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SSCP/ASU | Deirdre Edwards James Eason
ISMP DeAnna Oser Larry Webber
TOXICS NA NA
I ntroduction

This narrative is being provided to assst the reader in understanding the content of the attached draft Part 70 operating
permit. Complex issuesand unusud itemsare explained in smpler termsand/or greeter detail thanis sometimespossiblein
the actud permit. This permit is being proposed pursuant to: (1) Section 391-3-1-.03(10) of the Georgia Rulesfor Air
Quadlity Contral, (2) Part 70 of Chapter | of Title 40 of the Code of Federd Regulations, and (3) Title V of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990. The primary purpose of this permit isto consolidate and identify existing Sate and federd air
requirements gpplicableto Shaw Industries, Inc., Plant No. 80 and to provide practical methodsfor 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, then the gpplicable requirements and thelr
sgnificance, and findly the methods for determining compliance with those applicable requirements.  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 process will be described in an addendum to this narrative.
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

Facility Description

A. Fadlity Identification

1. Facility Name
Shaw Industries, Inc., Plant No. 80
2. Parent/Holding Company Name
Shaw Indugtries, Inc.
3. Previous and/or Other Name(s)

West Point Pepperdll, Inc., Westcott Plant
Shaw Indudtries, Inc., Westcott Plant

4. Facility Location

2230 South Hamilton Street, Dalton, Georgia
5. Attainment or Non-attainment Area Location

Thisfadility islocated in Whitfiedld County, isin an atainment areafor al criteria pollutants.
6. Class| Arealmpacts

Thisfacility islocated within 200 Km of the Cohutta Class | area.

. Ste Determination

Shaw Indudtries, Inc., has fifteen manufacturing plantsin Whitfidd County, Daton, with nine of them classfied as
Title V mgor sources. Three gpplications are being submitted together (Plant Nos. 2, 4 and 80) as a package
because the Site determination as detail ed in subsequent paragraphs hasled the Division to conclude that these three
facilities meet the definition of a Part 70 Single Site. The origina applications were submitted because potentid
emissons of SO,, NO,, PM, and VOC from the entire Site exceed the 100 tpy threshold for criteria pollutants.

Shaw Plant #2 islocated at 2207 South Hamilton Street Extension, Daton, GA. Thisplant was purchased by Shaw
Industries, Inc. in early 1987 from Unique Processing Co. On June 6, 1988, an Air Quality permit wasissued to
Shaw for the operation of Plant #2 and congtruction of two (2) 73.7 million Btu boilers. Shaw Plant #2 islocated
directly north of Plant #4, on contiguous property.

Shaw Plant #4 islocated at 2225 South Hamilton Street Extension, on contiguous property with Plant #2; itisaso
adjacent to Shaw plant #80 which is separated by a public road (South Hamilton Extension). Thereisdsoasmal
chemica blending operation a Plant #4 that supplies auxiliary chemicasto other Shaw plants within and beyond
Whitfidd County. Shaw Plant #4 is the oldest Shaw property at this Ste dating back to the early 1970's. On
December 10, 1979 an Air Quality permit was issued to Shaw for the operation of Shaw Plant #4 and associ ated
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

process equipment including boilers. In 1984, a second permit was issued for the construction and operation of
three (3) cod fired bailers.

Shaw plant #80 is located at 2230 South Hamilton Street Extension, adjacent to Plant #4. This plant was
purchased by Shaw Industries, Inc. inlate 1987 from West Point Pepperdll, Inc. OnApril 27,1988, an Air Quality
permit was issued to Shaw for the operation of plant #80.

Plants 2, 4, and 80 are all one Part 70 source because they are under common control, located on contiguous
and/or adjacent property, and have the same 2-digit SIC code.

For administrative purposes, Shaw requested separate Title V permits be issued for each facility. AIRS No.
313-00061 currently belong to plant #2 will be used for the Title VV permit for plant #2, AIRS No. 313-00084
currently belong to plant #4 will be used for the TitleV permit for plant #4 and 313-00003 currently belong to plant
#80 will be used for the Title V permit for plant #30.

C. BExiging Permits

Table1: List of Current Permits, as Amended

Permit Number and/or Purpose of Date of | ssuance and Comments

| ssuance Date of Amendments (if any) Yes | No
2272-155-6056-0 March 17, 1978 X
2272-155-9888 April 27, 1988 X

Table2: Commentson Specific Permits

Permit Number Comments
2272-155-6056-0 Issued to West Point Pepperdl Inc., for operation of three boilers.
Issued to Shaw Industries, Inc., Westcott Plant for operation of a carpet
2272-155-9888 finishing fadlity.

D. Process Description
1. SIC Code(s)

Magjor - 2273
Other - None

2. Destription of Product(s)
Thefind product of the facility broadloom tufted carpet.
3. Ovedl Facility Process Description
The carpet manufacturing process at Shaw plant #80 includes tufting, continuous dyeing (source codes CDO1,

CDO02), and SBR latex coating (source code LCO1). Thefina product from Plant 80 is finished, broadloom
carpet. Steam for the continuous dyeing is provided by three boilers (source codes BLOL, BL02 and BLO3).
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

4. Overdl Process How Diagram (optiona)
There is one attached to the application.
E. Regulatory Status
1. PSD/NSR

Plants 2, 4, and 80 are amgor source under PSD because they have potentia to emit (PTE) of PSD regulated
pollutants over 250 tpy (they are not one of the 28 named source categories under PSD).

SiteHistory

On November 30, 1979 Air Quality Permit No. 2272-155- 7209- O wasissued to Shaw IndugtriesInc., (Shaw) for
the operation of Shaw Plant No. 4. The permit wasfor the operation of two 59 MMBtu per hour boilers and one
25 MMBtu per hour boiler firing naturd gasor fud oil. OnJune 7, 1984; the Divisonissued Air Qudity Permit No.
2272-155-8840to Shaw for the construction and operation of three cod-fired bailers, each with arated capacity of
37.5 MMBtu per hour heat input, to be located at Shaw Plant No. 4. Annua coa consumption was limited to
22,115 tonswith an average sulfur content of 0.8 percent by weight to limit SO, emission from the cod-fired boilers
to less than 345 tons per year.

At thetimethe cod-fired boilerswereingtaled at Shaw Plant No. 4, Shaw Plant No. 4 was not considered amajor
source under the PSD regulations and, therefore, the use of reduction credits or netting was not alowed by the
regulations. The Divison has determined that the permit issued for thethree cod-fired boilers at Shaw Plant No. 4
should have limited the SO, emissions to |ess than 250 tons SO, per year to prevent the ingalation of the boilers
from being a mgjor source as defined by the PSD regulations.

