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Miscellaneous
This revision is promulgated under the 

authority of Section 111 and 301(a) of 
the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 7411 and 7601(a)).

Dated: December 17,1979.
Douglas M. Costle,
Administrator.

PART 60—STANDARDS OF 
PERFORMANCE FOR NEW 
STATIONARY SOURCES

40 CFR part 60 is amended as follows:

Subpart D—Standards of Performance 
for Fossil Fuel-Fired Steam Generators

1. Section 60.42 is amended by adding 
paragraph (b)(1) as follows:

§ 60.42 Standard for particulate matter.
(a) * * *
(b) (1) On and after (the date of 

publication of this amendment), no 
owner or operator shall cause to be 
discharged into the atmosphere from the 
Southwestern Public Service Company’s 
Harrington Station Unit #1, in Amarillo, 
Texas, any gases which exhibit greater 
than 35% opacity, except that a 
maximum of 42% opacity shall be 
permitted for not more than 6 minutes in 
any hour.
(Sec. I ll ,  301(a), Clean Air Act as amended 
(42; U.S.C. 7411, 7601))

2. Section 60.45(g)(1) is amended by 
adding paragraph (i) as follows:

§ 60.45 Emission and fuel monitoring.
* *  *  *  *

(g) * * *
(1) * * *
(i) For sources subject to the opacity 

standard of § 60.42(b)(1), excess 
emissions are defined as any six-minute 
period dining which the average opacity 
of emissions exceeds 35 percent opacity, 
except that one six-minute average per 
hour of up to 42 percent opacity need 
not be reported.
(FR Doc. 79-39509 Filed 12-27-79; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-01-M

40 CFR Part 81 

[FRL 1376-3]

Designation of Areas for Air Quality 
Planning Purposes; Redesignation of 
Attainment Status: Alameda County, 
Calif.

a g e n c y : Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA).
a c t io n : Final rulemaking.

SUMMARY: This notice revises the 
attainment status designation of 
Alameda County for total suspended 
particulates (TSP). The revision is the 
result of (a) a request from the State Air 
Resources Board (ARB) to redesignate 
Alameda County to attainment for TSP, 
and (b) the absence of detected 
violations during the most recent eight 
consecutive quarters (1977 and 1978) for 
which data are available. Alameda 
County is redesignated from 
nonattainment (primary) to attainment 
for TSP.
d a t e : Effective immediately.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Rodney L. Cummins, Chief, Technical 
Analysis, Section (A-4-3), Air Technical 
Branch, Air and Hazardous Materials 
Division, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX, 215 Fremont Street, 
San Francisco, CA 94105, Phone: (415) 
556-2002.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, Pub. 
L. 95-95, added to the Clean Air Act 
(CAA) section 107(d), which directed 
each State to submit to the 
Administrator of the EPA a list of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) attainment status of all areas 
within the State. The Administrator was 
required under section 107(d)(2) to 
promulgate the State lists, with any 
necessary modifications.

For each NAAQS, areas are classified 
as either (1) not attaining the standard 
or, for certain pollutants, projected not 
to maintain the standard (nonattainment 
areas), (2) meeting the standard 
(attainment areas), or (3) lacking 
sufficient data or information to be 
classified (unclassified areas). The EPA 
published these lists on March 3,1978 
(43 FR 8962). At that time Alameda 
County was classified nonattainment 
(primary) for TSP (40 CFR 81.305).

Under section 107(d)(5) of the CAA, as 
amended, a state may revise its 
designations of attainment status and 
submit them to the EPA for 
promulgation.

An August 14,1979 letter from the 
ARB states that Livermore, the station 
upon which Alameda County’s 
nonattainment status had been based, 
has demonstrated compliance for more 
than eight quarters with the national 
TSP primary standards and with the 24- 
hour national TSP secondary standard. 
The ARB further states that Fremont, the 
other Alameda County monitoring 
station with complete data, has also 
demonstrated compliance with those 
TSP standards for the eight quarters of 
1977 and 1978. The ARB therefore

redesignated Alameda County as 
attainment for TSP.

On September 27,1979 (44 FR 55602), 
the EPA published a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, proposing to redesignate 
Alameda County as attainment for TSP 
and inviting public comments on that 
proposal. One comment was received, 
agreeing with the EPA’s analysis and 
encouraging expeditious final action.

Based upon a review of the TSP air 
quality data for Alameda County, the 
EPA finds that the NAAQS for TSP have 
been attained.

As a result of this redesignation, the 
requirements of Title I, Part D (Plan 
Requirements for Nonattainment Areas) 
of the CAA, as amended, no longer 
apply in Alameda County for TSP.

The EPA has determined that this 
document is not a significant regulation 
and does not require preparation of a 
regulatory analysis under Executive 
Order 12044.
(Sec. 107(d) and 301(a) of the Clean Air Act, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 7407(d) and 7601(a)))

Dated: December 17,1979.

Douglas M. Costle,
Administrator.

PART 81—DESIGNATION OF AREAS 
FOR AIR QUALITY PLANNING 
PURPOSES

Subpart C of Part 81 of Chapter I, Title 
40 of the Code of Federal Regulations is 
amended as follows:

§ 8 1 .3 0 5  [A m end ed ]

1. In § 81.305—California, the 
attainment status designation table for 
TSP is amended as follows:

A. In the California—TSP table 
published in the Federal Register on 
September 12,1979 (44 FR 53081), the 
designation of Alameda County is 
amended. The amended portion of the 
TSP table for § 81.305 reads as set forth 
below:

California—TSP

Designated
area

Does not 
meet 

primary 
standards

Does not 
meet

secondary
standards

Cannot be 
classified

Better than 
national 

standards

*  *  

Alameda

* * *

. X
County. 

*  * * * *

[FR Doc. 79-39507 Filed 12-27-79; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560-01-M
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40 CFR Part 434 

[F R L  13 81-4 ]

Coal Mining Point Source Category 
Effluent Limitations Guidelines for 
Existing Sources and Standards of 
Performance for New Sources
a g e n c y : Environmental Protection 
Agency.
a c t io n : Final rules.

s u m m a r y : These regulations establish 
an exemption from otherwise applicable 
effluent limitations guidelines and new 
source performance standards for the 
coal mining point source category. The 
exemption applies to increases in the 
volume of discharges, overflows and 
discharges from by-pass systems, 
caused by precipitation or snowmelt, 
from facilities meeting the criteria set 
forth in the exemption.
EFFECTIVE DATE: December 28,1979.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
William A. Telliard, Effluent Guidelines 
Division (WH-552), Environmental 
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20460, (202) 426-2707. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background
On April 26,1977, EPA promulgated 

final effluent limitations guidelines, 
based on best practicable control 
technology currently available (BPT) for 
existing sources in the coal mining point 
source category. 42 FR 46932. These 
regulations included the following 
exemption from otherwise applicable 
requirements:

Any untreated overflow, increase in 
volume of a point source discharge, or 
discharge from a by-pass system from 
facilities designed, constructed and 
maintained to contain or treat the discharges 
from the facilities and areas covered by this 
subpart which would result from a 10-year 24- 
hour precipitation event, shall not be subject 
to the limitations set forth in paragraph (a] of 
this section. 40 CFR 434.22(c), 434.32(b), and 
434.42(b).

