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(iii) Authority to require installation
of monitoring devices is inadequate
(851.230(f) of this chapter).

(3) Gary: (i) Authority to require rec-
ordkeeping is inadequate (§51.230(e) of
this chapter).

(ii) Authority to require installation
of monitoring devices is inadequate
(851.230(f) of this chapter).

(4) Hammond: (i) Authority to re-
quire recordkeeping is inadequate
(851.230(e) of this chapter).

(ii) Authority to require installation
of monitoring devices is inadequate
(851.230(f) of this chapter).

(5) Indianapolis: (i) Authority to re-
quire recordkeeping is inadequate
(851.230(e) of this chapter).

(ii) Authority to require installation
of monitoring devices is inadequate
(851.230(f) of this chapter).

(6) Michigan City: (i) Authority to re-
quire recordkeeping is inadequate
(8§51.230(e) of this chapter).

(ii) Authority to require installation
of monitoring devices is inadequate
(851.230(f) of this chapter).

(7) Wayne County: (i) Authority to
require recordkeeping and to make in-
spections and conduct tests of air pol-
lution sources is inadequate (§51.230(e)
of this chapter).

(ii) Authority to require installation
of monitoring devices is inadequate
(851.230(f) of this chapter).

(iii) Authority to prevent construc-
tion, modification, or operation of any
stationary source at any location
where emissions from such source will
prevent the attainment or mainte-
nance of a national standard is inad-
equate (§51.230(d) of this chapter).

(8) Lake County: (i) Authority to re-
quire installation of monitoring de-
vices is inadequate (§51.230(f) of this
chapter).

(ii) Authority to prevent construc-
tion, modification, or operation of any
stationary source at any location
where emissions from such source will
prevent the attainment or mainte-
nance of a national standard is inad-
equate (§51.230(d) of this chapter).

(9) St. Joseph County: (i) Authority
to prevent construction, modification,
or operation of any stationary source
at any location where emissions from
such source will prevent the attain-
ment or maintenance of a national
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standard is
this chapter).

(if) Authority to require record-
keeping is inadequate (§51.230(e) of this
chapter).

(iii) Authority to require installation
of monitoring devices is inadequate
(8§51.230(f) of this chapter).

(10) Vigo County: (i) Authority to re-
quire recordkeeping is inadequate
(8§51.230(e) of this chapter).

(if) Authority to require installation
of monitoring devices is inadequate
(851.230(f) of this chapter).

(iii) Authority to prevent construc-
tion, modification, or operation of any
stationary source at any location
where emissions from such source will
prevent the attainment or mainte-
nance of a national standard is inad-
equate (§51.230(d) of this chapter).

(11) Anderson County: (i) Authority
to require installation of monitoring
devices is inadequate (§51.230(f) of this
chapter).

[37 FR 10863, May 31, 1972, as amended at 40

FR 55329, Nov. 28, 1975; 51 FR 40676, Nov. 7,
1986; 52 FR 24367, June 30, 1987]

inadequate (§51.230(d) of

§52.776 Control strategy: Particulate
matter.

(a) The requirements of subpart G of
this chapter are not met since the plan
does not provide for attainment and
maintenance of the secondary stand-
ards for particulate matter in the Met-
ropolitan Indianapolis Intrastate Re-
gion.

(b) APC 4-R of Indiana’s “Air Pollu-
tion Control Regulations” (emission
limitation for particulate matter from
fuel combustion sources), which is part
of the control strategy for the sec-
ondary standards for particulate mat-
ter, is disapproved for the Metropolitan
Indianapolis Intrastate Region since it
does not provide the degree of control
needed to attain and maintain the sec-
ondary standards for particulate mat-
ter. APC 4-R is approved for attain-
ment and maintenance of the primary
standards for particulate matter in the
Metropolitan Indianapolis Intrastate
Region.

(c) APC-3 of Indiana’s Air Pollution
Control Regulations (visible emission
limitation) is disapproved insofar as
the phrase “for more than a cumulative
total of 15 minutes in a 24-hour period”
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Environmental Protection Agency

will interfere with attainment and
maintenance of particulate standards.

(d) [Reserved]

(e) Part D—Conditional Approval—
The complete Indiana plan for Clark,
Dearborn, Dubois, Marion (except for
coke batteries), St. Joseph,
Vanderburgh, and Vigo Counties is ap-
proved provided that the following con-
dition is satisfied:

(1) The Part D Plan must contain In-
dustrial Fugitive Dust Regulations.
The State must submit these by July
31, 1982.

