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I ntroduction

This narrative is being provided to asss the reader in understanding the content of the attached Part 70
Operdting Permit Amendment.  Complex issues and unusud items are explained herein smpler terms and/or
greater detall than is sometimes possble in the actud permit.  This permit is being issued pursuant to: (1)
Georgia Air Quaity Act, O.C.GA 8§ 12-9-1, e s2g. and (2) Georgia Rules for Air Quality Control, Chapter 391-
3-1, and (3) Title V of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Section 391-3-1-.03(10) of the Georgia Rules
for Air Qudity Control incorporates requirements of Part 70 of Chapter | of Title 40 of the Code of Federd
Regulations promulgated pursuant to the Federd Clean Air Act. The primary purpose of this permit is to
consolidate and identify exising state and federd ar requirements applicable to Georgia Pacific Corporation,
Cedar Springs Operation and to provide practicd methods for determining compliance with these requirements.
The following narrative is desgned to accompany the draft permit and is presented in the same generd order as
the permit. It initidly describes the facility recelving the permit, the applicable requirements and ther
sgnificance, and the methods for determining compliance with those applicable requirements.  This narraive is
intended as an adjunct for the reviewer and to provide information only. It has no legd standing. Any revisons
made to the permit in response to comments received during the public participation and EPA review process
will be described in an addendum to this narrative,

This permit is being issued pursuant to: (1) Sections 391-3-1-.03(1) and 391-3-1-.03(10) of the Georgia Rules
for Air Quality Control, (2) Part 70 of Chapter | of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, and (3) TitleV
of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. The following narrative is designed to accompany the draft permit
and is presented in the same generd order as the permit. This narrative is intended only as an adjunct for the
reviewer and has no lega standing. Any revisons made to the permit in response to comments received during
the public participation and EPA review process will be described in an addendum to this narrative.
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l. Facility Description

A. Facility Identification

1.

2.

Fecility Name:  Georgia Pacific Corporation, Cedar Springs Operation

Parent/Holding Company Name: Georgia Pacific Corporation
Previous and/or Other Name(s): Great Southern Paper

Facility Location: Highway 273 West
Cedar Springs, Georgia 31732

Attainment or Nortattainment Area Location
Thefadlity islocated in an attainment area.
Class| Arealmpacts

Thefacility is not located within 100 km of aClass| area

B. Site Determination

The facility hasindicated no other facilities which could possibly be contiguous or adjacent under
common control.

C. Exiging Permits

Table 1 below ligs al current permits (including Part 71 permits), as amended, issued to the
facility. Based on acomparative review of Item 19 in Section 1.10 of the Title V application and
the "Permit” file(s) on the fadility found in the Air Branch office, comments are listed in Table 2

below.

Tablel: List of Current Permitsas Amended

; Date of Issuance and Date of Comments

Permit Number and/or Purpose of | ssuance .
Amendments (if any) Yes No
2631-099-0001-V-01-0 March 9, 2001 v
2631-099-0001-V-01-1 April 19, 2001 v

Table2: Commentson Specific Permits

Permit Number Comments

Not Applicable
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D. Process Description
1 SIC Codes(s)
2631
2. Description of Product(s)

Manufacture of unbleached kraft linerboard and unbleached corrugating medium.
Description of Proposed Modification

The facility wants to modify the existing Nitrogen Oxide (NOx) permit limit on the
NCG/SOG incinerator. 1n 1998, GP submitted a Pollution Control Project (PCP)
goplication to indal and operate equipment necessary to meet the requirements of the
Clugter Rule. Theinformation in that application was the best available information from
current sources and equipment suppliers estimates. The equipment was designed to alow
Clugter Rule requirements to be met with some margin of safety and to dlow future
expangon of the treatment system so GP could use the same equipment to meet the
Clugter Rule' s eght-year requirements aswell. The PCP was approved and the
equipment wasingdled and started up in February 2001.

