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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

iN THE MATTER OF: )

PETITIONOF CROMWELL-PHOENDçINC.) PCBNo. AS 03-05 ci rr-~v’c~~
FORAN ADJUSTED STANDARD FROM 35 ) (AdjustedStandard) 2
Ill. Adm. CodeSubpartF, Section2 18.204(c) ) ~ 2 JJ03
(the ‘PaperCoatingRule”) ) SlAtE OF ILLINOIS

Pollution Control Board

CROMWELL-PHOENIX INC.’S POST-HEARING BRIEF

CROMWELL-PHOENIX, Inc. (“Cromwell”), by andthroughits attorneys,andpursuant

to 35 Ill. Adm. Code§ 101.612andtheHearingOfficer’s OrderdatedAugust11, 2003,

respectflullysubmitsthefollowing asits post-hearingbrief.

Duringthe courseoftheAugust7, 2003 hearingon Cromwell’sPetitionfor Adjusted

Standard,theHearingOfficer,Mr. BradleyP. Halloran,determinedthat certainquestionsposed

by AlisaLiu oftheIllinois PollutionControlBoardshouldbe addressedby thepartiesin their

post-hearingbriefs. ~ Transcriptp. 5, Lines 7-9. AlthoughMr. Boyd, theattorneyfor

Cromwell, respondedto someofMs. Liu’s questions,Mr. Boyd wasnot swornasawitness.

Cromwellnow addressesthequestionsposedby Ms. Liu. Thefollowing responsesare

supportedby theaffidavits ofthepersonswith personalknowledgeto respondto thespecific

questions.

Ms. Liu: ThePetitioner,onpage17, refersto someexperimentsthat wereconducted,
reformulateCI coatingsandinstallationofadd-oncontrols. Ther&ssomedetailedinformation
concerningtheevaluationoftheadd-oncontrols,but thereis no datadocumentingthe
experimentsthatwereconductedon thereformulatedcoatings. I waswonderingif you could
pleaseprovidesomeinformationon thoseexperimentsandtheresultsoftheirtesting?
Transcript,p. 15.

Response: ThereformulationtestswereconductedunderthedirectionofChetA.

Bidessi,Cromwell’sLaboratoryDirector,from December2001 throughJune2002. A
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discussionofthetestresultsis includedatparagraphs5 - in theAffidavit ofChetA. Bidessi,

attachedheretoasExhibit 1.

Ms. Liu: In the petition on page four, Cromwell mentionsthat it may be the only
manufacturerofCI packagingmaterialin Illinois. Couldyou pleasecommentonwhetherornot
Cromwell is awareofotherCI packagingmanufacturersin otherstatesthat aresubjectto similar
VOM emissioncontrolrequirements?... And if so, couldyou follow upwith whetherornot
Cromwell is awareofhowthoseotherfacilities complywith thoseapplicableVOM limitations
thattheyhavein theirstates?Transcript,p. 16.

Response:Basedon theirknowledgeofthe industry,Cromwell representativesbelieve

that othercompaniesopcratefacilities thatmanufactureCI packagingmaterialsin Indiana,

WisconsinandCanada.Cromwellrepresentativeshavenot, however,researchedwhatVOM

emissioncontrolrequirements,if any,applyto thoseCI packagingmaterialproductionfacilities,

andarenotawareif orhowthoseotherfacilities complywith anyapplicableVOM limitations.

~ Paragraph10 oftheAffidavit ofChetA. Bidessi.

Ms. Liu: Thepetitiondoesnot includea streetnumberfor Cromwell’s Alsip facility. It
refersto RidgewayAvenue. Couldyou pleaseprovideamorepreciseaddress,please?
Transcript,p. 16.

Response: The Cromwell-Phoenix facility is located at 12701 South Ridgewayin Alsip,

Illinois. ~ Paragraph3 oftheAffidavit ofChetA. Bidessi. -

Ms. Liu: Also, onpagefourofthepetition, it statesthatCromwell startedCI packaging
operationsin 2001. Thebuilding hasbeenaroundsince1965,andwewerewonderingif that
sameAlsip facility wasbeingusedfor manufacturingCI productsprior to Cromwelltaking over
operations?And if so, is Cromwell or theAgencyawareofany informationofthecompliance
statusof thefacility if it wasdoingthatkind of operationbefore2001? Transcript,p. 17.

Response:Theexactuseofthebuildingbefore2001 is unknown. To thebest

knowledgeofCromwellrepresentatives,however,thebuildingwasnotusedto manufactureCI

packagingproductsbefore2001. ~ Paragraph3 oftheAffidavit ofChetA. Bidessi.

Ms. Liu: Inthepetitiononpagesix, it statesthatCromwell hadperformedgravimetric
teststo determinetheweightlossin emissionsfrom CI packagingproduction-processes.It was
statedthatthegravimetricdemonstratedtheoverall VOM emissionsarelessthanfive percentof
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theweightoftheCI solutionapplied,couldyou possiblyprovidethegravimetrictestdata,

includingtheresults,thatdemonstratesthatfive percent?Transcript,p. 17.

Response:As statedby Mr. Boyd at thehearing,thegravimetrictestdatademonstrating

overallVOM emissionswasprovidedto theIEPA in a CleanAir Act PermitProgram

(“CAAPP”) permit application.Theinformationis containedin Exhibit 220-5AandExhibit 220-

6 oftheCAAPPApplication. Theinformationshowsthattheoverall VOM emissionsareless

thanfive percentoftheweightof theCI solutionapplied,rangingfrom alow of0.43%to ahigh

of 2.93%. ~ Paragraph12 oftheAffidavit ofMark A. Home,attachedheretoasExhibit 2.

Ms. Liu: Couldyou also, alongthoselines, providesomeinformationon theamountof
differenttypesof CI coatingsusedonanannualbasisalongwith theirVOM content?If there
are sometradesecretsinvolved, perhapsjustthegallonsperyearalongwith associatedVOM
content. Transcript,p. 18.

Response:TheCAAPP applicationalsocontainedinformationontheCI coatingsused

andtheVOM contentofthecoatings.Theinformationon coatinguseis containedin Exhibit

220-5AoftheCAAPPApplication. Theinformationprovidedwasbasedon actualcoatinguse

informationfor 2001. $~Paragraph10 oftheAffidavit of MarkA. Home. Theinformationon

theVOM contentofthecoatingsis containedin Exhibit 220-2oftheCAAPPApplication. ~

Paragraph7 oftheAffidavit ofMark A. Home,

Ms. Liu: In Cromwell’smotion for an expeditedreview, thePetitionerindicatesthat
there’sgoing to be a proposedmergerwith this othercompanyandthatthatwill resultin an
increasein productionofCI packaging,andthemotion statesthefacility will still beaminor
source. GivenCromwell’s earlierpre-mergerestimatesoffive to six tonsofVOM peryearfrom
theCI process,couldyou pleaseprovideanestimateoftheanticipatedincrease? Transcript,pp.
18-19.

Response: An exactestimateoftheamountofVOM emissionspost-mergeris not

possibleat thepresenttime dueto uncertaintieswith respectto themerger. TheAlsip Facility,

however,plansto continueto beaminor (lessthan25 tpy) sourceofVOM emissions.~

Paragraph11 oftheAffidavit ofChetA. Bidessi.
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Ms. Liu: On pagetwo, Cromwell notesthat, “Becauseit printsonthemajority of its
productsbeforeapplyingthe corrosioninhibitingsolutions,it’s printing/coatingoperationsare
regulatedby 35 Illinois AdministrativeCode,SubpartH, 218.401.” Inthesectionfrom which
Cromwellseekstheadjustedstandard,which is 218.204(c),thereis anotethat saysthatthe
papercoatingVOM limit doesnot apply to sourcesregulatedunder218.401,soI waswondering
if you couldclarify whethertherequestedrelieffrom theadjustedstandardpertainsonly to the
CI packagingmaterialsthat you don’t print on, or if you meantit to applyto all ofyourCI
packagingmaterialswhetheryou printedonthemornot? Transcript,pp. 19-20.

Response: The requestedrelief pertains to the CI coating material application, not the

printing donepriorto the CI coating. Theprinting operationis governedby 35 III. Admin. Code.

§ 218.401. TheCI coatingoperation,however,is not subjectto 35 III. Admin. Code§ 218.401,

but thecoatingrequirementsof35 Ill. Admin. Code§ 2 18.204. ThePetitionfor Adjusted

Standardonly seeksrelieffrom therequirementsof35 Ill. Admin. Code§ 218.204,not the

requirementsof35 Ill. Admin. Code§ 218.401.

Ms. Liu: I waswonderingif you couldalsoexplaintherationalefor limiting theVOM
contentoftheCI coatingsto 8.3 poundsper gallonin youradjustedstandardwording?
Transcript,p. 22.

