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May 5, 2016 

TO:  Persons on the attached mailing list. 

RE: Georgia-Pacific Gypsum LLC  
 Gypsumwallboard Manufacturing Plant Quanah, Hardeman County 

Permit No. 20851 

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reconsideration have been withdrawn before that meeting.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 TCEQ central office, the TCEQ Abilene regional office, and at 
the Thompson Sawyer Library, 403 West 3rd Street, Quanah, Hardeman 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: 

http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/


(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, 

 
Bridget C. Bohac 
Chief Clerk 

BCB/lg 

Enclosure

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/goto/comments


 

 

MAILING LIST 
for 

Georgia-Pacific Gypsum LLC 
Gypsumwallboard Manufacturing Plant Quanah, Hardeman County 

Permit No. 20851 

FOR THE APPLICANT: 

Donald M. Strange, Jr., Plant Manager 
Georgia-Pacific Gypsum LLC 
P.O. Box 330 
Quanah, Texas  79252 

Aaron Alvarez, Environmental 
Coordinator 
Georgia-Pacific Gypsum LLC 
P.O. Box 330 
Quanah, Texas  79252 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Joan Baker 
P.O. Box 293 
Quanah, Texas  79252 

Charles Drake 
Individual Land Owner 
6809 Saratoga Avenue 
Lubbock, Texas  79424 

Don Patrick Drake 
398 Drake Road 
Quanah, Texas  79252 

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 

Jennifer Furrow, Staff Attorney 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Environmental Law Division MC-173 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

Patrick Agumadu, P.E., 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 NUMBER 20851 


 
APPLICATION BY 
GEORGIA-PACIFIC GYPSUM LLC 
GYPSUMWALLBOARD  
MANUFACTURING PLANT 
QUANAH, HARDEMAN COUNTY


§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 


BEFORE THE 


TEXAS COMMISSION ON 


ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY


 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S AMENDED 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. 
 
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 persons:  Joan Baker, Charles Drake, and 
Don Patrick Drake.  This Response addresses all timely public comments received, 
whether or not withdrawn. In a letter signed June 1, 2015, Mr. Don Patrick Drake 
withdrew his request for hearing.  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 


Georgia-Pacific Gypsum LLC (Georgia-Pacific or Applicant) has applied to the TCEQ for 
a New Source Review Authorization under Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA), § 382.0518.  
This permit would authorize the modification of wallboard manufacturing plant that 
may emit air contaminants.  The facility is located at 4164 Highway 285, Quanah, 
Hardeman County.  Contaminants authorized under this permit include:  particulate 
matter (PM), including particulate matter with diameters of 10 microns or less (PM10) 
and 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), nitrogen oxides (NOX), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon 
monoxide (CO), ammonia (NH3), organic compounds (VOC), and hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs) including, but not limited to, formaldehyde (HCOH), quinolone 
(C9H7N), and methanol (MeOH).  


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 Number 20851.   
The permit application was received on December 21, 2011, and declared 
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administratively complete on January 9, 2012.  The Notice of Receipt and Intent to 
Obtain an Air Quality Permit (NORI or first public notice) for this permit application 
was published on February 3, 2012, in the Quanah Tribune Chief. The Notice of 
Application and Preliminary Decision for an Air Quality Permit (NAPD or second public 
notice) was published on August 14, 2015, in the Quanah Tribune Chief. 


COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


COMMENT 1:  Air Quality/Health Effects (Humans/Animals/Plant Life) 
Each commenter expressed concern regarding the amount and type of emissions from 
the plant and the effect on air quality and the environment.  Commenters stated that 
the emissions are hazardous to citizens and to plant workers, caustic, toxic, and 
potentially cancer-causing.  Joan Baker stated that her research shows that emissions 
from the plant may cause kidney cancer and melanoma, and that she should wear 
protective clothing when exposed to it.  Charles Drake commented that by requiring an 
air permit, the TCEQ is communicating that there is potential risk to the public, 
particularly those in the immediate area.  Charles and Don Patrick Drake stated that 
their cattle and horses graze nearby pastures and will ingest hazardous compounds.  
They also expressed concern for grazing wildlife.  Joan Baker stated that the dangerous 
air pollutants affect outdoor activities at her home, such as working in her yard, eating 
outside on the deck, maintaining her property, walking for her health, and being able 
to dry her clothing outside.  


