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February 19, 2015

TO: Persons on the attached mailing list.

RE: Holcim (Texas) Limited Partnership
Permit Numbers 8996 & PSDTX454M4

Decision of the Executive Director.

The executive director has made a decision that the above-referenced permit application
meets the requirements of applicable law. This decision does not authorize
construction or operation of any proposed facilities. This decision will be
considered by the commissioners at a regularly scheduled public meeting before any
action is taken on this application unless all requests for contested case hearing or
reconsideration have been withdrawn before that meeting.

Enclosed with this letter is a copy of the Executive Director’s Response to Comments. A
copy of the complete application, draft permit and related documents, including public
comments, is available for review at the TCEQ Central office. A copy of the complete
application, the draft permit, and executive director’s preliminary decision are available
for viewing and copying at the TCEQ Central Office, the TCEQ Dallas/Fort Worth
Regional Office, and at the A H Meadows Public Library, 922 South gth Street,
Midlothian, Ellis County, Texas.

If you disagree with the executive director’s decision, and you believe you are an
“affected person” as defined below, you may request a contested case hearing. In
addition, anyone may request reconsideration of the executive director’s decision. A
brief description of the procedures for these two requests follows.

How To Request a Contested Case Hearing.

It is important that your request include all the information that supports your right to a
contested case hearing. You must demonstrate that you meet the applicable legal
requirements to have your hearing request granted. The commission’s consideration of
your request will be based on the information you provide.

The request must include the following:
(1) Your name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible, a fax number.

(2)  If the request is made by a group or association, the request must identify:
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(A) one person by name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible,
the fax number, of the person who will be responsible for receiving all
communications and documents for the group; and

(B)  one or more members of the group that would otherwise have standing to
request a hearing in their own right. The interests the group seeks to
protect must relate to the organization’s purpose. Neither the claim
asserted nor the relief requested must require the participation of the
individual members in the case.

(3)  The name of the applicant, the permit number and other numbers listed above so
that your request may be processed properly.

(4) A statement clearly expressing that you are requesting a contested case hearing.
For example, the following statement would be sufficient: “I request a contested
case hearing.”

Your request must demonstrate that you are an “affected person.” An affected
person is one who has a personal justiciable interest related to a legal right, duty,
privilege, power, or economic interest affected by the application. Your request must
describe how and why you would be adversely affected by the proposed facility or
activity in a manner not common to the general public. For example, to the extent your
request is based on these concerns, you should describe the likely impact on your health,
safety, or uses of your property which may be adversely affected by the proposed facility
or activities. To demonstrate that you have a personal justiciable interest, you must
state, as specifically as you are able, your location and the distance between your
location and the proposed facility or activities. A person who may be affected by
emissions of air contaminants from the facility is entitled to request a contested case
hearing.

Your request must raise disputed issues of fact that are relevant and material to the
commission’s decision on this application. The request must be based on issues that
were raised during the comment period. The request cannot be based solely on issues
raised in comments that have been withdrawn. The enclosed Response to Comments
will allow you to determine the issues that were raised during the comment period and
whether all comments raising an issue have been withdrawn. The public comments
filed for this application are available for review and copying at the Chief Clerk’s office at
the address below.

To facilitate the commission’s determination of the number and scope of issues to be
referred to hearing, you should: 1) specify any of the executive director’s responses to
comments that you dispute; and 2) the factual basis of the dispute. In addition, you
should list, to the extent possible, any disputed issues of law or policy.



How To Request Reconsideration of the Executive Director’s
Decision.

Unlike a request for a contested case hearing, anyone may request reconsideration of the
executive director’s decision. A request for reconsideration should contain your name,
address, daytime phone number, and, if possible, your fax number. The request must
state that you are requesting reconsideration of the executive director’s decision, and
must explain why you believe the decision should be reconsidered.

Deadline for Submitting Requests.

A request for a contested case hearing or reconsideration of the executive director’s
decision must be received by the Chief Clerk’s office no later than 30 calendar days
after the date of this letter. You may submit your request electronically at

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/goto/comments or by mail to the following address:

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk
TCEQ, MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Processing of Requests.

Timely requests for a contested case hearing or for reconsideration of the executive
director’s decision will be referred to the alternative dispute resolution director and set
on the agenda of one of the commission’s regularly scheduled meetings. Additional
instructions explaining these procedures will be sent to the attached mailing list when
this meeting has been scheduled.

How to Obtain Additional Information.

If you have any questions or need additional information about the procedures
described in this letter, please call the Public Participation and Education Program, toll
free, at 1-800-687-4040.

Sincerely,

@/ua%j CLolo

Bridget C. Bohac
Chief Clerk

BCB/ka

Enclosure
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MAILING LIST

Holcim (Texas) Limited Partnership
Permit Numbers 8996 & PSDTX454M4

FOR THE APPLICANT:

Michel Moser, Plant Manager
Holcim Texas Limited Partnership
1800 Dove Lane

Midlothian, Texas 76065

Giri Bhavani, Environmental Manager
Holcim Texas Limited Partnership
1800 Dove Lane

Midlothian, Texas 76065

INTERESTED PERSONS:

See attached list.

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
via electronic mail:

Brian Christian, Director

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Environmental Assistance Division
Public Education Program MC-108
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Amy Browning, Staff Attorney

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Environmental Law Division MC-173
P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

Toni Oyler, Technical Staff

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Air Permits Division MC-163

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

FOR PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL
via electronic mail:

Vic McWherter, Attorney

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Public Interest Counsel MC-103

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK
via electronic mail:

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk

Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality

Office of Chief Clerk MC-105

P.O. Box 13087

Austin, Texas 78711-3087
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TCEQ AIR QUALITY PERMIT NUMBERS 8996 & PSDTX454M4

APPLICATION BY BEFORE THE
HOLCIM (TEXAS) LIMITED
PARTNERSHIP TEXAS COMMISSION ON

PORTLAND CEMENT PLANT
MIDLOTHIAN, ELLIS COUNTY

LS

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT

The Executive Director of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (the commission or
TCEQ) files this Response to Public Comment (Response) on the New Source Review (NSR)
Authorization application and Executive Director’s preliminary decision.

