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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 greater detail thanissometimespossiblein
the actud permit. This permit is being proposed pursuant to: (1) Section 391-3-1-.03(10) of the Georgia Rulesfor Air
Quality Control, (2) Part 70 of Chapter | of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, and (3) TitleV of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990. The primary purpose of this permit isto consolidate and identify existing Sate and federd air
requirements applicable to Shaw Industries, Inc., Plant No. 4 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 describesthe facility recaiving the permit, then the gpplicable requirements and their
sgnificance, and findly the methods for determining compliance with those gpplicable 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.

Shaw Indudtries, Inc., TV-9251
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

Facility Description

A. Fadlity Identification

1. Facility Name
Shaw Industries, Inc., Plant #4
2. Parent/Holding Company Name
Shaw Indudtries, Inc.
3. Previous and/or Other Name(s)
Star Finishing Company, Divison of Shaw Industries, Inc.
4. Facility Location
2225 Hamilton Street Ext, Daton, Georgia
5. Attainment or Non-attainment Area Location
Thisfadility islocated in Whitfiedd County, isin an atainment areafor al criteria pollutants.
6. Class| Arealmpacts

Thisfacility islocated within 100 Km of the Cohutta Class | area

. Ste Determination

Shaw Indudtries, Inc., has fifteen manufacturing plants in Whitfield County, Daton, with nine of them dassified as
Title V mgor sources. Three applications 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 origind gpplications were submitted because potentid
emissons of SO,, NOy, 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
Indugtries, 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 per hour boilers. Shaw Plant#2is
located directly north of Plant #4, on contiguous property.

Shaw Plant #4islocated 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). Thereisasoasmal
chemicd blending operation a Plant #4 that supplies auxiliary chemicasto other Shaw plants within and beyond
Whitfield County. Shaw Plant #4 is the oldest Shaw property at this Site dating back to the early 1970's. On
December 10, 1979 an Air Qudlity permit wasissued to Shaw for the operation of Shaw Plant #4 and associated
process equipment including boilers. In 1984, a second permit was issued for the construction and operation of
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

three (3) cod fired boilers.

Shaw plant #80 is located at 2230 South Hamilton Street Extension, adjacent to Plant #4. This plant was
purchased by Shaw Indudtries, Inc., in late 1987 from West Point Pepperdll, Inc. On April 27, 1988, an Air
Quadlity permit was issued to Shaw for the operation of plant #80.

Plants 2, 4, and 80 are al 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 V permit for plant #2, AIRS No. 313-00084
currently belong to plant #4 will be used for the Title V permit for plant #4 and 313-00003 currently belong to plant
#80 will be used for the Title V permit for plant #30.

C. BExiding Permits

Table1: List of Current Permits, as Amended

Permit Number and/or Purpose of Date of Issuance and Comments
| ssuance Date of Amendments (if any) Yes | No
November 30, 1979, and amended on June
2272-155-7209-0 7,1984 X
June 7, 1984, and Amended on April 3,
2275-155-8840 1987 X
2273-313-0084-E-01-0 September 30, 1999 X

Table 2. Commentson Specific Permits

Permit Number Comments

Issued to Star Finishing, Divison of Shaw Indudtries, Inc., for operation of
2272-155-7209-0 three boilers.

Issued to Shaw Industries Inc., for construction and operation of three coal
fired boilers, and amended to dlow thefacility to burn cod with sulfur content
not to exceed 0.8 percent by weight in acalendar year with no individua fuel
shipment sulfur content exceeds 1.0 percent sulfur, and limiting the total cod
2272-155-8840 fired in al three boilersto 22,115 tons per year.

Issued to Shaw Industries Inc., for condruction and operation of 41
MMBtu/hr latex coater (source code LCO3), and limiting the LCO3 to
2273-313-0084-E-01-0 | 123,000,000 square yards of carpet.
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

D. Process Description

1. SIC Code(s)
Major - 2273
Other - None

2. Destription of Product(s)
Thefind product of the facility broadloom tufted carpet.
3. Ovedl Facility Process Description

Processed yarnistufted into greige goods. These greige goods are then dyed in acontinuous process. Oncethe
greige goods have been dyed, they are then coated with an SBR latex adhesive backing that adds durability.
During this process, the yarn fibers are sheared for consstent length. At the end of this process the finished
carpet isingpected and cut to consumer specified lengths. The steam produced by five boilers (source codes
BLO4, BLO5, BL06, BLO7 and BLO08) is mainly used to power the continuous dye operation and coating
processes.

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

Plants 2, 4, and 80 areamgjor 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 Qudity 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 boilersand one
25 MMBtu per hour bailer firing naturd gasor fud oil. OnJune7, 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. Annud cod 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 dlowed by the
regulations. The Divison has determined that the permit issued for the three 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 mgor source as defined by the PSD regulations.
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

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

On June 9, 1988, the Divison issued Air Qudity 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 a Shaw Plant No. 2. Annud fue ol

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 |ocated 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 havelimited 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, emissionsfrom thethree coal-fired boilers
at plant No. 4 to 250 tpy. Compliance with each of these limits must be achieved by March 31, 2002. In
addition, the company isagreeing to burn residud fud ail a Plant No. 2 and 80 that contains no more than 1.80%
aulfur.

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
PM g T T
SO, T T
vVOC T T
N Oy T T
CO T T
TRS T T
H.S T T
Individua T T
Tota HAPs T T

3. MACT Standards

None applicable
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

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 applicable
B. Applicable Rules and Regulations
I Rules and Regulations Assessment
Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(a) 1 appliesto the entire facility.
I Emisson and Operating Standards
None applicable
C. Compliance Status

As described in ste history, the company has recently agreed to a Consent Order for excess SO, and NOy
emissons. An gppropriate compliance schedule has been included in this permit.

