
E
x
h
ib

it
C

o
m

m
en

t
R

esp
o
n
se

A
B

A
C

T
should

be
required

on
all

em
ission

T
he

purpose
of

T
itle

V
is

not
to

add
any

new
requirem

ents
beyond

those
in

the

sources
existing

perm
its.

A
s

E
P

A
stated

in
the

W
hite

P
aper

for
S

tream
lined

D
evelopm

ent

of
P

art
70

P
erm

it
A

pplications,
dated

July
10,

1995,
“
In

general,
this

program
w

as

not
intended

by
C

ongress
to

be
the

source
of

new
substantive

requirem
ents.

R
ather,

operating
perm

its
required

by
title

V
are

m
eant

to
accom

plish
the

largely
procedural

task
of

identifying
and

recording
existing

substantive
requirem

ents
applicable

to

regulated
sources

and
to

assure
com

pliance
w

ith
these

existing
requirem

ents.

A
ccordingly,

operating
perm

its
and

their
accom

panying
applications

should
be

vehicles
for

defining
existing

com
pliance

obligations
rather

than
for

im
posing

new

requirem
ents

or
accom

plishing
other

objectives.”
B

A
C

T
w

as
previously

determ
ined

for
each

relevant
em

ission
unit

at the
tim

e
the

construction
perm

it
w

as

issued.
T

here
is

no
regulatory

basis
to

reopen
those

B
A

C
T

determ
inations

as
part

of
the

T
itle

V
issuance

process.
N

o
action

is
required

in
response

to
this

com
m

ent.

B
“N

C
A

S
I

is
a

research
organization

supported
T

he
hierarchy

for
em

ission
factors

from
least

accurate
to

m
ost

accurate
is

A
P

-42,

by
m

em
bers

ofthe
forest

products
industry;

industry
specific

data,
facility

specific
data

and
C

E
M

S
data.

In
em

ploying
N

C
A

S
I

m
ethods

and
em

ission
factor

developm
ent

em
ission

factors,
R

oseburg
w

as
using

better
data

than
w

hat
is

available
from

A
P

-42.

w
ere

not
subject

to
a

public
review

process.”
N

C
A

S
I

data
are

considered
highly

reputable
and

are
com

m
only

em
ployed

by

p
erm

ittin
g

agencies
across

the
country.

N
o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this

com
m

ent.

B
“N

C
A

S
I

B
ulletin

858
is

available
to

m
em

bers
T

he
hierarchy

for
em

ission
factors

from
least

accurate
to

m
ost

accurate
is

A
P-42,

but
not

the
general

public;
thus,

em
ission

industry
specific

data,
facility

specific
data

and
C

E
M

S
data.

O
f

those
four

factors
cannot

be
independently

verified,
groupings,

only
A

P
-42

data
are

developed
through

a
public

process.
T

hat

M
ethods

used
to

derive
N

C
A

S
I

em
ission

difference
does

not
m

ake
the

other
data

less
accurate.

N
C

A
S

I
em

ission
factors

are

factors
w

ere
not

developed
in

a
public

considered
superior

to
A

P
-42

due
to

their
industry

and
fuel

specific
nature.

It
is

process
nor

vetted
publicly

for
input

or
w

orth
noting

that
no

new
or

different
applicable

requirem
ents

w
ould

apply
to

the

review
,

B
ulletin

858
w

as
not

attached
to

the
R

oseburg
W

eed
facility

and
therefore

be
reflected

in
the

T
itle

V
perm

it
if

different

application,
and

therefore
its

em
ission

factors
H

A
P

em
ission

factors
w

ere
used.

N
o

action
is

req
u
ired

in
response

to
this

cannot
be

verified.”
com

m
ent.

m
m

z
.

m
:D

.

i-ri
tzJ



E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

B
“N

C
A

S
I

em
ission

factors
are

considerably
It w

ould
not

be
appropriate

to
address

the
suitability

o
fparticular

em
ission

factors

low
er

than
E

P
A

’s
A

P
-42

em
ission

factors.
in

the
T

itle
V

perm
it.

H
ow

ever,
w

e
agree

that
it

w
ould

be
appropriate

to
add

N
either

the
SO

B
nor

the
T

itle
V

P
erm

it
language

to
the

SO
B

explaining
w

hy
the

N
C

A
S

I
em

ission
factors

are
appropriate

to

A
pplication

provides
an

explanation
w

hy
the

use.
E

P
A

evaluation
is

not
a

prerequisite
to

the
use

o
f

a
reputable

industry
specific

N
C

A
S

I
factors

w
ere

deem
ed

applicable.
T

he
em

ission
factor.

N
C

A
S

I
factors

consist
of

about
85%

of
data

taken
from

A
P

-42
and

about
15%

source
tests

subm
itted

by
N

C
A

S
I

m
em

bers.
T

he
analysis

of this
data

set
w

as
perform

ed
by

N
C

A
S

I

w
ithout

public
input

and
resulted

in

substantially
low

er
em

ission
factors

than

those
published

in
A

P
-42.

T
he

process
used

to
develop

the
N

C
A

S
I

factors
has

not
been

publicly
vetted;

to
the

best
o
f

our
know

ledge

U
S

E
P

A
w

as
not

consulted
or

involved
in

it,

nor
has

the
agency

evaluated
N

C
A

S
I

factors

for
accuracy

or
integrity.”

B
“T

he
source

test
that

is
the

basis
for

T
able

3,
footnote

1
of the

N
ovem

ber
2010

T
itle

V
application

identifies
the

source

form
aldehyde

em
issions

estim
ates

from
o
f

the
form

aldehyde
em

ission
factor

as
N

C
A

S
I

T
echnical

B
ulletin

858,
T

able
20A

.

R
E

P’s
boiler

w
as

not
provided.

T
hus,

the
N

C
A

S
I

data
are

considered
highly

reputable
and

are
com

m
only

em
ployed

by

em
ission

factor
for

form
aldehyde

used
for

penT
litting

agencies
across

the
country.

N
o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this

em
ission

calculations
cannot

be
verified.”

com
m

ent.

B
“W

e
are

very
concerned

about
the

legal
T

he
hierarchy

for
em

ission
factors

from
least

accurate
to

m
ost

accurate
is

A
P-42,

ram
ifications

of
R

E
P

’s
selectively

changing
industry

specific
data,

facility
specific

data
and

C
E

M
S

data.
In

em
ploying

N
C

A
S

I

and
substantially

reducing
em

ission
factor

em
ission

factors,
R

oseburg
w

as
using

better
data

than
w

hat
is

available
from

A
P

-42.

quantities
during

the
present

T
itle

V
N

C
A

S
I

data
are

considered
highly

reputable
and

are
com

m
only

em
ployed

by

p
erm

ittin
g

process
(w

ith
use

o
f

N
C

A
S

I
p
erm

ittin
g

agencies
across

the
country.

