreed to take neasures to
mnimze fugitive em ssions fromthe north-east portion of the
facility, which includes the nain shale pile (source 2), the
ener gency/ contingency raw ore shale pile (source 3), sone roads

(source 22), and rel ated staging areas. Mre specifically, FMC

%A s discussed above, EPA may determineit is appropriate to include certain provisions
of FMC's O&M plan in FMC'stitle V permit. In that event, FMC could revise those provisions
of the O&M plan only in accordance with the permit revision procedures of 40 CFR part 70 or
71, as appropriate.
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has agreed to submt a dust control plan that specifies the
actions FMC wi I | take, including applying nore dust suppressant,
i ncreasi ng cl eaning and sweepi ng of roads, increasing water-
application during dry weather, and using slag to cover unpaved
areas. EPA believes the requirenents of the RCRA consent decree
in this regard are consistent with the Q& requirenments in this
pr oposal .

d. OQher Periodic Inspections and Testing

EPA is al so proposing specific inspection requirenents for
certain sources in order to provide a basis for identifying and
correcting control equi pnment and process problens in a tinely
manner and to mnimze enm ssions. For each source subject to an
opacity limt of no visible em ssions, EPA is proposing that an
observer make a visual observation of visible em ssions from
each source at | east once each week, and that FMC take corrective
action if any visible em ssions are observed for any period of
time during the observation period. Because the proposed
standard for these sources is no visible em ssions, the
observation of visible emssions wuld constitute a violation. A
vi si bl e em ssions observation is required upon conpletion of the
corrective action to ensure a return to conpliance. Such periodic
sel f-eval uation requirenents are common in the NSPS. See
generally 40 CFR part 60.

For each fugitive em ssion source and point source subject
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to a nunerical opacity limt, EPA is proposing that an observer
make a vi sual observation of visible em ssions fromeach such
source at |east once each week. |If visible em ssions are
observed, FMC would be required to determne if any corrective
action is needed and, if so, to take appropriate corrective
action. Based on the visible em ssions surveys, EPA believes that
visible emssions at the FMC facility frequently indicate that
the source in question is not being properly operated or is in
need of mmintenance. The observance of visible em ssions would
require corrective action but would not constitute a violation if
pronpt action was taken, unless the nunerical opacity standard is
exceeded. Where corrective action is taken, a visual observation
I's required upon conpletion of the corrective action. This weekly
I nspection requirenent is intended to ensure pronpt
identification and correction of control equi pnent and process
probl ens.

EPA proposes to allow FMC, after conducting weekly
I nspections for one year w thout documenting any visible
em ssions with respect to a particular source to conduct nonthly
I nspections for that source. The inspection schedul e would
revert to a weekly schedule for a source if visible em ssions

wer e observed during any nonthly inspection of that source.

Wth respect to the nain shale pile (source 2) and the
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ener gency/ conti ngency raw ore storage pile (source 3), EPAis
proposi ng that FMC anal yze a representative sanple of each pile
for noisture content using ASTM Standard D2216-92 at | east once
each nonth. FMC is required to submt a proposed sanpling plan
to EPA for review and approval 30 days prior to any required
sanpling. Al sanpling nust thereafter adhere to the plan.
e. Mnitoring Ml functions and Data Availability

EPA proposes to require that nonitoring with all required
nonitoring devices, such as pressure drop neasurenent devices
and tenperature detectors, be operated at all tines that the
process being nonitored is in operation, except during nonitoring
mal functi ons, associated repairs, and required quality assurance
or control activities. NMonitoring data recorded during
nonitoring mal functions, associated repairs, and required quality
assurance or control activities will not be used for data
averages and mninmum data availability requirenments, but data
collected at all other tinmes would be used in assessing control
devi ce operation. These requirenents, including the definition
of “nonitoring mal function,” are based on simlar provisions in
t he Conpliance Assurance Monitoring rule. See 40 CFR 64.7(c).
EPA has al so included a mninmumdata availability requirenent for
all nonitoring devices of 90% on a nonthly average basis.
2. Recordkeepi ng Requirenents

In general, EPA proposes to require that FMC keep records of
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all required nonitoring information. Parts 70 and 71 require
records of all required nonitoring information that include the
date, place and time of the sanpling or measurenent, the
anal ytical methods used, the results of the analysis, and the
operating conditions at the tine of sanpling. See 40 CFR
70.6(a)(3)(i1)(A) and 71.6(a)(3)(ii)(A). Parts 70 and 71 al so
require the retention of all required nonitoring data and support
i nformation for a period of at |least five years. See 40 CFR
70.6(a)(3)(ii)(B) and 71.6(a)(3)(ii)(B). Because FMC i s subject
to the title V operating permt programand wll be issued a
title V operating permt, EPA believes it is appropriate to nmake
the general recordkeeping requirenents in the proposed FIP
consistent with parts 71 and 70.

EPA has al so nore specifically identified the recordkeepi ng
requirenents relating to each required inspection and visible
em ssi ons observation, including the date of the inspection or
observati on, what was observed, and the tinme, date, and nature of
any corrective action taken; the paranmeters required to be
nmeasured under the nonitoring requirenments; any excursions from
approved ranges, and the tinme, date, and nature of any corrective
action taken; the time, date, and duration of each pressure
rel ease froma furnace pressure relief vent; the tine, date, and
duration of each flaring of the emergency CO flares; application

of dust suppressants; frequency of road sweeping; and noisture

156



content records. Until the secondary condenser flare is

el i m nat ed, EPA proposes that FMC be required to keep records of
all mni-flushes, include the date, tinme, duration, water flow
rate, and tenperature.

EPA al so proposes that FMC be required to keep a mai nt enance
| og for each control device, which will include information on
all inspections and nmai ntenance activities on the control device,
and evi dence of certification and recertifcation of all
i ndi vi dual s who conduct required visible em ssions observations.
3. Reporting Requirenents

Because FMC wi ||l be subject to a title V operating permt,
EPA used the reporting requirenents of parts 70 and 71 as a
starting point for the reporting requirenents proposed in this
FIP. Thus, EPA proposes to require that FMC submt a report of
all required nonitoring every six nonths, which report nust
clearly identify all instances of deviations. See 40 CFR
70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A and 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A). EPA has specifically
Identified certain itens that nust be addressed in this report,

I ncl udi ng excess emnm ssions and excursions from approved operating
ranges, corrective action taken, and a witten report of each
annual performance test. Parts 70 and 71 require sources to
submt a conpliance certification at |east annually and nore
frequently if required by the permtting authority. 40 CFR

70.6(c)(5) and 71.6(c)(5). dGven the contribution of FMC to the
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PM 10 nonattai nment problemin the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent
area, EPA proposes to require that FMC submt, as part of the
sem -annual report, a conpliance certification neeting the
requi renents of parts 70 and 71 on a sem -annual basis. The sem -
annual report nust be certified by a “responsible official” for
FMC as to its truth, accuracy, and conpl eteness in accordance
with the conpliance certification requirenents of parts 70 and
71.
EPA al so proposes to require the pronpt reporting of

viol ations of the requirenments of the proposed FIP, and has used
the default definitions of “pronpt reporting” in part 71 for
those situations where the proposed FIP does not establish a
required tinme period for reporting. See 40 CFR
71.6(a)(3)(iii)(B). This would require reporting to EPA by
t el ephone or fax, within 48 hours of occurrence, all excess
em ssions that continue for nore than two hours, followed by a
witten notice within ten days. All other violations would be
reported as part of the sem -annual report. The requirenent to
report excess em ssions applies regardl ess of whether FMC asserts
that the excess em ssions were due to startup, shutdown,
schedul ed nmai nt enance, or energency.

As di scussed above, EPA proposes that FMC be required to
subnmit a proposed range of operation for each paraneter required

to be nonitored under the proposed FIP, along with docunentation
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denonstrating that operating the source within the proposed range
wi |l provide a reasonabl e assurance of conpliance with the
proposed em ssion |[imtations and work practice standards. The
proposed range of operation will be approved by EPA through the
title V permt issuance process.

Until the secondary condenser flare is elimnated, EPA
proposes to require that FMC submt a bi-nmonthly report to EPA
regardi ng the operating paraneters for each mni-flush and the
total mni-flush time in mnutes for each nonth, the nunber of
operating days for the secondary condenser, and the average
m nut es per operating day for each nonth. This requirenent is
based on a requirenent in the RCRA consent decree.

EPA strongly encourages FMC to provide to the Shoshone-
Bannock Tribes Air Quality Program copies of all information
required to be submtted to EPA under this proposed FIP.

H.  Conpliance Schedul e

Sections 172(c)(1) and 189(a)(1)(C of the CAA read
together, require that noderate area PM 10 nonattai nnent plans
submtted by States provide for inplenentation of RACM and RACT
by existing sources of PM 10 no |ater than Decenber 10, 1993. 1In
cases where the noderate area deadline for the inplenentation of
RACM RACT had passed at the tinme the state submtted its plan,
EPA has concl uded that the RACM RACT required in the SIP nust be

I npl enmented “as soon as possible.” Delaney v. EPA, 898 F. 2d 687,
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691 (9th Cr. 1990). EPA has interpreted this requirenent to be
“as soon as practicable.” See 55 FR 41204, 41210 (Cctober 1,
1990). Where, as here, EPA is exercising its discretionary
authority under sections 301(a) and 301(d)(4) of the CAA and 40
CFR 49.11(a) to pronulgate a FIP for a noderate PM 10

nonattai nnent area in Indian country as necessary and appropriate
to assure inplenentation of RACT in order to protect air quality
during the transition to inplenentation of new y-pronul gated PM
NAAQS, EPA believes it is appropriate to require that the
controls be inplenented as soon as practicable.

In general, EPA is proposing that FMC be required to conply
with the emssion limtations, work practice requirenents, and
nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents begi nning
60 days after the effective date of this FIP proposal. This
i ncludes emi ssion limtations and work practice requirenents for
t hose sources for which EPA believes no additional controls or
process changes will be necessary for conpliance, and the general
nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenments of this FIP
proposal. Together with the proposed 30-day delay in the
effective date of the FIP, FMC will have 90 days fromthe date
the FIP is published until it will be required to conply. EPA
believes that this is sufficient time to ensure conpliance with
those requirenents for which no additional controls or process

changes will be necessary, as well as to inplenment general
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nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents.

EPA is proposing to give FMC additional tine to conply with
those requirenents that necessitate design work, purchase of
equi pnent, process or control nodifications, or construction of
new processes or controls. In proposing the conpliance date for
these requirenents, EPA is proposing the shortest possible
conpliance date, in light of the tinme and expenditures necessary
for the various projects, and keeping in mnd the total numnber
and extent of the production and control changes necessary for
conpliance with this FIP proposal. Just as States may give
consideration to the anbunt of expenditures and tine required of
sources to inplement control neasures in determning the tine
period for inplenentation in the SIP planning process (see

Criteria for Ganting 1-Year Extensions of Myderate PM 10

Nonatt ai nnent Area Attai nnent Dates, ©Mking Attai nment

Determ nations and Reporting on Quantitative M| estones, from

Sally L. Shaver, Director of Air Quality Strategi es and Standards
Division, to EPA Regional Air Division Directors (Novenber 14,
1994), pp. 14-15), EPA believes it is appropriate to consider the
ti me and expenditures necessary for FMC to conply with the
requi renments proposed in this FIP in determ ning the appropriate
conpl i ance peri od.

For those sources for which EPA believes additional controls

are needed for conpliance and for which FMC has agreed to
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i npl ement additional controls as part of the RCRA consent decree,
EPA is proposing as the conpliance dates in this FIP proposal the
conpliance dates established in the RCRA consent decree. EPA s
maj or goal in negotiating the SEP projects in the RCRA consent
decree was the same as EPA's goal in this FIP proposal:

achieving reductions in PM10 em ssions at the FMC facility as
expeditiously as practicable. The dates agreed to in the RCRA
consent decree and proposed in this notice achieve that goal.

