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May 6, 2015

TO: Persons on the attached mailing list.

RE: Columbia Packing Co., Inc.
Permit No. 106009

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reconsideration have been withdrawn before that meeting.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 the Paul Laurence Dunbar Lancaster-Kiest Branch Library, 2008
East Kiest Boulevard, Dallas, Dallas 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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Lori Madrid, Environmental and Air
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Contek Solutions, LLC

135 Lige Branch Lane

Saint Johns, Florida 32259
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via electronic mail:
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Austin, Texas 78711-3087
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TCEQ AIR QUALITY PERMIT NUMBER 106009

APPLICATION BY 8 BEFORE THE
COLUMBIA PACKING CO., INC. 8
SMOKEHOUSE 8 TEXAS COMMISSION ON
DALLAS, DALLAS COUNTY 8
8 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
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 the Chief Clerk timely received comment letters from the
following elected officials: Royce West (Texas State Senator, District 23) and Dwaine R. Caraway
(Dallas Councilmember, District 4). The Office of the Chief Clerk timely received comment
letters from the following persons: the Cedar Crest Neighborhood Association (Phillip Gipson,
President), the City of Dallas (James B. McGuire, Senior Assistant City Attorney), Texas
Campaign for the Environment (Zac Trahan, Program Director), Kebran Alexander, Genetha
Alford, Charles E. Barton, La Juana Barton, Patricia A. Barton, Timothy Brooks, Sandra
Crenshaw, Eric Dominguez, Richard V. Dominguez, Myrtis Evans-Griffin, Andrew Jordan, Janet
M. Long, Ryan Paige, Katrina Pitre, Robert J. Pitre, Linda Preston, Alicia C. Quintans, Bobby
Terrel, Libbie Terrell-Lee, Betty Williams, and LaTasha Witherspoon. 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

Columbia Packing Co., Inc. (Columbia or Applicant) has applied to the TCEQ for a New Source
Review Authorization under Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA), § 382.0518.

This permit, if granted, will authorize the Applicant to operate an existing smokehouse and meat
packing plant consisting of two boilers and two smokehouses. Each smokehouse is limited to a
maximum hourly usage rate of 8.58 pounds of sawdust per hour and a maximum annual usage
rate of 75,160.80 pounds of sawdust per year. The plant is located at 2807 E. 11th St., Dallas,
Dallas County. Contaminants authorized under this permit include particulate matter (PM),
including PM with diameters of 10 microns or less (PM,,) and 2.5 microns or less (PM.5),
carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOy, as defined as the sum of NO and NO,, collectively
expressed as NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO.), organic compounds, and hazardous air pollutants.
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Procedural Background

Before work begins on the construction of a new facility that may emit air contaminants, the
person planning the construction must obtain a permit from the commission. This permit
application is for an initial issuance of Air Quality Permit Number 106009.

The permit application was received on January 23, 2014 and declared administratively
complete on February 5, 2014. The Notice of Receipt and Intent to Obtain an Air Quality Permit
(NORI or first public notice) for this permit application was published in English on February
12, 2014 in The Dallas Morning News and in Spanish on February 15, 2014 in Al Dia. The
Notice of Application and Preliminary Decision for an Air Quality Permit (NAPD or second
public notice) was published on October 11, 2014 in English in The Dallas Morning News and in
Spanish on October 12, 2014 in Al Dia. A public meeting was held on November 13, 2014 in
Dallas. The notice of public meeting was mailed to the interested parties on the OCC’s mailing
list on October 20, 2014. The public comment period ended at the close of the public meeting on
November 13, 2014.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

COMMENT 1: Air Quality/Health Effects

Commenters asked about the amount and type of emissions that will be generated from
operations at the facility and the effect that these emissions may have on air quality in the area.
Commenters asked whether air modeling was conducted to demonstrate that all standards will
be met. A commenter also asked whether there is a possibility that smoke will create nuisance
conditions downwind of the smokehouse. A commenter noted that because Columbia is located
almost adjacent to the Martin Luther King/Cedar Crest Bridge, anyone traveling on this bridge
to and from its intersection at East 11th Street is exposed to the emissions in the vicinity.

Commenters asked about short- and long-term health effects on children and those individuals
with preexisting respiratory and cardiovascular conditions. A commenter stated that for a very
long time, her neighborhood has experienced poor air quality, which is frequently evidenced by
offensive odors during the evening and overnight hours and occasionally by airborne particulate
matter (PM), causing nose and throat irritations.

The commenter further stated that the industrial facilities in her neighborhood emit air
contaminants that include three known precursors of ozone, nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon
monoxide (CO), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and that these pollutants cause
significant health effects, including aggravation of asthma and inflammation and damage to the
lungs.

Commenters are concerned about the overall health and welfare for neighborhood residents.
Commenters stated that they grew up, or have lived for years in the area of the facility, and that
throughout past years, a horrible odor from nearby businesses, including Columbia, always
blanketed the area of Oak Cliff and South Dallas. A commenter stated that she does not want
that legacy for current students and residents of the community.
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A commenter stated that higher ozone levels result in limitations for outdoor activities and that
poor air quality can cause higher living costs because residents rely more on air conditioning
systems when they must keep windows closed to reduce the intrusion of bad air into homes or
businesses. Another commenter stated that granting the permit to the facility would be
counterproductive to the hopes of the neighborhood and her belief that everyone in the area
deserves “a breath of fresh air” now and always. A commenter stated that area residents and
others are less able to participate fully in their communities when they are subject to the current
high emission levels. Commenters also stated that the decision of whether or not to grant the
permit will impact air quality in the area for years to come.