Thereafter, on January 12,1979, the 
Agency promulgated new source 
performance standards (NSPS) 
applicable to new sources in the coal 
mining point source category. 44 FR 
2586. These regulations contained a 
storm exemption which differed from 
the BPT exemption. The NSPS 
exemption provided:

Upon satisfactory demonstration by the 
discharger, any overflow, increase in volume 
of a discharge, or discharge from a by-pass 
system, resulting from  a 10-year/24-hour or 
larger precipitation event or from  a snow  
m elt o f equivalent volume, from facilities 
designed, constructed, and maintained to 
contain or treat the volume of water which

would result from a 10-year/24-hour 
precipitation event, shall not be subject to the 
limitations set forth in paragraph (a) of this 
section. 40 CFR 434.25(b), 434.35(b), and 
434.45(b). (emphasis added).

As the underscored language 
indicates, the NSPS exemption differed 
from the BPT exemption in that (1) the 
burden of proof was placed on the 
operator to demonstrate that the 
preconditions to an exemption had been 
met, and (2) an exemption could only be 
granted if a 10-year/24-hour or larger 
precipitation event (or snowmelt of 
equivalent volume) actually occurred. In 
contrast, the BPT storm exemption 
required only that the treatment facility 
be designed, constructed, and 
maintained to contain or treat a given 
volume of water; there was no 
requirement that a precipitation event 
(or snowmelt) of a given magnitude 
occur.

As stated in the preamble to the NSPS 
regulations, the Agency had not viewed 
these two provisions as substantially 
different. Therefore, the Agency 
announced that the BPT regulations 
would be amended to conform to the 
NSPS storm exemption provision. 44 FR 
at 2588. Accordingly, on April 2,1979, 
EPA amended the BPT storm exemption 
provisions. 44 FR 19193. As stated in the 
preamble to the BPT amendment, the 
Agency also took that action to make its 
regulations consistent with regulations 
promulgated by the Department of the 
Interior, through the Office of Surface 
Mining (OSM), pursuant to the Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act of 1977 
(SMCRA), Pub. L. 95-87.

Subsequent to these actions, the 
Agency received substantial criticism of 
the NSPS and revised BPT storm 
exemption provisions. The National 
Coal Association (NCA) filed a petition 
for review in the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Fourth Circuit 
challenging the BPT revision, and filed a 
similar petition in the Third Circuit 
challenging the NSPS storm exemption. 
In addition, the NCA and American 
Mining Congress (AMC) have filed a 
petition for review in the District Court 
for the District of Columbia challenging, 
among other things, the OSM’s storm 
exemption provision. They have also 
directly petitioned the OSM requesting 
it, among other things, to reconsider its 
storm exemption.

Industry claims that, regardless of 
EPA's original intent, there is a vast 
difference between granting relief to a 
facility designed, constructed and 
maintained to contain or treat the 
volume of water that would result from 
a 10-year 24-hour precipitation event, as 
opposed to requiring, in addition, that 
specific effluent limitations be achieved

during all storm events short of the 10- 
year 24-hour event. It has argued that 
the Agency’s data supporting the BPT 
and NSPS limitations is based on 
“average” (i.e., non-storm) flow 
conditions, and provides no support for 
the requirement that the limitations be 
attained during all storms smaller than a 
10-year 24-hour storm.

In order to air these issues and 
develop a more fully informed 
administrative record, on July 6,1979, 
the Agency initiated a new rulemaking 
proceeding, and suspended that portion 
of the exemptions which required that a 
10-year 24-hour or larger precipitation 
event (or equivalent snowmelt) actually 
occur. 44 FR 39391. Concurrently, EPA 
established a two-stage public comment 
process. First, it solicited comments for 
thirty days on the general issues posed 
by the various storm provisions, and 
particularly solicited alternative 
suggestions. In addition, the Agency 
announced that it was incorporating into 
its record certain materials cited and 
discussed in the preamble to OSM’s 
regulations regarding this issue, and 
solicited comments on that material as 
well.

Subsequently, on August 14,1979, the 
Agency circulated and made available 
for public comment two new technical 
reports concerning this issue. 44 FR 
47595. These reports were “Evaluation 
of Performance Capability of Surface 
Mine Sediment Basins,” prepared by 
Skelly and Loy, and "Evaluation of 
Sedimentation Pond Design Relative to 
Capacity and Effluent Discharge,” by 
D’Appolonia Consulting Engineers, Inc. 
At the request of several persons, the 
Agency extended the comment period 
on these studies to October 19,1979. 44 
FR 55223 (September 25,1979). As a 
result of that extension and the need to 
adequately address the issues and 
comments, the Agency extended this 
rulemaking to December 21,1979. 44 FR 
64082 (November 6,1979). The 
regulations promulgated today are 
based on the record developed in the 
above rulemaking process and the 
previous rulemaking proceedings 
concerning the Agency’s BPT and NSPS 
regulations.

The legal authority for these 
regulations include sections 306, 301, 
and 304 of the Clean Water Act, as 
amended, 33 U.S.C. 1316,1311, and 1314, 
and is discussed in detail in the 
preambles to EPA’s BPT and NSPS 
regulations.

Summary and Basis of Regulations; 
Treatment Technology and the Need for 
a Storm Exemption

The water pollution problems and 
treatment technologies prevalent in coal
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mining and processing operations are 
discussed in detail in EPA’s 
‘‘Development Document for Interim 
Final Effluent Limitations Guidelines 
and New Source Performance 
Standards” (May, 1976), previously 
made available for public comment, and 
in the preambles to the Agency’s BPT 
and NSPS regulations. The following 
discussion provides a summary of that 
material and the supplemental reports 
and comments received by the Agency 
since July 6,1979.

Process waste waters generated horn 
coal preparation plants include fine coal 
and mineral particles such as clays, 
which may remain suspended in the 
waste water and cause serious pollution 
problems for receiving waters. Water is 
not generally used in, and in fact 
interferes with, coal mining operations. 
Water enters surface and underground 
mines through precipitation, ground 
water infiltration and surface runoff, 
and can become polluted by contacting 
materials in the coal, overburden 
materials and mine bottom. Water 
which enters mining areas is generally 
pumped out and discharged after 
treatment to receiving waters. 
Management of mine drainage is an 
integral part of mine planning and 
engineering.

Water which carries mining-related 
pollutants may cause serious 
environmental harm if discharged 
directly to streams and rivers. Of 
primary concern are solids; mining 
operations, particularly surface mining 
operations, frequently generate large 
volumes of sediment, which may be 
washed away by water passing through 
the mine.