As required by Title 30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) § 55.156, before an application is
approved, the Executive Director prepares a response to all timely, relevant and material, or
significant comments. The Office of Chief Clerk timely received comments from the following
persons: U.S. Representative Joe Barton, Texas Senator Brian Birdwell, Texas Representative
Lon Burnam, Texas Representative Jim Pitts, Randal Anderson, Richard Benton, Rebecca
(Becky) Bornhorst, Patricia Brown, David Cozad, Grace Darling, Downwinders at Risk (DAR),
Chelsi Frazier, Sara Garcia, Cammy Jackson, Stephen Minick, Cody Olivera, Dena Petty, Ed
Pischedda, Sue Pope, Barry Smith, Howard Sutton, Liz Wally, and persons listed in the attached
lists, Group A and Group B. Those listed in Groups A and B filed electronic form letters with the
same content, and some of these appended their own comments.

This Response addresses all timely public comments received, whether or not withdrawn. If you
need more information about this permit application or the permitting process please call the
TCEQ Public Education Program at 1-800-687-4040. General information about the TCEQ can
be found at our website at www.tceq.texas.gov.

BACKGROUND

Description of Facility

Holcim (Texas) Limited Partnership (Holcim) has applied to the TCEQ for a NSR Authorization
under Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA), Texas Health and Safety Code, §382.0518. This will
authorize the modification of an existing facility that may emit air contaminants.

This permit will authorize the applicant to modify an existing Portland Cement facility. The
facility is located at 1800 Dove Lane, Midlothian, Ellis County. Contaminants authorized under
this permit include particulate matter including particulate matter with diameters of 10
micrometers or less (PM,,) and 2.5 micrometers or less (PM. ), sulfuric acid (H.SO,), organic
compounds, nitrogen oxides (NOy), sulfur dioxide (SO.), carbon monoxide (CO), total reduced
sulfur, hazardous air pollutants, and other speciated compounds.
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Procedural Background

Before work is begun on the modification of an existing facility that may emit air contaminants,
the person planning the modification must obtain a permit amendment from the commission.
This permit application is for a permit amendment of Air Quality Permit Numbers 8996 and
PSDTX454M4.

The permit application was received on June 2, 2014, and declared administratively complete on
June 4, 2014. The Notice of Receipt and Intent to Obtain an Air Quality Permit (public notice)
for this permit application was published in English on June 11, 2014, in the Midlothian Mirror
and in Spanish on June 30, 2014, in La Prensa Comunidad. Republication in English was made
on July 2, 2014 in the Midlothian Mirror to correct formatting errors in the initial publication.
The Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision for an Air Quality Permit was published on
October 22, 2014, in English in the Midlothian Mirror and in Spanish on October 30, 2014, in
La Prensa Comunidad. A public meeting was held on November 3, 2014 in Midlothian. The
notice of public meeting was published in English on October 22, 2014 in the Midlothian Mirror
and in Spanish on October 30, 2014 in La Prensa Comunidad. The public comment period
ended on December 1, 2014.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

COMMENT 1, DEFICIENCIES IN PUBLIC NOTICE:

Commenter stated that the permit application was not present in the public library or at the
TCEQ Region 4 office. Commenter requests a new public notice and commenting period.
Commenter stated that two weeks’ notice regarding the Public Meeting in Midlothian was too
long.

RESPONSE 1: Section 382.056(d) of the TCAA requires the applicant to make a copy of the
application available for review and copying at a public place in the county in which the facility
is located or proposed to be located. Additionally, Title 30, Section 39.405(g) of the Texas
Administrative Code (TAC) requires that the application be available for inspection beginning
on the first day of newspaper publication of Notice of Receipt of Application and Intent to
Obtain Permit and remain available for the duration of the comment period, as set forth in the
notice. Holcim has provided TCEQ with documentation that it met the stated public notice
regulatory requirements as laid out in the Procedural Background above. Company
representatives confirmed that the permit application was available at the A. H. Meadows
Library in Midlothian during the comment period. In addition, a representative of TCEQ called
the TCEQ Region 4 Office to confirm that a copy of the application was available. Because of a
formatting error in the initial publication (missing bolding), a second publication was issued
and an extended comment period followed in which the application was available at these
locations.

The combined Public Notice regarding the Public Meeting on November 3, 2014 and Notice of
Application and Preliminary Decision for an Air Quality Permit was published in English on
October 22, 2014, and in Spanish on October 30, 2014. The public comment period began with
the publication of the Notice of Receipt of Application and Intent to Obtain Permit in June 11,
2014 and continued through December 1, 2014.
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COMMENT 2, DEFICIENCIES IN INITIAL APPLICATION:

Commenters noted that the June 2014 application was too vague, too non-committal and
requested a regulatory “blank check”. The proposal delays a specific technology decision until
after permit issuance. The emissions increases and appropriate controls cannot be accurately
estimated without knowing the specifications of the equipment. Holcim has underestimated
emissions increases in the past, coming in years later with permit changes.

RESPONSE 2: As described in more detail in Response 3 below, Holcim revised their permit
amendment application in September 2014, designating a certain control technology for each
kiln, which allowed more accurate estimates of emissions increases and decreases. Regardless of
any initial vagueness in the original permit application, the proposed controls are critically
evaluated by the permit reviewer to determine whether standards outlined in the TCAA and
applicable state and federal rules and regulations are met. As part of the permit evaluation
process, the permit reviewer identifies all sources of air contaminants at the proposed facility,
assures that the facility will be using the best available control technology (BACT) applicable for
the sources and types of contaminants emitted, and determines that no adverse effects to public
health, general welfare, or physical property are expected to result from a facility’s proposed
emissions. The TCEQ cannot deny a permit if the applicant demonstrates that all applicable
statutes, rules, and regulations will be met. Special conditions and a maximum allowable
emission rates table are established to set enforceable limitations for the operation of the
facility. The permit conditions are developed such that a facility that is operated within the
terms and conditions of the permit should be able to operate in compliance with standards
outlined in the TCAA and applicable state and federal rules and regulations. These operational
limitations are the enforceable bases upon which emission limits are determined.
Recordkeeping for operational limitations is required to demonstrate compliance with the
emission limits on the Maximum Allowable Emission Rates Table (MAERT). Proposed permit
amendments to reflect actual emissions are not uncommon, and any proposed increases to be
authorized must undergo an additional permit evaluation and protectiveness review consistent
with state and federal clean air requirements at the time of the application for the increase.

