Y 4 A‘

r I 1 * \
53 Penmemr Center Easl F Suite 230 i Atiwta GA 30346 ] P(678) 441.9977 | F(é?S) 441- 9975 ® r{Elt ’/

trlnltyconsultants .com

October 21, 2011

Mr. Eric Cornwell

Georgia Environmental Protection Division ST ——
Air Protection Branch ULt & Ui
4244 International Parkway, Suite 120

Atlanta, Georgia 30354

RE:  PyraMax Ceramics, LLC — Wrens, Georgia — Application No. 20584
Volume I and Volume IT (Modeling) PSD Permit Application
October 6, 2011 Technical Review Comments Response

Dear Mr. Cornwell:

Trinity Consultants (Trinity), on behalf of our client PyraMax Ceramics, LI.C (PyraMax), is providing
written responses to technical comments received regarding Application No. 20584. The following is a
summary of the question received, and our response.

1. Volume I: Dust Collector Flow Rates (Requested by DMU who needs some comfort from SSPP that
the PM, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions are appropriate). Proposed particulate maiter (PM),
particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), and particulate matter less than 2.5
microns in diameter (PM2.5) are based on an outlet grain loading rate in grains per dry standard
cubic feet (gr/dscf). Table C-4 provides the dust collector flow raies in dscf while the dust collector
flow rates in the SIP Application (Appendix F) are listed in actual cubic feet per minute. Please
provide a tabular comparison of these values using dscf and provide the calculations and variables
used (moisture content, temp) to covert between these two units.

Attachment A includes the requested table, which provides a side by side listing of the acfin and
dscfm values for each of the facility dust collectors. For the most part, data regarding dscfin air flow
rates was provided by the design engineering team for the facility. Instances where dscfin air flow
rates were computed by Trinity has been noted in the requested table in Attachment A. Regarding
emissions, there may be some confusion regarding the total PM emission rate computed for the
facility kilns (Emission Point ID 14-12-1412, 24-12-1412). The total PM emission rate indicated for
the kilns includes both a filterable and a condensable PM emission value, and was the only emission
source for which a condensable PM emission rate was estimated. The value of 0.01 gr/dscf was
evaluated as a filterable PM emission rate number, providing a filterable PM emission rate of 3.47
1b/hr (40,434 dscfin at 0.01 gr/dscf) as shown in Table C-4. This value was added to the condensable
PM emission rate estimated for the kilns of 5.07 [b/hr as shown in Table C-9, to provide a Ib/hr total
PM emission rate estimate of 8.53 Ib/hr (as shown in Table C-2). As discussed on page 5-27 of the
application, the proposed compliance method for the kilns for total PM is stack testing per EPA
Method 201/201A and Method 202.

It may also be noted that the reported dscfm, in some cases, is higher than the reported acfm value.
In order to account for historical design iterations, for certain pieces of equipment, it was decided to
base the PM emissions from the unit on the higher reported dscfim value, and base modeling on the
lower reported range of the air flow rate. Taking this conservative route was decided upon to
encompass the worst case range of conditions that would occur for these sources, as a higher
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emission rate (high dscfm) and a lower stack velocity (lower acint) will create a worst case modeling
condition.

Volume I Chapter 3 — Startup and Shurdovwn of Catalyiic Baghouse: Please provide the time (in
minutes) for which the caleining kilns will be operated wncontrolled while the catalviic baghouse is in
startup mode. The I-hr NO2 emission rate during starf-up will be reviewed against the modeling
guidance for infermittent sources. The more critical item for that particular assessment would be an
estimate of how ofien the process is in start-up mode, which may coincide, at least in pari, with the
replacement schedule of the ceramic filters. As an alternafive, Pyramax can provide evidence thar
shori-term NOx emissions during startup and shutdown (when the catalyst is not fully effective) is
stifl less than the BACT limit, on a b/ basis.

The calcining kilns will not be operated uncontroiied during startup or shutdown. There is no
effective startup time for the catalytic baghouse system, as there would be with Selective Catalytic
Reduction (SCRY in certain fypes of processes. it would be expected that the system would be
operating at peak efficiency within several minutes of startup. The system does have a bypass to
orevent damage 1o the unit during process malfunctions. PyraMax will monitor the bypass o ensure
it is closed during operation.

