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Introduction

This narretive is being provided to assist the reader in understanding the content of the attached draft Part 70
operaing permit. Complex issues and unusud items are explained herein Smpler terms and/or greeter detall
than is sometimes possble in the actua permit. This permit is being issued pursuant to: (1) Georgia Air Qudity
Act, O.C.G.A §12-9-1, et s2g. and (2) Georgia Rules for Air Quality Control, Chapter 391-3-1, and (3) TitleV
of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Section 391-3-1-.03(10) of the Georgia Rulesfor Air Qudlity
Control incorporates requirements of Part 70 of Chapter | of Title 40 of the Code of Federd Regulations
promulgated pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act. The primary purpose of this permit is to consolidate and
identify existing state and federd air requirements gpplicable to Utoy Creek Water Reclamation Center and to
provide practical methods for determining compliance with these requirements. The following narrative is
designed to accompany the draft permit and is presented in the same generd order asthe permit. It initidly
describes the facility receiving the permit, the gpplicable requirements and their significance, and the methods

for determining compliance with those gpplicable requirements. This narrative is intended as an adjunct for the
reviewer and to provide information only. It has no legd standing. Any revisions 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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TV-11945

l. Facility Description

A. Facility Identification

1 Fecility Name:  Utoy Creek Water Reclamation Center

2. Parent/Holding Company Name: City of Atlanta

3. Previous and/or Other Name(s): No previous names identified.

4, Facility Location: 800 Sdlig Drive, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30336

5. Attainment or Non-attainment Area Location

The Utoy Creek Water Reclamation Center (WRC) islocated in a non-attainment area for

ozone.

6. Class | Arealmpacts

Thisfacility isnot located within 100 km of aClass | area.

B. Site Determination

There are no applicable issues with regard to the Site determination. There are no other facilities

which could possibly be contiguous or adjacent and under common control.

C. Exiding Permits

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
4952-060-11382 4/13/%4 v
4952-060-9917 June 9, 1988 v
4952-060-5746-0 November 11, 1977 v
Table2: Commentson Specific Permits
Permit Number Comments
4952-060-9917 Incorporated Incinerator # 2 (INC2) into Permit - voided on April 13, 1994
4952-060-5746-0 Incorporated Incinerator # 1 (INC1) into Permit - voided on April 13, 1994
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D. Process Description
1 SIC Codes(s)

Major - 4952 (Operation of aWastewater Treatment Facility)
Other - None.

2. Description of Product(s)
Thisfacility’sfind product is trested wastewater (reclaimed water).

3. Overdl Facility Process Description
The Utoy Creek WRC recaeives municipal and industrial wasteweter. The wasteweter is
processed through primary, secondary, and tertiary treatment systems and reclaimed water
isrecovered. Two multiple hearth incinerators are used to combust the sewage dudge (the
solids by-product) produced from the trestment process. The reclaimed water is
discharged into the nearby Chattahoochee River after trestment.

4, Overdl Process Flow Diagram (optiona)
A dmple flow diagram can be found in Appendix A of the Title V application.

E Regulatory Status

1. PSD/NSR

The facility is considered aminor source with respect to PSD rules.

2. TitleV Mgor Source Status by Pollutant

Table 3: TitleV Major SourceStatus

Isthe If emitted, what isthe facility’s Title V statusfor the pollutant?
PM Yes v
PMjo Yes v
O, Yes v
VOC Yes v
NO, Yes v
CO Yes v
TRS Yes
H,S Yes
Individua HAP Yes v
Tota HAPs Yes v

Printed: April 23, 2002 Page 3 of 12



Title V Application Review - Addendum Utoy Creek Water Reclamation Center TV-11945

3. MACT Standards
Utoy Creek WRC is not currently subject to any MACT standards.

4, Program Applicability

Program Code A(r;rzlsi/c?lg;e
Program Code 6 - PSD no
Program Code 8 — Part 61 NESHAP yes
Program Code 9 - NSPS yes
Program Code M — Part 63 NESHAP no
Program CodeV —TitleV yes

Regulatory Analysis

. Facility Wide Requirements

A.

Emission and Operating Caps.

Emission and Operating Caps. The Utoy Creek WRC currently has afacility wide emisson limit
of 50 tons of nitrogen oxides (NOy) during any 12 month consecutive month period. The
emisson limitisin place to avoid the requirements of Georgia Air Qudity Control Rule 391-3-1-
.02(2)(yy)-Nitrogen Oxide Emissions from Mgor Sources (NOx RACT). In order to meet this
facility limit, the Utoy Creek WRC has accepted the following operating limits per 12

consecutive month period: incinerate no more than 15,500 tons of sewage dudge (caculated on a
dry basis), burn no more than 22,000 MMBtu of fud (naturd gas or digester gas) in the facility’s
digester boilers designated as source codes B1, B2, and B3, and operate the emergency generators
(pump station and headworks) no more than 200 hours each. The NOy emissons from the two
sx-inch enclosed flares, utilized to burn digester gas, were evauated assuming maximum flare

use or the burning of 78.8 MM ccf (50,458 MMBLtu) of digester gas per year. It was determined
that the NOy emissons from the two flaresisinggnificant in comparison to the emissons from
other facility sources and therefore no limits are needed.