The elementary technique for 
removing suspended solids from mine 
drainage and preparation plant process 
waste water involves the use of a 
sediment basin. The polluted water is 
diverted to one or a series of ponds, 
where natural gravitational settling 
results in removal of solids. The 
clarified water is then decanted and 
discharged. In addition, raw mine 
drainage in some areas of the country 
and raw process waste water may be 
highly acidic or contain unacceptable 
levels of metals, which may require pH 
adjustment and chemical precipitation, 
primarily by using lime, in conjunction 
with removal of suspended solids. In 
addition, many facilities recycle all or 
part of their preparation plant process 
waste water.

A sediment pond operates on the 
principle that as the sediment loaded 
water passes through the pond, the solid 
particles will settle to the bottom and be 
trapped. The particle will accelerate 
vertically until the friction with the fluid

is approximately equal to the impelling 
force, at which time the particle will 
reach a constant velocity known as the 
settling velocity (Vs). Settling velocity is 
a function of the density, size and shape 
of the particle and viscosity of the fluid, 
as defined by Stoke’s Law.

The size of a particle greatly affects 
its settling velocity. For example, 
whereas a 10 mm particle requires 0.3 
seconds to settle one foot, a particle of 
.001 mm requires 35 horn's to settle the 
same distance (Hill, 1976). Thus, in 
designing and sizing a sediment pond, 
the minimum particle size to be removed 
is critical. The basin must be designed 
so that all particles having a settling 
velocity equal to Vs will be detained in 
the pond long enough to settle. The 
basic equation can be expressed as: Vs 
=  Q/A where A is the surface area of 
the pond (m2) and Q is the overflow rate 
or hydraulic load on the pond (m3/sec). 
(Hill, 1976).

Thus, in order to meet a specific TSS 
effluent quality, the pond will have to be 
constructed and operated to detain 
sediment-laden water long enough to 
settle all particles of a specific size (and 
larger). This “detention time” is a 
critical factor in sediment pond 
efficiency and effluent quality, and is a 
function primarily of the pond surface 
area and flow rate into the pond.

The effectiveness of a given sediment 
pond will depend upon the specific 
design features and practices employed 
to optimize detention time. For example, 
the pond should be designed and 
operated to maximize the opportunity 
for quiescent settling of solids; minimize 
turbulence which can stir up solids off 
the bottom of the pond; reduce the 
potential impacts of climatological 
factors such as wind; and minimize the 
potential for “short-circuiting”—that is, 
the condition where influent to the pond 
may move rapidly to the discharge point 
without being detained in the pond long 
enough to permit optimal settling of 
solids.

Further, the pond must be of a large 
enough capacity to handle the mine 
drainage which can be expected to flow 
into it from the relevant drainage area. 
The location of a given pond is thus also 
an important factor, since large volumes 
of sediment-bearing storm runoff can 
inundate a well-designed facility and 
substantially diminish the pond’s 
effectiveness. However, the location of 
the pond will often be constrained by 
topographical factors; particularly (but 
not solely) in the steep-sloped terrain of 
Appalachia, a sediment pond may have 
to be located in valleys or ravines which 
collect large volumes of sediment-laden 
drainage during even routine storms.

Consequently, the Agency has always 
recognized the need for relief from BPT 
and NSPS requirements during some 
storm conditions. The original BPT 
provision gave relief if the operator 
experienced an overflow, increase in 
volume of a discharge or discharge from 
a bypass system caused by any 
precipitation event, if the operator had 
designed, constructed, and maintained 
the facility to contain or treat a given 
volume of water—the volume which 
would result from a 10-year 24-hour 
storm. However, the issue raised by the 
NSPS and revised BPT storm 
exemptions is whether sufficient 
information exists to require, in 
addition, that a storm event of a 
particular magnitude occur as an 
additional prerequisite to an exemption.

As the Skelly and Loy report 
indicates, and as several public 
comments and other record material 
confirm, sediment pond efficiency 
during storm events is, to a large extent, 
dependent on site-specific factors. The 
inflow hydrograph (i.e., the volume of 
water delivered to a pond at any given 
moment during or immediately after a 
storm) of a given storm event, and the 
volume and concentration of sediment 
delivered, will depend in each case on, 
among other things, the soil erodibility, 
length and steepness of the terrain, and 
cover and management practices 
employed at a given watershed.

Moreover, the specific total 
suspended solids concentration in the 
effluent of a given sediment pond will 
depend on the particle size distribution 
of the solids delivered to the pond. As 
the Skelly and Loy study demonstrates, 
theoretical detention times in excess of 
24 hours may not be sufficient to permit 
settling of fine, colloidal solids. Thus, as 
that study shows, even if all of the larger 
solids settle, TSS effluent concentrations 
can vary widely depending upon the 
amounts of fine material present in the 
influent. The particle size distribution of 
the sediment delivered at a particular 
site is thus a critical factor, largely 
beyond the control of the operator, 
affecting effluent quality. This 
distribution will vary not only from site 
to site for a given storm event, but at the 
same site during the course of that 
storm.

It is therefore an extremely difficult 
task to determine a particular magnitude 
storm event during which the BPT and 
NSPS effluent limitations can be 
achieved on a generic basis. Although 
the record contains some data 
demonstrating compliance during 
storms, these data do not provide a 
systematic basis to impose any
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particular storm event as the generic 
test for obtaining an exemption.

The Agency is now in the process of 
remedying this information gap. In 
cooperation with the National Coal 
Association and its member companies, 
EPA is engaged in a monitoring program 
at approximately 12 representative 
surface coal mines across the country. 
As part of this program, the participating 
companies are required to take influent 
and effluent samples during and after 
storm events. The Agency expects that 
this information will provide a 
systematic basis to determine (1) during 
which storms the BPT and NSPS 
requirements can be met, and (2) if those 
requirements cannot be met during some 
storms, what limitations on settleable 
solids (generally recognized as 20 
microns or larger) may be reasonable. In 
addition, the Agency recognizes that 
removal of the finer materials may be 
possible with the use of chemical 
flocculants or other treatment. As the 
Agency has stated previously, such 
treatment has not generally been in use 
for coal mine drainage in the past, and 
hence the BPT effluent limitations 
guidelines and new source performance 
standards were not based on 
flocculation. However, as part of its 
ongoing efforts to promulgate BAT/BCT 
regulations, the Agency is examining the 
feasibility and treatment potential of 
flocculants, and the extent to which 
their use may bear on the storm 
exemption issue. It is expected that the 
Agency will propose BAT, BCT, and 
revised NSPS regulations for this 
industrial category in the spring of 1980. 
At that time, the Agency may also 
propose a revised storm provision, 
based upon the results of the monitoring 
program previously discussed.