COMMENT 3, CHANGES TO THE APPLICATION AND TCEQ’S PERMIT REVIEW:
Commenters stated that TCEQ should reject this application and require Holcim to choose a
specific pollution control system with detailed specifications, emissions increase estimates, and
sufficient assurances that estimated increases will be adequately controlled. Commenters also
stated that Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) should be mandatory when the potential for new
NOy emissions is present. TCEQ should approve an amendment that specifically calls for Holcim
to install SCR. A commenter requested that Holcim consider using solar power to run its plant.
TCEQ should review more than the Total Hydrocarbon (THC) removal efficiencies. TCEQ
should deny this application. TCEQ should require Holcim to contact nearby schools when an
emissions event occurs.

RESPONSE 3: Upon discussion with TCEQ Air Permit Division staff, Holcim revised their
permit amendment application (dated September 10, 2014 and received by TCEQ September 17,
2014) to propose SCR for THC for their Line 1 and a Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO) for
Line 2. These are proposed pollution controls, which will be installed to meet the new THC or
alternate organic hazardous air pollutant (OHAP) emission limits from the Portland Cement
Manufacturing Industry (PC Maximum Allowable Control Technology [MACT]) as codified in
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Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR) Part 63, Subpart LLL. The September 2014
permit application revisions propose decreases in volatile organic compounds (VOC) and CO
due to the installation of the proposed controls. The two types of oxidation control technologies
are described as follows:

The RTO (to be installed on Line 2, with a maximum heat input of 16 million British thermal
units per hour [MMBtu/hr]) system destroys THC and OHAP compounds by oxidizing them at
high temperatures (= 850° Celsius). The RTO system is energy consuming as the inlet stream
needs to be heated from approximately 150° C to 850° C or higher to achieve the required
destruction efficiency. Beds of ceramic material are used as heat exchangers to reduce the fuel
input requirements.

The SCR-THC system (to be installed on Line 1) uses metal oxides (vanadium and tungsten) as a
catalyst to reduce the temperature required to destroy THC and OHAP compounds by oxidizing
them at a relatively low temperature (= 250 — 300° C). Burners are also required to heat the
inlet gas to the optimum temperature to achieve desired destruction efficiency. An air to air tube
heat exchanger will be installed to reduce fuel input requirements.

This PC MACT compliance project will result in an overall reduction of THC (OHAPs) from the
Midlothian plant. The collateral emission increases from the PC MACT compliance pollution
control project trigger major NSR permitting requirements, which are administered by the
TCEQ under its State Implementation Plan (SIP). Collateral emissions increases from the
pollution control project are below major modification thresholds for all criteria pollutants,
except for H.SO,, PM (total particulate matter), PM,,, and PM. ;. As such, the pollution control
project is a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) major modification and subject to PSD
review for H.SO,, PM,,, and PM. 5 emissions.

The current project would authorize oxidation control systems for both kilns on the low-dust
side, between the main baghouse and wet scrubber: RTO for Kiln 2 (Emission Point Number
(EPN) 62*) and SCR-THC for Kiln 1 (EPN 7%). Other emission sources associated with this
project are the supplemental heat exchangers and natural gas-fired burners for heating of the
inlet stream to achieve desired destruction efficiency. These additional sources exhaust through
existing stacks for the kilns. Collateral emission increases of PM, PM,,, PM. 5, and H.SO,
associated with this project result from the oxidation of pollutants. Hydrogen chloride (HCI)
emissions increases were due to an emission factor change, from the Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA’s) Compilation of Air Emission Factors (AP-42) for Portland Cement
Manufacturing (Chapter 11.6), to the HCI limit (3 parts per million volume dry HCI corrected to
7% oxygen) specified by the PC MACT.

Following are the current and proposed allowable emission rates for the facility:
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Table 1: Proposed Allowable Emission Rates

Air Current Allowable Proposed Allowable Change m
Contaminant | Emission Rates (tpy) | Emission Rates (tpy) Allowable Emission

Rates (tpy)

PM 468.85 571.85 103

PM,, 468.72 571.72 103

PM.,;" -—- 571.72 103

VOC 882.26 663.26 -219.0

NO« 3479-43 3479-43 0.00

CO 7160.97 4351.97 -2809

(s;(lgr Dioxide 3542.73 3542.73 0.00

HCI 14.86 39.32 24.46

H.SO, 40 142 102

*PM. s has not previously been quantified on the permit but has always been emitted and
authorized.

Condensable and filterable PM / PM,, / PM. 5 were reviewed in the analysis. The hourly and
annual emission limitations on the MAERT include emissions from Maintenance, Startup, and
Shutdown activities.

The TCAA states that the starting point of a permit review, and therefore a control technology
evaluation, is the applicant’s proposed facility. Under the TCAA, BACT is applied to the
proposed facility.! A facility is a “discrete or identifiable device, item, equipment, or enclosure
that constitutes or contains a stationary source, including appurtenances other than emissions
control equipment.”2 Also, under the EPA’s BACT review, an applicant is not required to
redefine a source.3 Under these provisions, the TCEQ cannot require an applicant to construct
solar power facilities to power its facilities. The quantity and reliability of power required to run
this facility cannot be met with currently available solar power generation.

As part of the evaluation of applications for new or amended permits, the permit reviewer
identifies all sources of air contaminants at the proposed facility and assures that the facility will
be using BACT applicable for the sources and types of contaminants emitted. The BACT is based
upon control measures that are designed to minimize the level of emissions from specific
sources at a facility. Applying BACT does not depend on solely the efficiency of the control, but
results in requiring technology that best controls air emissions with consideration given to the
technical practicability and economic reasonableness of reducing or eliminating emissions.
TCAA § 382.0518; 30 TAC § 116.111. See Response 4 for more details on the BACT review
performed by TCEQ for this project.

Regarding denial of the permit (amendment), the Executive Director has reviewed the permit
application in accordance with the applicable law, policy and procedures, and the Agency’s
mission to protect the State's human and natural resources consistent with sustainable

1TEX. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE § 382.0518(b)(1).
2 TEX. HEALTH & SAFETY CODE § 382.003(6) & 30 TAC §116.10(6).
370 Fed. Reg. 28,606 (May 15, 2005).
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economic development. Although the ED recognizes the opposition of the commenters, public
opposition alone is not legally sufficient to justify denial of a permit application. The TCAA
states (per Tex. Health & Safety Code §382.0518(b)) that the TCEQ must issue the permit if all
criteria are met.

