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Sunshine Act Meetings

Federal Register
Val. 50, No. 37

Monday, Febroary 25, 1985

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
contains notices of meetings published
under the "Government in the Sunshine
Act” (Pub. L. 94-409) 5 U.S.C. 552ble)d).
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1

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY
COMMISSION
TIME AND DATE: 9:30 a.m., Tuesday,
February 26, 1985.
LOCATION: Third Floor Hearing Room.
1111—18th Street, NW., Washington,
D.C,
STATUS: Open to the Public.
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:
1. All Terrain Vehicles: Stotus

The staff will brief the Commission on the
status of the ongoing investigation of all
terrain vehicles,
2. Chlorocarbons: Status/Opiions

The staff will brief the Commission on the
status of the priority project Chlorocarbons
and options concerning the consumer use
survey.

FOR A RECORDED MESSAGE CONTAINING
THE LATEST AGENDA INFORMATION, CALL:
301—492-5709,

CONTACT PERSON FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION: Sheldon D. Butts, Office
of the Secretary, 5401 Westbard Ave.,
Bethesda, Md. 20207 301—392-6800.

Dated: February 20, 1085

Sheldon D. Butts,

Deputy Secretary.

{FR Doc. 854578 Filed 2-21-85; 10:13 am|
BILLING CODE 8355-01-M

2

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION
Notice of Agency Meeting

Pursuant lo the provisions of the
“"GCovernment in the Sunshine Act” (5
U,S.C. 552b), notice is hereby given that
al 4:25 p.m. on Tuesday, February 19,
1985, the Board of Directors of the

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
met in closed session, by telephone
conference call, to: (1) Receive bids for
the purchase of certain assels of and the
assumption of the liability to pay
deposits made in Inwood State Bank,
Inwood, lowa, which was closed by
Superintendent of Banking for the State
of lowa on Tuesday, February 19, 1985;
(2) Accepl the bid for the transaction
submitted by Security Savings Bank,
Larchwood, lowa, an insured Stute
nonmember bank: {3) approve the
application of Security Savings Bank.
Larchwood, lowa, for consent to
purchase certain assets of and to
assume the liability to pay depaosits
made in Inwood State Bank, Inwood,
lowa, and to establish the sole office of
Inwood State Bank as a branch of
Security Savings Bank; and (4) provide
such financial assistance, pursuant to
section 13(c){2) of the Federal Deposit |
Insurance Act {12 U.S.C. 1823(c)(2), as
was necessary to effect the purchuse
and assumption transaction.

In calling the meeting, the Board
determined, on motion of Director Irvine
H. Sprague {Appointive), seconded by
Mr. Michael A. Mancusi, acting in the
place and stead of Director C.T.
Conover (Comptroller of the Currency),
that Corporation business required ils
consideration of the matters on less than
seven days' notice to the public; that no
earlier notice of the meeting was
practicable; that the public interest did
not require consideration of the matters
in a meeting open to public observation;
and that the matters could be
considered in a closed meeting pursuan!
to subsections (c)(8), (e} A)(ii). and
(¢)(9)(B) of the “Government in the
Sunshine Act"” (5 U.S.C. 552b(c)(8).
(c)(9)(A)(ii). and (c)(3)(B]).

Dated; February 20, 1985,

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.
Hoyle L. Robinson,

Executive Secretary.

[FR Doc. 85-4600 Filed 2-21-85; 12:0 pm]
BILLING CODE 6714-01-M

3

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION
Notice of Agency Meeting

Pursuant to the provisions of the
“Government in the Sunshine Act” (5
U.S.C. 552b), notice is hereby given that
at 6:20 p.m. on Friday, February 15, 1985,

the Board of Directors of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation me! in
closed session, by telephone conference
call, to adopt: (1) A resolution [A)
making funds available for the payment
of insured deposits in Citizens State
Bank of Fulda, Fulda, Minnesota, which
was closed by the Commissioner of
Commerce for the State of Minnesota on
Friday, February 15, 1985; (B) nccepting
the bid of Fulda State Bank, Fulda,
Minnesotua, a newly-chartered State
nonmember bank, for the (ransfer of the
insured and fully secured or preferred
deposits of the closed bank; and (C)
designating Fulda State Bank as the
agen! for the Corporation for the
payment of insured deposits of the
closed bank; and {2) an Order approving
the applications of Fulda State Bank,
Fulda, Minnesota, for Federal deposit
insurance and for consent to purchase
certain assets of and assume the
linbility to pay certain deposits made in
Cifizens State Bank ofFur da, Fulda,
Minnesota.

In calling the meeting, the Board
determined, on motion of Director Irvin:
H. Sprague [Appointive), seconded by
Mr, H. Joe Selby, acting in the place and
stead of Director C.T. Conover
(Comptroller of the Currency), that
Corporation business required ils
consideration of the matters on less than
seven days’ notice to the public; that no
earlier notice of the meeling was
practicable: that the public interest did
not require consideration of the matters
in a meeting open to public observation:
and that the matters could be
considered in a closed meeting pursuant
to subsections (c)(6), (c)(8), (c)S}A)(ii),
and (c)(9)(B) of the "Government in the
Sufishine Act” (5 U.S.C. 552b(c](6). (c)(8)
(c)(9)(A){ii). and (c)(9)(B))-

Dated: February 20, 1985,

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
Hoyle L. Robinson,

Executive Secretary.

[FR Doc. 85-4602 Filed 2-21-85; 12:01 pm|
BILLING CODE 8714-01-M

K

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION

Notice of Change in Subject Matter of
Agency Meeting

Pursuant lo the provisions of
subsection (e)(2) of the “Covernment in
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the Sunshine Act” (5 U.S.C. 552ble)(2)).
notice is hereby given that at its closed
meeting held at 2:30 p.m. on Tuesday.
February 19, 1985, the Corporation’s
Board of Directors determined, on
motion of Director Irvine H. Sprague
(Appointive), seconded by Director C.T.
Conover (Comptroller of the Currency).
that Corporation business required the
addition to the agenda for consideration
ol the meeting. on less than seven days’
notice to the public, of the upplications
of Citytrust, Bridgeport, Connecticul, an
insured State nonmember bank, for
consent to purchase certiin assets of an
assume the liability to pay deposits
made in the New Haven, Connecticut,
office of Permanent Savings, Meriden,
Connecticol, a non-FDIC-insured
institution, and to establish that office
as a branch of Citytrust: Colonial Bank,
Waterbury, Connecticut, an insured
State nonmember bank, for consent to
purchase certain assets of and assume
the liability to pay deposils made in the
Bridgeport, Connecticut, office of
Pemanent Savings, and to establish that
office as a branch of Colonial Bank: The
Connecticut Bank and Trust Company.
National Association, Hartford,
Cannecticut, for consent to purchase
certain assets of and assume the
liubility to pay deposits made in the
North Haven, Connecticut, office of
Permanent Savings: The Connecticut
National Bank, Hartford, Connecticul,
for consent to purchase certain assets of
and assume the liability to pay deposits
made in the 61 Colony Streel and 632
East Main Street, Meriden, Connecticut,
offices of Permanent Savings:
Connecticut Savings Bank, Neéw Haven,
Connecticut, an insured mutual savings
bank, for consent to purchase certain
assets of and assume the liability to pay
deposits made in the Wallingford and
Milford, Connecticut, offices of
Permanent Savings, and to establish
those two offices as branches of
Connecticut Savings Bank; The New
Haven Savings Bank, New Haven,
Connecticut, and insured mutual savings
bank, for consent to purchase certain
assets of and assume the liability to pay
deposits made in the Guilford,
Connecticut, office of Permanent
Savings and to establish that office as a
iranch of The New Haven Savings
Bank; and Society for Savings, Hartford,
Connecticut, an insured stock savings
bank, for consent to purchase certain
assets of and assume the liability to pay
deposits made in the Orange and
Iriumbull, Connecticut, offices of
Permanent Savings, and to establish
those two offices as branches of Society
for Savings.

The Board further determined, by the
same majority vote, that no earlier
notice of this change in the subject
matter of the meeting was practicable;
thal the public interest did not require
consideration of the malter in a meeting
open to public observation; and that the
matter could be considered in a closed
meeting by authority of subsections
(e)(6), (c){8). and (c)(9)(A)(ii) of the
“Government! in the Sunshine Aet” (6
1.S.C. 552b{c)(6), (c)(8), and (c)(9)ANii)).

Dated: February 19, 1885,

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation,
Hoyle L. Robinson,

Executive Secretary.

[FR Doc. 85-46803 Filed 2-21-85; 12:01 pm}
BILLING CODE 6714-01-M
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY
COMMISSION
February 21, 1985,

The following notice of meeting is
published pursuant to section 3{a) of the
Government in the Sunshine Act (Pub. L.
No. 94-409), 5 U.S.C. 552b:

TIME AND DATE: 10:00 a.m., February 28,
1985.

PLACE: 825 North Capitol Street, NE.,
Room 8306, Washington, D.C. 20426.

STATUS: Open.
MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: Agenda.

Note.—ltems listed on the agenda may be
deleted without further notice.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Kenneth F. Plumb,
Secretary Telephone (202) 357-8400.

This is a list of matters to be
considered by the Commission. It does
not include a listing of all papers
relevant to the items on the Agenda:
However, all public documents may be
examined in the division of public
information,

Consent Power Agenda, 808th Meeting—
February 28, 1985, Regular Meeting (10:00
a.m.)

CAP1

Project No. 5605-001, Woodbridge
Irrigation District

CAP-2
Project No. 8075-000, James River-
Groveton, Inc.
CAP-3,
Project No. 8118001, Michael Russo
CAP4.

Project No, 4914-001, Philip Morris
Industrial incorporsated and Nicolet
Paper Company Division

CAP-5.

Project Nos, 7439-002, 7440-003 and 7441~
002, Michzel Arkoosh

Project No. 8044-002, Entertech, Inc.

CAP-6

Project No. 5303-004, Warrenshurg Board

und Paper Corporation
CAP-7.
Project No. 3268002, Griswold Textile
Print, Inc.
CAP-8.
Project No. 6939001, City of Jackson, Ohio
CAP-9,
Project No. 4044-003, Minnesota
Department of Nutural Resources
CAP-10.
Omitted
CAP-11.

Dockel No. ER85-234-000, Refuse Energy

Systems Company (Sauqus Resco)
CAP-12.

Docket Nos. ER63-523-001 and 004, Florida

Power and Light Company
CAP-13

Dockel Nos. ER84-538-000 and 001, Indiana

& Michigan Electric Company
CAP-14,

Docket Nos, QF84-367-000,QF84--368-000
and QF84-369-000, Energy Systems
Division of Thermo Electron Corporation

CAP-15.

Docket Nos. QF84-424-000, QF84-425-000
and QFB4-426-000. Turbo Gas and
Electric, Ltd.

CAP-16.

Docket No. QF84-250-000, Mitchell Energy

Corporation
CAP-17.

Docket No. EL85-12-000, City of Manti,

Utah v. Utah Power & Light Company
CAP-18.
Omitted

Consent Miscellaneous Agenda

CAM-1.

Docket No. RM78-17-000, Procedures for
Review by the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission of Adjustment Request
Denials by the Secretary of Energy

CAM-2.

Docket No, RM78-78-223 (Arkansas—1),
High-Cost Gas Produced From Tight
Formations

CAM-3.
Docket No. GP78-1-001, Mobil Ol
Corporation
CAM-4,
Omitted
CAM-5.

Dockel Nos. RMB0-8-001, 002, 003, 004 and

005, bona fide offers: right of first refusal
CAM-6,

Docket No. RO81-66-001, Corpus Christi
Management Company, Texcellere
Corporation and Petrotex Holding
Company

CAM-7,

Docket No. FA84-8-000, High Island

Offshore System

Consent Gas Agenda

CAG-1,

Docket No. TABS-2-45-002 (PCAB5-2),

Inter-City Minnesota Pipelines Lid., Inc.
CAG-2.