However, until these empirical data 
are collected and reviewed, the Agency 
believes it appropriate to utilize the 
results of the Skelly and Loy report. 
Skelly amd Loy utilized a computer 
model known as DEPOSITS (Deposition 
Performance of Sediment in Trap 
Structures), developed by the University 
of Kentucky, to predict the effluent 
quality which would result from 
sediment ponds designed according to 
OSM’s design criteria at six 
representative coal mines in Appalachia 
during 10-year, 5-year, and 2-year 24- 
hour storm events. During the 5-year and 
10-year events, all ponds modeled fail to 
meet the BPT and NSPS requirements 
for total suspended solids (TSS) by a 
large margin. During the 2-year storm 
event, the model predicts that there will 
be no TSS in the effluent. This is due to 
the model’s assumption of “plug flow”— 
that is, it assumes that water is

discharged on a “first in, first out” basis. 
As a result, the DEPOSITS model 
predicts that a 2-year storm will merely 
displace the standing pool of water 
previously in the pond, which is 
assumed to be perfectly clear and free of 
TSS. In the real world, of course, ponds 
do not operate on a “plug flow” basis, 
and any standing pool of water would 
not be free of TSS. There is no record 
basis to assume that properly operated 
sediment ponds can meet the BPT or 
NSPS requirements on a generic basis 
during a 2-year 24-hour storm.

Several factors corroborate the 
Agency’s judgment to rely on the Skelly 
and Loy study until sufficient empirical 
data are collected. First, it corroborates 
industry’s claims that, in practice, 
attainment of the effluent limitations 
during certain storm events may be 
difficult or impossible. Second, the 
comments confirm that the DEPOSITS 
model is a state-of-the-art technique. 
Third, no commenter claimed that the 
effluents discharged were unrealistically 
“worst case” results. On the contrary, 
several commenters confirmed that, in 
several critical respects, the 
assumptions employed lead to 
unrealistically ideal pond performance, 
and underestim ate the TSS effluent 
concentrations which would result. For 
example, the model assumes that the 
pond exhibits no short circuiting.
Further, it was assumed that the ponds 
had been recently cleaned of all 
sediment and the full sediment storage 
volume was available. The “plug flow” 
concept also idealizes pond 
performance.

Although several commenters 
criticized other aspects of the Skelly and 
Loy study—for example, the 
assumptions regarding particle size 
distributions and the use of the Modified 
Universal Soil Loss Equation to compute 
the inflow hydrograph and sediment 
delivery as inputs to DEPOSITS—the 
Agency is satisfied that the assumptions 
and methodologies employed were as 
reasonable, if not more reasonable, than 
the suggested alternatives. Further, if 
these commenters’ suggestions had been 
used, they would only have served to 
make TSS effluent concentrations 
higher, and thus do not affect Skelly and 
Loy’s central conclusions that the ponds 
cannot meet the BPT and NSPS 
requirements during storm events.

Thus, based on the information 
presently available to the Agency, EPA 
believes that the need for a storm 
exemption is clear, and that there is no 
reasonable way, at this time, to tie such 
an exemption to a storm of any 
particular magnitude.

Western Mines

Several commenters noted that thé 
Skelly and Loy study focused 
exclusively on the Appalachian region, 
and therefore provide no basis for 
establishing an exemption for western 
coal mines. While it is true that 
topographical constraints may be more 
prevalent in Appalachia, other 
commenters have previously noted that 
some western mines are situated in 
topography similar to eastern coal 
fields. S ee  preamble to NSPS 
regulations, 44 FR 2588. In addition, as 
commenters have also pointed out, 
snowmelt may pose severe problems in 
the west. Therefore, there is no basis at 
this time upon which to limit the storm 
exemption to a specific geographic 
region.

Summary of Major Changes

The storm exemptions promulgated 
today for BPT and NSPS are essentially 
the same as the Agency’s original BPT 
storm provision, with minor 
modifications. First, the regulations 
place the burden of proof on the mine 
operator to demonstrate that it has met 
the prerequisites for an exemption—that 
is, that he has designed, constructed, 
and maintained his facility in 
accordance with the design criteria set 
forth in the exemption provision. This 
burden of proof requirement was 
contained in the originial NSPS and 
revised BPT storm exemption, and no 
commenter argued against it. In fact, the 
comments urge the Agency to retain this 
requirement in order to facilitate 
enforcement.

Second, the regulation has been 
clarified to state that the operator is 
only entitled to an exemption if the 
overflow, increase in volume of a point 
source discharge or discharge from a by­
pass system is actually caused by a 
hydrological event—that is, rainfall or 
snowmelt. This is consistent with the 
explicit language of the NSPS storm 
provision, and with the intent of the 
original BPT exemption as explained in 
the BPT preamble [See 42 FR 21381).

Costs and Economic Impact

The costs and economic impact of the 
BPT and NSPS regulations, including the 
storm provision promulgated today, 
have previously been considered in 
detail and discussed by EPA. See 42 FR 
21383. The Agency has determined that 
this regulation does not require any 
additional economic analyses or the 
preparation of a Regulatory Analysis 
under Executive order 12044.
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Coordination With Office of Surface 
Mining

After EPA initiated this rulemaking 
proceeding and circulated the Skelly 
and Loy and D’Appolonia studies for 
public comment, the NCA and AMC 
commenced an action against EPA in 
the District Court for the District of 
Columbia [N ational C oal A ssociation et 
al. v. EPA, Civil No. 79-2406). In this 
suit, plaintiffs seek to invalidate EPA’s 
previous concurrence in OSM’s 
regulations, which was given on 
February 14,1979, pursuant to section 
501 of SMCRA. Plaintiffs claim, among 
other things, that OSM’s storm 
exemption may not differ from EPA’s, 
and that the Skelly and Loy study 
requires EPA to withdraw its 
concurrence. The Agency does not 
believe that the Skelly and Loy study or 
the regulation promulgated today 
requires such an action. First, the 
District Court has previously held that 
OSM’s storm exemption may differ from 
EPA’s. In R e Surface Mining Litigation, 
456 F. Supp. 1301,1314-15 (D.D.C. 1978). 
This case is presently on appeal to the 
Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia, and a decision is pending.

Second, the NCA and AMC have 
petitioned OSM to reconsider portions 
of its regulations in light of the Skelly 
and Loy study. The decision to grant or 
deny that petition is now pending before 
OSM. The agencies will work closely to 
minimize, to the greatest practicable 
extent, duplication and inconsistencies 
in government regulation.

Dated: December 20,1979.
Douglas M. Costle,
Administrator.

Part 434, §§ 434.22(c), 434.32(b), 
434.42(b), 434.25(b), 434.35(b), and 
434.45(b) are amended to read as 
follows: .
* * * * *

Any overflow, increase in volume of a 
discharge or discharge from a by-pass 
system caused by precipitation or 
snowmelt shall not be subject to the 
limitations set forth in paragraph (a) of 
this section. This exemption shall be 
available only if the facility is designed, 
constructed and maintained to contain 
or treat the volume of water which 
would fall on the areas covered by this 
subpart during a 10-year 24-hour or 
larger precipitation event (or snowmelt 
of equivalent volume). The operator 
shall have the burden of demonstrating 
to the- appropriate authority that the 
prerequisites to an exemption set forth 
in this subsection have been met.

Appendix A—Summary of Public 
Participation

The storm exemption issue has been 
subject to public comment and review at 
several stages. The Agency received 
substantial comments on this issue 
during its initial BPT and NSPS 
rulemaking efforts. Those comments 
have been previously summarized and 
addressed by the Agency, and will not 
be addressed here. S ee  42 FR 21388 
(April 26,1977) (BPT) and 44 FR 2591 
(January 12,1979) (NSPS).