On April 27, 1988, the Divison issued Air Qudlity Permit No. 2273-155-9888 to Shaw for the operation of a
carpet finishing facility formaly known asthe Westcott Plant and a name change to Shaw Industries, Incorporated
Pant No. 80. Shaw Plant No. 80 included boilersrated at 90 MMBtu per hour heat input, 65 MM Btu per hour
heet input and 69 MMBtu per hour heat input, burning natural gas or No. 6 fue ail.

On June 9, 1988, the Divison issued Air Qudlity Permit No. 2272-155-9902 to Shaw for the construction and
operation of two 73.7 MMBtu per hour heat input boilers to be located at Shaw Plant No. 2. Annud fue ail

consumption in the two boilerswaslimited so that the SO, emission from the two boilerswould not exceed than 371
tons per year. At the time Shaw ingtdled the two 73.7 MMBtu per hour bailers, Shaw Plant No. 2, Shaw Plant
No. 4 and Shaw Plant No. 80 should have been considered one source and amajor source as defined by the PSD
regul ations because they were located on contiguous property, were under common ownership and belonged to the
sameindugtrid grouping asidentified by the sametwo-digit SIC code. The Divison has determined that the permit
for two 73.7 MMBtu per hour boilersat Shaw Plant No. 2 should have limited the emissonsincrease from the two
boilersto less than the Significant emissions levels of 40 tons per year of SO, and NO to prevent theingtalation of
the boilers from being a mgjor modification as defined by the PSD regulations.

Shaw recently agreed to a Consent Order that would, among other things, limit SO, and NO, emissonsfromthe
two 73.7 MMBtu/hr boilers at Plant No. 2 to 40 tpy and limit SO, emissions from the three cod-fired boilers a
plant No. 4 to 250 tpy. Compliance with each of these limits must be achieved by March 31, 2002. In addition,
the company is agreeing to burn residua fue oil at Plant No. 2 and 80 that contains no more than 1.80% sulfur.
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2. TitleV Mgor Source Status by Pollutant

Table3: TitleV Major Source Status

If emitted, what isthefacility=s Title V statusfor the Pollutant?
Isthe Major Source
Pollutant Major Source Requesting SM Non-Major Source
Pollutant Emitted? Status Status Status
PM T T
PMyq T T
SO, T T
VOC T T
NOy T T
Cco T T
TRS T T
H,S T T
Individual HAP T T
Tota HAPs T T
3. MACT Standards
None applicable
4. Program Applicability
Applicable
Program Code (Yes/No)
Program Code 6 - PSD No
Program Code 8 - Part 61 NESHAP No
Program Code 9 - NSPS No
Program Code M - Part 63 NESHAP No
Program CodeV - TitleV Yes

Regulatory Analysis

Il. Facility Wide Requirements

A. Emisson and Operating Caps

None gpplicable
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

B. Applicable Rules and Reguldions
I Rules and Regulations Assessment
None gpplicable
I Emisson and Operating Standards
None gpplicable
C. Compliance Status
Asdescribed in Site history, Shaw Plants 2 and 4 were recently involved in some noncomplianceissues. As part
of the enforcement process, Shaw Plant 80, agreed not to accept, receive, or alow therece pt of any fuel oil ANo.
60 which has asulfur contert greater than 1.8% by weight for BLO1, BLO2 or BLO3.
D. Operdiond Hexibility
None
E. Permit Conditions
None
I11. Regulated Equipment Requirements
A. Brief Process Description
The facility is a carpet manufacturing operation and includes tufting, continuous dyeing range (source codes
CDO01-CD02), and SBR latex coating (source code LC01). Thelatex curing oven (source code LCO1) isheated
directly by a 12 MMBtu per hour natura gasfired burner. Steam for the continuous dyeing is provided by a 90
MM Btu per hour boiler (source code BL 01, manufactured and ingtaled in 1973), a65 MM Btu per hour boiler

(source code BL02, manufactured and ingtaled in 1969), and a69 MMBtu per hour boiler (source code BLO3,
manufactured and ingaled in 1971). All three boilers are cgpable of firing on natural gas or No. 6 fud ail.
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

B. Equipment Ligt for the Process

C. Equipment & Rule Applicahility

Air Pollution
Emission Units Specific Limitations/Requirements Control Devices
Applicable
Requirements/ Corresponding Permit Descripti
1D No. Description Standards Conditions ID No. on
BLO1 Boiler #1 Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)2(ii) 321,322,341,34.2,346 None None
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)3
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(9)2
BLO2 Boiler #2 Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)1(ii) 3.21,322,34.3,344,346 None None
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2
BLO3 Boiler #3 Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)1(ii) 3.21,322,343,34.4,34.6 None None
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2
LCO1 Latex Coater #1 Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1 3.2.3,34.4,345,34.6 None None
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e) 1(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(9)2
CD01 Printer Dye Range #1 | Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1 344,345 None None
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e)1(ii)
CD02 Kuster Dye Range Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1 344,345 None None
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e) 1(ii)

* Generally Applicable Requirements contained in this permit may apply also to emission units listed above.

Emission and Operating Caps

Asapart of the Consent Order, the Plant 80, agreed not to accept, receive or dlow the receipt of any fud oil
ANo. 60 which has a sulfur content greater than 1.80% by weight for BLO1, BLO2 or BLO3.

Applicable Rules and Regulations

Boiler BL 01 (90 MMBt per hour, manufactured and ingtaled in 1973) isfired with natural gasor No. 6 fud ail.
Since BLO1 were congtructed after January 1, 1972, the dlowable PM emission rate from boiler is specified by
Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)2(ii), which is stated as follows:

P=0.5*(10/R)%°, where Pequalsthe allowable PM emission ratein pounds per million Btu and R equalsthe heat
input in million Btus per hour.

Boiler BLO1 is aso subject to Georgia Rule for Air Qudity Control 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)3 because it was
constructed after January 1, 1972. Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)3 limitsthe opacity to 20 percent except for
one sx minute period per hour of not more than 27 percent opacity.