The permit required stack testing to be done on the new equipment within sixty days of
dartup. Thistesting showed that the equipment was operating within dl permit
requirements, however the NOx emissions were very close to the permit limits of 25
pounds per hour. The stack testing was done at a process rate of the steam stripper that
will dlow GP to meet the four-year requirements, however, the stripper was operating
below design rates. The NOx emissions appear to be related to fuelbound nitrogen
content in the condensates that the Cluster Rule requires to be treated. Increasing the
processing rate on the stripper to meet surge requirements or the eight-year rule
requirements of the Cluster Rule could cause Cedar Springs Operations to exceed the NOx
permit limit. Therefore, GP requests an increase on the NOx limit on the NCG/SOG
incinerator from 25 pounds an hour to 50 pounds an hour. GP believesthis request isno
different than the origina PCP gpplication with respect to its overdl benefit to the
environment and therefore this issue can be resolved without triggering PSD applicability.

The original PCP application estimated NOx emissions based on the incinerator vendor
guarantee. The vendor based its guarantee on one mill’s experience in Europe, which
gpparently has less nitrogen content in its condensates than in the southern United States.
During the stack testing it became apparent that the NOx emission rate was directly
proportiond to the rate of condensate fed to the steam stripper. The tests showed that a
stripper feed rate of 400 gallons per minute had approximately 25 pounds an hour of NOx
emissons. The facility would like to operate the Stripper at its nomind design feed rate,
approximately 800 gdlons per minute. Thiswill dlow GP to maximize the time that the
stripper can be down and gtill maintain compliance with the condensate collection and
treatment requirements of the Cluster Rule.  There are no nitrogen-based additives that
are used in the process. The nitrogen compounds would appear to be coming from the
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wood supply. With this change, the emission rates proposed for the NCG/SOG
incinerator are listed below:

Maximum Emission Rates From the Incinerator/Scrubber

Peak Annual
Emission Rate Emission Rate

Pollutant (Ibs/hr) (tpy)
Carbon 8 35.0
Monoxide
Nitrogen Oxides 50 219.0
Particulate 9 39.4
Matter”
Sulfur Dioxide 9 39.4
TRS 0.7 31
Sulfuric Acid 12 52.6
Mist’
VOC as CH3;0OH 9 39.4

*Based on data from stack test performed March 29, 2001

All the same benefits that were agreed upon with the Division in the origind PCP
goplication il apply to thisrequest. This change will have no affect on the production
capacity of the Cedar Springs Operation. In March 1998, GP submitted a Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) gpplication for Caudticizing Expansion. In that
aoplication, al areas of the mill were modded at maximum emisson rates to show that
the mill complied with al Nationd Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) even at
worst-case conditions. This additiona NOx increase is very dight when considered with
the emission rates modeled in that permit application as shown in the Table 1-2 below:

Edtimated Changesin Actua emissons from “Affected” Sources (TPY)

PM PM 10 SO2 NOXx CcoO VOC TRS SAM
Past 2,252 2,263 11,531 4,805 10,015 2,059 438 94
Actual
(2728
ADT/D)*
Future 2,268 2,278 11,611 4,957 10,048 2,041 146.6
Actual
(2768
ADT/D)
Increase 16 15 80 33 -18 52
% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.3% NA 55.3%
Increase

* 2728 ADT/D isthe anticipated upper limit of the Kraft pulping capacity, as modeled in the
Caudticizing Expanson PSD Permit Application submitted March 1998
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An agpplicant for a PCP permit is required to conduct an air quality analysisto determine
the ambient impacts associated with the modified source. The primary purposeisto
demondtrate that new emissionswill not cause or contribute to a violation of the Nationa
Ambient Air Qudity Standards (NAAQS) or a PSD increment.

Thefadlity results of the air qudity modding andys's to demonstrate compliance with
the NAAQS and PSD increments are summarized in the following table.