EPA believes FMC s agreenent to install the controls as SEPs as
part of the RCRA consent decree has accel erated the date by which
EPA coul d reasonably propose to require full conpliance with the
proposed FIP by at |least two years. This is because FMC began

i npl ementing the SEP projects necessary for conpliance with this
FI P proposal before publication of this FIP proposal and | ong
before final action will be taken on this FIP proposal. Because
FMC has al ready begun to inplenment the control technol ogy as part
of the RCRA settlenent, it is practicable for FMC to conply with
the emssion limtations and work practice requirenents at a nuch
earlier date. For exanple, FMC and EPA reached an agreenent in
principle as part of the RCRA settlenent in May 1998 to have the
hot pour slag ladling fully operational by Novenber 1, 2000. This
agreenent was based on an understandi ng that, acting as
expeditiously as practicable, it would take FMC 28 nonths to

conpl ete design and installation of the slag |adling and have the
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system fully operational. Because FMC has already agreed to
install slag ladling as part of the RCRA settlenent, it is
possible for FMC to conply with the proposed em ssion limts and
rel ated requirenments as of Novenber 1, 2000. Had FMC not already
agreed to undertake the slag ladling as part of the RCRA
settlenment, it would have been reasonable for EPA to give 28
nmonths fromthe effective date of final action on this FIP to
conply with the slag | adling requirenents.

Under this FIP proposal, the em ssion limtations and work
practice requirenents relating to the follow ng sources will cone
into effect as foll ows:

1. Phosphorus | oadi ng dock, Novenber 1, 1999.

2. Slag handling, Novenber 1, 2000.

3. Calciners, Decenber 1, 2000.

4. Secondary condenser flare and ground flare by January 1,

2001, although interimneasures apply 60 days after the

effective date of the proposed FIP.

5. Fugitive em ssions fromthe furnace building, April 1,

2002.

If final action on the proposed FIP occurs after any of these
dates, EPA proposes that the em ssion limtations and work
practice requirenents relating to the source in question becone
effective 60 days after the effective date of final action on the

FI P.
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Wth the conpliance schedul e proposed above, EPA antici pates
that all proposed RACT-I|evel requirenments for the Fort Hall PM 10
nonattai nnent area will be in place and fully operational by
April 1, 2002. Many of the new controls should be in place well
before that tine. EPA does not expect PM 10 val ues above the
| evel of the revised PM 10 NAAQS to be recorded on the Tri bal
nonitors after April 1, 2002. Because attai nnent of the PM 10
NAAQS requires three cal endar years of clean data, the area may
not be eligible for an attai nment designation for the applicable
PM 10 standards until after that date. G ven the nunber and
extent of the projects FMC will need to undertake to achieve
conpliance with the proposed FIP, as well as the anmpbunt of the
necessary expenditures, however, EPA believes that the proposed
FI P achi eves inplenentation of RACT as expeditiously as
practi cabl e.

As stated above, in general, EPA is proposing that FMC
comply with all nonitoring, work practice, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirements no |ater than 60 days after the effective
date of final action on this proposal. An exception is for
nonitoring requirenents that require installation of new
equi pnent, such as a device for neasuring pressure drop. 1In
general, where EPA is requiring the installation and calibration
of new nonitoring equi pnent, EPA proposes that FMC have 180 days

after the effective date of this FIP to conply. Because it wll
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take time for FMC to select, install, and test the required
nonitoring equi pment, EPA believes that a 180-day period for
conpliance with these requirenments is reasonable. EPA notes that
this is the same tine period allowed for installation of
nonitoring equi pment in the New Source Performance Standards.

See generally 40 CFR part 60.

|. Effectiveness of Proposed Control Measures

The proposed control strategy, as discussed above,
establishes emssion limtations and work practice requirenents
that will entail the installation of significant control
technol ogy affecting five sources of PM10 at FMC. Table 5 bel ow
presents FMC em ssions before and after inplenentation of the
proposed control strategy and shows the overall percentage

reducti on achi eved.
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TABLE 5
Attai nnent Denonstration 24-Hour PM 10 St andard
FMC 1996 Actual Worst Case PM 10 Em ssions Summary

Full I nplenentation of Proposed Control Strategy

Pounds/ Day
Sour ce Nane PM 10 Em ssions PM 10 Em ssions
Bef ore Control After Control

PO NT_SOURCES
G ound Flare 2281 114
Cal ci ners 1204 301
El evat ed Secondary CO Fl are 828 41
Al'l ot her Baghouses 446 446
Medusa Anderson (four furnaces) 269 269
Cal ci ner Cool er Vents 188 188
Pressure Relief Vents 99 99
Cool i ng Tower 96 96
Phos Dock 34 34
Boil ers 13 13
Emer gency CO Fl ares _ 12 12

Subt ot al Poi nt Sources 5470 1613
PROCESS and OTHER FUd Tl VES
Sl ag Handl i ng

Slag tap 173

Met al Tap 88
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Sl ag cooling
Sl ag di ggi ng
Loader to truck

Truck to slaqg pile

Sl ag handl i ng subtota

Al'l Roads

Al Piles

Dry fines material recycle

Nodul e fines handling truck | oading

Nodul e fines stockpiling

Subtotal Fugitives

Grand Tot al

209
173
270

135

1045
190
163

33

12

1450

6920
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146

190
163
33
12

551

2164

69% r educti on



TABLE 6
Att ai nment Denpnstration
Annual PM 10 Standard
FMC 1996 Annual Em ssions Summary

Full I nplenentation of Proposed Control Strategy

Tons/ year
Sour ce Nane PM 10 Em ssions PM 10 Em ssions
Bef ore Control After Control

PO NT_SOURCES
G ound Flare 197 10
Cal ci ners 100 25
El evat ed Secondary CO Fl are 62 3
Al'l ot her Baghouses 49 49
Medusa Anderson (four furnaces) 43 43
Cal ci ner Cool er Vents 27 27
Pressure Relief Vents 1 1
Cool i ng Tower 18 18
Phos Dock 6 6
Boil ers 2 2
Emer gency CO Fl ares _ 0 0

Subt ot al Poi nt Sources 505 184
PROCESS and OTHER FUd Tl VES
Sl ag Handl i ng

Slag tap 28
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Met al Tap 14

Sl ag cooling 33 23
Sl ag di ggi ng 27
Loader to truck 43
Truck to slag pile __ 20 .
sl ag handl i ng subt ot al 165 23
Al'l Roads 25 25
Al Piles 23 23
Dry fines material recycle 6 6
Nodul e fines handling truck | oading 2 2
Nodul e fines stockpiling _ 1 1
Subtotal Fugitives 222 80
Grand Tot al 727 264 64% r educti on

The above tables reflect reductions in emssions fromthree
sources as a result of this FIP proposal: slag handling (source
8), the calciner scrubbers (source 9), and the el evated secondary
condenser and ground flares (source 26a). As discussed above,
the i nprovenents to the phos dock that FMC has agreed to
undertake as part of the RCRA consent decree and the resulting
em ssion limtations and work practice requirenents proposed for
t he phos dock are designed to elimnate em ssions due to “upset”

condi tions, which em ssions were not included in the em ssion
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inventory in the first place. In other words, the proposed

I nprovenents to the phos dock area and the proposed eni ssion
limtations for that source are designed to ensure em ssions from
t hat source do not exceed the |evel of emi ssions included in the
em ssion inventory for the phos dock. Therefore, there is no

em ssion reduction attributed to the phos dock Anderson scrubber
as aresult of this FIP proposal in Table 5 “Attai nnent
Denonstration for 24-hour PM 10 NAAQS’ or Table 6 “Attai nnent
Denonstration for the Annual PM 10 NAAQS'. The sanme is true for
t he furnace buil ding, although sone of the anticipated enm ssion
reductions fromthis source are reflected under the category
“slag handling.”

EPA anticipates that the em ssion limtations and work
practice requirenents proposed in this FIP, when considered
together, will result in an overall reduction in daily worst case
em ssions of 69%fromthe |evels contained in the em ssion
I nventory.

EPA believes that the emssion limtations and work practice
requi renents, and the related nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirements will result in attainnent of the pre-
exi sting 24-hour PM 10 NAAQS and annual PM 10 NAAQS as
expedi tiously as practicable. As discussed above, neasured
anbient air quality serves as the basis for determning the |eve

of control necessary to attain the standard. Attainnent of the
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annual standard requires that the expected annual PM 10
concentration be less than or equal to the | evel of the annual
NAAQS. Attainnment of the pre-existing 24-hour standard requires
that the expected nunber of exceedences of the NAAQS be | ess than
or equal to one per year. Conceptually, determ ning the PM 10
concentration for a particular site that nmust be reduced to the
| evel of the NAAQS, thereby assuring attainment, is known as
determ ning the “design value.” The design value is then used to
determ ne the | evel of control needed.

There are several reconmended net hods for determning the

design concentration as specified in the PM 10 SIP Devel opnent

Gui del i ne (EPA-460 2-86-001, June 1987). For purposes of this
proposed FI P, EPA used the | og-normal graphical estinmation
method, with air quality data collected from Cctober 8, 1996

t hrough March 1997 at all three Tribal nonitors. The highest 24-
hour design value estimated for any site was for the primry
site, at 433 ug/nB. EPA therefore concluded that, in order for
the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nnent area to attain the 24-hour PM
10 standard, the second hi ghest PM 10 concentrati on nust be
reduced from433 ug/nB to 150 ug/ nB, a reduction of 65% The
second hi ghest PM 10 | evel is used because the PM 10 NAAQS
al l ows, over a three-year period, on average, one exceedence per
year.

As di scussed above, because the annual PM 10 NAAQS i s based
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on a three-year average, there is insufficient nonitoring data
fromthe Tribal nonitors to docunent a violation of the pre-
exi sting annual PM 10 NAAQS. The only cal endar year for which
there is conplete data available in order to estimate the annual
design value is 1997. The hi ghest annual average PM 10
concentration for 1997, 66.3 ug/nB, was recorded at the primry
site. In order to attain the annual standard, this value would
need to be reduced to 50 ug/nB, a reduction of 16.3 ug/nB or 25%
EPA believes the control strategy proposed in this notice
wi |l achieve a 69%reduction of daily worst case PM 10 em ssions
fromFMC on a facility-wi de basis. The sources for which EPA
bel i eves em ssion reductions will be necessary to neet the
proposed em ssion |limtations--slag handling, the calciner
scrubbers, the furnace building, the phos dock, and the el evated
secondary condenser and ground flares--are not seasonal in
nature. Em ssions fromthese sources remain relatively constant
t hroughout the year. Thus, EPA expects that the em ssion
reductions will occur throughout the year and will produce
sufficient reductions in annual em ssions to achi eve the annual
standard. Table 6 above shows the 64% reduction in annual
em ssion that are expected frominpl enentati on of the control
strategy. |In short, EPA believes that, so | ong as the proposed
control strategy achieves an overall em ssion reduction fromthe

FMC facility of 69% the proposed control strategy should result
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in attai nnent of the pre-existing 24-hour and annual PM 10
st andar ds.

As di scussed above, EPA promul gated revised PM 10 standards
on July 18, 1997. See 62 FR 38651. Although the levels of the
24- hour and annual standards renmai n unchanged, there has been a
change in the statistical formfor determ ning conpliance with
the 24-hour NAAQS (from an expected exceedence rate to averagi ng
the 99th percentile concentration fromthree years of data) and a
change in the procedures for reporting PM 10 concentrations at
reference conditions to PM 10 concentrations at |ocal tenperature
and pressure. After converting previously reported PM 10
concentrations to |local tenperature and pressure and cal cul ating
the 99th percentile of the data base for each site and the
arithnetic mean for each site for each year, EPA believes that
the control strategy for attaining the pre-existing PM10 NAAQS
(as provided for in this proposed notice) will be sufficient to
attain and mai ntain the revised 24-hour and annual PM 10
J. EPA' s Plan for Addressing other PM 10 Pl anni ng | ssues

The foll owi ng section contains a brief discussion of the
ot her planning requirenments applicable to states with noderate
PM 10 nonattai nnent areas under the pre-existing PM 10 NAAQS. EPA
wi || address these other PM 10 pl anning requirenents that apply
to states with PM 10 nonattai nnent areas subject to the pre-

exi sting PM 10 NAAQS as necessary or appropriate in future
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rul emaki ng proposals follow ng final pronul gation of the section
172(e) rul emaki ng.
1. PM10 Precursors

As stated above, under CAA section 189(e), the control
requi renents applicable under SIPs to major stationary sources of
PM 10 nmust al so be applied to major stationary sources of PM 10
precursors, unless EPA determ nes such sources do not contribute
significantly to PM 10 levels in excess of the NAAQS in the area.
“Significantly” is not defined in either the Act or in the
General Preanble. Rather, EPA has indicated that for noderate
areas, the determ nation should be made on a case-by-case basis.
57 FR at 135309.

As di scussed above, it is unclear whether PM 10 precursors
contribute significantly to the PM 10 exceedences that have been
recorded on the Tribal nonitors. EPA expects to have the
i nformati on necessary to make that determ nation by the sumrer of
1999.