Response:TheCI compoundwith thehighestVOM contentthatCromwell-Phoenix

currentlyusescontains8.28 lbs ofVOMJgaI(lesswater). The8.3 lbs/gallimit waschosenin

orderto allow theFacility to continueto usethis coating. DifferenttypesofmetalsrequireCI

packagingproductswith different coatingformulations. Thelimit of 8.3 lbs/gal ratherthan8.28

lbs/galwaschosenbecausethestandardat 35 Ill. Admin. Code§ 218.204is basedonone

decimalplace,not two: $,~Paragraph8 oftheAffidavit ofMarkA. Home.

Ms. Liu: In theproposedlanguagefortheadjustedstandard,it would requirethat
Cromwellreportall annualemissionsto theIllinois EnvironmentalProtectionAgency,couldyou
pleaseclarify whetherthis requirementpertainsto all emissionsof VOM atthefacility orall air
emissionsin general?It mightbe somethingthat you might want to insertin thewordingsothat
you’re only gearingthisadjustedstandardto theVOM emissionsratherthanotheremissionsthat
yourclientmight havethat mightberegulated.Transcript,p. 22.

Response:Theregulationsat 35 Ill. Admin. CodePart254requirepermittedfacilities

that emit air contaminantsto submitannualemissionsreportsto the]EPA. BecauseCromwell’s
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Alsip facility is a minor sourceofemissions,theannualreportingrequirementsof 35 Ill. Admin.

CodePart254, Subpart.C apply. TheproposedlanguagefortheAdjustedStandardwasintended

only to requiretheannualemissionsreportingthatis alreadyrequiredoftheAlsip facility

pursuantto 35 Ill. Admin. CodePart254, SubpartC.

Ms. Liu: Onpage14 ofthepetition,Cromwell statesthat if therequestedreliefis not
granted,it will haveto control 15.21 tonsofVOM per year. I waswonderingif you could
explainhow thepotentialVOM reductionof 15.21tonsperyearwascalculated?Transcript,pp.
24-25.

Response: The potential to emit VOM from the CI manufacturingprocessat theAlsip

facility is 16.4 tpy, thepotentialto emit VOM from the flexographicprinting inks is 0.2 tpy, and

thepotentialto emitVOM from theMixing Tanksis 0.3 tpy, for atotal of 16.9tpy. Page8 of

theRACT Analysisthatwasattachedto thePetitionand acceptedatthehearingasPetitioner’s

Exhibit 1 explainsthat theeconomiccostanalyseswerebasedon 90%controlofthepotential

VOM emissionsfor the CI Coatingoperations,theflexographicprinting inks andthemixing

tanksthatwerereflectedonExhibit 200-1oftheCAAPP application. The15.21 tonsreflects

potentialcontrolledVOM emissions,andwasdeterminedby taking 90%of 16.9tons. ~

Paragraph6 ofthe Affidavit ofMark A. Home.

Ms. Liu: Also onthat page14, Cromwell statesthat its operationis a“relatively small
contributionto the localair shedwhencomparedto thehundredsofthousandsoftonsofVOM
emittedeachyearin the Chicagolandnon-attainmentarea.” Couldyou pleasecalculatethe
impactofthoseVOM emissionsfrom theAlsip facility in termsofthe overall emissionsfrom
theChicagonon-attainmentareaif theBoardwereto granttherelief? Transcript,pp. 25-26.

Response:Following thehearingin this matter,in orderto respondto this question,

MarkA. Homereviewedthe 1999 Illinois PeriodicEmissionsInventoryfor theChicagoozone

non-attainmentarea(ChicagoNAA) thatwaspublishedin December2001. Basedon this

inventory,point sourceVOM emissionsin theChicagoNAA were 112.09tons/day(TPD), area

sourceVOM emissionswere 185.60TPD, on-roadmobile VOM emissionswere241.77TPD,
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off-road mobile VOM emissionswere 133.44TPD, andVOM emissionsfrom biogenicsources

were292.43TPD. This equatesto totalannualVOM emissionsin theChicagoareaof

352,345.45tons,ofwhich245,608.5tonswereemittedby anthropogenicsources.Whenthis

numberis comparedto the5 to 6 tpy ofactualVOM emissionsorthe 16.4tpy potentialVOM

emissionsfrom the CI CoatingOperationsattheAlsip Facility, it is clearthattheVOM

emissionsfrom Cromwell’sCI CoatingOperationsareappropriatelydescribedasrelatively

small. In addition,it shouldbe notedthattheBoard’srulesfor OtherEmissionUnits in the

ChicagoNAA that arenotregulatedby otherVOM controlrequirements(35 III. Admin. Code

Part218, subpartTT) do not apply to sourceswith thepotentialto emit lessthan25 tpy ofVOM.

~ Paragraph13 oftheAffidavit ofMarkA. Home.

Respectfullysubmitted,

CROMWELL PHOENIX, INC.

By:______
OneofIts Attomney~

Eric B. Boyd
SeyfarthShaw
55 EastMonroeStreet
Suite4200
Chicago,Illinois 60603
(312)346-8000

DATE: August22, 2003
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

iN THE MATTER OF: )

PETITIONOF CROMWELL-PHOENIX,~c. PCBNo. AS 03-05
FORAN ADJUSTEDSTANDARD FROM 35 ) (AdjustedStandard)
Ill. Adm. CodeSubpartF, Section218.204(c) )
(the“PaperCoatingRule”) )

AFFIDAVIT OF CHET A. BIDESSI

I, ChetA. Bidessi,beingfirst duly swornunderoath,deposeandstateasfollows:

1. I amcurrentlyemployedastheLaboratoryDirectorfor Cromwell-Phoenix,Inc.
(“Cromwell”). I haveworkedin that capacityfor approximately4 years.

2. My training is asaChemicalEngineer. I receivedanMSc in ChemicalEngineeringfrom
Lvov Polytechnicin theUkrainein 1984,andanMASc in ChemicalEngineeringfrom the
UniversityofTorontoin 1991. -

3. Cromwell is locatedat 1270! SouthRidgewayin Alsip, Illinois. Cromwellbegan
productionofcorrosioninhibiting (“CI”) packagingmaterialsatthis facility in early2001.
NeitherI norto my knowledgeanyotherCromwell representativesknowtheexactuseof the
buildingbefore2001. To thebestofmy knowledge,however,thebuilding wasnot usedto
manufactureCI packagingproductsbefore2001.

4. CI productscontainahighamountofhighmolecularweightvolatile organicmaterials
(VOMs), suchaspropyleneglycol, that actasbothacorrosioninhibiting agentanda carrierfor

- otherCI compounds.TheseVOMs remainin thecoatedpaperproductandgivecertain
propertiesto thefinishedproduct,suchasanaturalkraft paperlook andfeel.

5. As partof my dutiesasLaboratoryDirector,I wasresponsiblefor conductingteststo
determinewhetherCromwell couldreducethe amountof VOM in Cromwell’sCI coating
formulations. Thetestswereconductedfrom December,2001 throughJune,2002.

6. To reducetheamountofVOM in Cromwell’sformulations,threeapproacheswere
considered.First, wereducedtheamountof VOM, which in turnmeantincreasingtheamount
ofwaterto compensatefor thesolidsdissolution. Second,we increasedtheamountofsolids in
theformulationsby increasingtheamountofcurrentsolidsand/oraddingnewsolid chemicals.
Finally, wereplacedthecurrentVOM carrierwith highermolecularweightmaterials.As
describedbelow,eachapproachwasunsuccessfulin thatthereformulatedcoatingseithermade
productqualityunacceptableorwould resultin increasedVOM emissions.
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7. We foundseveralproblemswith thefirst approach.First, increasingthewatercausedthe
coatedpaperto becomewrinkled. Second,thereformulatedsolutiontook alongerperiodof
time to dry, meaningthattheseformulationswould requiredryingby heat. Suchdryingwould
resultin increasedVOM emissions.Finally, thereformulatedsolutionswereoily, andthecoated
productshadavery differentappearanceandfeel thanourcurrentproducts.

8. Wefound severalproblemswith increasingtheamountof solids in theCI coatingsas
well. Oneproblemwasthatthechemicalsdid notstayin thepapersubstrateafterthepaperwas
coated. Instead,a white powderbloomedto thesurfaceof thecoatedpaper. In addition,some
chemicalswereprecipitatedoutofsolutionbytheadditionoftheotherchemicalsduringthe
mixing stage. Somesolutionsturnedinto a suspensionandcouldnotbe usedfor coatingthe
paper.

9. Finally, we alsowerenot successfulin replacingtheexistingVOM carrierwith other
materials. Thepapercoatedwith thoseformulationshadan oily look anda stiffer feel. The
solutionsweredifficult to mix, andmoreheatwasneededfor mixing. In addition,some
chemicalsdid not dissolvecompletely. Finally, thecoatingweightswerehighandthecoated
productsweredifficult to dry.

