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APPENDIX B:



FORM LETTERS

�Listing of Form Letters





Form Letter 		APC - 103

Form Letter 		APC - 104

Form Letter 		APC - 105

Form Letter 		APC - 106

Form Letter 		APC - 108

Form Letter 		APC - 52

Form Letter 		APC - 53

Form Letter 		APC - 61

Form Letter 		APC - 50

��

TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT & CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

9TH FLOOR, L & C ANNEX

401 CHURCH STREET

NASHVILLE, TN  37243-1531

									CERTIFIED MAIL

									RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

April 7, 1995



Mr. John Doe, Manager

Joe’s Paint Shop

1234 VOC Drive

Inkblot, TN  37777



Re:	xx-xxxx-xx

	  41xxx



Dear Mr. Doe:



We received your construction permit application for a surface coating operation on March 33, 1333.  Subsequently, we examined your submittal for completeness and determined that it is incomplete for the following reason(s):



(a)	Additional information is needed as follows:



	Coating usage rates



The required information should be submitted to the Division of Air Pollution Control, 9th Floor L & C Annex, 401 Church Street, Nashville, TN  37243-1531.



To expedite the processing of your permit application, please submit the requested information as soon as possible, but not later than 180 calendar days from the date you received this incomplete application notice.  After the 180 day time period has elapsed, all construction permits are denied.  If you have questions, please contact xxxxxxxxx at (615) 532-xxxx.



A COPY OF THIS LETTER MUST BE SUBMITTED WITH THE REQUESTED INFORMATION.



Sincerely,





David G. Carson

Chief, New Source Permitting Program



DGC/xxx	APC-103



cc:	Regional Environmental Assistance Center
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TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT & CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

9TH FLOOR, L & C ANNEX

401 CHURCH STREET

NASHVILLE, TN  37243-1531



									CERTIFIED MAIL

									RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

April 7, 1995



Mr. John Doe, Manager

Joe’s Paint Shop

1234 VOC Drive

Inkblot, TN  37777



Re:	xx-xxxx-xx

	  41xxx



Dear Mr. Doe:



We received your construction permit application for a surface coating operation on March 33, 1333.  Subsequently, we examined your submittal for completeness and determined that it is incomplete for the following reason(s):



(a)	Additional information is needed as follows:



	Coating usage rates



(b)	Permit application filing/processing fee



The responsible official for an air contaminant source is required by Rule 1200-3-26-.02 of the Tennessee Air Pollution Control Regulations to pay a construction permit application filing/processing fee.  Based on the information provided in your application(s), the fee for your submittal is one hundred ($100.00) dollars.  Please pay your fee by check to the Division of Air Pollution Control, 9th Floor L & C Annex, 401 Church Street, Nashville, TN  37243-1531.



To expedite the processing of your permit application, please submit the requested information as soon as possible, but not later than 180 calendar days from the date you received this incomplete application notice.  After the 180 day time period has elapsed, any fees submitted are forfeited and all construction permits are denied.  If you have questions, please contact xxxxxxxxxxxx at (615) 532-xxxx.



A COPY OF THIS LETTER MUST BE SUBMITTED WITH THE REQUESTED INFORMATION.



Sincerely,







David G. Carson

Chief, New Source Permitting Program



DGC/xxx	APC-104



cc:	Regional Environmental Assistance Center

��

TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT & CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

9TH FLOOR, L & C ANNEX

401 CHURCH STREET

NASHVILLE, TN  37243-1531



April 7, 1995



Mr. John Doe, Manager

Joe’s Paint Shop

1234 VOC Drive

Inkblot, TN  37777





Re:	xx-xxxx-xx

	  4xxxx





Dear Mr. Doe:



Your permit application for a surface coating operation was received on March 33, 1333.  A determination has been made that the application is complete.



If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please contact xxxxxxxxxxxxx at (615) 532-xxxx.



Sincerely,





David G. Carson

Chief, New Source Permitting Program



DGC/xxx	APC-105



cc:	Regional Environmental Assistance Center

��

TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT & CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

9TH FLOOR, L & C ANNEX

401 CHURCH STREET

NASHVILLE, TN  37243-1531



April 7, 1995



Mr. John Doe, Manager

Joe’s Paint Shop

1234 VOC Drive

Inkblot, TN  37777





Re:	xx-xxxx-xx

	  4xxxx





Dear Mr. Doe:



Your permit application for a surface coating operation was received on March 33, 1333.  Additional information was received on March 34, 1444.  A determination has been made that the application is now complete.



If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please contact xxxxxxxxxxxxxx at (615) 532-xxxx.



Sincerely,





David G. Carson

Chief, New Source Permitting Program



DGC/xxx	APC-106



cc:	Regional Environmental Assistance Center

��



TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT & CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

9TH FLOOR, L & C ANNEX

401 CHURCH STREET

NASHVILLE, TN  37243-1531



									CERTIFIED MAIL	* *** *** ***

									RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED



**Date**





**Contact Name**

**Company Name**

**Address**

**Address**



Re:	**-****-**

	  *****



Dear M*. ****:



On **Date**, you submitted a permit application to **(construct/modify)** a **Source Description**.  In **(a letter/letters)** dated **Date or Dates** you were informed that your construction permit application(s) **(was/were)** incomplete.  Under the provisions of Division rule 1200-3-26-.02(4)(d)2, applicants are allowed 180 days after receipt of initial notification to correct application deficiencies.  Since you did not provide the required corrections by **date**, your permit(s) **(is/are)** hereby denied and any processing fees are forfeited.



Please note that any source which is constructed/modified or operates without a valid permit is in violation of Rule 1200-3-9-.01 and/or Rule 1200-3-9-.02, respectively.



Based on the information provided in your application, it appears that you may have constructed an air contaminant source without first obtaining a permit to construct and/or a permit to operate.  Because of this potential noncompliance that appears to be present at your facility, you are requested to provide the required information described in the letter of **Date** (copy enclosed) within fifteen (15) days of your receipt of this letter.  Failure to provide this information in a timely fashion will necessitate the forwarding of this matter to the Division of Air Pollution Control’s Enforcement Program for action deemed proper to resolve the potential noncompliance.



page 2

M*. ****

**Date**





When the required information is received, your application will be reactivated and processed as a construction permit application.  If it is determined that you have violated the permitting requirements of the Division, a Notice of Violation will be issued and the matter will be referred to the Enforcement Program.



If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please contact ******** at (615) 532-****.



Sincerely,







David G. Carson

Chief, New Source Permitting Program

Division of Air Pollution Control



Enclosure(s)



DGC/***	APC-108



cc:	Regional Environmental Assistance Center

�

�
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	TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT & CONSERVATION�PRIVATE ��

	AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

	9th Floor, L & C Annex

	401 Church Street

	Nashville, Tennessee 37241-1531







Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N.E.

Atlanta, GA 30365





RE: *





Dear *:





Enclosed for your information is the Division's * PSD determination for * at *, Tennessee.





If you have any questions about this determination, please contact * at 615-532-0554.