Alsg, there would be limited anticipated shutdown periods for the kiln. Any replacement schedule
for the ceramic fiiters in the kil could be accomplished while the kiln and catalytic baghouse system
are in operation, The system is designed with multiple modules, with individual modules being
isolated (to allow fitter change out) without requiring shut down of the unit or reduction in
operations.

Volume ] _Chapter 5 ~ Caleining Kilns-CO fmissions. The applicant proposes the wuse of good
combustion practices to minimize CQ emissions from the calcining kilns. The applicant proposed a
CO BACT it of 2.21 1h COVton of material processed. The PSD CQ BACT limit for the calcining
kilns af CARBO Ceramics Toomsboro plant is L 18 1 uncontrolled CQO per ton of material processed.
Georgic KEPL is considering establishing o CO BACT it for ihe proposed calcining kilns of 11810
COMon of material processed. Please comment on this drafl proposal for CO BACT from the
calcining kilns,

Research indicated a limited amount of public infermation available regarding CO emissions
resultant from production of ceramic proppant materials. The CO emissions estimate for the kilns
{and subsequent proposed BACT limit) was based on published values within AP-42 (Section 11.17-
6, 2/98) for a gas fired rotary kiln from the lime manufacturing industry, The devivation of O
amissions from the kiln could be resultant from both combustion associated emissions (i.e. natuial
gas/provane) as well as CO formation resultant from the carbon conient of the clay maierials
processed. This is evidenced by the fact that the emission rate from the Carbo Ceramics Toomsboro
phant, atl a rated kiln capacity of 20.9 ton/hr, would be approximately;

20.9 tondhr # 118 Ib/on = 24.7 T/
Al the indicated rated kiln capacity of the Carbo Ceramics Toosmboro kilns ef 60 MMBuu/hr,
assuming a natwal gas heating capacity of 1,000 Btu/ft” and AP-42, Section 1.4 for CO emissions

from natural gas combustion of 84 IT/MMCF provides the following emission estimate;

60 MMBtw/iy # 84 1b/MMCTE = 1,000 BtuAt’ = .04 {b/hr
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This would provide an emissions estimate only one quarter of the allowed emissions for the Carbo
Ceramics Toomsboro facility. ¥ is unclear to PyraMax how the Carbo Ceramics Toomsboro site CO
emissions were derived, and design information for the Carbo Ceramies Toomsboro site regarding
clay composition analysis is unknewn (i.e. carbon content). The maximum carbon content from clay
analysis data reviewed for the PyraMax facility is a carbon content of 0.36% {wt. %). It is unclear
how differences in the clay carbon content between the Carbo Ceramics Toomsboro and PyraMax
facilities would impact CO emissions, Tt is aiso unclear how NOx emissions conirol reduction
measures being employed at the PyraMax facility would have an effect on CO emissions. Low NOx
emissions technologies, inciuding application of low NOx burner technology, are being implemented
for the PyraMax facility kilns. PyraMax asks that Georgia EPD consider these issues in regards to
reduction of the facility CO emissions limit.

Volume 1: Chapter 5 — Pelletizers — VOC Emissions . The VOU BACT analysis showld also include

VOC emissions from the dispersant added to the clay slurry (i.e., evaporation of the dispersant
impurities such as methanol and methyl acetate).

There may be some confusion regarding the origin of the methanol and methyl acetate emissions
from the pelletizers, The origin of the VOC emissions is addition of an additive material as part of
the feedstock preparation process. This additive material contains impurities, which when processed
through the pelletizers leads to the release of VOC emissions in the form of methanol and methyl
acetate.