RESPONSE 1: For permit applications such as this one, potential impacts to human health
and welfare or the environment are determined by comparing air dispersion modeling predicted
emission concentrations from the plant to appropriate state and federal standards and TCEQ
Effects Screening Levels (ESLs). The specific health-based standards or guidance levels
employed in evaluating the potential emissions include the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), TCEQ standards contained in 30 Texas Administrative Code (30 TAC), and
TCEQ ESLs.

The NAAQS are established and periodically reviewed by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). The NAAQS, as defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 50.2, include
both primary and secondary standards. Primary standards are those which the EPA
Administrator determines are necessary, within an adequate margin of safety, to protect public
health, including sensitive members of the population such as children, the elderly, and those
individuals with preexisting health conditions.

Secondary standards are those which the Administrator determines are necessary to protect
public welfare and the environment, including animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings, from
any known or anticipated adverse effects associated with the presence of a contaminant in the
ambient air.

The EPA has set NAAQS for criteria pollutants: CO, lead (Pb), nitrogen dioxide (NO.), ozone
(03), SO,, and PM, including PM,, and PM, ;. A criteria pollutant is one for which a NAAQS has
been established. Of the criteria pollutants listed, this plant is expected to emit PM,,, PM, 5, CO,
NO., and SO.. In addition, TCAA, § 382.002(a) provides for “protection of public health, general
welfare, and physical property, including the esthetic enjoyment of air resources by the public. . .
.” The proposed permit must comply with the NAAQS and state requirements.

For this specific permit application, appropriate air dispersion modeling was performed. The
Applicant used the EPA-approved AERMOD (Version 14134, in refined screening mode) air
modeling program to provide a reasonable worst-case representation of potential impacts from
the facility on the area surrounding the plant. The evaluation incorporated the 12 hours per day,
six days a week operation and all emissions as represented in the permit application. The
modeling procedures, methodology, predictions, and results were reviewed by the TCEQ’s Air
Dispersion Modeling Team (ADMT) and were determined to be acceptable.

PM
Inhalable coarse particles have been defined as PM with diameters of 10 microns or less (PM10)
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and fine particles as PM with diameters of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5). To determine PM
concentrations, the EPA has documented a list of emission factors that can be used to determine
the emissions from many sources. These factors are incorporated throughout industries in Texas
and have been used to evaluate the predicted emissions at the plant. The TCEQ ensures the
conservative nature of these calculations by evaluating each emission point at the maximum
material throughput on both an hourly and an annual basis. The resulting emissions are used as
one of the inputs to an EPA approved air dispersion modeling program that determines
concentration of PM at locations surrounding the facilities. Other data that are incorporated into
the air dispersion modeling program include such information as the release height of the
emissions, the type of release, the location of the sources, the surrounding land type,
meteorological data for the area, and the background concentrations of the specific
contaminants already existing in that area.

PM,,

The NAAQS for PM,, is based on 24-hour time periods. The measurement for predicted
concentrations of air contaminants in modeling exercises is expressed in terms of micrograms
per cubic meter (ug/ms3). A microgram is approximately the size of a dust mite and a cubic meter
is approximately the size of a washing machine. Predicted concentrations occurring below the
24-hour NAAQS limitation of 150 ug/m3 are not expected to cause adverse health effects or
exacerbate existing health conditions.

Modeling for these facilities resulted in a predicted 24-hour maximum ground level PM,,
concentration (GLCnax) at the facility’s nearest property line of 4.3 ug/ms, which is below the de
minimis value of 5 pug/m3. The de minimis value is defined as that value below which a
significant change in air quality is not anticipated due to the emissions generated by the source,
and no further evaluation of that contaminant is required. The plant is expected to emit 1.17 tons
per year (tpy) of PM,,.

PM. 5

The NAAQS for PM, 5 are based on 24-hour and annual time periods. The predicted
concentrations occurring below the 24-hour and annual NAAQS of 35 ug/ms and 12 pg/ms,
respectively, are not expected to cause adverse health effects or exacerbate existing health
conditions. Modeling for these facilities resulted in predicted PM. ; concentrations, at the
facility’s property line, on a 24-hour time averaging basis, to be 4.3 ug/ms. Added to the
background concentration of 23 pg/m3, the resulting concentration of 28.3 pg/ms is below the
24-hour NAAQS standard of 35 pg/ms.

Similarly, the annual PM. ; concentration at the facility’s property line was predicted to be 1.18
ug/ms. Added to the background concentration of 10.8 pug/m3, the resulting concentration of
11.98 pg/m3 is below the annual NAAQS standard of 12 pg/ms. The facility is expected to emit
1.17 tpy of PM, 5.

The background concentrations for PM. ; were obtained from the EPA AIRs monitor 481130050
(Dallas Convention Center monitor) located at 717 South Akard, Dallas, Dallas County. The
Applicant used a three-year average (2011-2013) of the 98th percentile of the annual
distribution of the 24-hour concentrations for the 24-hour value. The three-year average (2011-
2013) of the annual concentrations was used for the annual value. The use of the Convention
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Center monitor is reasonable based on the Applicant’s quantitative review of emissions sources
in the surrounding area of the monitor site relative to the project site, and the modeling
included an inventory of off-property sources.

co

The predicted maximum concentrations of CO from the sources associated with this facility were
compared to the de minimis level for CO. Concentrations that do not exceed the de minimis level
are considered to be so low that they do not require further NAAQS analysis.

Modeling of this facility resulted in predicted air concentrations of CO to be 10 ug/m3 (one-
hour) and 5.2 pg/ms (eight-hour). Therefore, because predicted CO air concentrations occur
below the de minimis levels of 2,000 ug/ms3 (one-hour) and 500 pg/ms (eight-hour), further
NAAQS analysis was not warranted for this pollutant. The plant is expected to emit 1.88 tpy of
CO.