In
A

pril
2008

E
P

A
released

process

factors)
from

previously
perm

itted
annual

inform
ation

regarding
the

boilers
incorporated

into
the

A
P

-42
em

ission
factors

for

em
issions

calculated
w

ith
A

P
-42,

particularly
w

ood-fired
boilers.

T
his

inform
ation

clearly
identified

that
a

num
ber

of the
boilers

w
ithout

adequate
explanation.”

utilized
in

deriving
the

A
P

-42
em

ission
factors

for
w

ood-fired
boilers

w
ere

tested

w
hile

burning
m

aterials
such

as
urea-form

aldehyde
resin,

industrial
dem

olition

w
aste,

urban
w

ood
w

aste
and

other
fuels

that
are

not
relevant

to
w

hat
is

burned
in

the
R

oseburg
boiler.

T
h
erefo

re,
it

is
reasonable

that
the

N
C

A
S

I
em

ission
factors,

w
h
ich

are
fuel

specific,
m

ore
accurately

portray
the

R
oseburg

boiler
em

issions.
N

o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this
com

m
ent.

9



E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

B
“T

he
pem

lit
m

ust
require

at
least

annual
C

ondition
15

of the
draft

T
itle

V
perm

it
already

im
poses

annual
particulate

source

source
testing

for
PM

1O
and

P
M

2.5
em

issions
testing.

C
ondition

16
im

poses
additional

testing.
C

onditions
15

and
17

specify
the

from
the

boiler
to

dem
onstrate

com
pliance

testing
m

ethod
and

the
testing

procedures
to

be
used.

T
herefore,

the
com

m
ent

w
ith

the
perm

it
em

ission
lim

its
and

m
ust

appears
to

already
be

addressed
in

the
draft

perm
it.

N
o

action
is

required
in

specify
the

m
onitoring

frequency
and

response
to

this
com

m
ent.

respective
test

m
ethod

for
each

pollutant.”

B
“P

eriodic
testing

m
ust

be
undertaken

to
C

ondition
16

of the
draft T

itle
V

perm
it

addresses
periodic

testing
for

the
P

M
1
0

confirm
em

ission
lim

its
found

in
em

ission
lim

it
in

condition
1 1.

P
M

1
0

and
P

M
7
5

em
ission

rates
are

anticipated
to

be

C
ondition

1 1.
T

he
required

R
elative

so
sim

ilar
that

separate
testing

is
not

deem
ed

necessary
for

P
M

2
5

at
this

tim
e.

A
ccuracy

T
est

A
udit

(“R
A

T
A

”)
testing

is
B

ecause
these

testing
conditions

are
contained

in
the

title
V

perm
it

and
not

understood
to

cover
N

O
x

and
C

O
annual

identified
as

“state
only,”

they
are

considered
federally

and
practically

enforceable.

testing,
but

no
testing

is
stipulated

under

C
ondition

11
for

S
O
2,

PM
10,

and
P

M
2.5.

T
he

com
m

enter
is

correct
that

S
O
2

testing
is

not
required

under
the

draft
perm

it.

T
esting

conditions
for

these
pollutants

m
ust

W
e

believe
that

it
is

appropriate
to.add

testing
for

S
O
2

to
condition

16
of

the
draft

be
identified

and
m

ade
federally

and
perm

it.

practically
enforceable

w
ithin

the
perm

it.”

B
“E

m
ission

lim
its

m
ust

be
federally

T
he

com
m

enter
is

correctthat
R

O
G

testing
is

not
required

under
the

draft
perm

it.

enforceable.
H

ere
there

is
no

w
ay

to
verify

W
e

believe
that

it
is

appropriate
to

add
testing

for
R

O
G

to
condition

16
of

the
draft

that
em

issions
w

ould
com

ply
w

ith
the

R
O

G
perm

it.
H

ow
ever,

w
e

do
not

believe
that

it
is

appropriate
to

require
annual

testing

em
ission

lim
its

or
the

determ
ination

that
R

F
P

of
R

O
G

s
given

the
low

em
ission

rates.
Iftesting

dem
onstrates

that
em

ission
rates

is
a

m
inor

source
for

H
A

P
s.

T
he

perm
it

m
ust

w
ere

underestim
ated,

then
testing

frequency
can

be
increased,

require
at

least
annual

source
testing

for
R

O
G

em
issions

from
the

boiler
to

dem
onstrate

com
pliance

w
ith

the
perm

it
em

ission
lim

its

and
m

u
s
t

s
p
e
c
if

y
the

m
onitoring

frequency

and
respective

test
m

ethod
or

surrogate
test

m
ethod.”

B
“A

nnual
stack

testing
for

R
O

G
em

issions
can

A
s

noted
in

response
to

the
previous

com
m

ent,
annual

R
O

G
testing

is
not

serve
as

a
surrogate

for
H

A
P.

H
ow

ever,
this

appropriate
for

this
boiler

given
its

low
potential

to
em

it.
N

or
is

it appropriate
to

surrogate
m

easure
m

ust
be

adequately
im

pose
R

O
G

testing
as

a
surrogate

for
H

A
P

w
here

the
perm

it
does

not
im

pose
any

dem
onstrated

and
docum

ented.”
applicable

requirem
ents

based
on

organic
H

A
P

em
ission

rates.
N

o
action

is

required
in

response
to

this
com

m
ent.

3



E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

B
“T

he
perm

it
m

ust
require

specified
W

e
do

not
believe

that
it

is
necessary

or
appropriate

to
require

T
D

S
m

onitoring.

m
onitoring

intervals
for

testing
of T

otal
T

D
S

em
issions

w
ere

very
conservatively

calculated
and

the
potential

to
em

it
w

as

D
issolved

Solids
(“T

D
S”)

content
in

the
less

than
1

ton
per

year.
T

his
level

of potential
to

em
it

does
not justify

m
onthly

m
akeup

w
ater

and,
sim

ilarly,
should

include
T

D
S

analysis.
H

ow
ever,

a
requirem

entto
inspect

the
cooling

tow
er

as
partof the

periodic
inspection

of the
cooling

tow
er

to
annual

boiler
shutdow

n
has

been
added

to
the

perm
it.

ensure
com

pliance
w

ith
specified

drift
rate.