Sincerely,





Tracy R. Carter

Technical Secretary

Tennessee Air Pollution Control Board



TRC/*	APC-52



Enclosure
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	TENNESSEE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT & CONSERVATION�PRIVATE ��

	AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

	9th Floor, L & C Annex

	401 Church Street

	Nashville, Tennessee 37241-1531



RE: *





Dear *:



In compliance with USEPA memos dated March 19, 1979 and July 6, 1979, we are hereby enclosing the public notice for *, which is subject to the Prevention of Significant Deterioration Regulations and which has applied for a permit to construct within 100 kilometers of the Class I Area over which you have jurisdiction, *.



An air quality modeling review has been conducted which shows that there does not appear to be any significant effect upon this Class I Area. Should you desire more information concerning the proposed construction, please feel free to contact * at 615-532-0554.



In order to expedite this review, if there are no adverse comments received within the thirty (30) day comment period, I will conclude you approve.





Very truly yours,





Tracy R. Carter

Technical Secretary

Tennessee Air Pollution Control Board





TRC/*	APC-53



Enclosure



























	Public Notice�PRIVATE ��





	* has applied to the Tennessee Air Pollution Control Division (TAPCD) for approval of a * located at *, Tennessee. The new source is subject to Part 1200-3-9-.01(5)(b)3 of the Tennessee Air Pollution Control Regulations, Department of Environment and Conservation, which requires a public notification and 30-day public comment period.



	The TAPCD has reviewed the installation with respect to all applicable regulations and has concluded that it will be in compliance.



	The TAPCD has made the preliminary determination that this facility can be approved if certain conditions are met. A copy of the forms submitted by * and other materials used by the TAPCD in making this determination are available for public inspection during normal business hours at the following locations:



	*



	Air Pollution Control Division

	9th Floor, L & C Annex 

	401 Church Street

	Nashville, Tennessee 37243-1531



	Interested persons are invited to review these materials and comment on the installation. In addition, a public hearing may be requested provided a written request is received within thirty (30) days of the date of this notice and should be addressed to Mr. John W. Walton, Director, Air Pollution Control Division, L & C Annex, 9th Floor, 401 Church Street, Nashville, Tennessee 37219-1531. A final determination will be made after weighing all relevant comments and other available.





	*/*		APC-61



�This is the beginning of the PSD form. The information to be inserted will be designated by an asterisk.Enter PRELIMINARY or FINAL depending on which one applies.

	PRECONSTRUCTION REVIEW AND * DETERMINATION�PRIVATE ��

ENTER COMPANY NAME IN PLACE OF ASTERISK	FOR *

Enter TYPE OF PROCESS.	*

	*, TENNESSEE





























			This review was performed by the Tennessee Air Pollution Control Division in accordance with the Rules for Prevention of Significant Deterioration.







Enter DATE





			*
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I. Rule Background



	On June 3, 1981, the State of Tennessee adopted Rule 1200-3-9-.01(4), Prevention of Significant Air Quality Deterioration. This Rule has been subsequently amended, with the latest amendments effective June 26, 1993. Under these regulations, a source that is included in one of 28 source categories and has the potential or increased potential to emit 100 tons per year (TPY) or more of any air pollutant regulated in the Clean Air Act must be reviewed with regard to significant deterioration prior to construction. In addition, any source having the potential or increased potential to emit 250 tons per year or more of any of these air pollutants must be reviewed with the same regard.



	In order to comply with the amended PSD regulations, a source with potential emissions greater than significant amounts of a regulated pollutant must meet several criteria. The first criteria is that Best Available Control Technology (BACT) must be applied to all emission points for the applicable PSD pollutant. The second criteria is that there must be no violations or contributions to violations of any of the Ambient Air Quality Standards as a result of the projected emissions of the proposed source. Finally, increases in ambient concentrations of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter resulting for the emissions from the proposed source must not exceed the increments specified by the PSD regulations.



	For a Class II area, in which the source discussed herein will locate, these increments are as follows:



		Pollutant					mg/m3

		Particulate Matter

		Annual Geometric Mean			19

		24 Hour Maximum				37



		Sulfur Dioxide

		Annual Arithmetic Mean			20

		24 Hour Maximum				91

		3 Hour Maximum				512



		Nitrogen Dioxide

		Annual Arithmetic Mean			25



	The increments attributed by the source are evaluated using air quality models approved by the EPA.





II. Project Background and Description



	* has proposed the installation of *, Tennessee. The initial application for the permit to construct was received on *. Additional information was submitted *; therefore, the application was considered complete on *.



	This proposed * has an emission potential for *. It is, therefore, classified a "major * and subject to review under the requirements of the



	regulations governing the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). The proposed source is also subject to the emission limitations contained in the Tennessee State Implementation Plan (SIP) for new sources and must, therefore, obtain a permit to construct.



	*



III. Information Given and Assumed



	The information provided by the source in the permit application (Appendix B), and as used in the emission calculations, is as follows:



	*



IV. Emissions Analysis



	On the basis of the information given in the permit application and the assumptions contained in Part III, the expected actual emissions and allowable emissions from the source are as shown in Table 1.



	TABLE



	*



V. Control Technology Review



	According to Rule 1200-3-9-.01(4)(j) this proposed source is required to apply * for *.



	*



VI. Air Quality Analysis



	*



VII. Soil and Vegetation Impact Analysis



	*



VIII. Conclusions and Conditions of Approval



	The proposed * has an emission potential for * at * operating rate and * hours of operation. It is therefore, a major * of * and subject to a review under the regulations for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration contained in 1200-3-9-.01(4). The control technology used is considered to be BACT as required by the subject regulation.



	*



	It is recommended that permits be issued as conditioned on the attached proposed permits (Appendix A) since applicable SIP requirements will be fulfilled.

�	APPENDIX A



	CONSTRUCTION PERMITS
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	APPENDIX B



	PERMIT APPLICATION























































































	APPENDIX C



	EMISSION CALCULATION

























































































	APPENDIX D



	COMMENTS
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	APPENDIX E



	RESPONSE TO COMMENTS





















































































































APPENDIX C:



APPLICATION FORMS

�Listing of Application Forms





APC 20		Permit Application

APC 21 (&24)		Process Or Fuel Burning Source Description

APC 22		Emission Point Description

APC 25		Incinerator Source Description

APC 27		Storage Tank Description

APC 29		Degreaser Description

APC 30		Oven Source Description

APC 31		Surface Coating Description

APC 33		Asphalt Plant Source Description

APC 43		Rock Crushing Source Description

APC 122		Concrete Batch Plant Source Description

APC 123		Coal Preparation Source Description

APC 129		Cyclone Description

APC 19		Proposed Schedule of Corrective Action

   Request for Protection Order for Business Information�







































APPENDIX D:



OTHER ATTACHMENTS

�Listing of Other Attachments





Attachment #1		Construction permit summary report

Attachment #2		Emission inventory system

General Air Quality Modeling Requirements

Guidance for the Analysis of Predicted Source Impacts on Class I Areas

Permitting Procedures

Guidance for Determining Long Range Transport (LRT) Modeling Applicability

�CONSTRUCTION PERMIT SUMMARY REPORT





Company Name:  ___xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx______	File Number:  __________	Env. Prot. Spec. Initials:  xxx



Permit Number:  ________________________________	Source Point Number:  ________________________________



Application Received (date):  _______________________	Application Complete (date):  __________________________



Permit Action Requested:	Permit Hygiene  � FORMCHECKBOX ��	Permit Hygiene w/ modifications � FORMCHECKBOX ��

				Title V Variance� FORMCHECKBOX ��	Title V Variance (VOC fugitives)� FORMCHECKBOX ��



Air Quality Analysis Performed?  Yes� FORMCHECKBOX ��   No� FORMCHECKBOX ��



Rules Analysis



Reason for PSD:		New source above ____ TPY � FORMCHECKBOX ��	Sig. increase in ____ emissions� FORMCHECKBOX ��	N/A� FORMCHECKBOX ��

Applicable NSPS:		40 CFR Part 60, Subpart ____� FORMCHECKBOX ��	State Rule 1200-3-16-.______ � FORMCHECKBOX ��	N/A� FORMCHECKBOX ��

Applicable NESHAP:		40 CFR Part 63, Subpart ____� FORMCHECKBOX ��	State Rule 1200-3-11-.______ � FORMCHECKBOX ��	N/A� FORMCHECKBOX ��





Emission Summary





Source Status:   New� FORMCHECKBOX ��   Modification� FORMCHECKBOX ��   Expansion� FORMCHECKBOX ��   Relocation� FORMCHECKBOX ��        Permit Status:   New� FORMCHECKBOX ��   Renewal� FORMCHECKBOX ��



PSD� FORMCHECKBOX ��   NSPS� FORMCHECKBOX ��   NESHAPs� FORMCHECKBOX ��	Previous Permit Number:  Construction___________  Operating___________



�Pounds/Hour�Tons/Year�Date of�*�Applicable Standard���Actual�Potential�Allowable�Actual�Potential�Allowable�Net Change�Data��1200-3-��TSP������������SO2������������CO������������VOC������������NOx������������������������������������������������������������

* - Source of data

















PERMITTING PROGRAM:  ____________________________	DATE:  _______________	

�

	GENERAL AIR QUALITY MODELING REQUIREMENTS�PRIVATE ��

	TENNESSEE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DIVISION (TAPCD)

	April 7, 1998







This summary is designed to be primarily applicable to a PSD analysis.  However, many of these requirements are basic and would apply to any modeling analysis submitted for evaluation and approval.  If any requirement is unclear, we will gladly discuss it.  The permit process runs much smoother for everyone when misunderstandings are resolved early.  If a PSD permit is planned, many of the following requirements should be considered and addressed in the modeling protocol document.







�Adhere to the latest edition of EPA's "Guideline on Air Quality Models" (a.k.a. GAQM) and supplements when addressing the following requirements.  This document can be found in 40 CFR, part 51, Appendix W and on the EPA's Technology Transfer Network (TTN) Support Center for Regulatory Air Models computer Bulletin Board System (SCRAM BBS).  This BBS is accessed via modem by dialing 919�541�5742 at 2400 to 19200 bps.  The GAQM can also be found on the internet in EPA's TTN/SCRAM website.  The GAQM is downloadable from: www.epa.gov/scram001/t26.htm#guide .





Use the latest SCRAM BBS version of "preferred" models and subprocessors with the most recent changes and modifications.  In most cases this will mean the use of ISCST or ISCLT.  Any model or subprocessor changes considered necessary to address peculiarities in the modeled scenario must be approved by the TAPCD modeling staff prior to usage in the analysis.



	NOTE:	When modeling pollutants for which long-term standards alone are applicable (e.g. lead, NOx�ADVANCE \R 2.90�) long-term models are required to characterize impacts.





Select the "regulatory default" model options as described in the guideline.  Deviations from the use of receptor source elevations, downwash, or cartesian grids should be preapproved by the TAPCD modeling staff.





Determine the significant impact area for all applicable pollutants and averaging times (24hr & ann PM,  3hr, 24hr, & ann SO2�ADVANCE \R 2.90�,  ann NOx�ADVANCE \R 2.90�,  etc.).  This area is denoted by a circle centered on the source/modification, with a radius equal to the distance to the least significant receptor or 50 kilometers, whichever is less.  This information may be used to identify the pollutants that need to be considered in a comprehensive modeling analysis and any additional vicinity sources or receptors which must be explicitly modeled.  The results of the initial significance modeling must be submitted by the permit applicant before a modeling emission inventory for surrounding sources can be provided.  

	Also, a map (usually with a 1:150,000 scale, and including roads, significant water resources, & government boundaries) denoting five rings centered at the facility centroid with radii of 5, 10, 25, 40, and 50 kilometers may be requested by the Division to expedite the compilation of a modeling inventory for a comprehensive PSD modeling analysis.  Sources are usually considered for inclusion in the initial inventory according to their size and distance from the facility where the proposed PSD source/modification is located.  Normally, sources in the following categories are included in an initial PSD modeling inventory:



		1). All sources within 5 km of the facility, or a Significant Impact Area (SIA), which ever is further from the source.  If a proposed PSD emissions increase causes significant impact within any State Implementation Plan (SIP) non-attainment area (NAA) or additional control area (ACA), TAPCD may require (on a case by case basis) all sources within the NAA/ACA to be included in any modeling to assess the threat to attainment in the NAA/ACA.  Emissions from sources in the above areas which may be exempt from permitting, but never the less emit the pollutant of concern, should be quantified and included in a PSD/SIP inventory.

		2). Sources ³ 100 TPY located up to 10 Km from the facility.

		3). Sources ³ 200 TPY located up to 25 km from the facility.

		4). Sources ³ 500 TPY located up to 40 km from the facility.

		5). Sources ³ 800 TPY located up to 50 km from the facility.

		6). TAPCD may also require inclusion of sources ³ 1000 TPY and located more than 50 km away in the inventory, when long range transport modeling is required.



Using EPA's 20xD criteria for including sources in modeling inventories, along with our current rings gives 20x10km=200TPY instead of our current >or=25TPY within 10km, 20x25km=500TPY instead of our current >or=100TPY within 25km, 20x40km=800TPY instead of our current >or=500TPY within 40km.



I suggest we include every source within 5 km or the AOS which ever is greater, >=100TPY (since 20x5km=100TPY) within 10km, >=200TPY (since 20x10km=200TPY) within 25km, >=500 TPY (since 20x25km=500TPY) within 40km, and >=800TPY (since 20x40=800TPY) within 50km.



	Sources initially identified in a modeling inventory may be eliminated from consideration.  EPA's New Source Review Workshop Manual (NSRWM), ChapC, Section IV.C.1., states:



	 	EPA requires that, at a minimum, all nearby sources be explicitly modeled as part of the NAAQS analysis.  The Modeling Guideline defines a "nearby" source as any point source expected to cause a significant concentration gradient in the vicinity of the proposed new source or modification.  For PSD purposes, "vicinity" is defined as the impact area.



	TAPCD's position is that an existing source may be eliminated from the inventory, only when it can be demonstrated (with TAPCD concurrence on a case-by-case basis) that all sources (in the initial modeling inventory) in the particular upwind zone (10° wind direction sectors) collectively cause no significant impact in the Area of Significance (AOS) for the applicant's facility.  This is because clusters of insignificant sources upwind from an AOS may emit overlapping plumes when discharging toward the AOS of a proposed new source.  In such a case, overlapping impacts may together contribute substantially to impacts (and even excedences) in the AOS.  Continuing to account for the additive nature of impacts from individual sources in the same upwind zone, even though the impacts alone are insignificant, can have a substantial bearing on the total increment consumption around an applicant's facility, and may collectively cause a significant concentration gradient around the proposed source which should not be ignored in estimating total comprehensive increment consumption.