10. Basedon my knowledgeoftheCI packagingmaterialindustry,I believethatother
companiesoperatefacilities thatmanufactureCI packagingmaterialsin Indiana,Wisconsinand
Canada.NeitherI norto my knowledgeanyotherCromwell representatives,however,have
researchedwhatVOM emissioncontrolrequirements,if any,applyto thoseCI packaging
materialproductionfacilities,andarenot awareif orhowthoseotherfacilities comply with any
applicableVOM limitations.

11. Cromwell hasenteredintomergernegotiationswith anothercompany.If themerger
occurs,anincreasein productionofCI packagingmaterialsandincreasedactualVOM emissions
mayoccur. An exactestimateoftheamountofVOM emissionspost-mergeris not possibleat
thepresenttime dueto uncertaintieswith respectto themerger. TheAlsip Facility,however,is
notcurrentlyamajorsourceofVOM emissions(i.e., potentialemissionsgreaterthan25 tpy) and
hasno plansto becomeamajorsourceof VOM emissionsafterthemerger.

SubscribedandSwornto beforeme
this 21stDayof August,2003.

NotaryPublic

~Ar~EAT1I
LORETTA F. SCHULTZ 2

CH1 ~ PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 9/4 2005
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

iN THE MATTER OF: )

PETITIONOF CRO~LL-PHOEMX,INC. PCBNo. AS 03-05
FORAN ADJUSTEDSTANDARD FROM 35 ) (AdjustedStandard)
Ill. Adm. CodeSubpartF, Section218.204(c) )
(the ‘PaperCoatingRule”) )

AFFIDAVIT OF MARK A. HORNE

I, MarkA. Home,beingfirst duly swornunderoath,deposeandstateasfollows:

1. I amaRegisteredProfessionalEngineer(Stateof Indiana)workingwith ERM, Inc. ‘s
office in Holland,Michigan. I havebeenemployedby ERM since1998.

2. I havemorethan20 yearsofexperiencein environmentalcompliance,including
preparingpermit applicationsfor majornew sourcereviewprojects;performingTop-Down
BACT analysesfor printing, specialtychemicalproductspackaging,andrecreationalvehicle
industriesin variousstates;completingTitle V permit applicationsfor manymajorsources
throughouttheMidwest;preparingmodelTitle V andPSDpermitsfor guidanceto state
permitting agencies;participatingin regulationdevelopment;presentingoral andwritten
testimonyat regulatoryhearings;performingmulti-mediaenvironmentalcomplianceaudits for
numerousmanufacturingfacilities throughouttheMidwest, including inspectionsofTSDFsused
by thefacilities; andpreparingandimplementingcompliancetestplansto determine
conformancewith permit limitations andsyntheticminor status. A true andcorrectcopyof my
resumeis attachedasAttachmentA.

3. I haveworkedwith Cromwell-Phoenix,Inc. since2001. Basedon informationprovided
by theclient, I preparedtheMarch29, 2002CleanAir Act PermitProgram(“CAAPP”) permit
applicationandtheMay 2003ReasonablyAvailableControlTechnology(RACT) Analysisthat
wasincludedasExhibit A to thePetitionfor AdjustedStandardfiled with theBoardon May 29,
2003.

4. TheMarch29, 2002 CAAPPapplicationincludeda summaryofsourcewide potential
andactualVOM emissions.Theinformationwascontainedin Exhibit 200-1 oftheCAAPP
Application. A trueandcorrectcopyofExhibit 200-1 is attachedto this Affidavit asAttachment
B.

5. Exhibit 200-1showsthatthepotentialVOM emissionsfrom theAlsip Facility’s CI
CoatingOperationsare 16.4tpy. Exhibit 200-1 alsoshowsthatthepotentialVOM emissions
from theAlsip Facility’s FlexographicPrinting Inksare0.2 tpy andthatthepotentialVOM
emissionsfrom theAlsip Facility’s two Mixing Tanksare0.3 tpy.

6. TheRACT Analysis(thatwasattachedto thePetitionand acceptedatthehearingas
Petitioner’sExhibit 1) explainsthat theeconomiccostanalyseswerebasedon 90% controlof
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thepotentialVOM emissionsfor theCI CoatingOperations,theFlexographicPrintingInks and
theMixing Tanksthatwerereflectedon Exhibit 200-1of theCAAPPapplication. Thesumof
thesethreepotentialVOM emissionsources(16.4+ 0.2+ 0.3)equals16.9tpy of potentialVOM
emissions.The 15.21 tonsreferencedin theRACT Analysiswasdeterminedby taking 90%of
16.9 tons.

7. TheMarch 29, 2002CAAPP applicationalsoincludedinformationon theas-applied
VOM contentoftheCI coatingsusedattheAlsip Facility. Theinformationwascontainedin
Exhibit 220-2oftheCAAPPApplication. Exhibit 220-2alsoincludedinformationon the
ingredientsof eachCI coatingformulationandthespecificquantitiesofeach,ingredientin the
formulation. A trueandcorrectcopyofExhibit 220-2(with the informationon theingredients
ofeachCI coatingformulationandthespecific quantitiesofeachingredientin theformulation
deleted)is attachedto this Affidavit asAttachmentC.

8. Exhibit 220-2showsthat theCI coatingwith thehighestasapplied VOM content(less
water)is theFormulaeW&F at 8.28 lbs/gal. The8.3 lbs/gal limit requestedin theAdjusted
StandardPetitionwasbasedon theFacility’s needto continueto usetheFormulaeW&F coating
for someCI packagingproducts. Thelimit of8.3 lbs/gal ratherthan8.28 lbs/galwaschosen
becausethestandardat35 Ill. Admin. Code§ 2 18.204is basedon one decimalplace,not two.
Exhibit 220-2showsthatthe as-appliedCI coatingsat theAlsip Facility rangefrom ahigh of
8.28lbs/galVOM to alow of 3.59 lbs/galVOM.

9. TheMarch 29, 2002CAAPP applicationalsoshowstheamountofdifferent typesofCI
coatingsusedon an annualbasisalongwith theirVOM content. Theinformationwascontained
in Exhibit 220-5AoftheCAAPP Application. A trueandcorrectcopyofExhibit 220-5Ais
attachedto thisAffidavit asAttachmentD.

10. Exhibit 220-5Awasusedto determinethepotentialVOM emissionsfrom theCI Coating
Operationsat theAlsip Facility. Theemissionsinformationwasbasedon the total weightof
coatingsappliedduring 2001 multiplied by anemissionfactordeterminedfor thecoatings. The
potentialVOM emissionsweredeterminedbasedon theworstcaseemissionfactorandbasedon
operationsfor 8760hoursperyear. Exhibit 220-5AshowsthatthepotentialVOM emissions
from the CI CoatingOperationsat theAlsip Facility are 16.4tpy.

11. I alsoassistedin theplanningand coordinationofgravimetrictestsperformedby
Cromwellpersonnelto determinetheweight lossin emissionsfrom CI packagingproduction
processes.Thegravimetricweightlosstestprotocolandgravimetricweight lossdatawas
providedto the IEPAaspartoftheMarch29, 2002 CAAPPpermitapplication, andwas
identifiedasExhibit 220-6of theCAAPPApplication. A trueandcorrectcopyofExhibit 220-6
is attachedto this Affidavit asAttachmentE.

12. Supportforthe statementin Cromwell’sPetitionfor AdjustedStandardthattheoverall
VOM emissionsfrom Cromwell’sCI packagingproductionprocessattheAlsip facility areless
thanfive percentoftheweightoftheCI solutionappliedis foundin Exhibit 220-5AandExhibit
220-6. Exhibit 220-5A showsthattheVOM emissionsfactorfor thecoatingformulations
rangedfrom a low of 0.43 lbs VOM emitted/100lbs coatingappliedto ahigh of2.93 lbs VOM
emitted/100lbs coatingapplied. Thesenumbersequateto percentagesof0.43 to 2.93,whichare
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emitted/l00lbs coatingapplied. Thesenumbersequateto percentagesof0.43 to 2.93,which are
lower thanthe5% indicatedin thePetition. Themannerin whichtheemissionsfactorswere
determinedis describedin Exhibit 220-6.