Docket No. TAB5-1-8-002 (PCABS-1,
CRI85-1-and IPR85-1), Tennessee Gas
Pipeline Company, a Division of Tenneco
Inc.

CAG-3.
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Docket No. RP85-60-00, Penn-York Energy
Corporation
C4.

Docket Nos. TA85-1-21-000 and 001
(PCGAB5-1, IPR85-1 and AP85-1),
Columbia Gas Transmission Corporation

CAG-5.

Docket Nos. TAS5-1-22-000 and 001
(PGAS85-1, IPR85-1 and RD + D 85-1),
Consolidated Cas Transmission
Corporation

CAG-8.
Docket Nos. TA85-1-26-000 and 001
(PGAS85-1 and IPRB5-1), Natural Gas
. Pipeline Company of America
CAG-7.
Omitted

Docket Nos. TA85-1-28-000 and 0Mm
(PGA8B5-1 and IPR85-1), Panhandle
Eastern Pipe Line Company

CAG-10.

Omitted

CAG-11.

Docket Nos. TA85-2-45-000 and 001
(PGA#85-2), Inter-City Minnesota
Pipelines Ltd., Inc.

CAG-12.

Omitted

CAG-13.
Omitted
CAG-14,

Docket No. RP83-104-002, Florida Gas

Transmission Company
CAG-15.

Docket No, RP84-101-000, Great Lakes Gas
Transmission Company

Docket No. RP84-100-000, Distrigas
Corporation and Distrigas of
Massachusetts Corporation

Docket No. RP84-115-000, Midwestern Cas
Transmission Company

Docket No. RP24-111-000, MIGC, Inc,

CAG-18,

Omitted

CAG-17,
Docket Nos. RP84-82-000 and 001, Tarpon
Transmission Company
CAG-18.
Omitted
CAG-19.

Docket No. RP73-77-026, Alabama.

Tennessee Gas Company
CAG-20,

Docket No. RP85-10-000, Columbila Gas

Transmission Carporation
CAG-21.

Docket Nos. TA84-2-18-000, 001 and 002
(PGAB4-2b), Texas Gus Transmission
Corporation

CAG-22.

Docket No. RP81-47-000, Northwest

Pipeline Corporation
CAG-23

Docket Nos. RP81-47-003 and FAB4-8-000,

Northwest Pipeline Corporation
CAG-24.

Docke! Nos. RP64-16-000, RP54-21-000 and

RP84-86-000, Locust Ridge Gas Company
CAG-25,

Docket Nos. ST84-628-001, 5T82-42-000

and ST82-85-002, Red River Pipeline
CAG-28.

Docket Nos. ST85-10-000, S182-17-000 and

001, Cranberry Pipeline Corporation

CAG-27.

Docket Nos. ST83-7-000 and 001, Chaparral

Transmission, Inc.
CAG-28.

Dockel Nos. ST81-412-002 and S183-17-

001, Pantera Energy Corporation
CAG-29.

Docket Nos. RI74-188-037 and RI76-21-032,
Independent Oil & Gas Association of
West Virginia

CAG-30.

Omitted

CAG-31.

Docket No. CP85-105-001, United Gas Pipe

Line Company
CAG-32

Docket No. CP85-83-000, Southern Nutural

Cas Company
CAG-33,

Docket No. CP84-573-000, Kentucky West
Virginia Gas Company

Docket No. Cl84-4988-000, Kepco, Inc.

CAG-34.

Docket Nos. CP84-601-000, CP84-692-000
and CP84-693-000, Northern Natural Gas
Company, Division of Internorth, Inc.

CAG-35,

Docket No. CP81-511-000, Northern
Natural Gas Company, Division of
Internorth, Inc.

CAG-36,

Docket No. CP84-246-000, Florida Gas

Transmission Company
CAG-37.

Docket No. CP83-247-001, Tennessee Gas
Pipeline Company, A Division of
Tenneco Inc.

CAG-38.

Daocket No. CP85-137-000, Mississippi

River Transmission Corporation
CAG-39.

Docket Nos. CP84-739-000, Southwest Gas

Corporation
CAG-40,

Docket No. CP82-342-002, Consolidated
Gas Company of Florida, Inc. v. Florida
Gas Transmission Company

I Licensed Project Matters

P-1. {A)

Project Nos. 4458-003 and 004, Middle Pork

Irrigation District
(B)

Project Nos. 7306-001 and 002, Arnold
Irrigation District and Gregory Hydro
Resources, Inc, ’

(C)

Project Nos, 58685-001 through 005 apd 007,

David Cereghino
D)

Project No. 8617-001, Olympus Energy
Corporation

Project Nos. 6231-002 through 006, Lester
Kelley, et al.

Project Nos, 6245-003 through 008, Lester
Kelley, et al.

Project Nos, 6267-002 through 007, Lester
Kelley, et al.

Project No. 5338-002, Western Power, Inc.

Project No. 5341-002, Western Power. Inc.

Project No. 5678-004, Lawrence .
McMurtrey

Project No, 5820-001, Robert H. Sherman

Project Nos. 6301-003, and 004, Woods
Creek, Inc, and Murray-Pacific
Corporation

Project No. 6348-002, Rainsong Company

Project Nos. 6830-001, and 002, Woods
Creek, Inc. and Burlington Northern
Railroad Company

-2.(A)

Project Nog. 5767-001 through 004, Pigeon
Cove Power Company

Project No. 3922-001, James E. White

Project No. 4563-002, John R. and Maraget
Le Moyne

Project Nos. 4574-00, 002 and 003, Gail
Marshall -

Projeet Nos. 4608-001, and 002, Richard
Kaster

Project No, 4826-001, Harold Pleiffer

Project No. 5008-001, Charles L. Woodman

Project Nos. 5572-001 and 002, Cook
Electric, Inc.

Project Nos. 5673-001 Through 005, 5676-
004, through 008, 6272-001. 002, 6391-001,
002, 003, 6247-001, D02, 6254-001, 002,
6670-002, 003, 6674-002, 003, 6683-002
and 003, Lawrence |, McMurtrey

Project Nos. 5882-001 and 002, Robert B.
Shipp

Project No, 6124-001, American Encriech

Project Nos. 6190-002 through 007,
Mountain Gems Corporation

Project No, 6410-001, K-W Company

Project No. 6414-001, Douglas Water Power

Project Nos. 6422-001, through 005, Harley
D. Brown

Project Nos. 6621-001 and 002, Cook
Electric, Inc.

Project No. 6634001, TKO Power

Project No. 8676-001, Doug Hull

Project No, 4294-001, Desert Water Agency

Project Nos. 5118-002 and 003, Clenn M.
Phillips

Project No. 5851-003, Aldrich and L.D.
Bawler

Project No. 6229-001, Reynolds Irrigation
District

Project No. 6250-002, Cogeneration, Inc.

Project Nos. 2947-002 and 003; Central
Vermont Public Service Corporation

Project Nos. 5002-002 through 004, Mac
Hydro-Power Company

Project No. 5422-002, Blind Canyon
Aquaranch

Project Nos. 5802-003, 004 and 005, Frank
Hooper

Project Nos. 6444-001 and 002, Ringo
Resources, Inc.

Project Nos, 6460-001 and 002, Paul |.
Danlels

Project Nos. 6475-001 through 005, Frontier
Land and Power Company

Project Nos, 6805-001 and 002, T&G Hydro

Project No. 6923-001, John C. Simmons

Project No. 7016-001, City of Halley, Iduko

Project No. 7278-001, Howard P. Luckey

Project No. 7465-001, John G. Pless, Sr.

Project No. 5865-000, David Cereghino

Project Nuos. 6245-008, 009, 8267-007, 008,
6206-003, 004, 6246-003 and 004, Lester
Kelley

Project No. 3854-004, Idaho Renewable
Resources, Inc,

Project Nos. 6677-001 through 004,
Intermountain West, Inc,

Project Nos. 6720-002, 003, 6721-001, 002,
B722-002, 003, 6723-001, 002, 6738-001,
002, 5739-001, 002, 6740-001 and 002,
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Northwest Resources Generating
Company

Project Nos, 6944-001 und 002, Douglas
Witer Power Company

Project Nos. 7182-001 through 005, Gerald
L. and Lois R. Simms

Project No. 7204-001, Delmer Wagner

Project Nos, 7390-001 through 004, Harder
Farms, Inc. and Scott Ranch

Project No. 7649-002, Arlon Wagner

rroject Nos. 7577-001 and 002 Gene M.
Peters

Project Nos. 7719-001 and 002, Myton Jones

Project No. 2081-002, City of Springfield,
Utah

Project No. 8362-002, Duane Hulton

Project No. 7466-001, Oliver M. and Gail M.
Cron

Project No. 7865-001, Orville Nicholson

Project Nos. 7851-001 and 002, Aquaculture
Foundation, Inc.

Project Nos. 7885-001 and 002, Fisheries
Development Company

Project No. 8120-001, William R. Maxwell

Project No. 8153-001, Clarke N. Moore

Project No. 8182-001, Henry E. and Burbara
A. Shaffner

Project Nos. 8250-001 and 002, Alan J. Amy

Project Nos. 8262-001 and 002, Montani
Natural Energy, Inc.

Project No. 8275-001, Armstrong Keta, Ing

Project No. 8281-001 and 002, Western
Hydro Electric, Inc.

Project No, 8287-001, Richard H. Crockett
and Gary A. Oakley

Project No, 8488-002, Alternate Energy
Resources, Inc.

Project No. 7882-000, Donald A. Smith and
Margaret E. Evans

1) Project Nos, 6600-001 through 004, Eagle

Power Company

Project Nos. 3503-001 through 008, Jumes B.
Howell

Project Nos. 3783-002 and 003, Rocky Brook
Electric, Inc.

Project Nos. 3008-002 and 003, Catalyst
Slate Creek Hydro Electric

Project Nos. 4263-002 and 003, Fred N
Sutter, Jr.

Project Nos. 5068-001 through 003, Douglas,
S. Marr

Project Nos, 5080-001 and 002, Donnie
McFadden. ét al.

Project Nos. 5573-001 and 002, Cook
Electric, Inc.

Project No. 5646-002, Kenneth T. Meredith

Project Nos. 5650-001 and 002, Gary nnd
Catherine Wright

Project No. 5652-001, George und Melvin
Osbome

Project Nos. 5731-001 and 002, Rocky
Mountain Embryes

Project Nos, 5978-001 and 002, Gary A
Cromwell

Project No. §879-001, W.A. and K.A
Powers

Project Nos. 6057-001 and 002, F.L. and
W.F. Plog

Project No. 6062-001, Norma Ross and
Mary E. Burgess

Project No. 6117-001, city of Ephraim, Ulah

Project No. 6208-001, Trout Company, Inc.

Project No. 6271-001, White Water Ranch

Project Nos, 6283-001 through 003, G & B
Water Users

Project No. 6331-001, McGowan Properties

Project No. 6367-001, Western Hydro
Electric, Inc.

Project Nos. 6437-001 through 004, Western
Hydro Electric, Inc.

Project No, 6443-001, T.L. and R.R.
McCauley

Project No. 8458-001. Everand Jensen

Project Nos. 6501-001 and 002, jumes |.
May. et al.

Project No. 8555-002, John A. Webster, Jr.

Project Nos. 6631-001 and 002 F. and C.
Audette

Project No. 6633-001, General Plastics
Manufacturing Company

Project No. 8636-001, Idaho Falls Family
YMCA

Project Nos. 86863-001 and 002, |.A. Moyle

Project No. 6701001, Frederick Lindauer

Project No. 8802-001, Snowbird, Ltd.

Project No. 7086-002, Confederuted Salish
and Kootenai Tribes, Flathead
Reservation

Project Nos. 3590-002, 003 and 005,
Northern Resources, Inc.

Project Nos. 4241-002 and 003, Hydro
Development, Inc.