The VOC emissions estimated from the pelletizers, as summarized in Table C-2 of the application,
include VOC emissions from both combustion related VOC emissions, as well as VOC emissions
resultant from use of the additive material. Combustion related VOC emissions from the pelletizers
are tabulated in Table C-10 of the application. Additive emissions are summarized in Tables C-12
thru C-15 of the application. VOC combustion related emissions from Table C-10 for each pelletizer
(0.82 1b/hr) and VOC emissions from each pelletizer due {o use of the additive from Tabie C-15
(10.96 b/hr) lead to the total VOC emissions estimate from each pelletizer of 11.78 ib/hr (Table C-2).
The VOC BACT analysis in Section 5.14 of the application does account for these emissions. From
the miroduction to Section 5.14,

VOC from the pelletizer is generated as a resull of natural gas combustion, Carbon in the juel that is
not oxidized completely results in VOC formation. The process also involves the addition of a
material (o the clay miviure process which contains a small amewnt of methanol and methyl acelaie
that Is estimated 1o be emitied from the pelletizer process,

Use of an alternate additive material to reduce VOU emissions was also discussed (Page 5-41).

VOC eimissions resulfant front use of the additive materials are due o a impurity present within the
material thai is common o the raw maierial iiself, and cannot he inherenily avoided.

The additive material used is an inherent part of the process and cannat be easily replaced.
Therefore, emissions of VOO resultant from use of the additive materials was addressed in the VOC
BACT for the pelletizers, and was considered in the proposal for the BACT VOUC emission Himit for
the petletizers,

One issue regarding the additive materials, which was not extensively addressed within the
application, were resultant VOO emissions (methanol, methyl acetate) from the additive material silo.
At the time of submittal of the application, it was assumed that during sito foading activities there
would be sufficient vapor pressure and air displacement to resulf in emissions of methanol and
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methyl acetate. However, further discussions with the design team for the facility have indicated that
system design (including the additive material delivery truck utilizing vapor recovery) have lead to
the current understanding that there would no longer be any expected VOC emissions {methanol,
methyl acetate) from material handling of the additive material.

Volume I Appendix o SIP Application Form 3.0 for APCD Unijr 1D BHK1,2: The same
temperature was ncorrecily listed for both the baghouse (Tri-Mer) inlef and owtlet temperature.
Based on data provided by the applicani, in a letter 1o Georgla EPD dated September 13, 2011, the
inlet temperature 1o the Tri-Mer systent would be in the optimal operating range of the system (350-
700 deg F). Please submit an updated SIP Application Form 3.0 for air pollution control device it
1D BHK ! & 2 with the applicable inlet and outlet temperatures.

An updated SIP Application Form 3.00 has been included as Attachment B, which reflects the actual
expected inlet system temperature.

ambient air and property area, and shows the boundary receptor locations. A large (~ 36"x36")
paper site plan (or dxffile), (o scale and showing a true North arrow, should be submitied with the
application. The site plan should indicate the fenceline and fenceline-receptors, the boundary,
sufficient coordinate and scale information to allow independent confirmation of the BPIP input
building coordinates, the building heights should be identified on the plan, and buildings labeled as
that i the BPIP jile.

Information as requested above was provided in Appendix A of Volume i1, Figures A-3 and A-4.
The only information which was not provided was a “large” printout version of the map at a 36™ x
367 seale, or identifying the location of the fenceline receptors along the fenceline. Please find
enclosed, in Attachment C, a revised Figure A-3 (including the focation of fence line recepiors) in
both an 8.5 x 117 format, as well as a larger scaie format, and Figure A-4 (as submitted in the
application) in both an 8.5 x 117 format and a larger scale format. The level of detail provided in
these drawings are consistent with what has accepted before as part of prior submittals. 1f there is
additional information/formatting needed for the drawing please let me know,

determined. If the SIA for the ammial PMIGNAAQS is farger than the SIA for the 24-hour PA10, the
off-site modeling Increment tmventory may be incorrect. Please address this comment by identifving
the size of the SIA jor the anmual PAIG Increment and adjusting the off-site Increment inventory as
niay be necessary.