Summary of Modeling Results

NAAQS Sour ces PSD Increment Sour ces
Class||
Modeled Modeled PSD
Averaging | Concentration | NAAQS | Concentration | Increment
Pollutant Period (mym®) (my/m®) (mym®) (my/m°)
NO, Annua 42.5 100 12.0 25

As can be seen from the preceding table, the facility, asit will exist following the
proposed NOy limit increase, will not cause or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS or
PSD increments. The potentiad emissions from other pollutants were not greater than the
ggnificant emission rates. As such, modding to demongtrate compliance with the
NAAQS, PSD increments, or comparison with sgnificant impact levels was only required
for nitrogen oxides. Jm Stogner, Data and Modding Unit, reviewed the ISCST3
modding submitted by the facility. He aso concluded that the projected vaues are below
the NAAQS and PSD Class Il increments for NO,.

In addition to the NOx increase, the following modifications were requested:

Theremova of Conditions 3.4.12 and 6.2.10. The Divison has determined that Georgia
Rule (g)1, “ Sulfur Dioxide” was not intended to be applied to Recovery Boilers based on
areview of the SIP submitted for Rule (g). However, Rule (g)2 (3% Sulfur) is applicable
to dl fud burning sources based on the same review.

The remova of Condition 3.3.24. Thisisaredundant condition. Itisaready coveredin
Condition 3.3.18.

The inclusion of temperature on the incinerator and pH on the incinerator scrubber based
ontheinitid performance test conducted on March 30 and 31, 2001.

The addition of Test Methods 17 and 19 to Condition 4.1.3. The deletion of Method 25.
GP dso requested the addition of Method 25A. Method 25A will not be added, however,
a statement specifying how VOC emissons from the NCG incinerator are to be
determined will be added in Condition 4.1.3.

The facility requested the removal of Conditions4.2.3, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6, and 4.2.8. Even
though these condiitions have aready been met, these conditions will remain in the permit.
They will be removed upon permit renewal.
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The modification of Condition 5.2.2(d) to include the EPA approved dternative
monitoring request.

The correction of Condition 5.2.7. A typo was madein the origina permit.

Condition 6.1.7.c.x. was modified to include the pH and flow rate parameters set in the
performance test. The condition incorrectly stated that the pH parameter set would be
90% of the value established. After further review, the pH will be set a the pH on the
scrubber during the test.

Condition 6.1.7.aviii was modified to include the temperature from the performance test.
The temperature at which the incinerator operated during the performance test was
1294°F. The Divison will dlow a50 ° variance.

Theremova of Condition 6.2.14. Thisisaredundant condition. Condition 3.3.21is
more stringent.

The facility dso requested the remova of Condition 3.3.30 concerning the applicability of
40 CFR 60 Subpart Kb to process flow through tanks. The Division has not received
confirmation on thisissue, therefore, this condition will remain in the permit.

Overdl Process Flow Diagram (optional)

SeeTitle V gpplication TV-9141.

E Regulatory Status

1 PSD/NSR
This modification will not change the accepted PSD avoidance limits.
2. Title V Mgor Source Status by Pollutant
Table3: TitleV Major Source Status
Isthe If emitted, what isthe facility’s Title V statusfor the pollutant?
Pollutant Pollutant i i
. . Major Source Non-Major Source
Emitted? Major Source Status Requesting SM Status Status
PM Y X
PM 1o Y X
SO, Y X
VOC Y X
NO, \4 X
CcO Y X
TRS Y X
H,S Y X
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Isthe If emitted, what isthe facility’s Title V statusfor the pollutant?
Pollutant Pollutant ; i
. . Major Source Non-Major Source
M So Stat :
Emitted? &) or Source Satus Requesting SM Status Status

Individual

HAP v %
Total HAPs Y X

3. MACT Standards

The facility is subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart S— Nationd Emisson Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants from the Pulp and Paper Industry.

The facility is aso subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart MM - Nationd Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants for Chemica Recovery Combustion Sources at Kraft, Soda,
Sulfite, and Stand-Alone Semichemicd Pulp Mills.