RESPONSE 1:  For permits such as this, 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.1 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 TAC Chapter 
111, specifically 30 TAC §111.153, and 30 TAC § 112.3; and TCEQ Effect Screening 
Levels (ESLs).2 


NAAQS are created by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
are set to protect sensitive members of the population such as children, the elderly, 
and individuals with existing respiratory conditions.  The NAAQS, as defined in the 
federal regulations (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations [40 CFR], § 50.2), include both 
primary and secondary standards.  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.  


                                                      
1 Documents referenced in this response are available on the TCEQ website at http://www.tceq.texas.gov/ 
and are also available in printed form at a small cost from the TCEQ Publications office at 512-239-0028. 
2 To view the ESL list or obtain more information on ESLs, visit the TCEQ website at 
http://www.tceq.texas.gov/toxicology/esl/list_main.html.  
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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 (O3), lead (Pb), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen 
dioxide (NOx), and particulate matter (PM), including particulate matter with diameters 
of 10 microns or less (PM10) or 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5).  “Criteria pollutants” are 
those pollutants for which a NAAQS has been established. Of the criteria pollutants 
listed, this proposed plant is expected to emit NOX, SO2, PM10, PM2.5, and CO. 


For this permit amendment, actual emissions of PM10 are lower than for previous 
permit actions.  PM2.5 was not previously quantified and if it was quantified at the time, 
it would have been modeled as a surrogate of PM10 and met all federal and state 
standards.  Therefore, though the Applicant quantified PM2.5 emissions in this 
amendment, there would have been a corresponding decrease in the actual PM2.5 
emissions since PM2.5 is a subset of PM10. 


This permit amendment is necessitated by audit findings and updated emission 
calculations.  The amendment includes a request to include fugitive emission sources, 
mostly drop points, which have always been part of the process.  In addition, the 
company requests that the following sources be included in their permit: five stamp or 
code printers, one wet additive aboveground storage tank (AST), and one paint spray 
booth.  These updates cause some emissions to increase (PM2.5, CO, Formaldehyde, 
Methanol, and Quinoline) and others to decrease (VOC, NOX, SO2, PM, PM10, 
Aceteldehyde, Triethylamine, 1,2-Ethanediol, and Ammonia). 


Emissions of CO met the required state and federal standards when the initial permit 
was issued, as demonstrated by air dispersion modeling performed in 2007 and 2009.  
For this amendment, appropriate air dispersion modeling was performed for CO.  The 
Applicant used the EPA-approved AERMOD (Version 07026, in refined screening mode) 
air modeling program to provide a reasonable worst-case representation of potential 
impacts from the proposed facility on the nearby area.  The evaluation incorporated 
the 24-hour per day operation and reflected 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. 


The predicted maximum concentrations of CO from the sources associated with this 
plant were compared to the federal Modeling Significance Level (MSL) (found in 40 CFR 
§ 52.21(b)(23)) to determine the significance of CO.  Concentrations that do not exceed 
the MSL are considered to be so low that they do not require further NAAQS analysis.  
The CO MSL is based on one-hour and eight-hour time periods.  The CO MSLs are 2,000 
micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) (one-hour) and 500µg/m3 (eight-hour).  Modeling 
of this facility resulted in predicted air concentrations of CO to be 649µg/m3 (one-
hour) and 340µg/m3 (eight-hour).  Therefore, because predicted CO air concentrations 
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occur below the MSL, further NAAQS analysis was not warranted for this pollutant.  
The proposed plant is expected to emit 391.23 tons per year of CO. 


Some hazardous air pollutants (HAPs, such as Hexane, Naphthalene, Triethylamine, 
and Acetaldehyde) noted in this permit amendment application are no longer emitted, 
so an impacts evaluation was not necessary for them.  Formaldehyde, Methanol, and 
Quinoline are HAPs with emission increases. 