EPA is aware that the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes and citizens
in the Fort Hall PM 10 nonattai nment area believe that PM 10
precursors contribute to air quality problens in the area and
shoul d be addressed. |In general EPA shares this concern over
these very small particulates. On July 18, 1997, EPA pronul gated
new, nore stringent, air quality standards for PM2.5. These

standards were pronul gated to address the serious health effects
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associated with these very small particles, of which PM 10
precursors nmake up a significant fraction. EPA the State, and
the Tribes are just now in the process of establishing PM2.5 air
nonitoring stations in the Pocatello and Fort Hall areas to
better define and characterize the nature and extent of the fine
particulate air quality problemnear Pocatello and Fort Hall.
Even if EPA |l ater determ nes, based on the ongoing anal ysis of
the filters fromthe Tribal nonitors, that PM 10 precursors do
not need to be addressed for the Fort Hall PM 10 nonatt ai nnment
area in the context of the revised PM 10 pl anni ng process, EPA
believes it is likely that particulate precursors will need to be
addressed in the area under the new PM 2.5 standard.
2. Quantitative M| estones

For plan revisions denonstrating attai nment of the PM 10
NAAQS, States are required to include in noderate PM 10 state
i mpl enentation plans quantitative mlestones which are to be
achi eved every three years and whi ch denonstrate reasonabl e
further progress (RFP), as defined in section 171(1), toward
attai nment by the applicable attai nnent date. See CAA section
189(c). Section 172(c)(2) of the Act also states that
nonattai nnent plans shall require RFP. RFP is defined in section
171(1) as “such annual increnental reductions in em ssions of the
relevant air pollutant as are required by this part [D] or may

reasonably be required by [EPA] for the purpose of ensuring
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attai nment of the applicable [ NAAQS] by the applicable date.”
3.  New Source Review

States with noderate and serious PM 10 nonattai nment areas
are required to inplenent a permt programfor the construction
and operation of new and nodified najor stationary sources of PM
10. See CAA section 189(a).
4. Contingency Measures

States with noderate PM 10 nonattai nnent areas are required
to include in their state inplenentation plans contingency
measures that becone effective without further action by EPA upon
a determnation that the area has failed to achi eve reasonabl e
further progress or to attain the PM 10 NAAQS by the attai nnent
date. See CAA section 172(c)(9).
V. Request for Public Conment

EPA is soliciting public conmment on all aspects of this
proposed FIP. Interested parties should submt coments in
triplicate, to the address listed in the front of this Notice.
Publ i c comrents postmarked by [Insert date 90 days from date of
publication or April 19, 1999, whichever is later] will be
considered in the final action taken by EPA
V. Adm nistrative Requirenents
A. Executive Order (E. O ) 12866

Under Executive Order 12866, 58 FR 51735 (Cctober 4, 1993),

all “regulatory actions” that are “significant” are subject to
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O fice of Managenent and Budget (OVB) review and the requirenents

of the Executive Order. A “regulatory action” is defined as “any
substantive action by an agency (nornmally published in the

Federal Register) that promulgates or is expected to result in

the promulgation of a final rule or regulation, including..
noti ces of proposed rul emaking.” A “regulation or rule” is
defined as “an agency statenent of general applicability and
future effect,....”

The proposed FIP is not subject to OVB revi ew under E. O
12866 because it applies to only to a single, specifically naned
facility and is therefore not a rule of general applicability.
Thus, it is not a “regulatory action” under E O 12866.

B. Regulatory Flexibility Anal ysis (RFA)

Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U S.C. section 601
et seq., EPA generally nust prepare a regulatory flexibility
anal ysis of any rule subject to notice and comrent rul emaki ng
requi renents unless EPA certifies that the rule will not have a
significant econom c inpact on a substantial nunber of smal
entities. 5 U S.C. 88 603, 604 and 605(b).

“Smal | entities” include snmall businesses, snal
not-for-profit enterprises, and small governnents. The proposed
FIP only affects one plant, which is classified in SIC Code 28109.

The Small Busi ness Adm nistration definition of “small busi ness”

for this SIC code is less than 1,000 enpl oyees. Because FMC has
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nore than 1,000 enpl oyees, it is not a small entity under the
RFA. Therefore, pursuant to 5 U S.C. section 605(b), | certify
that the proposed FIP will not have a significant econom c inpact
on a substantial nunber of small entities.

C. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UVRA)

Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995, P.L.
04-4, establishes requirenents for federal agencies to assess the
effects of their regulatory actions on state, local, and tri bal
governnents and the private sector. Under section 202 of UVRA
EPA generally nust prepare a witten statenent, including a
cost-benefit analysis, for proposed rules and for final rules for
whi ch EPA published a notice of proposed rul emaking, if those
rules contain “federal mandates” that may result in the
expenditure by state, local, and tribal governnents, in the
aggregate, or by the private sector, of $100 million or nore in
any one year. |If section 202 requires a witten statenent,
section 205 of UVMRA generally requires EPA to identify and
consi der a reasonabl e nunber of regulatory alternatives. Under
section 205, EPA nust adopt the |east costly, nobst cost-
effective, or |east burdensonme alternative that achieves the
objectives of the rule, unless the Adm nistrator publishes with
the final rule an explanation why EPA did not adopt that
alternative. The provisions of section 205 do not apply when

they are inconsistent with applicable law. Section 204 of UVRA
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requires EPA to develop a process to allow el ected officers of
state, local, and tribal governments (or their designated,

aut hori zed enpl oyees), to provide neaningful and tinely input in
t he devel opnment of EPA regul atory proposal s contai ni ng
significant Federal intergovernnmental nandates.

EPA has determ ned that the proposed FIP contains no federal
mandates on state, local or tribal governments, because it wll
not inpose any enforceable duties on any of these entities. EPA
further has determ ned that the proposed FIPis not likely to
result in the expenditure of $100 million or nore by the private
sector in any one year. Although the proposed FI P woul d i npose
enforceable duties on an entity in the private sector, the costs
are expected to be less than $50 million. Consequently, sections
202, 204, and 205 of UMRA do not apply to the proposed FIP.

Bef ore EPA establishes any regul atory requirenents that
m ght significantly or uniquely affect small governnents, it nust
have devel oped under section 203 of UVRA a small gover nment
agency plan. The plan nust provide for notifying potentially
affected small governnents, enabling officials of affected snal
governnents to have neaningful and tinmely input in the
devel opment of EPA regul atory proposals with significant Federal
I nt ergover nnental nmandates, and inform ng, educating, and
advi sing small governnents on conpliance with the regul atory

requirenments.
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EPA has determ ned that the proposed FIP will not
significantly or uniquely affect snmall governnents, because it
i nposes no requirenents on small governments. Therefore, the
requi renents of section 203 do not apply to the proposed FIP.
Nonet hel ess, as discussed in Section |.D. above, EPA worked
closely with representatives of the Tribes, the Gty of
Pocatello, the Cty of Chubbuck, and representatives of other
smal| governnents in the area during the devel opnent of today's
proposed action. In particular, since the early 1990s, EPA has
wor ked closely with the Air Quality Program of the Tribes and
representatives of the Fort Hall Business Council in devel oping
t he proposed FIP.
D. Paperwor k Reduction Act

Under the Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U S.C 3501 et seq.,
OVB nmust approve all “collections of information” by EPA. The
Act defines “collection of information” as a requirenent for
“answers to . . . identical reporting or recordkeeping
requi renents inposed on ten or nore persons . . . .” 44 U S.C
3502(3)(A). Because the proposed FIP only applies to one
conmpany, the Paperwork Reduction Act does not apply.
E. Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from
Envi ronnmental Health Ri sks and Safety R sks

This executive order applies to any rule that: (1) is

determned to be “economically significant” as that termis
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defined in E.O 12866, and (2) concerns an environnental health
or safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a
di sproportionate effect on children. |If the regulatory action
neets both criteria, the Agency must eval uate the environnental
health or safety effects of the planned rule on children, and
explain why the planned regulation is preferable to other
potentially effective and reasonably feasible alternatives
consi dered by the Agency.

EPA interprets E.O 13045 as applying only to those
regul atory actions that are based on health or safety risks, such
that the anal ysis required under section 5-501 of the Order has
the potential to influence the regulation. The FMC FIP is not
subject to E.O 13045 because it inplenents a previously
promul gated health or safety-based federal standard.
F. Executive Order 12875: Enhancing the Intergovernnenta
Partnership

Under Executive Order 12875, EPA may not issue a regulation
that is not required by statute and that creates a nmandate upon a
state, local or tribal governnent, unless the Federal governnent
provi des the funds necessary to pay the direct conpliance costs
i ncurred by those governnments, or EPA consults with those
governnments. |f EPA conplies by consulting, Executive Oder 12875
requires EPA to provide to the Ofice of Managenent and Budget a

description of the extent of EPA's prior consultation with
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representatives of affected State, |ocal and tribal governnents,
the nature of their concerns, any witten comunications fromthe
governnments, and EPA' s position supporting the need to issue the
regulation. In addition, Executive Order 12875 requires EPA to
devel op an effective process permtting elected officials and
ot her representatives of state, local and tribal governnments “to
provi de neani ngful and tinely input in the devel opnent of
regul at ory proposal s containing significant unfunded nandates.”

As stated above, the proposed FIP will not create a nandate
on state, local or tribal governnents because it will not inpose
any enforceable duties on these entities. Accordingly, the
requi renents of section 1(a) of Executive Order 12875 do not
apply to this rule. Nonetheless, as discussed in Section I.D.
above, EPA worked closely with representatives of the Tribes
during the devel opnment of today's proposed action. 1In
particular, since the early 1990s, EPA has worked closely with
the Alr Quality Program of the Tribes and representatives of the
Fort Hall Business Council in devel oping the proposed FIP.
G Executive Order 13084: Consultation and Coordination Wth
I ndi an Tribal Governnents

Under Executive Order 13084, EPA may not issue a regulation

that is not required by statute, that significantly or uniquely
affects the communities of Indian tribal governnents, and that

| nposes substantial direct conpliance costs on those conmunities,
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unl ess the federal governnent provides the funds necessary to pay
the direct conpliance costs incurred by the tribal governnents,
or EPA consults with those governnents. |If EPA conplies by

consul ting, Executive Order 13084 requires EPA to provide to the
O fice of Managenent and Budget, in a separately identified
section of the preanble to the rule, a description of the extent
of EPA's prior consultation with representatives of affected
tribal governnents, a summary of the nature of their concerns,
and a statenment supporting the need to issue the regulation. In
addition, Executive Order 13084 requires EPA to devel op an
effective process permtting el ected and other representatives of
I ndian tribal governnments “to provide neaningful and tinely input
in the devel opnment of regulatory policies on matters that
significantly or uniquely affect their communities.”

The proposed FI P does not inpose substantial direct
conpliance costs on the communities of Indian tribal governnents.
The proposed FIP inposes obligations only on the owner or
operator of FMC. Accordingly, the requirenents of section 3(b)
of Executive Order 13084 do not apply to this rule.

As discussed in Section |I.D. above, EPA worked closely with
representatives of the Tribes during the devel opnent of today's
proposed action. In particular, since the early 1990s, EPA has
wor ked closely with the Air Quality Program of the Tribes and

representatives of the Fort Hall Business Council in devel opi ng
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t he proposed FIP.
H.  National Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act of 1995
(NTTAA)

Section 12(d) of NTTAA, Pub. L. No. 104-113, section 12(d)
(15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs EPA to use voluntary consensus
standards in its regulatory activities unless to do so woul d be
i nconsistent with applicable | aw or otherw se inpractical.

Vol untary consensus standards are technical standards (e.qg.,
materi al s specifications, test nethods, sanpling procedures,
busi ness practices) that are devel oped or adopted by voluntary
consensus standards bodies. The NTTAA directs EPA to provide
Congress, through OVB, explanations when the Agency deci des not
to use avail abl e and applicable voluntary standards.

The proposed reference test nethods for the em ssions
limtations and work practice requirenents in this FIP proposal
are technical standards. EPA is proposing a voluntary consensus
standard, ASTM D2216-92, Standard Test Method for Laboratory
Det erm nati on of Water (Misture) Content of Soil and Rock, as
the reference test nethod for determ ning conpliance with the
noi sture content requirenent for the nmain shale pile and the
ener gency/ contingency raw ore shale pile. This standard was
devel oped by the American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM. ASTM standards are published in the Annual Book of ASTM

Standards (a multiple volunme set) and are avail able at nmjor
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l'i braries.