	PTE (potential to emit) emissions rates for the sources at neighboring facilities are generally included in modeling inventories developed/supplied by the Division.  Regarding inventoried existing sources, as described in (NSRWM  Chapter C, Sections: II.B., II.E. & IV.D.4), PTE/Allowable emissions are required for NAAQS evaluation, but Maximum Actual emissions may be used for Increment evaluation (ie. the highest hourly rate, averaged over the particular averaging time of interest - over the previous 2 years), with TAPCD's concurrence on a case-by-case basis.  Emissions for the proposed new source or modification will always be the proposed Allowable rate.



	An allowable emission inventory for existing sources should be used for comprehensive NAAQS modeling in PSD's, regardless of the applicability of nearby monitoring data as a substitute for existing source contributions.  The Class II significant impact analysis (to determine the AOS), should be based on the proposed Potential To Emit (PTE) emissions of the new source or modification, including quantifiable fugitive emissions resulting from the proposed source.  The Class II significance determination in an existing baseline area, should account for the facility's contemporaneous (net) emissions increases and decreases (since the last PSD analysis for the facility or the minor source baseline date), with emissions decreases input as negative emissions (also see item #23) in the simulation.  In non-PSD modeling of the air quality (AQ) consumption of minor sources, nearby monitoring data may be substituted for the inclusion of existing sources in a NAAQS inventory on a case-by-case basis with TAPCD approval.



	A Class I significant impact analysis for a proposed increase at an existing facility which may substantially impact a Class I area, should be provided to determine if a cumulative analysis is warranted.  Such an analysis should be based on the difference between Proposed PTE emissions and Existing Actual emissions, at the applicant's facility.



	Address the availability of estimates for the distribution of PM type/size (ie. estimates of PM10�ADVANCE \R 2.90� fraction) when PM emission estimates do not represent PM10�ADVANCE \R 2.90� emissions.  Where available estimates of PM10�ADVANCE \R 2.90� should be used in modeling particulate sources.





If modeled impacts exceed preconstruction monitoring de minimis impacts, adequate preconstruction monitoring will be required.  Obviously, it is vital that this information be available well in advance of planned permit submittal since this could cause long delays while data is collected.  Ambient data collected for preconstruction monitoring purposes must meet minimum quality assurance (QA) requirements for siting of monitors, operation of instrumentation, and data reduction.  Therefore it is recommended that the Division's Technical Services Program be consulted prior to data collection for information on QA requirements.  The site coordinates/locations of any monitors in the modeling domain should be labeled on plant maps/blueprints included in the analysis, to help analyze monitor placements.  Impacts for such locations should also be analyzed using discrete receptors in modeling runs.





Building downwash calculations are necessary for stacks at or less than GEP Formula Height.  Follow the latest guidance in determining either direction specific or "worst case" building model input from the GEP analysis when applicable.  This data along with the GEP determination are considered part of the permit documentation.  For most facilities, scaled plan drawings which indicate structural dimensions, and elevations, as well as the property boundary will be required.  The base elevations of all evaluated stacks and structures must be included on maps or elsewhere in the analysis narrative.  Also, any uncontrolled portion (ie. with free public access) of the facility, like public roads, must be indicated on facility maps.  These areas are often regulated, so the impacts on discrete receptors at such locations should be evaluated. 





Unless otherwise authorized, the latest, representative meteorological data set is required.  Modelers should consult with the TAPCD modeling staff to decide which nearby weather observation site(s) will be considered most representative of the area being modeled.  Also, unless ample justification is provided, the latest full year of available climatological data should be used.  The latest five years of met data can be obtained from a reputable modeling consultant, or the National Climatic Data Center in Asheville NC.:



	Sequential hourly: five years of representative data.

	Statistical (STAR): five individual years (not composite) or 20 individual quarters for lead.



	NOTE:	If on-site data is available, it must be used if it meets all PSD requirements for meteorological monitoring.



	Use of on-site met data is preferred for refined modeling analyses if at least one year of Quality Assured (QA'ed) data is available.  If at least one year of on-site data is not available, then five years of met data from the nearest/most representative National Weather Service (NWS) first order observation site should be used in a refined modeling analysis.  Both on-site and NWS data files must be processed and QA'ed for calms, missing data, and randomized wind directions in accordance with EPA guidance.  Include all model ready met files on diskette with the permit application submittal, as well as wind rose information for appropriate averaging periods when long term standards are being analyzed.





Fugitive emissions (from new or modified sources) must be modeled.  A discussion of the methodology and assumptions along with supporting calculations is required.  Furthermore, all quantifiable fugitive emissions located within an applicant's AOS should be included in the modeling inventory.





Simple, interim and complex terrain must be evaluated.  Unless otherwise authorized, all model receptors must include accurate elevation input.  Unless specifically authorized, all receptor grids must be based on USGS 7 1/2 minute topographical maps and the UTM grid system.  For PSD analysis, CTSCREEN should be used for all intermediate and complex terrain in the Area of Significance (AOS).  Note that the AOS used should be the largest of the individual pollutant AOS's.



	NOTE:	If using on-site met with COMPLEX I in the "VALLEY equivalent" mode, set the wind power law exponents to zero.



	To rigorously analyze terrain, add discrete receptors for the nearest occurrence of intermediate/complex terrain, within 10 km (or about 6 miles, which is the approximate width of a 7.5 minute USGS topo quad map), in each ten degree sector radiating from the source, plant centroid, or polar grid origin.





Urban/rural determination must be made (population density, or land use methodology).  If urban and using ISC, use urban mode.





Refined receptor grid resolution:



	Short-term impacts (24-hour and less) resolved to 100 meter increments or less(maximum impact area).

	Long-term impacts (weekly, monthly, quarterly, or annual) resolved to 500 meter increments or less (maximum impact area).



	Receptor grids for initial screening may be coarse enough (perhaps .5 km for short term and 1.0 km for long term impacts) to initially reveal the areas of worst impacts.  Subsequent modeling runs should then determine the maximum impacts using more refined resolutions.



	Receptor networks should also include locations at which the applicant does not control public access, such as public roadways, railroads or waterways which may bisect or be partially surrounded by an applicant's property.  The receptor network should typically extend 10 kilometers beyond the AOS, and include receptors located at the first instance of intermediate/complex terrain for each 10 degree sector (from the plant centroid), when such terrain is located within 20 km of the AOS.



	Receptor grids should be tightest around the facility boundary (w/ typical 50 meter spacing) and coarser as distance from the facility increases (like a polar grid).  Also, where possible, receptors that fall on neighboring facilities with contributing sources, should be particularly differentiated so that the facility's own impact contributions at receptors on the facility, are not counted against AQ or increment consumption.  



	One way to eliminate the contribution of on�site impacts from (and on) neighboring facilities is to eliminate receptors on such facilities, when the neighboring facility is far enough away from the proposed source, in a location where the coarseness of the receptor network will allow the neighboring facility footprint to be situated between receptors.