D. Operationd Hexibility
None
E. Permit Conditions

None
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I11. Regulated Equipment Requirements

A. Brief Process Description

Fant #4 manufactures tufted carpet by tufting nylon, polyester or polypropylene yarn through a polypropylene
primary backing, dyeing the carpet, applying acoating to the primary backing, applying asecondary backing when
cdled for and shearing the finished carpet. Yarnisnot produced at Plant 4. It isddivered to the plant, stored in
the plant and used when required. Plant 4 has 11 atmospheric dye beckswhich are used on alimited basis (listed
in gpplication as a inggnificant sources based on emission levels), two Kuster continuous dye ranges (sour ce
codes CDO03 and CDO4)for polyester and nylon carpets and one continuous dye range for scouring
polypropylene carpets. After thecarpetisdyed, astain blocker isapplied, then ascotch guardisapplied. Findly,
alatex backing is gpplied to the carpet, the carpet is sheared, rolled up and marked for storage or delivery. The
latex backing contains styrene and 1,3 butadiene. Lint from the shearing processis controlled by exhausting part
of thelint laden air stream through a multiclone collector located outside and the other part of thelinethrough a
beg filter located ingde the building. Steam required for the processesis provided by thefive boilers, two natura

gas/No. 2 fud ail fired bailers (sour ce codes BL 07 and BL 08) and three cod fired bailers (sour ce codes
BLO4, BLO5 and BL 06) which are equipped with multiclone ash collection with 94.% collection efficiency

(source codes PC01-03).

B. Equipment Lig for the Process

Air Poallution Control

Emission Units Specific Limitations/Requirements Devices

ID Applicable
No. Description Requirements/ Standards

BLO4 | Coal boiler #1 Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)2(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)3
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2

Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)2(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(c)3
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2

Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)2(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)3
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2

Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)2(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)3
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2

Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)2(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)3
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2

Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(€)1(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2

Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e)1(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2

Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e)1(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e)(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(e)(ii)
Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2

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

Corresponding Permit Conditions ID No. Description

3.22,324,327,34.1,342 PCO1 Multicolone

BLO5 Coal boiler #2 3.2.2,324,327,34.1,342 PC02 Multicolone

BLO6 Coal boiler #3 3.2.2,3.24,327,341,342 PCO3 Multicolone

BLO7 Gas boiler #1 3.2.3,3.25,3.2.6,3.4.1, 3.4.2 none none

BLO8 Gas boiler #2 3.2.3,3.25,3.2.6,3.4.1, 3.4.2 none none

CDO03 Kuster continuous dye line 3.2.8,3.4.3,3.44,3.45 none none

CDO04 | Multi-tech continuous dye line 3.2.8,34.3,34.4,345 none none

DRO1 Beck dryer 3.2.8,3.4.3,34.4,345 none none

LC02 Latex coater 3.2.8,3.4.3,3.4.4,3.45 none none

LCO03 Latex coater 3.2.1,3.2.8,3.4.3,34.4,3.45 none none
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

C. Equipment & Rule Applicahility

I Emisson and Operating Caps

L atex Coater #2 (sour ce code L C0O3): To avoid PSD permitting and review, thefacility agreed to limit the
L CO3 production rateto 123,000,000 square yards coated carpet which equates or lessthan 38 tons per year
of VOC.

VOC emissons
[(280 mg/sg. yard of carpet) x (1 gram/1000 mg) x (1b/454 gram)(123,000,000 sg. yard of carpet)= 37.92 tpy

Coal fired Boilers (sour ce codes BL 04, BL 05 and BL 06): Asapart of the Consent Or der, thefadility
agreed to limit the potential of SO, emissionsfrom cod fired boilers BL04, BL05 and BL 06 below 250 tpy
(to avoid PSD review) commencing with the twelve consecutive month period ending March 31, 2002.
Potential SO, emissons = [(tons of cod)(emission factor)(%6S)/(ton/2000 1b)]

Potential SO, emissions = [(16,320 t/yr)(0.8) (38 Ib/t)/(ton/2000 Ib)] = 248.1 tpy

Potentid NOy emissions = [(tons of cod)(emission factor)/(ton/2000 1b)]

Potential NO, emissions = [(16,320 t/yr)(9 lbs NOy /1 ton coal)/(ton/2000 Ib)] = 74 tpy

Natural gad NO. 2 fue oil fired Boilers (sour ce codes BL 07, and BL 08)

No. 2 fud ail
BLO7 and BLO8 are limited to 450,000 galons of No. 2 fue oil during any twelve consecutive months.

Potential SO, emissions = (142*0.5)* 450,000 gal/yr/ (2*10°) = 16 tpy
Potential NO, emissions from No. 2 fuel all

(450,000 gal/yr)(20 Ib/1000 gd) = 9,000 Ib/year of NO

(9,000 Ib/year)/ 1 ton/2000 Ibs = 4.5 tons per year

Natural gas

Potential NO, Emissions

Maximum rated input for two boilers (Btwhr) = [59 + 59] MMBtwhr = 118 MMBtwhr
Hesting value of fue (Btu/ft®), natural gas = 1000 Btu/ ft*

Emission factor (Ib/10° ft°) = 140 Ib. NO/ MMft® natural gas

Maximum operating time (hr/day) = 24 hours

118 MM Btwhr/1000 Btw/ft® = 118,000 ft/hr

Maximum naturd gas usage

(118,000 t*/hr)(8760 hrslyear) = 1,033,680,000 ft* year
Potential To Emit (PTE) of NO,

(1,033 MM CFlyear)(140 Ib/MMCF) = 144,620 Ib/year of NOx
(144,620 Iblyear)/ 1 ton/2000 Ibs = 72 tons per year
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

Potential NOx Emissions from natural gasfor DR01, CD03, CD04, L C02 and L CO3
Maximum rated input in Btwhr = [14+ 16+ 29 + 42.5 + 41] MMBtu/hr = 142.5 MMBtuwhr
Heating value of fud (Btu/ft®), natural gas = 1000 Btu/ ft°