Shaw Industries, Inc., TV-9252
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TITLEV APPLICATION REVIEW

Boiler BL 02 (65 MMBtu/hr, manufactured and ingtdled in 1969), Boiler BL 03 (69 MM Btu/hr, manufactured
and ingaled in 1971) are fired with natura gas or No. 6 fue ail. Since these units were congtructed prior to
January 1, 1972, the allowable PM emission rate from each boiler is specified by Georgia Rule 391-3-1-
02(2)(d)1(ii), which is stated as follows:

P=0.7*(10/R)%’, where Pequasthe alowable PM emission ratein pounds per million Btu and R equalsthe heat
input in million Btus per hour.

L atex coater (source code L CO1, manufactured prior to 1970 and ingtalled in 1970) hasa 12 MM Btu per hour
natura gas fired burner that cures latex adhesive to carpet. Since LCOL is capable of firing on natura gas,
Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2 limits the fuel sulfur content to 2.5 weight percent.

Boilers BLO1, BL02 and BLO3 are cgpable of firing on naturd gas or No. 6 fud oil, Georgia Rule
391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2 limitsthefud sulfur content to 2.5 weight percent. Asapart of Consent Order, the Plant 80,
agreed not to accept, receive or alow the receipt of any No. 6 fud oil which has asulfur content greater than
1.80% by weight for BLO1, BLO2 or BLO3.

Printer Dye Range (source code CDO01, manufactured prior to 1970 and installed in 1972), Kuster Dyerange
(source code CD02, manufactured prior to 1970 and instdled in 1974), L C01, BL 02 and BL 03 are subject to
Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1. Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1 limits the opacity to forty percent.

L CO01, CDO1 and CDO02 are subject to Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e)1. Each unit istreated as a separate

process under Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e)1, and the dlowable PM emission rate from each processis
expressed by Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e)1 which is stated as follows:

For process weight input rates up to 30 tons per hour. E = 4.1P*%", Where E equasthe dlowable PM emission
rate in pounds per hour and P equal s the maximum process input weight rate in tons per hour.

CDO1

Note |: Applicant indicated inthe TV Application that CDO1 processes approximately 8,775 Ibs per hour (4.4
tph) tufted greige goods.

E = 4.1P"%" = (4.1)(4.4)*%" = 11.1 lbs per hour alowable PM emission
Notell: Applicant estimated in Section 7.10 of the TV Application that maximum anticipated actud emissions
for CDOL is approximately 1 Ibs/hr (based on best available data). Since the maximum anticipated

actud emissonsislessthan dlowable emissons, compliance with Rule (€) is expected.

Notelll: Applicant estimatedin Section 7.10 of the TV Application that maximum anticipated actuad emissons
of VOC for CDO1 is approximately 6.1 tpy (based on industry emissions factor).
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

CD02

Note |: Applicant indicated in the TV Application that CD02 processes approximately 12,150 Ibs per hour
(6.10 tph) tufted greige goods.

E = 4.1P"% = (4.1)(6.10)>°" = 13.8 Ibs per hour alowable PM emisson

Notell: Applicant estimated in Section 7.10 of the TV Application that maximum anticipated actua emissions
for CDO2 is gpproximately 1 lbs’hr (based on best available data). Since the maximum anticipated
actud emissonsis|less than dlowable emissons, compliance with Rule (€) is expected.

Notelll: Applicant esimated in Section 7.10 of the TV Application that maximum anticipated actud emissons
of VOC for CDO02 is approximately 3.7 tpy (based on industry emissions factor).

LCO1

Note |: Applicant indicated in the TV Application that the LCO1 processes approximately 18,995 Ibs per
hour (9.50 tph) tufted greige goods.

E = 4.1P"°" = (4.1)(9.50)>%" = 18.5 Ibs per hour alowable PM emission

Notell: Applicant estimated in Section 7.10 of the TV Application that maximum anticipated actual emissons
for LCOL is approximately 1 Ibs’hr (based on best available data). Since the maximum anticipated
actud emissonsisless than dlowable emissons, compliance with Rule (€) is expected.

Notelll: Applicant esimated in Section 7.10 of the TV Application that maximum anticipated actud emissons
of VOC for LCO1 is gpproximately 16.3 tpy(based on industry emissions factor).

Note:  The mgority of pollutant emissons from Shaw plant #30 are generated by al fud burning sources.
VOC emissons result from the dyeing and drying of greige goods and the curing of latex adhesve
based carpet backing systems. Potentid emissions from al fuel burning sources (three boilers and
LC01) were cdculated usng AP-42 factors. Potentid VOC emissons from the dyeing and coating
operationswere ca culated by using ether industry accepted emission factors or engineering caculations
based on supplier information. Individud and overdl HAP emissons from plant #30 are currently
below the 10/25 tons gpplicability thresholds.

Emission Calculation from combustion sour ces

1. Natura Gas

Maximum rated input for BLO1, BLO2, BLO3 and LCO1 = 90+ 65+ 69+ 12 = 236 MM Btu/ hr
Heating value of fue (Btu/ft®), natural gas = 1000 Btu/ ft>

Maximum operating time (hr/day) = 24 hours

(236 MM Btuw/hr)/1000 Btu/ft®) = 236 x 10° ft*/hr

Maximum natura ges usage
(236 x 10 ft%hr)(8760 hrslyear) = 2,067,360,000 ft*/ year
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Potential To Emit (PTE) of NO,
Emission factor (Ib/10° ft°) = 140 Ib. NO,/ MM{t® natural gas
[(2,068 MM CFlyear)(140 [b/MMCF)/(1 tor/2000 Ib)] = 145 tpy of NO, 7

Potential PM/PM ,, Emissions
Emission factor (Ib/10° ft°) = 13.7 I/ MM{t® natural gas
[(2,068 MM CFlyear)(13.7 It/MMCF)/(1 torV2000 )] = 14.2 tpy 7

Potential CO Emissions
Emission factor (Ib/10° ft°) = 35 I/ MM{t® natural gas
[(2,068 MM CFlyear)(35 Ib/MMCF)/(1 torv2000 1b)] = 36.2 tpy 7

Potential VOC Emissions
Emission factor (Ib/10° ft°) = 2.78 I/ MM{t® natural gas
[(2,068 MM CFlyear)(2.78 Ib/MMCF)/(1 torv2000 1b)] = 2.9 tpy 7

Potential SO, Emissons
Emission factor (Ib/10° ft%) = 0.6 I’MMCF naturd ga
[(2,068 MM CFlyear)(0.6 It/MMCF)/(1 ton/2000 Ib)] = 0.63 tpy 7

2. No. 6 fud ail

Maximum rated input for BLO1, BLO2, and BL0O3 = 90+ 65+ 69 = 224 MM Btu/ hr

Average heat content for # 6 is 150,000 Btu/gal

Potential usage of # 6 =(224 * 10° / 150,000) = 1,493 gal/hr

1,493* 8760 = 13,081,600 gal/yr

Sulfur content for No. 6 fue oil <= 1.8%

Potential SO, emissions from Boilers = (157 * 1.8 *13,081,600 gal/yr) / 2* 10° = 1,849 tpy 7

Potential NOx Emissions

Maximum rated input for BLO1, BLO2, and BL0O3 = 90+ 65+ 69 = 224 MM Btu/ hr
Emission factor = 55 1b/2000 gal

[(55 1b/2000 gdl) (1,3,078,680 ga/yr)/ (ton/2000 |b)] = 360 tpy 7

D. Compliance Status

As described in gte history, there has been some noncompliance that is being resolved through a Consent
Order and this permit.