NO:,

The NO. NAAQS is a standard that uses NO. as the indicator for the larger group of NOy and is
based on a one-hour and an annual time period. Predicted NO. air concentrations occurring
below the one-hour NAAQS of 188 ug/ms3 and an annual NAAQS of 100 ug/ms3 are not expected
to exacerbate existing conditions or cause adverse health effects.

For the one-hour NAAQS, modeling for these facilities resulted in a predicted GLCnax at the
facility’s nearest property line of 9.5 pg/ms. The GLCax was added to the background
concentration of 94.7 ug/ms. The resulting concentration of 104.2 ug/ms is below the NAAQS
standard of 188 pg/ms.

For the annual NAAQS, modeling for these facilities resulted in a predicted GLCyax NO-
concentration at the facility’s nearest property line of 0.4 ug/ms3, which is below the de minimis
value of 1 ug/ms. The facility is expected to emit 2.23 tpy of NO..

The NO, background concentrations were obtained from EPA AIRS monitor 481130069 (Dallas
Hinton monitor) located at 1415 Hinton Street, Dallas, Dallas County. The Applicant used a
three-year average (2011-2013) of the 98th percentile of the annual distribution of daily
maximum one-hour concentrations for the one-hour value. The use of the Hinton monitor is
reasonable based on the Applicant’s quantitative review of emissions sources in the surrounding
area of the monitor site relative to the project site and the modeling included an inventory of off-
property sources.

SO,

The SO, primary and secondary NAAQS are based on a one-hour, three-hour, 24-hour, and
annual time periods. Predicted SO, air concentrations occurring below the one-hour, three-
hour, 24-hour, and annual NAAQS of 196 ug/ms, 1,300 ug/ms, 365 ug/ms3, and 80 ug/ms,
respectively, are not expected to cause adverse health effects or exacerbate existing conditions.
Modeling of the plant resulted in predicted air concentrations of 0.07 ug/ms3 (one-hour time
period), 0.05 ug/ms (three-hour time period), 0.03 pg/ms3 (24-hour), and 0.003 ug/ms (annual)
of SO,, which are each significantly below the respective NAAQS limitations. The modeled
concentrations are also below the de minimis levels of 7.8 ug/ms (one-hour), 25 ug/ms (three-
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hour), 5 ug/ms (24-hour), and 1 ug/ms3 (annual). Therefore, no further evaluation of the SO,
concentrations was warranted. The plant is expected to emit 0.01 tpy of SO..

Acetic Acid/Formaldehyde

To evaluate contaminants such as acetic acid and formaldehyde, the TCEQ, through the
Toxicology Division, has established guidelines in the form of an ESL. The guideline
concentrations for a constituent for which an ESL has been developed are based on a
constituent’s potential to cause adverse health effects, in addition to odor nuisances, vegetation
effects, or materials damage. Health-based screening levels are set at levels lower than those
reported to produce adverse health effects and are set to protect the general public, including
sensitive subgroups such as children, the elderly, or people with existing respiratory conditions.
ESLs are determined by the Toxicology Division and are derived from all available toxicological
information. Occupational exposure, epidemiological, and experimental data are considered in
the process. The exposure data at which level there are no observable adverse effects is divided
by multiple orders of magnitude as safety factors to account for various relevant considerations.
Some of the considerations that may need to be accounted for are differences between animals
and humans (depending on the study being considered), differences between people (to assure
ESLs are protective of the sensitive individuals within the population), or differences in
exposure times. If an air concentration of a constituent is below its ESL, adverse effects are not
expected.

The short-term ESL value determined by the Toxicology Division to be protective for acetic acid
is 15 ug/mas. The Applicant determined the maximum GLCpax for a one-hour time averaging
period. The air dispersion modeling showed that the short-term effects (one-hour averaging
time) resulted in a GLCpax of 1.3 pg/mas.

The short-term ESL value determined by the Toxicology Division to be protective for
formaldehyde is 15 pg/m3. The Applicant determined the maximum GLCpax for a one-hour time
averaging period. The air dispersion modeling showed that the short-term effects (one-hour
averaging time) resulted in a GLCrax of 0.4 pg/ms.

In summary, all of the contaminants proposed to be authorized were evaluated as required by
federal and state rules and regulations. It was determined that based on the potential predicted
concentrations reviewed by the Executive Director’s staff, adverse short- or long-term health
effects for the general public, including sensitive subgroups such as children, the elderly, or
persons with respiratory ailments, animal life, crops, or vegetation are not expected as a result
of exposure to emissions from the plant. In addition, adverse health effects are not expected for
persons living on or visiting nearby properties.

Applicants must also comply with 30 TAC § 101.4, which prohibits nuisance conditions. The rule
states that “no person shall discharge from any source” air contaminants which are or may “tend
to be injurious to or 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.” “Air contaminant” is defined in the TCAA § 382.003(2), to include “particulate
matter, radioactive material, dust, fumes, gas, mist, smoke, vapor, or odor.”
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As long as the facility is operated in compliance with the terms of the permit, nuisance
conditions are not expected. The TCEQ cannot deny authorization of a facility if a permit
application contains a demonstration that all applicable statutes, rules, and regulations will be
met.

Emissions from the facility are not expected to produce nuisance odors. However, individuals
are encouraged to report any concerns about nuisance issues by contacting the Dallas-Fort
Worth Regional Office at 817-588-5800 or by calling the 24-hour toll-free Environmental
Complaints Hotline at 1-888-777-3186. The TCEQ investigates all complaints received. 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 are providing
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 Spanish from the TCEQ Publications office
at 512-239-0028, and may be downloaded from the agency website at www.tceq.texas.gov
(under Publications, search for Publication Number 278).