Project Nos. 4435-002 and 003, Damnation
Peak Power Company

Project Nos. 4437-002 through 007, Glacier

Energy Company

Project Nos. 5130-002 and 003, Floyd N.
Bidwell

Project No. 5206-004, David H. Scott

Project No. 5214-003, Hyder Hydro
Company

Project Nos. 5248-001 through 005, Wesi
Slope Power Company

Project Nos. 5250001 through 004, West
Slope Power Company

Project Nos. 5447-002 through 004, D
William Saulsberry

Project Nos. 5554-002 and 003, Hurn
Shingle Company

Project Nos. 5585-001 through 005, Southern
Pagific Land Company

Project Nos. 5756-003 through 0086,
Resources Investments

Project Nos. 5766-001 and 003. Frank C.
Nicols

Project Nos. 5861-001 through 003, Wes!
Slope Power Company

Project Nos. 5862-001 through 003, Wes!
Slope Power Company

Project Nos, 5871-001 through 004,
Columbus Development Corporation

Project Nos, 6020-001 and 002, Southem
Pacific Land Company

Project Nos, 6089-001 through 004,
Rainsong Company

Project Nos. 6092-001 through 006, Western
Hydro Electric, Inc.

Project Nos, 6151-001 through 007,
Rainsong Company

Project Nos. 6187-001 through 005, Ronald
Rulofson

Project Nos. 6262-00 and 002, Southemn
Pacific Land Company

Project Nos. 6375-001 and 002, Russell
Biggs, Sr.

Project Nos. 8408-001 and 002, Southern
Pucific Land Company

Project Nos. 6450-001 and 002,
Cogeneration, Inc.

Project Nos. 6616-001 and 002, Olympus
Energy Corporation

Project Nos. 6661-001 thraugh 005, Fronticr
Technolugy, Inc.

Project Nos. 6764-001 through 004. BMB
Enterprises

Project Nos. 6765-001 through 003, BMA
Enterprises

Project No. 6786-001, Dan 1. Hudson

Project Nos. 6701-001, 002, 6792-001, 002,
003, 6793-001, 002 and 6794-0M, Stony
Creek Hydro Company

Project No. 6850-001, Water-Watts, Inc.

Project Nos. 6920-002 and 003, DCH
Development Company

Project No. 083200, B.R. and C.E. Burkdull

Project No. 6848-001, Pacific Lumber
Company.

Project Nos. 6059001 and 002, Pacific
Hydro, Inc.

Project Nos. 8087-001 and 002, Roy F.
Fulton

Project No. 7000-001, Neocene Explorations

Project Nos. 7057-001 and 002, Mega
Hydro, Inc.

Project Nos. 7077001 and 002, Frontier
Land & Power

Project Nos, 7089-001 and 002, Alfred Tuefil
Nursery

Project Nos. 7087001 and 002, Olympus
Energy Corporation

Project Nos. 7088-001 and 002, Olympus
Energy Corporation

Project Nos. 7192-001 and 002, Steven W,
Pickeuts

Project Nos. 7211-001 through 003, V.L. and
F.L. Herzinger

Project Nos, 7276-001 through 003, Donald
S. Benson

Project Nos. 7342-001 and 002, Manti City
Corporation

Project Nos, 7352-001 and 002, S.E. Ericson

Project Nos, 7371-001 and 002, D.X and F.S.
Butler

Project Nos. 7452-001 and 002, Resources
Investments, Inc.

Project Nos. 7530-001 through 003, William
Arkoosh

Project Nos, 7754-001 and 002, Thomas K.
and Jody L. Budde

Project Nos. 5338002 through 006, and
5341-002 through 005, Western Power

Project Nos. 5677-001 through 005,
Swanson Mining

Project Nos. 5828-001 through 004, Robert
H. Sharman

Project Nos. 8231007 und 008, Lester
Kelley, etal.

Project Nos. 6301-001 through 006, Woods
Cieek, Inc. and MURRY-PAC

Project Nos. 6345-002 through 005,
Rainsong Compuany

Project Nos. 6524-002 through 006, Hy-Tech
Compuny

Project Nas, 6611001 through 005, Boulder
River Power Company

Project Nos, 6617-001 through 004, Olympus
Eoergy Corporation

Project Nos, 8830-001 through 008, Woods
Creek, Inc. and Barlington

Project Nos. 6154-004 through 006, David G.
Demera

Project No. 2000-002 Xenophon Enterprise,
Ine

Project No. 7422-001, Paul N. Zeller

Project Nos. 7804-001, 002, 7805-001 and
002, Gerald and Glends OHS

Project Nos. 6600001 through 003,
Snowhird, Lid
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Project No. 4595-003 Hat Creek Hydro, Inc.

Project Nos. 4627-003 through 005, Albert
and Betty Hunt

Project Nos. 5020-002, and 003, Mac Hydro-
Power Company. Inc.

Project No, 5108-002 Homestake Consulting
and Investments, Inc.

Project No. 5123-002, Mac Hydro-Power
Company, Inc.

Project Nos. 5545-003 and 004, Stephen J.
Gaber

Project Nos. 5792-002 through 004,
Lawrence J. McMurtrey & Jay R. Bingham

Project No. 5864-001, West Slope Power
Company

Project Nos. 8015-005 through 008, Charles
D. Howard

Project Nos. 6144-001 and 002, Castle
Power Association

Project Nos. 6205-001, 002 and 6215-001,
Western Hydro Electric, Inc.

Project Nos. 6251-001 and 002, A&]
Construction, Inc.

Project Nos. 6273001 and 002, Western
Hydro Electric, Inc.

Project Nos. 6287-001 through 003,
Rainsong Company

Project Nos. 6207-001 through 004, and
£298-001 through 004. Alpine Power
Company

Project Nos, 6329-001 and 002,
Intermountain Power Corporation

Project Nos. 6358-001, Southern California
Edison Company

Project Nos. 6361-001, 002, 6388-002, 003,
B8389-002, 6390-002, 003, 6393-002, 003,
6397-002 and 003, Lawrence |.
McMurtrey

Project Nos. 6402-001 and 002, Western
Hydro Electric, Inc.

Project Nos, 6403-001 and 002, Western
Hydro Electric, Inc.

Project Nos, 6408-002 and 003, Hydro-Cor

Project Nos. 6433001 and 002, Thomas A.
Nelson

Project Nos. 8435-001 and 002, Joseph B,
Nelson

Project Nos. 6448-001 and 002, Western
Hydro Electric, Inc.

Project Nos. 6628-001 through 003,
Waterfall Electric, Inc.

Project Nos. 6635-001 through 003, New
Generation Power Company

Project Nos. 6758-002 through 004, Holden
Village, Inc.
Project Nos. 8824-001 through 003, and
6825-001 through 003, Colenergy. Inc.
Project Nos. 6839-003 Piedmont Camp Fire
Council and Lake Vera Water Company

Project Nos. 6840-001 through 003, Olympus
Energy Corporation

Project Nos. 6995-002, Patrick Funk

Project Nos. 7111-002 and 003, Chris
Williams

Project Nos. 7120-001 and 002. Stewart
Ranches, Inc.

Project No.7225-001 Little Salmon River
Estates, Inc.

Project No, 7315-002 Paul |. Daniels

Project Nos. 7393-001 through 003, Alpine
Power Company

Project No. 7656-001, John A. Dodson

Project Nos. 7806-001 and 002, Richard and
Georginla Wilkinson

Project No. 7864-001, Mac Hydro-Power
Company

Project Nos. 7878-001 and 002, Willlam A.
Curtis

Project Nos. 7930-001, 002, 7931-001 and
002, Larry Hensley

Project Nos. 7840-001, and 002, Steven |.
Gaber

Project No. 7981-001, Merrill Bates, et al,

Project No. 7982-001, Donald A. Smith and
Margaret E. Evans

Project Nos, 8013-001, through 003, Small
Hydro East

Project No. 8042-001, Rubi Hydro Partners

Project No. 3912-003, City of Haines,
Oregon

Project Nos. 4599-002, through 004 and
4600002 thrugh 004, Steven J. Gaber

Project No. 4792-006, Mac Hydro-Power
Company, Ino.

Project Nos. 5192-002, and 003, Lind
Associates

Project Nos. 5446-001, 5547-002, 003 and
004, Steven J. Gaber

Project Nos. 6097-004, And 005, Douglas
Regan

Project Nos. 6451-002, and 003, Thornton N,
Snyder

Project Nos. 6468-002, North Hydro, Inc,

Project Nos. 6488-003 through 005,
Alternate Energy Resources, Inc.

Project Nos. 6583-002 and 003, Mountain
West Hydro, Inc.

Project Nos. 7241-001 and 002, White
Chuck Water Company

Project Nos. 7258-001 through 004, China
Flat Company

Project No. 7537-001, George Arkoosh

Project Nos. 7611002 and 003, Iron
Mountain Mines, Inc.

Project No, 7623-002, D & D Stauffer, Inc.

Project Nos. 7891-001 and 002, Frederick E.
Pickering

Project No. 7898-001, Snowmass Company

Project Nos. 7844-001 through 003, Great
Western Power & Light, Inc.

Project No. 8082-001, John and june Cotten

Project Nos. 8122-001 and 002, R&D Power
Company

Project No. 8152-001, town of Lake City

Project Nos. 8191-001 and 8§192-001, BMB
Enterprises, Inc.

Project No. 8202-001, Henry A. Young

Project Nos. 8220-001 and 002, Wise
Investments

Project No. 8224-001, Merle Jore & His Sons

Project Nos. 8230-001 and 002, Great
Western Power & Light, Inc.

Project Nos. 8250-001 and 002, Alun |. Amy

Project No. 8253-001, Willlam A. Worf and
Frederick F. Burnell

Project Nos. 8279-001 and 002, Big Wood
Canal Campany

Project Nos. 8281-001 and 002, Western
Hydro Electric, Inc.

Project Nos. 8324-001 and 002, Marshall E.
Saunders

Project Nos. 8358-001 and 002, Chester and
Irene Allen

Project Nos, 4714-001 and 002, Forward
Power and Energy Company

Project No. 3580-002, Hi-Head Hydro, Inc.

Project Nos. 3247-001 and 002, Henwood
Associates

Project No. 3948002, Bailey Creek Ranch

Project Nos., 4182-001 through 003,
Cogeneration, Inc.

Project No. 4658-001, Eugene |. McFadden

Project No. 4794-002, Robert §. Thompson
Project No. 4769-002, S & S Limited
Partnership y
Project No. 4849-001, Lewis Company PUD
No. 1
Project No. 5055-001, Richard E. Akin
Project No. 5067-001, Tule River Indian
Reservation
Project No. 5306-002, Mega Hydro, Inc,
Project No. 5955-001, Edward and Gwyneth
Burgess
Project No. 5991-002, Gordon Foster and
Sarena Falls School
Project No, 6142-002, Robert T. Suter
Project No. 6168-001, Richard L. Bean and
Fred G. Castagna
Project No. 6384-001, Redwood Trails R.V
Park
Project No. 6550-002, Frank M. Biber and
Steven Spellenberg
Project No, 6629-001, Thomas K. and Jod)
L. Budde
Project No. 6952-001, McMillan Hydro
Company
Project No. 7591-001, James D. Cisco
Project No. 6090-000, Rainsong, Company
Project No. 5294-001, Hydro Resource
Company
Project No. 5324-000, Capital Development
Company
Project No, 5948-000, Public Utility District
of Lewis County, Washington
-3,
Omitted
P-4,
Project No. 2305-005, Sabine River
Authority of Texas and Sabine River
Authority, State of Lovisiana

Il. Electric Rate Matters

ER-1.
Docket Nos. ID-2067-000 and EL83-12-000
John F. White
ER-2.
Omitted
ER-3.
Docket No. EL85-7-000, Texas-New Meaxio
Power Company v. El Paso Electric
Company

Miscellaneous Agenda

M-1. :

Docket No. RM3-56-000, application for
license, permit, or exemption from
licensing for water power projects

M-2,

Reserved.