Wth respect to the other em ssion limtations and work
practice requirenents proposed in this notice, EPA is proposing
as the reference test nmethods test nethods that have been
pronul gated by EPA. See Methods 201, 201A, and 202, 40 CFR part
51, appendix M Methods 1, 2, 2C, 2D, 3, 3A 4, 5 and 22 (in
part), 40 CFR part 60, appendix A. Before proposing these
reference test nmethods, EPA conducted a search to identify
potentially applicable voluntary consensus standards. EPA did not
identify any potentially applicable standards that could be used
in place of Methods 201, 201A, and 202, 40 CFR part 51, appendi x
M or Methods 1, 3, 3A 4, 5, and 22 (in part), 40 CFR part 60,
appendi x A. Therefore, EPA proposes to use those test nethods as
the reference test nethods for this FIP proposal.

EPA did identify ASTM D3464-96, Standard Test Mt hod for
Average Velocity in a Duct Using a Thernmal Anenoneter, as being
potentially applicable for determ ning gas velocity and
volunetric flow rate, as do EPA Methods 2, 2C, 2D. EPA does not
propose to use this ASTM nethod in this FIP proposal, however,
because the use of this voluntary consensus standard woul d be
i mpractical. ASTM D3464-96 is intended for determning air
velocities in HVAC ducts, fume hoods, vent stacks of nuclear
power stations and in perform ng nodel studies of pollution

control devices. By its terms, application of this ASTM standard

185



is limted to certain tenperature, noisture, and contam nant

| oadi ng conditions which can not always be met for the proposed

nonitoring applications at the FMC facility. Therefore, use of

ASTM D3436-96 is inpractical for purposes of this proposed FIP.
EPA wel cones comments on this aspect of the proposed FIP

and, specifically, invites the public to identify

potential |l y-applicable voluntary consensus standards and to

expl ain why such standards should be used in this regul ation.
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Li st of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52
Environnental protection, Ar pollution control,
I ntergovernnental relations, Particulates matter, Reporting and

recor dkeepi ng requirenents.

Dat ed: January 29, 1999.

Car ol Browner,
Adm ni strator.
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40 CFR part 52 is proposed to be anmended as foll ows:

PART 52-APPROVAL AND PROMULGATI ON OF | MPLEMENTATI ON PLANS

1. The authority citation for part 52 continues to read as

foll ows:

Aut hority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.

Subpart N-I daho

2. Subpart Nis proposed to be anmended by adding 8 52.676 to

read as foll ows:

852.676 Control Strategy: Fort Hall PM 10 Nonattai nment Area, Fort

Hal I | ndi an Reservati on, |daho.

(a) Applicability. This regulation applies to the owner or
operator of the FMC Corporation’s elenental phosphorus facility
| ocated on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation in Idaho, including any
new owner or operator in the event of a change in ownership of the

FMC facility.

(b) Definitions. The following definitions apply to this section.

Except as specifically defined herein, terns used in this section
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retain the neaning accorded them under the Cean Air Act.

Bag | eak detection guidance nmeans Ofice of Air Quality

Pl anni ng and Standards ( QAQPS): Fabric Filter Bag Leak

Det ecti on Gui dance, EPA 454/ R-98-015 (Sept. 1997)

Certified observer neans a visual em ssions observer who has
been properly certified using the initial certification and
periodi c sem -annual recertification procedures of 40 CFR part

60, appendi x A, Method 9.

Emergency neans any situation arising from sudden and
reasonably unforeseeable events beyond the control of the
owner or operator of the FMC facility, including acts of God,
which requires i mMmedi ate corrective action to restore norm
operation. An energency shall not include events caused by
i nproperly designed equipnent, | ack  of preventative
mai nt enance, careless or |inproper operation, or operator

error.

Emission limtation and em ssion standard nean a requirenment

which limts the quantity, rate, or concentration of em ssions
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of air pollutants on a continuous basis, including any
requirenents which limt the |evel of opacity, prescribe
equi pnent, set fuel specifications, or prescribe operations or
mai nt enance procedures to assure continuous em ssion
reduction.

EPA neans United States Environmental Protection Agency,

Regi on 10.
Excess em ssions neans em ssions of an air pollutant in excess

of an emission limtation.

Excursion nmeans a departure from a paraneter range approved

under paragraphs (e)(3) or (g)(1) of this section.

FMC or FMC facility means all of the pollutant-emtting
activities that conprise the el emental phosphorus plant owned
by or under the common control of FMC Corporation in Township
6 south, Range 33 east, Sections 12 and 13, and that lie
within the exterior boundaries of the Fort Hall [Indian
Reservation, in ldaho, including, without limtation, all
bui |l di ngs, structures, facilities, installations, material
handl i ng areas, storage piles, roads, staging areas, parking
| ots, nechanical processes and related areas, and ot her
processes and related areas. For purposes of this section

the term“FMC’ or “FMC facility” shall not include poll utant
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emtting activities located on |ands outside the exterior

boundaries of the Fort Hall |ndi an Reservati on.

Fugitive em ssions neans those em ssions which could not
reasonably pass through a stack, chimey, vent, or other
functionally equival ent opening. For the purposes of
determ ning conpliance with the opacity limtations that apply
to fugitive sources only, fugitive em ssions includes all
em ssions which do not actually pass through a stack, chimey,
vent, or other functionally equival ent opening for which an

opacity standard is established in this rule.

Mal functi on neans any sudden, infrequent, and not reasonably
preventable failure of air pollution control equipnent,
process equipnment, or a process to operate in a normal or
unusual manner. Failures that are caused by poor nmaintenance

or carel ess operation are not mal functions.

Method 5 is the reference test nethod described in 40 CFR part
60, appendi x A, conducted in accordance with the requirenents

of this section.

Method 9 is the reference test nethod described in 40 CFR part

60, appendi x A
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Met hods 201, 201A, and 202 are the reference test nethods
described in 40 CFR part 51, appendix M conducted in

accordance with the requirenents of this section

M ni -fl ush neans the process of flushing el emental phosphorus,
which has solidified in the secondary condenser, to the
el evat ed secondary condenser flare or to the ground flare, and

thus into the atnosphere.

Monitoring mal function means any sudden, infrequent, not
reasonably preventable failure of the nonitoring to provide
valid data. Mnitoring failures that are caused in part by
poor maintenance or careless operation are not nonitoring

mal f uncti ons.

Opacity mneans the degree to which em ssions reduce the
transm ssion of |ight and obscure the view of an object in the

backgr ound.

Omner or operator neans any person who owns, |eases, operates,
controls, or supervises the FMC facility or any portion

t her eof .
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Particul ate matter means any airborne finely-divided solid or
liquid material with an aerodynam c di aneter smaller than 100

m croneters.

PM 10 or PM 10 em ssions neans finely divided solid or liquid
material, with an aerodynam c dianmeter |ess than or equal to
a nomnal ten mcroneters emtted to the anbient air as
measured by an applicabl e reference nethod such as Method 201,
201A, or 202, or an equivalent or alternative nethod

specifically approved by the Regional Adm nistrator

Regi onal Adm ni strator neans the Regi onal Adm nistrator, EPA
Region 10, or a duly designated representative of the Regional

Adm ni strator.

Road neans any portion of the FMC facility upon which a
not ori zed vehicl e has reasonabl e access for novenent or for
which there is visible evidence of previous vehicle access

(e.q.., visible wheel tracks).

Schedul ed mai nt enance neans pl anned upkeep, repair activities,

and preventative nmaintenance on any source, including the

shut down and startup of such equi pnent.
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Shut down neans the cessation of operation of a source for any

pur pose.

Source neans any building, structure, facility, installation,
material handling area, storage pile, road, staging area
parking |l ot, nechanical process or related area, or other
process or related area which emits or may enmit particul ate
matter.

Slag pit area neans within 100 yards of the furnace buil ding

at the FMC facility.

Startup neans the setting in operation of a source for any

pur pose.

Title V permt neans an operating permt issued under 40 CFR

part 70 or 71

Tri bes means the Shoshone-Bannock Tri bes.
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Vi si bl e em ssions neans the em ssion of pollutants into the
at nosphere, excludi ng unconbi ned condensed wat er vapor (stean)

that is observable by the naked eye.

Vi sual observation neans the continuous observation of a
source for the presence of visible em ssions for a period of
ten consecutive mnutes conducted in accordance with section
5 of EPA Method 22, 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, by a person
who neets the training guidelines described in section 1 of
Met hod 22.

(c) Emission limtations and work practice requirenents.

(1) Except as otherw se provided in paragraph (c)(2) of this
section, there shall be no visible emssions fromany | ocation
at the FMC facility at any tine, as determned by a visua
observati on.

(2) For each source identified in Colum Il of Table 1 of this
section, the owner or operator of the FMC facility shall
conply with the emssion |imtations and work practice
requi renments established in Colum I1l of Table 1 of this
section for that source.

(3) The opacity limts for the followng fugitive em ssion
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sources, which are also identified in Colum Il of Table 1 of

this seciton, apply to adding of material to, taking of

material from reformng, or otherw se disturbing the pile:
main shale pile (source 2), emergency/contingency raw ore

shale pile (source 3), stacker and reclainmer (source 4),

recycle material pile (source 8b), nodule pile (source 11),

nodul e fines pile (source 13), and screened shale fines pile

(source 14).

(4) (i) Except as provided in paragraph (c)(4)(ii) of this
section, beginning Novenber 1, 2000, the follow ng
activities shall be prohibited:

(A) The discharge of nolten slag from furnaces or
slag runners onto the ground, pit floors (whether
dressed with crushed slag or not), or other non-
nobi | e permanent surface.
(B) The digging of solid slag in the slag pit area
or the loading of slag into transport trucks in the
slag pit area.
(i1) The prohibition set forth in paragraph (c)(4)(i) of
this section shall not apply to the Iining of slag pots
and the handling (including but not limted to | oading,
crushing, or digging) of cold slag for purposes of the
lining of slag pots.

(5 (i) Beginning January 1, 2001, no furnace gas shall be
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burned in the el evated secondary condenser flare or the
ground flare (source 26a).
(i1) Until Decenmber 31, 2000, the owner or operator of
the FMC facility shall take the followi ng neasures to
reduce PM 10 em ssions from mni-flushes and to ensure
there is no bias toward conducting mni-flushes during
ni ght-tinme hours.
(A) Mni-flushes shall be Iimted to no nore than
50 mnutes per day (based on a nonthly average)
begi nning January 1, 1999. Failure to neet this
[imt for any given calendar nonth wll be
construed as a separate violation for each day
during that nonth that mni-flushes lasted nore
than 50 mnutes. The nonthly average for any
cal endar nonth shall be cal culated by sunm ng the
duration (in actual mnutes) of each mni-flush
during that nonth and dividing by the nunber of
days in that nonth.
(B)(1) No mni-flush shall be conducted at any tine
unl ess one of the follow ng operating paraneters is
satisfied:
(1) The flow rate of recircul ated phossy water
is equal to or less than 1800 gallons per

m nute; or
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(6) At

(Li) The secondary condenser out | et

tenperature is equal to or greater than 36

degrees Centi grade.
(2) The prohibition set for in paragraph (c)(4)(ii)
(B) of this section shall not apply during periods
of mal function, provided the owner or operator of
the FMC facility provides to EPA witten notice of
a malfunction within 24 hours of occurrence and
takes all reasonable precautions to mnimze the
duration and extent of emssions during such
mal f uncti on. The owner or operator of the FMC
facility shall have the burden of proving the
exi stence of a mal function. The owner or operator
of the FMC facility shall maintain properly signed
cont enpor aneous records docunenting the date, tine,
and duration of the mal function; the probabl e cause
of the mal function; and any corrective action or

prevent ative neasures taken.

all tinmes, including periods of startup, shutdown,

mal function, or energency, the owner or operator of the FMC

facility shall, to the extent practicable, maintain and
operate each source identified in Colum Il of Table 1 of this
section, including associated air pollution control equipnent,

in a manner consistent with good air pollution control
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practices for mnimzing em ssions. Determ nation of whether
accept abl e operati ng and mai nt enance procedures are being used
will be based on information available to the Regional
Adm ni strator which may include, but is not limted to,
nmonitoring results, opacity observations, review of operating
and mai nt enance procedures, and inspection of the source.
(7) Mai ntai ning operation of a source wthin approved
paranmeter ranges, pronptly taking corrective action, and
otherwse followng the work practi ce, noni t ori ng,
recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents of this section do
not relieve the owner or operator of the FMC facility fromthe
obligation to conply with applicable em ssion limtations and
work practice requirenents at all tines.