13. Followingthehearingin thismatter,in orderto respondto a questionraisedby Ms. Alisa
Liu at thehearing,I reviewedthe1999Illinois PeriodicEmissionsInventoryfor theChicago
ozonenon-attainmentarea(ChicagoNAA) thatwaspublishedin December2001. Basedon this
inventory,pointsourceVOM emissionsin theChicagoNAA were 112.09tons/day(TPD),area
sourceVOM emissionswere 185.60TPD,on-roadmobileVOM emissionswere241.77TPD,
off-road mobileVOM emissionswere133.44TPD, andVOM emissionsfrom biogenicsources
were292.43TPD. Thisequatesto totalannualVOM emissionsin the Chicagoareaof
352,345.45tons,ofwhich 245,608.5tonswereemittedby anthropogenicsources.Whenthis
numberis comparedto the 5 to 6 tpy ofactualVOM emissionsorthe 16.4tpy potentialVOM
emissionsfrom theCI CoatingOperationsat theAlsip Facility, it is clearthattheVOM
emissionsfromCromwell’s CI CoatingOperationsareappropriatelydescribedasrelatively
small. In addition,it shouldbenotedthattheBoard’srulesfor OtherEmissionUnits in the
ChicagoNAA that arenot regulatedby otherVOM controlrequirements(35 III. Admin. Code
Part218, subpartTT) do notapply to sourceswith thepotentialto emit lessthan25 tpy ofVOM.

MarkA. Home

SubscribedandSwornto beforeme
this21stDayof August,2003.

~taiy Public

JANICE L. WHEELER
NotaryPublic, Ottawa County.MI.

My Ccmmi~sionExr~~resNov. 03, 2003
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ATTACHMENT A



Mark A. Home,P.E.

More than 20years of experiencein environmental Registration
compliance,including preparation of permit • RegisteredProfessionalEngineer,Stateof Indiana
applicationsfor major new sourcereview projects.
Performed Top-Down BACT analysesfor printing, Fields of Competence
specialtychemicalproducts packaging,and • Multi-Media ComplianceAuditing
recreational vehicleindustries in various states.

• Permit applicationsfor major new sourcereview
CompletedTitle V permit applicationsfor many
major sourcesthroughout the Midwest. Prepared ‘~0j

model Title V and PSD permits for guidanceto state • Top-down BACT analyses
permitting agencies.Participatedin regulation • Preparationand implementationof compliancetest
development.Presentedoral and written testimonyat plans
regulatory hearings.Performed multi media • Regulatory Compliance
environmentalcomplianceaudits for numerous

• EmissionsTrading Programs (ERMS, NO~)
manufacturing facilities throughout the Midwest,
including inspectionsof TSDFsusedby thefacilities. • Control TechnologyAssessment
Prepared and implementedcompliancetestplansto • EmissionInventories
determineconformancewith permit limitations and • Hazardous WasteManagement
synthetic minor status.

• Community Right-to-Know Compliance

Education

• M.S., Environmental Engineering, Purdue
University,1984

• B.S.,Environmental Engineering, PurdueUniversity,
1980

ProfessionalAffiliations

• Air & WasteManagementAssociation,International
and Lake Michigan StatesSection



Key Projects
Securedseveralconstruction and operating permits in
expeditedtimesframe for anew thermoplastic
polyurethaneandnew wood furnituremanufacturing
facilities locatedin a severeozonenonattainmentarea.
Performed multi-media environmental audits of many
printing, recreational vehicleandmodular home
manufacturing facilities to ensure compliancewith
CAA, CWA, RCRA, and EPCRA requirements,aswell
ascorporate environmental standards.Conducted
audits of TSDFsusedbymany of thesemanufacturing
plants to ensure theymet RCRA andcorporate
environmental requirements.

Performed emissionsinventories,provided guidanceon
required compliancemeasuresand completedTitle V
Operating Permit applicationsfor many heatsetand
coldsetweb offset lithographic printing plants.
Developedandsubmitted modelpermits to the state
regulatory agencyconcurrent with many of these
applications.

CompletedPSDandTitle V permit applicationsfor a
major chemicalproducts packagingfacility, including a
completeTop-Down BACT analysis.

Establishedthe groundwork for the corporate implementation

of the Title V operating permit application program for a major

international printing company.

Presentedoral andwritten testimonyat regulatory
hearings in responseto proposedrulemakings for the
ChicagoFederalImplementation Plan and enhanced
RACT requirements for heatset,coldset,web and
sheetfedoffsetlithography.

Providedtechnicalsupport for successfullegal
proceedingsvs.USEPA to resolvea PSD permitting
issuefor a major expansion,and to establishreasonable
compliancetimeperiodsfor monthly rotogravure
carbon adsorption solvent recovery systemcontrol
efficiencydemonstrations.

Coordinated and conductedcompliancetestprograms
for various industrial clients including petroleum
refineries, steelmills, pathological and hazardouswaste
incinerators, and power plants. Specifiedair pollution
control hardware and designedcapture systems.

Completedtheemissionsinventory, Title V Operating
Permit application and complianceplan for a synthetic
natural gasmanufacturing facility of a major utility.
NewSourceReviewandPSDissueswere addressed.
Conductedcompliance testprograms onutility and
industrial processboilers firing coal,fuel oil andnatural
gas.The coalfired units included both chaingrate and
tangentially fired pulverized coal fuel feedsystems.

Completed a synthetic minor permit application and
emissionsinventory for a Portland cementdistribution
terminal.

Developeda completetrial burn plan for a major cement
manufacturer for the useof hazardouswaste
supplementalfuel in the production of their cement.

Preparedoperating permit applications,annual emission
reports andresolvedRCRA wastedisposalissuesfor a
wood furnituremanufacturing plant. Preparedmaterials
usageanalysisand assistedin establishingthe facility as
a synthetic minor HAP source.
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EXHIBIT 200-1
SUMMARYOF SOURCEWIDE POTENTIAL AND ACTUAL VOMEMISSIONS

Potential VOM Emissions Actual CY2001VOM
(tons/year @ 8760hrs) Emissions(tons)Processor Operation

-

CI CoatingOperations 16.4 4.24
Versil PakWax CoatingOperation 5.9 0.9
FlexographicPrintingInks 0.2 0.06
Mixing Tanks(2) 0.3 0.1
ProcessBoiler <0.1 <0.1

Total <22.9tpy VOM <5.4 tpy VOM

CAAJ’PApplication Page1 of 1 Cromwell1’hoeniacInc.

Alsip, Illinois
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Formula A FormulaeW&F
Weight (Ibs) VOC (Ibs) Gallons Weight (Ibs) VOC (lbs) Gallons

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
166 166.0 19.9 282 282.0 33.8

2860 2860.0 330.4 2734 2734.0 315.8
220 0.0 26.4 222 0.0 26.6

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

337 0.0 24.5 0.0 0.0
323 323.0 43.5 0.0 0.0
220 0.0 26.4 0.0 0.0
274 274.0 36.5 800 800.0 106.6

0.0 0.0 402 402.0 53.0
Totals 4400 3623.0 507.5 Totals 4440 4218.0 535.7

As-Applied VOC (% by Weight) 82.34 As-Applied VOC (% by Weight) 95.00
As Applied VOC (lb/gal) 7.14 As Applied VOC (lb/gal) 7.87
As Applied VOC (lb/gal lessH20) 7.53 As Applied VOC (lb/gal less1-120) 8.28
VOM by vol ofcoating (lessH20) 89.43 VOM by vol of coating (lessH20) 100.00
VOM by volume of volatile fraction 94.22 VOM by volume of volatile fraction 95.03

Formula LVFG Formula MPI
Weight (Ibs) VOC (lbs) Gallons Weight (Ibs) VOC (Ibs) Gallons

732 0.0 32.36 64 0.0 2.8
0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0

1120 1120.0 129.38 3647 3647.0 421.3
2426 0.0 290.89 720 0.0 86.3

0.0 0.00 126 0.0 17.0
732 0.0 89.45 0.0 0.0

17 0.0 1.96 , 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0

490 0.0 58.75 250 0.0 30.0
0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.00 0.0 0.0

Totals 5517 1120.0 602.78 Totals 4807 3647.0 557.4

As-Applied VOC (% b~Weight) 20.30 As-Applied VOC (% by Weight) 75.87
As Applied VOC (lb/gal) 1.86 As Applied VOC (lb/gal) 6.54
As Applied VOC (lb/gal lessH20) 3.59 As Applied VOC (lb/gal less H20) 7.74
VOM by vol of coating (lessH20) 41.48 VOM by vol of coating (lessH20) 89.42
VOM by volume of volatile fraction 30.78 VOM by volume of volatile fraction 82.99
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Ezhibit220-5A
VOCEmissionsDetermination

Roll Weight
________ Start Finish

1611 1926
2580 3029
1375 1632
1709 1970

5 W 1672 1916

Weight of Coating
Applied Remaining Evolved

324 315 9
466 449 17
266 257 9
268 261 7
246 244 2

Coating Evolved (%
by weight)

2.78
3.65
3.38
2.61
0.81

Average Coating Weight Lossand Cl Coating VOM Content Summary
Avg Weight Loss Formulation VOC Truesdail M24 VOC Galbraith M24 VOC AverageVOC

Formula (% by wt) Content (% by wt) Content (% by wt) Content (% by wt) Content (% by wt)
A 3.27 82.34 86.96 87.67 85.66
W/F 2.43 95.00 92.33 90.19 92.51
LVFG* 14.33 20.30 23.93 6.34 16.86
MPI 0.55 75.87 55.57 52.74 61.39

VOM Emissions Summary
Total Wt (Ibs) of ProportIonal lbs ink
Coating Applied SolidsApplied*
During CY 2001 During CY2001

154,000 232
128,760 194
.27,605 42
48,070 72

VOM Emission Factor
(lbsVOM Emitted/100
lbs Coating Applied)

2.93
2.39
2.44
0.43

Formula
A

W/F
LVFG

MPI

Totals 358,435 541 8470 4.24

TotalFlexographicink Applied (lbs) 1386 Flexographic Ink Solids (wt%) = 39

*Notes: LVFG is normally applied at 5lbs/ream (>85% of thetime) and infrequentlyappliedat 15 lbs/ream rsteelwrap’

<15%). Trials8and 9representthe 5 lbs/reamapprication rate, whereasTrial 6 representsthe 15 lbs/ream rate. The
averageweightloss for LVFG representstheweightedaverageof thesetestvalues. Also, as shown above,theweight of ink
solidsapplied is included as an additional factorin the determination ofVOM emissions.