W
e

requestthat
m

onthly
analysis

ofT
D

S

content
be

m
ade

a
condition

of the
T

itle
V

perm
it.”

B
“T

he
proposed

w
eekly

visual
surveys

for
V

isible
em

issions
surveys

are
a

standard
m

eans
of

m
onitoring

com
pliance

w
ith

fugitive
dust

are
not

adequately
protective

fugitive
em

ission
opacity

standards.
T

he
surveys

are
practically

enforceable
as

the

and
are

not
practically

enforceable.”
air

district
can

easily
determ

ine
w

hether
the

surveys
have

or
have

notbeen

perform
ed

and
air

district
staffcan

com
pare

their
ow

n
observations

to
those

of

facility
staff.

N
o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this
com

m
ent.

B
“T

he
D

istrict
m

ust
require

a
perm

it
T

he
draft

perm
it

includes
conditions

3,
w

hich
applies

to
fugitive

em
issions

condition
that

ensures
that

no
visible

generally,
and

condition
66,

w
hich

applies
specifically

to
fugitive

em
issions

from

fugitive
em

issions
w

ill
m

igrate
offsite,

the
m

aterial
handling

operations.
T

here
is

no
basis

in
the

air
district’s

rules
or

other

and
that

no
fugitive

em
issions

onsite
shall

facility
applicable

requirem
ents

to
prohibit

visible
fugitive

em
issions

from

exceed
40%

opacity
aggregated

for
m

ore
m

igrating
off

site.
Instead,

R
ule

4.1
requires

that
a

source
“h

all
not

discharge

than
three

m
inutes

in
any

hour.”
into

the
atm

osphere
from

any
single

source
o
f

em
ission

w
hatsoeyer,

any
air

contam
inant

for
a

period
or

periods
aggregating

m
ore

than
three

m
inutes

in

any
one

hour
w

hich
is

(A
)

dark
or

darker
in

shade
as

that
designated

as
N

o.2

on
the

R
ingelm

ann
chart

as
published

by
the

U
nited

S
tates

B
ureau

o
f

M
ines,

or
(B

)
O

f
such

opacity
as

to
obscure

an
observer’s

view
to

a
degree

equal
to

or
greater

than
does

sm
oke

described
in

subsection
A

.
o
f

this
rule.”

T
his

requirem
ent

is
stated

in
the

draft
perm

it
and

condition
67

ensures
that

com
pliance

is
adequately

m
onitored.

T
herefore,

w
e

believe
that

no
changes

to
the

perm
it

are
necessary

or
appropriate.

4



E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

B
“T

he
D

istrict
shall

require
at

least
one

It
is

not
appropriate

for
the

air
district

to
require

that
R

oseburg
m

a
in

ta
in

an

R
F

P
em

ployee
on-duty

during
routine

em
ployee

on-site
during

all
routine

w
orking

hours
w

ho
holds

a
current

C
A

R
B

w
orking

hours
w

ho
m

aintains
current

certified
visible

em
issions

evaluation
(V

E
E

)
certificate.

R
oseburg

m
ay

chose
to

do

C
alifornia

A
ir

R
esources

B
oard

so,
but

so
long

as
the

com
pany

is
able

to
com

ply
w

ith
the

periodic
m

onitoring

(“C
A

R
B

”)
V

isible
E

m
issions

E
valuation

requirem
ents

then
adding

a
further

requirem
ent

to
m

aintain
a

V
E

E
certified

reader

during
all

routine
w

orking
hours

is
not necessary

or
appropriate.

(“V
E

E
”)

certification
in

order
to

ensure

that
fugitive

(or
othe-)

particulate
m

atter
It

is
not

appropriate
for

the
air

district
to

place
a

requirem
ent

in
R

oseburg’s
perm

it

em
issions

do
not

exceed
opacity

lim
its,

requiring
thatthe

air
district

respond
to

com
plaints.

H
ow

ever,
it

is
appropriate

for

A
ny

public
com

plaints
o
f

fugitive
the

air
district

to
add

a
requirem

ent that
R

oseburg
log

and
investigate

any
form

al

em
issions

from
the

R
F

P
facilities

shall
be

com
plaints

subm
itted

to
the

com
pany

w
ithin

48
hours

of
receipt.

T
here

is
no

reason

inspected
by

both
the

R
F

P
V

E
E

-certified
to

require
that the

com
pany

responder
be

V
E

E
certified

as
a

non-certified
em

ployee

em
ployee

and
the

S
iskiyou

C
ounty

m
ay

be
equally

capable
of

identif’ing
if a

m
alfunction

is
occurring

or
other

A
P

C
D

,
w

ith
inspection

results
m

ade
condition

exists
that

is
resulting

in
unusual

offsite
m

ovem
ent

of
fugitive

particulate.

publicly
available.”

W
e

believe
that the

air
district

should
require

appropriate
and

expeditious
response

and
not

potentially
delay

response
by

insisting
that

it
be

perform
ed

by
a

V
E

E

certified
reader.

B
“T

he
D

istrict
shall

include
its

N
uisance

T
he

air
district’s

nuisance
rule

is
already

included
in

the
draft

perm
it

as
condition

4.

R
ule

(4-2)
be

included
as

a
condition

o
f

N
o

further
response

is
required.

the
T

itle
V

perm
it,

and
noted

w
ithin

the

p
erm

it
(as

required)
that

it
is

not
federally

enforceable.”

5



E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

B
“W

hat
co

n
stitu

tes
p
u
b
lic

n
u
isan

ce
is

a
T

here
is

no
legal

basis
for

w
hat

the
com

m
enter

is
requesting.

W
hat

constitutes
a

subjective
judgm

ent.
T

o
avoid

concerns
nuisance

involves
a

com
plex

analysis
that

extends
further

than
exclusively

totaling

by
the

public
(again)

that
the

S
iskiyou

the
num

ber
of

com
plaints

over
a

particular
tim

e
period.

T
herefore,

the
action

A
P

C
D

is
not

adequately
responsive

to
requested

by
this

com
m

ent
is

not appropriate.

public
com

plaints
regarding

R
FP

em
issions,

w
e

request
that

S
iskiyou

C
ounty

A
P

C
D

stipulate
that

tw
o

(2)

sim
ultaneous

nuisance
com

plaints,
or

five

(5)
public

com
plaints

per
24-hour

period

reg
ard

in
g

R
F

P
’s

o
p
eratio

n
s,

are
to

be

co
n
sid

ered
a

p
u
b
lic

n
u
isan

ce
u
n
til

p
ro

v
en

o
th

erw
ise

by
A

P
C

D
en

fo
rcem

en
t

p
erso

n
n
el.”