Emission factor (Ib/10° ft%) = 140 Ib. NOx/ MMft® naturdl ges

Maximum operating time (hr/day) = 24 hours

142.5 MM Btwhr/1000 Btu/ft® = 142,500 ft/hr

Maximum naturd gas usage

(142,500 ft*/hr)(8760 hrslyear) = 1,248,300,000 ft% year

Potentid To Emit (PTE) of NO,

(1,248.3 MM CFlyear)(140 IblMMCEF) = 174,762 |blyear of NOx
(174,762 Iblyear)/ 1 ton/2000 lbs = 88 tons per year

Applicable Rules and Regulations

Boilers: Currently there are five boilers in operation (source codes BL04, BLO5, BL06, BLO7 and BL08).
BLO4, BLO5 and BL06 (37.5 MMBtu/hr each) are cod fired boilers and were constructed prior to 1984 and
ingtaledin 1984. Sincetheseunitswere congtructed after January 1, 1972, the allowable PM emissonratefrom
each 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 P equds the dlowable PM emisson rate in pounds per million Btu and R equas the heat input in million
Btus per hour.

Boiler BLO7 and BLO8 (59 MMBtuwhr each) are natural gas/No. 2 fud ail fired boilers and were constructed
prior to 1973 and ingalled in 1973. Since these unitswere congtructed after January 1, 1972, the dlowable PM
emission rate from each 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 Pequasthe alowable PM emission ratein pounds per million Btu and R equalsthe heat
input in million Btus per hour.

Boilers BLO4, BLO5, BL06, BLO7, and BL0O8 are dso subject to Georgia Rule for Air Qudity Control
391-3-1-.02(2)(d)3 because they were constructed after January 1, 1972. Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(d)3
limits the opacity to 20 percent except for one Sx minute period per hour of not more than 27 percent opacity.

Since boilers BL0O4, BL05, and BLO6 are capable of firing on coa, Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2 limited
sulfur content to 2.5 weight percent. However, the facility agreed to limit the sulfur content of cod to 0.8%.

Snce boilers BLO7, and BLO8 are cgpable of firing on natura gas or No. 2 fud oil, Georgia Rule
391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2 limited sulfur content to 2.5 weight percent. However, the facility agreed to limit the sulfur
content of No. 2 fud to 0.50%.

For the 16 MMBtuwhr naturd gasfired Kuster continuous dye line (source code CDO3, constructed prior to
1970 and ingdled in 1970), 29 MMBtuhr natura gas fired Multi-tech continuous dye line (source code
CD04, constructed prior to 1977 and ingtalled in 1977), 14 MMBtwhr natura gas fired Beck dryer (source
code DROL, congtructed prior to 1981 and ingtalled in 1981), 42.5 MM Btu/hr natural gas fired L atex coater
(source code L C0O2, constructed prior to 1978 and ingtaled in 1978), and natural gasfired L atex coater (source
code L CO3, congtructed in 1999 and ingtdled in 2000), the fud sulfur content islimited to 2.5 weight percent, in
accordance with Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2.
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

DRO01, CDO03, CD04, LCO02, and LC03 are used for latex adhesive to carpet and are capabl e of firing on natural
gas only. Each unit is trested as a separate process, and the adlowable PM emission rate from this range is
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 equalsthe alowable PM emission
rate in pounds per hour and P equals the maximum process input weight rate in tons per hour.

DRO1

Notel: TV Application indicated that the DRO1 processes approximately 16,875 |bs per hour (8.5tph) tufted
greige goods.

E = 4.1P"%" = (4.1)(8.5)*° = 17.20 lbs per hour alowable PM emission
Notell: Applicant estimated in Section 7.10 of the application that maximum anticipated actual emissonsfor

DROL is approximately 1 Ib/hr (based on best available data). Sincethe maximum anticipated actud
emissonsis|less than alowable emissons, compliance with Rule (€) is expected.

Notelll: Applicant estimated in Section 7.10 of the gpplication that maximum anticipated actud emissions of
VOC for DRO1 is gpproximately 6 tpy (based on industry emissions factor).
CD03
Notel: TV application indicated that the CDO3 processes approximately 12,430 |bs per hour (6.22 tph)
tufted greige goods.
E = 4.1P*% = (4.1)(6.22)**" = 14 Ibs per hour dlowable PM emission.
Notell: Applicant estimatedin Section 7.10 of the gpplication that maximum anticipated actua emissonsfor
CDQ03 is gpproximately 1 Ibs/hr (based on best available datd). Since the maximum anticipated

actua emissonsisless than dlowable emissons, compliance with Rule (€) is expected.

NoteIl1: Applicant esimatedin Section 7.10 of the gpplication that maximum anticipated actuad emissonsof
VOC for CDO3 is gpproximately 8.5 tpy (based on industry emissions factor).

CD04

Notel: TV Application indicated that the CD04 processes gpproximately 12,375 Ibs per hour (6.2 tph)
tufted greige goods.

E = 4.1P*% = (4.1)(6.2)*°" = 14 lbs per hour alowable PM emission
Notell: Applicant estimatedin Section 7.10 of the application that maximum anticipated actud emissonsfor

CD4 is gpproximately 1 Ibs/hr (based on best available datd). Since the maximum anticipated
actud emissonsis|ess than alowable emissons, compliance with Rule (€) is expected.
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Notelll: Applicant estimatedin Section 7.10 of theapplication that maximum anticipated actud emissionsof
VOC for CD04 is gpproximately 6.7 tpy (based on industry emissions factor).

LCO2

Notel: TV gpplication indicated that the LCO2 processes gpproximately 18,750 lbs per hour (9.40 tph)
tufted greige goods.