Applicable Rules and Regulations
» Rulesand Regulations Assessment: The Utoy Creek WRC is not subject to any facility-
wide ar qudity rules other than the generd provisons of Georgia s Rulesfor Air Qudlity
Control and those in Part 8 of the enclosed Permit.

= Emisson and Operating Standards. None Applicable
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C.

Compliance Status

Thisfacility did not submit any Section 11.10 forms, we therefore presume that they are
operdting in compliance.

Operationd Fexihility
There were no operationd flexibility requestsin the Title V application.
Permit Conditions

None Applicable

IIl.  Regulated Equipment Requirements

A.

Brief Process Description

The Utoy Creek WRC is a publicly owned trestment works (POTW) that receives municipa and
industrial wastewater to be processed using primary, secondary, and tertiary trestment systems.
The effluent (reclaimed water) is discharged into the Chattahoochee River. The dudge produced
as a by-product of trestment is dewatered and incinerated in one of two multiple hearth
incinerators. Each uses aventuri scrubber (SCRUBL and SCRUB2) to control the emissions of
pollutants, indluding Particulates, Sulfur Dioxide, Beryllium, and Mercury into the atmosphere.

Equipment List for the Process

The facility has awastewater trestment plant that is represented with Emission Unit ID No.
WWTP, two naturd gas burning, multiple hearth incinerators with Emission Unit ID Nos. INC1
and No. INC2, three 84 MMBtuwhr natural gas or waste digester gas fired boilers with Emisson
Unit ID Nos. B1, B2, and B3, and two waste digester gas flareswith Emission Unit ID No. F.
The facility dso hastwo diesd fueed emergency generators which are represented in the Title V
permit with Divison assgned Emission Unit IDs PS and HW.

Equipment & Rule Applicability

Emission and Operating Caps —
The facility is not subject to any emission or operating caps outside of those listed in Section I1.

Applicable Rules and Regulations -

Rules and Regulations Assessment: Incinerator #1 (INC1) is cgpable of incinerating a continuous
feed of 2,000 pounds of dry sudge per hour while Incinerator #2 (INC2) is cgpable of

indnerating 11,000 pounds of dry dudge per hour. Sinceincinerator INC2 combusts waste
containing more than 10% sewage dudge (dry bas's) and/or charges more than 2,205 pounds per
day (1,000 kg/day) of municipa sewage dudge (dry bass) and was congtructed after the NSPS
Subpart O June 11, 1973 effective date (for congtruction or modification), it is subject to the

NSPS Subpart O - Standards of Performance for Sewage Treatment Plants. Incinerator INC1 was
constructed before the NSPS Subpart O June 11, 1973 effective date and therefore is not subject
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to the requirements of Subpart O. Incinerators INC1 and INC2 are both subject to 40 CFR Part
61, Subpart C, NESHAP - Nationd Emission Standard for Beryllium and 40 CFR Part 61,
Subpart E, NESHAP- Nationd Emisson Standard for Mercury. Incinerators INC1 and INC2 are
also subject to State Rule 391- 3-1-.02(2)(c)-Incinerators. Both INC1 and INC2 are subject to
State Rule 391- 3-1-.02(2)(g)- Sulfur Dioxide.

The three naturd gas and digester gasfired boilers are each less than 10 MMBtwhr and
constructed or modified after January 1, 1972; they are subject to Georgia State Rules 391-3- 1-
.02(2)(d)- Fud-burning Equipment and 391-3-1-.02(2)(g) - Sulfur Dioxide.

Since two diesdl fueled generators (PS and HW) are each greater than 100 kW and less than 25
MW, they are subject to Georgia State Rules 391- 3-1-.02(2)(mmm)-N Oy Emissonsfrom
Stationary Gas Turbines and Stationary Engines Used to Generate Electricity, 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)-
Vishle Emissons, and 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)-Sulfur Dioxide.

The three 9x-inch waste digester gas flares are subject to Georgia State Rules 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)-
Sulfur Dioxide and 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)-Visble Emissons. Dueto the low sulfur content in waste
digester gas, Rule (g) will dways be complied with. Due to the high destruction efficiency of
enclosed flares there will be no visble emissons. Therefore no conditions have been

incorporated in the permit concerning these rules.

Emission and Operating Standards. NSPS Subpart O limits the discharge of particulate matter
and opacity into the atmosphere from a subject dudge incinerator (INC2). Thisrule limitsthe
emisson of particulate matter to less than or equa to 1.30 Ib/ton of dry dudge input (0.65 g/kg
dry dudge input) and opacity to less than 20 percent. This regulation requires the owner or
operator of any multi hearth, fluidized bed, or dectric dudge incinerator to submit a semi-annud
report. The requirements of this report are listed in 40 CFR Part 60.155-Reporting.

NESHAP Subpart C limits the emissions from an incinerator not to exceed 10 grams of beryllium
over a24-hour period. Alternatively, the owner or operator may request gpprova from the
adminigrator to meet an ambient concentration limit of beryllium in the vicinity of thar fadility

of 0.01 1 g/m3, averaged over a 30-day period, rather than meeting the above 10 gram limit.  The
requirements for gpprova are listed in 40 CFR 61.32 (1) and (2). No request for the dternative
form of the standard has been made.