B
“T

he
S

O
B

fails
to

p
ro

v
id

e
an

ad
eq

u
ate

T
he

requirem
ent

to
m

onitor
R

C
O

tem
perature

and
the

relationship
of the

d
iscu

ssio
n

o
f

h
o
w

the
tem

p
eratu

re
in

the
tem

perature
to

H
A

P
em

issions
is

explained
in

the
pream

ble
to

the
P

lyw
ood

and

R
C

O
relates

to
H

A
P

em
issio

n
s

from
the

C
om

posite
W

ood
P

roducts
(S

ubpart
D

D
D

D
)

N
E

S
H

A
P

.
T

he
draft

perm
it

reflects

v
en

eer
dryer.

T
his

relatio
n
sh

ip
m

ust
be

these
federal

requirem
ents.

A
s

E
P

A
stated

in
the

W
hite

P
aper

for
S

tream
lined

estab
lish

ed
by

testin
g
.

T
he

D
raft

P
erm

it
D

evelopm
ent

o
f

Part
70

P
erm

it
A

pplications,
dated

July
10,

1995,
In

general,
this

does
not

co
n
tain

ad
eq

u
ate

req
u
irem

en
ts.”

program
w

as
not

intended
by

C
ongress

to
be

the
source

of
new

substantive

requirem
ents.

R
ather,

operating
perm

its
required

by
title

V
are

m
eant

to
accom

plish

the
largely

procedural
task

of
identifying

and
recording

e
x
is

tin
g

substantive

requirem
ents

applicable
to

regulated
sources

and
to

assure
com

pliance
w

ith
these

existing
requirem

ents.
A

ccordingly,
operating

perm
its

and
their

accom
panying

applications
should

be
vehicles

for
defining

existing
com

pliance
obligations

rather

than
for

im
posing

new
requirem

ents
or

accom
plishing

other
objectives.H

T
he

T
itle

V
perm

it
is

not
the

appropriate
venue

for
establishing

param
etric

m
onitoring

requirem
ents

beyond
th

o
sein

the
S

ubpart
D

D
D

D
N

E
S

H
A

P
.

6



E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

B
“W

ith
resp

ect
to

the
boiler,

em
issio

n
T

he
pollutants

o
f concern

em
itted

by
the

boiler
are

P
M

1
0
,

N
O

x
and

C
O

.
C

O
and

lim
its

m
u
st

be
fed

erally
en

fo
rceab

le,
N

O
x

are
required

by
the

perm
it

to
be

continuously
m

onitored.
O

pacity,
an

indicator

i.e.
p
erio

d
ic

testin
g

is
req

u
ired

unless
a

of
opacity,

is
also

required
by

the
perm

it
to

be
continuously

m
onitored.

In
addition,

surrogate
is

established.”
the

perm
it

m
andates

param
etric

m
onitoring

of
the

P
M

1
0

and
N

O
x

control
devices.

S
pecifically,

draft
condition

19.d
establishes

com
pliance

assurance
m

onitoring
for

P
M

1
0

and
condition

24
requires

m
onitoring

of
perform

ance
of

the
SN

C
R

.
In

sum
m

ary,
no

further
action

is
required

based
on

this
com

m
ent

as
the

concern
has

been
addressed.

B
“T

he
C

O
M

S
and

C
o
n
tin

u
o
u
s

E
m

issio
n
s

T
he

C
O

M
s

and
C

E
M

S
are

required
to

be
operated

at
all

tim
es

(see,
condition

19.a.i

M
o
n
ito

rin
g

S
ystem

(“C
E

M
S

”)
m

u
st

for
C

O
M

S
and

condition
19.b.i

for
C

E
M

S
).

T
his

includes
during

periods
of

startup

operate
d
u
rin

g
startup

and
sh

u
td

o
w

n
and

and
shutdow

n.
T

herefore,
the

first
half

of this
com

m
ent

has
been

addressed.
T

he

em
issio

n
s

m
easu

red
by

these
devices

rem
ainder

of the
com

m
ent

contem
plates

future
lim

its.
W

hile
the

purpose
of

the

during
th

o
se

p
erio

d
s

m
u
st

be
rep

o
rted

to
T

itle
V

program
is

not
to

generate
new

substantive
lim

its,
this

com
m

ent
relates

to

I
the

A
P

C
D

.
If

em
issio

n
lim

its
ap

p
licab

le
suggested

future
actions

and
n
o
t

to
the

issuance
of the

T
itle

V
perm

it
at this

point
in

tim
e.

during
other

than
startup

and
shutdow

n

are
exceeded

during
startup

and
shutdow

n

the
A

PC
D

should
evaluate

the
need

for

startup
and

shutdow
n

em
issio

n
lim

its.

T
he

A
P

C
D

m
ay

h
av

e
en

o
u
g
h

co
n
tin

u
o
u
s

em
issions

data
at

this
tim

e
to

m
ake

th
at

determ
ination.”

B
“A

ll
perm

it
conditions

should
referen

ce
T

he
basis

is
explicitly

stated
for

all
substantive

requirem
ents

(identified
in

the
draft

the
basis

for
the

co
n
d
itio

n
.

S
om

e
o
f

the
perm

it
as

“A
pplicable

R
equirem

ents”).
M

onitoring,
recordkeeping

or
reporting

p
erm

it
co

n
d
itio

n
s

do
have

a
basis

requirem
ents

that
are

specified
as

part
of

an
applicable

rule
are

also
identified.

referen
ced

,
others

do
n
o
t.”

M
onitoring,

recordkeeping
or

reporting
that

has
been

added
as

“gap
filling”

have
no

associated
reference.

N
o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this
com

m
ent.

B
“T

he
fo

llo
w

in
g

co
n
d
itio

n
[C

o
n
d
itio

n
18]

T
he

com
m

enter
is

correct
and

this
is

clearly
a

typographical
error.