4, Program Applicability

Program Code Ap&}ﬁble
Program Code 6 - PSD Yes
Program Code 8 — Part 61 NESHAP Yes
Program Code 9 - NSPS Yes
Program Code M — Part 63 NESHAP Yes
Program CodeV —TitleV Yes
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Regulatory Analysis
. Facility Wide Requirements
A. Emission and Operating Caps.
No facility wide emission or operating cap is being added or changed.
B. Applicable Rules and Regulations

The facility gpplicability toward any federal and state rules will not change as aresult of this
modification.

C. Compliance Status

No compliance problems exist a thistime.
D. Operationd Hexibility

The facility has not requested any operationd flexibility.
E Permit Conditions

Not Applicable
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[Il.  Regulated Equipment Requirements
A. Brief Process Description
See permit narrative for review of permit application no. TV-9141.
B. Equipment List for the Process
No changes were made to the equipment list as a result of application No. 13111
C. Equipment & Rule Applicability

Emission and Operating Caps —
There will be no changesin emisson or operating caps as aresult of this modification.

Applicable Rules and Regulations -
There will be no new gpplicable rules or regulations as a result of this modification.

D. Compliance Status

The Divison files do not indicate any compliance issues at the facility.
E Operationd Hexibility

None requested by the facility.
F. Permit Conditions

Condition 3.3.17 has been modified to increase the limit of nitrogen oxide emissons from 25
Ib/hr to 50 Ib/hr. See Section 1.D. for discussion.

Condition 3.3.17.d has been modified to remove the words “ measured as methanol” from the
condition. After further review, the Divison determined the VOC emissions should be reported
as VOC not methanol. The methods in Condition 4.1.3 have aso been modified accordingly.

Condition 3.3.24 has been removed from the Title V permit. It isaredundant condition. Itis
aready covered in Condition 3.3.18.

Condition 3.4.12 has been removed from the Title V permit. The Divison has determined that
GeorgiaRule (g)1, “ Sulfur Dioxide’ was not intended to be applied to Recovery Boilers based on
areview of the SIP submitted for Rule (g). However, Rule (g)2 (3% Sulfur) is gpplicable to all
fuel burning sources based on the same review.
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IV.  Testing Requirements (with Associated Record K eeping and Reporting)
A. Generd Tedting Requirements

Method 17 for the determination of particulate matter emissions and Method 19 for the
determination of the nitrogen oxides emissons rate were added to the Title V permit.

The permit is being modified to state more correctly the determination of VOC emission rates

from the NCG incinerator. A correction of the gpplicable test procedures has been made.

Method 308, Method 16, and Method 18 are required to obtain the sum of all VOC compounds to
determine compliance with the limit of Condition 3.3.17.

A statement for the determination of VOC emission rates from the NCG incinerator was added to
Section 4.1.3. Method 25 for the determination of total VOC emission reported as Methanol was
removed from the permit. Method 17 was removed from 4.1.3.e and listed as its own method.

B. Specific Testing Requirements

No new testing requirements will be added as a result of gpplication no. 13111.
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V. Monitoring Requirements (with Associated Record K eeping and Reporting)
A. Generd Monitoring Requirements
No new generd monitoring requirements will be added as a result of gpplication no. 13111.
B. Specific Monitoring Requirements

No new specific monitoring requirements will be added as a result of gpplication no. 13111,
However, the following modifications and deletions have been made to the Title V' permiit.

EPA approved the facility’ s dternative monitoring request in letter from R. Douglas Nedly,
Chief, Air and Radiation Technology Branch, dated May 15, 2001 for the plant’ s incinerator.
Accordingly, Condition 5.2.2.d has been modified as follows:

522 d.

fird pass of theinci nerator (Source Code R425)
[40 CFR 63.453(b)]

Condition 6.1.7.c.x. was modified to include the pH and flow rate parameters set in the
performance test. The condition incorrectly stated that the pH parameter set would be 90% of the
vaue established. After further review, the pH will be set a the pH on the scrubber during the
test.