NESHAP Subpart E limits the emissions to the amosphere from the facility’ sincinerators to
3,200 grams of mercury in a 24-hour period.

State Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)- Visble emissions, subjects the two diesd fuded emergency
generators (PS and HW) to an emission opacity of equal to or less than 40 percent.

State Rule 391- 3-1-.02(2)(c)- Incinerators, limits emissons of fly ash and/or particulate matter
from the incinerators to 0.20 pounds per 100 pounds of charge and visible emissonsto 20 percent
opacity except for one six minute period per hour of no more than 27 percent opacity

State Rule 391-3- 1-.02(2)(d)- Fud-burning Equipment, limits emissons of fly ash and/or
particulate matter from the three 8.4 MMBtu/hr natural gas and digester gas fueled boilersto 0.5
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pounds per MMBtu input and visible emissions to 20 percent opacity except for one Sx minute
period per hour of no more than 27 percent opacity.

State Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g) - Sulfur Dioxide, limitsthe fuel burned in the three 8.4 MMBtwhr
boilers (B1, B2, and B3), the three six-inch digester flares (F), the two municipa sawage dudge
incinerators (INC1 and INC2), and the two emergency generators (PS and HW) to lessthan 2.5
percent sulfur, by weight.

State Rule 391- 3-1-.02(2)(mmm)-N Oy Emissons from Stationary Gas Turbines and Stationary
Engines Used to Generate Electricity, subjects the two diesdl fueled generators PS and HW,
ingtalled before April 1, 2000, to the following NOx emission limit. Starting in the year 2003, the
generaors shal comply with aNOy emission limit of 160 ppm at 15 percent oxygen (O-), dry
basis during the period of May 1% through September 30™ (Atlanta 0zone season). I the
generators are only used for emergency power and operate less than 200 hours per year, then the
generators are exempt from the NOy limits of State Rule 391- 3-1-.02(2)(mmm).

Compliance Status

According to their Title V application, the facility is currently operating in compliance.

Operetiond Hexibility

Not Applicable

Permit Conditions

The Utoy Creek WRC Title V application requested no changes to the permit conditions
contained within their SV Permit.

The permit conditions that were incorporated in Section 3 of the Title V gpplication have been
developed out of the requirements of the Georgia Air Qudity Rules, the NSPS, and the NESHAP.

V.  Testing Requirements (with Associated Record Keeping and Reporting)

A.

Generd Tedting Requirements

Condition 4.1.1 of the Permit specifies that a performance test may be required at any specific
emisson point. The test methods to be used to determine compliance with the emisson
limitations of Section 3.3 and 3.4 are listed in Condition 4.1.3. A genera condition to require
natification of any test and for the submission of atest plan isincluded in Condition 4.1.2.

Specific Testing Requirements
A requirement to conduct annud performance tests for mercury and beryllium isincluded to

reconfirm the dudge throughput rate limit which have been st to limit emissons of these
pollutants below alowed rates.
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V. Monitoring Requirements (with Associated Record Keeping and Reporting)

A.

Generd Monitoring Requirements

This permit specifies that any monitoring sysemsingtaled should be in continuous operation and
that downtime due to maintenance and quaity assurance activities should be minimized.

Specific Monitoring Requirements

The Utoy Creek WRC uses two multiple hearth dudge incinerators to combust the sawage dudge
produced from the wastewater trestment process. Due to the effective date of 40 CFR Part 60,
Subpart O of June 11, 1973, INC2 isthe only incinerator at this facility which must meet the
federa Rule' srequirements.  Subpart O contains severd monitoring requirements for the
operation of a subject dudge incinerator which have been determined to be sufficient to provide a
reasonable assurance of compliance for that Sandard. Due to the two incinerators burning natural
gas which has negligible sulfur content with respect to the gpplicable limitations and their annud
fuel consumption being limited, violations of State Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g) are not probable.
Therefore, the Division has required no State Rule (g) monitoring in this Permit for the two
incinerators (INC1 and INC2).

40 CFR Part 60, Subpart O requires continuous monitoring of each hearth temperature, the fue
flow to the incinerator, the volume or mass of dudge flowing to incinerator INC2 (in accordance
with 40 CFR 60.153(a)(1) the source has decided to monitor mass flowrate), the oxygen (O>)
content of the exhaust gases, and the pressure drop of the exhaust gas flow through any associated
wet scrubber. The basdline temperature, pressure drop vaues, and flue gas oxygen content were
established during the initia performance test for incinerator INC2. The current performance test
vaues for pressure drop and oxygen content are currently set as follows:

INC2: Pressure drop across scrubber SCRUB2 must be greater than 17.9 inches of water
column and flue gas oxygen content must be less than 14.75 percert.

Also, as mentioned in Section 11, this source is subject to 40 CFR Part 61, Subparts C and E.
Each of the facility’ sincinerators must meet alimit of 10 grams of beryllium per 24 hour period
while the entire wastewater trestment facility must meet alimit of 3,200 grams of mercury per 24
hour period. Asnoted in Section IV, to provide sufficient assurance of compliance, the source
will demondrate they are meeting these mass limits by performing an annud performance test.
Although Subpart E gpplies to the entire wastewater trestment facility, only the facility’ s two
incinerators are of concern with respect to mercury. Therefore, the permit denotes the two
incinerators as being subject to the requirements of Subpart E.