T
he

perm
it

in
co

rrectly
referen

ces
A

p
p
en

d
ix

8
in

stead
should

be
am

ended
so

that
condition

18
references

A
ppendix

B
rather

than

o
f

A
p
p
en

d
ix

B
to

40
C

F
R

60.”
A

ppendix
8.7



I
E

x
h
ib

it
C

o
m

m
en

t
R

esp
o
n
se

B
“T

he
plans

referred
to

in
the

follow
ing

T
he

C
E

M
S

Q
A

/Q
C

Plan,
the

E
m

issions
M

onitoring
Plan

for
the

SN
C

R
, the

Startup,

f
o
u
r

c
o
n
d
i
t
i
o
n
s

[
2
1
.
a
.
i
v
,

2
4
,3

7
&

40]
Shutdow

n
and

M
alfunction

Plan
and

the
V

eneer
D

ryer
Fugitive

E
m

issions
P

l
a
n

are

should
be

m
ade

attachm
ents

to
the

T
itle

V
m

aintained
outside

the
perm

it.
T

he
requirem

ent
is

to
m

aintain
the

plans
T

he
T

itle

I
p
erm

it
and

m
ad

e
av

ailab
le

for
public

V
perm

it
does

not
incorporate

the
plans

as
substantive

conditions
of

t
h
e

perm
it.

rev
iew

d
u
rin

g
the

T
itle

V
p
erm

it
rev

iew
T

herefore,
it

is
not

appropriate
for

the
plans

to
be

attached
to

the
T

itle
V

perm
it.

N
o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this
com

m
ent.

p
ro

cess.
F

u
rth

er,
‘ppm

d’
[in

co
n
d
itio

n

24]
should

be
ch

an
g
ed

to
‘p

p
m

v
d
.”

T
he

use
of

pprnd
as

opposed
to

ppm
vd

is
consistent w

ith
the

A
T

C
from

w
hich

the

.

applicable
requirem

ent
derives.

N
o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this
com

m
ent.

I
“F

or
the

follow
ing

tw
o

conditions
[72

&
T

he
requirem

ents
in

the
S

tationary
R

eciprocating
Internal

E
ngine

N
E

S
H

A
P

are

75]
the

A
P

C
D

is
req

u
ested

to
p
ro

v
id

e
extrem

ely
com

plicated
and

vary
w

ith
the

size
and

use
of

the
particular

engine.
lis—

m
ore

specific
req

u
irem

en
ts

as
in

d
icated

beyond
the

scope
of

the
T

itle
V

to
capture

all
possible

requirem
ents

u
n
d
e
ri—

below
.”

N
E

SH
A

P.
Incorporation

of
such

requirem
ents

by
reference

is
a

com
m

on
and

acceptable
approach

w
ith

T
itle

V
perm

its.
N

o
action

is
required

in
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e

t
o

this

com
m

ent.

B
“A

lth
o
u
g
h

the
C

alifo
rn

ia
A

ir
R

eso
u
rces

T
he

com
m

enter
is

correct
and

it w
ould

be
appropriate

to
add

the
A

T
C

M
to

the

B
o
ard

(“C
A

R
B

”)
A

irb
o
rn

e
T

oxic
C

o
n
tro

l
perm

it.
A

n
appropriate

w
ay

to
address

the
requirem

ent
w

ould
be

to
identify

it
by

M
easu

res
(“A

T
C

M
”)

for
S

tatio
n
ary

reference
consistent

w
ith

the
approach

w
ith

the
R

IC
E

N
E

S
H

A
P

.
S

pecifically,
a

D
iesel

F
u
eled

In
tern

al
C

o
m

b
u
stio

n
new

condition
73

reading
as

follow
s

could
be

added
to

the
perm

it:

E
ngines

is
not

an
applicable

federal
A

pplicable
R

equirem
ent—

TA
Ps:

The
perm

ittee
shall

o
p
e
r
a
t
e

and
m

aintain
stationary

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
m

e
n
t
,

T
able

1
1

sh
o
u
ld

r
e
f
e
r
e
n
c
e

it
internal

com
bustion

engines
(Em

ission
U

nit G
1)

in
com

pliance
w

ith
the

applicable
sections

and
the

T
itle

V
perm

it
for

R
F

P
iS

of the
C

A
iJ3

A
irborne

T
oxic

C
ontrol

M
easure

for
Stationary

D
iesel

Fueled
internal

req
u
ested

to
b
e

co
n
d
itio

n
ed

to:
C

om
bustion

Engines.
[17

C
C

R
section

93
115]

1.
L

im
it

the
annual

hours
o
f

operation
for

m
aintenance

and
testing

as
required

by

the
A

T
C

M
.

2.
R

e
q
u
i
r
e

the
r
e
c
o
r
d
k
e
e
p
i
n
g

specified_in_the_A
T

C
M

.”
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C
P

ublic
n
o
tice

is
b
iased

b
ecau

se
it

states

th
at

the
facility

no
lo

n
g
er

has
the

p
o
ten

tial

to
em

it
H

A
P

s
in

ex
cess

o
f

the
m

ajo
r

source
th

resh
o
ld

.
T

his
statem

en
t

sh
o

u
ld

not
have

been
in

clu
d
ed

in
the

p
u

b
lic

notice.

T
he

statem
ent

in
the

public
notice

is
factually

correct
and

so
does

not
create

bias.

T
he

potential
to

em
it

of the
stationary

source
addressed

by
the

draft
perm

it
is

lim
ited

to
the

equipm
ent

currently
perm

itted
to

operate
and

reflects
the

required

controls
and

other
practically

enforceable
lim

itations.
A

s
explained

in
Section

5.2

of the
S

tatem
ent

of
B

asis,
the

source’s
potential

to
em

it
hazardous

air
pollutants

(H
A

P
)

is
currently

5.96
tons/yr

for
the

largest
single

H
A

P
and

11.43
tons/year

for

aggregate
H

A
P.

T
he

H
A

P
m

ajor
source

threshold
is

10
tons/year

or
m

ore
of

any

individual
H

A
P

or
25

tons/year
of

aggregate
H

A
P.

A
ny

source
w

ith
the

potential
to

em
it

H
A

P
s

below
these

thresholds
is

considered
an

area
source.

B
ecause

the

source’s
H

A
P

potential
to

em
it

is
w

ell
below

the
m

ajor
source

thresholds,
it w

as

factually
accurate

to
identif’

the
source

as
no

longer
having

the
potential

to
em

it

H
A

P
above

the
m

ajor
source

thresholds.
It

w
as

also
appropriate

to
id

en
ti’

the

m
ill’s

H
A

P
area

source
status

as
som

e
applicable

requirem
ents

are
determ

ined

based
on

that
status.

T
he

m
ill

did
have

the
potential

to
em

it
H

A
P

in
excess

o
f

the

m
ajor

source
thresholds

w
hen

the
P

lyw
ood

and
C

om
posite

W
ood

P
roducts

N
E

S
H

A
P

(S
ubpart

D
D

D
D

)
took

effect.
T

herefore,
the

m
ill

w
ill

alw
ays

be
subject

to
the

S
ubpart

D
D

D
D

m
ajor

source
requirem

ents
even

if
it’s

potential
to

em
it

subsequently
decreases.

