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1. T have a PSD permit application which used ﬁ;fyv’ Ve AWV lz7ﬁf
a historical meteorology data set. The / fﬁ b /:/bg- f%/
1974-1978 meteorological data set from Macon, fehwﬁ$” U{*“ j A 7
GA (Surface) and Centreville, AL (Upper air) . ( ij , 3ﬂ/mw //
were used in the air quality modeling ”>/%,“ ’M%@M’ "§$> /// hcﬁwl v)
demonstration. GA EPD approves of using E //A}UV“y // f@w VAl o jﬁgr
1974-1978 meteorology data because previous e 7!Jef A7 ﬁg’/
PSD modeling analyses conducted for this area ) &%é et ) ~¥ . i? &
were based on 1974-78 data. Also, GAEPD -, = =5 ",x”;r»gﬁf*’f {}-YJV
states that a different 5-year period would / P zﬁVf/ Q“ P B RN f
change the amount of increment consumed 7 |4Aﬁ(;@ /
(either plus or minus) and would not be > 5%# )

consistent with previous analyses. Finally,
the current submittal does not allow any room
for increases in the increment and NAAQS
compliance demonstration. The SIA analysis
gave a 24-hour value of 4.99 ug/m3 as compared
to the PSD significance level for PM1O of 5
ug/m3. The PSD 24-hour increment modeled was
29.7 ug/m3 (HSH) and compared with the PSD
increment of 30 ug/m3.

GA EPD further state that a more recent data

set would not be any more representative than i,
the one used in the increment analysis. ¥ T
Unfortunately, Section 9.3.1.2.a of the EPA /
Modeling Guideline recommends consecutive

years of the most recent, readily available

S5-year period as the preferred meteorology

data set. A more recent data set should have

been used for the modeling. This issue has

been raised and discussed at several

Regional/State and Local Modelers Workshops

with the same conclusions. That being, to

adhere to the Modeling Guideline without

change to the current policy. It is also

optional for the applicant to use the

historical meteorological year upon which the
design concentration or increment consumption
compliance was based in addition to the most

recent five year data set.

Are there _any more technlcal reasonsl other
p01nt for
t..for.-the
OR

should I let it go and a agree “with Gebrqla
EPD?

2. The nearest class I area is approx. 180 km away for the PSD
source. Is this far enough away to say, no class I impacts should be

considered? /évm) /Agbfi v / .?
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