The 24-hr Significant Impact Area (SIA) Tor PM o was determined to be approximately 1.2 km, as
shown on Page 5-3 of Volume 11 of the permit application. A significant impact area for annual PMy,
was determined, although it was not discussed within Volume 1 of the application. Annual Py, plot
files were provided within Appendix [ of the Volume Il application (electrenic modeling files) which
can be used to derive the annoal PM g SIA. A review of this documentation will show that the annual
PMie SIA is approximately 0.49 ki, Tables D-19 and D-20 of Appendix 1) of Volume 1} of the
application provide the PM,p derived emissions inventory for NAAQS, conservatively used in the
PMyg annual increment assessment. 1t is also imporiant (o note that the PMa s SIAS derived were
larger for the 24-hr and annual averaging periods, and as discussed in Volume {1 of the application
the PM, s SIAS were conservatively used in defermination of emission inventories for both PM; s and
Mg
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Additionally, a review of the emissions inventory screening procedures indicates that the emissions
inventory would not change when considering cither the annual or 24-hr PM,, SIA (or annual or 24+
hr PM; 5 SIA). Both S1As (24-hr, annual) are so small that they do not automatically include any
sources within the inventory, as the closest PMy, inventory source is over 4 km away (outside both
S1As). Even when considering the “Jong term D™ aspeet of the 20D analysis, the annual PM, SIA
would also not require inclusion of any additional sources. This effectively means that use of the
annual PM,, SIA in any inventory development analysis, as opposed to the PM g or PM, 5 24-hr SIA,
would not result in selection of any additional sources to include in the dispersion modeling analysis
for the inerement evaluation. '

Volume Il: The applicant should conduct, document, and submil an ozone impact analysis because
the projected NOx emission and VOC emission are both greater than 100 tons per year. Please refer
to Appendix A of this letter,

An ozone impact analysis discussion was included on Page 3-3 of Volume il of the application.
However, additional supplement data regarding an ozone ambient impact analysis is provided as part
of this technical comments response.

There are no existing ozone monitors in Jeffersen County, where the PyraMax site is proposed to be
located. The three closest monitors to the proposed site are presented in the table below, along with
the 3-year rolling average ozone conceniration, which is used when comparing monitor results to
determine attainment status. Please note that ozone monitor data for 2010 could not be located (o be
included as part of this assessiment, Therefore, the most recent up to date data available (up (e 2009)
was included.

Table 1. Qrone Concentration at Three Nearest Monitors

Distance to d-Year Roling Average tppm)’
Site Name City County  Facility {um) | 2005-2007 2006-2008 2007-2009
Bungalow Road Elementary School Augusta  Richmond 44 0.081 0.080 0.074
Riverside Park Evans Columbia 50 0.074 0.074 0.07¢
Macon 815 - Georgla Forestry Serviee Macon 13ibh 117 0.080 0078 0.075

1.

Oxone concentration for cach year 2003 through 2009 obtamed from Georgia EP IS Ambient Afv Sueveillance Report, Appendix A,

Oxone 8-Houw Average Ath Max vatue for cach respective year. The 3-yvear rolling average reports the average of the 3 years indicated.

Ozone is formed when nitrogen axides (NOy) and volatile organic compeunds {(VOC) react in the
presence of suntight. In Georgia, this reaction is NOy limited due to the presence of high ameunts of
hiogenic VOC. NOy primarily is emitied from mobile sources and industrial sources, Therefore,
azone formation is divectly impacied by NOy emissions, which is a reflection of population density.
vehicle miles travelled (VMT), and industrial NOy emissions.

Jefferson County has a much fower population density, NOy density, and VMT than Richmond,
Columbia, and Bibb counties. In order to indicate this graphically, the folowing figure compares
ihese parameters for the three closest monitors and Jefferson County with and without the proposed
PyraMax facility. As scen from the figure, of the three monitor locations, Columbia County has the
lowest population density, VMT, and NOy density, and consequently has the Jowest monitored ozone
cencentration, 71 ppb, for 2007 - 2009, Going by the same paitern, JefTerson County has an even
fower population density, VM, and NOy density and accordingly is expected to have a lower ozone
cencentration and would therefore be in attainmeat with the 8-hour ozone standard of 73 pph, Also,
as indicated in the figure below, Jefferson County with the proposed PyraMax facility would still
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have NOy emissions below the levels in any of the three closest counties with monitor locations, and
hence is not expected to have a significant impact on the ozone attainment status in Jefferson County.
Please note that, in Figure 1, the Jefferson County with PyraMax estimates include an increase in
NOx emissions only, as VMT and population density would not be expected to change significantly
as a result of the Tacility. VMT and population density wouid most certainly not increase by a
significant enough amount to approach the levels seen in Columbia County.