E = 4.1P*%" = (4.1)(9.40)*®" = 18.40 lbs per hour alowable PM emission
Notell: Applicant estimatedin Section 7.10 of the gpplication that maximum anticipated actua emissonsfor
LCO2 is approximately 1 Ibs/hr (based on best available data). Since the maximum anticipated

actud emissonsis|ess than alowable emissons, compliance with Rule (€) is expected.

NoteIl1: Applicant esimated in Section 7.10 of the gpplication that maximum anticipated actua emissonsof
VOC for LCO2 is approximately 23 tpy (based on industry emissions factor).

LCO3

Notel: TV Application indicated that the LCO3 processes gpproximately 24,500 Ibs per hour (12.30 tph)
tufted greige goods.

E = 4.1P*% = (4.1)(12.30)*%" = 22 Ibs per hour alowable PM emission.
Notell: Applicant estimatedin Section 7.10 of the gpplication that maximum anticipated actua emissonsfor
LCO3 is approximately 1 Ibs/hr (based on best available data). Since the maximum anticipated

actua emissonsisless thaen alowable emissons, compliance with Rule () is expected.

NoteIl1: Applicant esimatedin Section 7.10 of the gpplication that maximum anticipated actud emissonsof
VOC for LCO3 is gpproximately 29 tpy (based on industry emissions factor).

CDO03, CD04, DR01, LC02, and LCO03 are subject to Georgia Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1. GeorgiaRule
391-3-1-.02(2)(b)1 limits the opacity to forty percent.

D. Compliance Status

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

E. Opeationd Hexibility
None gpplicable
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.
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I11LE V AFFLICAITIUN REVIEVVY

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

Generd Teding Reguirements

A requirement for performance testing on any specified emissions unit, when directed by the Division, is included.
Requirements for a30 day noatification of testing and the submisson of atest plan areasoincluded. Test methodsand
procedures to be used are specified.

Specific Teding Requirements

The Permit contains condition that require performance test for Particulate Matter (PM) emissonson each codl fired
boiler within 90 days following the date of issue of this permit, and a 12 month intervas.

V. Monitoring Requirements (with Associated Record Keeping and Reporting)
A. Generd Monitoring Requirements
Condition 5.1.1 requires that dl continuous monitoring system required by the Divison and inddled by the
Permittee shdl bein continuous operation. All datarecorded during al periods of operation of the affected facility
except for continuous monitoring system breakdowns and repairs. Data shdl 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

Boilers BL0O4, BL05 and BLO6 are subject to Georgia Rules 391-3-1-.02(2)(d) for opacity and Particulate
Matter (PM) and 391-3-1-.02(2)(g) for Sulfur Dioxide. Each boiler is controlled for PM emissions using a
separate multiclone. Proper operation and maintenance of the PM control equipment will ensure that emissons
arelow and within adlowablelimits. To ensurethat the cyclonesare operating properly, weekly inspections of the
multiclones arerequired to be conducted. Excursons, to bereported quarterly, arespecified. All boilersarefired
with cod and daily readings of visble emissons (opacity) are required to ensure compliance with Rule (d) PM
limitations. For each bailer, twenty percent opacity was chosen asthe trigger level a which correctiveactionis
required to be taken. Occurrences of opacity greater than or equd to the trigger leve that are not corrected
within 24 hours and are required to be reported. Rule (g) limits the sulfur content of each fud to 2.5 percent
aulfur, by weight. Condition 3.2.4 of the permit further limits the sulfur content of the cod to be 0.8 percent.
Monitoring for these sulfur limits are through sampling and andysis using gppropriacte ASTM Methods. In this
TitleV permit, thesulfur limit has been changed from 0.8% annua basis (from SIP Permit) to amaximum of 0.8%
on every shipment. Periodic monitoring isbased on asulfur andysis of each shipment. We could dlow the sulfur
limit to be 0.8% on a 12 month rolling average. However, periodic monitoring would have to be much more
gringent to verify compliance with such alimit, possbly induding Aas-firedd sulfur monitoring smilar to the cod-
fired eectric utility plants. As part of the Consent Order, boilers BL04, BLO5 and BLO6 are subject to PSD
avoidancelimitsfor amount of cod burn to 16,320 tons during any twelve consecutive months (thelimit isequd to
250tpy of SO, emissionsfor al boilers) commencing with the twel ve consecutive month ending March 31, 2002.
Compliance will be determined using cod usage records and sulfur content.
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BoilersBL07 and BLO8 are subject to GeorgiaRules 391- 3-1-.02(2)(d) for opacity and Particulate Matter (PM)
and 391-3-1-.02(2)(g) for Sulphur Dioxide. The boilersare naturd gasfired with number 2 fud ail asthe backup
fud. Nomonitoring isrequired when the boilersarefired with naturd gas, and or No. 2 fud oil becauseitisvery
unlikdly that emissonswould exceed opacity and PM limitations. However, for each shipment of didtillatefud ail
(Numbers 1 or 2) received for combustion, Shaw IndustriesInc., Plant No. 4 shdl obtain from thefud supplier a
satement that the fud oil complieswith the specificationsfor No. 2 fuel ail, asdefinedin ASTM D396 - Standard
Specifications for Fud Oil to ensure compliance with the 0.5 weight percent fud sulfur content limit. The fuel
supplier certifications serves asthe monitoring to assure compliance with thefud sulfur limit. Compliancewith the
Rule(g) fud sulfur limit isdetermined using fuel supplier certificationsfor didtillatefud oil (Numbers1or 2). BLO7
and BLO8 are subject to afud oil usage limit of 450,000 gd/yr. Compliance will be determined using fud ail
records.