M-3.

Reserved

M-,

Omitted

M-5,

Docket Nos, RM 84-6-015 through 028,
refunds resulting from Btu measuremen!
adjustment

M-8,

Docket No. GP80-5-003, Natural Gas
Pipeline Company of America

Docket No, GP80-20-002, Tennessee Gas
Pipeline Company, a division of Tenneco
Inc.

Docket No, GP80-21-002, Texas Eastern
Transmission Corporation

Docket No. GP80-26-003, Trunkline Gas
Company
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Docket No. GP80-28-002. Florida Gus
Transmission Company
Docket No. GP80-31-002, Cities Service
Gas Company
Docket No. GPB0O-42-002. Sea Robin
Pipeline Company
M-7,
Docket Nos, RM83-72-001 through 009, firs!
sales of pipeline production under
section 2(21) of the Natural Gas Policy
Act of 1978
Docket Nos. RM82-16-001 through 009, first
sules by affiliates

I, Pipeline Rate Matters

RP-1
Docket Nos. RP81-17-000 and RP81-57-002
Midwestern Gas Transmission Company

(A] Docket No. TAB3-2-47-000, MIGC, In¢
B) Docket No. . MGPC, Inc

| Producer Matlers

Cl-1

Reserved

/. Pipeline Cactificate Molters
CP-1.

Docket No. CP84-386-000, ANR Pipeline
Company

l);ckel No. CPB5-57-000, Natural Gas Pipe
Line Company of America

CP=3.

Docket Nos. CP84-26-000 and 001,
Mantaray Plfclme Company and Texas
Eastern Pipeline Company

Kenneth F. Plumb,

crelary.

FR Doc, 854659 Filed 2-21-85; 8:45 am)
SILLING CODE 6717-01-M

6

FEDERAL HOME LOAN MORTGAGE
CORPORATION

DATE AND TIME: February 27, 1985, 2:00
p.m.

PLACE: 1776 G Street, NW,, Washington.
D.C., Conference Room C, Eighth Floor.
sTatTus: Closed.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE
INFORMATION: Alan B. Hausman, 1776 G
Street, NW., P.O. Box 37248,
Washington. D.C. 20013, (202) 789-4763.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED: .

Closed—Minutes of November 30, 1684,
Board of Directors’ Meeting
Closed—President’s Report
Closed—Financial Report
Date sent to Federal Register: February 21,
1985,
Maud Mater,
Seocretary.
[FR Doc. 854598 Filed 2-21-85; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 8720-02-M

(v

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM BOARD OF

GOVERNORS

FEDERAL REGISTER CITATION OF

PREVIOUS ANNOUNCEMENT: Forwarded to

the Federal Register on February 19,

1985.

PREVIOUSLY ANNOUNCED TIME AND DATE

OF THE MEETING: 10:00 a.m., Wednesday,

February 27, 1985, Open; 11:30 a.m.

Closed.

CHANGES IN THE MEETING: The open and

closed meetings have been cancelled

and rescheduled to Friday, March 1,

1985. The open meeting will begin at

10:00 a.m. and the closed at

approximately 11:30 a.m.

CONTACT PERSON FOR MORE

INFORMATION: Mr. Joseph R, Coyne,

Assistant to the Board: {202) 452-3204.
Duted: February 21, 1985.

William W. Wiles,

Secretary of the Board,

[FR Doc. 854616 Filed 2-12-85; 12:51 pm)

BILLING CODE 6210-01-M

POSTAL SERVICE BOARD OF GOVERNORS;
MEETING

The Board of Governors of the United
States Postal Service, pursuant to its
Bylaws (39 C.F.R. Section 7.5) and the
Government in the Sunshine Act (5
U.S.C. Section 552b), hereby gives notice
that it intends to hold meetings at 1:00
p.m. on Monday, March 4, 1985, in
Washington, D.C., and at 8:30 a.m. on
Tuesday, March 5, 1985, in the Benjamin
Franklin Room, U.S. Postal Service
Headquarters, 475 L'Enfant Plaza, SW.,

Washington, D.C. As indicated in the
following paragraph, the March 4
meeting is closed to public observation.
The March 5 meeting is open to the
public. The Board expects to discuss the
matters stated in the agenda which is
set forth below. Requests for
information about the meetings should
be addressed to the Secretary of the
Board, David F. Harris, at (202) 245-
3734.

Al its meetings on February 4-5, 1985,
the Board voted in accordance with the
provisions of the Government in the
Sunshine Act to close to public
observation its meeting scheduled for
March 4. (See 50 FR 6425, February 15,
1985.)

The meeting will involve a discussion
of personnel matters and labor relations.

Agenda

Monday Session. March 4. 1985—1:00 p.m
{Closed)

1. Discussion of Personnel Matters,
1. Discussion of Labor Relations.

Tuesday Session, March 8, 1985—8:30 a.m.
(Open)

1. Minutes of the Previous Meeting,
February 4-5, 1985,

2. Remarks of the Postmaster General.

{In keeping with its consistent practice, the
Board's agenda provides this opportunity for
the Postmaster General to inform the
Members of miscellaneous current
developments concerning the Postal Service.
Nothing that requires a decision by the Board
is brought up under this item.)

3. Officer Compensation.

4. Report on Law Department.

{Mr. Cox, General Counsel, will brief the
Board on developments in the Law
Department.)

5. Update on Legislative Activitles.

{Mr. Johnstone, Assistant Postmaster
General, Government Relations, will report
on current legislative activities.)

6. Capital Investment Project:

. Fort Smith. AR (CMF).

b. Provo, UT (mail processing annex),

7. Consideration of a Tentative Agenda for
the April 1-2, 1985, meeting of the Board in
Hartford, CT.

David F. Harris,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 85-4641 Filed 2-21-85; 252 pm)
BILLING CODE 7710-12-M
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 60
[AD-FAL-2741-6)

Standards of Performance for New
Stationary Sources; Wool Fiberglass
Insulation Manufacturing

AGENCY: Environmenta! Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: A standard of performance
for wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing was proposed in the
Federal Register on February 7, 1684 (49
FR 4590). This action promulgates the
standard of performance for wool
fiberglass insulation manufacturing and
Reference Method SE. The standard
applies to new, modified. and
reconstructed wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing lines for which
construction was commenced afler
February 7, 1984. The standard
implements section 111 of the Clean Air
Act and is based on a determination
that fiberglass manufacturing causes or
contributes significantly to air pollution
which may reasonably be anticipated to
endanger public health or welfare. The
intended effect of the standard is to
require all new, modified, and
reconstructed wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing lines to control emissions
to the level achievable through use of
the best demonstrated system of
continuous emission reduction,
considering costs, nonair quality health
and environmental impacts, and energy
requirements.
EFFECTIVE DAYE: February 25, 1985,
Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean
Air Act, judicial review of the actions
taken by this notice is available only by
the filing of a petition for review in the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit within 60 days of
today's publication of this rule. Under
section 307(b)(2) of the Clean Air Act,
the requirements that are the subject of
today's notice may not be challenged
later in civil or criminal proceedings
initiated to enforce these requirements.
Incorporation by Reference. The
incorperation by reference of certain
publications in these standards will be
approved by the Director of the Federal
Register as of the date of publication of
the final rule.

ADDRESSES: Hackground Information
Daocument. No background information
document (BID) for the promulgated
standard has been prepared. This
preamble contains (1) a summary of the
public comments made on the proposed

standard along with the responses to the The particulate mass emission limit is

comments, and (2) the final
Environmental Impact Statement that
summarizes the impact of the standard.
Docket. Docket number A-80-27,
containing information considered in
development of the promulgated
standard, is available for public
inspection between 8:00 a.m. and 4:00
p.m., Monday through Friday, at EPA's
Central Docket Section (LE-131), West
Tower Lobby, Gallery 1. 401 M Sirest,
SW,, Washington, D.C. 20460. A
reasonable fee may be charged for
copying.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. Doug Bell or Ms. Shirley Tabler,
(919) 541-5624, Standards Development

Branch, concerning the standard and Mr.

Kenneth Durkee, (919) 541-5595,
Industrial Studies Branch, concerning
technical aspects of the industry. The
address for both parties is Emission
Stundards and Engineering Division
(MD-18), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Research Triangle Park, North
Carolina 27711.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
The Standard

Standards of performance for new
sources established under section 111 of
the Clean Air Act reflect:

. - application of the best technological
system of continuous emission reduction
which (faking into coneideration the cost of
achieving such emission reduction; any
nonair quality health and environmental
impact and energy requirements) the
Administrator determined has been
adequately demonstrated [Section 131{a){1)}.

For convenience, this will be referred to
as “best demonstrated technology™ or
“BDT."

The promulgated standard would limit
particulate emissions from new.
modified, or reconstructed wool
fiberglass insulation manufacturing lines
that use the rotary spin forming process.
The specific unit to which the standard
applies, referred to as the “affected
facility,” is the manufacturing line. The
manufacturing line is defined to include
the equipment comprising the forming
section, where molten glass is fiberized
and a fiberglasa mat is formed; the
curing section, where the binder resin in
the mat is thermally “set;" and the
cooling section, where the mat is cooled.

Construction, reconstruction, or
modification of the wool fiberglass
insulation manufacturing line must have
commenced after February 7, 1984 (date
of proposal) for the standard to be
applicable, Existing facilities are not
subject to the standard unless modified
or reconstructed as defined in 40 CFR
60.14 or 60.15.

5.5 kg/Mg (11.0 1b/ton) of molten glass
used to manufacture the product. This
limit is based on the demonstrated
performance of a wet electrostatic
precipitatoer (ESP) preceded by water
sprays and a low-pressure-drop wet
scrubber to control total particulate
emissions from the manufacturing line
This limit would apply during the
production of any wool fiberglass
insulation product,

A wetl ESP preceded by water sprays
and a low-pressure-drop wet scrubber
was determined to be BDT for this
industry based on an analysis of
emission test results, costs, and
environmental and energy impacts.
However, this Is a standard of
performance and does not require the
use of specific control equipment. Any
control technique that would meet the
emission limit could be used.

If a wet control device (wat ESP or
wel scrubber) is used by an owner or
operator of an affected facility to meet
the particulate emission limit, the
standard would require measurement
and recording of certain control device
operating parameters to indicate when
maintenance of the control device is
required, For wet ESP's the owner or
operator would be required to measure
and record the following: voltage and
amperage in each electrical field and
wash water flow rate. In addition, daily
determination of the total solids content
of the wash waler entering the ESP
would be required. For wet scrubbers.
the owner or operator of an affected
facility would be required to measure
and record the operating pressure drop
and scrubbing liquid flow rate. The
owner or operator of an affected facility
who uses a wet control device to meet
the emission limit would be required to
submit semiannual reports to the EPA of
any monitoring data that are less than
70 percent of the lowest value or greater
than 130 percent of the highest value of
each operating parameter recorded
during the most recent performance tes!
The owner or operator would also be
required (o calibrate each monitoring
device on a quarterly basis and submit
semiannually documentation of, and &
report of corrective maintenance
required as a result of, quarterly
calibrations of monitoring devices,
These data and the performance test
data collected in determining a facility's
compliance with the standard must be
retained at the source for a period of 2
years.

The test method for determining
compliance with the standard for
particulate emissions will be Refefence
Method 5E. Reference Method SE is a
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variation of Reference Method 5 that
determines the amount of material
caught in the front half (nozzle, probe,
and filter) of an EPA Reference Method
5 sampling train plus the amoun! of
condensed particulate material caught in
the impinger train as determined by
measuring total organic carbon (TOC)
using & TOC analyzer. Reference
Method 5E will be used for determining
compliance because it reflects the
performance of BDT for this industry
more accurately than does Reference
Method 5. Reference Method 5E is being
promulgated along with the standard.
Since proposal, a minor technical
adjustment to ensure that the sample
collection portion of the sampling train
is free of organic solvent before
sampling has been incorporated into
Method 5E. The method now notes that
after rinsing with an organic solvent, the
sampling apparatus mus! be flushed
with water or dilute NaOH or, for
nonwater soluble solvents, the
spparatus must be dried in an oven.