Table 2, Urbanization Data for Counties of Interest

Population I)ensi(y]‘2 Vi'\/l'l‘l'l)ﬁ},f;‘3 NOy Density“
Monitor County (])eople/miiez) (10,000 miles/day) (tpy/miicz)
Richmond 0l6.5 5123 43.76
Columbia 307.9 2358 13.34
Bibb 615.6 573.1 3876
Jefferson 33 70.8 3.38
Jefferson with PyraMax” 33 70.8 423

1. Population density and VM /day values for Richmond, Columbia and 3ibb obtained from "Nonattainment Area
Designations for Georgia Under the 2008 Revised 8-hour OGzene National Ambient Air Quality Standard Technical
Analysis",

2. Population density of Jefferson County obtained from Jefferson County website: hitp/effersoncounty . georgia. gov

3. VM /Day for Jefferson County obtained from the Georgia Department of Transporation website, Office of
Transportation Data, Tor fefferson County for 2008:

hip/wwwdot.state. ga usfslatisticsroaddat a/documents/ 44 3/dppd 43 _2008.pdl’

4. NOy density caleutated using NOy emissions in "Nonatfainment Area Designations for Georgia Under the 2008 Revised
8-houwr Ozone Natinnal Ambient Air Quality Standard Vechnical Analyvsis” for Richmond, Columbia and 3ibb counties and
county area per the county’'s website,

3. Jefferson County NOy density caleulated using NOy emissions from 2005 NET data including stationary and mobile
source and county area per the county's website,

6. NOy density for JefTerson Cownty with PyraMax was calewlated by summing potential emvissions of NOy from
Pyraiiax to the 2005 NI data. Population density and VMT/Day are assumed to remain unchanged.
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Figure 1. Urbanization Evaluation of Nearest Counties with Ozone Monitors vs. Jefferson County with and
without the proposed PyraMax Facility
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9.  Volume II: Chapter 5 Please prepare a table for submission that compares the maximum modeling
concentration and the applicable Class I significant impact levels. This table should include a PM2.5
impacts comparison against the Class I PM2.5 SILs as these became effective on 12/20/10,
independently of the PM2.5 Increments.

The requested table was provided on Page 3-12 (Table 3-4) of Volume II of the application and is
provided below.

TABLE 3-4, RESULTS OF CLASS I SCREENING ANALYSIS

Modeled Exceeds
Awraging Concentration SIL SIL?

Pollutant Period (ng/m’) (ng/m*) (Yes/No)
S0, 3-Hr 0308 1.00 No
2M4-Hr 0.104 020 No
Annual 0006 0.08 No
PM;, 24-Hr 0.180 032 Ko
Annusl 0013 0.20 Ko
NO, Annusal 0018 01 Ko




Mr. Eric Cornwell October 21, 2011
Georgia Environmental Protection Division Page 8

As can be seen from the provided table, no exceedances of the Class I SILs were reported. However,
a PM, s impacts comparison, against the PM, s SILs, was not provided. A model run was conducted
to assess a receptor ring at a distance of 10 km, 25 km, and 50 km from the PyraMax facility. All
modeling assumptions, setup, emission rates, etc. used in the model were those provided in Volume II
of the permit application. A graphical representation of the 50 km receptor ring, and the
corresponding approximate location of the Class I areas of interest, has been provided in Attachment
D, along with a CD containing the electronic modeling files for the PM, s Class I SIL runs with
AERMOD. It is worth mentioning that the figure demonstrates that the impacts predicted over the
SIL are not in the direct path of the Class I areas of interest.

At the 50 km receptor ring, the maximum annual result for PM, s was found to be 0.0078 ng/m’, well
below the PM; 5 Class I annual SIL of 0.07 pg/m3 . The PM; s 24-hr maximum impact, which was
derived as the 5-yr average maximum 24-hr concentrations at each receptor at the 50 km ring, was
found to be approximately 0.086 ug/m’, over the 24-hr PM, s derived SIL of 0.06 ng/m®. However, it
is not believed that any increment analysis of any Class I areas is warranted by these results.

The closest Class I area to the PyraMax facility is Wolf Island, which is approximately 222 km from
the facility. At this distance it is highly unlikely that source concentrations would persist at 4 times
the distance at which a level of only approximately 40% greater than the standard were predicted.