Each of the three naturdl gas and digester gas burning boilers aso must have a non-resettable fuel
usage meters or equivaent device acceptable to the Divison to monitor the actua naturd gas use
of the ballers. The fadility shdl submit a plan to the Divison, within 90 days of the issuance of

this permit, for its approva, denoting proposed procedures for monitoring the monthly burning of
digester gasin the three boilers. Due to the three bailers burning natural gas or digester gas

which have negligible sulfur content with repect to the gpplicable limitations and their annua

fuel consumption being limited, violations of State Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d) or (g) are not probable.
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Therefore, the Divison has required no State Rule (d) or (g) monitoring in this Permit for the
three boilers (B1, B2, and B3).

In addition, the facility has two emergency generators (PS and HW) that burn diesd fudl. The
Permittee is required to demondtrate compliance with State Rule (g) by certifying that each
shipment of fud ail isdidillate oil (ASTM D396 No. 1 or 2). Particulate matter emissions from
combugtion of didtillate fue oil and natural gas are considered inggnificant, and thereisno
gpplicable regulation, so the permit does not require any further monitoring for the facility’s
emergency generators. The facility’ s two emergency generators must have a non-resettable hour
meter or equivaent device acceptable to the Divison to monitor the actua hours of generator use.

The two Utoy Creek WRC incinerators are subject to the particulate matter and opacity
monitoring requirements of State Rule 391- 3-1-.02(2)(c)-Incinerators. However, INC2 isaso
subject to monitoring requirements of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart O, as indicated above, which has
more gringent particulate and opacity limits then State Rule (c). Therefore, the Divison has
required no State Rule (¢) monitoring for INC2. For INC1, which is not subject to Subpart O, the
facility must demondrate compliance with the particulate maiter and opacity emisson limits of

Rule (c) by monitoring, on at least an hourly basis during incinerator operation, the pressure drop
and scrubbant (water) flow rate of SCRUB1. Based on operating experience and data review, the
following vaues for pressures drop and scrubbant flow were st:

INC1: Pressure drop across scrubber SCRUB1 must be greater than 4 inches of water
column and scrubbant (water) flow rate must be between 100 and 300 gdlons per

minute (gpm).

No operating specification is made regarding hearth temperature for INCL, this datais reported as
discussed in Section VI(B). The monitoring of either volume or mass of dudge flow rate of INC1
isrequired by State Rule 391-3-1-.02(6)(b)1 and shdl be used in the determination of the
incinerator’ s dry dudge charging rete.

C. Record Kesping Requirements

Records, including identification of any deviation from gpplicable monitoring triggers, the cause

of such occurrence, and the corrective action taken, are required to be kept and reported by the
Permittee. The Permittee shal maintain monthly records of the hours of operation of the two
generators (PS and HW) and naturd gas consumption records for the facility’ s three boilers (B1,
B2, and B3). The Permittee shal maintain monthly records of the hours of operation of INC1,

the hourly pressure drop, and scrubbant flow rate of SCRUB1. These records shall be retained at
the source and made available for ingpection or submittal upon request, for aminimum of five
years.

Any facility operating a multiple hearth, fluidized bed, or eectric dudge incinerator which is
subject to the provisons of Subpart O, asisINC2, isrequired to submit a semi-annua report to
the Director. The report shall include the average scrubber pressure drop measurements for each
15 minute period or more during which the pressure drop is less than a specified percent of the
average scrubber (SCRUBZ2) pressure drop measured during the most recent performance test
(17.9 inches of water). The specified percentage rate is based on the average particulate matter
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V1.

VII.

emisson rate; the method for determining thisis provided in 40 CFR 60.155(1)(i) or (ii). Based
on the most recent performance test on SCRUB2, particulate matter (PM) emissions are less than
0.75 pounds per ton of dudge inputted, which by the procedures of 40 CFR 60.155(1) means the
specified percentage rate is 30 percent. The most recent performance test denoted SCRUB2's
pressure drop as 17.9 percent. Therefore, any 15 minute period or more in which the pressure
drop of SCRUB2 islessthan 12.5 inches of water it must be reported in the semi-annua report.
The sami-annud report shdl aso include arecord of the average oxygen content in the

incinerator (INC2) exhaust gas for each period of 1-hour or more in which the oxygen content of
the exhaust gas exceeds the average oxygen content recorded during the most recent performance
test by more than 3 percent. The most recent performance test denoted SCRUB2's O, content as
14.75 percent. Therefore, any period of 1-hour or more that the O, content is greater than 17.75
percent must be reported in the semi-annual report.

Subpart O dso requires the submittd, in the semi-annua report to the Director for INC2, any
hourly pressure drop or scrubbant flow rate measurements from SCRUB, during the operation of
INC1, which are less than 4 inches of water column or outside of the range of 100 to 300 gdlons

per minute (gpm).

Other Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements

A.

Genera Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements

The Permit contains generd requirements for the maintenance of al records for a period of five
years following the date of entry and requires the prompt reporting of dl information related to
deviations from the gpplicable requirements.