Alternative 1 for paragraph (c)(8):

(8) An affirmative defense to a penalty action brought for
nonconpliance with an emssion [imtation shall be available if the
excess emssions were due to startup, shutdown, or scheduled
mai nt enance and all of the follow ng conditions are net:

(i) The owner or operator of the FMC facility notifies
EPA in witing of any startup, shutdown, or schedul ed
mai nt enance that is expected to cause excess em Ssions.
The notification shall be given as soon as possible, but
no later than 48 hours prior to the start of the startup,

shut down, or schedul ed mai nt enance, unl ess the owner or
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operator denonstrates to EPA' s satisfaction that a
shorter advanced notice was necessary. The notice shal
identify the expected date, tinme, and duration of the
excess em ssions event, the source involved in the excess
em ssions event, and the type of excess eni ssions event.
(ii) The affirmative defense for excess eni ssions due to
startup, shutdown, or scheduled naintenance shall be
denonstrated through properly signed, contenporaneous
operating |logs, or other relevant evidence that:
(A) The excess emssions could not have been
avoided through careful and prudent planning,
desi gn, and operations and nai ntenance practi ces.
(B) The source in question and any rel ated control
equi pnrent and processes were at all tinmes
mai ntai ned and operated in a manner consistent with
good practices for mnimzing em ssions.
(© During the period of the startup, shutdown, or
schedul ed nai nt enance, the owner or operator of the
FMC facility took all reasonable steps to m nim ze
| evel s of emssions that exceeded the em ssion
l[imtations or other requirenments of this section.
(D) During the period of the startup, shutdown, or
schedul ed nai nt enance, the owner or operator of the

FMC facility took all reasonable steps to m nimze
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the inpact of the excess em ssions on the anbient
air.
(E) The owner or operator of the FMC facility
submtted notice of the startup, shutdown, or
schedul ed nai ntenance to EPA within 48 hours of the
time when emission limtations were exceeded due to
startup, shutdown, or schedul ed naintenance. This
notice fulfills the requirenent of paragraph (g)(4)
of this section. This notice nust contain a
description of the startup, shutdown, or schedul ed
mai nt enance, any steps taken to mitigate em ssions,
and corrective actions taken.
(i11) No exceedence of the 24-hour PM 10 National Anbient
Air Qality Standard, 40 CFR 50.7(a)(2)(1998) was
recorded on any nonitor |located within the Fort Hall PM
10 nonattainment area that regularly reports information
to the Aeronetric Information Retrieval SystemAir
Qual ity Subsystem as defined under 40 CFR 58.1(p), on
any day for which the defense of startup, shutdown, or
schedul ed mai ntenance i s assert ed.
(iv) I'n any enforcenent proceeding, the owner or operator
of the FMC facility has the burden of proof on all

requi renents of this paragraph (c)(8).
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Al ternative 2 for paragraph (c)(8):

(8) An affirmative defense to a penalty action brought for
nonconpliance with an emssion [imtation shall be available if the
excess em ssions were due to an energency and all of the follow ng
conditions are net: (1) The affirmati ve defense of energency

shall be denonstrated through properly
si gned, contenporaneous operating | ogs,
or other relevant evidence that:
(A) An energency occurred and that the owner or
operator of the FMC facility can identify the
causes of the energency.
(B) The FMC facility was at the tinme being properly
oper at ed.
(O During the period of the energency the owner or
operator of the FMC facility took all reasonable
steps to mnimze |levels of em ssions that exceeded
the emssion limtation or other requirenents of
this section.
(D) The owner or operator of the FMC facility
subm tted notice of the energency to EPA within 48
hours of the time when emssion limtations were
exceeded due to the enmergency. This notice fulfills
t he requi rement of paragraph (g)(4)of this section.

This notice nmust contain a description of the
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(d)

energency, any steps taken to mtigate em ssions,

and corrective actions taken.
(i1) No exceedence of the 24-hour PM 10 National Anbient
Air Qality Standard, 40 CFR 50.7(a)(2)(1998), was
recorded on any nonitor |ocated within the Fort Hall PM
10 nonattai nnent area that regularly reports information
to the Aeronetric Information Retrieval SystemAir
Qual ity Subsystem as defined under 40 CFR 58.1(p), on
any day for which the defense of energency is asserted.
(iti) In any enforcenent proceeding, the owner or
operator of the FMC facility has the burden of proof on
all requirenents of this paragraph (c)(9).

Ref erence test nethods.

(1) For each source identified in Colum Il of Table 1 of this
section, the reference test nethod for the corresponding
emssion limtation in Colum |11l of Table 1 of this section
for that source is identified in Colum IV of Table 1 of this
section.

(2) Wen Methods 201/201A and 202 are specified as the
reference test nethods, the testing shall be conducted in
accordance with the identified test nmethods and the foll ow ng
addi tional requirenents:

(i) Each test shall consist of three runs, with each run
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a mni num of one hour.

(ii) Method 202 shall be run concurrently with Method 201
or Method 201A

(iii) The source shall be operated at a capacity of at
| east 90% of nmaximum during all tests, unless the
Regi onal Adm nistrator determnes in witing that other
operating conditions are representative of nornal
oper at i ons.

(iv) Only regular operating staff my adjust the
processes or em ssion control device paraneters during a
performance test or within two hours prior to the tests.
Any operating adjustnments nade during a performance test,
which are a result of consultation during the tests with
source testing personnel, equipnent vendors, or other
consultants may render the source test invalid.

(v) For all reference tests, the sanpling site and
m ni mum nunber of sanpling points shall be selected
according to EPA Method 1 (40 CFR part 60, appendi x A).
(vi) EPA Methods 2, 2C, 2D, 3, 3A, and 4 (40 CFR part 60,
appendix A) shall be used, as appropriate, for
determ ni ng nass emn ssion rates.

(vii) The nmass emssion rate of PM 10 shall be determ ned
by first adding the PM 10 concentrations from Methods

201/ 201A and 202, and then nultiplying by the average
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hourly volunetric flowrate for the run. The average of
the three required runs shall be conpared to the em ssion
standard for purposes of determ ning conpliance.
(viii) Source testing of the Medusa Andersen stacks on
the furnace building (sources 18d, 18e, 18f, and 18Q)
shal | be conducted during slag tapping.
(ix) Source testing of the excess QO burner (source 26b)
shall be conducted during either a mni-flush or hot-
flush.
(3) Method 5 shall be used in place of Method 201 or 201A for
t he cal ci ner scrubbers (source 9) and any other sources wth
entrai ned water drops. In such case, all the particul ate
matter measured by Method 5 nust be counted as PM 10, and the
testing shall be conducted in accordance w th paragraph (d)(2)
of this section.
(4) Method 5 may be used as an alternative to Method 201 or
201A for a particular point source, provided that all of the
particul ate neasured by Method 5 is counted as PM 10 and the
testing is conducted in accordance wi th paragraph (d)(2) of
this section.
(5) Method 202 shall not be required for a particul ar source
provi ded that:
(1) The owner or operator of the FMC facility submts a

witten request to the Regional Adm nistrator which
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denonstrates that the «contribution of condensible

particulate matter to total PM10 emissions is

insignificant for such source; and

(ii) The Regional Adm nistrator approves the request in

writing.
(6) For the purpose of submitting conpliance certifications
or establishing whether or not a person has violated or is in
violation of any requirenent of this section, nothing in this
section shall preclude the use, including the exclusive use,
of any credible evidence or information relevant to whether a
source would have been in compliance wth applicable
requirenents if the appropriate performance or reference test
or procedure had been perforned.

(e) Monitoring and additional work practice requirenents.

(1) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall conduct a
performance test to neasure PM 10 em ssions from each of the
foll ow ng sources on an annual basis using the specified
reference test nethods: east shale baghouse (source 5a),
m ddl e shal e baghouse (source 6a), west shal e baghouse (source
7a), calciner scrubbers (source 9), calciner cooler vents
(source 10), north nodul e di scharge baghouse (source 12a),
sout h nodul e di scharge baghouse (source 12b), proportioning
bui | di ng- east nodul e baghouse (source 15a), proportioning

bui | di ng-west nodul e baghouse (source 15b), nodule reclaim
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baghouse (source 16a), dust silo baghouse (source 17a),
furnace buil di ng-east baghouse (source 18a), furnace buil di ng-
west baghouse (source 18b), furnace #1, #2, #3 and #4-Medusa
Ander sen scrubbers (sources 18d, 18e, 18f and 18g), coke
handl i ng baghouse (source 20a), phos dock—-Andersen scrubber
(source 2l1la), and excess CO burner (source 26b).
(i) The first annual test for each source shall be
conpleted within 12 nonths of the effective date of this
section, except that the first annual test for the
cal ci ner scrubbers (source 9), the phos dock Andersen
scrubber (source 2la), and the excess CO burner (source
26b) shall be conducted within 60 days after the date on
which the PM 10 em ssion [imtations becone applicable to
t hose sources. Subsequent annual tests shall be conpl eted
within 12 nonths of the nbst recent previous test.
(ii) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall
provi de the Regi onal Adm nistrator a proposed test plan
at least 30 days in advance of each schedul ed source
test.
(ii1) Concurrently with the performance testing and for
at least two hours prior to and two hours follow ng the
test, the owner or operator of the FMC facility shall
nmoni tor and record the paraneters specified in paragraphs

(e)(2), (e)(3), (e)(4), and (e)(5) of this section, as
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appropriate, for the source being tested, and shall
report the results to EPA as part of the performance test
report referred to in paragraph (g)(3)(i)(E) of this
secti on.

(iv) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall
conduct a 12 minute visible em ssion observation using
Method 9 at | east twice during the performance test at an
interval of no | ess than one hour apart, and shall report
the results of this observation to EPA as part of the
performance test report referred to in paragraph
(9)(3)(i)(E) of this section.

(v) Concurrently with the performance testing, the owner
or operator of the FMC facility shall neasure the flow
rate (throughput to the control device) using Method 2
for the cal ciner scrubbers (source 9) and the phos dock
Andersen scrubber (source 2la) and shall report the
results to EPA as part of the performance test report

referred to in paragraph (g)(3)(i)(E) of this section.

(2) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall install,

calibrate, mintain, and operate in accordance with the

manuf acturer's specifications a device to continuously neasure

and continuously record the pressure drop across the baghouse

for each of the followi ng sources identified in Colum I of

Table 1 of this section: east shale baghouse (source 5a),
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m ddl e shal e baghouse (source 6a), west shal e baghouse (source
7a), north nodule discharge baghouse (source 12a), south
nodul e discharge baghouse (source 12b), proportioni ng
bui | di ng- east nodul e baghouse (source 15a), proportioning
bui | di ng-west nodul e baghouse (source 15b), nodule reclaim
baghouse (source 16a), dust silo baghouse (source 17a),
furnace buil di ng-east baghouse (source 18a), furnace buil di ng-
west baghouse (source 18b), and coke handling baghouse (source
20a) .
(i) The devices shall be installed and fully operational
no | ater than 180 days after the effective date of this
rul e.
(i) Upon EPA approval of the acceptable range of
baghouse pressure drop for each source, as provided in
paragraph (g)(1) of this section, the owner or operator
of the FMC facility shall maintain and operate the source
to stay within the approved range. Until EPA approval of
t he acceptabl e range of baghouse pressure drop for each
source, the owner or operator of the FMC facility shal
mai ntain and operate the source to stay wthin the
proposed range for that source, as provided in paragraph
(g)(1) of this section.
(iii) If an excursion froman approved range occurs, the

owner or operator of the FMC facility shall inmmediately
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upon di scovery, but no later than within three hours of

di scovery, initiate corrective action to bring source

operation back within the approved range.

(iv) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall

conplete the corrective action as expeditiously as

possi bl e.
(3) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall install,
calibrate, mintain, and operate in accordance with the
manufacture’s specifications and the bag |eak detection
gui dance a triboelectric nmonitor to continuously nonitor and
record the readout of the instrument response for each of the
followi ng sources identified in Colum Il of Table 1 of this
section: east shale baghouse (source 5a), mddle shale
baghouse (source 6a), west shal e baghouse (source 7a), north
nodul e di scharge baghouse (source 12a), south nodul e di scharge
baghouse (source 12b), proportioning building-east nodule
baghouse (source 15a), proportioning building-west nodule
baghouse (source 15b), nodul e recl ai m baghouse (source 16a),
dust silo baghouse (source 17a), furnace building-east
baghouse (source 18a), furnace buil di ng-west baghouse (source
18b), and coke handl i ng baghouse (source 20a).