Air dispersion modeling was performed for Formaldehyde, Methanol, and Quinoline 
using Screen3 (Version 96043). 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 ESL). Based on potential concentrations for these 
pollutants 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 
emissions from this site. 


Formaldehyde emissions were evaluated with Screen3 dispersion modeling and the 
total off-property impacts of 0.827µg/m3 for 1-hour were below the 1-hour ESL of 
15µg/m3 and no additional review was required. 


Methanol emissions were evaluated with Screen3 dispersion modeling and the off-
property impacts of 2.491µg/m3 for 1-hour were below the 1-hour ESL of 3900µg/m3 
and no additional review was required. 


Quinoline emissions were evaluated with Screen3 dispersion modeling and the off-
property impacts of 0.481µg/m3 for 1-hour were below the 1-hour ESL of 260µg/m3 
and no additional review was required. 


The contaminants proposed to be authorized were evaluated as required by federal 
and state rules and regulations.  Secondary NAAQS are those which the EPA 
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.  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 proposed plant.  In addition, adverse health effects are not expected for 
persons living on or visiting nearby properties. 


Permit applicants must 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 
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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.” 


As long as the facility is operated in compliance with the terms and conditions of the 
permit, nuisance conditions or conditions of air pollution are not expected. However, 
individuals are encouraged to report any concerns about nuisance issues by contacting 
the Abilene Regional Office at 325-698-9674, 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. 


COMMENT 2:  Compliance History/Enforcement of Permit Conditions 
Joan Baker stated that Georgia-Pacific was told by the TCEQ to hang tarps on the fence 
between the company’s property and Baker Road in front of her home to prevent 
fiberglass from blowing onto her property.  Ms. Baker stated that the tarps were hung, 
but never maintained, and regardless of the tarps, fiberglass still covers her property.  
Ms. Baker stated that TCEQ employees were at the plant recently and saw the tarps, 
but did nothing to prevent the problem. 


Ms. Baker commented that for many years, she has contacted the TCEQ in Austin and 
Abilene regarding the amounts of fiberglass and pollutants emitted on her property.  
Ms. Baker further stated that one of “your men” told her to wear a mask and goggles to 
protect her from the fiberglass while she was outside mowing.  Ms. Baker stated that it 
seems anything she asks is to no avail, but she is very affected by emissions from the 
plant. 


RESPONSE 2:  Georgia-Pacific does not manufacture fiberglass or ship fiberglass from 
its facility as a product; rather, fiberglass is used as a raw material that becomes 
embedded in both the mat facing and in the board “core” in certain of its wallboard 
products. Fiberglass arrives at the plant from Georgia-Pacific’s supplier in enclosed 
super sacks. It is used as an additive and is introduced into the process via a screw 
conveyor located inside the plant. This process occurs within the confines of the 
building. Fiberglass is introduced into the board to act as a binding material, and thus, 
is not present in a free state in the final product. Reject wall board material is 
temporarily stored on the southwestern side of the plant the property within a three-
sided enclosure located approximately 300 yards away from the fenceline referred to 
by the commenter. Loose materials typically do not blow away from that area because 
of the structure and because the reject materials generally remain intact. In order for 
the materials to become airborne, fiberglass fibers would first have to become 
disassociated from the solid wallboard in this reject board storage area, which is 
unlikely under typical storage conditions. While tarps may have been installed along 
the fenceline at some point in time, a review of the TCEQ permitting and compliance 
files showed that tarps were not represented by Georgia-Pacific nor required by TCEQ. 
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There is also no record with the TCEQ Regional Office in Abilene to show that the tarps 
were required.  Even if it was suggested, Georgia-Pacific installed the tarps out of their 
own volition. If Georgia-Pacific removed the tarps, they also did so by their own 
authority. TCEQ cannot enforce the use of tarps if they are not a condition of the 
permit.  


TCEQ’s regional office conducted four site investigations at this plant in response to 
air-related complaints. In 2001, an investigation confirmed the presence of nuisance 
conditions, a Notice of Violation (NOV) was issued, and Georgia Pacific took corrective 
action.  In 2002, 2003, and 2005, complaint investigations occurred concerning the 
presence of nuisance conditions.  However, these investigations did not confirm the 
presence of nuisance conditions. 