COMMENT 2: Cumulative Impacts

A commenter stated that community residents should be told how Columbia’s emissions will
impact them in combination with the existing permitted emissions of neighboring facilities,
including Darling International, the City of Dallas Wastewater Treatment Plant, Occidental
Chemical, and Redi-Mix Concrete. The commenter questioned whether the total amount of air
contaminants permitted for area industrial facilities constitutes an appropriate balance of
resident and business/government interests.

RESPONSE 2: The Applicant followed appropriate modeling procedures by conducting a
preliminary impacts determination. The preliminary impacts determination consists of
modeling new and increased emissions of criteria pollutants from the facility and comparing the
results to the applicable significant impact level (SIL) for each pollutant and averaging period. If
the predicted concentration equals or exceeds a SIL, significant receptors are used to define the
area of impact (AOI). The resulting predicted concentration is added to a background
concentration for comparison to the applicable NAAQS.

The predicted concentrations for the proposed sources were below the SILs for one-hour, three-
hour, 24-hour, and annual SO2, 24-hour PM10, annual NO2, and one-hour and eight-hour CO;
therefore, no further review was required, as discussed in Response 1. The preliminary impacts
determination indicated predicted concentrations greater than the SIL for 24-hour and annual
PMz2.5 and one-hour NO2; therefore, the Applicant performed refined air dispersion modeling
for these pollutants, as described in Response 1.

In addition to the sources that were included in the modeling for 24-hour and annual PM2.5 and
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one-hour NO2, the Applicant included a monitored background concentration to account for
emissions from sources that are both manmade (nearby facilities) and natural. Conservative
background concentrations were obtained by the Applicant from monitors located in Dallas
County, as described in Response 1.

Cumulative air dispersion modeling is not conducted for non-criteria pollutants. However, ESLs
are set to prevent adverse health effects and include a generous safety factor to protect sensitive
members of the general public. Typically, when evaluating the maximum concentration
predicted to occur at a sensitive receptor (GLCni), the concentration must be at or below the
ESL. There is a lot of conservatism in each ESL and layers of conservative assumptions are
made in the worst-case modeling analysis itself. Each facility the TCEQ Toxicology Division
staff reviews is evaluated against this criterion, so multiple facilities in an area have been
reviewed to the same level of protectiveness. Further, in the event that multiple facilities in an
area emit the same chemicals, it is very unlikely that the maximum concentrations of emissions
from other facilities emitting the same chemicals would occur at the same place. Therefore, the
TCEQ is confident in concluding adverse effects would not be expected in the general public,
even when multiple facilities in an area emit the same chemicals.

The overall evaluation process provides a conservative prediction that is protective of the public
and the environment. The modeling predictions were reviewed by the TCEQ Air Permits
Division, and the modeling analysis was deemed acceptable.

COMMENT 3: Nearby Schools

Commenters expressed concern that both Franklin D. Roosevelt High School and Albert Sidney
Johnston Elementary School appear to be within 3,000 feet of Columbia’s facility, with
numerous nearby residences. A commenter stated that the close proximity of the schools to the
facility is critical because Columbia’s proposed smokehouse operations will occur 12 hours per
day, six days a week during the fall school semester of September through December.

RESPONSE 3: As set forth in the TCAA § 382.052, the TCEQ shall consider possible adverse
health effects on individuals attending schools located within 3,000 feet of a facility or proposed
facility. A protectiveness review must be conducted for all contaminants emitted. The maximum
concentrations are evaluated at the property line, at the nearest off-property receptor, and at
any schools located within 3,000 feet of the facilities. As described in the previous paragraphs,
the Applicant performed appropriate air dispersion modeling and provided the results to the
TCEQ ADMT, who determined that the modeling procedures, methodology, predictions, and
results were determined acceptable. The recommendation of Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Office
staff was to proceed with the permit review, and the site review indicated no reasons to deny the
permit application.

COMMENT 4: Emissions Monitoring

A commenter asked how emissions monitoring is considered during the air modeling process. A
commenter asked about the monitoring frequency requirement for the opacity limit and asked
why Special Condition 4 of the permit does not include a monitoring frequency.

RESPONSE 4: As discussed in detail in Response 1, screening background concentrations
from EPA AIRs monitors were used to obtain screening background concentrations for PM. 5
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and NO.. The screening background concentrations for PM. ; were obtained from the EPA AIRs
monitor 481130050 (Dallas Convention Center monitor) located at 717 South Akard, Dallas,
Dallas County, and the screening background concentrations for NO, were obtained from EPA
AIRs monitor 481130069 (Dallas Hinton monitor) located at 1415 Hinton Street, Dallas, Dallas
County. Based on the Applicant’s quantitative review of emission sources in the surrounding
area of the monitor site relative to the project site, the use of these monitors is reasonable.

Site-specific air monitors are not contemplated for the facility. However, mobile monitoring can
be implemented by the TCEQ Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Office if conditions warrant. If the
Applicant operates in accordance with the terms of the draft permit, adverse impacts to public
health or welfare are not expected. Special Condition 4 requires that emissions from the facility
not exceed 20 percent opacity averaged over a six-minute period. The Applicant’s operations
must not exceed this opacity requirement at any time.

COMMENT 5: Emission Calculations/Factors

A commenter stated that Columbia provided only cursory information regarding the potential
emissions from the facility and did not include details necessary to properly evaluate potential
air pollutant emissions. The commenters noted that Columbia did not identify the type of wood
used for smoking, despite stating that this is an “important process parameter.” Additionally,
the commenter noted that Columbia quantified NOx emissions as zero, despite stating that NOx
is a potential pollutant for meat smokehouses. The commenter further stated that smokehouse
emissions for pollutants such as PM2.5 were calculated using AP-42 emission factors that are
considered to have a very low level of accuracy by the EPA.