Worst CaseEmission Factor:
Total Cl CoatingApplied in CY 2001:
Numberof Operating Hours in CY 2001:
PotentialOperating Hours perYear
Potential VOM Emissions (tonslyr) =

Cromwell-Phoenix, Inc.
Alsip, Illinois

2.93 lbs VOM Emittedper100 lbs Cl CoatingApplied
358,435 lbs

2800 Hours
8760 hours
16.4tons

Risky’sMachine (Swiss)

Trial Formula
- Roll

Start
Weight

Finish
Weight of Coating

Applied Remaining Evolved
Coating Evolved (%

by weight)
I W 2435 2807 375 372 3 0.80
2 W 2394 2794 409 400 9 2.20
3 W 2086 2377 303 291 12 3.96
4 W 1708 2066 368 358 10 2.72
5 W 2656 3463 840 807 33 3.93
6 LVFG 1905 2065 294 160 134 45.58
7 MPI 2687.5 3412.5 729 725 4 0.55
8 LVFG 1794.0 2060.0 299 266 33 11.04
9 LVFG 2015.0 2312.0 318 297 21 6.60

Walter’s Machine (Blue Line)

Trial
1
2
3
4

Formula
A
A
A
W

Actual VOM
EmIssions(Ibs)

4512
3078
674
206

Actual VOM

Emissions(tons)
2.26
1.54
0.34
0.10
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Exhibit 220-6
GravimetricWeightLossTest
Protocoland GravimetricWeight
LossData



TEST PROTOCOL FOR DETERMINING EMISSIONS

1. Gravimetric Weight Loss Determinations for Coating Lines

-Weigh the master roll of kraft paper which will be impregnated with the
corrosion inhibiting (Cl) solution. Record this weight as Roll Weight before Cl
treating.

-Weigh the paper core(s) on the wind-up shaft. Record this weight; to be
subtracted from the finished roll(s).

- Set up the web using the master kraft paper roll. Any scrap from this step is
kept and weighed as Scrap before CI treating. Record this weight; to be
subtracted from the Weight of master roll.

-Weigh the container of corrosion inhibiting solution. Fill the clean and dry
coating pan to the required mark, for the gravure and applicator rollers. Record
this weight as Solution before treating.

-Start process and impregnate the kraft paper with the corrosion inhibiting (Cl)
solution. Most times a master kraft paper roll will give two rolls of Cl treated
paper. All cores used are weighed. Any scrap generated during this process is
weighed; this scrap weight is added to the weight of the Cl finished roll(s). All Cl
solution used is weighed and these weights comprise the Weight of Cl solution
before treating.

-At end of the run, weigh the finished impregnated CI treated roll(s). Record this
weight as Roll Weight after Cl treating, this is the “as produced roll weight”. Any
scrap after the impregnating process is added to this weight

-At the end of the run, weigh the remaining uncoated master kraft paper roll; if all
the paper was used up, weigh the core. Record this weight, to be subtracted
from the Weight of the master kraft roll before Cl treating.

-At the end of the run, empty all remaining Cl solution from the pan into the
original Cl solution container and weigh. Record this weight as Cl Solution after
treating.
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TEST PROTOCOL FOR DETERMINING EMISSIONS

Gravimetric Weight Loss Calculations for the Coating Lines:

Any loss in weight is regarded as an air emission.

Weight of kraft paper used in treating process:
(Weight of master kraft roll) - ((Weight of core (i- any paper remaining at the end
of the Cl treating process) + Weight of Scrap before Cl treating))

Weightof Cl treated Paper:
((Weight of finished treated roll(s)) + (Weight of Cl treated scrap)) - ((Weight of
core(s))

Weight of CI solution remaining in the treated Paper
Weight of CI treated paper - Weight of kraft paper used in treating process

Weight of Cl solution used in the impregnating process:
(Weight of Cl Solution before treating + Weight of Cl Solution added) - Weight of
CI Solution after treating

Percent Loss of Solution (% emissions by weight):,

100% x [(Weight of Cl solution used in impregnating process) - (Weight of Cl solution
remaining in the treated Paper) I (Weight of Cl solution used in impregnating process)]

The above emissions calculation is then further refined by accounting for residual
weight loss that occurs during the storage and the finishing operations, as described
below in Steps 2, 3, 4 and 5.

VOM Emissions

The final gravimetric loss is multiplied by the % weightVOM that is in the liquid fraction
of the as-applied Cl solution. This is a worst case determination that assumes that the
evaporation of VOM is proportional to its composition in the solution. In fact, the water
fraction will preferentially volatilize due to its higher vapor pressure.
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TEST PROTOCOL FOR DETERMINING EMISSIONS

2. Weight Loss of Cl Treated master rolls with Time

-After the Cl treated master rolls are produced at the coating lines, the weight of
these rolls are recorded and dated. This weight is the as-produced roll weight.

Every week these rolls are weighed and the new weights and corresponding
dates are recorded. If rolls will be used in a short time period (i.e. less than a
one week increment), then the roll weight is taken before the roll is used.

The Weight Loss observed during the storage period is deducted from the “Weight of
Cl Solution remaining in the treated paper” in Step 1.

3. Weight Loss at Rewinding Stations:

At this station, the as produced master rolls are rewound into smaller length rolls and in
some cases, smaller widths as well.

-After the Cl treated master rolls are produced at the coating lines, the weight of
these rolls are recorded and dated. This weight is the as produced roll weight.

-All cores to be used on the rewind shaft are weighed and recorded as core
weight after rewind.

-Set up Web of the treated paper. Any scrap during this step is recorded and is
subtracted from the weight of the as produced roll.

-Start rewind process. Any scrap/trimmings from this step are recorded and

added to the weight of the finished smaller rolls.

-At the end of the rewinding process, weigh all smaller rolls made.

Weight Loss Calculations for the Rewinding Station:

Weight Loss during Rewinding = [((As produced master roll) - (Scrap weight + Core
weight )) - ((Smaller roll weight) - (Scrap/trimmings weight + core(s) weight after
rewind))

The Weight Loss observed during the rewind process is deducted from the “Weight of
Cl Solution remaining in the treated paper” in Step 1.
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TEST PROTOCOL FOR DETERMINING EMISSIONS

4. Weight Loss for the Sheeting Process

This is the process whereby the CI treated Master rolls from the coating lines are cut
into large size sheets.

-After the CI treated master rolls are produced at the coating lines, the weight of
these rolls are recorded and dated. This weight is the as produced roll weight

-Set up Web of the treated paper. Any scrap during this step is recorded and

subtracted from the weight of the as produced roll.

-Weigh the pallet onto which the cut sheets will be stacked.

-Begin sheeting process. Stack sheets onto weighed pallet. Any scrap during
this process is weighed and recorded as Scrap during sheeting. This Scrap
weight is added to the weight of cut sheets.

-Atthe end of the sheeting process, weigh stack of cut sheets on pallet. Subtract
pallet weight to get weight of cut sheets.

Weight Loss Calculations for the Sheeting Process:

Weight Loss during Sheeting = [(As produced roll weight - Scrap from set-up) - (Weight
of cut sheets + Weight of Scrap during sheeting process)

The Weight Loss observed during the sheeting process is deducled from the “Weight
of Cl Solution remaining in the treated paper” in Step 1.
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TEST PROTOCOL FOR DETERMINING EMISSIONS
I

5. Weight Loss for the Guillotine Cutting Process

This is the process in which the large cut sheets from the Sheeting process are

trimmed into precise smaller sheets.