Summary of Environmental, Energy, and
Economic Impacts

There has been no change in the
environmental, energy, economic, or
urban and community impacts since
proposal. These impacts are discussed
in detail in Chapters 7, 8, and 9 of *Wool
Fiberglass Insulation Manufacturing—
Background Information for Proposed
Standards,” (EPA-450/3-83-022a) (BID).

The environmental, energy, and
economic impacts of the standard were
estimated besed on conditions that
would exist in the absence of the
standard, These conditions are referred
to as the baseline. The estimates of
these impacts are presented below for a
‘typical” new wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing plant that installs wet
ESP controls to meel the standard. The
results of the impact analysis for
lacilities other than the typical new
plant may be found in the BID and in
docket item 11-B-50 of docket A-80-27.
Also presented below are the industry-
wide impacts in the fifth year after the
standard is proposed. This informalion
Is included to provide an indication of
the longer term impacts of the standard
but is not meant to imply that the
benefits or impacts of the standard are
limited to 5 years.

Environmental Impacts

A typical (medium size)
manufacturing plant contains three
production lines and produces 104,500
Mg (115,000 tons/yr) of insulation per
vear. This plant would emit 1,650 Mg/yr
(1,820 tons) of particulate matter if it
were controlled to the baseline level,
which is assumed to be the degree of

control required by a typical State
implementation plan (SIP),
Implementation of the proposed
standard would reduce particulate
emissions from the typical plant by
about 1,075 Mg/yr (1,185 tons/yr), or 65
percent, to about 575 Mg/yr (635 tons/

).

It is projected that the equivalent of 3
new medium-size wool fiberglass
insulation manufacturing plants (each
containing 3 production lines) and 17
new medium-size production line
additions or replacements at existing
plants will be constructed in the 5-year
period from 1984 to 1989. In the absence
of the standard, it is estimated that new
facilities constructed from 1984 to 1889
and controlled to the level required by a
typical SIP would emit approximately
14,200 Mg (15,660 tons) of particulate
matter in the fifth year (1989).
Implementation of the standard would
reduce particulate emissions from these
wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing facilities by
approximately 8,250 Mg (10,200 tons) to
4,950 Mg (5,460 tons) in 1989,

For a typical plant, implementation of
the proposed standard would increase
solid waste production by
approximately 1,080 Mg/yr (1,190 tons/
yr). Implementation of the standard
would result in an increase in solid
waste production nationwide over
baseline levels of approximately 9,240
Mg (10,190 tons) in the fifth year after
the standard is proposed. This waste is
not hazardous and would be deposited
in landfills.

No impact on water quality is
expected from implementation of the
standard because standards of
performance for new sources (as
determined under the Clean Water Act)
allow no discharge of process
wastewaters to navigable waterways
(40 CFR Part 426). The costs of treating
wastewater from the air pollution
control equipment are included in the
capital and annualized costs of pollution
control equipment described below.

A review of the environmental
impacts discussed in the proposal BID
indicated that no changes were
necessary, and therefore, the impacts
remain unchanged since proposal. This
review constitutes the final
Environmental Impact Statement.

Energy Impacls

For a typical plant, implementation of
the proposed standard would decrease
energy demand by approximately 114
terajoules per year (T]/yr) (1.1 x10 "
Btu/yr) relative to a plant controlled to
baseline levels. Implementation of the
standard would decrease the national
energy demand below baseline levels by

approximately 1,300 T] {1.2X 10 '* Btu) in
the fifth year after proposal. This
decrease in energy demand occurs
because baseline control technology,
which includes the use of thermal
incineration, requires more energy than
does the technology on which the
standard is based.

Economic Impacts

The capital and annualized costs for
air pollution controls for a typical plant
required to meet a typical SIP emission
level are $3.1 million and $2.0 million,
respectively. The total capital and
annualized costs for air pollution
controls that would be incurred by the
same plant to comply with the standard
would be $7.7 million and $2.5 million,
respectively. Therefore, compliance with
the standard would require an increase
in capital expenditures for control
equipment of $4.6 million and an
increase in annualized control costs of
$0.5 million for a typical wool fiberglass
insulation manufacturing plant. The
total capital and annualized costs of
control equipment used to meet the
standard would represent 9 percent and
3 percent, respectively, of the initial
capital and annualized costs of the
manufacturing plant, Capital costs for
industry compliance with the standard
over the first 5 years would be $41.4
million above the baseline capital costs.
Fifth-year annualized costs for industry
compliance would be $3.1 million above
baseline annualized costs. These costs
are based on achieving the standard
with only the use of add-on control
devices. However, many facilities are
expected to use process modifications to
achieve or help achieve the standard.
Thus, the estimated economic impacts
are overstated, and most facilities are
expected to incur lower costs to achieve
the standard.

The additional emission control costs
of the standard would not be expected
to have any impact on expansion in the
wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing industry because it is
expected that firms would pass all costs
associated with implementation of the
standard through to the consumer.
Assuming the costs of the standard are
passed through, it is estimated that the
price of wool fiberglass insulation could
increase by 0.63 percent as a result of
implementation of the standard. This
increase would raise the estimated cos!
to insulate a 139 m# (1,500 f1 ?) wood
frame house by approximately $14.

Other Considerations

The regulatory alternatives
investigated during development of the
wool fiberglass insulation
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manufacturing NSPS are discussed in
detail in Chapter 6 of the proposal BID.
These regulatory alternatives reflect the
different levels of emission control from
which one alternative is selected that
represents the best demonstrated
technology. considering costs, nonair
quality health, and environmental and
economic impacts, for the wool
fiberglass insulation manufacturing
industry. No changes have been made to
these alternatives since proposal. The
regulatory alternatives would not
preclude the development of future
control options nor would they curtail
any beneficial use of resources. The
alternatives do not involve short-term
environmental gains at the expense of
long-term environmental losses, and the
alternatives yield successively greater
short- and long-term environmental
benefits. Further, none of the
alternatives result in the irreversible
and irretrievable commitment of
resources. No change in these
considerations has resulted since
proposal of the standard.

Public Participation

Prior to proposal of the standards,
interested parties were advised by
public notice in the Federal Register (48
FR 12825, March 28, 1983) of a meeting
of the National Air Pollution Control
Techniques Advisory Committee to
discuss the Wool Fiberglass Insulation
Manufacturing NSPS recommended for
proposal. This meeting was held on
April 26,1983. The meeting was open to
the public and each attendee was given
an opportunity to comment on the
standards recommended for proposal.
The proposed standards were published
in the Federal Register on February 7,
1984 (49 FR 4590). The preamble to the
proposed slandards discussed the
availability of the BID, “Wool Fiberglass
Insulation Manufacturing—Background
Information for the Proposed
Standards,” EPA-450/3-83-22a, which
described in detail the regulatory
alternatives considered and the impacts
of those alternatives. Public comments
were solicited at the time of proposal
and, when requested, copies of the BID
were distributed to interested parties.
No public hearing was held because no
hearing was requested. The public
comment period was from February 7,
1984, to April 23, 1884,

One written comment, which
addressed several issues, was received
from the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection (docket entry
IV=D-1), All of the issues raised in the
comment were carefully considered;
however, no changes have been made to
the proposed standard.

Responses 1o Comments on the
Proposed Standard

A detailed discussion of the issues
raised in the comment and the Agency's
responses are summarized in this
preamble under the following five
topics: Selection of Best Demonstrated
Technology, Selection of Emission
Limits, Selection of Baseline, Selection
of Pollutants, and Test Methods.

Selection of Best Demonstrated
Technology

Commenter IV-D-1 believes that the
EPA should sonsider process
modifications, in addition to add-on
control devices, in the determination of
BDT. The commenter states that there
are two categories of process
modifications (those that produce a
return on investment and those that do
not) and that modifications in both
categories reduce emissions, The
commenter believes il is reascnable to
assume that process modifications that
produce a return on investment (e.g.,
efficient rotary spinners, modified
resins, and efficient binder spray
applicator systems) would be used on
any new production lines. However, the
use of process modifications that do not
produce a return on investment (e.g., use
of advanced resins) would be
discouraged by the proposed standard.

As explained in the preamble to the
proposed standard (49 FR 4593), the
Agency did consider the use of process
modifications in the determination of
BDT for the wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing industry. The Agency
agrees that use of these modifications,
alone or in combination with add-on
control devices, can achieve lower
emissions than those allowed by the

-standard. However, process

modifications are considered
confidential by the companies that
comprise the fiberglass industry and are
not generally available to the entire
industry. For these reasons, and because
the emission reduction potential of
individual process modifications is very
difficult to measure, the effect of one or
more process modifications on
emissions, by themselves orin
combination with add-on control
devices, could not be assessed. Even if
this were not the case, because of
different design, operating, and product
specifications, process modifications
that are applicable to one piant may not
be a feasible alternative for another
plant. Also, the relationship between
known process modifications and
reductions in air emissions has proven
difficult to determine. Even in cages
where an emission reduction is
expected, these modifications may not

always reduce air emissions. For these
reasons, the Administrator has
determined that process modifications
are not an appropriate candidate for
BDT in this industry.

The promulgated standard is not
expected to discourage the use of any
process modifications that the
commenter believes do not produce a
direct return on investment. If
modifications can help achieve the
standard, thereby eliminating the need
for or reducing the required size (and,
thus, cost) of the add-on control device
(which also does not provide a return on
investment in this industry), the
modifications are expected to be used.

Selection of Emission Limits

Commenter [V-D-1 believes that the
EPA, in determining the emission level
of the standard, used the highest
particulate emission level (5.1 kg/Mg)
from a single test run at the worst-
controlled line tested (A} and added 10
percent to that figure, which the Agency
then considered representative of the
performance of BDT. The commenter
believes that this worst-case condition
of demonstrated technology is not
appropriate as the basis for the
standard. The commenter recommends
an emission limit of 2.2 kg/Mg, which
would be based on the average emission
levels from three lines (B, D, and L) that
use process modifications to achieve
some emission reduction in addition to
the emission reduction achieved by add-
on control devices,

In establishing emission limits,
sources that are believed to be
representative of modern praclice in on
or moré segments of the industry to be
regulated are selected for emission
testing. Moreover, the operational status
of the source is documented and
monitored continuously during testing 1o
ensure that the test data reflect an
emission control level representative of
BDT. Standards are generally set so thal
well-designed, operated, and maintaine!
plants, using BDT, can achieve the
standards over the range of conditions
likely to recur in the industry.

As stated in the proposal preamble (49
FR 4597), the proposed 5.5 kg/Mg (11.0
Ib/ton) emission limit was based on
measured emissions from Line A. Line A
met all of the above criteria for selecting
a source for emission testing and was
controlled with a commercially
aveilable wet ESP. Lines B, D, and L.,
although well-designed, operated, and
maintained, used process modifications
that are not generally available for use
or that may not be feasible for all plants
Although the average of three test runs
could have been considered as the basis

TN T W W el
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for establishing an emission level for an
NSPS and is used to determine
compliance with standards, the highest
single test run at Line A was used as the
basis of the wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing standard. This procedure
ensured that the standard would be
achievable under all normal operating
conditions, The Administrator
determined that this procedure was
appropriate because of the large
variation in test results that occurred
between different products
manufactured on the same line and
between different lines producing the
same product. The highest emission
level measured under typical operating
conditions was 5.1 kg/Mg (10.2 Ib/ton)
&! Line A, which included uncontrolled
cooling emissions of 0,1 kg/Mg (0.2 1b/
ton). However, Line D had an
uncontrolled cooling emission level of
0.3 kg/Mg (0.8 1b/ton). Thus, it is
possible that a line could have a total
emission level of at least 5.3 kg/Mg (10.6
Ib/ton), The 5.5 kg/Mg (11.0 Ib/ton)
standard is believed to be achievable

for all lines, including those that do nol
control cooling emissions. In the
Administrator's judgment. a standard

set at the level suggested by the
commenter would not necessarily be
achievable by a facility controlled with
technology similar to that used at line A.