DRO01, CDO03, CD04, LC02 and L C03 are subject to GeorgiaRules 391- 3-1-.02(2)(b) for opacity and (€) for
Particulate Matter (PM) emissions. No control equipment is present on any of the units; however, PM emissons
from these unitsarevery low and itisvery unlikely that Particulate Matter and opacity limitationswill be exceeded.
Therefore, no monitoring is required.

DRO1, CD03, CD04, LC02 and LCQO3 are capable of firing on natura gas only and subject to Georgia Rule
391-3-1-.02(2)(g)2 for Sulphur Dioxide. No control equipment is present on eachunit. Itisvery unlikey that
Rule (g) will be exceeded due to low sulfur content of naturd gas. Therefore, no monitoring is required.
LCO3issubject to athroughput limit of 123 million square yards per year. Compliance will be determined using
materia usage records.

Condition 5.3.1 requiresthe Permitteeto maintain records of al dataand information required by ConditionsNo.
5.2.1 and 5.2.2 and submit areport quarterly in accordance with Condition No. 6.1.4.

V1. Other Record Keeping and Reporting Requirements

Generd Record Kegping and Reporting Reguirements

A. Generd Record Kegping and Reporting Requirements

The Permit contains generd requirementsfor themaintenance of al recordsfor aperiod of fiveyearsfollowing the
date of entry and requires the prompt reporting of dl relaed information to deviations from agpplicable
requirements. Records, including identification of any excess emissons, exceedances, or excursons from the
gpplicable 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. 6.2.2 and 6.2.4 define the cod andlysis as well as the reporting requirementsfor the laboratory
andysisfor sulfur content of each shipment and the quantity of each shipment.

Recordsfor theamount of fue combusted in each boiler each cdendar month are d so pecified. For each month,
a 12- consecutive month total for theamount of coa (tons) combusted in boilers BL 04, BL05, BL06 and amount
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of No. 2fud ail (galons) burned in boiler BLO7, and BLO8. A 12-consecutive month total for each monthinthe
reporting period is to be submitted with the quarterly reports. Also to be submitted are the fuel supplier
certifications with the fud sulfur limits
Condition Nos. 6.2.1 and 6.2.3 define the content of thefud oil certificationsaswedl asthe reporting requirements
for these certifications. The fud supplier certifications serve asthe monitoring to assure compliance with the fue
aulfur limit. Compliancewith the Rule (g) fue sulfur limit isdetermined using fud supplier cartificationsfor didillate
fud oil (Numbers 1 or 2).
Records for the amount coated carpet process in Latex Coater (L CO3) for each month of operation are also
specified. Condition No. 6.2.5 requiresthe facility to keep therecords. A 12-consecutive month tota for each
month in the reporting period is to be submitted with the quarterly reports.
V1. Specific Requirements

A. Operationd Hexibility
None applicable

B. Alterndive Requirements
None applicable

C. Indgnificant Activities
None applicable

D. Temporary Sources
None applicable

E.  Short-Term Activities
None gpplicable

F. Compliance Schedule/Progress Reports

The compliance schedule for SO, emissions has been incorporated into Conditions 3.2.2 by limiting amount
of coa burned in BLO4, BLO5 and BLO6. Progress reports have been incorporated into Condition 6.2.7.

G. EmissonsTrading

None gpplicable
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H. Acdd Ran Reguirements
None gpplicable

I.  Prevention of Accidental Releases
Thisfacility is not subject to 40 CFR 68.

J.  Stratogpheric Ozone Protection Requirements

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

K. Pollution Prevention
None applicable
L. Specific Conditions
None applicable
VIII.  General Provisons
Generic provisons have been included in this permit to address the requirementsin 40 CFR Part 70 that apply to

al Title V sources, and the requirementsin Chapter 391-3- 1 of the GeorgiaRulesfor Air Qudity Control that apply to all
dationary sources of air pollution.
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Addendum to Narrative

The announced comment deedlinefor the draft permit was August 6, 2001. Written comments dated August 6, 2001, were
received on August 8, 2001 from the Georgia Center for Law inthe Public Interest. Theinitid paragraph of the comments
dtates that the comments were submitted "On behdf of the Georgia ForestWatch and the Serra Club..."

Written comments dated July 12, 2001, were dso received from Shaw Industries, Inc., Plant No. 4.
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 bdow in detal, the Environmenta Protection Divison (EPD) did not undertake the required public
participation activitiesfor thisdraft permit. Therefore, EPD may not issuethefind 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) states that the public notice will explain where the public can review dl rdevant
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 sated intent to provide the public with alist of wheredl of theinformation isavailable. 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. Environmental Protection Agency, and other personsas otherwise authorized by
law." The incluson of the "and other persons as aherwise authorized by law," is a smdl gep in the right direction.
However, thislanguage seems excessvey legdigtic for apublic notice. Wewould recommend just saying "and the public.”

The public notice states that "[d]fter the comment period has expired, the EPD will consder dl comments, make any

necessary changesand issuethe TitleV operating permit.” Thisstatement isinaccurate. Specificaly, the Satement 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.

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 this facility.
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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 Sate
that any person can enforce this 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."

SerraClub 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 dso be anindication that EPD does not havethe ability to maintain afully delegated Title
V program.

Response: The language of Condition 8.2.1 was derived from 40 CFR *70.6(b)(1), which statesthat Part 70 permits"are
enforceable by the Adminigirator and citizens under the Act." Thelanguage in Condition 8.2.1 of the permit had read, in
part, "dl terms and conditions contained herein shall 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 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) requirethat 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 requirements of * 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 al 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 smdl step towards compliance with * 70.6(a)(iii)(A), that subsection requires reporting of al
monitoring. Total processing 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.
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Response: The section of the United States Code cited by the commenter requiresthat the Permittee submit, no lessthan
every sx 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, require the submittal, at least every six
months, of reports of any required monitoring. These citations do not require the submittal of copiesof al monitoring data
recorded by the Permittee; rather, they require submitta of reports on the results of this monitoring. Infact, 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 violations 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
referencetest.” 62 FR at 8316. EPD must ensure thet no permit purportsto limit the use of credible evidence. Moreover,
the permit should include standard language stating that dl credible evidence may be used.