Specific Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements

The NESHAPs for beryllium (Subpart C) and mercury (Subpart E) both have record keeping
requirements. Both Subparts C and E state that records of emission test results and other data
needed to determine total emissions shdl be retained at the source and made available for
ingpection, for aminimum of 2 years. However, Part 70 requiresthat al records be retained and
meade available for ingpection for aminimum of 5 years.

Specific Requirements

A.

B.

Operationd Hexibility
Not Applicable
Alternative Requirements

Not Applicable
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C.

Inggnificant Activities

Utoy Creek has included severd inggnificant sources of ar pollutants noted in Section 4.10 of
the Title V gpplication. Those include “Mohile Sources’, “Combustion Equipment”, “Trade
Operations’, “Maintenance, Cleaning and Housekeeping”, “Laboratories and Testing”, and

“Storage Tanks and Equipment.”
Temporary Sources

Not Applicable

Short-Term Activities

Not Applicable

Compliance Schedule/Progress Reports
Not Applicable

Emissons Trading

Not Applicable

Acid Rain Requirements

Not Applicable

Prevention of Accidental Releases

The Utoy Creek WRC denoted in Section 12.10 of the Title V Permit application that the facility

has the quantity on hand such that there is possibility of arelease of Chlorine (CAS No. 7782-50-
5) above the threshold quantity of 2,500 Ibs. Based on the provided information, the Utoy Creek
WRC is subject to the Accidenta Release Prevention Program required by 112(r).

Stratospheric Ozone Protection Requirements

Not Applicable
Pollution Prevention
Not Applicable
Specific Conditions

Not Applicable
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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
apply 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

The announced comment deadline for the draft permit was March 30, 2001. Written comments, dated
March 30, 2001, were received from the City of Atlanta on April 3, 2001 and from the Georgia Center
for Law in the Public Interest on April 4, 2001. The initid paragraph of the Georgia Center comments
includes a dsatement that the comments were submitted “on behaf of Georgia Chepter of the Serra
Club...”

Comments from the Georgia Center for Law in the Public | nterest

Comment 1. A comment was made that “EPD's public notice procedures fail to comply with applicable
federa regulations” The commenter dated that the EPD did not undertake the required public
participation activities for this permit. The commenter concludes that “EPD mugt re-notice the draft
permit for a new public comment period that follows, a a minimum, the public participation processes
specified in the law.”

Genegra Response to this comment: For this draft Title V permit, EPD carried out its standard procedure
for public participation that it has used for draft Title V permits for the past few years. EPD has
subsequently reviewed its Title V public participation process and has determined that it conforms to the
Part 70 requirements. [Note: EPD has incorporated changes requested by the commenter, into future
public notices, in order to enhance the public participation process.]

A comment was made that the EPD’s public notice daed that dl rdevant information used in
developing the draft Title V permit was avalable a the Air Protection Branch in Suite 120. The
commenter indicated that this might not be accurate, noting that rdevant maerid may be avaladle 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 a the Air
Protection Branch asindicated in the public notice.

A comment was made regarding the statement in the Public Notice that the permit "will be enforcegble
by the Georgia EPD and the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency.” The commenter dates tha this
datement is incomplete and points out that 42 U.S.C. 7604(a) makes it clear that the permit will be
enforcegble by any person. The word "person” includes "an individud, corporation, partnership,
asociation, state, municipaity, and a politica subdivison of a dae”" The commenter goes on to date
that the onus lies with the Divison to do dl it can to involve people in the regulatory process to
demondrate that the Title V permitting program "is a legitimae means by which the public can
participate to achieve the god of attaining clean air.”

Response: The commenter correctly noted that the permit, when issued, would be enforcesble by the
public. The Divison believes that the current, standardized public notice is correct as published and
fulfills al the requirements for such notices as set forth by the Act and the U.S. EPA.

A comment was made objecting to the sentence in the public notice, which dates that we consider

comments, make changes "and issue the Title V operating permit.” The commenter counters that, "under
certain circumstances, EPD isrequired to refuseto issue a Title V permit” as per 40 8 CFR
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70.7(8). The commenter complains that our public notice "could be interpreted as an indication of EPD's
predisposition to issue Title V' permits regardless of whether the permit complies with the law." The
commenter concludes, "Therefore, we suggest that EPD include an additiond statement that it will make
adetermination of whether to issue the permit.”

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

2. A comment was made that “the permit impermissbly limits enforcement to "citizens of the United
Statesin Condition 8.2.1.”

Response: The language of Condition 8.2.1 was derived from 40 CFR 8§ 70.6(b)(1), which dates that
Pat 70 permits "are enforceable by the Adminisrator and citizens under the Act" The language in
Condition 821 of the permit had read, in part, “dl terms and conditions contained herein shal be
enforceable by the EPA and citizens of the United States” The phrase “of the United States’ has been
deleted from Condition 8.2.1 to reflect the exact language in the Act contained in the phrase, "are
enforceable by the Administrator and citizens under the Act.”

3. A comment was made tha “the permit materids should be made avalable in the affected
community as well as a EPD’s office” The commenter further states that the EPD does not have a
conggtent policy of making materids avallable in the loca community.