Selection of Baseline

Commenter IV-D-1, after reviewing
the wool fiberglass insulation
regulations from the 14 Ststes and air
quality control regions presented in
Table 3-10 of the BID, calculated the
allowable emissions for the typical
(medium size) plant (115,000 tons of
insulation produced per year) specified
by the EPA and determined that:

a. The highest allowable total
particulate emission rate (Texas) is 1,387
lons per year

b. The lowest allowable total
particulate emission rate (New Jersey) is
Z55 tons per year; and

c. The average allowable total
particulate emission rate is 583 tons per
year,

The commenter concluded that the
baseline leve) of control (1,820 tons of
particulate malter per year) presented in
lhe proposal preamble (48 FR 4590) is
erroneous and that the commenter's
taiculated baseline (593 tons of
particulate matter per year) is correct
ind should be used as the basis for
environmental, energy, and economic
impacts. The commenter points out that
the proposed EPA standard would allow
B35 tons of particulate matter to be
emitted per year, and, thus, the standard
s stricter than only one of the State
slandards presented in the BID. The

commenter, therefore, believes the
proposed standard does not reflect most
of the existing technology.

Determining baseline emissions from
waool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing plants directly from the
State regulations is inappropriate
because a different test method was
used in developing the standard than
was used to determine allowable SIP
emission limits. This modified test
method is the reference method for
determining compliance with the
standard 2? performance for wool
fiberglass insulation manufacturi
plants, Most State regulations are based
on a “front-half catch” test method and
the standard is based on a test method
that measures total catch. The total
caich test method was developed and
proposed along with the standard to
account for certain factors that are
peculiar to the wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing industry.

The typical wool fiberglass production
line consists of three continuous
operations in series: Forming, in which
glass fibers are generated, sprayed with
a chemical binder, and collected to form
a mat; curing, in which the binder resin
is thermally “set" to hold the fibers
together; and cooling, in which the
temperature of the fiberglass mat is
reduced. Emissions generated during the
manufacture of wool fiberglass
insulation include solid particles of glass
and resin, droplets of binder, and
components of the binder that have
been vaporized. Glass particles may be
entrained in the exhaust gas stream
during the forming, curing, or cooling
operations. Solid particles of resin may
be entrained in the gas stream in either
the curing or cooling sections. Droplets
of organic binder may be entrainad in
the gas stream in the forming section or
may result from condensation of
gaseous pollutants as the gas stream is
cooled. Some of the liquid binder used in
the forming section is vaporized by the
elevated temperatures in the forming
and curing processes. Much of the
vaporized material will condense when
the gas stream is cooled in the
ductwork, in the emission control
device, or upon release to the
atmosphere.

Particulate matter is the principal
pollutant that has been identified and
measured at wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing facilities. It was known
that some fraction of the particulate
emissions results from the condensation
of organic compounds used in the
binder. Therefore, in evaluating
emissions and control device
performance, a sampling method was
used tha!l could collect and measure
both solid particles and condensible

particulate material. Test data show that
10 to 47 percent of the particulate
emissions from wool fiberglass facilities
are condensed particulate material,
which were in a gas phase at the test
sampling site. Test data also show that
emissions of both solid particles and
condensible particulate material can be
effectively reduced by using certain
control techniques. Therefore, the
standard would limit particulate
emissions based on the measurement of
both solid particles and condensible
particulate material. Specifically,
particulate matter as regulated under
the standard includes material caught in
the front half (nozzle, probe, and filter)
of a standard EPA Reference Method 5
sampling train plus the condensed
material caught in the impinger train
measured as total organic carbon [TOC).
The Reference Method SE sampling
train is a modified version of the
standard Reference Method 5 sampling
train. The modifications include
maintaining the temperature of the
filtered gas stream, rather than the filter
compartment air temperature, al
120" 114 *C (248" + 25 F) and the vse of
0.1 N sodium hydroxide (NaOH] instead
of water in each of the first two
impingers. The first modification
ensures that the sample gas stream is
maintained at the desired temperature
to prevent the condensation of material
on the probe and filter. The second
modification improves the capture
efficiency of the impingers because the
solubility of many organic compounds is
greater in dilute NaOH than in water,
The condensible emission captured by

* the impingers are measured as TOC

using & TOC analyzer.

Total particulate catch (filter catch
plus condensible fraction) is
recommended as the test method
because it best assesses performance
that reflects the use of BDT for this
industry. Wet control devices can
effectively reduce the laveis of solid and
condensible particulate matter present
in the emission stream from wool
fiberglass insulation manufacturing
facilities. However, because of the high
moisture content of the exhaust gas
stream from wet control devices, the
sample gas stream must be heated to s
temperature considerably higher than
that of the exhaus! gas stream to
vaporize the water droplets and prevent
clogging of the front half of the sampling
train. This heating may also vaporize
compounds that are aerosols at the
stack gas temperature. These vaporized
compounds are then cooled to 2
temperature below that of the exhaust
gas stream and are condensed and
collected in the impinger train.
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For the above redsons, using State
regulations to determine baseline
emissions does not accurately portray
the total emissions emitted by wool
fiberglass insulation plants. Therefore,
another method to determine the
baseline emission level was developed.
This method is mentioned in the
proposal preamble (49 FR 4593) and is
described completely on pages 3-25 and
3-29 in the BID for the proposed
standard. To establish the baseline, it
was assumed that the most frequently
used control devices currently in use
would be installed to comply with SIP's.
Control devices that are currently used
in the industry’and the efficiencies of
these devices were found by surveying
operating fiberglass production lines.
The most common control device found
on the forming process was a low-
pressure-drop scrubber, which was
assumed to have an efficiency of 50
percent. The curing process was most
commonly equipped with a low-
temperature incinerator that was used to
limit visible emissions but had no effect
on mass emissions. The cooling process
typically was uncontrolled. The results
from the survey were used with the
uncontrolled emission data from the
testing program to determine baseline
emissions. This approach is
representative of emissions presently
occurring under State regulations on a
total catch basis.

Selection of Pollutants

Commenter IV-D-1 believes that,
rather than defining and regulating
phenol and formaldehyde as
condensibles in the particulate standard.
phenol and formaldehyde monomers
should be regulated separately as
volatile organic compounds (VOC), To
support this recommendation, the
commenter points out that the organic
emissions from the wool fiberglass
insulation industry are well defined and
the use of phenol-formaldehyde resins is
almost universal. Furthermore, the
commenter points out that phenol and
formaldehyde emissions can cause odor
problems around manufacturing sites,
both compounds have relatively low
threshold limit values (TLV), and
formaldehyde is a suspect carcinogen.

The Agency's goal is to establish a
standard that reflects the performance
of BDT for control of emissions from
fiberglass plants. As described in the
previous comment, the Agency focused
on pollutants that occur in particulate
and condensible forms, However, the
Agency is not attempting to identify
each condensible compound for possible
individual regulation. Phenol and
formaldehyde comprise only a portion of
the total condensibles, and the standard

will result in some reduction in these
emissions with the use of BDT. The
Agency, at this time, has not identified a
health or other problem that would
warrant singling out phenol or
formaldehyde air emissions from wool
fiberglass insulation manufacturing
facilities for regulation as individual
pollutants.

Formaldehyde has recently been
designated as a priority pollutant under
the Toxic Substances Control Act and is
being considered for investigation under
section 112 of the Clean Air Act. If a
decision were made to list formaldehyde
under section 112, the formaldehyde test
data collected during the test program
can be used in the future.

Incineration, which is the only
demonstrated technology that has been
used to control these compounds fully,
was not found to be cost effective for
particulate matter control for this
industry during development of the
standard (approximately $6,100 per ton
of pollutant removed). However, the
EPA recognizes that local
considerations pertaining to visible
emissions or odors may warrant the use
of such equipment on a case-by-case
basis.

Test Methods

Commenter I[V-D-1 believes that
measuring phenol and formaldehyde as
TOC by Reference Method 5E is
inappropriate because the total amount
of phenol and formaldehyde in the
sample is not accurately represented by
measuring TOC and because all other
particulates in the impingers are
ignored. The commenter believes that
the analysis of phenol should be by the
4-amino-antipyrene method and that
formaldehyde should be collected in a 1-
percent sodium bisulfite solution and
analyzed by the chromotropic acid
method.

The testing method was not designed
to measure phenol or formaldehyde
specifically. The testing method is the
best approach to determine the total
particulate catch (filter catch plus
condensible fraction) in a sample. This
total catch method more accurately
represents BDT than does Reference
Method 5, and it is the method upon
which the standard is based. During the
testing program, the Agehcy did explore
the commenter's recommended
approaches for measuring phenol and
formaldehyde (see Appendix D of the
proposal BID); however, unquantified
phenol interference occurred with the
chromotropic acid method. If these
emissions do require control in the
future, the test methods proposed by the
commenter for these compounds will be

considered further as possible
approaches.

Paperwork Reduction Act

Three types of reporting would be
associated with the standard. First,
there would be notification
requirements, which would inform
enforcement personnel of facilities
subject to the standard. Second, there
would be reporting of the results of
performance tests that would be
conducted to determine compliance with
the standard. These reports are required
by the General Provisions of 40 CFR Par!
60. which apply to all stendards of
performance. Third, a report would be
required documenting calibration of
monitoring devices and control device
operating parameters that are less than
70 percent of the lowest value or greater
than 130 percent of the highest value of
each operating parameler recorded
during the most recent performance tes!
This report would be required on a
semiannual basis, In addition, any
owner or operator subject to the
standard would have to maintain the
operating log of key operating
parameters in a form suitable for
inspection,

Based on the information collection
requirements analysis, the resources
needed by the industry to maintain
records and to collect, prepare, and use
the reports for the first 3 years would be
about 2.4 person-years per year. This
estimate is based on 2 new plants and
10 new lines becoming subject to the
NSPS in the first 3 years the standard is
in effect. The resources required by
government agencies to process and
maintain records for the first 3 years
would be about 0.16 person-years per
vear,

The Paperwork Reduction Act of 19680
(Pub. L. 96-511) requires that the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB)
approve reporting and recordkeeping
requirements that qualify as an
“information collection request™ (ICR).
Information collection requirements
associated with this regulation (40 CFR
60.7 and 60.8) have been approved by
the OMB under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 44
U.S.C. 3101 et seq., and have been
assigned OMB Control Number 2060~
0062.

Docket

The docket is an organized and
complete file of all the information
submitted to or otherwise considered in
the development of this ralemaking. The
principal purposes of the docket are: (1)
To allow interested parties to identify
readily and locate documents so thal
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they can effectively participate in the
rulemaking process; and (2) to serve as
the record in case of judicial review,
except for interagency review materials
[Section 307{d){7}(A)].

Miscellaneous

The effective date of this regulation is
February 25, 1985. Section 111 of the
Clean Air Act provides that standards of
performance or revision thereof become
effective upon promulgation and apply
lo affected facilities, construction or
modification of which was commenced
alter the date of proposal (February 7,
1984),

As prescribed by Section 111 of the
Clean Air Acl, as amended,
cstablishment of a standard of
performance for this source category is
based on the Administrator's
letermination (40 CFR 80.16, 44 FR
49222, dated August 21, 1979) that
fiberglass manufacturing contributes
significantly to air pollution which may
reasonably be anficipated to endanger
public health or welfare, In accordance
with Section 117 of the Act, publication
of this promulgated standard was
preceded by consultation with
appropriate advisory committees,
independent experts, and Federal
departments and agencies.