With regard to notifications to nearby schools, as set forth in 30 TAC, Section 101.201(a),
regulated entities are required to notify the TCEQ regional office within 24 hours of the
discovery of releases into the air and in advance of maintenance activities which could or have
resulted in emissions in excess of a reportable quantity. This quantity varies based on the air
contaminant released. These notifications are available to the public upon request. In the event
a citizen is adversely impacted by air emissions from this or any other facility they may

register a complaint with the Fort Worth regional office (telephone 817-588-5800, toll free 1-
888-777-3186). These complaints would then be addressed according to TCEQ procedures. The
TCEQ investigates all complaints received. If the facility is found to be out of compliance with
the terms and conditions of its permit, it will be subject to possible enforcement action.

In the event of an emergency, the Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) and the
regulated entity have the primary responsibility of notifying potentially impacted parties
regarding the situation. This application did not require disaster review.

COMMENT 4, BACT:

Commenter stated that increases in PM, sulfuric acid, and CO which are predicted from
operation of the RTO are unacceptable, of dubious public health benefit, and subject to
economic uncertainty. Commenter stated that true BACT would exclude RTO technology for a
technology that doesn’t trigger PSD increases, that technology is SCR. Commenter stated that
nowhere is there a side-by-side comparison of RTO and SCR emissions. Commenter stated that
the BACT review should include differences in ability of RTO vs. SCR to control H2SO4, PM,
NOx, and CO. Multi-pollutant control strategies are preferable to single-purpose ones.
Commenter stated that SCR installed in European cement plants are demonstrating THC/VOC
destruction sufficient to meet Holcim’s requirements. Commenter stated that cost (and
economic feasibility) of operating an RTO is dependent on the price of natural gas and may
become prohibitively expensive. Commenter stated that RTO operation will cause predicted
increases in PM and CO. Commenter stated that the SCR unit in combination with existing
equipment is BACT for addressing PM increases. Commenter stated that ammonia slip is higher
for (existing) selective non-catalytic reduction (SNCR) than for SCR and that SNCR-SCR or SCR
alone are preferable for reducing ammonia emissions. Commenter asserted that SCR has been
shown to significantly reduce emissions of Dioxins and Furans, and RTOs are not mentioned in
a 2007 review. Commenter stated that the EPA and others agree that SNCR and SCR could be
used in combination at cement kilns to achieve greater reductions than SNCR alone. The
commenters asserted that the correct technology for Holcim to apply is SCR. A commenter
stated that SCR is the best management practice with respect to cement kiln emissions. A
commenter stated that SCR would reduce hydrocarbons, NOx, PM, metals, dioxins, and CO; and
that this technology (SCR) will reduce smog-forming pollution by up to 90%. A commenter
stated that Holcim has cooperated on many levels to show concern for public’s health, and hopes
they will step up and lead the way by planning to use SCR through an amended permit
application. A commenter stated that cement plants should be responsible to public and use the
most up-to-date technology to avoid polluting our air even worse than it is now. A commenter
requested that TCEQ try to specify SCR catalyst so it can control NOx in addition to THC. A
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commenter requested that Holcim document reporting data showing a decrease in CO.
following installation of the control equipment. A commenter requested that TCEQ start doing
what’s best for the people of Texas. Another stated that TCEQ needs to require Holcim to
commit to using best available technology before receiving any new permit amendment. A
commenter stated that TCEQ needs to do all it can to force Holcim to install SCR. A commenter
asserted that it’s vital that the TCEQ makes the correct decision to minimize exposure. A
commenter requested that Holcim document emission increases in its permit.

RESPONSE 4: TCAA and TCEQ rules require an evaluation of air quality permit applications
to determine whether adverse effects to public health, general welfare, or physical property are
expected to result from a facility’s proposed emissions. As part of the evaluation of applications
for new or amended permits, the permit reviewer identifies all sources of air contaminants at the
proposed facility and assures that the facility will be using the BACT applicable for the sources
and types of contaminants emitted. The BACT is based upon control measures that are designed
to minimize the level of emissions from specific sources at a facility. Applying BACT results in
requiring technology that best controls air emissions with consideration given to the technical
practicability and economic reasonableness of reducing or eliminating emissions. TCAA §
382.0518; 30 TAC § 116.111. Since the starting point is the proposed facility, the applicant
proposes the facility to accomplish its objective based upon its business decisions. The applicant
does not propose simply that it wishes to do something (i.e., control total hydrocarbons per EPA
requirements while producing Portland Cement) and have the TCEQ tell it how (i.e., RTO, SCR,
dry or wet cement kilns, etc.). Nor does the applicant expect the TCEQ will dictate to the
applicant a different process must be used, redefining the source and usurping the applicant’s
business decisions. Also see Response 5 regarding the health effects and air quality analysis
which was performed for the proposed collateral increases in contaminants, which showed that
no adverse impacts to the public health or the environment are expected.

Holcim has represented in the permit application that BACT will be used at the proposed site.
Use of appropriate control measures will decrease the amount of air contaminants emitted into
the atmosphere by this facility. The existing facility will emit the following air contaminants in a
significant amount: PM,,, PM. 5, and H.SO,. In addition, the facility will emit the following air
contaminants: VOC, NOy, SO, CO, total reduced sulfur, hazardous air pollutants and other
speciated compounds. The proposed permit amendment authorizes installation of controls for
THCs: RTO for Line 2 and SCR-THC for Line 1. The primary control measures applied to this
facility are: wet scrubbers (downstream of THC controls), SNCR, baghouses, low NOy burners,
precalciners, low sulfur fuels, and good combustion practices. Other control measures required
by the permit include limits of 5.3 tons NOx per day during ozone season, and 15.3 tons NOy per
day during non-ozone season, 0.23 pounds (Ibs) PM,,/PM. 5 (condensables) per ton clinker, 0.11
Ib H.SO, per ton clinker, 35 parts ammonia per million volume dry (ppmvd) corrected to 7%
oxygen on a 24 hour rolling average, 3 ppmvd hydrogen chloride at 7% oxygen on a 30 day
rolling average basis.

As part of the BACT review process, the TCEQ evaluates information from the EPA’s
RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC), on-going permitting in Texas and other states, and
the TCEQ’s continuing review of emissions control developments for pollutants triggering a PSD
review. A PSD review was required for PM / PM,,/PM. ; and H.SO,. An RBLC search of federal
permits issued between 2004 and 2013 identified fourteen cement kilns, with seven thermal
oxidizers used for emission control. Control technologies for the pollutants triggering PSD
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review for the current project were examined. These technologies were: good combustion
practices; sulfur content limits on fuel; wet Electrostatic Precipitator (ESP); dry sorbent
injection; Dry Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGD), and/or wet scrubbers to control H.SO, / PM /
PM,o / PM. ;. The TCEQ cannot require BACT for other contaminants which are not increasing,
see Response 5.