In a site review conducted in 2012, regional office staff indicated that the site had low 
nuisance/odor/hazard potential and that there was no NOV issued to Georgia-Pacific.  
The TCEQ investigates all complaints received.  In the 2012 investigation report, 
regional office staff also indicated that “no prior air-related actions were noted against 
this facility and that the Regional Office had not received any complaints for this 
facility.”  


Violations are initially addressed through an NOV letter, which generally allows the 
operator a specified period to come into compliance.  The violation is considered 
resolved upon timely corrective action.  If a violation is not timely corrected, repeated, 
or causes an impact to the environment or neighboring properties, formal enforcement 
action will begin according to the TCEQ enforcement criteria.  Administrative penalties 
are calculated in accordance with the TCEQ’s penalty policy, which takes into account 
the harm and severity of the violation and considers adjustments that may be made to 
the base penalty amount after the review of case-specific information and information 
concerning the respondent.  For example, a penalty reduction might be granted for a 
good faith effort to comply, while a penalty may be increased for a repeated violation 
or a respondent with an unsatisfactory compliance history rating.  


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.  The TCEQ has procedures in place for 
accepting environmental complaints from the general public, and also has a tool for 
bringing potential environmental problems to light. 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). 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/
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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 
the site was reviewed for the five-year period prior to the date the permit application 
was received by the Executive Director.  The compliance history review is specific to 
the site that is the subject of the application.  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 violations, 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 1.10 – 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; and 
Not applicable:  the customer and site were created after the annual compliance 
history audit. 


In the compliance history report generated on April 13, 2015, this site was rated 2.24 
and the company rating was 1.80, indicating that both are “Satisfactory” and that the 
Applicant will generally comply with environmental regulations.  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. 


Permit Special Conditions and a Maximum Allowable Emission Rates Table (MAERT) are 
created to establish guidelines for the operation of the facility based on the Applicant’s 
representations regarding the facility’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, as discussed in 
detail in Response 1. 


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, 
which prohibits a person from creating or maintaining a condition of nuisance.  
Specifically the rule states, “[n]o 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.”  Based on the 
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Commission’s experience regulating these types of facilities, they can be operated 
without causing a nuisance problem, provided the facilities are operated in compliance 
with the terms and conditions of its permit. 


As mentioned in the previous response, 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 regional office. 


COMMENT 3:  TCEQ Newspaper Notice Requirements  
Don Patrick Drake stated that the compounds listed in the newspaper notice published 
by Georgia-Pacific are described as hazardous compounds.  Mr. Drake also stated his 
objection to the fact that as a person directly impacted by the discharge of toxic and 
hazardous cancer-causing particulate matter into the air, he was not advised prior to 
the application so that he could object and offer comments to halt this unsafe and 
environmentally irresponsible action.  


RESPONSE 3:  The permit application was received on December 21, 2011, and 
declared administratively complete on January 9, 2012. 30 TAC § 39.418 requires that 
the applicant publish NORI not later than 30 days after the executive director declares 
the application administratively complete. For this application NORI was published on 
February 3, 2012, in the Quanah Tribune-Chief. For some applications including this 
one, 30 TAC § 39.418 requires the applicant to publish NAPD for an Air Quality Permit.  
NAPD was published on August 14, 2015, in the Quanah Tribune-Chief.  In addition, 
30 TAC § 39.405(h) requires the public notices (NORI and NAPD) to be published in a 
Spanish language newspaper of general circulation when either the elementary or 
middle school nearest to the facility or proposed facility is required to provide a 
bilingual education program as required by Texas Education Code, Chapter 29, 
Subchapter B, and 19 TAC §89.1205(a), and one of the following conditions is met:(A) 
students are enrolled in a program at that school; (B) students from that school attend 
a bilingual education program at another location; or (C) the school that otherwise 
would be required to provide a bilingual education program has been granted an 
exception from the requirements to provide the program as provided for in 19 TAC 
§89.1207(a) (relating to Exceptions and Waivers). For this application, the applicant 
verified that a bilingual education program is not required by the Texas Education 
Code for this district.  