-Weight of large cut sheets from the Sheeting process is recorded.

-Sheets are trimmed to precise size. All trimmings are kept and weighed as
scrap trimming.

-Weigh the precise cut sheets.

Calculations for the Guillotine Cutting Process:

Weight Loss during the Guillotine Cutting Process = (Weight of large cut sheets) -

(Weight of precise cut sheets + Weight of scrap trimmings)

) The Weight Loss observed during the Guillotine cutting process is deducted from the
“Weight of Cl Solution remaining in the treated paper” in Step 1.

NOTE:

1. All weights forthe paper rolls, cut sheets and containers of Corrosion
Inhibiting solutions were done on a Rice Lake Weighing Systems scale, model
number: 4x4HP-5K~with an electronic read out, CAS model Cl-2001A This
scale has a capacity of 1000 and accuracy of±1 lb.

All weights for the cores and scrap papers were done on an Ohaus scale, model
number l5S. This scale has a capacity of 100 and accuracy of±0.01 lb.

Both scales are calibrated quarterly each year by the Abacus Scale Company of
Chicago, IL. The most recent calibration was performed on Jan.10, 2002.

2. These initial determinations were processed in a step wise fashion. The
results obtained are valid for the specific operational step. Currently, we are
measuring emissions in a progressive manner to follow through from the initial
step of printing coating to the final step of either precise cutting or rewinding.
Results of this effort will be reported at a later date.
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Emission’sTestat Picky’sMachine(Swiss Press84”)

Trial ff 1 1/5/02

84” WideWhiteWoven W. The CI formulation usedhere,has5%water.

KraftMasterRollWeightatstart: 2446#- 1 1# (coreweight) = 2435#
AsProducedRollWeight:2819ff- (1 1ff (coreweight)+ 1# (scrap))= 2807ff

CI SolutioninPaper:2807#- 2435ff= 372#

CI Solutionused:500#-125#= 375#

CI Solutionlost in process:375 - 372= 3ff
%LossofCI Solution: (3/375)x 100= 0.80%

Trial #2 1/5/02

84” WideWhite WovenW. TheCI formulationusedhere,has5% water.

“~ KraftMasterRoll WeightatStart: 2405#- 1 1# (coreweight)= 2394ff
As ProducedRoll Weight:2808#- (11ff (coreweight)+ 3ff (scrap))= 2794ff

CI Solution in Paper:2794#- 2394ff= 400ff

CI Solution used: 492# - 83#= 409#

CI Solution lostin process:409 - 400= 9ff

% LossofCI Solution: (9/409)x 100 2.20%

TrIal #3 1/5/02

72” WideWhiteWovenW. TheCI formulation usedhere, has5% water.

Kraft MasterRoll Weightat Start: 2096#- 10# (coreweight) 2086#
As ProducedRoll Weight: 2389ff- (10#(coreweight) + 2# (scrap))= 2377#

CI Solution in Paper: 2377#- 2086ff= 291ff

CI Solutionused: 500#-197ff= 303#

CI Solutionlost in process:303 - 291 12ff
% LossofCI Solution: (12/303)x 100 = 3.96%
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Emission’sTestat Picky’s Machine (SwissPress84”) contd

Trial #4 1/5/02

72” ‘Wide ScrimWrapW. The CI formulationusedhere, has5%water.

Kraft MasterRoll Weight at Start: 1730#- (10ff (coreweight)+ 12# (scrap))= 1708ff
AsProduced Roll Weight: 2078ff- (10ff (coreweight) + 2ff (scrap))= 2066ff

CI Solution in Paper: 2066ff- 1708#= 358ff

CI Solutionused: 498ff -130#= 368ff

CI Solutionlost in process:368 - 358= 10#
%LossofCI Solution: (10/368)x 100= 2.71%

Trial#5 - 1/8/02

72½”WideFerro-Pak40W. TheCI formulationusedhere,has5%water.

Kraft MasterRoll WeightatStart: 2675ff- (10ff (coreweight)+ 9ff (scrap))= 2656ff
As ProducedRoll Weight: ((1707ff(roll 1) + 1783ff (roll 2)) - ((10ff (coreweightroll 1) + 10#

(coreweight roll2) + 3ff (scrap roll 1) +4ff (scrap roll 2))= 3463#

CI Solutionin Paper: 3463#- 2656ff = 807ff

CI Solutionused:(493ff - 72#(drum1))+ (507ff - 88ff (drum2)) = 840#

CI Solution lost in process:840 - 807= 33#
% LossofCI Solution: (33/840)x 100 = 3.92%
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Emission’sTestat Picky’s Machine(SwissPress84”) contd.

Trialff 6 1/16/02

73” WideFerro-Pak4OFG.TheCI formulationusedhere,has44%water.

Kraft MasterRoll WeightatStart: 1937#- (8ff (coreweight)+ 24ff (scrap))= 1905ff
AsProducedRoll Weight: ((1253#(roll 1) + 828ff (roll 2)) - ((8#(coreweightroll 1) + 8ff

(coreweight roll2)) = 2065ff

CI Solution in Paper: 2065#- 1905ff= 160ff

CI Solution used :( 581#- 287ff)= 294ff

CI Solution lost in process:294 - 160= 134ff
% LossofCI Solution: (134/294)x 100 = 45.57%

Trial#7 1/18/02

73” WideFerro-Pak4OMPLTheCI formulationusedhere,has 15%water.

• Kraft MasterRoll Weight at Start: 2699ff- (10ff (coreweight)+ 1.5ff (scrap))= 2687.5ff

AsProducedRoll Weight: ((1745#(roll 1) + 1688#(roll 2)) - ((10ff (coreweightroIl 1) + lO#
(coreweight roll2) + 2.5ff (scraproll 1)) = 3412.5#

CI Solution in Paper: 3412.5#- 2687#= 725.5ff

CI Solution used :( 5 12# - 0# (drum 1))+ (497#- 280ff (drum2)) = 729ff

CI Solution lost in process:729 - 725.5= 3.5ff
% Lossof CI Solution: (3.5/729)x 100 = 0.48%
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Emission’s Testsat Walter’s Machine (Blue Line 72”)
)

Trial#1 12i12/O1

43” Wide Ferro-Pak 35A. The CI formulation usedhere, has 5% water.

Kraft Master Roll Weight at Start: 1617# - (6ff (coreweight)) = 1611#
AsProducedRoll Weight: ((1071#(roll 1) + 865ff (roll 2)+2ff (coatedscrap roll 2)) - ((6#

(coreweight roll 1) + 6ff (coreweightroll2))) = 1926ff

CI SolutioninPaper:1926ff- 1611ff=315#

CI Solutionused:( 408ff - 84ff) = 324ff

CI Solutionlost in process:324-315=9ff

% LossofCI Solution: (9/324)x 100= 2.78%
Trial #2 12i12/01

72½”Wide Ferro-Pak 35A. TheCI formulationusedhere, has5% water.

Kraft MasterRoll Weight at Start: 2707#-(11ff (coreweight) + 116ff (paperscrap) = 2580#
As ProducedRoll Weight: ((1628#(roll1) + 1416ff (roll 2)+ 6ff (scrap roll)) - ((1 1ff (core
weight roll 1) + 10ff (coreweight roll2))) = 3029#

CI Solution in Paper: 3029ff- 2580ff= 449ff

CI Solutionused:( 513#-47ff) = 466ff

CI Solutionlostin process:466- 449= 17ff
%LossofCI Solution:(17/466)x 100=3.65%

TriaI#3 12/13/01

36½”Wide Ferro-Pak35A. TheCI formulationusedhere,has5% water.

Krafl MasterRoll Weight at Start: 1386#- (6#(coreweight)+ 5# (paperscrap) = 1375#
As ProducedRoll Weight: ((856#(roll 1) + 781# (roll 2) + 5# (paperscrap)) - ((5#(core

weight roll 1) + 5ff (coreweight roll2))) = 1632ff

CI Solution in Paper: 1632#- 1375ff= 257ff

CI Solution used :( 474ff - 208ff) = 266ff

CI Solutionlostin process:266 - 257 = 9ff

%LossofCI Solution:(9/266)x 100 = 3.38%
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Emission’sTestsat Walter’s Machine(Blue Line 72”) contd

Trialff 4 12/17/01

46” Wide Ferro-Pak3SWB The CI formulationusedhere, has5% water.

Kraft MasterRollWeight at Start: 1718ff - (9ff (coreweight) = 1709ff
As Produced Roll Weight: ((993#(roll 1) + 987ff(roll 2) + 2ff (coatedscraproll 1)) - ((6ff

(coreweight roll 1) + 6ff (core weight roll2)) = 1970ff

CI Solutionin Paper:1970#- 1709ff= 261#

CI Solution used :( 499ff -231ff) = 268#

CI Solution lost in process:268 - 261 = 7ff
%LossofCI Solution: (7/268)x 100 = 2.6%

Trialff 5 12/17/01

46” Wide Ferro-Pak35WB. The CI formulation usedhere,has 5% water.

