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Data Requirements and 

This is to·request Model _Clearinghouse interpretation of two 
issues regarding the modeling of a proposed source on the island 
of Puerto Rico. Pfizer, Inc. is planning to construct a ,new 
facility in Puerto Rico on the southeast portion of the island. 

·The project will involve the installation of three 25,000 lb/hr 
boilers, an incinerator, and several process units. The. project 
will likely be PSD affected, so Pfizer has submitted a PSD 
modeling protocol to·EPA for review. 

The first issue involves the applicant's request that a nearby 
meteorological station be considered on...;..site. The second issue 
involves the applicant's proposed use of ~the Rough Terrain 
Dispersion Model (RTDM) in their 1t1,0del1ing demonstration. We -have 
described each of the issues in more dbtail below. 

' on~site Meteorological Data 

The. cproposed Pfizer facilitY will be locatinJ-· in a terrain 
situation and their air quality consultant has proposed to model 
receptors above the height of the stack with RTDM. The~Guideline 
on Air Quality Models (Revised, 1986) indicates that modeling 
demonstrations using RTDM should be performed with on-site 
meteorology.- Pfizer is proposing to usemeteorological data 
collected at the -Aguirre station as on-site (Attachment I) . The 
Aguirre Meteorological station, approximately six kilometers away 
has been operating since 1987. 'The station will continue opera
tion through at least'1990. Quality assurance, maintenance, and 
operating procedures have been 1approved by the Environmental 
Protection.Agency (EPA). wind speed and direction and sigma 
theta are monitored at 10 and 100 meter levels. PlUme height 
from the facility will be closest to the 100 meter level. · 

' 
Pfizer has requested that the Regional Office consider the 
Aguirre meteorological data as on-site. Pfizer is proposing to 
use meteorology from 1987, 1988 and 1989. They believe that the 
Aguirre data should be consid~red on...;..site because: 

o the station is in1 cl~se proxi~ity to the proposed 
facility;. 

o of the extreme persistence of the easterly trade-winds in· 
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Puerto Rico (Attachment II); 

o the existing data is quality assured based on EPA approved 
plans. 

We have wrestled with the applicant's arguments for considering the 
Aguirre data as on-site. We note that because of the tower's 100 
meter height, the similarity of'the geography of the two.sites, the 
extreme persistence of the wind (which is evident throughout Pue,rto 

· Rico) that we would expect the meteo.rological data_ to be very 
similar at the two sites. .However, we also recogn:Lze that the model 
as a predictivetool functions best when strict adherence to on-site 

I • ' - . ·• • data requ1.rements are ma1nta1.ned. 

Notwithstanding these observations, there is no way we know of to 
prove that the two sites are identical and perhaps this is-the 
reason the guidance so clearly articulates the on-site requirement. 
The Aguirre station is cle9-rly not on-site. Therefore, notwith
standing any similarity of meteorological data co;l.lected at the two 
sites, we propose to disapprove the Aguirre data for use with an 
RTDM modeling demonstration. We Interpret the modeling guidance as· 
providing no flexibility in this matter~ I request your conf,irma-
tion of this interpretation. · · 

RTDM 

On a related issue·, we recently learned that Source Receptor 
Analysis Branch (SRAB) is· questi·oning the vali-dity of the RTDM . 
model,. David DiMarcello, of my staff, participated in a September 
25, 1989 ·conference call wi,th the Technology Trans(er Workgroup 
(TTW) in which the results of a model evaluation of the. Complex 
Terrain Dispersion-Model (CTDM} were discussed. Apparently, a study 
of the effectiveness of several complex te~rain models indicated 
that RTDM consistently underp_redicted concentrati01,1s compared to 
CTDM and others. These results prompted several workgroup members 
to recommend that proceedings beinitiated to "de~Guideline" RTDM in 
th,e coming months. 

\ 

We support the efforts of the TTWand.the SRAB for identifying 
and reacting quickly to the RTDM problem.· However, we are also 
concerned that this quick reaction may leave the regional offices 
without adequate guidance in the interim, until CTDM becomes a 
Guideline model. Specifically, Region II is now involved in 

,two PSD projects where modeling with RTDM is either proposed or 
currently being applied .. The first is the Pfizer project·de~cribed 
previously. The second, and possibly more critical, is the proposed 
Halfmoon Power Plant locating in Upstate New York in which the 
app_licant, has alreaciy performed some initial modeling with RTDM. 

It is important that EPA e~kablish some consistent interim proce
dures to address each of these situations; those sources proposing 
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RTDM in support of their PSp·applications. Should EPA suggest 
applicants use COMPLEX I or even CTDM instead of E.TDM? What if 
permit applicants challenge the use of CTDM as not yet Guideline? 
Will applicants who are already relying on RTDM and have invested 
significant res6urces in their modelingdeinonstrations be "grand
fathered" from any,near term changes in guidance? ·+f so, at what 
stage of the permit process will grandfathering be allowed? I look 
forward to your advice with·> respect to these issues. These qUes
tions need to be addressed as· changes to the. Guideline are con
sidered. 

Attachments 
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cc: W. Baker, 2AWM-AP 
D. DiMarcello, 2AWM-AP 
D. 'Wilson, OAQPS 
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