In addition, in its notice of July 6,1979, 
the Agency solicited general comments 
on the storm exemption issue. 44 FR 
39391. That comment period closed on 
August 6,1979. Thereafter, on August 14, 
1979, the Agency solicited comments on 
the Skelly and Loy and D’Appolonia 
reports. 44 FR 47595. That comment 
period closed on October 19,1979. A 
summary of the comments received 
since July 6 follows.

The following parties submitted 
timely comments pursuant to the July 
6th or the August 14th notice or both: 
Dow Chemical U.S.A., Mapco Coals,
Inc., Monterey Coal Company, National 
Coal Association, Northern Energy 
Research Co., Pennsylvania Department 
of Environmental Resources, Reynolds 
Aluminum, James Spotts, Thorp, Reed 
and Armstrong, Virginia State Water 
Quality Control Board, and Wyoming 
Department of Environmental Quality.

G eneral Comments on Storm Exemption 
Issue

(1) One commenter suggested that 
there is no need to have a storm 
exemption because of the infrequency of 
the “events or constellation of events 
which could justify the granting of any 
such exemption in an individual case.’’ 
Alternatively, this commenter argued 
that any exemption should be limited to 
“truly unusual catastrophic precipitation 
events” in order to induce industry to 
improve its present treatment practices. 
However, the Skelly and Loy report and 
other data in the record suggest that it 
may not be feasible to meet the BPT and 
NSPS requirements during precipitation 
events. In addition, other comments 
pointed out that the most severe soil 
erosion can occur from short duration, 
high intensity storms which are not 
infrequent. It should be noted that the 
storm exemption is tied to a design 
criterion—i.e., 10-year, 24-hour storm 
containment or treatment—which 
represents an improvement over present 
industry practice.1

(2) One commenter suggested that any 
exemption should apply only to total 
suspended solids, and not to the other 
pollutants (i.e., metals) covered by the

regulations. The Agency does not agree 
with this comment. The BPT and NSPS 
requirements apply to total metal 
concentrations—that is, metals in 
solution (dissolved) and metals in 
suspension as part of the suspended 
solids loading. It is the judgment of the 
Agency’s technical personnel that, given 
the high TSS effluent concentrations 
resulting from precipitation events, the 
total metals limitations may not be met 
either.

(3) Several commenters urged that any 
exemption be limited to mines located in 
Appalachia, and not apply to western 
mines where topography is not as 
constraining a factor. As discussed in 
the preamble, there is no basis at this 
time on which to make such a 
distinction.

(4) One commenter argued that EPA 
must propose specific language for 
public comment before promulgating a 
storm exemption. The Agency does not 
agree with this assertion. The public 
notice attending informal rulemaking 
must include “either the terms or 
substance of the proposed rule or a 
description of the subjects and issues 
involved,” 5 U.S.C. § 553(b)(3), but it 
need not specify “every precise proposal 
which the Agency may ultimately adopt 
as a rule.” California Citizens Band 
A ssociation  v. United States, 375 F.2d 
43, 48 (9th Cir.), cert, den ied  389 U.S. 844 
(1967); Action fo r  Children’s Television  
v. F.P.C., 564 F.2d 458, 470 (D.C. Cir. 
1977).

The notices and extensive opportunity 
for public comment provided on this 
issue meet this test. Moreover, the 
regulation promulgated today is 
virtually identical to the Agency’s 
original BPT storm exemption; the only 
changes are either for purposes of 
clarifying the original exemption or in 
response to public comments. 
Accordingly, the public notice 
requirements of the Administrative 
Procedure Act have been fully met.

(5) Several commenters suggested that 
a storm exemption will not be 
enforceable unless tied to an actual 
storm event. Although tying the 
exemption to a specified precipitation 
event might facilitate enforcement, the 
requirement that a treatment pond be 
designed, constructed, and m aintained  
in a specified manner will alleviate 
enforcement problems. Moreover, 
enforcement will be substantially 
facilitated by placing the burden of 
proof on the operator to demonstrate 
that it has met the prerequisites to an 
exemption. This burden of proof 
requirement was urged by one 
commenter; it was also a requirement in 
the Agency’s NSPS and revised BPT
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regulations, and no commenter argued 
against such a provision.

(6) One commenter suggested that 
effluent requirements during storm 
events should reflect the mirror image of 
the settable solids concentration 
entering the pond during the course of a 
2-year, 24-hour storm. While this 
approach is theoretically sound, it 
would be difficult, if not impossible, to 
enforce. It would require the operator to 
take samples of influent and effluent at 
every step of the storm. Aside from the 
costs involved, this approach is 
obviously impractical.

(7) Several commenters stated that 
sediment pond performance during 
storm events is inherently site-specific. 
The Agency agrees with this comment, 
which is supported by the Skelly and 
Loy study.

(8) One commenter suggested that the 
Agency consider the feasibility of 
chemical treatment to abet suspended 
solids removal. The Agency is in the 
process of assessing the costs, 
feasibility, and pollution reduction 
benefits of chemical treatment as part of 
its BAT rulemaking efforts. Forthcoming 
BAT and revised NSPS regulations may 
reflect chemical treatment technology. 
The Agency does not believe, however, 
that BPT requirements should be based 
on chemical treatment because it is 
generally not practiced in the industry 
and insufficient data presently exists on 
which to base a national regulation.

(9) One commenter claimed that the 
Agency did not consider tying an 
exemption to both a design capacity and 
a specific flow rate, as it had stated in 
its July 6 Federal Register notice. This is 
incorrect; the Skelly and Loy study 
examined the performance of sediment 
ponds of a given capacity under 
different storm events, that is, under 
different flow rates.

(10) Several commenters urged that a 
settleable solids limit be established 
during precipitation events. The validity 
of such an approach is suggested by the 
Skelly and Loy study, which shows that 
properly designed and operated ponds 
will remove the larger (settleable) solids, 
but not the finer, colloidal material. 
Therefore, the Agency is now 
undertaking a sampling program, in 
cooperation with industry, to determine 
what settleable solids limitation may be 
appropriate during storm conditions. 
However, until these data are analyzed, 
the Agency agrees with those 
commenters who contended that the 
Skelly and Loy study does not provide 
sufficient information to establish a 
settleable solids limitation.