Review of the RBLC did not reveal any specific H.SO, control technologies for the cement
industry. The coal and oil-fired power plant industry uses wet ESP or dry sorbent injection to
control H,SO, and PM,, / PM. ;. A cost evaluation was performed to determine whether adding
wet ESP, dry sorbent injection and/or dry FGD would be economically reasonable. The cost of
the wet ESP system is $169,000 per ton of H.SO, / PM,, / PM. 5 emission reduction from the
kilns. The cost of the dry sorbent injection or dry FGD is $326,000 per ton of H.SO, / PM,, /
PM. ; emission reduction from the kilns. These costs are not considered economically
reasonable and these control technologies were rejected from further consideration. Current
controls for H.SO, and SO:. at this plant include the use of pipeline quality natural gas or coal
containing no more than 3 percent sulfur by weight or other limited non-hazardous fuels.
Control of sulfur compounds also occurs through the use of a wet scrubber system, which
Holcim will use to control collateral increases of H.SO, and SO.. The applicant and TCEQ have
agreed upon a limit of 0.11 Ib H,SO, / ton clinker as BACT. Although the PC MACT compliance
project triggered PSD review for H.SO,, there is no proposed increase in H.SO, emissions on a
short-term (hourly) basis. Therefore, a state property line air dispersion modeling analysis is not
required for H.SO,. Holcim will demonstrate that BACT for H.SO, and SO. is achieved through
maintenance of SO, scrubber records (hours of operation, pH, and flow rate), and SO, records
from the Continuous Emissions Monitoring System.

The kilns currently have baghouses and wet scrubbers to control PM / PM,, / PM, 5, and must
use maximum available control technology to meet the 40 CFR 63, Subpart LLL requirement for
filterable PM. The proposed oxidation control systems will be installed downstream of the
baghouse and upstream of the wet scrubbers; therefore the applicant will use the wet scrubbers
to control PM / PM,, / PM, 5 from the RTO and SCR-THC. Upgrades to the main baghouse fan
in the existing control configuration of each kiln will accommodate the increase in pressure drop
across the control train due to the new oxidation control systems. Because the particulate
increase is from oxidation of SO. into H.SO, mist, the wet scrubbers are the controls. Holcim
has proposed 0.23 Ib PM,,/PM. ;5 (condensables) / ton clinker which is acceptable. Holcim will
demonstrate that BACT for PM / PM,, / PM.; is achieved through initial stack testing, proper
operation of the units, maintenance of wet scrubber records (hours of operation, pH, and flow
rate), and opacity records from the continuous opacity monitoring system.

Emissions will be monitored by stack sampling, continuous emissions monitoring systems,
continuous opacity monitoring systems, etc. These are required by Special Condition Nos. 18 —
23. Sampling will comply with the appropriate New Source Performance Standards and EPA test
methods. Pursuant to the terms of the permit, the applicant is required to maintain records of
completed sampling.

COMMENT 5, HEALTH EFFECTS:

Commenter stated that nearby elderly and children whose health is more sensitive than the
general population (with respiratory problems and illnesses, such as asthma and compromised
immune systems) should be considered and might be further impaired as a result of pollution
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increases. Commenter stated that Holcim is a major source of air pollution affecting densely
populated communities. A commenter stated that Holcim has dirtied the air for too long. A
commenter noted two recent solid days of high particulates. A commenter stated that that she is
on oxygen for environmentally caused chronic obstructive pulmonary disorder and she’s a
prisoner in her house. A commenter stated that we don’t need to breathe dirty air anymore when
there’s technology to achieve smog reductions and another noted that we should use the newest
technologies to live well. One commenter noted that three schools are in close proximity to plant
property. She also stated that the plant affects her health, welfare, and enjoyment of her
property. Another stated that he’s tired of all the dust ruining his health and the paint on his
home. A commenter stated this it is disgusting that we as a society are ignoring this problem as
our whole world becomes sick and used up. A commenter stated that pollution impacting public
health must be reduced.

RESPONSE 5: Potential impacts to human health and welfare or the environment are
determined by comparing air dispersion modeling predicted emission concentrations from the
proposed facility to appropriate state and federal standards and effects screening levels.4,5 The
specific health-based standards or guidance levels employed in evaluating the potential
emissions include the NAAQS, TCEQ standards contained in 30 TAC, and TCEQ ESLs.

NAAQS are created by the EPA, are defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 50.2,
include both primary and secondary standards, and are set to protect sensitive members of the
population such as children, the elderly, and individuals with existing respiratory conditions.
The primary standards are those which the Administrator of the EPA determines are necessary,
with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health, including sensitive members of
the population such as children, the elderly, and individuals with existing lung or cardiovascular
conditions. Secondary NAAQS are those which the Administrator determines are necessary to
protect the public welfare and the environment, including animals, crops, vegetation, and
buildings, from any known or anticipated adverse effects associated with the presence of an air
contaminant in the ambient air. The standards are set for criteria pollutants: ozone, lead, CO,
SO., NOy, and PM, including PM,, and PM. 5.

For most permit applications, air dispersion modeling is performed. After a permit application’s
modeling review is complete, in most instances, the modeling results are then sent to the
TCEQ’s toxicology division to evaluate whether emissions from the proposed facility are
expected to cause health or nuisance problems. The toxicology division reviews the results from
air dispersion modeling by comparing those results to the TCEQ ESLs. ESLs are constituent-
specific guideline concentrations used in TCEQ’s effects evaluation of constituent concentrations
1n air.

These guidelines are derived by the Toxicology Division and are based on a constituent’s
potential to cause adverse health effects, odor nuisances, and effects on vegetation. Health-

4 See the document “Air Quality Modeling Guidelines” for details on air modeling at the TCEQ website at
www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/guidance/newsourcereview/nsr mod guidance.html. Also visit the
agency air modeling page at www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/nav/modeling index.html.