(1) The triboelectric nonitors shall be installed and

fully operational no later than 180 days after the

effective date of this rule.
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(ii) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shal
maintain and operate the source to stay within the
approved range. For the triboelectric nonitors, the
“approved range” shall be defined as operating the source
so that an “alarm” as defined in and as determned in
accordance with the bag | eak detection gui dance, does not
occur.
(iii) If an excursion froman approved range occurs, the
owner or operator of the FMC facility shall imediately
upon di scovery, but no later than within three hours of
di scovery, initiate corrective action to bring source
operation back within the approved range.
(iv) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shal
conplete the corrective action as expeditiously as
possi bl e.
(4) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall install,
calibrate, maintain, and operate in accordance with the
manufacturer’s specifications, a device to continuously
measure and continuously record the pressure drop across the
scrubber, the scrubber liquor flowate, and scrubber |iquor pH
for each of the followi ng sources identified in Colum Il of
Table 1 of this section: calciner scrubbers (source 9) and
furnaces #1, #2, #3 and #4- Medusa Andersen scrubbers (sources

18d, 18e, 18f and 18g). Scrubber |iquor pH shall be neasured
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just prior to the point of addition of makeup water and/or

caustic addition.
(i) The devices for the calciner scrubbers (source 9)
shall be installed and fully operational on or before
Decenber 1, 2000. The devices for the Medusa Andersen
scrubbers on furnaces #1, #2, #3 and #4 (sources 18d,
18e, 18f, and 18g) shall be installed and fully
operational no later than 180 days after the effective
date of this rule.
(ii) Upon EPA approval of the acceptable range of
pressure drop, scrubber liquor flow rate, and scrubber
liquor pH for each source, as provided in paragraph
(g9)(1) of this section, the owner or operator of the FMC
facility shall maintain and operate the source to stay
within the approved range. Until EPA approval of the
acceptabl e ranges for each source, the owner or operator
of the FMC facility shall maintain and operate the source
to stay within the proposed range for that source, as
provi ded in paragraph (g)(1) of this section.
(iii) If an excursion froman approved range occurs, FMC
shall imedi ately upon discovery, but no later than
within three hours of discovery, initiate corrective
action to bring source operation back within the approved

range.
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(iv) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shal
conplete the corrective action as expeditiously as
possi bl e.
(5) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall install,
calibrate, mintain, and operate in accordance with the
manuf acturer's specifications, a device to continuously
measure and continuously record the pressure drop across the
scrubber for each of the following sources identified in
Colum 11 of Table 1 of this section: phos dock Andersen
scrubber (source 2l1la) and excess CO burner(source 26b).
(i) The device for the phos dock Andersen scrubber
(source 2la) shall be installed and fully operational on
or before Novenber 1, 1999. The device for the excess CO
burner (source 26b) shall be installed and fully
operational no later than January 1, 2001.
(ii) Upon EPA approval of the acceptable range of
scrubber pressure drop for each source, as provided in
paragraph (g)(1) of this section, the owner or operator
of the FMC facility shall maintain and operate the source
to stay within the approved range. Until EPA approval of
t he acceptabl e ranges of scrubber pressure drop for each
source, the owner or operator of the FMC facility shall
mai ntain and operate the source to stay wthin the

proposed range for that source, as provided in paragraph
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(g)(1) of this section.
(iii) 1If an excursion froman approved range occurs, the
owner or operator of the FMC facility shall inmmediately
upon di scovery, but no later than within three hours of
di scovery, initiate corrective action to bring source
operation back within the approved range.
(iv) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shal
conplete the corrective action as expeditiously as
possi bl e.
(6) For each of the pressure relief vents on the furnaces
(source 24), FMC shall install, calibrate, nmaintain, and
operate in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications,
a device to continuously nmeasure and continuously record the
tenperature of gases in the relief vent downstream of the
pressure relief valve.
(i) The devices shall be installed and fully operational
no later than 60 days after the effective date of this
rul e.
(i) A “pressure release” is defined as an excursion of
the tenperature above the tenperature range approved in
accordance with paragraph (g)(1) of this section. Until
EPA approval of the acceptable range of tenperature for
the pressure release vents, a “pressure release” is

defined as an excursion of the tenperature above the
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range proposed by the owner or operator of the FMC
facility for the pressure relief vents, as provided in
paragraph (g) (1) of this section.

(iti) The release point on each pressure relief vent
shal |l be maintained at no |l ess than 18 inches of water.

(iv) Wien a pressure release through a pressure relief
vent is detected, the owner or operator of the FM
facility shall, within 30 mnutes of the begi nning of the
pressure release, inspect the pressure relief valve to
ensure that it has properly sealed and verify that at
| east 18 inches of water seal pressure is naintained.

The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall then
i medi ately conduct a visual observation to determ ne
conpliance with the applicable emssion |[imtation set
forth in Table 1 of this section.

(v) If any visible emssions are detected for any period
of time during the observation period of the visual

observation referenced in paragraph (e)(6)(iv) of this
section, the valve shall be manually reseal ed or repaired
as necessary wthin three hours of the visua

observation, and another ten mnute visual observation
shal | be conduct ed. The owner or operator of the FMC
facility shall repeat corrective action, manually

resealing or repairing the valve as necessary, until no
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visible enm ssions are observed for any period of tine
during the required ten mnute visual observation.
(7) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall devel op
and inplement a witten operations and mai ntenance (O&\M pl an
covering each source identified in Colum Il of Table 1 of
this section, including uncaptured fugitive and general
fugitive em ssions of PM10 from each source.
(i) The purpose of the O&M plan is to ensure each source
at the FMC facility will be operated and naintained
consistent with good air pollution control practices and
procedures for maximzing control efficiency and
m nimzing emssions at all times, including periods of
startup, shutdown, and energency, and to establish
procedures for assuring continuous conpliance with the
em ssion limtations, work practice requirenents, and
ot her requirenents of this section.
(it) The O&M plan shall be submtted to the Regiona
Adm nistrator within 60 days of the effective date of
this rule and shall cover all sources and requirenents
for which conpliance is required 60 days after the
effective date of this rule.
(A) Arevision to the O%M pl an covering each source
or requirenent with a conpliance date of nore than

60 days after the effective date of this rule shal
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be submtted at | east 60 days before the source is
required to conply with the requirenent.
(B) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall
review and, as appropriate, update the O%M pl an at
| east annual ly.
(© The Regional Adm nistrator may require the owner
or operator of the FMC facility to nodify the plan
if, at any time, the Regional Admnistrator
determ nes that the O&M pl an does not:
(1) Adequately ensure that each source at the
FMC facility wll be operated and maintai ned
consistent with good air pollution control
practi ces and procedures for nmaxi m zing control
efficiency and mnimzing emssions at all
tinmes;
(2) Contain adequate procedures for assuring
continuous conpliance wth the emssion
limtations, work practice requirenents, and
ot her requirenents of this section;
(3) Adequately address the topics identified in
this paragraph (e)(7); or
(4) Include sufficient mechani snms for ensuring
that the O&M plan is being inplenented.

(iii1) The O&M plan shall address at |east the foll ow ng
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t opi cs:

(A) Procedures for mnimzing fugitive PM10

em ssions from material handling, storage piles,

roads, staging areas, parking lots, nechanical

processes, and other processes, including but not

[imted to:
(1) A visual inspection of all material
handl i ng, storage piles, roads, staging areas,
parking lots, nmechanical processes, and other
processes at |east once each week at a
regularly scheduled tinme. The O&M plan shall
include a list of equipnent, operations, and
storage piles, and what to |look for at each
source during this regul arly schedul ed
i nspecti on.
(2) Arequirenment to docunent the tine, date, nd
results of each visual inspection, including
any problens identified and any corrective
actions taken.
(3) Arequirenent to take corrective action as
soon as possible but no later than within 48
hours of identification of operations or
mai nt enance problens identified during the

visual inspection (unless a shorter tinme frame
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is specified by this rule or is warranted by
the nature of the problem.
(4) Procedures for the application of dust
suppressants to and the sweeping of materi al
from storage piles, roads, staging areas,
parking lots, or any open area as appropriate
to maintain conpliance with applicable em ssion
limtations or work practice requirenents. Such
procedures shall include the specification of
dust suppressants, the application rate, and
application frequency, and the frequency of
sweepi ng. Such procedures shall also include
the procedures for application of latex to the
mai n shal e pile (source 2) and t he
energency/ contingency raw ore shale pile
(source 3) after each reformng of the pile or
portion of the pile.

(B) Specifications for parts or elenents of control

or process equi pnent needi ng repl acenent after sone

set interval prior to breakdown or rmal function

(C Process conditions that indicate need for

repair, mintenance or cleaning of control or

process equi pnent, such as the need to open furnace

access ports or hol es.
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(D) Procedures for the visual inspection of al
baghouses, scrubbers, and other control equipnent
of at | east once each week at a regularly schedul ed
time.

(E) Procedures for the regular nmaintenance of
control equipnent, including without Ilimtation,
procedures for the rapid identification and
repl acenent of broken or ripped bags for all sources
controlled by a baghouse, bag dinensions, bag
fabric, air-to-cloth ratio, bag cleaning nethods,
cl eaning type, bag spacing, conpartnent design, bag
replacenment schedule, and typical exhaust gas
vol une.

(F) Pr ocedur es t hat neet or exceed t he
manuf acturer’s recomendations for the inspection,
mai nt enance, operation, and calibration of each
nmoni toring device required by this rule.

(G Procedures for the rapid identification and
repair of equipnment or processes causing a
mal function or emergency and for reducing or
mnimzing the duration of and em ssions resulting
fromany nal function or energency.

(H Procedures for the training of staff in the

above procedures.
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(8) For each of the follow ng sources identified in Colum |
of Table 1 of this section, the owner or operator of the FMC
facility shall conduct a visual observation of each source at
| east once each week at a regularly scheduled tinme: railcar
unl oading (source 1), main shale pile (source 2),
enmer gency/ conti ngency raw ore shale pile (source 3), stacker
and reclainer (source 4), east shale baghouse building--
fugitives (source 5b), m ddl e shal e baghouse
bui | di ng—fugitives (source  6b), west shal e  baghouse
bui | di ng—fugitives (source 7b), recycle material pile (source
8b), proportioning building—fugitives (source 15c), dust silo
fugitives and pneumatic dust handling system (source 17b),
briquetting building (source 19), coke unloading building
(source 20b), pressure relief vents (source 24), and furnace
CO energency flares (source 25).
(i) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall
i medi ately, but no later than wthin 24 hours of
di scovery, take corrective action if any visible
em ssions are observed for any period of tinme during the
observation period. |Inmrediately upon conpletion of the
corrective action, the owner or operator of the FMC
facility shall conduct another visual observation. This
process shall be repeated until no visible em ssions are

observed for any period of tinme during the observation
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peri od.
(ii) Should, for good cause, the visible emssions
reading not be conducted on schedule, the owner or
operator of the FMC facility shall record the reason
observations were not conducted. Vi sible em ssions
observations shall be conducted inmediately upon the
return of conditions suitable for visible emn ssions
observati ons.
(iii) If, after conducting weekly visible emnm ssions
observations for a given source for nore than one year
and detecting no visible em ssions fromthat source for
52 consecutive weeks, the frequency of observations may
be reduced to nonthly. The frequency of observations for
such source shall revert to weekly if visible em ssions
are detected from that source during any nonthly
observation or at any other tine.
(9) For each following sources identified in Colum 11 of
Table 1 of this section, the owner or operator of the FMC
facility shall conduct a visual observation of each source at
| east once each week at a regularly scheduled tinme: east shale
baghouse (source 5a), mddle shale baghouse (source 6a),
m ddl e shal e baghouse outside capture hood-fugitives (source
6¢c), west shale baghouse (source 7a), west shale baghouse

out si de capture hood-fugitives (source 7c), slag pit area and
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pot roonms (source 8a), calciner cooler vents (source 10),
nodule pile (source 11), north nodul e discharge baghouse
(source 12a), south nodul e di scharge baghouse (source 12b),
north and south nodul e discharge baghouse outside capture
hood—fugitives (source 12c), nodule fines pile (source 13),
screened shale fines pile (source 14), proportioning buil ding-
east nodul e baghouse (source 15a), proportioning buil di ng-west
nodul e baghouse (source 15b), nodul e recl ai m baghouse (source
16a), nodul e recl ai m baghouse outside capture hoods—fugitives
(source 16b), dust silo baghouse (source 17a), furnace
bui | di ng- east baghouse (source 18a), furnace buil di ng-west
baghouse (source 18b), furnace building (source 18c), furnace
#1, #2, #3 and #4-Medusa Andersen scrubbers (sources 18d, 18e,
18f and 18g), coke handling baghouse (source 20a), phos dock
Ander sen scrubber (source 2la), phos dock fugitives (source
21b), roads (source 22), boilers (source 23), and excess CO
burner (source 26Db).
(i) If visible emssions are detected, the owner or
operator of the FMC facility shall imrediately, but no
later than within 24 hours of discovery, determne if
corrective action is needed to reduce visible em ssions
and ensure proper operations and maintenance of the
source and, if so, take corrective action. Inmmediately

upon conpletion of any corrective action, a certified
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observer shall conduct a visible em ssions observation of
t he source using Method 9 with an observation duration of
at least 12 mnutes. If opacity exceeds allowable
| evel s, the owner or operator of the FMC facility shal
take pronmpt corrective action. This process shall be
repeated until opacity returns to allowable |evels.