Response: Avalability of al permit materids in the affected community is not required by 40 CFR Part
70 or by the Georgia Rulesfor Air Qudity Control. The EPD’s policy regarding dissemination of permit
materidsisto pogt dl rdevant materids pertaining to Title V permits being proposed, including the
TitleV gpplication, the permit narrative, the draft permit, and a copy of the public notice, on the
Divison's Title V web ste. These dectronic documents can be accessed by any citizen, from their
home, if he or she has a computer and an Internet account, or at county, municipa and college libraries.
In addition these documents are also available during office hours (8:30 AM to 4:00 PM, Monday
through Friday) &t the Air Protection Branch's office in Atlanta

In cases when eectronic copies of the application forms are not avalable, paper copies of the permit
goplication, permit narrative and draft permit are provided at the Air Protection Branch's main offices in
Atlanta for sources located within the Atlanta metropolitan area, or a the loca courthouse or EPD
regiond office (if the regiond office is in the same county as the source in question) for sources located
outsde the Atlanta area.

In cases where higtorica permit files are requested, the Divison dlows members of the public to review
these materids a the Air Protection Branch’'s man offices. The Dividon's policy on this mater is
gpplied conssently and is fully compliant with the requirements of 40CFR 70.7(h).

The permit has therefore not been modified in response to this comment.

4. A comment was made tha “the permit must require the permittee to submit al monitoring
information to EPD.”

Response: The section of the United States Code cited by the commenter requires that the Permittee
submit, no less than every sx months, the results of any required monitoring. 40 CFR 40 §
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70.6()(3)(iii) and 40 CFR 870.6(8)(3)()(A) & (B) do not require the submitta of copies of all
monitoring data recorded by the Permittee; rather, they require submittal of reports on the results of this
monitoring.

The EPA has noted in a July 7, 1993 document entitled “Questions and Answers on the Requirements of
Operating Permits Program Regulations’ that the Permittee is not required to submit raw data on
monitoring/testing as pat of its monitoring reports The Permittee is required to keep required
monitoring data and support information. Support information includes dl calibration and maintenance
records for continuous monitoring, and copies of al reports required by the permit. Reports are required
to contain the results of the monitoring required in the permit.

The permit has therefore not been modified in response to this comment.

5 A comment was made that “the permit cannot limit credible evidence from being used in an
enforcement action.”  Further, the comment aso dates that the EPD must remove language that purports
to limit credible evidence and tha EPD should include standard language that explicitly States tha
anyone can use any credible evidence.

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

Furthermore, the Divison believes that adequate provisons for consderaion of credible evidence have
been included in Condition 817.1, which dates, in pat, that "Determination of whether acceptable
operating and 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, observations of the opecity or
other characterisics of emissons, review of operating and maintenance procedures or records, and
ingpection or surveillance of the source.”

The Divison has dected not to include any additiond language beyond the Rules cited above because it
is our belief that any atempt to daify the rule or define credible evidence will generdly produce an
impression of limiting of the scope of the rule. This we do not wish to do. The Divison beieves tha any
chdlenge to the authority of the U.S. EPA, State of Georgia, or any citizen 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 statements to "whither away"
a the generd principle could and most probably would be made. For ingtance, petitioners might suggest
that the statement was only meant to apply to stated test methods and not work practice or other parts of
the gpplicable standards, including the genera provisonsto

the rules. Therefore, for the benefit of the enforceability of the standards by using any credible evidence
avalable, the permit need not and is not being modified.

6. A comment was made that “the permit must require the permittee to report al exceedances,
excursons and excess emissons.”
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Response: The Divison agrees that al exceedances, excursons and excesses be reported and therefore
Condition 6.1.4 of the proposed permit dates “The Permittee shal submit a written report containing
any excess emissons, exceedances, and/or excursons...” The commenter clams that Condition 6.1.7
limits the exceedances, excursons and excess emissons that Utoy must report. However, EPD believes
that Condition 6.1.7, by liging explicitly what conditutes an excess emisson, exceedace, and
excursgon, makes this requirement practically enforcesble without, in any way, limiting the requirement
to report al exceedances, excurgons and excess emissions.

The permit has not been modified in response to this comment.
7. A comment was made that “the permit does not fully include the accidenta release requirements.”

Response:  As indicated in the text of the comment, EPD includes the 112(r) requirements in Condition
7.10.1 of Title V permits. EPD reviewed the language of Condition 7.10.1 for adequacy and modified
this template condition. This Title VV permit has been modified to reflect this change.

8. The Georgia Center expresses gppreciation that Condition 8.13 deds with emergencies rather than
gartup/shutdown/mafunction.

No action was requested, so the permit has not been modified in response to this comment.

9. A comment was made that “the permit cannot alow the permittee to submit monitoring informeation
after the find permit is issued” The commenter was referring to Condition 5.2.3 which requires the
permittee to submit a plan for monitoring monthly usage of digester gas within 90 days &fter the permit
isissued.

Responses Based on this comment EPD revidted this issue and decided to remove the condition

requiring the permittee to submit a monitoring plan. The rationae for this action is as follows:

a Digester gas can easly be measured usng a sandard gas meter; hence it requires no specid
hardware or plans to implement.

b. Digester gas combugtion emissons are to be included aong with the naturd gas combustion
emissons to caculate totd emissons from the facility, usng totad heat vdue (btu vaue) of the
gas, to determine compliance with the permit.