(f) 325 IAC 11-3-2(f), (as amended on
August 27, 1981) is not approved as it
applies to Lake and Marion Counties,
insofar as it does not meet the require-
ments of section 172(b)(3) of the Clean
Air Act.

(g) 325 IAC 11-3-2(g) and 11-3-2(h) (as
amended on August 27, 1981) are dis-
approved insofar as they do not meet
the requirements of section 110(a)(2)(D)
of the Clean Air Act.

(h) Equivalent Visible Emission Lim-
its (EVEL). (1) A 20% 2-hour opacity
limit for the underfire stack at Beth-
lehem Steel Corporation’s Coke Bat-
tery No. 2 in Porter County is approved
as an EVEL to determine compliance
with the 325 IAC 6-2 SIP limit of 0.33
IbssMMBTU. This EVEL is approved for
as long as the SIP mass emission limit
for this source remains the same as de-
termined by 325 IAC 6-2 (October 6,
1980, submittal). See §52.770(c)(6). (35),
and (42).

(2) Revised opacity limits for the
boilers at Olin Corporation in Warren
County are approved at §52.770(c)(51) as
an EVEL to determine compliance with
the 325 IAC 6-2 SIP limit of 0.80 Ibs/
MMBTU. This EVEL is approved for as
long as the SIP mass emission limit for
this source remains the same as deter-
mined by 325 IAC 6-2 (October 6, 1980
submittal). See §52.770(c)(6) and (35).

(i) 325 IAC 6-2.1 is approved with the
State’s March 27, 1985, commitment
that any “bubble” approved by the
State under 325 IAC 6-2.1-2(b) and 3(b)
will also be subject to the State’s gen-
eral “bubble” regulation, 325 IAC 2-4.
The State additionally committed that
until such time as 325 IAC 2-4 is ap-
proved as a part of the SIP, all such
limits approved under the bubbling
provisions of 325 IAC 6-2.1-2(b) and 3(b)

§52.776

will be submitted as site specific revi-
sions to the SIP. Unless and until these
emission point specific limits are ap-
proved as a portion of the SIP, the SIP
limit for each individual emission
point will remain the general limit cal-
culated by means of the formulae in 325
IAC 6-2.1-2(a) and 3(a), even though a
revised emission point specific limit
has been adopted by Indiana under 325
IAC 6-2.1-2(b) and 3(b). See 52.770(c)(50).

(J) [Reserved]

(k) On January 18, 1984, Indiana sub-
mitted a visible emission limit on coke
oven battery doors and a limit on total
dissolved solids content of coke quench
makeup water for Battery Number One
at Citizens Gas and Coke Utility in
Marion County. These limits are dis-
approved because they are impermis-
sible relaxations of requirements for
each new major stationary sources, as
provided at §52.21(j)(2) and section 173
of the Clean Air Act. See §52.770(c)(60).

() The revised Porter County TSP
plan, as submitted by Indiana on Octo-
ber 15, 1984, is disapproved, because the
State did not demonstrate that it
assures the attainment and mainte-
nance of the primary TSP NAAQS in
Porter County, Indiana. See
§52.770(c)(61).

(m) The Indiana Part D TSP plan is
disapproved insofar as it does not con-
tain RACT level opacity limits for cer-
tain process fugitive sources in TSP
nonattainment areas and, therefore,
does not meet the requirements of sec-
tion 172 of the Clean Air Act.

(n) Approval—On June 23, 1988, and
July 17, 1989, the State of Indiana sub-
mitted committal SIPs for particulate
matter with an aerodynamic diameter
equal to or less than 10 micrometers
(PM;o) for the Group Il areas within
Marion and Vigo Counties and all of
Porter County, respectively. The com-
mittal SIPs meet all the requirements
identified in the July 1, 1987, promulga-
tion of the SIP requirements for PMo
at 52 FR 24681.