A
pplicability

o
f

each
subsequent

area
and

m
ajor

source

N
E

S
H

A
P

is
freshly

determ
ined

at
the

tim
e

the
first

substantive
requirem

ent
takes

effect
under

the
N

E
S

H
A

P
.

T
his

w
as

explained
in

detail
in

E
P

A
’s

M
ay

16,
1995

guidance
entitled

P
o
ten

tial
to

E
m

itfo
r

M
A

C
T

S
tandards—

G
uidance

on
T

im
ing

Issues,
w

here
the

agency
stated:

“A
facility

that
is

subject
to

a
M

A
C

T
standard

is

not
necessarily

a
m

ajor
source

for
future

M
A

C
T

standards.
F

or
exam

ple,
if

after

com
pliance

w
ith

a
M

A
C

T
standard,

a
source’s

potential
to

em
it

is
less

than
the

10/25
tons

per
year

applicability
level,

the
E

P
A

w
ill

consider
the

facility
an

area

source
for

purposes
o
f

a
subsequent

standard.”
T

herefore,
it

is
im

portant
to

clearly

identify
the

past
and

current
area

v.
m

ajor
source

status
o
f

the
m

ill.
T

he
public

notice
did

so.
N

o
action

is
required

in
response

to
this

com
m

ent.

E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

9



E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

C
T

he
public

notice
did

not
identify

the
T

he
public

notice
identified

that
the

draft
T

itle
V

perm
it

w
as

available
for

public

T
itle

V
perm

it
num

ber
com

m
ent

and
stated

that the
application,

proposed
T

itle
V

O
perating

Perm
it

and
the

D
istrict’s

T
echnical

R
eview

and
E

valuation
R

eportw
ere

available
for

inspection
at

the
Siskiyou

C
ounty

A
ir

Pollution
C

ontrol
D

istrict,
525

South
Foothill

D
rive,

Y
reka,

C
A

96097
during

regular
business

hours.
T

he
m

aterials
relating

to
the.

perm
it

on
public

notice
w

ere
also

available
and

w
ere

accessed
by

the
public.

T
here

is
no

requirem
ent

to
identify

a
T

itle
V

perm
it

num
ber

as
part

of the
public

notice
for

initial
issuance

of a
T

itle
V

perm
it.

N
o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this

com
m

ent.

C
T

he
R

oseburg
facility

w
as

built
w

ithout
a

R
oseburg

Forest
Products

currently
holds

all
perm

its
necessary

to
construct

and

use
perm

it
or

building
perm

it.
operate

this
facility,

although
the

issuance
of

such
perm

its
is

not
a

condition
to

issuance
of the

T
itle

V
p
e
rm

it.
N

o
action

is
required

in
response

to
this

com
m

ent.

C
R

oseburg
requested

a
one-year

extension
T

he
com

m
enter

is
correct that

R
oseburg

Forest
Products

applied
for

both
a

one-

for
installation

o
f

control
equipm

ent
year

extension
for

installation
o
f

control
equipm

ent
required

by
the

S
ubpart

required
by

the
S

ubpart
D

D
D

D
N

E
S

H
A

P
D

D
D

D
N

E
S

H
A

P
and

requested
coverage

under
the

S
ubpart

D
D

D
D

R
outine

and
requested

coverage
under

the
S

ubpart
C

ontrol
D

evice
M

aintenance
E

xem
ption.

B
oth

actions
w

ere
in

com
pliance

D
D

D
D

R
outine

C
ontrol

D
evice

w
ith

the
applicable

regulations
and

do
not

affect
issuance

o
f

the
T

itle
V

M
aintenance

E
xem

ption.
perm

it.
N

o
action

is
required

in
response

to
this

com
m

ent.

C
R

oseburg
is

not
in

com
pliance

w
ith

all
T

he
D

istrict
has

spent
considerable

tim
e

perform
ing

an
independent

assessm
ent

of

applicable
requirem

ents.
R

oseburg
Forest

Product’s
com

pliance
status.

T
here

is
no

evidence
that the

source

is
not

currently
in

com
pliance

w
ith

all
applicable

requirem
ents.

N
o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this
com

m
ent.

C
T

he
A

T
C

application
for

the
boiler

T
he

boiler
A

T
C

w
as

issued
in

June
2009

and
is

not the
subject

of this
public

cooling
tow

er
did

not
include

T
D

S
data.

com
m

ent
period.

PM
IO

em
issions

from
the

cooling
tow

er
w

ere
calculated

during

the
perm

itting
process

that
resulted

in
the

2009
A

T
C

and
relied

upon
m

ethodology

substantially
sim

ilar
to

w
hat

is
described

in
this

com
m

ent
iPcluding

site
specific

w
ater

analysis
for

total
dissolved

solids.
T

he
com

m
enter

refers
to

docum
ents

that

w
ere

not
relied

upon
for

issuance
of the

2009
A

T
C

.
N

o
action

is
required

in

response
to

this
com

m
ent.
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E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

D
R

eq
u
est

th
at

h
ig

h
est

stan
d
ard

s
o
f

air
T

he
purpose

o
f

T
itle

V
is

not
to

add
any

new
req

u
irem

en
ts

beyond
those

in
the

q
u
ality

co
n
tro

ls
an

d
m

o
n
ito

rin
g

be
ex

istin
g

perm
its.

A
s

E
P

A
stated

in
the

W
hite

P
aper

for
S

tream
lined

D
evelopm

ent

ap
p
lied

at
th

is
site.

o
f

P
art

70
P

erm
it

A
p
p
licatio

n
s,

dated
July

10,
1995,

“In
general,

this
program

w
as

not
intended

by
C

o
n
g
ress

to
be

the
source

o
f

new
substantive

requirem
ents.

R
ather,

o
p
eratin

g
perm

its
required

by
title

V
are

m
eant

to
accom

plish
the

largely
procedural

task
o
f

identifying
and

reco
rd

in
g

existing
substantive

req
u
irem

en
ts

applicable
to

reg
u
lated

sources
and

to
assure

com
pliance

w
ith

these
existing

requirem
ents.

A
cco

rd
in

g
ly

,
o
p
eratin

g
perm

its
and

their
acco

m
p
an

y
in

g
applications

should
be

vehicles
for

defining
existing

com
pliance

obligations
rather

than
for

im
posing

new

.

req
u
irem

en
ts

or
acco

m
p
lish

in
g

other
objectives.”