	In a neighborhood where comparatively large facilities are adjacent to each other and situated in areas where receptor networks are dense, another way to eliminate on-site impact contributions may have to be found.  One other way to determine the total contribution from all sources except each facility's own contribution, would be to first model all source contributions with a receptor network which not only eliminates receptors on the applicant's property but also does not contain receptors on the property of those neighborhood sources which require modeling (but should contain all property boundary receptors).  Additional modeling should then be performed to incorporate subgroups of neighboring sources (all sources except each specific neighbor's sources for each neighboring facility) with small on-site receptor networks (comprised of receptors which are contained on that specific neighbor's property), for every facility that contributes to the total AQ/increment consumption.





Always determine impact on Mandatory Federal Class I areas (referred to hereafter as simply "Class I areas"), if the proposed source is within 100 km, or if the source is beyond 100 km and also considered "large" by the State.  Consult with the State for the appropriate vicinity emission inventory, and the coordinates of Class I receptors.  Each PSD proposal must at least document the shortest distance between the facility and the nearest Mandatory Class I area (regardless of whether it is beyond 100 km), as well as the distances to all Mandatory Class I areas which are within 100 kilometers of Tennessee and within 200 kilometers of the proposed source.  Class I areas within 100 km of the Tennessee border include: 

		1) Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GSMNP) in TN/NC,

		2) Mammoth Cave National Park (MCNP) in KY, 

		3) Joyce Kilmer-Slickrock National Wilderness Area (JKSR NWA) in TN/NC, 

		4) Cohutta NWA in TN/GA, 

		5) Sipsey NWA in AL, 

		6) Shining Rock NWA in NC, 

		7) Linville Gorge NWA in NC, and 

		8) Mingo NWA in MO.



	If a proposed increase in criteria pollutant emissions (excluding ozone) is significant in the surrounding Class II area, then the Class I impact should be determined for every Class I area which TAPCD determines "may be affected" by the proposal.  The permit application's modeling analysis should include a Class I increment analysis, an AQ analysis (using representative monitoring data), and an Air Quality Related Values (AQRV) analysis for any AQRV's for which an Federal Land Manager (FLM) has provided a Screening Level Value (SLV).  The FLM at National Park Service (NPS), &/or U.S. Forest Service (USFS) should also be contacted concerning any Class I assessments.  



	TAPCD also has a "Permitting Procedures" agreement with the parent federal agencies of NPS and USFS, {The US Dept of Interior (USDOI) and US Dept of Agriculture (USDOA), respectively}, which should also be referred to for determining the obligations of the FLM, the permit applicant, and the TAPCD regarding ambient analysis.  Guidance from the Permitting Procedures agreement should be followed in the event that any disparity is found between it and this modeling guidance document.  



	A recommended receptor inventory (including coordinates and elevations) for the Class I areas listed above (except GSMNP) is available from TAPCD for use in determining distances (and impacts if necessary) to each Class I area.



	For more information regarding the analysis of source impacts on Class I areas, refer to TAPCD's document titled Tennessee Air Pollution Control Guidance for the Analysis of Predicted Source Impacts on Class I Areas and other related documentation from National Park Service (available from the TAPCD modeling staff).





Determine impact on adjacent states, if applicable.





NAAQS analysis:  If existing monitoring data for a background determination is not available from an applicant's site or from a nearby representative site, then a background of approximately 60 ug/m3 for TSP/PM10 �ADVANCE \R 2.90�may be added (with TAPCD concurrence) to comprehensive impacts  from primary and vicinity sources.  Consult with the State's Technical Services or modeling staff for the background concentrations of pollutants.





Class II increment analysis:  New sources consume increment if they have been constructed after the baseline date has been set in a particular county.  The baseline date is set (for TSP, SO2�ADVANCE \R 2.90� &/or NOx�ADVANCE \R 2.90�) when a major PSD source first applies for a permit in the county.  A listing of baseline dates set in Tennessee counties is available from TAPCD's New Source Review Section.



	The inclusion of an analysis of minor increment consuming sources is required in PSD analyses when the proposed source is located in a county where the PSD baseline has been set.  Such an analysis is made by comparing the predicted impacts of all increment consuming sources at a facility (along with other increment consuming sources at nearby facilities) against the Class II PSD increment.  The TAPCD may also require an increment consumption analysis in proposed minor source modeling evaluations for any source (major or minor) located in a county where the minor source baseline has been set.  This evaluation may require the inclusion of increment consuming impacts from existing sources at a particular facility, and any other nearby sources.



	Furthermore, if a proposed minor source or modification is near enough to a Class I area its increment consuming impacts in the Class I area should also be compared to the Class I increment.





Secondary impacts: a thorough investigation of the long and short term effects on soil, vegetation, visibility and effects of related residential, commercial, industrial growth on the source's impact area is expected.  Identify the local soil, vegetation types and emphasize unusual and sensitive variants.  Also, identify the nearest nonattainment areas for which could be effected and assess the projected effects.

Identify the effects that associated growth from increases in population or transportation (eg. due to increased employment or material transport) are projected to have on the area.





If "shortcuts" such as modeling multiple sources with identical/similar parameters as a single source are employed, their use should be approved beforehand.  Any shortcuts used must be thoroughly documented in the permit narrative.





When adding (subtracting) results of two or more modeling runs, concentrations must be spatially and temporally resolved.  The location (UTM coordinates) of every max impact referenced in the analysis narrative should be included on a map in the permit application submittal.





Supporting documentation:



Submit a written protocol prior to beginning the modeling analysis.

Tables of increment consumption (1) total (2) plant alone if different from (1).

Tables demonstrating NAAQS compliance.

Modeling emission inventory table in english and metric units.

Determine significant impact area for all applicable pollutants and averaging times.

A topographical facility blueprint or map of the plant area showing the plant boundary.  Show the accurate dimensions and locations of all significant structures, and include at least one marked UTM grid point, for a reference.  Changes to natural relief (such as construction grading), a 1 km UTM grid overlay, and a scale of map vs. actual distances should be included.

A topographical map of the surrounding area including a graphic display of a well marked 1 kilometer (or less) UTM grid (e.g. overlay the UTM grid on USGS topo map), a well delineated facility boundary, and a map scale (e.g. 1 inch = 1 mile).  Model receptor grids should at least be referenced to the UTM grid for the area.  Moreover, it is preferable to use major UTM grid intersections as gridded receptors past the property line, as well as describe discrete and property line receptors in terms of UTM coordinates.  Also, the location and coordinates of each maximum impact (by pollutant, avg time, year, & model run) should be clearly delineated on a map and/or facility diagram, as well as in the permit application's written report.

This map may be separate from, or included within, the above map in item f.  However, due to the significant scale differences between USGS 7.5 minute topo maps and many typical facility blueprints, it is usually convenient if they are separate maps.  Significant map features, like roads, water resources & government boundaries, should be identified on maps submitted with any modeling analysis.  

Tables of "worst case" meteorology.  The time and location of every maximum impact referenced in the written portion of the modeling analysis should be specifically included.

Detailed descriptive narrative, clearly stating the modeling methodology.

