7 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
8 , Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
. ~ Research Triangle Park, North-Carolina 27711

-~ AUG 19 mee

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT7 Review of Modellng Protoco] for Champion Internat1ona1 Corporat1on
o ;Canton, North Caro]1na { /

FROM:i - Joseph A. Tikvart, Chief é;
" Source Receptor Ana]ys1s ranch, TSD.(MD- 14)

T0: Bruce P. Miller, Chief

~Air Programs Branch Region~ IV~

At your request, the Model Clearinghouse has reviewed the Champion
International Corporation SO PSD modeling protocol and provided initial
comments by telephone to Lew Nagler on July 22, 1988. Some changes to the
draft letter from Region IV to the Director, NOrth Car011nafReg1ona1 Air
Pollution Contro], were made by Lew and forwarded to us and add1t1ona1
comments were discussed with Lew on August 2, 1988 '

With respect to the draft 1etter, our main concern was on Comment

No. 6. At this point there does not appear to be a valid justification for

a model performance evaluation study, especially given the current monitoring
“situation and lack of a comprehensive protocol. We pointed out that there
was no demonstration that the three existing monitors were sufficient or
located to monitor estimated maximum concentrations by the models proposed
for the emission limit setting process. The 14m meteoro]ogxca] tower may
~well not be located suitably for such a study, as po1nted out: by Lew in his
Comment No. 2. The modeling protocol to establish emission 1imits for the =
source generally fo]]ows the "Guideline . on Air Quality Mode11ng (Rev1sed)“
.and Supplement A, ‘and we agree with Lew s proposed mod1f1catlons.

. With. regard to techn1ca1 items in the modeling protocolv1t is not

clear whether any meteorological data from the 10m tower at the Hi-Vu site
~will be used in the modeling study. This should be clarified better than

now on page A-12. ‘Since the data base for modeling has already been prepared,
for January-December 1987, we assume the Region/State has checked the data :
for conformance with the requirements in the EPA Ambient Monitoring Guidelines
(May 1987). Were any Hi-Vu site data used? Missing data should not neces-
sar11y be treated as “calm". The guidance in Section 6.5.3 on missing data
in the "On-Site Meterological Program Guidance for Regulatory Modeling
App11cat1on should be used. The protocol for handling measured wind speeds
less than 1.0m/s does not conform to guidance. Wind speeds below 1.0m/s
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but above the instrument threshold should not be considered calm. The
wind direction should be used, if the speed is above the threshold for
~ the vane, and the wind speed input to the dispersion model as 1.0m/s.
Note Section 9.3.4.2 in the modeling guideline. In addition, we assume
the preprocessor, WESMET, has been checked to ensure equivalence with
~EPA's preprocessor programs.. In Table 4 the value for the parameter
PRO20 should be 1, i.e., stack-tip downwash should be used as noted on
page 5-9 of Supplement A to the revised modeling guide11ne.

With regard to the use of the 14m tower data in RTDM we Rave some
technical reservations as to whether those data are free from surface
effects and would be representat1ve of wind flow at stack top of 84m even

‘though both are at the same mean sea level elevation. The Model Clearinghouse

records indicate that we have previously discussed the use of COMPLEX I
for this source. In a discussion on dJuly 9, 1986 you ‘indicated that two
other alternatives to the use of COMPLEX I were being considered by the

. Company: (1) RTDM, with or without a performance evaluation; and (2)

monitoring in 11eu of modeling. The Clearinghouse 1nd1cated at that time
that these two alternatives would pose a multitude of problems and we
suggested the COMPLEX I option be pursued. However, at this point in

. time and considering the commitments you have made, we are willing to

- leave it to your Judgement whether to accept the use of the 14m tower
data 1n RTDM. .

" We have no Specific comments on-the proposed performance eva]uation
described in the protocol because it is much too sketchy and premature.
Considerably more work needs to be‘done by the company in this regard.

C If you have any questions regard1ng these comments p1ease contact Jim
- Dicke (FTS 629-5682) or Dean Wilson (FTS 629- 5683)

cc: ' D. deRoeck, NPPB (MD- 15)
‘J. Dicke, SRAB (MD-14)
W. Keith, ORD.(RD-680) o
S. Reinders, SDPMPB (MD-15) -
D. Wilson, SRAB (MD-14)



FY88 MODEL CLEARINGHOUSE MEMORANDA

Date ‘ngjgﬁ! L Subject )
10/8/87 Vi A]quuerquelCarbon Monoxide Modeling
10/14/87 s )AdjuStment-of Mdnitored1Concentrati6ns‘in Rollback
o Calculations for the Gibson Generating Station
10/23/87 X i ~Review of HYNDva]]ey,’GRID and Ventilated Valley Mdde1.
10/29/87 I F'Regulatdry Guidance on Complexll
11/5/817 m:,Lw:,v,/,, Koch Ref1nery Model Evaluation- »
11/9/8?‘.- ; I~ Connecticut Ambient Impact Analysis Gu1de11ne
11/17/87 | II1 ; Ind1ana County PA Performance Eva]uat1on Protoc01
1/2/88 1V - Region IV Mode11ng Survey 7
1/27/88 ;VIII Utah Request to use ISCST foforban Wide PM16 SIP |
1/27/88 v Meteord]ogica] PreprOCessorkProgfah
‘2/29/88 N | | 'Miami'Fbrt S0p Modé]ing Ana1ysis | 3
- 3/4/88 - . VI Four Corners Power Plant NOX SIp Var1ance Model C]ear1nghouse
o SR Referral . ‘ .
3/21/88° IV Model Protocol for Dayco
'3/25/83 1 ‘ Response to TSP SIP Revision (Bauman to Baskerville)
4/12/88 R IT Carbon Monoxide Hot Spot Mode11ng in New Jersey
4/14/88 IV Use of RTDM for Ashland Petroleun k
74?15/88 VIII ,}‘ PM10:Modeling Methodo]ogies for Colorado
5/11/88 ~ VII stack;StEucéure:Re1atjonshipsf B
5/24/88 1 S.D. Warren Paper Company PSD Analysis
6/9/88° X Ketchikan Pulp Company (KPC) Use of ISC Model,Codes
7/5/88 I o Air Qud]ity‘An61ysfs,for‘Prevention of_éignificant

Deterioration (PSD) (Emison to Mas]aﬁy)

8/16/88 IV Review of Mode11ng Protoco] for Champion Internat1ona]
- ' : Corporat1on Canton,-North Carolina . \



Date

' 8/16/88

8/16/88

. Régioh~

X

VIII.

. Review of Draft Memo on Cen
~ Monitoring ;

.

Subject

Use of VVDM in Telluride

tralia Power Plant