C
o
n
sisten

t
w

ith
this

m
andate,

new
air

quality
controls

are
not

u
n
d
er

co
n
sid

eratio
n

as
p
art

o
f

issuance
o
f

this
T

itle

V
perm

it.
M

o
n
ito

rin
g

req
u
irem

en
ts

have
been

included
in

the
T

itle
V

perm
it

w
here

ad
d
itio

n
al

m
o
n
ito

rin
g

w
as

required
in

order
for

there
to

be
a

reaso
n
ab

le
basis

for

d
eterm

in
in

g
com

pliance.
N

o
action

is
required

in
response

to
this

com
m

ent.

W
ritten

R
eq

u
est

th
at

B
A

C
T

b
e

req
u
ired

fo
r

all
T

he
purpose

o
f

T
itle

V
is

not
to

add
any

new
req

u
irem

en
ts

beyond
thG

se
in

the

T
estim

ony:
em

issio
n

so
u
rces

(T
h
is

d
u
p
licates

E
x
h
ib

it
existing

perm
its.

A
s

E
P

A
stated

in
the

W
hite

P
ap

er
for

S
tream

lined
D

ev
elo

p
m

en
t

John
A

as
th

e
em

ail
co

n
stitu

tin
g

E
x
h
ib

it
A

w
as

o
f

P
art

70
P

erm
it

A
p
p
licatio

n
s,

dated
July

10,
1995,

“In
general,

this
program

w
as

B
rennan

read
in

to
th

e
reco

rd
.

T
h
e

co
m

m
en

t
an

d
not

intended
by

C
o
n
g
ress

to
be

the
source

o
f

n
ew

substantive
requirem

ents.
R

ather,

resp
o
n
se

is
in

clu
d
ed

fo
r

co
m

p
leten

ess.)
o
p
eratin

g
perm

its
required

by
title

V
are

m
eant

to
acco

m
p
lish

the
largely

procedural

task
o
f

identifying
and

reco
rd

in
g

existing
su

b
stan

tiv
e

requirem
ents

applicable
to

reg
u
lated

sources
and

to
assure

com
pliance

w
ith

these
existing

re
q
u
ire

m
e
n
ts

.

A
ccordingly,

o
p
eratin

g
perm

its
and

their
acco

m
p
an

y
in

g
ap

p
licatio

n
s

should
be

vehicles
for

d
efin

in
g

existing
com

pliance
obligations

rather
than

for
im

posing
new

req
u
irem

en
ts

or
acco

m
p
lish

in
g

other
objectives.”

B
A

C
T

has
been

assessed
and

im
posed,

w
here

appropriate,
as

part
o
f the

co
n
stru

ctio
n

p
erm

ittin
g

process.
B

A
C

T

can
n
o
t

be
im

posed
as

an
elem

en
t

o
f

T
itle

V
perm

itting.
N

o
action

is
required

in

resp
o
n
se

to
this

com
m

ent.

O
ral

P
lease

v
erify

th
at

all
o
f

th
e

p
erm

its
T

he
purpose

o
f

T
itle

V
is

to
identify

and
record

existing
su

b
stan

tiv
e

requirem
ents

T
estim

ony:
related

to
air

em
issio

n
s

at
th

e
facility

h
av

e
ap

p
licab

le
to

reg
u
lated

sources
and

to
assure

co
m

p
lian

ce
w

ith
these

existing

K
aren

b
een

in
co

rp
o
rated

in
to

th
e

T
itle

V
p
erm

it
requirem

ents.
A

cco
rd

in
g
ly

,
the

T
itle

V
p
erm

it
includes

all
conditions

in
the

R
ogers

existing
A

u
th

o
rities

to
C

o
n
stru

ct
and

P
erm

its
to

O
perate

unless
those

conditions
are

no
longer

relev
an

t
(e.g.,

an
initial

one-tim
e

notice
req

u
irem

en
t

that
has

been

com
pleted)

or
that

have
been

superseded
by

su
b
seq

u
en

t
conditions.

N
o

action
is

L
required

in
response

to
this

com
m

ent.
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E
xhibit

C
om

m
ent

R
esponse

O
ral

R
o
seb

u
rg

w
as

n
o
t

h
isto

rically
in

T
he

D
istrict

has
spent

considerable
tim

e
perform

ing
an

independent
assessm

ent
of

T
estim

ony:
co

m
p
lian

ce
w

ith
all

req
u
irem

en
ts

R
oseburg

F
orest

P
roducts’s

current
com

pliance
status.

T
here

is
no

evidence
that

A
nne

the
source

is
not

currently
in

com
pliance

w
ith

all
applicable

requirem
ents.

W
hat

is

M
arsh

required
in

order
to

issue
the

T
itle

V
perm

it
is

an
assessm

ent
of

current
com

pliance.

H
istorical

noncom
pliance

that
has

been
fully

resolved,
as

is
believed

to
be

the
case

for
R

oseburg
F

orest
P

roducts,
does

not
im

pact
issuance

of
the

perm
it.

N
o

action
is

required
in

response
to

this
com

m
ent.

O
ral

T
he

T
itle

V
p
erm

it
sh

o
u
ld

req
u
ire

T
he

cooling
tow

er
em

issions
are

m
inim

al
and

the
im

position
of

additional

T
estim

ony:
m

o
n
ito

rin
g

o
f

total
d
isso

lv
ed

solids
m

onitoring
of the

T
D

S
levels

is
not

w
arranted

as
a

condition
of

the
T

itle
V

perm
it.

A
nne

(T
D

S
)

content
in

the
co

o
lin

g
w

ater.
N

o
action

is
required

in
response

to
this

com
m

ent.

M
arsh

O
ral

T
he

N
O

x
em

issio
n

in
crease

ev
alu

ated
as

T
he

purpose
o
f

issuing
the

T
itle

V
perm

it
is

to
capture

those
applicable

T
estim

ony:
p
art

o
f

the
C

E
Q

A
and

A
T

C
p
ro

cess
requirem

ents
that

w
ere

determ
ined

to
be

relevant
to

the
perm

itted
source.

T
he

2009

A
nne

lead
in

g
up

to
issu

an
ce

o
f

the
A

T
C

in
June

B
oiler

A
T

C
has

been
com

prehensively
review

ed
by

the
air

district
and

the
co

u
rts

M
arsh

2009
sh

o
u
ld

be
re-ev

alu
ated

p
rio

r
to

and
there

is
no

basis
at

this
tim

e
to

reopen
the

evaluations
underlying

that
perm

it’s

issu
an

ce
o
f

the
T

itle
V

perm
it.

issuance.
N

o
action

is
required

in
response

to
this

com
m

ent.
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R
EC

EIV
ED

MAY
0

7
2013

P
U

B
L

IC
N

O
T

IC
E

rm
tts

‘m
ce

A
ir4

PR
O

PO
SE

D
ISSU

A
N

C
E

O
F

T
IT

L
E

V
O

P
E

R
A

T
IN

G
P

E
R

M
IT

U
.S.