10. A comment was made that “the permit does not have adequate provisons b ensure this facility can
avoid new source review.” The commenter points out that Condition 2.1.1 limits NOx emissons to 50
tons per year by limiting the hours of operation of the generators, the amount of dudge that can be
burned and the amount of fuel that can be used in the boilers, yet the permit does not require monitoring
to assure compliances. The commenter requests the incluson of cadculaions showing that the
operationd limitations in the permit will ensure tha NOy, emissons will reman bdow 50tons per year.
The commenter dso believes that the two digester flares emissons mugt be included in the caculation
of emissions to assure that emissions do not exceed 50 tpy NO.

Responses  Based on the comment, EPD has added Condition 5.3.3 requiring Utoy to determine the
amount of dudge processed monthly and maintain records of it. EPD is dso requiring Utoy to include
the monthly usage data for dudge processed, natura gas combusted, digester gas combusted, and
generator usage hours, in the semi-annud reports submitted to the EPD.
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EPD has dready included the NOy emissons from the two digester flares in the caculation of tota
emissons. A copy of the caculaion isincluded a the end of this addendum.

11. A comment was made that “the permit must include conditions from the POTW MACT.”

Responsee POTW MACT regulations are found in 40 CFR Pat 63 — Nationd Emisson Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source Categories, Subpart VVV. These regulations are applicable if the
POTW mests both of the following conditions:

- The POTW is a mgor source of Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) Emissons (i.e, a source
emitting 10 tons per year or more of any individuad HAPs or 25 tons per year or more of
combined HAPS).

- The POTW s required to develop and implement a pretrestment program as defined by 40 CFR
4038 (for a POTW owned or operated by a municipdity, state or intermunicipd or interstate
agency) or the POTW meets the generd criteria for development and implementation of a
pretreatment program.

Based on the emisson cdculations, Utoy is not a mgor source of HAP emissons. Therefore, the
POTW MACT does not gpply to this facility. The permit has not been modified in response to this
comment.

Commentsfrom City of Atlanta, Utoy Creek Water Reclamation Center (Utoy)

1. Regading Table 3.1 a comment was made that “existing fud powered generators (PS & HW)
meet the criteria for emergency standby gas turbine generators and thus are not subject to Rule 391-3-1-
02(2)(mmm).”  They request that we use the term “Avoidance’ in the permit. They dso request that
EPD change the description of ar pollution control device ID No. SCRUBL to “wet impingement plate
scrubber.”

Response  EPD contacted the City of Atlanta to obtain additiona informetion regarding generators PS
and HW and to evauae the request made in the comments. Based on the additiond information
provided by City of Atlanta, the Divison has learned that generaiors PS and HW are emergency
generators and are not hooked up to the power grid to alow them to be used as peak shaving generators.
Therefore, these generators do qualify as emergency generators. Based on these conclusons, the Table
in Section 3.1 has been updated to reflect the above-requested changes.

2. A comment was made that “condition 3.4.2 be modified to state that generators PS and HW are
emergency generators, unless these generaiors are used in a way inconsstent with the definition of
emergency generators.”

Response: EPD has revisited the Condition No. 3.4.2 and believes that the condition aready makes the
point that generators PS and HW are emergency generators to the extent that they conform to the

definition. No language changes are needed. However, as requested, the regulatory citation has been
modified to add the word “ avoidance.”

3. A comment has been made regarding Condition 4.2.1 that “the annua source testing for Mercury
and Beryllium be diminated.”
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Response:  The Divison has reviewed the compliance test data for Mercury and Beryllium provided by
Utoy. Based on the data, the Divison has determined that annud testing is not required because the
emisson leves for Mercury and Beryllium are wel bdow the maximum limits set by NESHAPs.  The
language in Permit Condition No. 3.3.4, Condition No. 4.1.3(k) and Condition No. 4.1.3(l) are modified
to clarify the intent of the EPD regarding the performance tests for Beryllium and Mercury.

4, A comment was made that “Condition No. 5.2.1 be modified to alow an dternate method,
proposed by Utoy, to caculate the volume of dudge fed to the incineraiors in lieu of utilizing a specific
piece of equipment to measure the volume of dudge fed to the incinerators.”

Response:  EPD contacted Utoy and requested that they submit complete documentation of the proposed
method, which Utoy did. EPD has reviewed the documentation submitted by Utoy and is satisfied that
the proposed method is effective in measuring the required parameter. Therefore, Condition No.
5.2.1(d) has been modified to alow for the proposed method.

5. A comment was made regarding “Condition No. 5.2.1(f), which requires the use of non
resettable hour meters to continuousy monitor and record the actud hours of usage for each generator
(PS and HW).” Utoy dtates that each of the generators is dready equipped with a “lgpse-time meter that
run whenever the engine is run, providing a continuous tota the amount of time the engines have run.
Readings of these meters are manually recorded during equipment and maintenance checks.”

Response: It was the Dividon's intent to dlow the use of totdizers tha generators are routindy
equipped with and not to require Utoy to indal any new equipment to monitor the hours of usage on the
generators.  To make this intent clear, Condition No. 5.2.1(f) is removed from 5.2.1 and its content
included as new Condition No. 5.2.2, thus making it a separate condition and not a pat of 5.2.1.
Further, the condition has been changed to add that the actua hours “...must be recorded in a form
reedily avallable for inspection by the Divison.”