(ii) I'nlieu of a visual observation under this paragraph
(e)(9), the owner or operator of the FMC facility may
conduct a visible em ssions observation of any source
subject to the requirenents of this paragraph using EPA
Method 9 and a certified reader, in which case corrective
action nust be taken only if opacity exceeds allowable
| evel s.

(iii) Should, for good cause, the visible emn ssions
reading not be conducted on schedule, the owner or
operator of the FMC facility shall record the reason
observations were not conducted. Vi sible em ssions
observations shall be conducted inmmediately upon the
return of conditions suitable for visible em ssions
observati ons.

(iv) If, after conducting weekly visible em ssions
observations for a given source for nore than one year
and detecting no visible em ssions fromthat source for

52 consecutive weeks, the frequency of observations nay
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be reduced to nonthly. The frequency of observations for
such source shall revert to weekly if visible em ssions
are detected from that source during any nonthly
observation or at any other tine.
(10) A representative sanple of the main shale pile (source 2)
and the energency/contingency raw ore shale pile (source 3)
shal | be anal yzed for noisture content using ASTM Standard D
2216-92 at | east once each nonth.
(i) Such sanmple shall be taken fromthe surface of the
pile.
(it) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall
submt a sanpling plan to the Regional Adm nistrator for
review and approval at l|east 30 days prior to any
sanpling that is conducted to neet this requirenent.
(iii) Upon EPA approval of the plan, any subsequent
sanpling nmust adhere to the plan.
(iv) Any nodification to the sanpling plan nust be
submtted to the Regional Admnistrator for review and
approval 60 days prior to the intended use of the
nodi fied pl an.
(11) Except for, as applicable, nonitoring malfunctions,
associ ated repairs, and required quality assurance or control
activities (including, as applicable, calibration checks and

required zero span adjustnents), the owner or operator of the
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FMC facility shall conduct all nonitoring with the nonitoring
devi ces required by paragraphs (e)(2), (e)(3), (e)(4), (e)(H),
and (e)(6) of this section in continuous operation at all
times that the nonitored process is in operation. Dat a
recorded during nonitoring mal functions, associated repairs,
and required quality assurance or control activities shall not
be used for purposes of this section, including data averages
and calculations, or fulfilling a mninum data availability
requirenent. The owner or operator of the FMC facility shal
use data collected during all other periods in assessing the
operation of the control device and associ ated control system
(12) The mninmum data availability requirenment for nonitoring
data pursuant to paragraphs (e)(2), (e)(3), (e)(4), (e)(5),
and (e)(6) of this section is 90%on a nonthly average basis.
Data availability is determned by dividing the tinme (or
nunber of data points) representing valid data by the tinme (or
nunber of data points) that the nonitored process is in
operati on.
(13) Nothing in this paragraph shall preclude EPA from
requiring any other testing or nonitoring pursuant to section
114 of the Clean Air Act.

(f) Recordkeepi ng requirenents.
(1) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep

records of all nonitoring required by this section that
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include, at a mninum the follow ng infornmation:
(i) The date, place as defined in this section, and tine
of the sanpling or neasurenent.
(ii) The dates the anal ysis were preforned.
(iii) The company or entity that perforned the anal ysis.
(iv) The anal ytical techniques or nethods used.
(v) The results of the anal yses.
(vi) The operating conditions existing at the tine of the
sanpling or neasurenent.
(2)(i) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep
records of all inspections and all visible emssions
observations required by this section or conducted pursuant to
t he &M pl an, which records shall include the foll ow ng:
(A) The date, place, and time of the inspection or
observati on.
(B) The nanme and title of the person conducting the
i nspection or observation.
(© In the case of a visible em ssion observation, the
test method (Method 9 or visual observation), the
rel evant or specified nmeteorol ogical conditions, and the
results of the observation, including raw data and
cal cul ati ons.
(D For any corrective action required by this section or

the C&M plan or taken in response to a problemidentified
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during an inspection or visible em ssions observation

required by this section or the O%M plan, the tine and

date corrective action was initiated and conpleted and

the nature of corrective action taken.

(E) The reason for any nonitoring not conducted on

schedul e.
(ii) Wth respect to control devices, this requirenent is
satisfied by neeting the requirenents of paragraph (f)(11) of
this section.
(3) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shal
continuously record the paraneters specified in paragraphs
(e)(2), (e)(3), (e)(4), (e)(5), and (e)(6) of this section
(4) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep
records of all excursions from ranges approved under
paragraphs (e)(3) or (g)(1) of this section, including wthout
limtation, the measured excursion, tinme and date of the
excursion, duration of the excursion, tine and date corrective
action was initiated and conpleted, and nature of corrective
action taken.
(5) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep
records of the tine, date, and duration of each pressure
rel ease froma furnace pressure relief vent (source 24), the
met hod of detecting the release, the results of the inspection

requi red by paragraph (e)(6) of this section, and any actions
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taken to ensure resealing, including the tine and date of such
actions.

(6) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep
records of the tinme, date, and duration of each flaring of
the emergency CO flares (source 25) due to an energency, the
met hod of detecting the energency, and all corrective action
taken in response to the energency.

(7) Until January 1, 2001, the owner or operator of the FMC
facility shall keep records of the date and start/stop tine of
each mni-flush; the phossy water flow rate and outlet
tenmperature i Mmedi ately preceding the start tinme; whether the
operating paranmeters for conducting the mni-flush set forth
in paragraph (c)(5)(ii) of this section were net; and, if the
paranmeters were not net, whether the failure to conply with
the paraneters was attributable to a “mal function.”

(8) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep
records of the application of dust suppressants to all storage
piles, roads, staging areas, parking lots, and any other area,
including the identification of the surface covered, type of
dust suppressant used, the application rate (gallons per
square foot), and date of application.

(9) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep
records of the frequency of sweeping of all roads, staging

areas, parking lots, and any other area, including the
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identification of the surface swept and date and duration of
sweepi ng.
(10) (i) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep
the following records with respect to the main shale pile
(source 2) and energency/contingency raw ore shale pile
(source 3):
(A) The date and tinme of each reformng of the pile or
portion of the pile.
(B) The date, tine, and quantity of |atex applied.
(© Each noisture content analysis performed on materi al
fromthe pile.
(ii) The information to be contained in this record shall be
identified in the sanpling plan required under paragraph
(e)(10) of this section.
(11) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep a
log for each control device of all inspections of and
mai nt enance on the control devi ce, including wthout
limtation the follow ng information:
(i) The date, place, and tinme of the inspection or
mai nt enance activity.
(it) The nane and title of the person conducting the
i nspection or maintenance activity.
(ti1) The condition of the control device at the tine.

(iv) For any corrective action required by this section
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or the O&M plan or taken in response to a problem
identified during an inspection required by this section
or the Q&M plan, the tinme and date corrective action was
initiated and conpleted, and the nature of corrective
action taken.
(v) A description of, reason for, and the date of al
mai nt enance activities, including wthout Iimtation any
bag repl acenents.
(vi) The reason any nonitoring was not conducted on
schedule, including a description of any nonitoring
mal function, and the reason any required data was not
col | ect ed.

(12) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep the

foll owi ng records:
(1) The Met hod 9 initial certification and
recertification for all individuals conducting visual
em ssions observations using Method 9 as required by this
section.
(i1) Evidence that all individuals conducting visual
observations as required by this section neet the
trai ning guidelines described in section 1 of Method 22,
40 CFR part 60, appendix A

(13) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep

records on the type and quantity of fuel used in the boilers
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(source 23), including without limtation the date of any
change in the type of fuel used.
(14) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall keep a
copy of all reports required to be submtted to EPA under
paragraph (g) of this section.
(15) Al records required to be maintained by this section and
records of all required nonitoring data and support
information shall be maintained on site at the FMC facility in
a readily accessible location for a period of at |east five
years from the date of the nonitoring sanple, neasurenent,
report, or record.
(1) Such records shall be nmade available to EPA on
request.
(ii) Support information includes all calibration and
mai nt enance records and all original strip chart
recordi ngs for continuous nonitoring instrunmentation.
(g) Reporting requirenents
(1) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall submt to
EPA, for each of the operating paranmeters required to be
continuously nonitored pursuant to paragraphs (e)(2), (e)(4),
(e)(5), and (e)(6) of this section, a proposed range of
operation, including a proposed averaging period, and
docunent ati on denonstrating that operating the source wthin

the proposed range wll assure conpliance with applicable
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em ssion limtations and work practice requirements of this
secti on.
(i) The proposed paraneter ranges shall be submtted
within 180 days of the effective date of this rule for
al | sources except as follows:
(A) A proposed paraneter range for the pressure
relief vents (source 24) shall be submtted within
60 days of the effective date of this rule.
(B) Proposed paraneter ranges for the calciner
scrubbers (source 9), the phos dock Andersen
scrubber (source 2la), and the excess CO burner
(source 26b) shall be submtted no later than the
date by which the emssion limtations becone
applicable to those sources under this section.
(i) A paraneter range for each source shall be approved
by EPA through the issuance of a title V operating permt
to the FMC facility, or as a nodification thereto. Until
EPA approval of the acceptable range for a paranmeter for
a source, the owner or operator of the FMC facility shall
mai ntain and operate the source to stay wthin the
proposed range for that source.
(iii) If EPA determnes at any tine that the proposed or
approved range does not adequately assure conpliance with

applicable emssion I|imtations and work practice
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requi rements, EPA nmay request additional information,
request that revised paraneter ranges and supporting
docunentation be submtted to EPA for approval, or
establish alternative approved paraneter ranges through
the issuance of a title V operating permt to the FMC
facility, or as a nodification thereto.
(iv) This requirement to submt proposed paraneter
ranges is in addition to and separate from any
requi renent to devel op paraneter ranges under 40 CFR part
64 (Conpliance Assurance Monitoring rule). However,
nmoni toring for any pollutant specific source that neets
the design criteria of 40 CFR 64.3 and the submtta
requirenents of 40 CFR 64.4 may be submtted to neet the
requirenments of this paragraph (g)(1).
(2) The owner or operator of FMC shall submt to EPA a bi-
nonthly report covering the preceding two cal endar nonths
(e.qg., January-February, March-April). Such report shall be
submtted 15 days after the end of each two nonth period, with
the last such report covering the period of Novenber and
Decenber 2000. The report shall include the foll ow ng:
(i) The date and start/stop tinme of each mni-flush; the
phossy water flow rate and outlet tenperature imedi ately
preceding the start tinme; and a “Yes/No” colum

i ndi cating whether the operating ©paraneters for
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conducting the mni-flush set forth in paragraph
(c)(5)(ii) of this section were net.
(it) For any “No” entry, an indication of whether the
failure to conply with the paranmeters was attributable to
a mlfunction and, if so, the date and tine of
notification to EPA of the mal function and a copy of the
cont enpor aneous record described in paragraph (c)(5)(ii)
of this section.
(tii) For each nonth, the total mni-flush tinme in
m nutes, the nunber of operating days for the secondary
condenser, and the average m nutes per operating day.
(3) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall submt to
EPA a sem annual report of all nonitoring required by this
section covering the six nonth period from January 1 through
June 30 and July 1 through Decenber 31 of each year. Such
report shall be submitted 30 days after the end of such six
nont h peri od.
(i) The sem annual report shall:
(A) ldentify each tinme period (including the date,
time, and duration) during which a visible em ssions
observation or PM 10 em ssions neasurenent exceeded
the applicable emssion |limtation and state what
actions were taken to address the exceedence. |[|f no

action was taken, the report shall state the reason
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that no action was taken.

(B) lIdentify each time period (including the date,
time, and duration) during which there was an
excursion of a nonitored paraneter fromthe approved
range and state what actions were taken to address
the excursion. |If no action was taken, the report
shall state the reason that no action was taken

(O ldentify each tinme period (including date, tine
and duration) of each flaring of the energency CO
flares (source 25) due to an energency and state
what actions were taken to address the energency.
If no action was taken, the report shall state the
reason that no action was taken.