This regulation will be reviewed 4
vears from the date of promulgation as
required by the Clean Air Act. This
review will include an assessment of
such factors as the need for integration
with other programs, the existence of
alternative methods, enforceability,
improvements in emission control
technology, and reporting requirements.

Section 317 of the Clean Air Act
iequires the Administrator to prepare an
economic impact assessment for any
new source standard of performance
promulgated under section 111(h) of the
Act. An economic impact assessment
was prepared for this regulation and for
other regulatory alternatives. All
sspects of the assessment were
considered in the formulation of the
standard to ensure that cost was
carefully considered in determining
BDT. The economic impact assessment
is ingluded in the proposal BID. There
have been no changes in the economic
linpact assessment since proposal.

In addition to economics, the cost
eifectiveness of each regulatory
alternative was evaluated to determine
the least costly way to reduce emissions
and to assure the controls required by
this rule are reasonable. For the
purposes of the economic impact
assessment, four regulatory alternatives
were identified. Regulatory Alternative
I'l, selected as the basis for the

standard, achieved the greatest emission
reduction at the least cost. In 1989, the
standard is expected to result in &
reduction of emissions from the
projected 3 new manufacturing plants
and 17 new manufacturing lines by 9.250
Mg (10,200 tons) per year. The
annualized cos!s for emissions control
equipment would increase by about
$3,100,000 over baseline requirements {o
achieve this emission reduction. Thus,
the cost effectiveness of the standard
would be $335 per Mg (8304 per ton) of
particulate matter removed.

Under Executive Order 12291, the EPA
must judge whether a regulation is
“major” and therefore subject to the
requirement of a regulatory impact
analysis. This regulation is not major
because: (1) The national annualized
compliance costs, including capital
charges resulting from the standard,
total less than $100 million; (2] the
standard does not cause a major
increase in prices or production costs;
and (3) the standard does not cause
significant adverse effects on domestic
competition, employment, investment,
productivity, innovation, or competition
in foreign markets. This regulation was
submitted to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) for review as
required by Executive Order 12291. Any
comments from OMB to the EPA and
any EPA response to those comments
are included in Docket A-80-27. This
docket is available for public inspection
at the EPA's Central Docket Section that
is listed under the ADDRESSES section of
this notice,

Regulatory Flexibility Act Compliance

The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980
(RFA) requires consideration of the
impacts of regulations on small
businesses. The guidelines for
conducting a regulatory flexibility
analysis define a small business as “any
business concern which is
independently owned and operated and
not dominant in its field as defined by
the Small Business Administration
Regulations under section 3 of the Smatll
Business Act." The Small Business
Administration has determined that any
firm classified in SIC 3296 {which
includes wouol fiberglass insulation
manufacturing facilities) that employs
less than 750 workers will be considered
small in regard to the Small Business
Act. None of the five firms in this
indusiry qualify as a small business
because each employs more than 750
workers. Pursuant to the provisions of 5
U.S.C. 805(b), I hereby certify that this
rule will not have a significant economic

impact on any small entities because no
small entity is affected.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 60

Air pollution control, Aluminum,
Ammoniun sulfate plants, Asphalt,
Cement industry, Coal, Copper, Elecine
power plants, Glass and glass products,
Grains, Intergovernmental relations,
Iron, Lead, Metals, Metallic minerals,
Motor vehicles, Nitric acid plants, Paper
and paper products industry, Petroleum,
Phosphate, Sewage disposal. Steel
sulfuric acid plants, Waste treatment
and disposal, Zinc, Tires, Incorporation
by reference, Can surface coating.
Sulfuric acid plants, Industrial organic
chemicals, Organic solvent clearners,
Fossil fuel-fired steam generators,
Fiberglass insulation, Synthetic fibers,
Lime.

Dated: February 12, 1985,
Lee M. Thomas,

Administrator.

PART 60—{AMENDED]

40 CFR Part 60 is amended as follows:

1. Section 60.17 of Subpart A is
amended by adding paragraphs (a)(45)
and (e) as follows:

§60.17 Incorporation by reference.

[a, . .

(45) ASTM D2584-68, Standard Test
Method for Ignition Loss of Cured
Reinforced Resins, IBR approved
February 25, 1985 for § 60.685(e).

(e) The following material is available
for purchase from the Water Pollution
Control Federation (WPCF), 2628
Pennsylvania Avenue NW., Washington,
D.C. 20037.

(1) Method 209A, Total Residue Dried
at 103-105 °C, in Standard Methods for
the Examination of Water and
Wastewater, 15th Edition, 1980, IBR
approved February 25, 1985 for
§ 60.683(b).

{2) [Reserved]

2. Subparts III through 00O are
reserved, and a new Subpart PPP is
added as follows:

Subparts Il through 000—{Reserved]

Subpart PPP—Standard of Performance for

Wool Fiberglass Insulation Manufacturing

Plants

Sac,

60680 Applicahility and designation of
uffected facility.
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Sec.

60.681
60.682

Definitions.

Standard for particulate motter.

60,683  Monitoring of operations.

00684 Recordkeeping and reporting

requirements,

60.685 Test methods and procedures.
Authority: Sections 111 and 301(a) of the

Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7411,

7601(a}), and additional authorily as noted

below,

Subparts Ill through O00—{Reserved]

Subpart PPP—Standard of
Performance for Wool
Insulation Manufacturing Plants

§ 60,680 Applicabliity and designation of
affected facility.

(a) The affected facility to which the
provisions of this subpart apply is each
rotary spin wool fiberglass insulation
manufacturing line.

(b) The owner or operator of any
facility under paragraph (a) of this
section thal commences construction,
madification, or reconstruction after
February 7, 1984, is subject to the
requirements of this subpart.

§60.681 Definitions.

As used in this subpart, all terms not
defined herein shall have the meaning
given them in the Act and in Subpart A
of this part.

“Glass pull rate" means the mass of
molten glass utilized in the manufacture
of wool fiberglass insulation at a single
manufacturing line in a specified time
period.

"Manufacturing line" means the
manufacturing equipment comprising
the forming section, where molten glass
is fiberized and a fiberglass mat is
formed: the curing section, where the
binder resin in the mat is thermally
“sel:" and the cooling section, where the
mat is cooled.

"Rolary spin” means a process used
to produce wool fiberglass insulation by
forcing molten glass through numerous
small orifices in the side wall of a
spinner to form continuous glass fibers
that are then broken into discrete
lengths by high velocity air flow.

"Wool fiberglass insulation” means a
thermal insulation material composed of
glass fibers and made from glass
produced or melted at the same facility
where the manufacturing line is located.

§60.682 Standard for particulate matter,
On and after the date on which the
performance test required to be
conducted by § 60.8 is completed, no
owner or operator subject to the
provisions of this subpart shall cause to
be discharged into the atmosphere from
any affected facility any gases which

contain particulate matter in excess of
5.5 kg/Mg (11.0 1b/ton) of glass pulled.

§60.683 Monitoring of operations.

(a) An owner or operator subject to
the provisions of this subpart who uses
a wet scrubbing control device to
comply with the mass emission standard
shall install, calibrate, maintain, and
operate monitoring devices that measure
the gas pressure drop across each
scrubber and the scrubbing liquid low
rate lo each scrubber. The pressure drop
monitor is to be certified by its
manufacturer to be accurate within
4250 pascals (1 inch water gauge)
over its operating range, and the flow
rate monitor is to be certified by its
manufacturer to be accurate within +5
percent over its operating range.

(b) An owner or operator subject to
the provisions of this subpart who uses
a wet electrostatic precipitator control
device to comply with the mass
emission standard shall install,
calibrate, maintain, and operate
monitoring devices that measure the
primary and secondary current
{amperes) and voltage in each electrical
field and the inlet water flow rate. In
addition, the owner or operator shall
determine the total residue (total solids)
content of the water entering the control
device once per day using Method 209A,

.“Total Residue Dried at 103-105 *C." in

Standard Methods for the Examination
of Water and Wastewater, 15th Edition,
1980 (incorporated by reference—see

§ 60.17). Total residue shall be reported
as percent by weight. All monitoring
devices required under this paragraph
are to be certified by their
manufacturers to be accurate within +5
percent over their operating range.

(c) All monitoring devices required
under this section are to be recalibrated
quarterly in accordance with procedures
under § 60.13(b).

{Sec. 114 of the Clean Alr Act, as amended (42
U.S.C. 7414))

§60.684 Recordkeeping and reporting
requirements.

(&) At 30-minute intervals during each
2-hour test run of each performance test
of a wet scrubber control device and at
least once every 4 hours thereafter, the
owner or operator shall record the
measurements required by § 60.683(a).

(b) At 30-minute intervals during each
2-hour test run of each performance test
of a wet electrostatic precipitator
control device and at least once every 4
hours thereafter, the owner or operator
shall record the measurements required
by § 60.683(b), except that the
concentration of total residue in the
water shall be recorded once during

each performance test and once per day
thereafler.

{c) Records of the measurements
required in paragraphs (a) and (b) of this
section must be retained for at least 2
years.

(d) Each owner or operator shall
submit written semiannual reports of
exceedances of control device operating
parameters required to be monitored by
paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section
and writtén documentation of, and a
report of corrective maintenance
required as a result of, quarterly
calibrations of the monitoring devices
required in § 60.683(c). For the purpose
of these reports, exceedances are
defined as any monitoring data that are
less than 70 percent of the lowest value
or greater than 130 percent of the highes!
value of each operating parameter
recorded during the most recent
performance test,

(e) The requirements of this section
remain in force until and unless the
Agency, in delegating enforcement
authorily to a State under section 111(c)
of the Act, approves reporting
requirements or an alternative means of
compliance surveillance adopted by
such State. In that event, affected
facilities within the State will be. .
relieved of the obligation to comply with
this section, provided that they comply
with the requirements established by the
State.

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

(Approved by the Office of Management and
Budget under Control No. 2060-0062)

§60.685 Test methods and procedures.

(a) Reference methods in Appendix A
of this part, except as provided under
§ 60.8(b). shall be used to determine
compliance with § 680.682 as follows:

(1) Method 1 for sample and velocity
traverses;

(2) Method 2 for stack gas velogity
and volumetric flow rate;

(3) Method 3 for stack gas dry
molecular weight;

(4) Method 4 for stack gas moisture
content; and

(5) Method 5E for the measurement of
particulate emissions.

(b) The sampling time for each test
run shall be at least 2 hours and the
minimum volume of gas sampled shall
be 2.55 dscm.

(c) The performance test shall be
conducted while the product with the
highest loss on ignition (LOI) expected
to be produced by the affected facility is
being manufactured.

(d) For each test run, the particulate
mass emission rate, R, shall be
computed as follows:
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h-mg

where:

R = mass emission rate {kg/h),

Cy=particulate concentration as determined
by Reference Method 5E {mg/dsam),

Poulyx Wy x M (

100

where:

P=glass pull rate (Mg/h),

Ly=line speed (m/min),

W= trimmed mat width (m),

M= mat gram weight (8/m?),

L.Ol=loss on ignition (weight percent), as
determined by ASTM Standard Test
Method D2584-68 (Reapproved 1079),
“Ignition Loss of Cured Reinforced
Resins” (incorporated by reference—see
§ 60.17).

For each 2-hour test run, the average
glass pull rate shall be computed from at
least three glass pull rates determined at -
intervals of at least 30 minutes during
the test run.

() For each tes! run, the particulate
mass emission level, E. shall be
computed as follows:

where:

E=mass emission level (kg/Mg).

R =mass emission rate (kg/h),

P, =average gloss pull rate (Mg/h).

(Sec. 114 of the Clean Air Act, as amended
(42 U.8.C. 7414))

3. Appendix A to Part 80 is amended by
adding Reference Method 5E as follows:

Appendix A—Reference Methods

Method 5E—Determination of Particulate
Emissions From the Wool Fiberglass
Insulation Manufacturing Industry

1. Applicability and Principle.

11 Applicability. This method is
applicable for the determination of
particulate emissions from wool fiberglass
insulation manufacturing sources.