To provide further support that continued modeling for this issue is not warranted, a model was run at
a receptor ring distance of both 10 km and 25 km. A scatter plot of the 24-hr average results for
PM, s at those distances is shown in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2. Class I PM2.5 SIL Evaluation Results at a Receptor Ring of 10km, 25 km, and 50 km
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As can be seen from this data scatter plot, there is a definitive drop off in predicted modeled
concentrations with distance. With the rate of decline seen in concentrations in distance it is unlikely that
concentrations above the 24-hr PM, 5 Class [ SIL would persist much past a distance of 50 km.
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Volume Il Appendix D

o,

b,

d.

The modeling data for all off-site sources included in the cumulative modeling analysis (D-2 ~ D-
12, D14~ D18, D21-D27) should have references regarding the data sources, ie., stack
characteristics and emission derivation.

A document providing an explanation of the derivation of the modeled source parameters is
inciuded in Attachment 2.

Kardin Wrens - Main: the NOx emissions (g/s} in Table -3 is about 10 iimes farger than that in
the modeling input files. Please verify the correct emission rate valie.

We have confirmed that the modeled input emission rates were corvect. Values were incorrectly
shown in Table 1D-3 due to a spreadsheet {inking error. The electronic copy of the inventory tables
has corrected this error.

KaMin Wrens-Main:  Please clarify whar is Stack ID-GGIS in Table D-3 and include an
explanation on the derivation of its potential emission and stack characieristics.

Stack 1D-GG1S is a singuiar combined stack for five permitted plant generators. These generators
are listed in the permit for the facility (Permit No. 3293-163-0016-V-04-0) as sources W1, W2, W3,
$-101, and $-103. The generators are discussed in permit documentation as being both emergency
and peaking units, which would presumably preclude them frem exclusion from the modeling
assessment, Several of these generators are localed at & mine site (off the KaMin Wrens site). The
emission rate used is the total short ferm NOx emission rate as derived for those emission units
from permit application documentation for the site, based on site specific test data {exciuding a
15% safely factor that was discussed in use for permitting purposes). Stack data for the site
(including focation) is based on publicly avaitable information as provided in data submitied for
the NEL  Although it is unlikely that all five generators share a common stack (given that some
are in an unknown off site location), the data provided in the NEI is the besi information which
was found available for modeling of these emission units, and is consistent with how the source
was modeled in the past as part of other PSD modeling applications.

Please submit an electronic copy of the off-site inveniory (D-1 - D-26) in fxcel formal.

An excel spreadsheet containing the requested tables has been included on the CD enclosed in
Attachment 1.

The air impact assessment (nodeling) did noi model fugitive emissions. Although it is nor EPD's
intent to require modeling of paved roads, this does nol carry forward auiomaiically (o all other

Jugitive dust sowrces. Please provide a justification as toowhy fugitive emissions were nof inodeled.

Specifically, please docuwment The exient and emissions from fugiiive sources such as unpaved roads,
open siockpiles, etc.

At e PyraMax facility there ave no plans for any unpaved roadways. All truck traffic will ocouwr on
either asphalt or concrefe paved roadways. Therefore, it s not expected that there would be any
unpaved road emissions associated with the PyraMax facility. Also, there will be no open stockpiles,
eic. at the site from which fugitive emissions would be expected to occur. Any raw material {clay)
handling and storage areas will be enclosed. The main clay inlet sterage area is a enclosed building
on three sides (with a roof). The inlet ¢lay material also has a very high moisture content
(approximately 20%). 1t is unlikely that any significant fugitive emissions would occur from these
storage areas.
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12, The application did not address any growth emissions from increased kaolin clay sales from local
contract clay mines. Please provide a list (including location and distance to PyraMax) of the clay
mines that may sell to PyraMax. Also, please provide an assessment of growth emissions due to
increased clay sales.

There are two mine sites that are currently under consideration. One of the sites is in South Carolina
approximately 85 km from the site in Aiken County (441,818 m E, 3,720,087 m N, Zone 17), and the
other is in Jefferson County approximately 19 km southwest of the facility (355,455 m E, 3,661,745
m N, Zone 17). These distances from the PyraMax site put it outside of the SIA determined for all
pollutants as part of the Class Il modeling analysis. The site in Georgia will not be connected to the
PyraMax facility via any pipeline or other material conveyance method. The site in Georgia is not an
existing mine site and is being developed by a company external to PyraMax.