E. Operationd Hexibility

None gpplicable
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F. Permit Conditions

The permit conditions are described above in the Equipment & Rule Applicability section. There are no
unusual conditions that need to be highlighted in this section.

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

A. Generd Teding Requirements

A requirement for performance testing on any specified emissions unit, when directed by the Divison, is
included. Requirementsfor a30 day notification of testing and the submission of atest plan areadso included.
Test methods and procedures to be used are specified.

B. Specific Tesing Requirements

None required.
V. Monitoring Requirements (with Associated Record Keegping and Reporting)
A. Generd Monitoring Requirements

Condition 5.1.1 requires that dl continuous monitoring system required by the Divison and ingdled by the
Permittee shal be in continuous operation. All data recorded during al periods of operation of the affected
facility except for continuous monitoring system breskdowns and repairs. Data shall be recorded during
cdibration checks and zero and span adjustments. Maintenance or repair shall be conducted in the most
expedient manner to minimize the period during which the system is out of service.

B. Specific Monitoring Requirements

TheBoiler BLO1 issubject to GeorgiaRules 391-3- 1-.02(2)(d) for opacity and Particulate Matter (PM), and
(g) for Sulfur Dioxide (fud sulfur). The boiler is capable of firing on naturd gas or number 6 fud oil asthe
backup fuel. No monitoring isrequired when the boiler isfired with natural gasbecauseit isvery unlikely that
emissions would exceed opacity and PM limitations. When the boiler is fired with number 6 fud ail, daly
readings of visble emissons (opacity) are required to reasonably assure compliance with Rule (d) PM
limitations. For Boiler BLO1, the opacity action level shal be any occurrence of visbleemissonsthat isequa
to or greater than 20 percent. Occurrences of opacity greater than the trigger level that are not corrected
within 24 hours arerequired to bereported. Compliancewiththe Rule (g) fuel sulfur limit isdetermined using
fud supplier certifications for resdud oil.

The Boilers BL02, and BL 03 are subject to Georgia Rules 391- 3-1-.02(2)(d) for Particulate Matter (PM),
(b) for opacity and (g) for Sulfur Dioxide (fud sulfur). The boilers are capable of firing on naturd gas or
number 6 fuel ail as the backup fud. No monitoring is required when the boilers are fired with naturd gas
becauseitisvery unlikdly that emissionswould exceed opacity and PM limitations. When the boilersarefired
with number 6 fud ail, daly readings of vishle emissons (opacity) are required to reasonably assure
compliancewith Rule (d) PM limitations. For the Boilers BL0O2, and BL 03, 30 percent opacity was chosen
asthetrigger leve a which corrective action isrequired to be taken. Since BLO1, BL02, and BLO3 sharea
common stack, if BLOL is firing resdud fuel then the trigger level is 20 percent. Occurrences of opacity
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greater than thetrigger level that are not corrected within 24 hours are required to be reported. Compliance
with the Rule (g) fud sulfur limit is determined using fud supplier certifications for resdud ail.

The Latex coater (source code LC01) issubject to GeorgiaRules 391-3- 1-.02(2)(b) for Visbleemissonand
Rule (g) for Sulfur Dioxide (fud sulfur). Since this unit is only cgpable of burning naturd gas, thereislittle
probability of any particulate matter or visble emissons. The current operating permit does not require
monitoring of this unit with respect to particulate matter or visbleemissons. Also, compliance with Rule (g)
will not be an issue snce naturd gas is a clean fud and is the only fuel burned in the LCO1. No control

equipment is present on the unit; however, Particulate Maiter (PM) emissonsfrom thisunitisvery low and it
isvery unlikely that (PM) and opacity limitations will be exceeded. Therefore, no monitoring is required.

The Printer dye range (source code CDO01), and Kuster dye range (source code CD02) are subject to
Georgia Rules 391-3-1-.02(2)(b) for Visble emisson. The current operaing permit does not require
monitoring for these units with respect to particulate matter or vishle emissons. No control equipment is
present on any of the units, however, Particulate Matter (PM) emissionsfrom theseunitsarevery low anditis
very unlikely that (PM) and opacity limitations will be exceeded. Therefore, no monitoring is required.

LCO01, CDO01, and CDO02 are subject to Georgia Rules 391-3- 1-.02(2)(e) for Particulate Matter. No control
equipment is present on any of the unit; however, Particulate Matter (PM) emissions from each unit isvery
low and it is very unlikely that (PM) and opacity limitations will be exceeded. Therefore, no monitoring is
required.

Aspart of the Consent Order, fud oil burnedin BLO1, BL02 and BL0O3 must contain less than 1.80% sulfur
by weight. Compliance will be determined using fuel supplier certifications (for sulfur content of fue ail).

Condition 5.3.1 requires the Permittee to maintain records of al dataand information required by Conditions
No. 5.2.1 and submit areport quarterly in accordance with Condition No. 6.1.4.

VI. Other Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements
A. Generd Record Kegping and Reporting Requirements

ThePermit containsgenerd requirementsfor the maintenance of al recordsfor aperiod of five yearsfollowing
the date of entry and requires the prompt reporting of dl related information to deviations from gpplicable
requirements. Records, including identification of any excessemissons, exceedances, or excursonsfromthe
applicable monitoring triggers, the cause of such occurrence, and the corrective action taken, are required to
be kept by the Permittee and reporting is required on a quarterly basis.

B. Specific Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements
Condition Nos. 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 define the content of the fud oil certifications as well as the reporting

requirementsfor these certifications. The supplier certifications serves as the monitoring to assure compliance
with the fud sulfur limits
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VII.