1.2 Principle. Particulate matter is
withdrawn isokinetically from the source and
collected on a glass fiber filter maintained at
a temperature in the range of 120 *%:14 °C
(248 *+:25 °F) and in solutions of 0,1 N NaOH.
The fillered particulate mass, which includes
any material that condenses at or above the
filtration temperature, is determined
gravimetrically after removal of uncombined
water. The condensed particulate material
collected in the impinger solutions is

100-L0I1

Qua=stack gas volumetric flow rate 4s
determined by Reference Method 2
{dscm/min).

{e) The glass pull rate, P, for the
manufacturing line shall be computed as
follows:

610" * min-Mg

h-g

)

determined as total organic carbon (TOC)
using a nondispersive infrared type of
analyzer, The sum of the filtered particulate
mass and the condensed particulate matter is
reported as the total particulate mass.

2. Apparatus,

21 Sampling Train. The equipment list for
the sampling train is the same as described in
Section 2.1 of Reference Method 5 except as
follows:

21.1 Probe Liner. Same as dascribed in
Seotion 2.1.2 of Reference Method 5 except
use only borosilicate or quartz glass liners.

21.2 Filter Holder. Same as described in
Section 2.1.5 of Reference Method 5 with the
addition of a leak-tight eonnection in the rear
half of the filter holder designed for insertion
of a thermocouple or other temperature gauge
for measuring the sample gas exist
temperature.

2.2 Sample Recovery. The equipment list
for sample recovery is the same as described
in Section 2.2 of Reference Method 5 except
three wash bottles are needed instead of two
and only glass storage bottles and funnels
may be used.

23 Analysis. The equipment list for
analysis is the same as Section 2.3 of
Reference Method 5 with the additional
equipment for TOC analysis as described
below:

231 Sample Blender or Homogenizer.
Waring type of uitrasonic.

2.3.2 Magnetic Stirrer.

233 Hypodermic Syringe. 0= to 100=ul
capacity. ’

234 Total Organic Carbon Analyzer.
Beckman Model 915 with 215 B infrared
analyzer or equivalent and a recorder.

235 Beaker. 30 ml.

2386 Water Bath. Temperature-controlled.

|2.3.7 Volumetric Flasks. 1,000 ml and 500
ml.

3. Reagents.

31 Sampling. The reagents used in
sampling are the same as used in Reference
Method § with the addition of 0.1 N NaOH
[dissolve 40 g of ACS reagent grade NaOH in
distilled water and dilute to 1 liter).

3.2 Sample Recovery. The reagents used
in sample recovery and the same as used in
Reference Method 5 with the addition of
distilled water and 0.1 N NaOH as described
in Section 3.1.

3.3 Analysis. The reagents used in
analysis are the same as in Reference
Method 5 except as follows:

33.1 Carbon Dioxide-Free Water.
Distilled or deionized water that has been
freshly boiled for 15 minutes and cooled to
room temperature while preventing exposure
to ambient air with a cover vented with an
ascarite tube.

332 Hydrochloric Acid, HCl,
concentrated, with a dropper.

3.33 Organic Carbon Stock Solution.
Dissolve 2.1254 g of dried potassium
biphthalate in CO; = free water and dilute to
1 liter in & volumetric flask. This solution
contains 1,000 mg/! organic carbon.

3.34 Inorganic Carbon Stock Solution.
Dissolve 4.404 g anhydrous sodium carbonate
in about 500 ml of CO; = free water in a 1 liter
volumetric flask. Add 3.497 g anhydrous
sodium bicarbonate to the flask and dilute to
1 liter with CO; = free water. This solution
contains 1,000 mg/l inorganic carbon.

3356 Oxygen Gas. CO;=free.

4. Procedure.

4.1 Sampling. The sampling procedures
are the same as in Section 4.1 of Reference
Method 5 except as follows:

411 Filtration Temperature. The
temperature of the filtered gas stream, rather
than the filter compartment sir temperature,
is maintained at 120 *+14 *C (248 *£25 'F).

4.1.2 Impinger Solutions. 0.1 N NaOH is
used in place of water in the impingers. The
volumes of the solutions are the same as in
Reference Method 5.

4.2 Sample Recovery. The sample
recovery procedure is as follows:

Water is used to rinse and clean the probe
parts prior to the acetone rinse. Save portions
of the water, acetone, and 0.1 N NaOH used
for cleanup as blanks following the procedure
as in Section 4.2 of Reference Method 5.

Note.—All parts of the samplie collection
portion of the train fe.g., probe and nozzle,
filter holder, impinger glassware) must be
free of organic solvent residue before sample
collection. It is necessary that all sampling
apparatus that have been rinsed with acetone
be flushed twice with water or dilute NeOH
before the sample run. The rinse salutions
from this cleaning process should be
discarded. If other solvents that are not
readily soluble in water (¢.g., TCE) are used,
place the exposed sampling apparatus in a
drying oven at 105 °C for at least 30 minutes,

Container No. 1. The filter is removed and
stored in the same manner as in Section 4.2 of
Reference Method 5,

Container No. 2. Use water to rinse the
sample nozzle, probe, and front half of the
filter holder three times in the manner
described In Section 4.2 of Reference Method
5 excep! that no brushing is done. Put all the
wash walter in one container, seal, and label.

Container No. 3. Rinse and brush the
sample nozzle, probe, and front half of the
filter holder with acetone as described for
Container No. 2 in Seclion 4.2 of Reference
Method 5.

Container No. 4. Place the contents of the
silica gel impinger in its original container as
described for Container No. 3 in Section 4.2
of Reference Method 5.

Container No. 5. Measvre the liquid in the
first three impingers and record the volume or
weight as described for the Impinger Water
in Section 4.2 of Reference Method 5. Do not
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discard this liquid, but place it in a sample
conlainer using u glass funnel to aid in the
transfer from the impingers or graduated
cylinder (if used) to the sample container,
Rinse each impinger thoroughly with 0.1 &
NaOH three limes, as well as the graduated
cylinder (if used) and the funnel, and put
these rinsings in the saume sample container,
Seal the container and label to identify its
contents clearly.

43 Analysis. The procedures for unalysis
are the sume as in Section 4.3 of Reference
Method 5 with exceptions noted as lollows:

Container No. 1. Determination of weight
gain on the filter is the same as described for
Container No. 1 in Section 4.3 of Reference
Method 5 except that the filters must be dried
@l 20 * 26 *C (68 "F-£10 *F) and at ambient
pressure. v

Containers Nos. 2 and 3. Analyze the
contents of Containers Nos. 2 and 3 as
described for Container No. 2 in Section 4.3
of Reference Method 5 except that
evaporation of the samples must be at
20 *6°C (68 *£10 *F) and at ambient
pressure.

Container No, 4. Weigh the spent silicu gol
as described for Container No. 3 in Section
4.3 of Reference Method 5.

“Water and Acetone Blank” Containers.
Determine the water and acetone blank
vialues following the procedures for Acetone
Blank Container in Section 4.3 of Reference
Method 5. Evaporate the samples at ambient
temperature [20 *:£6 *C (68 *-£10 *¥F)) und
pressure,

Container No. 5. For the determination of
total organic carbon, perform two analyses
on successive Identical samples, i.o. total
curbon and inorganic carbon. The desired
quantity Is the difference between the two
values obtained. Both analyses are based on
conversion of sample carbon into carbon
dioxide for measurement by a nondispersive
Infrared analyzer. Results of anulyses register
as peaks on a strip chart recorder.

The principal differences between
operating parameters for the two chunnels
involve the combustion tube pucking material
and temperature. In the total cerbon channel,
a high temperature [950 *C {1740 “F}] furnice
heats a Hastelloy combustion tube packed
with cobalt oxide-impregnated asbestos fiber.
The oxygen In the carrler gas, the elevated
temperature, and catalytic effect of the
packing result in oxidation of both organic
und inorganic carbonaceous material to CO,
and steam. In the inorganic carbon channel, a

low temperature [150 *C (200 *F)) furmace
heals a glass tube containing quartz chips:
wetted with 85 percent phosphoric acid. The
acid liberates CO; and steam from inorganic
carbonates. The operating temperature is
below that required to oxidize organic matter.
Follow the manufacturer’s instructions for
assembly, testing. calibration, and operation
of the analyzer,

As samples collected in 0.1 N NaOH often
contain a high measure of inorganic carbon
that inhibits repeatable determinations of
TOC, sample pretreatment is necessary.
Measure and record the liquid volume of each
sample. If the sample contains solids or an
immiscible Hquid, homogenize the sample
with a blender or ultrasonics until
satisfactory repealability is obtained.
Transfer & representative portion of 10 o 15
ml to a 30-ml beaker, acidify with about 2
drops of concentrated HCl to a pH of 2 or
less, Warm the acidified sample at 50 *C
(120 °F) in a water bath for 15 minutes. While
stirring the sample with a magnetic stirrer,
withdraw a 20- to 50-ul sample from the
beaker and inject it into the total carbon port
of the analyzer. Measure the penk height.
Repeat the injections until three consecutive
peaks are obtained within 10 percent of the
average.

Repeat the analyses for all the samples and
the 0.1 N NaOH blank. Prepare standgrd
curves for total carbon and for inorganic
carbon of 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 80, 80, and 100 mg/
| by diluting with CO,-free water 10, 20, 30,
40, and 50 ml of the two stock solutions to
1,000 ml and 30, 40, and 50 m! of the two
stock solutions to 500 ml. Inject samples of
these solutions into the analyzer and record
the peak heights as described above. The
acidification and warming steps are not
necessary for prepuration of the standard
curve.

Ascertain the sample concentrations for
the samples from the corrected peak heights
for the samples by reference to the
appropriate standard curve. Calculate the
corrected peak height for the standards and
the samples by deducting the blank
correction as follows:

Corrected peak height=A - B
Where:
A =Peik height of standard or sample, mm or

other appropriate unit.
B=Pesk height of blank, mm or other

appropriate unit. S
If samples must be diluted for analysis,
upply an appropriate dilution factor,

Eq. 5E-1

5. Calibration. Calibration of sampling and
analysis equipment is the same as in Section
5 of Reference Method 5 with the addition of
the calibration of the TOC analyzer
described in Section 4.3 of this method.

8. Colculations. The calculations and
nomenclature for the calculations are the
same as described in Section 6 of Reference
Method § with the addition of the following:

6.1  Mass of Condensed Particulate
Muaterial Collected.

m, = (0.001){C)[V,)

Where:

(.001 = Liters per milliliter.

m, =Mass of condensed particulate material
collected in the impingers measured as
TOC, mg.

€, = Concentration of TOC in the liguid
sumple from TOC analysis in Section 4.4,
mg/L

V,=Total volume of liquid sample, ml.

8.2 Concentration of Condensed
Particulote Material.

C.=(0.001 [m./V piue] Eq. SE-8

Where:

0.001 =Grums per milligram.

C,=Concentration of condensed particulate
matter in stack gas, dry basis, corrected
to standard condition, g/dscm.

Vutuar = Volume of gas sample measured by
the dry gas meter, corrected to standard
conditions, dscm, from Section 6.3 of
Reference Method 5.

63 Total Particulate Concentration
C=C+C; Fq. 5E-4
Where:

Cy=Total particulate concentration, dry
basis, corrected to standard conditions,
g/dscm,

C, = Concentration of filtered particulate
matter in stack gas, dry basis, corrected
to standard conditions, g/dscm, from
Equation 5-6 of reference Method 5.

7. Bibliography. The bibliography is the
same as in Section 8 of Reference Method &
with the addition of the following:

71 American Public Health Association,
American Water Works Association, Waler
Pollution Control Federation, Standard
Methods for the Examination of Water and
Wastewater, Fifteenth Edition. Washington,
D.C. 1880
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