A. EPD Must Remove Language that Purportsto Limit Credible Evidence.

EPD must ensure thet its Title V' permits contain no language that could be interpreted to limit credible evidence. For
example, condition 4.1.3. in the permit sates that "[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 proposition that when a government agency or member of the public takes an

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

determination listed in the permit. This position isdirectly 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 thepermit'sattempt to limit credible evidenceisfound in the second sentence of condition 8.17.1. This
condition clamsto limit usable evidence to information that isavailable to 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 such information. 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. . ."

Similarly, Condition 6.1.3 of the permit, which sates that "fallures shal be determined through observation, datafrom 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 clause requiring reporting of any
failure based on any credible evidence, credible evidence, aswell as observation, datafrom monitoring protocolsand other
monitoring required by the permit.
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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
inclusion of credible evidence languagein dl TitleV permits. Asexplained by the Acting Chief of USEPA'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 methodsfor demonstrating compliance specified in the permit are the only methods admissible to demondirate
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, Divison 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 clarifying that any credible evidence may be usd.
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 appears in the permit, EPD should
indude 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 dl Title V permits

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 Radiaion Division, 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 availability of any credible evidence to demonsirate noncompliance with permit requirements.

Response: The prescribed performancetest methods and procedures, which areincorporated inthe GeorgiaRulesfor Air
Quadlity Contral, contain clear provisonsthat, by prescribing such procedures, nothing would preclude the additiona use of
other credible evidence, either 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).] Evenwithout thisdirect inclusion, the Rulesthemsdvesarecited in dl permits
issued by the Divison.

Furthermore, the Division believes that adequate provisions for consderation of credible evidence have been included in
Condition 8.17.1, which gates, in part, that " Determination of whether acceptabl e operating and maintenance procedures
arebeing 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.”
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The Divison haséected not to include any additiond language beyond the Rules cited above becauseit isour belief that any
atempt to darify the rule or define credible evidencewill generdly produce animpression of limiting of the scope of therule,
Thiswe do not wish to do. The Divison believesthat any chdlenge to the authority of the U.S. EPA, State of Georgia, or
any citizen with standing to use any credible evidence would easily be turned away. On the other hand, if limiting language
such asthat offered in the referenced EPA text were to be used, arguments to use such statementsto "whither away" a the
generd principle could and most probably would be made. For instance, 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
generd provisons to the rules. Therefore, for the benefit of the enforceability 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, excurgons and excess emissions that the facility must report. This needs to be
removed because 40 C.F.R. "70.6(a)(3)(iii)(B) and (6)(i) mandates that the permit require the permittee to report dl
exceedances, excesses and excursons.

Response: TheDivison 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 excursonsY" Condition 6.1.7, by listing explicitly what congtitutes an excess emission, exceedance, and excursion,
makes this requirement practicaly enforcesble.

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 this requirement in its entirety. While the Permit does state that "the Permittee shall
submit a Risk Management Plan (RMP) in accordance with the 40 CFR Part 68, when and if, such requirement becomes
goplicable” Section 7.10.1, it fails 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 operateitsfacility in compliance with Part 68. Therefore, EPD needsto completely incorporate
Section 112(r) and Part 68 into Section 7.10 of the permit.

Response: As indicated in the text of the comment, EPD includes the 112(r) requirements in 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.
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Comment 7
A comment was made that "REQUIREMENTS WERE ALTERED FROM THE SIP PERMITS."

The Part 70 regulations mandate that al requirementsin afacility’'s SIP permit beincluded inits Title V permit. Conditions
3.B and 3.C of Permit 2272-155-7209-0 are not inthe Title V permit and should be. In addition, Conditions 6 and 9 of
SIP permit 2273-313-0084-E-01-0 are not in the Title V permit and should be.

Response: Condition 3 of Permit 2272-155-7209-0wasoriginally added in the 1979 permit (as condition #1), based on
three boilers burning #6 oil and naturd gas. These boilers were not limited by fud use on an annud bag's; the permit was
issued based on parameters of steam generation limitsto restrict the SO2 emissionsfrom these boilers. Emissionsreduction
‘credits by switching these boilers from #6 to #2 oil were erroneoudy used and incorporated into the permit revison in
1984. Inaddition, ahard cap on annual use of #2 ail (450,00 gallons) was placed ontheseboilers. Therevised permit was
based on the annual #2 fud oil limit and the old steam limit should have been stricken as redundant, but was not removed.
No changes were made to find permit.

Condition 6 of SIP Permit 2273-313-0084- E-01-0 was to ensure Permittee to perform routine maintenance on control

equipment. However, TitleV applicationindicated that Boiler Nos. 4, 5 and 6 (source codes BL 04, BL 05 and BL06) have
ar pollution control devices "multiclone’ (source codes PC01, PCO2 and PC03). Condition 6 of SIP prmit
2273-313-0084-E-01-0 was incorporated into Draft Title V permit as Condition 5.2.2. Condition 9 of SIP permit
2273-313-0084-E-01-0wasto ensure that Permitteetake al reasonabl e precautionswith any operation, process, handling,
transportation, or storage facilities to prevent fugitive emissons of ar contaminants. Condition 9 of SIP permit

2273-313-0084-E-01-0 wasincorporated into Draft TitleV permit as Condition 8.22.1. No changeswere madeto fina

permit.

Comment 8
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 acknowledgesthat "Plants# 2,4, and 80 are al one Part 70 source].]" Draft Permit at 1. However, EPD
datesthat it is going to issue three separate permits for "adminigrative purposes.” 1d. EPD does not have the authority to
issuethree separate permitsfor one TitleV facility. Therefore, EPD needsto re-notice thisdraft permit and issue one permit
for dl three plants. This combined permit should require that al three plants go through New Source Review.