Specific Requirements

Operationa Hexibility

None gpplicable

Alternative Requirements

None gpplicable

Inggnificant Activities

None gpplicable

Temporary Sources

None gpplicable

Short-Term Activities

None gpplicable

Compliance Schedule/Progress Reports

Not Applicable. However, acompliance schedule and progress reports are required in the Title V permits for
Pants2 and 4. Plants2, 4 and 80 are being permitted separately for administrative reasons even though together
they al comprise one Title V source.

Acid Rain Requirements

None gpplicable

Prevention of Accidental Releases

Thisfacility is not subject to 40 CFR 68.

Stratospheric Ozone Protection Requirements

The standard permit condition pursuant to 40 CFR 82 Subpart F has been included inthe Title V
Permit. The facility operates equipment that is subject to Title VI of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.

Pollution Prevention

None applicable

Chanr InAdilictrice In~ T\/_Q2R2 Dana 12 nf 11



TITLEV APPLICATION REVIEW

L. Specific Conditions
None gpplicable
VIIl.  General Provisons
Generic provisons have been included in this permit to address the requirementsin 40 CFR Part 70that apply to

al Title V sources, and the requirements in Chapter 391- 3-1 of the Georgia Rulesfor Air Quaity Control that
apply to dl dationary sources of air pollution.
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Addendum to Narrative

The announced comment deadline for the draft permit was August 13, 2001. Written comments dated August 13, 2001,
were received on August 16, 2001 from the Georgia Center for Law in the Public Interest. Theinitid paragraph of the
comments states that the comments were submitted "On behalf of the Georgia ForestWatch and the Sierra Club...”

Written comments dated July 12, 2001, were aso received from Shaw Industries, Inc., Plant No. 80.
Comments from the Georgia Center for Law in the Public Interest

Comment 1
A comment was made that "EPD'S PUBLIC NOTICE PROCEDURES ARE NOT ADEQUATE."

As explained below in detail, the Environmenta Protection Divison (EPD) did not undertake the required public
participation activitiesfor thisdraft permit. Therefore, EPD may not issuethefina permit. 40 CFR " 70.7(a)(1)(ii). Rather,
EPD must re-notice the draft permit for anew public comment period that follows, a aminimum, the public participation
processes specified in the law.

For example, 40 CFR "70.7(h)(2) dtates that the public notice will explain where the public can review dl reevant
supporting documents. EPD's public notice states that dl relevant information is available a the Air Protection Branch in
Suite 120. This may not be accurate. For example, relevant information may be located in an EPD regiond office. In
addition, information relevant to accidental releases under Clean Air Act *112(r) may belocated at other agencies. EPD
has stated intent to provide the public with alist of wheredl of theinformationisavailable. However, we are unaware that
such information has been made available.

EPD has recently changed the public notice so that the public notice for this facility states that "[t]his permit will be
enforceable by the GeorgiaEPD, the U.S. Environmenta Protection Agency, and other personsas otherwise authorized by
law." The incluson of the "and other persons as otherwise authorized by law,” is a smdl sep in the right direction.
However, thislanguage seems excessively legdigtic for apublic notice. Wewould recommend just saying "and the public.”

The public notice states that "[&]fter the comment period has expired, the EPD will congder al comments, make any

necessary changesand issuethe TitleV operating permit.” Thisstatement isinaccurate. Specificaly, the statement suggests
that, while changes may be made, in the end, the permit will be issued. However, under certain circumstances, EPD is
requiredto deny aTitleV permit. 40 CFR "70.7(a). Assuch, thisstatement could beinterpreted asan indication of EPD's
predispogitiontoissue TitleV permits regardless of whether the permit complieswith thelaw. See American Wildlandsv.
Forest Service, CV 97-160-M-DWM (D.Mont. Apr. 16, 1999)(Denying government deference because of evidence of
predisposition towards apredetermined outcome). Therefore, we suggest that EPD includein the public notice an additiona

gatement that it will make a determination of whether to issue or deny the permit.

In addition, the public notice states that "Plant No. 80 has dl thetypica carpet manufacturing operations present including
tufting and continuous dyeing. The finished product from Plant No. 80 is broadloom tufted carpet.” However, 40 CFR
*70.7(h)(2) requires that the notice identify the activities or activities involved in the permit action. It is unreasonable for
EPD to believe that membersof the public (or even professonds) will know wheat activitiesare"typica carpet manufacturing
operaions.” For example, itisunlikey that the publicwill know that the carpet manufacturing will have an ont site boiler that
burn fud oil. Therefore, EPD needs to re-natice this draft permit with a description of the activities involved.
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Findly, the public notice ates, " Persons wishing to comment on the draft Title V Operating Permit are required to submit
their comments, in writing, to EPD at the above Atlanta Air Protection Branch address.” Thisis an inaccurate statement.
The public can submit oral comments at a public hearing. 40 CFR *70.7(h). Clamimg to limit commentsto only written
comment not only violates the Part 70 regulations but aso raises serious environmenta justice and equa protection issues.
Luckily, this problem can beeasly remedied. EPD could smply changethewords"arerequired to” to "may." Below isour
suggested language to deal with the whole issue;

You are hereby notified of the opportunity to submit written public comments concerning the draft Title V' Air Quality
Operating Permit. Personswishing to comment on thedraft TitleV Operating Permit are required to submit their comments,
inwriting, to EPD at the above Atlanta Air Protection Branch address. Written comments must be received by the EPD no
later than 30 days after the date on which this notice is published in the newspaper. (Should the comment period end ona
weekend or holiday, commentswill be accepted up until the next working day.)

Y ou aso may submit written or spoken commentsat apublic hearing. 'Y oumust request apublic hearing. 'Y ou must request
apublic hearing. A request for a public hearing must be made within the 30-day public comment period. A request for a
hearing should bein writing and should specify, in asmuch detal as possble, theair quality related issuesthat condtitute the
basisfor therequest. Where possble, the individual making the request should also identify the portion(s) of the Georgia
Rulesfor Air Quality Control and/or the Federd Rules may not have been adequately incorporated into the draft permit.
TheDivigon, in meking itsfind decison to issuethe TitleVV permit, will congder dl comments received on or prior to that
date.

Response: The commenter correctly noted that the permit, when issued, would be enforceable by the public. EPD has
determined that the languagein the public notice meets the Public Notification 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. All information
used in the development of the draft TitleV permit islocated at the Air Protection Branch asindicated in the public notice.
Narrativeisbeing provided to assst the reader in understanding the content of the draft Part 70 operating permit. Page 3 of
Narrative, Section | "Process Description™ identify the activities involved in the facility. No changes were made to find

permit.