(11) One commenter suggested that an 
operator be given credit for 
demonstrating a good faith attempt to

control sediment rather than be required 
to achieve a specific effluent limitation. 
The Agency rejects this suggestion as 
vague and unenforceable.
Comments on S kelly  and Loy and  
D ’A ppolonia Studies

(1) Several commenters urged that any 
storm exemption must account for 
consecutive storm events, none of which 
equals a 10-year 24-hour storm, but 
which collectively cause an overflow 
from a sediment pond. However, as one 
commenter pointed out, the D’Appolonia 
study demonstrates that the probability 
of such multiple storm occurrences is 
extremely remote. Moreover, although 
several industry comments endorse 
other conclusions of the D’Appolonia 
study (specifically, the conclusions 
concerning the costs of building a pond 
to contain such multiple storm events, 
the increased pond size that would be 
needed, and the inability of any pond to 
assure attainment of the effluent 
limitations in these multiple storm 
scenarios), no commenter disputed 
D’Appolonia’s conclusions or 
methodology concerning the 
probabilities of these multiple storm 
scenarios. In fact, while one commenter 
submitted a study purporting to 
demonstrate that the runoff from several 
lesser storm events can exceed the 
runoff from the 10-year 24-hour storm 
event, this study did not address the 
likelih ood  of these successive storm 
events occurring within a time period 
short enough to cause an overflow of a 
sediment pond.

(2) One commenter questioned the 
Agency’s use of a computer modeling 
technique rather than empirical data to 
justify a storm exemption. The Agency 
agrees that empirical data would be 
preferable. As noted above, EPA is now 
in the process of collecting influent and 
effluent data during storm events at coal 
mine sites throughout the country. 
However, until such data are collected 
and analyzed, the Agency believes that 
the computer model utilized in the 
Skelly and Loy study corroborates 
industry’s contention that relief during 
precipitation events is appropriate. As 
the Skelly and Loy report and several 
comments indicate, the assumptions 
used in the model, on balance, yield 
unrealistically low TSS effluent 
concentrations for the sites studied. In 
this regard, no commenter argued that 
the efflent concentrations reported by 
Skelly and Loy are unrealistically high. 
No commenter criticized the DEPOSITS 
model itself or disputed that it is state- 
of-the-art. Therefore, until a more 
adequate empirical data base is 
collected, the Agency believes it is 
reasonable to rely on the Skelly and Loy

study as an indicator of the need for a 
storm exemption provision.

(3) One commenter claimed that it 
was unable to provide substantive 
comments on the Skelly and Loy and 
D’Appolonia reports in the absence of a 
specific proposed regulation. This 
comment is difficult to accept, since 
numerous other commenters did submit 
helpful and substantive comments on 
these reports.

(4) Several commenters stated that the 
Skelly and Loy report used assumptions 
which led to unrealistically ideal or 
optimal sediment pond performance. 
One commenter, on the other hand, 
claimed that this study underestimated 
pond performance by focusing solely on 
pond size, whereas other measures are 
available and may be crucial to control 
sediment and erosion (e.g., the use of 
jute matting, mulch, rip rap, check dams, 
energy dissipators, and other 
management practices).

On balance, the Agency believes that 
the assumptions used by Skelly and Loy 
optimize sediment removal at the sites 
examined. Most importantly, the model 
assumed “plug flow” and no “dead 
storage,” which essentially means that 
the ponds exhibited no short circuiting 
and perfect displacement of water.
These conditions generally cannot be 
achieved in the real world and, 
therefore, the model overstates sediment 
pond efficiency.

With respect to the other practices 
which are available to control sediment 
and erosion, it is extremely difficult to 
translate these measures into specific 
improvements in effluent quality. For 
example, it is virtually impossible to 
predict, on an industry-wide basis, how 
much improvement in effluent quality 
will result from using “X” bales of hay 
upstream of a sediment pond. More 
fundamentally, while these practices 
may reduce the concentration of the 
larger suspended solids before mine 
drainage enters the pond, they will do 
little to reduce the volume or 
concentration of finer, colloidal solids. 
As industry has claimed, and the Skelly 
and Loy study confirms, fine particles 
are the primary factor which prevents 
even an optimally designed and 
operated pond from meeting the effluent 
limitations during precipitation events.
In addition, the ideal conditions 
discussed in the preceding paragraph 
effectively incorporate many of these 
management practices.

(5) Several commenters challenged the 
use of the Modified Universal Soil Loss 
Equation (MUSLE) for computing 
sediment delivery. One commenter 
suggested that the MUSLE is not state- 
of-the-art, and recommended instead the 
use of a model which is now being
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developed at Purdue University. MUSLE 
is a more widely accepted model, and is 
derived from a larger data base than 
any other model presently in use. In 
addition, its use requires less site- 
specific information for many 
parameters in the equation; thus, use of 
other models would require even more 
assumptions concerning various 
"representative” factors which would 
necessarily be arbitrary. In short, there 
is no reason to believe that the use of 
the Purdue (or any other) method would 
appreciably change the results of the 
study; particularly, there is no reason to 
believe that other methodologies would 
alter the conclusion that the ponds 
studied cannot achieve the effluent 
limitations during precipitation events.

One commenter suggested that 
MUSLE is not appropriate for estimating 
sediment loadings for downstream pond 
locations, and that the use of “delivery 
ratio techniques” might be more 
suitable. This commenter also 
challenged the use of a composite curve 
number (“CN”) in the MUSLE, and 
recommended use of a distributed 
parameter approach which would 
account for discrete areas of the 
drainage area. Although this commenter 
submitted revised calculations using a 
distributed parameter approach, he did 
not explain the technique which he 
used. Therefore, there is no basis for the 
Agency to conclude that this 
commenter’s method is preferable. In 
short, there is no basis for the Agency to 
doubt that use of MUSLE was as 
reasonable as, and probably preferable 
to, any other approach. Even if this 
commenter’s suggestions were adopted, 
moreover, they would only have served 
to increase TSS concentrations in the 
effluent, and therefore would not change 
the report’s central conclusion.

(6) Several commenters argued that 
there is no basis for the Skelly and Loy 
recommendation that a sediment pond 
be designed according to OSM’s design 
criteria, since the study shows that 
those design criteria will not ensure 
attainment of the effluent limitations 
during precipitation events. The Skelly 
and Loy study took OSM’s design 
requirements as given. This approach 
was entirely appropriate. In addition, 
OSM’s regulations permit reduction of 
pond size if other measures are taken.

(7) Several commenters challenged the 
cost estimates contained in the Skelly 
and Loy report as unrealistically low. 
One commenter submitted site-specific 
cost estimates which were higher than 
Skelly and Loy’s. Cost estimates are 
necessarily imprecise, and the Agency is 
unable to conclude that Skelly and Loy’s 
cost estimates are necessarily

unreasonable, or that other cost 
assumptions are more reasonable. In 
any event, these comments are moot in 
light of the regulation promulgated 
today.

(8) Several commenters criticized the 
Skelly and Loy report’s failure to 
address the necessity or desirability, 
from the standpoint of water quality, of 
achieving an effluent concentration of 35 
and 70 mg/1. The Agency is required to 
establish technology based limitations 
without regard to water quality 
considerations.

(9) One commenter challenged the 
report’s assumptions concerning particle 
size distributions. As the Skelly and Loy 
report indicates, particle size 
distributions are inherently site-specific. 
The Agency is satisfied that Skelly and 
Loy utilized reasonable assumptions in 
this regard, and the commenters have 
not pointed to any data or literature 
which demonstrate otherwise.