RESPONSE 5: The TCEQ uses U.S. EPA emission factors (AP 42, Fifth Edition, Volume I
Chapter 9: Food and Agricultural Industries 9.5.2 Meat Smokehouses) in determining expected
emissions from smokehouse facilities. The factors predict emissions of pollutants based on a
pound per ton basis of wood or sawdust used. These emission factors do not differentiate
between different types of wood. NOx emissions were not quantified due to pyrolysis
(smouldering) taking place in an enclosed chamber, where any oxygen present is quickly
consumed. While some NOx emissions may form from residual oxygen in the chamber, the
amounts are expected to be too small to quantify in the permit. The U.S. EPA rates its factors for
smokehouses as D and E. This is related to the data being sourced from a small number of test
facilities. However, the data gathered at the individual facilities studied is considered to be of
good quality.

COMMENT 6: Air Pollution Prevention/Control Measures
A commenter asked what air pollution prevention and control measures are proposed in the air
permit application.

RESPONSE 6: In addition to the opacity requirements discussed in the previous Response 4,
the Special Conditions (which incorporate the Applicant’s represented operations) address fuel
specifications, operational limitations, and maintenance of roads and parking areas, all of which
are meant to minimize emissions at the facility.

Special Condition 2 requires that fuel for the boilers be pipeline-quality natural gas; Special
Condition 6 requires that the two boilers not operate simultaneously; and Special Condition 8
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requires that all in-plant roads, truck loading and unloading areas, parking areas, and other
traffic areas be sprinkled with water, and/or be paved and cleaned as necessary.

COMMENT 7: Permit Conditions

A commenter asked how often Columbia will need to demonstrate compliance with the emission
limitations for PM, VOCs, SO2, NOx, and CO for the boilers and smokehouse stacks. The
commenter asked why the permit does not include a condition stating how frequent a
demonstration of compliance is required, and that if calculations are used for compliance
purposes, why the permit does not state how emissions are calculated using emission factors,
fuel usage, and operations hours.

A commenter noted that Special Condition 6 states that the two boilers cannot operate
simultaneously. The commenter asked whether this requirement also applies to the
smokehouses, since there is a total batch limit contained in the Maximum Allowable Emission
Rates Table (MAERT).

RESPONSE 7: Special Condition 5 of the draft permit imposes a maximum hourly usage rate
of 8.58 pounds of sawdust per hour and a maximum annual usage rate of 75,160.80 pounds of

sawdust per year. Special Condition 9 requires that Columbia maintain records of the daily and
annual sawdust usage rates in pounds per day and pounds per year, as well as daily and annual
hours of smoking time. The Special Conditions do not preclude the simultaneous use of the two
smokehouses so long as the hourly and annual usage rates are not exceeded.

During the technical review of the application, the permit reviewer verified the emission
calculations submitted by the Applicant and used them to create the MAERT. The emissions
contained in the MAERT are also used as the input for the air dispersion modeling evaluation to
determine if any adverse effects to public health, welfare, or physical property are expected to
result from a facility’s proposed emissions (discussed in more detail in Response 1).

The draft permit also includes the operational representations, which are documented as the
draft Special Conditions and are the basis upon which the emissions were determined, in
accordance with 30 TAC § 116.116(a)(1).

COMMENT 8: Compliance History

A commenter asked whether an applicant’s compliance history is considered as part of the
permit application process and how much weight it is given. A commenter stated her
understanding that when an applicant has a history of noncompliance, the term for a permit
renewal can be lessened, and the site may receive increased agency scrutiny. This commenter
asked that the TCEQ provide assurance that if a permit is issued, operations at the facility will be
monitored by the agency, citing Cox. v. City of Dallas, in which the TCEQ was ordered to
monitor a waste treatment center more closely. The commenter stated that it pains her that the
state has no stick with which to force Columbia to cooperate with the community. A commenter
asked how Columbia could be considered to be in good standing when it has outstanding
violations. A commenter also submitted a copy of a Judicial Confession issued in May 2014,
which states that industrial waste from Columbia Packing Company was unlawfully discharged
into water in the state. Commenters asked whether Columbia’s admission of wrongdoing in the
past and submission of misrepresentations on the permit applications affects the TCEQ
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permitting process for the facility. These commenters stated that Columbia has shown no
regard for the law.

Commenters stated that they cannot believe that the same company that would dump pig’s
blood into the Trinity River would make an application for a permit for a smoke stack. A
commenter stated that the granting of a permit by a state agency assumes a good faith effort by
the applicant to follow all applicable laws and to observe good business practices. Commenters
further stated that Columbia has a questionable history when it comes to adhering to laws and
rules, and that the company does not care about its neighbors.

RESPONSE 8: During the technical review of the permit application, a compliance history
review of the company and the site was conducted based on the criteria in 30 TAC Chapter 60.
These rules may be found at the following website: www.tceq.texas.gov/rules/index.html. The
compliance history for the company and site was reviewed for the five-year period prior to the
date the permit application was received by the Executive Director. The compliance history
includes multimedia compliance-related components about the site under review and is not
limited to air-related issues. These components include: enforcement orders, consent decrees,
court judgments, criminal convictions, chronic excessive emission events, investigations,
Notices of Violation, audits and violations disclosed under the Audit Act, environmental
management systems, voluntary on-site compliance assessments, voluntary pollution reduction
programs, and early compliance.

Compliance history ratings are classified as following;:

High: rating below 0.10 — complies with environmental regulations extremely well;
Satisfactory: rating 0.10 — 55.00 generally complies with environmental regulations;
Unsatisfactory: rating greater than 55.00 — fails to comply with a significant portion of the
relevant environmental regulations;

Unclassified: inadequate or no compliance information;

Not applicable: the customer or site were created after the annual compliance history audit.