6. A comment was made that “Condition No. 5.2.1(h) be changed so that Utoy can monitor the
combined fud consumption of boilers B1, B2 and B3, ingead of being required to monitor the
consumption of fuel in each individud boiler.”

Response.  Utoy is requesting that the requirement to individualy monitor the gas consumption of each
boiler be modified to dlow for a Sngle meter to measure the totd gas being consumed by dl boilers.
EPD has determined that the requested change can be made because the emisson factors for dl the
boilers are the same so the proposed change would not affect the caculation of totd emissons. The
condition has been modified to incorporate this requested change.

7. A comment was made requesting remova of “Condition Nos. 5.3.1 (& and (b), which require
Utoy to submit the average scrubber pressure drop measurements from SCRUB2 for each 15-minute
period when it is not within the limits of 4 to 12,5 inches of water and the average oxygen content in
INC2's exhaust gas for each period of Ehour or more in which the oxygen exceeds 17.25 percent.” The
comment requests “condgtency in the oxygertreporting threshold between permit conditions 5.3.1(b)
and 6.1.7(c)(iii).”

Response The reguirements liged in Conditions 531 (&) and (b) are specified by the Federd
Regulations as cited in 40 CFR 60.155(a); therefore, the Divison cannot change the conditions to
accommodate Utoy. However, we have determined that the oxygen content trigger of 17.25 percent was
a typographica error; the correct number is 17.75 percent. Therefore, the Divison has made that
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change. Further, Condition 5.3.1(c) has been removed, since it is same as Condition 6.1.7(c)(iv) and is
more appropriate in Section 6.

NOTE: Condition 5.3.1 has been completely revised to better reflect the requirements of 40 CFR
60.155(a).

8. A comment was made that “the averaging times identified in 6.1.7.c.i through 6.1.7.civ are the
same as the minimum recording time, thus no averaging of valuesis provided for.”

Response: The Divisgon will not be able to change the requirements listed in 40 CFR 60.155. However,
the Divison has determined that it can authorize use of the testing procedures as proposed by Utoy, to
dlow them to use dternative methods to caculate mercury and beryllium emissons in lieu of dack
testing. To thisend, Conditions 6.1.7 and 6.2 are changed to alow for it.

0. A comment was made regarding the Indgnificant Activities Checklig in the draft Title V permit,
that there should be no dationary engines shown under “combustion equipment” and there should be no
boilers shown under the * generic emission groups—description of fuel burning equipment.”

Responsee  The Divison has determined that the proposed permit was in eror and has made the
requested changes to the find permit.
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ATTACHMENT TO THE ADDENDUM TO NARRATIVE

COPY OF EMISSIONS CALCULATION
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City of Atlanta

Utoy Creek WRC Facility Address: 800 Selig Drive, SW
800 Selig Drive, SW Atlanta, Georgia 30336
Atlanta, Georgia 30336 Fulton County

Permit Application No.: TV-11945

Dated: January 4, 2000

Received: January 4, 2000 Updated: 5/4/00

Contact: Ms. Tyler Richards

Phone No.: 404/696-7001 Fax No.

E-Mail: N/A

NOx Emitting Equipment

Incinerators (INC1 & INC2)

Boilers (B1, B2, & B3 [each 8.4 MMBtu/hr])

Flares (Two - 6 inch enclosed flares)

Two -Emergency Generators ( pump station-149.9 kW diesel & headworks-400kW diesel)

201hp 536.4 hp
NOx Emission Factors (AP-42 and Testing Data)
Incinerators 6 Ib/dry ton sludge
Boilers 1001b/10° 3 or 0.10b/MMBtu
Flares 0.0681b/10° Btu or 6.80E-08Ib/Btu
Generators 0.031 Ib/hp-hr or 4.41 Ib/MMBtu

Current Operational Permit Limits to Limit NOx Emissions

Dry Sludge Input to Incinerators 15,500ton/12 consecutive month (dry basis)
Boiler Fuel Consumption 22,000MMBLtu/12 consecutive months

(nat. gas or digester gas)

Emergency Generators 200hour/12 consecutive months

Flares No Limits

Potential NOx Emissions Based on Current Permit Limits

Incinerators

(15,500 ton/year)(6 Ib/ton sludge)(1 ton/2,000 Ib) = 46.50Ton/Year
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Boilers
(22,000 MMBtu/year)(0.10 Ib/MMBtu)(1 ton/2,000 Ib) = 1.1 Ton/Year

Pump Station Generator (149.9 kW/201 hp)

(200 hourl/year)(0.031 Ib/hp-hour)(201 hp)(1 ton/2,000 Ib) = 0.62 Ton/Year

Headworks Generator (400 kW/536.4 hp)

(200 hour/year)(0.031 Ib/hp-hour)(536.4 hp)(1 ton/2,000 Ib) = 1.66 Ton/Year

NOx Emissions From the Flares

The Maximum Hourly Fuel Input into the Flaresis 4,500 ft¥/hour and the Digester Gas has a Caloric Value of 640 Btu/ft®
(based on the TV application).

(2 flares)((4,500 ft*/hour)(640 Btu/ft*)(0.068 Ib/10° Btu)(1 ton/2,000 Ib)) = 0.000196 Ton/Year

[TOTAL = 49.89Ton/Year
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