Kra.ft MasterRoll Weight at Start: l678#- (6ff (coreweight))= 1672ff
As Produced Roll Weight: ((991#(roll 1) + 934ff (roll 2)+ 3ff (coatedscraproll 2)) - ((6# (core

weight roll 1) + 6ff (core weight roll2))) 1916#

CI Solution in Paper: 1916ff - 1672# = 244#

CI Solution used:( 194ff - 52ff) = 246ff

CI Solution lost in process: 246-244= 2#
%Loss of CI Solution: (2/246) x 100 = 0.81%

Page 5 of 5



Emission’s Testat’ Picky’s Machine (Swiss Press84”)

Trial ff 8: Wei~.ht Loss During Iinpregnating’Process 3/13/02

85” Wide 4OFG; onesidetreated.TheCI formulation used here, has44%water.

Kraft Master Roll + Core Weight at start: 3050ff
Kraft MasterRoll remaining + Core Weight at start: 1212ff
Scrap Paper during webbing process: 44ff

Weight of Kraft Paper used for production run: 3050 - (1212 + 44) = 1794ff

Weightof CI coated Master Roll: 2069ff
As Produced CI coated PaperWeight: (2069#+ 2ff (coatedscrap)- 11ff (coreweight)= 2060#

CI Solution in Paper: 2060ff - 1794ff = 266ff

CI Solution in drumat startofrun: 580#
CI Solution in drum at end of run: 281#
CI Solution used for run: 299#

CI Solution lost in process: 299 - 266 = 33#
%Loss of CI Solution during impregnationprocess:(33/299)x 100 = 11.04%

Stage2: WeightLossofCI MasterRoll standingonFloor

Weight asproduced(3/13/02: 2069ff
WeightofRoll (3/15/02): 2069ff
WeightofRoll (3/18/02): 2069ff
Weight of Roll (3/21/02): 2069ff
WeightofRoll (3/22/02): 2069#

%Lossduring standingfor 9 days:
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Stage3: Weight Lossduring TrimmingandRewinding 3/22/02

(Six incheswastrimmedoff theedgesoftheCI MasterRoll.)

Weight ofCI MasterRoll atstart: 2069ff
WeightofCoreat start: 11ff
Weight ofCI Paperat start: 2058ff

Weight ofTrimmedRoll + Coreat end: 1904ff
WeightofCore at end: 11ff
Weight ofTrimmedCI Paperat end: 1893#
Weight ofscraptrimmingsatend: 165ff
Weight ofCI Paperat end: 1893+ 165= 2058#

%LossduringTrimming andRewinding: fl

%Lossduringthemanufactureofthe4OFGproduct

Loss during impregnation + Loss duringstanding+ Loss duringtrimming/rewinding:

33 +0+0=33ff

% Lossduring the entiremanufacturingprocess:
(33/299)x100=11.04%
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Trial ff 9 3/18/02

74” Wide 4OFG;onesidetreated.TheCI formulationusedhere,has44%water.

Stage1: WeightLossDuring ImpregnatingProcess 3/18/02
KraftMasterRoll + CoreWeightat start: 2036ff
CoreWeightat start: ‘ . 10ff
ScrapPaperduringwebbingprocessat start: 11ff

WeightofKraft Paperusedfor productionrun: 2036- (10+ 11)= 2015#

Weightof CI coatedMasterRoll#1: 1756ff
WeightofCI coatedMasterRollff2: 568#

As ProducedCI coatedPaperWeight:(1756ff+ 568#+ 8# (coatedscrap)- ((10ff (coreweight
roll #1)+ 10ff (coreweightroll ff2)) = 2312ff

CI Solutionin CI coatedPaper:2312ff-2015ff= 297ff

CI Solutionin drumat startofrun: 592ff
CI Solutionin drumatendofrun:. 274ff
CI Solutionusedfor run: 318ff

CI Solutionlost in process:318 -297= 21ff
% Lossof CI Solution: (21/318)x 100= 6.60%

Stage2: WeightLossofCI MasterRoll standingon Floor

Roll ff1:
Weightasproduced(3/18/02): 1756#
WeightofRoll (3/20/02): 1756#

% Lossduring standingfor 2 days: 0

Roll ff2:
Weight asproduced(3/18/02): 568#
WeightofRoll (3/20/02): 568ff

%Lossduringstandingfor 2 days: 0
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Stage3: WeightLossduringTrimming andRewinding 3/20/02

Roll#1
(1 inchwastrimmedofftheedgesofthis CI MasterRoll.)

WeightofCI MasterRoll at start: 1756ff
WeightofCI MasterRoll remaining+ Coreatstart: 12#
WeightofCI Paperused: 1744ff

WeightofTrimmedRoll + Coreatend: 1730ff
WeightofCoreat end: 10ff
WeightofTrimmedCI Paperatend: 1720ff
Weightofscraptrimmingsatend: 24ff

WeightofCI Paperat end: 1720+ 24= 1744ff

%Lossduring TrimmingandRewinding: 0

Roll#2
(1 inchwastrimmedofftheedgesofthis CI MasterRoll.)

WeightofCI MasterRoll at start: , 568#
Weight of CI MasterRoll remaining+ Coreat start: 1 2#
WeightofCI Paperused: 556ff

Weight ofTrimmedRoll + Coreat end: 556ff
WeightofCoreat end: 10ff
WeightäfTiimmedCI Paperat end: 546#

Weight of scraptrimmingsat end: 10ff
WeightofCI Paperat end: 546 + 10= 546#

%Lossduring TrimmingandRewinding: 0

%Lossduring themanufactureofthe4OFGproduct

Lossduringimpregnation+ Lossduringstanding+ Loss duringtrimming/rewinding:

21 +0+0=21ff
%Lossduringtheentiremanufacturingprocess:

(21/318)x100=6.60%
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EmissionTestsat Manual Coater

Printingand impregnatingLiner boardswith CorrosionInhibiting Formulations

1. Ferro-PakA Formulation;4 SkidsofLinerBoardsweretreatedwith theFerro-PakA
formulation.

WeightofFerro-PakA formulation(CI Solution)at startofrun: 153#

Skid #1:
WeightofLinerboard+ Skid: 568ff
WeightofSkid: 59ff
WeightofSkid + coatedLinerBoard: 579#
WeightofCI SolutionUsed: 11#

Skid #2:
WeightofLinerboard+ Skid: 533ff
WeightofSkid: 38ff
WeightofSkid + coatedLiner Board: 547ff
WeightofCI SolutionUsed: 14ff

Skid #3:
WeightofLinerboard+ Skid: 544ff
WeightofSkid: 30ff
WeightofSkid + coatedLinerBoard: 556ff
WeightofCI SolutionUsed: ‘ 12ff

Skid #4:
WeightofLinerboard+ Skid: 555ff
Weightof Skid: 48ff
Weightof Skid + coatedLinerBoard: 570ff
WeightofCI SolutionUsed: 15ff

TotalWeightofCI SolutionUsed: (11+14+ 12+ 15) = 52#

Weight of CI Solution remainingat endofrun: 1 00#

Loss of CI solution: 153ff - (100# + 52#) = 1ff or 0.65%
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Emission Testsat Manual Coater (conttL)

2. Ferro-PakW formulationwasusedto treat1 skid ofLiner Board

WeightofFerro-PakW formulation(CI solution)at startofrun: 136#

Skid #1:
WeightofLinerboard+ Skid: 8 14ff
WeightofSkid: 31ff
WeightofSkid + treatedLinerBoard: 872ff
WeightofCI SolutionUsed: 58ff

WeightofCI Solutionremainingat end ofrun: 77#

LossofCI solution: 136ff - (77#+ 58ff) = 1# or0.74%
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EmissionTestsat Rewinder#1

Printed, impregnatedasproducedCI Masterrolls arere-rolledinto smallerroll sizes(mosttimes
trimmedto specificwidths).

Trial 1.
WeightofCI Masterroll: 835#

WeightofrewoundRolls: 798ff
WeightofTrimmings+ Core: 38ff

TotalWeightafterrewinding:(798+ 38ff) 836ff

Process Loss (% Emission):
(Weight of CI Masterroll) - (WeightofrewoundRolls+ WeightofTrimmings+Core)/
(Weight ofCI Masterroll)

) (835ff) - (798# + 38ff)! 835#= -0.0011ff or-0.12%

Trial 2.
WeightofCI Masterroll: 851#

WeightofrewoundRolls: 812ff
WeightofTrimmings+ Core: 40ff

Total Weightafterrewinding: (812+ 40#)= 852ff

ProcessLoss(%Emission):
(WeightofCI Masterroll) - (Weight ofrewoundRolls+ WeightofTrimmings+Core)/
(WeightofCI Masterroll)

(851ff)-(812#+ 40#)/ 851ff = -0.00l1# or -0.12%
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EmissionTestsat Rewinder #1 (contd.)