EPA
R

o
g

9
T

O
R

O
S

E
B

U
R

G
F

O
R

E
S

T
PR

O
D

U
C

T
S

C
O

.

Pursuant
to

R
ule

2.13
of the

Siskiyou
C

ounty
A

ir
Pollution

C
ontrol

D
istrict

(D
istrict)

R
ules

and

R
egulations,

the
A

ir
Pollution

C
ontrol

O
fficer

(A
PC

O
)

has
m

ade
a

prelim
inary

decision
to

issue

an
O

perating
Perm

itunder
T

itle
V

of the
Federal

C
lean

A
ir

A
ctA

m
endm

ents
of

1990
to

R
oseburg

Forest
Products

C
o.,

w
hich

operates
a

veneer
peeling

and
drying

plant
and

associated

biom
ass-fired

cogeneration
facility

located
at

98
M

ill
St. in

W
eed,

C
alifornia.

T
he

facility
is

a

m
ajor

source
for

nitrogen
oxides

and
carbon

m
onoxide

and
veneer

drying
operations

are

regulated
based

on
the

m
ill

being
a

m
ajor

source
of hazardous

air
pollutants

(although
the

facility

no
longer

has
the

potential to
em

it hazardous
air

pollutants
above

the
m

aj or
source

thresholds)

and
is

subjectto
the

T
itle

V
perm

itting
program

.
T

his
proposed

perm
itting

action
is

to
issue

an

initial
T

itle
V

O
perating

Perm
it

for
the

W
eed

facility
and

does
not

involve
any

change
to

the

facility.
T

he
proposed

T
itle

V
O

perating
Perm

it
is

a
com

pilation
ofall

existing
applicable

local,

state
and

federal
air

quality
requirem

ents
including

em
issions

lim
its

and
standards,

m
onitoring,

record
keeping,

and
reporting

requirem
ents.

T
he

facility
is

currently
operating

in
com

pliance

w
ith

all
applicable

requirem
ents.

W
ritten

com
m

ents
regarding

the
proposed

decision
m

ay
be

subm
itted

to
the

D
istrict

w
ithin

the

public
com

m
entperiod.

T
he

public
com

m
entperiod

w
ill

extend
until

the
close

o
f the

public

hearing
described

below
.A

ny
conim

ents
received

before
the

end
of the

public
com

m
ent period

w
ill

be
considered

prior
to

the
final

determ
ination

by
the

A
PC

O
to

issue
the

perm
it.

C
om

m
ents

subm
itted

by
m

ailm
ustbe

postm
arked

on
or

before
the

date
of the

public
hearing

in
order

to
be

considered.

T
he

A
PC

O
w

illpreside
over

a
public

hearing
for

the
purpose

of hearing
oral

public
com

m
ents

on

this
proposed

decision
on

M
ay

21,
2012.

T
he

hearing
w

ill
startat

1:00
pm

and
end

either
at4jQ

p
or

w
hen

all
oral testim

ony
has

been
received,

w
hichever

is
later.

T
he

public
hearing

w
ill

take
place

at _525
South

Foothill
D

rive
Y

reka
C

a_.
D

istrict
staff w

ill
be

available
for

30

m
inutes

prior
to

the
startof the

hearing
to

discuss
the

proposed
T

itle
V

O
perating

P
erm

it

inform
ally

and
answ

er
any

questions.
T

he
purpose

of the
form

alpublic
hearing

is
to

receive
oral

and
w

ritten
testim

ony
from

the
public.

In
order

to
ensure

that
each

person
has

an
opportunity

to

express
their

testim
ony,

speakers
w

ill
be

lim
ited

to
three

m
inutes

each.
A

person
m

ay
speak

m
ore

than
once,but

allpersons
w

ho
w

ish
to

do
so

w
ill

be
allow

ed
to

speak
for

up
to

three

m
inutes

before
any

person
is

allow
ed

to
speak

a
second

tim
e.

T
he

application,proposed
T

itle
V

O
perating

P
erm

it
and

the
D

istricts
T

echnical
R

eview
and

E
valuation

R
eport

are
available

for
inspection

at the
Siskiyou

C
ounty

A
ir

P
ollution

C
ontrol

D
istrict,

525
South

Foothill
D

rive,
Y

reka,
C

A
96097

during
regular

business
hours.

T
he

proposed
T

itle
V

O
perating

Perm
it

and
T

echnical
R

eview
and

E
valuation

R
eport

set
forth

the

legal
and

factual
basis

of the
perm

it
conditions

contained
in

the
proposed

perm
it.

W
ritten

com
m

ents
on

the
proposed

decision,
or

a
request, m

ay
be

m
ailed

or
hand

carried
to

the

D
istrict

at the
above

location.
W

ritten
com

m
ents

m
ay

also
be

subm
itted

at the
public

hearing.



Should
you

have
any

questions
regarding

this
notice

or
w

ish
to

m
ake

an
appointm

ent to
review

docum
ents

related
to

this
action,please

contact E
ldon

B
eck

at
(530)

841-4029.

A
fter

the
closure

of this
com

m
ent period, the

D
istrict

w
ill

provide
the

U
.S.

E
nvironm

ental

Protection
A

gency
(EPA

)
w

ith
a

45-day
review

and
objection

period
for

this
proposed

decision.

Ifthe
U

.S.E
PA

A
dm

inistrator
does

not
object in

w
riting,

any
person

m
ay

petition
U

S
E

PA
,

R
egion

IX
,

O
perating

Perm
its

Section
at

75
H

aw
thorne

Street,
San

Francisco,
C

A
94105, to

m
ake

such
objection

w
ithin

60
days

after
the

end
of the

U
.S.

EPA
review

period.
A

ny
such

petition
shall

be
based

only
on

objections
to

the
T

itle
V

O
perating

Perm
it

that
w

ere
raised

w
ith

reasonable
specificity

during
the

public
com

m
ent period

for
this

proposed
decision,

unless
the

petitioner
dem

onstrates
that

it w
as

im
practicable

to
raise

such
objections

w
ithin

such
period

or

thatthe
grounds

for
such

objection
arose

after
such

period.

Patrick
J.

G
riffm

/
.

A
irPollution

C
ont’ol

O
fficer

A
pril

11, 2012