The company rating and classification for Columbia Packing, which is the multimedia average of
the ratings for all sites the company owns, is rated as 27.78 and classified as “Satisfactory.” This
rating takes into account all sites owned and operated by the company and reflects all violations
that may have occurred at the separate facility locations. The site-specific rating and
classification for the existing plant is also rated as 27.78 and classified as “Satisfactory.”

Companies and sites with an unsatisfactory rating may be required to comply with a modified
renewal schedule. Additionally, conditions or requirements relating to compliance may be added
to the permit. In this case the company and site specific rating are not greater than 55.00,
therefore, the permit has not been changed on the basis of the compliance history or rating.

Permit Special Conditions and a MAERT are created to establish requirements for the operation
of the existing plant based on the Applicant’s representations regarding the plant’s operations
and emissions. 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 regulations. In addition, all
representations made by the Applicant become part of the permit and are enforceable.
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Individuals are encouraged to report any concerns about nuisance issues or suspected
noncompliance with terms of any permit or other environmental regulation by contacting the
TCEQ Dallas-Fort Worth 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 may be subject to possible
enforcement action. As mentioned in Response 1, citizen-collected evidence may be used in such
a case. See 30 TAC § 70.4, Enforcement Action Using Information Provided by Private
Individual, for details on gathering and reporting such evidence.

In response to the comment citing Cox v. City of Dallas (256 F.3d 281 (2001)), the United States
Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit did not order the Texas Natural Resource Conservation
Commission (the predecessor to the TCEQ) to monitor the waste facility more closely. However,
the commenter may be referring to a report prepared by the TNRCC in 1976, prior to the
litigation, that called for continuing surveillance of the site.

COMMENT 9: Permit Application Misrepresentation

Commenters stated that in one or more permit applications (2012-2014), Columbia
misrepresented that there are no schools within 3,000 feet of the facility. These commenters
stated that a school and a daycare are located within 3,000 feet of the facility.

RESPONSE o:

In the permit applications submitted by Columbia Packing, the Applicant checked the box
indicating that there are no schools within 3,000 feet. In fact, there are two schools within
3,000 feet of the facility. However, the Applicant performed the appropriate full dispersion
modeling, which was reviewed by the TCEQ, to ensure the conditions of the permit would be
protective of human health and the environment.

COMMENT 10: Statutes

Commenters stated that Joseph Ondrusek, the owner of the facility, signed the permit
application, acknowledging “intentionally or knowingly making or causing to be made false
material statements or representations in the application is a criminal offense subject to
criminal penalties.” A commenter stated his understanding that there is no statutory penalty for
known misrepresentations, but that it is a discretionary issue that the commission may address.
A commenter asked the following questions regarding the misrepresentations on Columbia’s
permit application: Whether there is an applicable statute, more specifically, § 7.149 in the
Water Code dealing with false statements that would be applicable to this particular case?
Whether any section in the penal code would be applicable to this case? Whether venue for, if
indeed those sections are applicable, would be in Dallas County?

RESPONSE 10:

Because this is an application under the Clean Air Act, Water Code section 7.179 could apply.
Water Code section 7.179, False Representations under the Clean Air Act, states: “A person
commits an offense if the person intentionally or knowingly makes or causes to be made a false
material statement, representation, or certification in, or omits material information from, or
knowingly alters, conceals, or does not file or maintain a notice, application, record, report,
plan, or other document required to be filed or maintained by Chapter 382, Health and Safety
Code, or by a rule adopted or a permit or order issued under that chapter.” Regarding venue
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under this statute, Water Code section 7.189 states: “Venue for prosecution of an alleged
violation under this subchapter is in: (1) the county in which the violation is alleged to have
occurred; (2) the county where the defendant resides; (3) if the alleged violation involves the
transportation of a discharge, waste, or pollutant, any county to which or through which the
discharge, waste, or pollutant was transported; or (4) Travis County.” Penal Code section 37.10,
Tampering with a Governmental Record could also apply. Sections 37.10(a)(1) & (2) state: “A
person commits an offense if he: (1) knowingly makes a false entry in, or false alteration of, a
governmental record; (2) makes, presents, or uses any record, document, or thing with
knowledge of its falsity and with intent that it be taken as a genuine governmental record.”
Regarding venue under this statute, Tex. Code of Crim. Proc., Art. 13.18 states: “If venue is not
specifically stated, the proper county for the prosecution of offenses is that in which the offense
was committed.”

This is a response to comments received on an air permit application; therefore, questions
regarding criminal charges against an applicant are outside the scope this permit review. Any
criminal prosecutions/convictions could affect the compliance history rating of an applicant. See
Response 8 regarding compliance history.

COMMENT 11: Unauthorized Operation of Facility/Enforcement of Permit
Conditions

A commenter stated that Columbia’s application indicates that its smokehouse and ammonia
refrigeration units were operated for a decade or more without proper TCEQ approval, in
violation of TCAA § 382.085(a) and (b) until operations ceased in 2012. The commenter stated
that the TCEQ should consider enforcement action for this unauthorized operation, despite the
fact that the TCEQ is now considering issuing a permit to authorize this operation.

RESPONSE 11: Violations of TCEQ statutes or rules are usually addressed through a notice of
violation letter that allows the operator a specified period of time within which to correct the
problem. The violation is considered resolved upon timely corrective action. A formal
enforcement referral will be made if the cited problem is not timely corrected, if the violation is
repeated, or if a violation is causing substantial impact to the environment or neighbors. In most
cases, formal enforcement results in an agreed enforcement order including penalties and
technical requirements for corrective action. Penalties are based upon the severity and duration
of the violation(s). Violations are maintained on file and are included in the calculation of a
facility and a person’s compliance history. See Response 8.

Previously, the slaughterhouse operations and associated refrigeration units were authorized
under Permit by Rule Registration (PBR) § 106.241, Slaughterhouses. Once slaughter operations
were suspended, Columbia’s anhydrous ammonia refrigeration systems were authorized by the
TCEQ under PBR § 106.373, Refrigeration Systems (PBR Registration Number 107271), issued
in December 2012.

