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SUMMARY 

The North carolina Department of Natural Resources. and ~unity Deveiopnent' 
Division of Environmental Management (OEM), has provided us with an analysis 
that shows that the UNAMAP VI version of the Industrial Source Canplex 
Model when 1.1sed with the wilding wake effects option calculates exceedances. 
of tl!~ NAliQS for most smcill sources. The problem is cqnpolJl'lded because 
~VI models now allow for source to receptor combinations of less.than 
100 Irii3ters. · ' 

The' North carolina OEM has asked that we respond to four g1.1estions · dealiDJ 
with ''EPA m:x:leliDJ requirem:mts. These questions are: 

/ . 
1. Should all such sources which may experience dbwnwash be modeled utilizil)J 

the downwash algorittm? · · · 

2. Is it necessary to perfonn downwash analysis on off-site sources 
when evaluating the impact of another 1 source? -

3. If downwash is required, how soould the States address the expected 
region-wide impact? 

4. ~at experience with this problem has been noted by EPA during PSD reviews? 

The Region IV position to g~.~estion No. 1 is that any source with a stack less 
than GEP is required to utilize the downwash algorithm if it is the primary 
source undergoing review. OUr position on g1.1estion No. 2 is that those off~· 
site sources soould also be m::rleled with the downwash algorithm if their 
stacks are less than GEP and these sources are inclt.rled in the refined 
analysis. OUr position on question No. 3 has been that when these off-site 
sources are m::rleled with or without oownwash and an exceedance. of the NMOS 
is found, then the penni tting agency must' revise the SIP to bring those 
sources into canpliance. If. the pr:imary source is a PSD sour6e ·and the 
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impact at the receptor with the m:xieled exceedance is less than the signifi­
cant impact value, then the primary source can still be permitted _and the 
SIP revised independently of the permitting action. In the case where the 
primary source is a SIP source, the SIP revision is. placed on hold until 
the m:xieled exceedance ( s) are corrected. 

In regard to question No. 4, we have not noted any problems to date in 
Region IV where the PSD penni t . has been held up due to the impact of the 
other sources with respect to the NMOS• Hawever, we expect that there 
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w1ll be numerous problems w1th respect .to path the NMOS port1on of the PSD 
process and with the SIP review process if we routinely require a downwash 
analysis for all off-site sources. The problem as we see, it is twofold. 
One, these smaller sources have never been modeled in the past; and two, 
the IOOdeling must be done at maximl,.l[l allowable rates. 

Most of these ,smaller sources operate at only 30-50 percent of the SIP 
allowables, and in sare cases the s~te penni t is m:>re stringent than the 
SIP allowables. However, the penn:i.tting procedures to make the necessary 
change in the SIP allowable emission rate can take up to two years to change, 
thus placing an econanic burden c:>n the source requesting the SIP change. 

As you can see~ we are faced with sane serious problems that cannot be 
resolved. without a fundamental change in our modeling and permitting" pro­
cedures. Please provide us with your responses to our positions on the 
four North, carolina questions and your recam\endation on how to proceed 
with a SIP approval where the source requesting the SIP change has little 
or no impact on modeled exceedances created by Other sources. 

we understand that the issue of off•site sources whl be addressed at the 
May Regional Meteorologist meeting. However, we need to resolve as sOon as 
possible the issue of how to process a SIP change which uncovers nodeled 
violations unrelated to but within the impact area of Sources whose emission 
limitatio~ would be relaxed by the SIP change • 

.) 

Please provide us with a response to the modeling issues identified by May 22, 
1987, if possible. · 
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