Copies of modeling runs with adequate annotation and organization to facilitate the review.  The number needed will be determined at the time of submittal.

	k.	If the modeling analysis includes graphical model output showing concentration contours, then that output should also delineate the approximate locations of sources, significant structures, and the facility property boundary.  Such output should also incorporate a designation of the modeling grid.

	l.	Electronic copies (via diskette, or CD-ROM) of all modeling input and output files, are normally required in any permit application for which a modeling analysis is mandated.





Include copies of all applicable APC permit application forms with any modeling analysis.  The values of all model parameters are routinely checked against the values for those parameters found in the corresponding permit applications.





Identify and assess impact of odorous compounds, and consult the APC modeling and New Source Review staffs for the latest requirements and guidance concerning the analysis of impacts from toxic emissions from applicable sources.





Ensure the model input parameters match those on the permit application.  If not, then resolve any differences and correct the application or input prior to submitting the analysis for review.  For additions and modifications at existing facilities include all existing and proposed sources in the analysis.





Consult with the state prior to the use of any "negative" emission rate for model input.  While their use in offset or netting AQ situations can simplify the process, it can also confuse it.  In general, a modeling demonstration showing the ambient effects that these emissions had before they were eliminated must be provided to insure that no credit above any applicable NAAQS or other applicable ambient limit will be given.



	Possible increment "expanding" sources are those sources which have lowered or eliminated emissions in a baseline county.  They fall into two categories: 

		1 those major sources whose permitted emissions predate the major source baseline date in the county, along with those minor sources which predate the "minor source baseline date" (see 40 CFR 51.166(b)(14) for definition) in the county (ie. sources which have not been increment consuming, and might be described as "increment creating sources"), and 

		2 those major sources whose emissions were permitted after the major source baseline date, along with those minor sources whose emissions were permitted after the minor source baseline date (ie. sources which have been increment consuming, and might be described as "increment restoring sources").  See 40 CFR 51.166(b)(14) for definitions of major/minor source baseline dates.  



	When the Division agrees to let a source's emissions reductions count toward increment expansion, and the source's emissions reductions were increment consuming, then the source's emissions should simply be eliminated from consideration in the modeling inventory (in effect "restoring" increment).  When the Division agrees to let a source's emissions reductions count toward increment expansion, and the source's emissions reductions have not been increment consuming, then negative emission rates/impacts may be considered (effectively "creating" increment).



	The usage of increment expansion attributed to a source who's emissions predate the applicable baseline date, and has reduced its emissions, will only be considered in an increment analysis (as negative emissions/impacts) if either:

		1) that source is owned by the applicant and the applicant agrees to adjust the source's allowable to surrender the emissions, or 

		2) the source is located at another facility and the owner of that facility agrees to surrender allowable emissions for the increment expanding source, or the source is no longer permitted.  

	This allows a facility to use its own emissions reductions at that facility to count toward their own net increment consumption, prevents exploitation of others emissions reductions, and encourages emissions marketing/offsets between permitted facilities.  



	It should be noted that PSD modeling inventories developed by TAPCD NSR staff only contain present increment consuming sources and AQ consuming sources (not increment expanding sources) at other facilities.  Moreover, increment consumption inventories supplied by TAPCD only include allowable (not actual) emissions from increment consuming sources, so any effort to quantify actual emissions counting toward increment consumption must be provided by (and well documented by) the permit applicant.



	Since increment consumption is ultimately based on the impacts attributed to "maximum actual emissions" of existing sources (together with allowable emissions from proposed sources), then only enforceable cuts in actual emissions can count toward lasting increment creation.  In other words, only impact reductions from enforceable cuts in pre-baseline actual emissions, which are surrendered by agreeing to new lower allowables, can be considered to be permanent increment creating impacts.  Specifically, only the difference between an increment creating source's pre-baseline actual emissions, minus the source's new, lower allowable emissions may be counted toward increment expansion in order to ensure that the expansion in increment is actual, and will permanently lower the "baseline concentration" in the area (see 40 CFR 51.166(b)(13)(i)).



	Files research to determine what increment expansion sources, if any, are available must be done by the company or its representatives.  The increment consuming status of all sources at the applicant's facility is required by the applicant.





When practical, for all maximum impacts reported for regulatory purposes, include additional model runs for all receptors, and for the critical meteorological periods only, that give impacts on a per source basis.  These runs can be used to quickly give updated maximum concentrations if and when source emission rates change.





25.	The outlet shape and orientation of each emission point should be discussed if they are other than circular, or discharging in other than the vertically upward direction (eg horizontal, 45°, or downward).  If this is the case, then scaling back the stack exit velocity may have to be made.  Also, any outlet obstruction (such as rain caps or louvers) which inhibit the upward or outward flow from the discharge outlet must be discussed.  Such outlet obstructions, orientations or shapes may significantly limit the vertical stack velocity used as model input.  This in turn can limit the plume's momentum rise and increase predicted downwind concentration impacts.





26.	All model input parameters - such as stack parameters, and emission rates - should be displayed in english and metric values to both facilitate the comparison of raw measurements (like building dimensions) to model input, as well as to trace the calculations necessary to obtain all model inputs (like downwash or area source inputs).  Specifically, the applicant's emission rates should be expressed in permitted or proposed allowable pounds per hour(lbs/hr), grams per second(g/s), and tons per year(TPY).  One pound per hour (unit emission rate runs at .126 grams per second) are encouraged during screening analyses, to obtain unit impacts.  These impacts can then be multiplied by specific emission rates to obtain the applicable impacts. Include the allowable number of operating hours per day, days per week, and weeks per year for each emission point as well as any information on the maximum number of multiple units (such as boilers or furnaces) which may be operated simultaneously or are used only as backup units.  Also all intermediate programming used to create model input (such as downwash calculation programs) should be included on diskette with full model input and output files unless the modeling staff waves this requirement or such programs are readily available on EPA's TTN BBS.  Finally, a key linking model source numbers used in the input deck to EIS numbers or at least complete emission point names (eg. Boiler #1 baghouse stack) must be included.
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The preceding summary should in no way be considered a comprehensive list of requirements.  Additional, more specific requirements may be necessary and will be determined on a case by case basis.



It is imperative that these specific requirements be agreed upon before the analysis begins.  Many specific requirements which are agreed upon should also be referenced in any modeling protocol document.  Consultants and applicants are encouraged to first review this document and then contact the Division's modeling staff to discuss and determine the requirements for their specific modeling analysis.  Protocols are always required for PSD applicants, however they are rarely required for most minor source analyses.





The following TAPCD personnel are available to assist applicants with modeling related questions:



	Richard Smrz

	9th Floor, L&C Tower

	401 Church Street

	Nashville, TN 37243-1531

	Phone: 615-532-0578

	Fax: 615-532-0614



The Staff of the Air Pollution Control Division's New Source Review Section generally serve as the Division's point-of-contact with industry during the major source permitting process.  All permitting correspondence and (non-modeling) questions should be directed to:



	Mr. David Carson, New Source Review Section Chief

	 (or his designated staff member if assigned)

	9th Floor, L&C Annex

	401 Church Street

	Nashville, TN 37243-1531

	Phone: 615-532-0585

	Fax: 615-532-0614



The following TAPCD personnel are available to assist applicants with ambient monitoring related questions:



	Jackie Waynick, Technical Services Section Chief

	 (or his designated staff member if assigned)

	11th Floor, L&C Tower

	401 Church Street

	Nashville, TN 37243-1531

	Phone: 615-532-0570

	Fax: 615-532-0614





Note: A WordPerfect 5.1 version of this document and TAPCD's document titled Federal Land Manager (FLM) Guidance for the Analysis of Source Impacts on Class I Areas can be downloaded from the TAPCD BBS at (615)532-6798 (set modems for 8 data bits, no parity, 1 stop bit).  Also note that changes made in this document since the date of the last revision are denoted in italic print.
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	GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS



1986.  Guideline on Air Quality Models (Revised).  EPA-450/2-78-027R.  Research Triangle Park, N.C.  Also available in 40 CFR, part 51, Appendix W.