When it is determined that public notice is required, the applicant must also ensure 
that signs regarding the requested permit action are posted as required by 30 TAC § 
39.604, Sign-Posting.  This rule contains specific requirements regarding the wording 
and appearance of the sign(s), which are required to inform the public that a permit 
application has been filed, and to provide the commission’s contact information.  
Applicants are required to provide verification to the commission that the sign-posting 
was conducted in accordance with TCEQ rules.  


Citizens who submit a comment, request a public meeting, or request a contested case 
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hearing regarding a specific application will be added to the Office of the Chief Clerk’s 
(OCC) 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.  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 OCC at the 
following website:  http://www14.tceq.texas.gov/epic/eComment/.  The request must 
specify the mailing list or lists for which the citizen wishes to be notified. 


With regard to the specific pollutants subject to this application, some hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs, such as Hexane, Naphthalene, Triethylamine, and Acetaldehyde) 
noted in this permit amendment application are no longer emitted, so an impacts 
evaluation was not necessary for them.  


The HAPs Formaldehyde, Methanol, and Quinoline will have emission increases, and as 
discussed in more detail in response 1, potential impacts to human health and welfare 
or the environment from these emissions were determined by comparing air 
dispersion modeling predicted emission concentrations from the proposed facility to 
appropriate state and federal standards and effects screening levels ESLs.  Based on 
potential concentrations for these pollutants 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 emissions from this site. 


Also as discussed in detail in Response 1, air dispersion modeling for CO was 
performed by the Applicant and submitted to support the permit application.  In this 
case, the Applicant supplied the modeling protocol, information, and results in a 
modeling report audited by the TCEQ ADMT to ensure that the evaluation was 
conducted in a manner consistent with established EPA and TCEQ protocol, 
procedures, and requirements.  The ADMT determined that the modeling results were 
acceptable. 


As discussed in Response 1, the other 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 proposed plant. 


COMMENT 4:  Water Quality 
Charles and Don Patrick Drake expressed concern that hazardous air pollutants will be 
discharged into streams in the area, and cattle, horses, wildlife, kids, and grandkids 



http://www14.tceq.texas.gov/epic/eComment/
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will come into contact with it. 


RESPONSE 4:  While the TCEQ is responsible for environmental protection of all media 
(including water), the TCAA specifically addresses air-related issues.  This permit, if 
issued, will regulate the control and abatement of air emissions only, and therefore 
issues regarding water quality are not within the scope of this permit review.  However, 
as described in Response 1, the secondary NAAQS are set to protect public welfare and 
the environment and the proposed plant is expected to be in compliance with all 
NAAQS. 


Additionally, depending on the nature of the plant’s operations, the Applicant may be 
required to apply for separate authorizations that regulate water quality and surface 
water run-off.  It is the Applicant’s responsibility to secure any authorizations 
necessary for operation of the proposed plant.  The issuance of an air quality permit 
does not negate the responsibility of an applicant to apply for any additionally 
required authorizations before operating. 


This permit does not authorize the discharge of pollution into a body of water.  
Individuals are encouraged to report environmental concerns, including water quality 
issues, or suspected noncompliance with the terms of any permit or other 
environmental regulation by contacting the Abilene Regional Office at 325-698-9674, 
or by calling the 24-hour toll-free Environmental Complaints Hotline at 1-888-777-
3186.  The TCEQ investigates all complaints received.  If the plant is found to be out of 
compliance with the terms and conditions of any of its permits, it will be subject to 
possible enforcement action. 


COMMENT 5:  Addressed to Applicant 
Joan Baker stated that she had spoken to workers at the plant, and they are glad that 
she complains because they tell her it makes their work conditions better. 


RESPONSE 5: This specific comment or concern was addressed to the Applicant and is 
therefore included for completeness but not addressed by the Executive Director.  
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CHANGES MADE IN RESPONSE TO COMMENT 


No changes to the draft permit have been made in response to public comment. 
 


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 
 
 
 
Jennifer Furrow, Staff Attorney 
Environmental Law Division 
State Bar Number 24078524 
PO Box 13087, MC 173 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 
(512) 239-1439 
 
REPRESENTING THE  
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE 
TEXAS COMMISSION ON  
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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