6.1.7.c.x. Any three hour period of process operation during which the minimum pH or
minimum row rete for the scrubber recycle flow associated with the incinerator s

asepeemed—mA-Z—s—fdls below the foIIOW| ng paremaers

[391-3-1-.02(2)(a)(10)]
(A)  Scrubber pH: 8.2
(B)  Scrubber recycleflow rate: 494 gpm.
Condition 6.1.7.aviii was modified to include the temperature from the performance test. The

temperature a which the incinerator operated during the performance test was 1294°F. The
Divison will dlow a50 ° variance. Condition 6.1.7.viii has been modified asfollows

6.1.7.aviii. Any 3-hour average during which the temperature in the incinerator (Source
Code R425) me@red in accordance W|th 5.2.2(d), is below the—baeelme

Gendmen-4-2%—1244 °F
[40 CFR 63.443(d)]
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527

The Permittee shdl visudly ingpect each pulping process condensate closed collection
sysem used to comply with 40 CFR 63.446(d) at a minimum of once per each month
(during the firs week of operation each month) and shdl comply with the ingpection
requirements specified in 40 CFR 63.964(@}2), except for the closed-vent sysem and
control device ingpection and monitoring requirements specified in 40 CFR 63.964(a)(2).
The closed-vent sysem and control device shdl meet the requirements specified in 40
CFR 63.453(a) through (K).

[40 CFR 63.453(1)]
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VI.  Other Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements

A.

Generd Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements

No new genera record keeping or reporting requirements will be added as a result of application
no. 13111.

Specific Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements

Condition 6.2.10 has been removed from the Title VV permit. The Divison has determined that
Georgia Rule (g)1, “Sulfur Dioxide’ was not intended to be gpplied to Recovery Boilers based on
areview of the SIP submitted for Rule (g). However, Rule (g)2 (3% Sulfur) is applicable to all
fue burning sources based on the same review.

Condition 6.2.14 has been removed from the Title V permit. Thisis aredundant condition.
Condition 3.3.21 requires that dl NCG or TRS emissions from the LVHC system to be
controlled. Condition 6.1.7.b.xii requiring the reporting of al LVHC system vents has been
replaced with Condition 6.1.7.d.viii. EPD and GPPA, of which the facility is a member, agreed
that any release from the LVHC system that is less than five minutes and that is sdf-correcting is
not areportable vent. However, the Dividgon is requiring that al vents in excess of 5 minutes
including startup, shutdown, and mafunction be reported.

Printed: 2/6/02

Page 13 of 16



Title Application Review Georgia Pacific Corporation, Cedar Springs Operation, 13111

VIl.  Specific Requirements
A. Operationd Hexibility
Not Applicable
B. Alternative Requirements
Not Applicable
C. Indgnificant Activities
Therewill be no changes made to the inggnificant activities as aresult of application no. 13111.
D. Temporary Sources
No new temporary sources are being added as aresult of this modification.
E Short-Term Activities
No new short-term activities are being added as aresult of this modification.
F. Compliance Schedule/Progress Reports
Thefadlity isin compliance per Divison files
G Emissons Trading
Not Applicable
H. Acid Rain Requirements
Not Applicable
Prevention of Accidental Releases
Not Applicable
J. Stratospheric Ozone Protection Requirements
Thefadility’s modification does not change the source' s gpplicability.
K. Pollution Prevention

Not Applicable

Printed: 2/6/02 Page 14 of 16



Title Application Review Georgia Pacific Corporation, Cedar Springs Operation, 13111

L. Specific Conditions

None
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VIIl. General Provisons

Generic provisons have been included in this permit to address the requirements in 40 CFR Part 70 that
aoply to dl TitleV sources, and the requirements in Chapter 391- 3-1 of the Georgia Rulesfor Air
Qudity Control that apply to al sationary sources of air pollution.
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Addendum to Narrative

Comments and requested changes were received from Dave Massengill viae-mal on November 28, 2001.
Public comments were received from Robert Ukeiley for the Georgia Center for Law in the Public Interest. No
EPA comments were received.

Facility comments dated November 28, 2001

1. Permit condition 6.1.7 d v. needs to be removed from the permit due to the deletion of condition 6.2.14.
Also, if possible we would prefer the language used in Riverwood's Title V' permit for condition 6.1.7 d viii.
Riverwood's permit condition includes the additiona wording "excluding periods of startup, shutdown, or
mafunction”.