The TCEQ issued a Notice of Violation (NOV) for two violations. On November 12, 2014, the
TCEQ noted a violation for failure to obtain an air quality authorization for a batch smokehouse
facility. Columbia ceased operation of the smokehouse and submitted an application for the
smokehouse facility (the subject of this RTC). Therefore, this violation was noted and resolved.
Also on November 12, 2014, the TCEQ noted a violation for failure to register an ammonia
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refrigeration system with the commission’s Office of Permitting, Remediation, and Registration
in Austin using Form PI-7 upon start of construction of modification to the system. On
December 10, 2014, Columbia submitted a registration to authorize the ammonia refrigeration
system, which was approved on December 19, 2014. Therefore, this violation was noted and
resolved. Columbia’s compliance history rating was Satisfactory with the NOV included in the
rating calculation.

COMMENT 12: Public Review of Permit Documents
A commenter asked whether the public has a right to receive the information reviewed by the
TCEQ for air modeling.

RESPONSE 12: In accordance with 30 TAC § 39.405(g), the Applicant verified that copies of
the air dispersion modeling and technical review were available for public viewing and copying
during the second comment period.

COMMENT 13: TCEQ Permit Mailing Lists
A commenter recommended that TCEQ notify all parties, who had submitted comments, of a
resubmittal of a permit application that had previously been voided.

RESPONSE 13: Citizens who submit a comment, request a public meeting, or request a
contested case hearing regarding a specific application will be added to the Office of the Chief
Clerk’s mailing list for that specific permit application. Citizens may also request to be placed on
either of the following mailing lists:

The permanent mailing list for a specific permit number; or

The permanent mailing list for a specific county, which includes all air, water, and waste notices
for that county.

When a citizen requests to be placed on the permanent mailing list for a specific permit number,
the Office of the Chief Clerk will send notification when a specific permit number has been
voided and subsequently resubmitted to the TCEQ for consideration.

To be placed on either of these additional mailing lists, citizens must send a request, including a
complete name and address, to the TCEQ’s Office of the Chief Clerk, MC 105, P.O. Box 13087,
Austin, Texas 78711-3087. Citizens may also submit requests through eComments to the Office

of the Chief Clerk at the following website: http://wwwi4.tceq.texas.gov/epic/eComment/. The

request must specify the mailing list or lists for which the citizen wishes to be notified.

COMMENT 14: Ammonia Refrigeration Units

Commenters stated that Columbia’s permit does not include a risk analysis for the operation of
the large ammonia tanks at the facility. A commenter stated that in a previous permit
application (2012), Columbia represented that the ammonia tanks could be a danger to the
nearby community in the event of a disaster. The commenter questioned why this assessment
was not included as a part of the current permit application, particularly since proposed
smokehouse operations depend on the use of fire and combustible materials at the facility for up
to 12 hours a day, six days a week.

A commenter asked how close the smokehouse operations are to the ammonia tanks at the site,
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as well as the TCEQ’s assessment of the hazard potential.

RESPONSE 14: As previously mentioned, Columbia’s anhydrous ammonia refrigeration
system is authorized by the TCEQ under PBR 107271, issued in December 2012. Registration
107271 was issued for the use of PBR 30 TAC § 106.373, Refrigeration Systems. This PBR
requires that the Applicant register with the TCEQ using Form PI-7 and maintain the anhydrous
ammonia system in good working order and such that ammonia leaks are not detectable beyond
the operator’s property line.

Anhydrous ammonia systems authorized by PBR must comply with all applicable requirements
of 30 TAC § 106.373 and the general requirement for permitting by rule, including the emission
limitations of 30 TAC § 106.4 and the recordkeeping requirements under 30 TAC § 106.8. The
PBR does not require a hazard assessment.

COMMENT 15: Smoke Stacks

A commenter asked for the height of the smoke stacks. The commenter asked how the TCEQ’s
permit review relates to City of Dallas requirements, and whether the City of Dallas must issue a
permit for a 75-foot smoke stack. The commenter questioned whether there are one or more
smoke stacks present at the facility’s site. A commenter asked how the smoke that is used to
flavor the meat is generated.

RESPONSE 15: The proposed permit authorizes two smokehouse stacks, and the smoke used
in flavoring the meats is proposed to be generated in two batch smoker units through the
pyrolysis (the thermal decomposition of organic materials by heat in the absence of oxygen or
smouldering) of sawdust. The stacks were modeled as being 75 feet high.

It is the Applicant’s responsibility to secure all permits and authorizations necessary for
operation of the facility. The issuance of an air quality permit does not negate the responsibility
of an applicant to apply for any additionally required authorizations prior to constructing or
operating a facility.

COMMENT 16: Health Survey

Commenters requested that a health survey be conducted within 3,000 of the facility to assess
health effects on children in nearby schools. A commenter requested that the survey be done
prior to the issuance or consideration for the issuance of the permit. A commenter requested a
similar survey for residents within 500 — 1,000 feet of the facility. The commenter also asked
who the responsible entity would be for providing the health survey.

RESPONSE 16: The 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. This review, including the
methodology used to determine compliance, is discussed in more detail in RESPONSE 1.

COMMENT 17: Property Values/Environmental Justice

Commenters are concerned about property values, the transformation and redevelopment of the
area, and environmental challenges that the neighborhood has long endured. Commenters
object to Columbia’s proposal to operate a smokehouse 24 hours a day, seven days a week, 365
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days a year, in perpetuity. Commenters stated that the actions of the company’s owners are
inconsistent with the views of the neighborhood’s residents.