Response: The Divison disagreeswith the commenter's assertion that one permit must beissued for Shaw Indudtriesinc.,
Plant Nos. 2, 4 and 80 located in Ddton, Georgia. Whileit istruethat Part 70 does not explicitly state that more than one
TitleV permit can beissued for asingle Title V source, there are federal documents that indicate that thiswas the intent of
Congress and the U.S. EPA. Section 502, paragraph (c) of the Clean Air Act Amendment of 1990 gtates. "asingle permit
may beissued for afacility with multiple sources.” If Congressintended to mandate thet aTitleV Siteto beissued only one
permit, the word "must” would have been used instead of "may". We aso note that the EPA guidance document dated
August 2, 1996, with the title: "Mgor Source Determination for Military Instalations under the Air Toxics, New Source
Review, and TitleV Operating Permit Programs of theClean Air Act (Act)", gave permitting authoritiesthe discretion, with
regard to military bases, to issue more than one Title V permit to each maor source & that ingdlation, so long as the
collection of permits assuresthat al gpplicable requirementswould be met that otherwise would have been required under a
single permit for eech mgjor source. Whileit istruethat this guidance applies specificaly to military ingdlations, the Divison
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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
gngleTitleV source.

In regard to the comment that the facility needsto go through PSD review, page 4 of the TitleVV Application Review detalls
the history of thisste asit reatesto the PSD regulations. EPD believesthat these regulations have been applied correctly.

Comment 8
A comment was made that "VISUAL OPACITY INSPECTION IS INSUFFICIENT."

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: The Divison affirms its decison to require daily visble emissons (VE) checks for these bailers to assess
compliance with the PM 10 emission and opacity Sandards. The Divison maintainsthat daily VE checksfor the cod fired
bailersin conjunction with the APCD ingpection required by Condition 5.2.2 yield reliable datafrom therdevant time period
that is representative of the boiler's compliance with the PM 10 emission and opacity standards. No changes were made to
find permit. The Division has determined that the prescribed monitoring contained in conditions5.2.1 and 5.2.2 issufficient
for providing a reasonable assurance of compliance with the Georgia Rule (d) limits.

Comments from Shaw IndusgtriesInc., Plant No. 4

Condition 3.2.2 redtricts boilers BL04, BL05, and BL06 to burning no more than 16,320 tons of coa during any

twelve-month period. Together with Condition 3.2.4 that restricts the sulfur content of the cod to no morethan 0.8%, these
limits are for PSD avoidance. Aswritten in the origind SIP permit, the limit on cod burning was weighted based on the
actud sulfur content - i.e. 0.8/Sx Tons Cod, where S = twel ve consecutive month average percentage of sulfur inthe cod.
Shaw proposes that Condition 3.2.2 be revised to reingtate this fud flexibility and provide an incentive for burning lower
sulfur fuels, or be gtricken entirely and replaced with the following language,

"The permittee shal not discharge or causethe dischargeinto the aimosphere from coa boilers (source codes BL04, BLO5,
BL06), SO2 emissonsin amount equal to or greater than 250 tonsduring any twel ve consecutive months commencing with
the twelve consecutive month period ending March 31, 2002. SO2 emissions shdl be caculated in accordance with
Condition6.x.x."

(The Condition 6.x.x aboverefersto anew condition that would be added in conjunction with the above referenced change
to Condition 3.2.2, and would prescribe the method for cal culating SO2 emissionsfrom cod with variablesulfur content). I
the Division agreesto the changesto Condition 3.2.2, then Conditions 6.1.7(iv), and 6.2.7awill aso need to be amended.

Condition 3.2.4 prohibits the burning of any cod in the coa boilers with sulfur content greeter than0.8%, by weight. This
represents a change from the maximum sulfur content of 1.0% that was dlowable in the SIP permit for these boilers
(2272-155-8840, amended 04/03/87). Shaw requeststhat the maximum sulfur content of the cod be reinstated as 1.0%, to
dlow for theinherent variability in the sulfur content of coa, and to avoid having to report apermit exceedance for asingle
cod sampletha might spike above 0.8%. Itisinour best interest to burn low sulfur cod in order to maximize the Btu input
available from cod, but we wish to avoid unnecessarily reporting permit exceedances where we have not violated the
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underlying emissons limit. We would also ask that the annua average sulfur content of 1.0% either be reingtated to be
condstent with the existing SIP permit, or be stricken entirely and refer to the 250 tons SO2. Making this change does not
increase the SO2 emissons from these boilers above their PSD avoidance limit, nor would it bein excessof Rule(g)2. As
dated in the previous bullet item, Shaw is requesting that the SO2 PSD avoidance limit be explicitly based on the 250 tons
SO2 limit and not theamount of coa burned. Therefore, if the 2-month average sulfur percentage increasesthen the amount
of dlowable tons of cod will be reduced, whereas more tons can be burned if lower sulfur cod isburned. If the Divison
agreesto this change, then Conditions 6.1.7(i) will dso have to be amended.

On September 28, 2001, the facility proposed permit conditions for the cod fired boilersthat limits boilers SO2 emissons
below 250 tons, and adding a formula for caculating SO2 emissons based on 1% sulfur content of cod in the loads
received so long as the average remains a or below 0.8%. The facility requested to incorporate Condition Nos. 5and 7
into fina permit.

Response: In the draft permit, the potentid of SO2 emissions from cod fired boilers BL0O4, BLO5 and BLOG6 is limited
below 250 tpy (to avoid PSD review) by limiting the maximum sulfur content to 0.80% and by limiting the amount of cod
burned to 16,320 tons per year commencing with the twelve consecutive month period ending March 31, 2002.