Response: Condition 6.1.7.d.v was removed from the final amendment. Riverwood' s permit has been
corrected. It no longer includes the wording "excluding periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction”.

2. Aswediscussed in our phone conversation, Cedar Springs requests that permit condition 6.1.7 x.(Treatment)
be changed to read "Any 15-day rolling period during which the trestment of the pulping condensate
removes less than 92 % of the available methanal.

Response: Thiswas not part of the origind gpplication and did not go through public comment, therefore,
this condition cannot be modified as part of this amendment. This modification would aso involve changing
Condition 3.3.29.

3. Permit condition 6.1.7 ix. (Stripper, Incinerator/Scrubber System) can be changed to read " Any 3-hour
average during which the stripper effective steam to condensate ratio is lessthan 0.078." The 0.078 valueis
90% of the 0.087 retio established in our the initid performance test and approved by the Divison in written
correspondence dated November 21, 2001.

Response: Treatment test conducted August 30, 2001, has been gpproved by ISMP. The facility proposed a
ratio of effective steam to condensate flow asthe trigger vaue. The three test runs resulted in ratios of

0.090, 0.089, and 0.087. 90% of the lowest value is 0.08. Condition 6.1.7.a.ix aso includes process
wastewater column feed temperature monitoring. The Divison will dlow a50° variance from the

performance test. Thetrigger value will be 185.2 °F.

6.1.7.aix. Any 3-hour average during which the effective seam to condensate feed ratio is less than 0.078,
or the process wastewater column feed temperature for the sseam stripper islessthan 185.2 °F.
[40 CFR 63.453(0)]
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4. Permit condition 6.1.7.avii. (Stripper, Incinerator/Scrubber System) can be removed from the permit since
we have completed our performance test for the incinerator.

Response: Even though this condition has aready been met, this conditions will remain in the permit. 1t will
be removed upon permit renewd.

Comments received from the Georgia Center for Law and the Public Interest dated December 20, 2001

Genegrd Comments

1. EPD’s Public Notice Procedures are not adequate.

A comment was made that the EPD’s public notice stated that al rdevant information used in developing the
dreft Title V permit was avalable a the Air Protection Branch in Suite 120. The commenter dates that this
may not be accurate, noting that rdevant materid may be available only in the EPD regiond office and other
agencies, especidly in the case of accidenta releases under Clean Air Act 8 112(r).

Response: All information used in the development of the draft Title V permit is located at the Air Protection
Branch offices asindicated in the public notice.

A comment was made objecting to the sentence in the public notice that objects to our sating that we
“condder dl comments, make any necessty changes and issue the Title V operating permit” The
commenter counters that, "under certain circumstances, EPD is required to refuse to issue a Title V' permit”
as per 40 CFR 870.7(a). The commenter complains that our public notice "could be interpreted as an
indication of EPD's predigoostion to issue Title V' permits regardless of whether the permit complies with
the law." The commenter concludes, "Therefore, we suggest that EPD include in the public notice an
additiona statement that it will make a determination of whether to issue or deny the permit.”

Response: EPD has determined that the language in the public notice meets the Public Notification
requirements of 40 CFR 70.7(h)(2). EPD has not recelved any information to indicate that a Part 70
operating permit should be denied for this facility.

2. The Permit cannat limit credible evidence from being used in an enforcement action.

Response: Two of the conditions specificdly listed in this comment (Conditions 8.17.1 and 6.1.3) were not
part of the Title V amendment, therefore, are not open for comment.

The prescribed performance test methods and procedures, which are incorporated in the Georgia Rules for
Air Qudity Control, contain clear provisons that, by prescribing such procedures, nothing would preclude
the additional use of other credible evidence, either for compliance certifications or for establishing whether
or not asourceisin violation of any emissons limitation or sandard. [See Rule 391-3-1.02(3)(a) and the
referenced Procedures for Testing and Monitoring Sources of Air Pollutants at Section 1.3(g).] Even without
this direct incluson, the Rules themsalves are cited in dl permitsissued by the Divison.