Comment 2
A comment was made that "THE PERMIT IMPERMISSIBLY LIMITS ENFORCMENT TO "CITIZENS OF THE
UNITED STATES."

Section 8.2.1. of the draft permit clamsto limit enforcement to citizens of the United States. However, the Clean Air Act
statesthat any person can take an enforcement action. 42 U.S.C. " 7604(a). Therefore, the permit must be changed to date
that any person can enforcethis permit. Furthermore, the permit ismideading by including mention of the public'sright to sue
under asection entitled "EPA Authority." We recommend that EPD create a separate section, which discussesthe public's
right to sue under a heading such as "Public's Enforcement Authority.”

SierraClub hasraised thisissuein prior commentson other TitleV proposed permits. Nevertheless, no changes have been
made to the permit template. Thismay be an indication that EPD needs to establish or improve a system to capture and
implement lessonslearned. It may aso beanindication that EPD doesnot havethe ability to maintain afully delegated Title
V program.

Response: Thelanguage of Condition 8.2.1 wasderived from 40 CFR " 70.6(b)(1), which states that Part 70 permits"are
enforceable by the Adminidtrator and citizens under the Act.” The language in Condition 8.2.1 of the permit had read, in
part, "al terms and conditions contained herein shall be enforcegble by the EPA and citizens of the United States” The
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phrase"of the United States' has been ddleted from Condition 8.2.1 to reflect the exact languagein the Act contained in the
phrase, "are enforceable by the Adminigtrator and citizens under the Act.”

Comment 3
A comment was made that "THE PERMIT MUST REQUIRE THE PERMITTEE TO SUBMIT ALL MONITORING
INFORMATION TO EPD."

40 CFR "70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) and 42 U.S.C. " 7661(c)(a) require that permitsissued by state agenciesinclude arequirement
for submittal of reports of any required monitoring at least every 6 months. The permit does not contain any such
requirement.

EPD may clam that condition 6.1.4 of the permit satisfies the requirementsof * 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A). However, condition
6.1.4 requires reporting of excess emissions, exceedances and/or excursions. Thereporting of these deviationsisrequired
by *=70.6(a)(iii)(B). However, * 70.6(a)(iii)(A) requires reporting of dl monitoring. Itisacardind rule of satutory and
regulatory interpretation that a regulation should be interpreted in such a manner as to not render any provison of the
regulation meaningless. However, EPD'sclaim that reporting of deviations congtitutes reporting of any required monitoring
renders " 70.6(g)(iii)(A) meaningless as it would be redundant to *70.6(2)(iii)(B).

Itistruethat Condition 6.1.4b doesrequire bi-annud reporting of total process operating time during each reporting period.
While this certainly is a smadl step towards compliance with * 70.6(a)(iii)(A), that subsection requires reporting of al
monitoring. Tota processng time is just one monitoring requirement.  However, there are many other monitoring
requirements that must be reported. For example, Condition 5.2.2 requires the permittee to maintain alog of maintenance
checks. Thisisexactly the type of monitoring that * 70.6()(iii)(A) requiresto be reported at least bi-annualy and thet the

Facility's permit does not require.

Response: The section of the United States Code cited by the commenter requires that the Permittee submit, no lessthan
every dx months the results of any required monitoring. 40 CFR 40 "70.6(8)(3)(iii) and Georgia Rule
391-3-1-.03(10)(d)1.(i), which incorporates the federd requirements by reference, requirethe submittd, at least every six
months, of reports of any required monitoring. These citations do not require the submittal of copies of al monitoring data
recorded by the Permittee; rather, they require submittal of reports on the results of this monitoring. In fact, in one of the
Title V workshops organized by the EPA, the question was asked if sources were required to submit raw data on

monitoring/testing as part of its monitoring report. The answer from the EPA was an emphatic "No."

Comment 4
A comment was madethat "THE PERMIT CANNOT LIMIT CREDIBLE EVIDENCE FROM BEING USED IN AN
ENFORCEMENT ACTION."

Asemphasized by the United States Environmenta Protection Agency's(EPA) Credible Evidence Rule, 62 FR 8314 (Feb.
24, 1997), the Clean Air Act (CAA) dlows the public, EPD, EPA, and the regulated facility to rely upon any credible
evidence to demondrate violaions of or compliance with the terms and conditions of a Title V operating permit.
Specificaly, EPA revised 40 CFR "51.212, 51.12. 52.30, 60.11 and 61.12 to "make clear that enforcement authoritiescan
prosecute actions based exclusvely on any credible evidence, without the need to rely on any data from a particular
reference test.” 62 FR at 8316. EPD must ensure that no permit purportsto limit the use of credible evidence. Moreover,
the permit should include standard language stating that dl credible evidence may be used.
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A. EPD Must Remove Language that Purports to Limit Credible Evidence.

EPD must ensure that its Title V' permits contain no language that could be interpreted to limit credible evidence. For
example, condition 4.1.3. in the permit Satesthat "[t]he methods for the determination of compliance with emissonslimits
listed under Sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 which pertainsto the emission unitslisted in Section 3.1 are asfollows." One could
read this provison to stand for the propostion that when a government agency or member of the public takes an

enforcement action for a permittee violaing its permit, the enforcer can only rely on information from the methods of

determination listed in the permit. This pogition is directly contrary to the Clean Air Act requirementsin CAA " "113(a),

113(e)(1) and 40 CFR "51.212,51.12. 52.30, 60.11 and 61.12 which alow anyone taking an enforcement action to rely
on any credible evidence. Therefore, the aforementioned sentence in Section 4.1.3 should be stricken.

Another example of the permit's attempt to limit credible evidence isfound in the second sentence of condition 8.17.1. This
condition damsto limit usable evidence to information thet is avalableto EPD. Of course, the public or EPA may obtain
information about afacility from sources other EPD such asinformation from a"whistleblower” or from peoplethat live near
thefacility. Assuch, itisingppropriateto limit credible evidenceto exclude suchinformation. Therefore, the aforementioned
provison must be removed from the permit. Of course, the preferred option is to Smply remove the sentence. A less
desirable option isto re-writeit to state that "EPD may determine. . ."

Smilarly, Condition 6.1.3 of the permit, which states "failures shdl be determined through observation, data from any
monitoring protocol, or by any other monitoring which is required by the permit,” could be considered to limit the use of
credible evidence. To correct the problem, this Condition should include an additiond dlause requiring reporting of any
failure based on any credible evidence, credible evidence, aswell as observation, datafrom monitoring protocolsand other
monitoring required by the permit.