There would not be expected to be any significant growth within either Jefferson County or Aiken
County as part of mining activities. Additional growth beyond the site mining activities would not be
expected as there is existing infrastructure at both of the potential mine site locations.

PyraMax and Trinity look forward to working with EPD on development of the draft permit for the
proposed project. Please do not hesitate to contact me at (678) 441-9977 to review further questions or
comments concerning this submittal.

Sincerely,

TRINITY CONSULTANTS

Justin Fickas, P.E.
Managing Consultant

Enclosures

(o]0 Don Anschutz (PyraMax)
Tom Muscenti (Trinity)
Susan Jenkins (EPD)
Wei-Wei Qui (EPD)
Yan Huang (EPD)
U.S. EPA Region 4



Attachment A — Facility Dust Collector Flow Information



Tabie §. Dust Collector Fiowrates

Ilow Rate  Flow Rate
Process Area Dust Coliector ) Dast Cobleetor Description {dscfin) {achm)
Pelletization ~ Line 1 12-12-1163 Feed Bin Vent Filter! 34 125
12421870 Paghouse- for dust fromkiln baghouse 1o Feed Bin' 750 722
Additive silo bin vent’ Rt 500
12-12-1141 Baghouse for pelietizer 89.820 103,633
Pelletization - Line 2 221241163 Feed Bin Vem Filter! 34 123
22-12-1170 Baghouse- for dust frem kiln baghouse fo Feed Bint 750 722
22121141 Baghouse for pelictizer’ #9820 103,653
Green Sereening - Line i3-12-1215 Baghouse for Green Pellet Scmgning' 7488 6,807
13-12-1224 Baphause for Diy Milling! 18
Green Sereening - Line 2 23121215 Baghouse for Green Pellet Screening ! 7488 6,807
23121224 Baghouse for Dry Milting' 8
Caleining and Sintering - Line [ 14-12-1486 Kiln Reeycie Feed Bin Vent Filier! 242 220
14-12-1412 Kiln Baghouse! 40,434 34,777
Caleining andSintering - Line 2 24-12-1486 Kiln Rc;ycic Feed Bin Vent Filter 242 220
24-12-1412 Kiln Baghouse 40,434 34,777
Prodact Screening - Line | 15-12-1488  Baghouse for Final Product Screening and QC? 8,653 7,866
Product Sereening - Line 2 25-12-1488 Baghouse for Final Product Screening and QC! 8653 7.568
Shipping - Line 1 16-12-1521 Silo fit Bin Vent Filter? 240 220
16-12-153 Sila #2 Bin Vent Filier! 240 20
16-12-1341 Silo #3 Bin Ve Filter’ 240 20
16-12-1851 Silo #4 3in Vent Filier! 240 220
16-12-156) Silo #5 Bin Ven Filer' 240 220
16-12-1573 Weigh 3in Vent Filier! 40 39
H6-12-158)  Baghouse for Loading Operations' 16,006 14,633
Shipping - Line 2 26-12-1521 Silo #1 B3in Vent Filter! 240 220
26-12-1531 Silo #2 Bin Vent Filter! 240 20
6-12-154F Sile #3 Bin Vet Filler! 240 220
26-12-1551 Site 44 3 Vem Filter' 240 220
26-12-1361 Silo #3 13in Yent Fiker! 240 20
26-12-1573 Weigh Bin Vent Filter 40 39
A6-12-1380 Baghouse for Loadma Gperations' 16,496 1633
Comtrol System - Line 1 Sodiwm bicarhonate stio hin vem fiker’ S0 300
Fly Ash Silo bin vent filer! 2,000 2,000
Control System - Line 2 Sodium bicarbonate silo bin vent filier’ 300 306
Flv Ash Silo bin vent filer! 2,000 2600

1. Flowsate in dsefm and acin provided by Design Engineeving Team, SSO1,

2. Floweate in dsefmr oblained from acfin with aciual temperature of 200 ¥,
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