5 To view the ESL list or obtain more information on ESLs, visit the TCEQ website at

www.tceq.texas.gov/toxicology/esl/list main.html.




http://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/guidance/newsourcereview/nsr_mod_guidance.html

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/nav/modeling_index.html

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/toxicology/esl/list_main.html
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based screening levels are set at levels lower than levels reported to produce adverse health
effects, and as such are set to protect the general public, including sensitive subgroups such as
children, the elderly, or people with existing respiratory conditions. Adverse health or welfare
effects are not expected to occur if the air concentration of a constituent is below its ESL. If an
air concentration of a constituent is above the screening level, it is not necessarily indicative that
an adverse effect will occur, but rather that further evaluation is warranted. Generally,
maximum concentrations predicted to occur at a sensitive receptor which are at or below the
ESL would not be expected to cause adverse effects.

For this specific permit application, appropriate air dispersion modeling was performed. The
likelihood of whether adverse health effects caused by emissions from Holcim’s facility could
occur in members of the general public, including sensitive subgroups such as children, the
elderly, or people with existing respiratory conditions, was determined by comparing the
facility’s predicted air dispersion computer modeling concentrations to the relevant state and
federal standards and effects screening levels. The permit reviewer used modeling results to
verify that predicted ground level concentrations from the proposed facility are not likely to
adversely impact off-property receptors. TCEQ background concentrations from the geography
surrounding the site or other appropriate background are added to the modeled concentrations
when applicable. The overall evaluation process provides a conservative prediction that is
protective of the public. The modeling predictions were reviewed by the TCEQ Air Permits
Division, and the modeling analysis was determined to be acceptable.

NOx and SO, emissions have been appropriately modeled and reviewed in previous permitting
actions for this facility and found to meet federal and state standards. The Commission’s
previous finding that the facility operations generating these emissions would not result in
adverse air quality or health effects remains constant and unchanged. Increases (when
accounting for decreases) were not proposed for these contaminants, therefore modeling of
these contaminants were not required per 30 TAC §116.160.

Emissions of particulate matter (PM) were evaluated for Holcim’s facility. Particulate matter
consists of solid particles and liquid droplets found in the air and includes TSP, PM. 5, and PM,o.
Particles up to 50 micrometers (um) in diameter are collectively referred to as “total suspended
particulates” (TSP). Particles less than 10 um in diameter (PM,,) are referred to as “coarse”
particles and particles less than 2.5 um in diameter are referred to as “fine” particles (PM. ).
Sources of coarse particles include wind-blown dust, dust generated by vehicles traveling on
unpaved roads, and material handling. Fine particles are usually produced via industrial and
residential combustion processes and vehicle exhaust.

The NAAQS for PM,, is based on a 24-hour time period. The measurement for predicted
concentrations of air contaminants in modeling exercises is expressed in terms of micrograms
per cubic meter (ug/m3). One microgram is 1/1,000,000 of a gram, or 2.2/1,000,000,000 of a
pound (approximately the weight of a dust mite) of air contaminant per cubic meter of ambient
air. The air volume of a cubic meter is approximately the size of a washing machine. Predicted
air concentrations occurring below the 24-hour NAAQS of 150 ug/m3 are not expected to
exacerbate existing conditions or cause adverse health effects. Modeling for this facility resulted
in a predicted 24 hour PM,, concentration at the facility’s property line to be 1.15 ug/ms, which
is below the NAAQS.
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The NAAQS for PM. 5 is based on 24-hour and annual time periods. Predicted air concentrations
occurring below the 24-hour and annual NAAQS of 35 ug/m3 and 12 ug/m3, respectively, are not
expected to exacerbate existing conditions or cause adverse health effects. Modeling for this
facility resulted in predicted PM. 5 concentrations at the facility’s property line, to be 0.97 ug/ms3
(24-hour) and 0.15 ug/ms3 (annual), which are both below the NAAQS.

CO was modeled to determine if a state NAAQS Analysis was required. In this analysis, the
resulting maximum concentrations from the sources associated with this facility are compared
to the federal Significant Impact Levels (SILs) (found in 40 CFR § 52.21(b)(23)) to determine
the significance of CO. Concentrations that do not exceed the SIL are considered to be so low
that they do not require a state NAAQS Analysis. The CO SILs are based on one-hour and eight-
hour time periods. The CO SILs are 2,000 ug/m3 (one-hour) and 500 ug/ms3 (eight-hour).
Modeling of this facility resulted in predicted air concentrations of CO to be 195 ug/ms3 (one-
hour) and 108 ug/ms3 (eight-hour). Therefore, since predicted CO air concentrations occur below
the SILs, a state NAAQS Analysis was not required for this pollutant.

In summary, based on the potential concentrations reviewed by the Executive Director’s staff, it
is not expected that existing health conditions will worsen, or that there will be adverse health
effects in the general public, sensitive subgroups, or animal life as a result of exposure to the
expected levels of PM, PM,,, PM. 5, SO,, NOy, CO, or volatile organic compounds.

In addition to complying with the federal and state standards and guidelines mentioned above,
applicants must also comply with 30 TAC § 101.4, which prohibits nuisance conditions.
Specifically the rule states, “No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever one or more
air contaminants or combinations thereof, in such concentration and of such duration as are or
may tend to be injurious to or to adversely affect human health or welfare, animal life,
vegetation, or property, or as to interfere with the normal use and enjoyment of animal life,
vegetation, or property.” As long as the facility is operated in compliance with the terms and
conditions of the permit, nuisance conditions are not expected.

In summary, based on the potential concentrations reviewed by the Executive Director’s staff, it
is not expected that existing health conditions will worsen, or that there will be adverse health
effects in the public, sensitive subgroups, or animal life as a result of exposure to the expected
levels of PM, PM,,, SO, NOy, CO, or volatile organic compounds.

Individuals are encouraged to report concerns about nuisance issues or suspected
noncompliance with the terms and conditions of any permit or other environmental regulation
by contacting the TCEQ Regional Office at 817-588-5800, or by calling the 24-hour toll-free
Environmental Complaints Hotline at 1-888-777-3186. If the facility is found to be out of
compliance with the terms and conditions of the permit, it will be subject to possible
enforcement action. Citizen-collected evidence may be used in such an action. See 30 TAC §
70.4, Enforcement Action Using Information Provided by Private Individual, for details on
gathering and reporting such evidence. Under the citizen-collected evidence program,
individuals can provide information on possible violations of environmental law and the
information can be used by the TCEQ to pursue enforcement. In this program, citizens can
become involved and may eventually testify at a hearing or trial concerning the violation. For
additional information, see the TCEQ publication, “Do You Want to Make an Environmental
Complaint? Do You Have Information or Evidence?” This booklet is available in English and
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Spanish from the TCEQ Publications office at 512-239-0028, and may be downloaded from the
agency website at www.tceq.texas.gov (click on the Publications link on the left sidebar, and
search for Publication Number 278).