(10) One commenter claimed that 
Skelly and Loy failed to take into 
account whether the designed sediment 
ponds could physically be constructed 
at the locations modeled. This is 
incorrect. Skelly and Loy located all 
ponds based upon their site-specific 
knowledge of the mine sites examined.
[FR Doc. 79-39632 Filed 12-27-79; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-01-M

40 CFR Part 436
[1380-8]

Minerai Mining and Processing Point 
Source Category; Revocation cf BPT 
Regulations
AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency.
ACTION: Final amendments to rules.

SUMMARY: EPA has published “best 
practicable technology” (BPT) 
regulations under the Clean Water Act 
for several subcategories of the mineral 
mining industry (40 CFR Part 436). In 
N ational Crushed Stone A ssociation  v. 
EPA, 601 F.2d 111 (4th Cir. 1979), the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit 
invalidated certain portions of the BPT 
regulations for the (1) crushed stone and 
(2) construction sand and gravel 
subcategories. 601 F.2d at 125. EPA is 
accordingly revoking the invalidated 
portions below.
d a t e s : The revocations are effective as 
of June 18,1979. (This date corresponds 
to the Court decision requiring today’s 
revocations.)
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Barry S. Neuman (A-131), Office of 
General Counsel, 401 M Street SW., 
Washington, D.C. 20460, (202) 755-0753.

Dated: December 21,1979.
Douglas M. Costle,
Administrator.

§§ 436.22 and 436.32 [A m end ed ]
1. 40 CFR § 436.22(a)(1) is amended by 

deleting the following from the table 
therein:
TSS..........................- .......... 45 mg/l........ 25 mg/l

2.40 CFR § 436.22(a)(2) is revoked.
3. 40 CFR § 436.22(a)(3) is 

redesignated as 40 CFR § 436.22(a)(2) 
and is amended by deleting the 
following from the table therein:
TSS..... ......       45 mg/l........  25 mg/l

4. 40 CFR | 436.32(a)(1) is amended by 
deleting the following from the table 
therein:
TSS.....................................  45 mg/l......... 25 mg/l

5. 40 CFR § 436.32(a)(2) is revoked.
6. 40 CFR § 436.32(a)(3) is 

redesignated as 40 CFR § 436.32(a)(2) 
and is amended by deleting the 
following from the table therein:
TSS.....................................  45 mg/l...... . 25 mg/l

[FR Doc. 79-39633 Filed 12-27-79; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-01-M

FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

44 CFR Part 64
[Docket No. FEMA 5759]

List of Communities Eligible for the 
Saie of Insurance Under the National 
Flood Insurance Program
a g e n c y : Federal Insurance 
Administration, FEMA.
A C T I O N :  Final r u l e .

s u m m a r y : This rule lists communities 
participating in the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP). These 
communities have applied to the 
program and have agreed to enact 
certain flood plain management 
measures. The communities’ 
participation in the program authorizes 
the sale of flood insurance to owners of 
property located in the communities 
listed.
e f f e c t iv e  d a t e s : The date listed in the 
fifth column of the table. 
a d d r e s s e s : Flood insurance policies for 
property located in the communities 
listed can be obtained from any licensed 
property insurance agent or broker 
serving the eligible community, or from 
the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) at: P.O. Box 34294, Bethesda, 
Maryland 20034, Phone: (800) 638-6620. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mr. Richard Krimm, National Flood 
Insurance Program, (202) 755-5581 or
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Toll Free Line 800-424-8872, Room 5270, 
451 Seventh Street SW., Washington,
DC 20410.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP), enables property owners to 
purchase flood insurance at rates made 
reasonable through a Federal subsidy. In 
return, communities agree to adopt and 
administer local flood plain 
management measures aimed at 
protecting lives and new construction 
from future flooding. Since the 
communities on the attached list have . 
recently entered the NFIP, subsidized

flood insurance is now available for 
property in the community.

In addition, the Federal Insurance 
Administrator has identified the special 
flood hazard areas in some of these 
communities by publishing a Flood 
Hazard Boundary Map. The date of the 
flood map, if one has been published, is 
indicated in the sixth column of the 
table. In the communities listed where a 
flood map has been published, Section 
102 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act 
of 1973, as amended, requires the 
purchase of flood insurance as a 
condition of Federal or federally related

financial assistance for acquisition or 
construction of buildings in the special 
flood hazard area shown on the map.

The Federal Insurance Administrator 
finds that delayed effective dates would 
be contrary to the public interest. The 
Administrator also finds that notice and 
public procedure under 5 U.S.C. 553(b) 
are impracticable and unnecessary.

In each entry, a complete chronology 
of effective dates appears for each listed 
community. The entry reads as follows: 

Section 64.6 is amended by adding in 
alphabetical sequence new entries to the 
table.

§ 64.6 List o f eligible com m unities.

State County

Effective dates of 
authorization/

Do...........................__ .... Marion..

Do. Pima.

Do....................................  Fairfield.

Illinois ............................. Tazewell..
Do....................................  Cook.......

Do.

Do...----- .........------------- Livingston.

Do................................. Cook and V

Do.

Location Community No. cancellation of sale 
of flood insurance 

in community

. East Brewton, City of...................... mnn7.q_p
Suspension withdrawn.

. Unincorporated Areas..................... .

. Northport, City of............................. ...........  010202 B................

. Gila Bend, Town of.....................................  040043-B............... ........ do...............................

. Oro Valley, Town of.........................

. Phoenix, City of................................ ...........  nann.«îi_B

. Forrest City, City of..........................

. Villa Park, City of...................... ....... ........do...............................

. Oxford, Town of...............................

, Trumbull, Town of.............................

Oviedo, City of.................................

Dalton, City of.................................. .....do...............................

East Peoria, City of...................... . ........... 170649-B................ ........do...............................
Indian Head Park, Village of............ ........... 170110-B................

Mendota, City of............................... .....do............................... ,

Pontiac, City of.................................

Tinley, Village of............................... .....do............................... I

Anderson, City of..............................

Hobart, City of................................... .....do............................... t

Special flood 
hazard area 

identified

Do ..... ...... .........  Morgan---------------- -— ..................... ......  Martinsville, City of_________ ________ ... 180177-B..
Do.................... - ........ . Switzerland...................... ............................ Patriot, Town of............... ...............;_____  180309-A..
Do............................................ do......................... ......... ...----------------- Vevay, Town of_________ «..._______ ... 180352-B.,

Kansas---------- ----- ---- ------  Marion........................ ....................------ ..... Marion, City of™.___ _________________  200207-B.,

Louisiana.................................  East Feliciana.............................................. Clinton, Town of.__ ____     220249-A..
Maine..........----------------------  Piscataquis------ ---------------- --- ........___  Milo, Town of__________ ________ _____  230177-B..

P ° ....................................  Oxford......................... ....................... ........  Porter, Town of.................     230338-A..
Michigan— --------------------  Berrien..................................... ...... ............. New Buffalo, City of______    260038-B..

Minnesota......------- ................. Anoka............................................................ Centerville, City of.......................................  270008-B..

Do.......™-------------------  Hennepin™........ ...... ....... ......---- ................. Shorewood, City of_________________ _ 270185-B..