Potential SO2 emissions = [(tons of cod)(emission factor)(%6S)/(ton/2000 |b)]
Potential SO2 emissions = [(16,320 t/yr)(0.8) (38 Ib/t)/(ton/2000 Ib)] = 248.1 tpy

Thefacility is aware that the potentid SO2 emissons must be limited below 250 tpy from the cod-fired boilers. Andthey
are requesting more flexibility to comply with this requirement. EPD is open to concepts that dlow the company more
flexibility while gtill accomplishing the regulatory objective. However, in this case, Shaw's proposd to use "as received”

sulfur reports to verify compliance with an "as burned” sulfur dioxide limit does not stisfy the requirement for periodic
monitoring. Therefore, no changes were madeto thefina permit based on this comment except that Shaw was given three
additiona months (from March 31 until June 30) to get into compliance with this limit.

Condition No. 3.2.8, restricting fuel usageinal processfuel burning equipment (CD03, CD04, DROL, LC02, and LCO3) to
only natura gas, is proposed to be amended to dlow for the use of propane as a backup fue. All of this equipment is
currently capable of burning propane; amending this Condition will not sgnificantly changethe PTE or actud emissonsfrom
the affected units.

Response: Based onfollowing caculation, dlowing facility to use propane asabackup fud sgnificantly changethe potentid
to emit of NOx or actud emissons from the affected units

Note: Emissons factor for natura gas has been changed from 140 Ib. NOx/MM({t3 naturd gasto 100 Ib/MMBtu.

Potential NOx Emissions from natura gas for DRO1, CD03, CD04, LC02 and LC03
Maximum rated input in Btwhr=[14+ 16+ 29 + 42.5 + 41] MMBtu/hr = 142.5 MMBtu/hr
Heating vaue of fud (Btuw/ft3), naturd gas= 1000 Btu/ ft3

Emission factor (1b/106 ft3) = 100 Ib. NOx/ MM({t3 natura gas

Maximum operating time (hr/day) = 24 hours

142.5 MM Btw/hr/1000 Btu/ft3 = 142,500 ft3/hr
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Maximum naturd gaes usage
(142,500 ft3/hr) (8760 hrs/year) = 1,248,300,000 ft3/ year

Potential To Emit (PTE) of NOx
(1,248.3 MM CFlyear)(100 Ib/MMCF) = 124,830 Ib/year of NOx
(124,830 Iblyear)/ 1 ton/2000 lbs = 63 tpy of NOx emission.

Potential NOx Emissions from propanefor DR0O1, CD03, CD04, L C02 and L C03

Propane has a higher NOx emission factor compared to naturd gas, therefore, comparing the firing of natura gas and
propane, theworst caseisfiring 100% propanefor al fuel burning equipments, so NOx potentid for propane, usng AP-42
emission factor, NOx emisson is 19 /1000 gal, and propane heating value is 91,500 Btu/gal.

Max. rated input for DRO1, CD03, CD04, LC02 and LCO03 (Btu/hr)= 142.5 MMBtu/hr.

142.5 MMBtwhr/91,500 Btu/ga=1,558 gd/hr, for 8760 hours, propane usage is 13,642,623 gd/yr.
13,642,623 ga/yr* 19 1b/1000 ga (1 ton/ 2000 Ib)= 130 tpy of NOx emission.

Potentiad NOx Emissions from Natura gas fired Boilers (source codes BLO7, and BL08)

Natural gas

Potentid NOx Emissons

Maximum rated input for two boilers (Btwhr) = [59 + 59] MMBtwhr = 118 MMBtwhr
Heating vaue of fud (Btuw/ft3), naturd gas= 1000 Btu/ ft3

Emission factor (1b/106 t3) = 100 Ib. NOx/ MM({t3 natura gas

Maximum operating time (hr/day) = 24 hours

118 MM Btwhr/1000 Btu/ft3 = 118,000 ft3/hr

Maximum naturd gas usage
(118,000 ft3/hr)(8760 hrs/year) = 1,033,680,000 ft3/ year

Potentia To Emit (PTE) of NOx
(1,033 MM CFlyear)(100 Ib/MMCF) = 103,300 Ib/year of NOx
(203,300 Ib/year)/ 1 ton/2000 lbs = 52 tons per year.

Total NOx emissions from facility
Prior to proposal

[PTE from (natura gasfor DRO1, CD03, CD04, LC02 and LC03)+ Bailersburning cod+ Boilersburning No. 2 fuel oil +
Boilers burning natural gas)] = (63 + 74+ 4.5 + 52) tpy = 194 tpy
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After proposal
[PTE from (propane for DR0O1, CD03, CD04, LCO02 and L C03)+ Boailers burning cod+ Boilers burning No. 2 fud ail +
Boilers burning naturd ges)|

(130 + 74+ 4.5 + 52) tpy = 261 tpy, 261 tpy- 194 tpy = 67 tpy increase in emissions.

Pants 2, 4, and 80 are amajor 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) and increasein emissions asresult of adding
propane as abackup fuel for DRO1, CD03, CD04, LC02 and L C0O3 ismorethan 40 tpy, PSD review requires. However,
on Friday September 28, 2001, thefacility proposed asitewide limit of 4,000,000 gallons of propane, which would results
in 38 tons NOx PTE increase for propane.

Max. rated input for DRO1, CD03, CD04, LC02 and LCO3 (Btu/hr)= 142.5 MMBtu/hr.

Proposed propane usage= 4,000,000 gal/yr.

[(4,000,000 gal/yr)* (19 1b/1000 gal) *(1 ton / 2000 Ib)]= 38 tpy of NOx emission

Since adding propane as a backup fuel for DRO1, CD03, CD04, LC02 and LCO3 resultsin 38 tpy of NOx emission
increese, the facility must submit an Air Quality Application for TV modification after the permit isissued. No changewas
madeto find TV permit.