B. EPD Should Include Standard Language in the Permit that Explicitly States that Anyone Can Use Any Credible
Evidence

The permit does not affirmatively state that any credible evidence may be used in an enforcement action. EPA supportsthe
incdluson of credible evidence language in dl TitleV permits. Asexplained by the Acting Chief of US EPA's Air Programs
branch:

Itisthe United States Environmenta Protections Agency's position that the generd language addressing the use of credible
evidenceisnecessary to makeit clear that despite any other language contained in the permit, credible evidence can be used
to show compliance or noncompliancewith applicablerequirements. . . . [A] regulated entity could construethe languageto
mean that the methods for demonstrating compliancespecified in the permit are the only methods admissibleto demondrate
violation of the permit terms. It isimportant that Title V' permits not lend themsalves to this improper congtruction.

Letter from Cheryl L. Newton, Acting Chief, Air Programs Branch, EPA, to Robert F. Hodanbos, Chief, Division of Air

Pollution Control, Ohio Environmenta Protection Agency, dated October 30, 1998. Infact, EPA apparently sent aletterin

May 1998 specificdly directing EPD to amend its SIPto include language dlarifying that any credible evidence may be used.
Nevertheless, while three years have dapsed since EPA's request, the permit does not contain the necessary language.

While anyone may rely on dl credible evidence regardiess of whether this condition appearsin the permit, EPD should
include credible evidence language in the permits and permit template to make the point clear. Specificdly, EPA has
recommended that the following language be included in al Title V permits
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Notwithstanding the conditions of this permit that state specific methods that may be used to assess compliance or
noncompliance with applicable requirements, other credible evidence may be used to demonstrate compliance or
noncompliance.

Letter from Stephen Rothblatt, Acting Director, Air and Radiation Divison, US EPA, to Paul Deubenetzky, Indiana
Department of Environmental Management, dated July 28, 1998. We request that EPD includethis provision in the permit
to darify the avallability of any credible evidence to demonstrate noncompliance with permit requirements.

Response: The prescribed performance test methods and procedures, which areincorporated in the GeorgiaRulesfor Air
Quadlity Control, contain clear provisonsthat, by prescribing such procedures, nothing would preclude the additiona use of
other credible evidence, ether for compliance certifications or for establishing whether or not asourceisin violation of any
emissions limitation or standard. [See Rule 391-3-1.02(3)(a) and the referenced Procedures for Testing and Monitoring
Sources of Air Pollutantsat Section 1.3(g).] Even without thisdirect inclusion, the Rulesthemsdvesare cited in dl permits
issued by the Divison.

Furthermore, the Divison believes that adequate provisons for consderation of credible evidence have been included in
Condition 8.17.1, which gtates, in part, that " Determination of whether acceptable operating and maintenance procedures
are being used will be based on any information available to the Divison which may include, but isnot limited to, monitoring
results, observations of the opacity or other characteristics of emissons, review of operating and maintenance procedures or
records, and ingpection or surveillance of the source.”

The Division has dected not toinclude any additiona language beyond the Rules cited above becauseit isour belief that any
attempt to darify therule or define credible evidence will generaly produce animpression of limiting of the scopeof therule.
Thiswe do not wish to do. The Divison believesthat any challenge to the authority of the U.S. EPA, State of Georgia, or
any citizen with sanding to use any credible evidence would essily be turned away. On the other hand, if limiting language
such asthat offered in the referenced EPA text wereto be used, argumentsto use such statementsto "whither away” at the
generd principle could and most probably would be made. For instance, petitioners might suggest that the statement was
only meant to apply to sated test methods and not work practice or other parts of the gpplicable standards, including the
generd provisons to the rules. Therefore, for the benefit of the enforcesbility of the standards by using any credible
evidence available, the permit need not and is not being modified.

Comment 5
A comment wasmadethat "THE PERMIT MUST REQUIRE THE PERMITTEE TO REPORT ALL EXCEEDANCES,
EXCURSIONS AND EXCESS EMISSIONS."

Condition 6.1.7. limits the exceedances, excursions and excess emissions that the facility must report. This needs to be
removed because 40 C.F.R. *70.6(8)(3)(iii)(B) and (6)(i) mandates that the permit require the permittee to report al
exceedances, excesses and excursions.

Response: TheDivision agreesthat al exceedances, excursionsand excesses bereported and therefore Condition 6.1.4 of
the proposed permit states "The Permittee shal submit a written report containing any excess emissons, exceedances,
and/or excursionsY" Condition 6.1.7, by listing explicitly what congtitutes an excess emission, exceedance, and excursion,
makes this requirement practicaly enforcegble.
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Comment 6
A comment was made that "THE PERMIT DOES NOT FULLY INCLUDE THE ACCIDENTAL RELEASE
REQUIREMENTS."

Section 112(r) of the Clean Air Act sets out the requirements for stationary sources to avoid and address the accidenta
release of hazardous substances. 42 U.S.C. "7412(r). Section 112(r) is an applicable requirement under Title V and
therefore must be included in Title V permits. 40 C.F.R. " 70.2(Applicable Requirements (4)).

However, the permit does not contain thisrequirement in its entirety. While the Permit does Sate that "the Permittee shdl
submit aRisk Management Plan (RMP) in accordance with the 40 CFR Part 68, when and if, such requirement becomes
aoplicable” Section 7.10.1, it falls to require that the permit comply with its Risk Management Plan or with any other
requirement under Part 68 or Section 112(r). For example, 42 U.S.C. "7412(r)(7)(E) requires that the operator of a
source subject to Part 68 operate itsfacility in compliance with Part 68. Therefore, EPD needsto completely incorporate
Section 112(r) and Part 68 into Section 7.10 of the permit.

Response: Asindicated in the text of the comment, EPD includes the 112(r) requirementsin Condition 7.10.1 of TitleV
permits. EPD reviewed the language of Condition 7.10.1 for adequacy and modified thistemplate condition. ThisTitleV
permit has been modified to reflect this change.

Comment 7
A comment was madethat "ONE PERMIT MUST BE ISSUED FOR PLANTS 2,4, AND 80 THAT INCLUDESTHE
REQUIREMENT FOR THE FACILITIES TO GO THROUGH NEW SOURCE REVIEW."