Missouri................... ................ New Madrid...........™....™™™™.™.................. Portageville, City of..................... ........290259-B..

Nebraska................ ~............... Douglas------ -— ........................ ................. Bennington, Village of.................................. 310074-A..
Do...™--------------- -------  Johnson----- -------- --— ------- ------- Tecumseh, City of. ________ ____________ „ 310127-B..
Do------- .......-------- -- Dodge.......— .............— ......--------  Winslow, Village of________ ___......___ 310410-A..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

..do..

Nov. 23,1973.

Oct 18,1974, and Mar. 
17, 1978.

Dec. 28,1973, and July
9.1976.

Jan. 23,1974, and Dec. 
24, 1976.

Apr. 11,1975, and July 
16, 1976.

June 28,1974, and Sept
12, 1975.

Mar. 15,1974, and Dec.
26.1976.

Mar. 22,1974, and Oct
31.1975.

June 28,1974, and Dec.
17.1976.

June 28,1974, and Apr.
I ,  1977.

Jan. 23,1974, and Feb.
13, 1976.

Aug. 16,1974, and Aug.
20, 1976.

June 21,1974.
Apr. 5,1975, and Oct

10.1975.
Apr. 5,1974, and Apr. 2, 

1976.
Mar. 8,1974, and July

18.1975.
May 17,1974, and Jan. 

13,1978.
Feb. 15,1974, and Jan.

30.1976.
Apr. 12,1974, and June

18.1976.
Nov. 23,1973.
July 8,1977.
Feb. 1,1975.
Feb. 1,1974, and Oct

31.1975.
July 18,1975.
Jan. 10,1975, and Jan.

28.1977.
Feb. 7,1975.
May 31,1974, and June

I I ,  1976.
May 3,1974, and Jan. 3, 

1975.
May 31,1974, and Mar. 

19, 1976.
Jan. 9,1974, and Dec.

12.1975.
Feb. 1,1974.
Dec. 4,1979.
Aug. 23,1974.
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Effective dates of
authorization/ Special flood

State County Location Community No. cancellation of sale hazard area
of flood insurance identified

in community

. . . .  340184-B ....... ________________ ClO H.MW.H...HW. Dec. 28,1973, and Sept.
26,1975.

............................................. .............  M f i fu n h e n , Borough of.............................................. . . . .  340266-A..... do Nov. 5,1976.
.............................................................  New Brunswick, City of....... . . . .  340270-B.... June 15,1973, and Mar.

19,1976.
340277-B...... ........  ........£ jQ ........ Feb. 1,1974, and Dec.

12,1975.
. . _  340447-B.... .................... do............................... Feb. 1,1974, and June 4,

1978.
.... 360903-C.... May 31,1974, and July 9,

1976.
.... 360006-B ..... . . . . . . . ........ do.................................................. Oct 5,1973, and June

11,1976.
. _ .  360388-B,.... do Dec. 28,1973, and Apr.

23, 1976.
.................... ......................... ..........  W a t e r f o r d ,  T o w n  of ...................................................... . . . .  360734-8 ...... .............._ . .  ____ do.................................................. Mar. 29,1974.

. . . .  380181-A..... Feb. 21, 1975.

. . . .  390316-B.__ May 10,1974.

. . . .  390324-B ...... Aug. 15,1975.
Haskell,Townof................_.......................... ................................. do_______ _______________. . . Apr. 12,1974, and Apr.

23,1976.
......................  Jonestown, Borough o f .............................  — . . . .  420572-B.,., do Mar. 30,1973, and Nov.

12, 1976.
. . . .  420573-A...... do Nov. 23,1973.
. . . .  420361-B ...... Jan. 14,1977.
.... 420193-B..........................do...........______________ . . . May 31,1974, and Oct.

17, 1975.
420782-B™. .................................do.................................................. Aug. 2,1974, and May

28, 1976.
.... 420731-B.™.....................do............................... Apr. 12,1974, and June

25,1976.
.... 421806-A.™ Dec. 13. 1974.
.... 470184-B™. Mar. 8,1974, and

Aug.13,1976.
_... Richardson, City of.................................... . . . .  480184-B™. do May 24,1974, and May

17, 1977.
Vermont------- --------------------------------- Windsor........................... . . . .  500154-B™. Feb. 22,1974, and Sept

12, 1975.
......  530033-B™. .................................do............................ ................ . . . Feb. 15,1974, and June

4, 1976.
Do. . . _ . ------------------ Lewis..™.......................... May 31,1974, and Feb.

6,1976.
540066-B.™........... . . ...................do.................................................. Feb. 1,1974, and Sept

19, 1975.
. . . .  280238........... Dec. 2Ó, 1974, and Jan.

13,1978.
Pennsylvania........................................... Warren............................. ......  422546________________  _....do™.____________________ _ Jan. 17,1975.

Do.™ _________ Bradford-------------------- ......  421403-A.™................................. do.................................................. Nov. 1,1974 and Aug.
20, 1976.

Do-------------------------------------------- Clearfield....................... . .... 421190-A.™ Sept 6,1974 and Sept
10,1976.

.... 360098-A™._____ _____ do...............................
Dec. 3,1979, regular...... June 3,1977.

..............................................................  N e w  Castle, T o w n s h i p  of._ .................... .... 422012....... Dec. 27,1974.

....................................... Oakdale, City of......... ».._ .... 060389-8.... June 7,1974 and Dec.
Sept 5,1979, regular 12,1975.
Sept 28,1979,
suspended Dec. 4,
1979, reinstated.

.... 300009-A.™............. May 13,1975, Mar. 15,1974 and Sept,
emergency Feb. 23, 19,1975.
1979, regular Feb. 23,
1979, withdrawal Dec.
5,1979, reinstated.

.. ftonofiMi .., , ....,.......— i , F l u s h i n g ,  Township o f ...... .............. 260396...................... Dec. 6,1979, emergency Dec. 10,1976.

.. Perry_____ ...............______ „__________ Richton, Town of____________________  280321--------------- — do------------------------- Nov. 17,1978.

.. Dixon__________ .....__ .........................__ Wakefield, City of..._________________ .... 310404________ _ Dec. 5,1979, emergency Aug. 29,1975.

.. Green___________________________ .... Halcott, Town of.._______________ _____ 360291........ ;_____ Dec. 11,1979, Feb. 14,1975.
emergency.

.. Stokes..........................................______ __  Unincorporated Areas...______________  370362........___ ......do..... .. ..... ....... ....... . Mar. 17,1978.

Michigan__ _..
Mississippi........
Nebraska____
New York____

North Carolina.

(National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (title XIII of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968); effective Jan. 28, 1969 (33 FR 17804, 
Nov. 28, 1968), as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001-4128); Executive Order 12127, 44 FR 19367; and delegation of authority to Federal Insurance 
Administrator, 44 FR 20963)

Issued: December 14,1979.
Gloria M. Jimenez,
Federal Insurance Administrator.
[FR Doc. 79-39549 Filed 12-27-79; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6718-03-M