(o) Approval—On November 16, 1988
and September 10, 1992, Indiana sub-
mitted the following list of control
measures for particulate matter (PM)
already in its State Implementation
Plan as a Group 11l Plan: 326 IAC 1-3-
2, its air monitoring network, its list of
possible additional sites for PM, its
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Prevention of Significant Deteriora-
tion rules and the following control
measures which are part of 325 IAC: 2,
Permit Review Rules; 5-1, Opacity
Limitations; 6-1-1 to 6-1-6, Nonattain-
ment Area Limitations; 6-1-8, Dear-
born County; 6-1-9, Dubois County; 6-1-
12, Marion County; 6-1-13, Vigo County;
6-1-14, Wayne County; 6-1-15, Howard
County; 6-1-16, Vandenburgh County;
6-1-17, Clark County; 6-1-18, St. Joseph
County; 6-2, Particulate Emissions
Limitations for Sources of Indirect
Heating; 6-3, Process Operations; 6-4,
Fugitive Dust Emissions; 11-1, Existing
Foundries; 11-4, Fiberglass Insulation
Manufacturing; 11-5, Fluoride Emission
Limitations for Existing Primary Alu-
minum Plants.

(p) Approval-On January 13, 1993, the
State of Indiana submitted a particu-
late matter State Implementation
Plan revision for the Vermillion Coun-
ty nonattainment area. Additional in-
formation was submitted on February
22, 1993, and April 8, 1993. These mate-
rials demonstrate that the plan will
provide for attainment of the National
ambient air quality standards for par-
ticulate matter by December 31, 1994,
in accordance with section 189(a)(1)(B)
of the Clean Air Act.

(g) Approval—On April 8, 1993, and
supplemented on June 17, 1997, the
State of Indiana submitted a mainte-
nance plan and a request that sections
15, 16, 21, 22, 27, 28, 33 and 34 of Clinton
Township in Vermillion County be re-
designated to attainment of the Na-
tional Ambient Air Quality Standard
for particulate matter. The redesigna-
tion request and maintenance plan sat-
isfy all applicable requirements of the
Clean Air Act.

(r) Approval—EPA is approving the
PM,, maintenance plan for Lake Coun-
ty that Indiana submitted on Sep-
tember 25, 2002.

[37 FR 15084, July 27, 1972]

EDITORIAL NOTE: For FEDERAL REGISTER cCi-
tations affecting §52.776, see the List of CFR
Sections Affected, which appears in the
Finding Aids section of the printed volume
and on GPO Access.

§52.777 Control strategy: photo-
chemical oxidants (hydrocarbons).

(a) The requirements of subpart G of
this chapter are not met because the
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plan does not provide for attainment
and maintenance of the national stand-
ards for photochemical oxidants (hy-
drocarbons) in the Metropolitan Indi-
anapolis Intrastate Region by May 31,
1975.

(b) The requirements of subpart G are
not met by Revised APC-15 (November
8, 1974 submission) because it does not
provide for attainment and mainte-
nance of the photochemical oxidant
(hydrocarbon) standards throughout
Indiana.

(c) Part D—Conditional approval—
The 1979 Indiana plan for Clark, Floyd,
Elkhart, Lake, Marion, Porter, and St.
Joseph Counties is approved provided
the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) The plan for stationary source
volatile organic compound control
must contain the following:

()—(iv) [Reserved]

(v) For regulation 325 IAC 8-5, Sec-
tion 6, Perchloroethylene Dry Clean-
ing, the State must conduct a study to
demonstrate that the 1,500 gallons ex-
emption meets RACT requirements and
submit the results to EPA within 6
months of the effective date of final
rulemaking on 325 IAC 8 for VOC from
Group Il CTG source categories. If the
demonstrated emissions resulting from
the State’s exemption are not essen-
tially equivalent to those resulting
from the RACT requirements, then the
State must submit to EPA by July 1,
1983, a rule which requires control of
emissions from dry cleaning sources
using less than 1,500 gallons of
perchloroethylene per year.

(2) The stationary source volatile or-
ganic control measures submitted by
the State on October 23, 1990, and Au-
gust 19, 1991, are approved as described
in 40 CFR 52.770(c)(87) with the excep-
tion of 326 IAC 8-5-4 Pneumatic Rubber
Tire Manufacturing, on which USEPA
has taken no action. It should be noted
that although the State’s control
measures provide that equivalent test
methods, alternative emission con-
trols, and revisions in rule applica-
bility must be submitted to the USEPA
as proposed revisions to the State Im-
plementation Plan (SIP), such proposed
SIP revisions are not part of the SIP
unless and until they are approved as
such by the USEPA.
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