The draft permit acknowledges that "Plants# 2,4, and 80 are dl one Part 70 source].]" Draft Permit at 1. However, EPD
datesthat it is going to issue three separate permits for "administrative purposes.” 1d. EPD does not have the authority to
issuethree separate permitsfor oneTitleV facility. Therefore, EPD needsto re-naticethisdraft permit and issue one permit
for dl three plants. This combined permit should require that dl three plants go through New Source Review.

Response: The Dividon disagreeswith the commenter's assertion that one permit must beissued for Shaw Industriesinc.,
Plant Nos. 2, 4 and 80 located in Daton, Georgia. Whileit istruethat Part 70 does not explicitly state that more than one
Title V permit can be issued for asingle Title V source, there arefederal documentsthat indicate that thiswas the intent of
Congressand the U.S. EPA.. Section 502, paragraph (c) of the Clean Air Act Amendment of 1990 states. "asingle permit
may beissued for afacility with multiple sources” If Congressintended to mandatethat aTitleV steto beissued only one
permit, the word "must" would have been used ingtead of "may”. We dso note that the EPA guidance document dated
Augud 2, 1996, with the title: "Mgor Source Determination for Military Ingtdlations under the Air Toxics, New Source
Review, and TitleVV Operating Permit Programsof the Clean Air Act (Act)", gave permitting authoritiesthe discretion, with
regard to military bases, to issue more than one Title V permit to each mgor source at that instalation, so long as the
collection of permitsassuresthat al applicable requirementswould be met that otherwise would have been required under a
sngle permit for eech mgor source. Whileit istruethat thisguidance gpplies specificaly to military inddlations the Divison
believes that the underlying principle extends to any mgor Part 70 Ste that is composed of functiondly distinct operating
units or facilities. Furthermore, EPD has verified with U.S. EPA that it is acceptable to issue multiple Title V permitsto a
sngle Title V source.

In regard to the comment that the facility needsto go through PSD review, page 4 of the TitleV Application Review details
the history of thisste asit rdatesto the PSD regulations. EPD believesthat these regulations have been gpplied correctly.
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Comment 8
A comment was made that "THE PERMIT DOES NOT CONTAIN ADEQUATE MONITORING"

Condition 5.2.1 requires visua ingpections for opacity. This primitive and sporadic monitoring method is not adequate to
assure compliance. Condition 5.2.1 should be changed to require a continuous opacity monitor systems (COMS).

Response: TheDivison has determined that the prescribed monitoring contained in condition 5.2.1 issufficient for providing
areasonable assurance of compliance with the GeorgiaRule (d) limits. Itisexpected that boilerswould easily comply with
40 percent visible opacity required in Rule (b). Therefore, no COMSs is hecessary. Based on experience with smilar
sources, the Divison determined that no bi-annud test is aso required. No changes were made to final permit.

Comment 9.
A comment was made that "THE PERMIT DOES NOT PROTECT THE COHUTTA WILDERNESS AREA™

Thisfacility islocated within 100 kilometers of the CohuttaWildernessarea. Therefore, EPD should have included further
reductionsin emissions.

Response: Thereisno lega basisin 40 CFR 70 to make such achange.

Comment 10.
A comment was made that "CONDITION 3.4.1 ISNOT PRACTICALLY ENFORCEABLE"

Condition 3.4.1 contains a particulate matter emission limit in the form of aformula Therefore, this condition is not
practicaly enforcegble as one cannot determine the particulate matter emission limit with the information in the permit. We
would suggest that in order to make the permit practicaly enforcesble, EPD should convert the emisson limit in this
condition into a understandable numeric limit such as pounds per hour.

Response: Narrative is being provided to assist the reader in understanding the content of the draft Part 70 operating
permit. Issuesand unusud itemsare explained in narrativein smpler termsand/or greeter detall than is sometimes possible
in the actual permit. Page 6 of Narrative, Section |11 "Regulated Equipment Requirements' addressed this comment.

Comment 11.
A comment was made that "NARRATIVE DOES NOT EXPLAIN WHY THE FACILITY DOES NOT HAVE AN
ACID RAIN PERMIT"

The permit saysthat the acid rain program of Title 1V of the Clean Air Act isnot applicable. However, the Narrative does
not provide any factud or legd basis for this concluson. Therefore, the Narrative needs to be changed to include an
explanation or the permit needs to be change to include Title IV requirements.

Response: Title IV of the Clean Air Act is not applicable to this facility.

Comment 12.
A comment was made that "THE PERMIT SHOULD NOT PROHIBIT THE USE OF DISTILLATE OIL"

Condition 3.2.2 prohibits the use of fuds other than Fud oil No. 6. However, since AP-42 indicates that the emission
factorsfor Didtillate Fue Qil for NOx, PM and in some cases SOx isless, it seemsthat the permit should not prohibits the
use of didillate fud oil unlessit would create additiona hazardous air pollution or more criteria pollutants because it would
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require more overdl fuel. However, if Condition 3.2.2 were changed, Condition 3.2.1 would aso have to be changed to
ensure that the sulfur content is retained regardless of what type of fud ail is used.

Response: the Divison encourages dl companies to voluntarily undertake environmentaly beneficid actions thet the
companies would not otherwise legally be required to perform. Thefacility may modify boilersto burn No. 2fud oil & any
time provided the appropriate permit modification isobtained. At thetimethat the facility submitted its Title V' gpplication,
the boilers were only capable of firing on naturd gas and/or No. 6 fud. Condition 3.2.2 ensures that the facility does not
switch to other type of fud without first obtaining permit form the Divison. No change was made to fina permit.

Comment 13.
A comment was made that "THERE SHOULD BE A SPACE BETWEEN CONDITION 8.2.2 AND 8.2.3."

Response: TitleV find permit will reflect this change.
Commentsfrom Shaw Industries Inc., Plant No. 80

Comment 1.

While part of thesame Part 70 Steas2 and 4, it isnot directly affected by the compliance schedulethat appliesto thesetwo
plants, and it does not have any redtrictions on fuel usage or emissons except for the 1.8% sulfur that isrequired to monitor
and report. Decreasing the frequency of reporting for Plant 80 would not affect theinterpretation of the data collected from
2 and 4, and it would place the adminigtrative burden on this plant on a par with other smilarly regulated plants.

Response: Plant No. 80ispart of the same Part 70 Site (Plant Nos. 2 and 4). SincetheTitleV permitsfor Plants2 and 4
will have quarterly reports, the Division believesit isgppropriate for Plant 80 to have quarterly reportsaswell. TheDivison
determined that quarterly reporting isconsstent with Plant Nos. 2 and 4 reporting requirement. No changeswere madeto
find TV permit.