COMMENT 6, HEALTH EFFECTS AND AIR QUALITY IN OTHER COUNTIES
(Commenters attested via Downwinders at Risk comment box that they live in
North Texas, downwind of Holcim, in Dallas-Fort Worth area):

A commenter noted that Holcim is a major source of air pollution affecting densely populated
communities and he requested that the TCEQ not let the cement industry control our air quality.
A commenter regretted that regular citizens have to learn chemicals and technologies just to
breathe easily. Commenters noted their health conditions for which air pollution is dangerous:
genetic heart disease, asthma, and allergies. Commenters noted that they have had dirty air for
many years and need and would like it to be clean. A commenter stated that asthma and cancer
rates are increasing at alarming numbers and both are directly related to poor air quality.
Another stated that North Central Texas downwind of Midlothian has the highest rate of
children with asthma in the state. Several commenters requested changes to preserve their
children’s health. One commenter stated, “Just do it.” Commenters desire quality of life with
clean air, clean water, and land conservation. Commenters requested that TCEQ consider the
health of citizens over the interests of big business. A commenter requested that TCEQ take
action on this so he can consider continuing to live in Dallas where his health has suffered due to
poor air quality. Two commenters have observed visible thick haze when flying into Dallas.
Another Arlington resident noted black and white soot at his home. A commenter requested,
“Stop the pollution.” A commenter stated that emission increases to downwind population are
worth serious consideration by the TCEQ.

RESPONSE 6: Holcim is considered a major source according to TCEQ rules, and thus must
have a Site Operating Permit and abide with additional federal regulations. The site has Federal
Operating Permit Number O1046. The current permit action is to install additional pollution
control systems to meet revised standards for Portland Cement Maximum Available Control
Technology (PC MACT), as promulgated in 40 CFR 63, Subpart LLL. The revised PC MACT
includes limits on THC/OHAP, PM, dioxins / furans, and mercury; as well as other operating
and compliance limitations, such as the need for continuous opacity monitoring and continuous
emissions monitoring.

See discussion in Responses 3, 4, and 5 above which discuss TCEQ’s Permit Review, including
BACT, and for the air quality and health effects review performed for this application, in which
effects were found acceptable nearby the facility and lessen with increased distance from the
site, such as in the North Texas counties.

COMMENT 7, NON-ATTAINMENT:

Commenters oppose the issuance of the permit as proposed in June 2014. Individuals noted that
the Dallas area is still in serious non-attainment of the 1997 ozone National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). Commenter stated that Dallas is still in serious non-attainment. Another
commenter stated that he wanted cleaner air that meets the Clean Air Act.

RESPONSE 7: To determine whether an area is in attainment for the NAAQS, ambient air
quality monitoring data are used to determine if the primary and secondary NAAQS are met at a
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fixed ambient air quality monitoring site. The proposed project is located at an existing non-
attainment major source in Ellis County. Ellis County is designated as a serious non-attainment
area for ozone with respect to the 1997 national standard. The TCEQ addresses regional ozone
formation through the SIP development process rather than through individual permitting
actions because ozone is a regional issue. A SIP attainment modeling demonstration based on
projected future conditions will include both applicable reductions as well as projected
emissions from cement kilns. Individual permit applicants are not required under TCEQ rules to
model impacts using these techniques. Any comments related specifically to the SIP process for
ozone non-attainment areas are not within the scope of this particular permit application and
review.

For individual permit applications, existing faculties located in non-attainment areas may be
subject to non-attainment new source review requirements if the pollutants proposed for
increase are associated with the non-attainment status for the area (i.e. NOx and VOC for ozone
non-attainment areas), and proposed increases are above certain thresholds. For ozone in the
DFW non-attainment area (which includes Ellis County), the threshold is 25 tons per year of
NO or VOC. However, the collateral emissions increases associated with this project do not
trigger non-attainment review. Proposed collateral increases (without accounting for decreases)
of 4.95 tons per year NOx (and proposed decreases in VOC) are less than the 25 tons per year
threshold which would trigger non-attainment review.

Responses 3, 4, and 5 above discuss the specific process and review that was followed in order to
ensure compliance of Holcim’s permit application with the Federal Clean Air Act and other
federal and state regulations.

COMMENT 8, PLANT OPERATION:
A commenter noted that the second kiln will be operating as business improves.

RESPONSE 8: Predicted emissions increases of all pollutants were based on operations of
both kilns. Possible effects from these increases were evaluated as discussed above.

COMMENT 9, FAVORABLE COMMENTS:

Some commenters mentioned how they have lived in Midlothian many years and/or worked for
Holcim for many years. A commenter mentioned how he hopes TCEQ grants the requested
permit amendment. Another fully supported Holcim’s efforts to amend the permit and show
effective ways of controlling emissions. Commenters noted that Holcim has been a good partner
in the community, both directly and indirectly, including the following efforts: Volunteering;:
planting trees, fixing parking lots, adding on to a house, providing small business training and
opportunities; and monetarily: purchasing from local small businesses, paying millions in tax
money, including directly to Midlothian ISD. Commenters noted that Holcim has been a
responsible company regarding the environment. A commenter mentioned that the proposed
amendment is to meet the EPA PC MACT rule. A commenter appreciates Holcim spending
$750,000 now and $28 million later on testing and installing state of the art technology to
control emissions. A commenter stated that she understands Holcim is attempting to comply
with new regulations and this is reason for rushing the permit. Commenters were supportive of
Holcim’s consideration of SCR.
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RESPONSE 9: The TCEQ appreciates the interest of the citizens of Ellis County and their
elected representatives.

COMMENT 10, COMMENTS DIRECTED TO APPLICANT:

Two commenters requested that Holcim pay for cleanup of pollution and charge its customers
for this cleanup. A commenter requested that more than the bottom line be considered. A
commenter asked why Holcim is still using blasting to quarry when there are quieter ways to do
SO.

RESPONSE 10: The concerns that have been posed and questions that have been asked are
addressed to the Applicant and not addressed to the TCEQ. The concerns listed have been
included for completeness, but are outside of the jurisdictional guidelines of the TCEQ
established by the Legislature. With regard to “the bottom line,” the TCEQ is not authorized to
consider a company’s financial decision-making processes in determining whether or not a
permit should be issued. TCEQ’s review of this company’s application included analysis of
health impacts and application of best available control technology, and based on this review,
the facility will comply with all applicable health effects guidelines and emission control
requirements when operating within the limits of the permit. Continued compliance with health
effects guidelines and BACT requirements is expected if the company operates in compliance
with the permit terms and conditions.

The TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to consider blasting or mining in determining whether to
approve or deny a permit application. Blasting operations are associated with quarry operations,
and the Texas Clean Air Act, § 382.003(6) provides that quarries are not facilities for purposes
of air quality permitting. Therefore, quarry blasting operations are not included in the review of
an air quality permit application. The commission also has no authority to address property
damage claims alleged to result from blasting, nor jurisdiction regarding noise pollution or
vibrations. Concerns regarding noise and vibrations should be directed to local officials.

COMMENT 11, PUBLIC MEETING AND CONTESTED CASE HEARING REQUESTS:
Many commenters requested a public meeting. Several commenters requested a contested case
hearing: DAR, Grace Darling, Sue Pope, and Patricia Brown,. Hearing requests were withdrawn
by Ms. Darling on behalf of DAR on December 1, 2014 and Patricia Brown on January 15, 2015.

RESPONSE 11: A public meeting was held at the Midlothian Conference Center on November
3, 2014, 7 p.m.

DAR withdrew their request for a contested case hearing (CCH) on December 1, 2014, and
Patricia Brown withdrew her request on January 15, 2015. Requests for a contested case hearing
must comply with the requirements of 30 TAC § 55.201. Requests for a contested case hearing
will be considered by the TCEQ commissioners at a future commission meeting. The
commission will review all relevant information including, but not limited to, comments
received on the application, the Executive Director’s response to comments, and hearing
requests made by an affected person, in writing, and raising relevant and material disputed
issues of fact that were also raised during the comment period and not withdrawn by the
commenter.
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COMMENT 12, IRRELEVANT COMMENTS:
Several irrelevant comments were received as forwarded from Downwinders at Risk. The
messages appear to be directed to the Downwinders at Risk coordinators, and included:

¢ Requests for phone calls, meetings, or interviews. Some of these requests regarded the

proposed permit amendment, and some did not.

e Request for authorization to use an image on their website.

e Sales solicitations for environmental control products and boxing gloves.

e Solicitations for DAR’s participation at environmental events.

RESPONSE 12: These comments are irrelevant to the review of the Holcim permit application,
and outside of the bounds of the jurisdiction of the TCEQ. Therefore, the TCEQ has no response
to these comments.

CHANGES MADE IN RESPONSE TO COMMENT

In response to public comment, the Executive Director has changed certain provisions of the
draft permit. These changes and the reasons for these changes are more fully described above in
Comment 3, Changes to the Application and TCEQ’s Permit Review and Response 3.

Respectfully submitted,

Texas Commission on Environmental Quality
Richard A. Hyde, P.E., Executive Director

Caroline Sweeney, Deputy Director
Office of Legal Services

Robert Martinez, Division Director
Environmental Law Division

W@Q
Amy Browning, Staff Attorney
Environmental Law Division
State Bar Number 24059503
PO Box 13087, MC 173
Austin, Texas 78711-3087

(512) 239-0891

REPRESENTING THE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE
TEXAS COMMISSION ON
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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Group A, Additional Commenters via DAR Form Email

Abrams, Robin
Allen, Brenda
Bhandari, Ranjana
Brady, Kevin
Brennecke, Paula

. Bush, Jim

. Campbell, Tim

. Cooper, Jack

. Cottle, Lawrence

. DeMoss, Margaret
. Duble, Ken

. Dunham, Rick
. Eickmeyer, Janet

. Fusinato, Bob

. Guldi, Chris

. Halket, Cameron

. Harrison, Daniel

. Hartman, Nicolas
. Herrman, Marianne

. Horton, Bob

. Jacoby, Jeffrey

. Kaner, Ellen
. Kelley, Ingrid

. Kilgore, Virginia

. Kuehn, Fritz

. Lewis, Karen

. Martin, Shari

. McAfee, Pat

. Mestas, Ronnie
. Miller, Kirk

. Muench, Tim

. Painter, Bruce

. Parameswaran, Prakash
. Peniche, Lori

. Pesante, Sharon

. Pischedda, Ed

. Ridgley, Patricia
. Rosales, Melissa
. Sambell, Ken

. Schmidt, Erika

. Soria, Sandra

. Stahl, Edgar

. Stierlen, Lorelei
. Ubico, Jean

. Wally, Liz

. West, Thomas

2. Alexander, E

4. Beranek, Linda

6. Bonilla, Eva

8. Breakfield, Sandra
10. Bush, Helen

12. Buxton, Barbara
14. Clifton, Melanie
16. Cooper, Susan

18. Cox, Jeralynn

20. DenBraber, Sandra
22, Duman, Jo Ann
24. Durm, Vicki

26. Ellis, Erin Graybill
28. Gill, Beverly

30. Guldi, Richard

32. Halliburton, Candy
34. Hartman, John

36. Hartman, Roseanne
38. Hoots, Suzanne
40. Irby, Harriet

42. Jimerson, Courtney
44. Keener, Herbert
46. Kesse, Sherry

48. Kocurek, Dan

50. Le, Luan

52. Martin, Amy

54. Mathia, Cathy

56. McCauley, Michael
58. Milford, Joan

60. Muench, Chaney
62. Murphy, Jill

64. Palmer, Tess

66. Pellar, Daniel

68. Peroyea, John

70. Phillips-Quattlebaum, Laura
72. Rader, Susan

74. Roberts, James

76. Roten, Merle

78. Sanders, Mary

80. Snow, Sharon

82. Souza, Diana

84. Stella, Patricia

86. Strong, Dorothy
88. VanKirk, Jim

90. Waskey, Susan

92. Wharton, Joan
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93. Wheatcroft-Pardue, Ken 94. Whitmore, Teresa

95. Wilbanks, Tom 96. Young, LeeAnn
97. Zemler, Karla

Group B, Individuals submitting Irrelevant Comments at end of DAR Form Email

1. Calvert, Amber 2. Dominguez, Richard

3. Gammill, Justin 4. Hargrove, Tena

5. Hyde, Andy 6. McLeod, Brittany

7. Montgomery, Rebecca 8. Moore, Mark

9. Scott, Adam 10. Shakoor, Faisal

11. Sutton, Howard 12. Thomas, Andrew (withdrawn)

13. Umer, Muhammad