Furthermore, the Divison believes that adequate provisons for condderation of credible evidence have been
included in Condition 8.17.1, which dtates, in part, tha "Determinaion of whether acceptable operating and
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maintenance procedures are being used will be based on any information avalable to the Divison which
may include, but is not limited to, monitoring results, observetions of the opacity or other characteristics of
emissons, review of operating and maintenance procedures or records, and ingpection or surveillance of the
source."

The Divisgon has dected not to include any additiond language beyond the Rules cited above because it is
our belief that any attempt to daify the rule or define credible evidence will generdly produce an
impresson of limiting of the scope of the rule. This we do not wish to do. The Divison believes that any
chalenge to the authority of the U.S. EPA, State of Georgia, or any dtizen with sanding to use any credible
evidence would essly be turned away. On the other hand, if limiting language such as that offered in the
referenced EPA text were to be used, arguments to use such datements to "whither away" a the genera
principle could and most probably would be made. For ingstance, petitioners might suggest that the statement
was only meant to apply to stated test methods and not work practice or other parts of the applicable
dandards, including the generad provisons to the rules. Therefore, for the benefit of the enforceahility of the
gtandards by using any credible evidence available, the permit need not and is not being modified.

3. ThePermit must require prompt reporting of deviation from permit requirements.

Response: The conditions specificdly listed in this comment (Conditions 6.1.2 and 6.1.3) were not part of
the Title V amendment, therefore, are not open for commen.

The monitoring, record keeping and reporting requirements contained in parts 5.0 and 6.0 of the permit were
determined by the Divison, which is the permitting authority, and have adso been approved by EPA. These
reporting requirements, which do require semiannua reporting of routine data, dso require reporting within
seven days of mafunctions or breakdowns lasting four hours or more which result in excessve emissons.

4. Allowing changesin test methods violates public and EPA participation requirements.

A comment was made that “ALLOWING CHANGES IN TEST METHODS VIOLATES PUBLIC AND
EPA PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS” Condition 4.1 dates that the permittee can make minor
changes in test methodology if the changes are more reliable.  This provison defeats the requirement that the
public and the EPA should have an opportunity to comment on the Title V permit because the permittee can
now make numerous changes tha the public and EPA may never know about. In addition, unbridied
discretion such as not defining “minor changes’ and dlowing changes where there is no way to determine if
they are more reliable is arbitrary and capricious.

Response: The term “minor changes...” as used in the permit has been accepted by USEPA and is dlowed
under the cited Rule, 391-3-1-.02(3)(a), in the following manner: The Rule incorporates by reference the
Divison's ompilaion of Procedures for Testing and Monitoring Sources of Air Pollutants as the source
of the required procedures and test methods. In Section 1.2(b), of that document an allowance is made to
gpprove“...minor changes in methodology...”
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Specific Commernts

5. The Permit modification must go through PSD review because thisis not a pollution control project.

Responses Per EPA guidance document dated July 1, 1994, certain types of projects (involving source
categories other than utilities) may qudify on a case-by-case basis for an excluson from mgor NSR as
pollution control projects. The Divison approved and issued the permit for the PCP in 1999.

6. Ruleg(1) isan applicable requirement.

Response: The Divison has determined that Georgia Rule (g)1, “ Sulfur Dioxide” was not intended to be
gpplied to Recovery Boilers based on areview of the SIPfor Rule (g). However, Rule (g)2 (3% Sulfur) is
goplicableto dl fud burning sources based on the same review.
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TITLEV APPLICATION REVIEW - Addendum

Georgia Pacific Corporation, Cedar Springs Operation, 13111

Draft Permit Review

Reviewing Program

Comments Received (y/n)?

Comments Taken into

Consideration in Draft Per mit

(y/n)?
ISMP Yes Yes
SSCP No Not Applicable
SSPP Unit Manager:
Heather Abrams Date
SSPP Program Manager:
Jimmy Johnston Date

Printed: August 10, 2000
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