1988.  Screening Procedures for Estimating the Air Quality Impact of Stationary Sources.  Draft for Public Comment.  EPA-450/4-88-010.  Research Triangle Park, N.C.



1980.  EPA Prevention of Significant Deterioration Workshop Manual.  Research Triangle Park, N.C.



1988.  Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis.  EPA-450/4-88-015.  Research Triangle Park, N.C.



1981. Addendum to Regional Workshops on Air Quality Modeling: A   Summary Report.  EPA�450/4�82�015.  Research Triangle Park,       N.C. (updated Oct., 1983 and Feb., 1984) and any later updates.



1993. Document Permit Application Guidance for New Air Pollution Sources, by John Bunyak, Natural Resources Report NPS/NRAQD/NRR-93/09 which is available from the TAPCD and the National Park Service's Air Resources Division in Denver, CO



	filed as: MODELREQ.wp5 or APCMODGD.wp5

�	Tennessee Air Pollution Control Guidance for

	the Analysis of Predicted Source Impacts on Class I Areas

	April 7, 1998





This guidance is a companion document for use in applying the Permitting Procedure for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) agreed upon by the Tennessee Air Pollution Control Division (TAPCD), and Federal Land Managers (FLMs) for the U.S. Department of Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture.  It is intended to provide the technical detail necessary to fulfill the general agreements specified in the Permitting Procedures document.  As specified in that document, this guidance is subject to change as statutes, regulations, and policies are promulgated at the federal and state levels of government.  This document endeavors to provide TAPCD and FLM suggested recommendations for analyzing Class I impacts, but should not necessarily be viewed as reliably or completely reflecting the FLM's position on all topics discussed.  Consequently, all applicants should review specific recommendations herein with the FLMs to obtain their latest advice.



In addition to the Tennessee Air Pollution Control Division's (TAPCD's) General Air Quality Modeling Requirements, additional guidance is necessary to prepare many PSD applications so a permit applicant can demonstrate that a proposed source does not pose an "adverse impact to air quality related values (AQRVs) in certain Mandatory Federal Class I areas.  An AQRV impact demonstration must be rigorous enough to convince the TAPCD that the source does not pose a threat to AQRVs.  Furthermore, applicants should note that if a Federal Land Manager (FLM) for one of those areas is unconvinced that a proposed source is not a threat to AQRVs, then a justified objection by the FLM carries significant weight in the TAPCD's deliberation of possible Class I influence.  In fact, even if the TAPCD finds that the source has no adverse Class I impacts, and subsequently issues a permit for the source, a justifiable FLM objection may continue to be a significant obstacle to construction or operation of the source, if the FLM or the public appeals the permit to the Tennessee Air Pollution Control Board or other higher authority.



In order to completely and rigorously demonstrate that a proposed source's emissions will have no adverse Class I impacts, the applicant should endeavor to simulate impacts on all appropriate Mandatory Class I areas in accordance with Chapters D and E of the EPA's New Source Review (NSR) Workshop Manual, EPA's Guideline on Air Quality Models (GAQM), and all TAPCD modeling guidance.  The NSR Workshop Manual (NSRWM) is available via modem through the New Source Review (NSR) section of EPA's Technology Transfer Network (TTN) Computer Bulletin Board System (BBS) at 919�541�5742.  The GAQM is available through the Support Center for Regulatory Air Models (SCRAM) section of EPA's Technology Transfer Network (TTN) Computer Bulletin Board System (BBS), and is included in 40 CFR, Part 51 as Appendix W.  The GAQM can also be found on the internet in EPA's TTN/SCRAM website at: www.epa.gov/scram001/t26.htm#guide .



The analysis of all Class I impacts should be conveyed (by the applicant) to both the TAPCD and the Federal Land Managers (FLM's) of each affected Class I area for their review.  Additionally, applicants may note that there are many National Wilderness Areas (NWAs) and Class I areas of varying size, which sources in Tennessee may affect, however, Class I analyses are required for only those areas which are designated as "Mandatory" Federal Class I areas.  Those "Mandatory" Federal Class I areas for which applicants must consider when predicting Class I impacts are listed in this document [and in TAPCD's regulation 1200�3�9�.01].  Applicants should note that references to "Class I areas" throughout the rest of this document are specifically referring to those "Mandatory Federal Class I areas" which Tennessee sources may affect.



TAPCD considers certain sources to be close enough and large enough to possibly affect Class I areas.  PSD permit applications must contain a Class I AQRV impact analysis for every Class I area which may be affected.  Those Class I areas for which ambient analyses are required are 1 all those within 100 kilometers of a major source and, 2 those which are farther than 100 km from the source, if the State considers the major source to be particularly "large".  "Large" sources are generally those which TAPCD would consider to have substantial impacts at distances beyond 100 km.  



Sources which are typically "large enough and close enough" to apply this criteria include (but are not limited to) fossil-fuel power plants within 200 kilometers of a Class I area.  EPA's suggested inventory inclusion formula: TPY emission de minimis for inventory inclusion = 20 ´ Distance between source and applicant in Kilometers, is normally used to include sources around an applicant in PSD inventories.  However, we recommend using it to determine the appropriateness of including a Class I analysis for sources greater than 100 km from a Class I area.  Using this formula, sources to include in a Class I analysis would characteristically emit at least 2000 TPY (20´100) of NOx�ADVANCE \R 2.90�, at ranges within 100 km from the Class I area, at least 3,000 TPY (20´150) within 150 km from a Class I area, at least 4,000 TPY (20´200) within 200 km from a Class I area.  Notably, a typical utility power plant in the region already emits more than 4000 TPY.



More specifically, PSD permit applicants whose proposed sources may affect The Great Smoky Mountains National Park (GSMNP), Joyce Kilmer-Slickrock National Wilderness Area (NWA), or Cohutta NWA in East Tennessee, should consult the TAPCD's Guidance for Determining Long Range Transport (LRT) Modeling Applicability for Class I areas of East Tennessee.  Receptors at each of these Class I areas have been included in Long Range Transport (LRT) modeling that TAPCD has available for review.  This modeling considers various hypothetical sources located at major cites in East Tennessee.  Written reports containing the results of various LRT modeling efforts in East Tennessee are available from TAPCD's modeling staff.



Permit applicants whose proposed sources may affect Linville Gorge NWA or Shining Rock NWA in North Carolina may also wish to use the existing modeling data files using TAPCD's East Tennessee LRT modeling domain, in the event that TAPCD in consultation with the FLMs requires the applicant to provide LRT modeling of impacts at these NWA's.  Computer data files containing East Tennessee LRT modeling are available from the TAPCD modeling staff.