Trial 3.
WeightofCI Masterroll: 850ff

Weight ofrewoundRolls: 809ff
WeightofTrimmings+ Core: , 45ff

TotalWeightafterrewinding:(809+ 45#) = 854ff

ProcessLoss(%Emission):
(Weight of CI Masterroll) - (WeightofrewoundRolls+ Weight ofTrimmings+Core)/
(Weightof CI Masterroll)

(850#) - (809ff +45#)/ 850#= -0.0047ffor -0.47%

Trial 4.
WeightofCI Masterroll: 869#

WeightofrewoundRolls: 837#
WeightofTrimmings+ Core: 32ff

Total Weightafterrewinding:(837+ 32#)= 869ff

Process Loss (% Emission):
(Weight ofCI Masterroll) - (Weight ofrewoundRolls+ WeightofTrimmings+Core) /
(WeightofCI Masterroll)

(869ff) - (837ff + 32ff) / 869ff = Off or 0%
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)
EmissionTestat Sheeter#3

3SF CI Treatedasproducedmaster roll being sheetedto 34” x 37”; Width ofroll: 37” wide

Weight ofCI masterRoll 1: 767ff
Weight of CI masterRoll 2: 726#
Total Weight ofCI master rolls: 1493ff

Weight ofCI Paperremaining on master Roll 1: 480ff
Weight ofCI Paperremaining on master Roll 2: 523ff
Total Weight ofCI Paper remaining onmasterrolls: 1003#

Weightof Scraps: 3ff

Total WeightofCI paperusedfrom masterrolls: (1493-3)- (1003)=~487#

Weight of Truck: 196#
Weight ofTruck + SheetedCI Paper: 686ff

Weight ofSheetedCI Paper: 686 - 196 = 490#

Loss in Weight (% emission):
(487-490) / 487 = - 0.006 or - 0.62%



EmissionTestsat Guillotine Cutter

Paper Sheetsfrom Sheetermachinesbeing cut to precisesizesand placed.in boxes.

Trial 1.
Weight ofCI Papersheetsreceivedfrom Sheetermachine:

Weight ofCI Paper+ Skid = 1888#
Weight ofSkid = 23ff
Weight ofCI Paperreceived = 1865ff

Weight ofCI Papercut to precisesheets:

Skid 1:
Weight ofCI Papercut +boxes: = 1097ff
Weight ofboxes: = 66ff

Weight ofCI Papercut: = 1031#

Skid 2:
Weight ofCI Papercut + boxes: = 658#
Weight ofboxes: = 48ff
Weight ofCI Papercut: = 610ff

Total Weight ofCI Papercut: (Weight ofCI Papercut, Skid! +Weight ofCI Paper cut,
Skid2)= 1031+610= 1641#

Weight ofTrimmings (during the cuttingprocess):
WeightofDumpster+ PaperTrim = 943ff
Weight ofDumpster empty: = 719ff
Weight ofPaperTrim: = 224#

ProcessLoss (% Emission):

((Weight of CI Paperreceived))- ((Weight ofCI Paper cut, Skid! + Weight ofCI Paper cut,
Skid 2)+ (Weight ofPaper Trim)) I ((Weight ofCI Paperreceived))

(1865ff) - ((1641#)+ (224ff)) /1865ff = Off or 0%
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EmissionTestsat Guillotine Cutter (contd.)

Trial 2 on Second Cutter:

Weight ofCI Paper from Sheetermachine: = 1804ff

Skid 1:
Weight ofCI Paper cut+ boxes: = 461ff
Weight ofboxes: = 59ff
Weight ofCI Paper cut: = 402ff

Skid 2:
WeightofCI Papercut + boxes: = 461#
Weight ofboxes: = 43ff
WeightofCI Papercut: = 418ff

Skid 3:
Weight ofCI Papercut +boxes: = 447ff
Weight ofboxes: = 44ff
Weight ofCI Papercut: = 403ff

Skid4:
Weight ofCI Papercut + boxes: = 450ff
Weightofboxes: = 44ff
Weight ofCI Paper cut: = 406ff

Total Weight ofcut CI Paper: (402+418+403+406)= 1629ff

WeightofTrimming (duringthecuttingprocess): = 175ff.

ProcessLoss(% Emission):

((WeightofCI Paper from Sheetermachine)) - ((Total Weight ofcut CI Paper) + (Weight of
Trimming)) / (Weight ofCI Paper from Sheetermachine)

(1804#)- ((1629+ 175ff)) I (1804ff)= Off or 0%
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Weight Lossin Time of CI As Produced Master Rolls

Roll 1, 35MP1,39” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 851#
Weightafter6 days: 85 1#

• LossofWeight(% emission): 0

Roll 2, 35MP1,39” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 836ff
Weightafter6 days: 835ff
LossofWeight(% emission): 1# or 0.12%

~
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 1115#
Weightafter5 days: 1113ff
LossofWeight(% emission): 2ff or0.18%

Roll 4, 50A, 50.5” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 1 138#
Weightafter5 days: . 1 136#
LossofWeight(% emission): 2ff or 0.18%

Roll 5, 50A, 50.5” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 1 137#
Weightafter5 days: 1 136#
LossofWeight(% emission): 1# or0.01%

Roll 6, 50A, 50.5” wide.
As ProducedMasterRollWeight: 1144ff
Weightafter5 days: 1 144ff
LossofWeight(% emission): 0#
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Weight Loss in Time of CI As ProducedMaster Rolls

Roll 7, 35MP1,39” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 85O#
Weightafter7 days: 850#
LossofWeight(% emission): Off

Roll 8, 35MP1,39” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 869#
Weightafter3 days: 869ff
LossofWeight (% emission):

Roll 9, 35MP1,39” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 852ff

• ( ~ Weightafter3 days: 85 1#
•~‘ LossofWeight (% emission): 1# or0.12%

Roll 10, 35A, 36.5” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight:728ff
Weightafter1 days: 727#
LossofWeight (% emission): 1# or 0.14%

Roll 11, 35A, 36.5” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight 767#
Weightafter 1 days: 767#
LossofWeight(% emission): 0#

*Nijpabe~gerror: therewasno Roll 12

Roll 13, 35A, 41” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 1002#
Weightafter7 days: . 1002#
LossofWeight (% emission):
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Weight Lossin Time of CI As Produced Master Rolls

Roll 14, 30A, 37” wide.
As Produced MasterRoll Weight: 1062ff
Weightafter 14 days: 1062#
LossofWeight(% emission): Off

Roll 15, 30A, 37” wide.
As Produced Master Roll Weight: 775#
Weightafter14days: 775ff
LossofWeight (% emission): Off

Roll 16, 35F,37” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight:741.#
Weightafter21 days: 741#
LossofWeight(% emission): Off

Roll 17, 3SF, 37” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 833ff
Weightafter21 days: 832#
LossofWeight(% emission): 1ff or 0.12%

Roll 18, 35A, 49” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 1002#
Weightafter 14 days: • 1002#
LossofWeight (% emission): Off

Roll 19, 4OPCA,39” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 987#
Weightafter 14days: 987#
LossofWeight (% emission): 0#
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Weight Loss in Time of CI As ProducedMaster Rolls

Roll 20, 4OPCA,39” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight: 874#
Weightafter21 days: 875#
LossofWeight(%emission): -1ff or -0.11%

Roll 21, 35MPJ.,39” wide.
As ProducedMasterRoll Weight:525#
Weightafter21 days: 525ff
LossofWeight(% emission): O#
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PROOFOF SERVICE

I, theundersigned,onoath[or affirmation] statethatI haveservedon thedateofAugust22,
2003,theattachedPost-HearingBrief, by fax andU.S. Mail to CharlesE. Matoesianandby
U.S. Mail uponthefollowing persons:

CharlesE. Matoesian
Division ofLegalCounsel
Illinois EnvironmentalProtectionAgency
1021NorthGrandAvenueEast
Springfield,IL 62794-9276

BradleyP.Halloran
HearingOfficer
Iffinois PollutionControlBoard
JamesR. ThompsonCenter
Suite 11-500
100WestRandolph
Chicago,IL 60601

SUBSCRIBEDTO AND SWORNBEFOREME
TH1S~(PDAYOF AUGUST, 2003

NO Y PUBLIC

OFFICIAL SEAL
JANET M. POLACEK

NOTARY PIJBUC,STATE OFIWNOIS
MYCOMMISSION EXPIRES3.27.2004

TIllS FILING IS MADE ON RECYCLED PAPER

CH1 10538050.4