A commenter stated that the vitality of the Cedar Crest neighborhoods has suffered, leading to
reduced new investment by residents and others and sluggish property values. Commenters
stated that the city, community, Best Southwest region, and private investors are making efforts
to reinvent the area through economic development, housing, and related efforts. Commenters
further stated that the area has the potential to raise revenue for the state, county, and City of
Dallas because of the number of residents, its proximity to downtown Dallas, the existing Cedar
Crest Golf Course, the Trinity River, and newly developed parks and biking trails. In addition,
commenters stated that once the community is cleaned up, more businesses and investments in
the area will follow.

Commenters stated that the operations of Columbia and other nearby facilities have caused the
neighborhood and businesses to suffer physically, mentally, and financially because of poor air
quality. A commenter stated that her neighborhood experiences an unfair burden of industrial
air pollutants, noting that within two - three miles of their homes, large establishments that
currently produce industrial strength emissions of air contaminants include: Darling
International, the City of Dallas Wastewater Treatment Plant, Redi-Mix Concrete, and
Occidental Chemical. Columbia would join these businesses if it receives a permit for the
proposed smokehouse operation.

Commenters stated that citizens of the neighborhood have the right to voice their opinions to
the owners of Columbia because the air quality in the community is not consistent with
prosperous communities throughout the city. Commenters stated that they are tired of the
community being a dumping ground, and that they cannot imagine Columbia opening up again
after its previous mistreatment of the community.

RESPONSE 17: The TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to consider facility location choices made
by an applicant when determining whether to approve or deny a permit application, unless state
law imposes specific distance limitations that are enforceable by the TCEQ. Zoning and land use
are beyond the authority of the TCEQ for consideration when reviewing air quality permit
applications and such issues should be directed to local officials. Similarly, the TCEQ does not
have jurisdiction to consider effects on property values or economic impact when determining
whether to approve or deny a permit application.

Air permits evaluated by the agency are reviewed without reference to the socioeconomic or
racial status of the surrounding community. Although there are no TCEQ rules addressing
environmental equity issues such as the location of permitted facilities in areas with minority
and low-income populations, disparate exposures of pollutants to minority and low-income
populations, or the disparate economic, environmental, and health effect on minority and low-
income populations, the TCEQ has made a strong policy commitment to address environmental
equity. The Office of the Chief Clerk works to help citizens and neighborhood groups participate
in the regulatory process; to ensure that agency programs that may affect human health or the
environment operate without discrimination; and to make sure that citizens' concerns are
considered thoroughly and are handled in a way that is fair to all. You may contact the Office of
the Chief Clerk at 512-239-3300 for further information.
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The health effects review conducted for this application, as described in Response 1, includes
review of air pollutants to protect public health, including sensitive members of the population
such as children, the elderly, and those individuals with preexisting health conditions. No
adverse effects on public health, welfare, or the environment are expected. All facilities that
receive an air quality permit authorization from the TCEQ must comply with the TCAA and all
TCEQ rules and regulations, including 30 TAC § 101.4, as mentioned in previous responses.

Individuals are encouraged to report any concerns about nuisance issues or suspected
noncompliance with the terms of any permit or other environmental regulation by contacting
the Dallas-Fort Worth Regional Office at 817-588-5800, or by calling the 24-hour toll-free
Environmental Complaints Hotline at 1-888-777-3186. 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 may be subject to possible enforcement action.

COMMENT 18: Location
A commenter asked whether the company resides in Dallas County

RESPONSE 18: The facility that is the subject of this permit application is located in Dallas
County.

COMMENT 19: Type of Document
A commenter asked whether the permit application is a government document.

RESPONSE 19: Yes, the permit application is a government document of the State of Texas.

COMMENT 20: Requests for Denial/Approval of Permit

Commenters requested that the TCEQ deny Columbia’s permit application for the facility
because of the negative impact that the facility will have on the neighbors and the area, as well
as Columbia’s past disregard for the community.

A commenter stated that he is in favor of the permit because of the great things Columbia does
for the neighborhood.

RESPONSE 20: The TCEQ appreciates the comments and interest from the public in
environmental matters before the agency and acknowledges the comments in opposition and in
favor of the facility. The TCEQ cannot deny a permit if the applicant demonstrates that all
applicable statutes, rules, and regulations will be met. As previously mentioned, Special
Conditions and a MAERT are created to establish limits 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.

COMMENT 21: Comments Directed to the Applicant

A commenter stated that she cannot believe that Columbia has never met with neighborhood
residents to share existing plans for development or show any consideration for the affected
neighborhoods. Another commenter requested that Columbia engage with other community
stakeholders about its plans for its smokehouse operations and to prove the soundness of its
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planned emissions of air contaminants to an area already suffering from poor air quality.
Commenters stated that they want Columbia to explain why the owners continue to undermine
the growth and success of their community.

A commenter urged Columbia to add a filter system to its smoke stack. Another commenter
stated that she contacted Columbia about the historic family home located in the area but
received no information.

A commenter asked that Columbia provide a brief but thorough process description for all of the
combustion units located at its batch smokehouse facility. The commenter asked what type(s) of
combustion units are proposed to be located at the facility and what type(s) of fuels are planned
to be combusted. The commenter noted that Columbia has had issues with compliance in the
past, and asked what changes the company has made at the facility to ensure compliance moving
forward.

RESPONSE 21: The specific concerns were addressed to the Applicant and are therefore
included for completeness, but not addressed by the Executive Director.
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CHANGES MADE IN RESPONSE TO COMMENT

No changes have been made to the Executive Director’s preliminary determination that the
application meets the requirements for permit issuance.

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

e

Sierra Redding, Staff Attorney
Environmental Law Division
State Bar Number 24083710
PO Box 13087, MC 173
Austin, Texas 78711-3087
(512) 239-2496
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE
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