(D) Include a summary of all nonitoring required
under this section.

(E) Include a witten report of the results of each
performance test conducted in accordance wth
paragraph (e)(1) of this section.

(F) Describe the status of conpliance with this
section for the period covered by the sem -annua

report, the nethods or other neans used for
determning the conpliance status, and whether such
nmet hods or neans provide continuous or intermttent

dat a.
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(1) Such nethods or other neans shall include,
at a mninum the nonitoring, recordkeeping
and reporting required by this section.
(2) If necessary, the owner or operator of FMC
shal | also identify any other material
information that nust be included in the report
to conply with section 113(c)(2) of the O ean
Air Act, which prohibits nmaking a know ng fal se
certification or omtting material information.
(3) The determ nation of conpliance shall also
take into account any excursions from the
requi red paraneter ranges reported pursuant to
paragraph (g)(3)(i)(B) of this section.
(ii1) Each sem -annual report submtted pursuant to this
paragraph shall contain certification by a responsible
official, as defined in 40 CFR 71.2, of truth, accuracy
and conpl eteness. Such certification shall state that,
based on information and belief forned after reasonable
inquiry, the statenents and information in the docunents

are true, accurate, and conpl ete.

(4) The owner or operator of the FMC facility shall notify EPA

by tel ephone or facsimle within 48 hours of the beginning of

each flaring of the emergency CO flares (source 25) due to an

ener gency.
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(5) (i) For em ssions that continue for nore than two hours in
excess of the applicable emssions |imtation, the owner or
operator of the FMC facility shall notify EPA by tel ephone or
facsimle within 48 hours. A witten report containing the
following information shall be submitted to EPA within ten
wor ki ng days of the occurrence of the excess em ssions:
(A) The identity of the stack and/or other source where
excess em ssions occurred.
(B) The magnitude of the excess enissions expressed in
the units of the applicable em ssions limtation and the
operating data and cal cul ations used in determning the
magni t ude of the excess em ssions.
(C) The time and duration or expected duration of the
excess em ssions.
(D) The identity of the equipnment causing the excess
em ssi ons.
(E) The nature and probable cause of such excess
em ssi ons.
(F) Any corrective action or preventative neasures taken.
(G The steps taken or being taken to limt excess
em ssi ons.
[ Add paragraph (g)(5)(ii) if alternative 1 or 2 is adopted for
852.676(c)(8)]

(ii) Conpliance wth this paragraph is required even in cases
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where the owner or operator of the FMC facility does not seek to
establish an affirmative defense of startup, shutdown, schedul ed
mai nt enance, or energency under paragraph (c)(8) or (c)(9) of this
section.
(6) The owner or operator of FMC shall notify EPA if it uses
any fuel other than natural gas in the boilers (source 23)
Wi thin 24 hours of commenci ng use of such other fuel.
(7) Al reports and notices submtted under this section shall
be submtted to EPA at the addresses set forth bel ow
U.S. Environnental Protection Agency
Regi on 10
State and Tri bal Prograns Unit
Ofice of Alr Quality, OAQ 107
1200 Si xth Avenue
Seattl e, Washi ngton 98101
(206) 553-1189
Fax: 206-553-0404
(h) Title V permt. Additional nonitoring, work practice,
recor dkeepi ng, and reporting requirements may be included in the
title V permt for the FMC facility to assure conpliance with the
requirenents of this section
(1) Conpliance schedul e. Except as otherwise provided in this
section, the owner or operator of the FMC facility shall conply with

the requirements of this section within 60 days of the effective
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date of this section.

240



Table 1 to 8 52.676

I I 1 v
Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method

Requirements

1 Railcar unloading There shall be no Visual
of shale (ore) into visible fugitive observation
underground emissions as a result
hopper of railcar unloading of

shale.

2 Main shale pile There shall be no Visual
(portion located on | visible fugitive observation
Fort Hall Indian emissions.

Reservation)
Moisture content of ASTM D2216-92
shale shall be at least
11%.
Latex shall be applied
after each reforming of
pile or portion of pile.

3 Emergency/ There shall be no Visual
contingency raw visible fugitive observation
ore shale pile emissions.

Moisture content of ASTM D2216-92
shale shall be at least
11%.
Latex shall be applied
after each reforming of
pile or portion of pile.
4 Stacker and There shall be no Visual

reclaimer

visible fugitive
emissions.

observation
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Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method
Requirements
5a East shale a. Emissions shall not | a. Methods
baghouse exceed 0.10 Ib. 201/201A and
PM10/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
5b East shale b. There shall be no b.Visual
baghouse building | visible fugitive observation
emissions from any
portion of the building.
6a Middle shale a. Emissions shall not | a. Methods
baghouse exceed 0.60 Ib. 201/201A and
PM10/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
6b Middle shale b.There shall be no b. Visual
baghouse building | visible fugitive observation
emissions from any
portion of the building.
c. Opacity shall not
6c Middle shale exceed 10% over a 6 c. Method 9

baghouse outside
capture hood--
fugitive emissions

minute average
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Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method
Requirements
7a West shale a. Emissions shall not | a. Methods
baghouse exceed 0.20 Ib. 201/201A and
PM10/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
7b West shale b. There shall be no b. Visual
baghouse building | visible fugitive observation
emissions from any
portion of the building.
c. Opacity shall not
7c West shale exceed 10% over a 6 c. Method 9

baghouse outside
capture hood--
fugitive emissions

minute average.
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|
Source
Number

I
Source Description

Il
Emission Limitations
and Work Practice
Requirements

v
Reference Test
Method

8a

8b

8c

a. Slag handling:
slag pit area and
pot rooms

b. Recycle material
pile

c. Dump to slag
pile

a. Until November 1,
2000, emissions from
the slag pit area and
the pot rooms shall be
exempt from opacity
limitations.

Effective November

1, 2000, opacity of
emissions in the slag
pit area and from pot
rooms shall not
exceed 5% over a 6
minute average.
Exemption: Fuming of
molten slag in
transport pots during
transport are exempt
provided the pots
remain in the pot room
for at least 3 minutes
after the flow of molten
slag to the pots has
ceased.

See also 40 CFR
52.676(c)(4).

b. There shall be no
visible fugitive
emissions.

¢. Fuming of molten
slag during dump to
slag pile shall be
exempt from opacity
limitations.

Method 9

b.Visual
observation
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|
Source
Number

I
Source Description

Il
Emission Limitations
and Work Practice
Requirements

v
Reference Test
Method

Calciner scrubbers

Effective December 1,
2000, emissions from
any one calciner
scrubber exhaust
stack shall not exceed
0.005 grains per dry
standard cubic foot
PM10.

Flow rate (throughput
to the control device)
shall not exceed
manufacturer’'s design
specification.

The calciner
scrubbers shall be
exempt from opacity
limitations.

Methods 5 (all
counted as PM-
10) and 202

Method 2

10

Calciner cooler
vents

Emissions from any
one calciner cooler
vent shall not exceed
2.0 Ib. PM10/hr.

Opacity shall not
exceed 5% over a 6
minute average.

Methods
201/201A and
202

Method 9

11

Nodule pile

Opacity shall not
exceed 10% over a 6
minute average

Method 9
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Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method
Requirements
12a North nodule a. Emissions shall not | a. Methods
discharge exceed 2.7 Ib. 201/201A and
baghouse PM210/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
12b South nodule b. Emissions shall not | b. Methods
discharge exceed 2.7 Ib. 201/201A and
baghouse PM210/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
12c North and south c. Opacity shall not c. Method 9
nodule discharge exceed 10% over a 6
baghouse outside minute average.
capture hood--
fugitive emissions
13 Nodule fines pile Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 10% over a 6
minute average.
14 Screened shale Opacity shall not Method 9

fines pile adjacent
to the West shale
building

exceed 10% over a 6
minute average
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Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method
Requirements
Proportioning
building
15a
a. East nodule a. Emissions shall not | a. Methods
baghouse exceed 2.0 Ib. 201/201A and
PM10/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
15b
b. West nodule b. Emissions shall not | b Methods
baghouse exceed 1.6 Ib. PM10 201/201A and
/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
15c
c. Proportioning c. There shall be no c. Visual
building--fugitive visible fugitive observation
emissions emissions from any
portion of the building.
16a Nodule reclaim a. Emissions shall not | a. Methods
baghouse exceed 0.9 Ib. 201/201A and
PM10/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
16b Nodule reclaim b. Opacity shall not b. Method 9

baghouse outside
capture hood--
fugitive emissions

exceed 10% over a 6
minute average.
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Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method
Requirements
17a Dust silo baghouse | a. Emissions shall not | a. Methods
exceed 3.3 Ib. 201/201A and
PM10/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
Dust silo fugitive b. There shall be no b. Visual
17b emissions and

pneumatic dust
handling system

fugitive emissions

from any portion of the
dust silo or pneumatic
dust handling system.

observation
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Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method
Requirements
Furnace building
18a a. East baghouse a. Emissions shall not | a. Methods
exceed 1.5 Ib. 201/201A and
PM10/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
18b b. West baghouse b. Emissions shall not | p Methods
exceed 1.2 Ib. 201/201A and
PM10/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
18c c. Furnace c. Until April 1, 2002, c. Method 9
building; any opacity shall not
emission point exceed 20% over a 6
except 18a, 18b, minute average.
18d, 18e, 18f, or
189 Effective April 1, 2002
: X " | Method 9
opacity shall not
exceed 5% over a 6
minute average.
l8d d. Furnace #1 defg: PMf-lO d,e,f,g: Methods
Medusa Andersen Smissions trom any 201/201A and
one Medusa 202
Andersen shall not
18e e. Furnace #2 exceed 4.8 Ib/hr
Medusa Andersen ' '
18f Opacity from any one
f. Furnace #3 paclty y Method 9
Medusa Andersen
Medusa Andersen
18 shall not exceed 5%

g. Furnace #4
Medusa Anderson

over a 6 minute
average.
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Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method
Requirements
19 Briquetting building | There shall be no Visual
visible fugitive observation
emissions from any
portion of the building.
20a a. Coke handling a. Emissions shall not | a. Methods
baghouse exceed 1.7 Ib. 201/201A and
PM10/hr. 202
Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 7% over a 6
minute average.
20b b. Coke unloading b. There shall be no b.Visual
building visible fugitive observation
emissions from any
portion of the coke
unloading building.
2la a. Phosphorous a. Effective November | a. Methods
loading dock (phos | 1, 1999, emissions 201/201A and
dock), Andersen shall not exceed 0.007 | 202
Scrubber grains per dry
standard cubic foot
PM10.
Effective November 1, | Method 2
1999, flow rate
(throughput to the
control device) shall
not exceed
manufacturer’'s design
specification.
Effective November 1, | Method 9
1999, opacity shall not
exceed 5% over a 6
minute average.
b. Phosphorous
21b loading dock-- b. Effective November | b. Method 9

fugitive emissions

1, 1999, opacity shall
not exceed 10% over
a 6 minute average.
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Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method
Requirements
22 All roads Opacity shall not Method 9
exceed 10% over a 6
minute average.
23 Boilers Emissions from any Methods
one boiler shall not 201/201A and
exceed 0.09 Ib. 202
PM10/hr.
Opacity from any one Method 9
boiler shall not exceed
5% over a 6 minute
average.
24 Pressure relief There shall be no Visual

vents

visible fugitive
emissions at any
time except during a
pressure release, as
defined in 40 CFR
52.676(e)(6).

Pressure release
point shall be
maintained at 18
inches of water
pressure at all times.

Emissions during a
pressure release, as
defined in 40 CFR
52.676(e)(6)(ii) are
exempt from opacity
limitations.

observation

Inspection of
pressure release
vent
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Source Source Description Emission Limitations Reference Test
Number and Work Practice Method
Requirements
25 Furnace CO There shall be no Visual
emergency flares fugitive emissions at observation
any time except during
an emergency flaring
caused by an
emergency as defined
in 40 CFR 52.626(b).
Emissions during an
emergency flaring
caused by an
emergency are
exempt from opacity
limitations.
26a a. Elevated a. See 40 CFR
secondary 52.676(c)(5).
condenser flare
and ground flare
26b b. Excess CO b. Effective January 1, | b. Methods
burner (to be built 2001, total emissions 201/201A and
to replace the from all vents/stacks 202
elevated from control devices
secondary on this source shall
condenser flare not exceed 6.5 Ib.
and ground flare) PM10/hr.
Effective January 1,
2001,0pacity shall not | Method 9

exceed 5% over a 6
minute average.
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