PSD permit applicants of proposed sources which are within 100 km of, or otherwise may affect Linville Gorge NWA in North Carolina, Shining Rock NWA in North Carolina, Sipsey NWA in Alabama, Mammoth Cave NP in Kentucky, or Mingo NWA in Missouri, should also consult the specific guidance in this document.  
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The FLM's are responsible for reviewing Class I analyses, which include increment, air quality standard, and Air Quality Related Values (AQRV) analyses.  They assess whether the source poses any adverse impacts to AQRVs, and relate their findings and recommendations to the TAPCD.  Since those findings and recommendations carry significant weight in the permitting process, every effort should be made to present a complete and rigorous analysis of Class I impacts.  



The Federal Land Managers (FLMs) from National Park Service (NPS), and U.S. Forest Service (USFS) stand ready to answer questions and provide help to those trying to produce a comprehensive Class I analysis.  It is highly recommended that company representatives contact the appropriate FLM's to discuss the specific requirements and the necessary elements for a complete analysis.  



Copies of all modeling analyses should be provided to the contacts listed on the last pages of this document.  One copy of the PSD permit application (including modeling analyses) should be provided to 1) the officially designated FLM, and 2) the FLM's technical review staff for each Class I area that may be affected, as well as 3) the TAPCD's New Source Review Section, and 4) the TAPCD's Dispersion Modeling Staff.  At a minimum this includes (but is not limited to) the FLM's and their designated technical review staff for each Class I area within 100 kilometers of the source.  An extra copy of the permit application may also be required for the public access.  See the TAPCD's designated central contact person to determine the specific number of copies that must be submitted.
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There are basic elements which the FLM's and TAPCD consistently require in each Class I impact evaluation.  All of these basic elements must all be included in the permit application modeling analysis, unless the proposed new emissions are shown to produce no more than an insignificant impact.  In cases where Class I impacts are below applicable significance levels, the applicant may be exempted from certain portions of a particular Class I analysis.  



Specifically, if the proposed source's Class II impacts adjacent to the facility are shown to be insignificant then the comprehensive Class I increment and NAAQS portions of the modeling analysis may no longer be required (per EPA's New Source Review Workshop Manual, Chapter C, Section IV.B), however the AQRV and visibility portions of the Class I modeling analysis may still be required.  Likewise, if a proposed source's Class I impacts are less than any EPA "instituted" Class I significant level (established through New Source Reform regulations), then no further analysis of comprehensive impacts will be necessary for comparison to NAAQS or Class I increments.  However, a permit applicant should also endeavor to demonstrate that proposed Class I impacts are less than all FLM Screening Level Values (SLVs) which the DOI & DOA FLM's identify as a conservative thresholds for possible adverse affects to AQRVs.



Increment analysis:  The combined maximum impact of all proposed increment consuming sources on the Class I area must be compared to the appropriate Class I increments, for each criteria pollutant which must be analyzed.  An inventory of all increment consuming sources in the region which need to be included in the modeling analysis can be obtained from our New Source Review Section.  The analysis should include the impact on the closest point in the Class I area.  Impacts on other critical terrain receptors may also be required if the relief in the area is elevated enough to increase impacts.  The FLM can address specific discrete or gridded receptor placement in the Class I area.



Air Quality Standards Analysis:  The combined maximum impact of all significant sources for each appropriate pollutant, should be analyzed for the same receptors used in the increment analysis.  These impacts should be compared to the appropriate National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and take into account appropriate background pollutant concentrations.  The FLM for all applicable Class I areas, as well as the TAPCD's Chief of Technical Services, and TAPCD's modeling staff should all be consulted to determine appropriate Class I background concentrations.  An inventory of all significant air quality consuming sources in the region which need to be included in the modeling analysis can be obtained from our New Source Review Section.



AQRV analysis:  The AQRV analysis must include the appraisal of the facility's impact on the following AQRVs in each appropriate Class I area:



		1. Visibility

		2. Soils

		3. Vegetation

		4. Wildlife (et al. Biological Resources)

		5. Surface Water

		6. Cultural Resources

		7. Historical Resources



	Impacts on most AQRVs are measured by both the ambient impacts of criteria pollutants (especially NOx�ADVANCE \R 2.90�, and SO2�ADVANCE \R 2.90�) �ADVANCE \R 2.90�and the related deposition impacts of associated compounds (particularly nitrate and sulfate).  In addition to estimating the predicted impacts on Class I areas, applicants need to provide assessment of the effects on the above resources.  The FLM's should be considered experts for characterizing the effects that various impact levels create, and should be consulted regarding the particular effects which various impact levels create in specific Class I areas.



	Additional guidance on Class I, and specifically AQRV, analysis requirements can be obtained from the Federal Land Managers and their representatives listed in this document, from Chapters D and E of the EPA's New Source Review Workshop Manual, and from USDOI/NPS's guidance document titled Permit Application Guidance of New Air Pollution Sources, by John Bunyak, Natural Resources Report NPS/NRAQD/NRR-93/09.



	Class I impact analyses should also follow the recommendations found in the latest revision of EPA's Guideline on Air Quality Models (Revised) {(1986) (EPA�450/2-78-072R, Revised 2/1993)}.  This document can also be found on the SCRAM section of the TTN BBS, or in 40 CFR, part 51, Appendix W.  



	The Division's mid-1997 agreement with USDOI and USDOA in a nutshell indicates that an applicant may demonstrate a proposed source has no adverse affects on AQRVs by predicting a Class I impact which less than an FLM supplied SLV.  An SLV can be viewed as the FLM's conservative threshold for identifying insignificant impacts to AQRVs, and thereafter eliminating the need to include any further analysis of AQRVs in the permit application for the proposal at hand.



Visibility:  EPA's VISCREEN model is the screening technique used to initially assess plume impacts on visibility and regional haze in Class I areas.  For all visibility analyses NPS recommends using a background visual range representative of a clean day (90th percentile).  They also request that applicants calculate regional haze impacts using the procedures contained in Appendix B of the EPA document Interagency Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling (IWAQM) Phase 1 Report: Interim Recommendations for Modeling Long Range Transport and Impacts on Regional Visibility (EPA-454/R-93-015, April 1993).



Ozone:  NPS in particular may also be interested in the impacts of pollutants which are precursors to ozone formation (VOC's and NOx�ADVANCE \R 2.90�).  To this end some form of ozone modeling (such as RPM-4) may be required and should be addressed in Company/Consultant discussions with the FLM.  Modeled ozone impacts may be added to appropriate background values to compare with the NAAQS for ozone or other thresholds for adverse impacts.  Other thresholds for comparison may be obtained from the FLM if appropriate.

�
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	Deposition and Long Range Transport (LRT) impacts



Modeling which predicts the amount of wet/dry sulfate and/or nitrate deposition in kilograms per hectare per year (kg/ha/yr), may be required, because those quantities are measurements of the impact a source has on certain AQRVs like watershed or soil acidification.  TAPCD and the FLM should be consulted to decide on how to accurately determine deposition impacts from proposed sources.  Quantifying those impacts may require the use of a refined model deposition algorithm or a LRT model such as MESOPUFFII.  Especially notable is the possibility that LRT modeling may be needed in addition to standard steady-state gaussian plume modeling for AQRVs, when the source is more than 50 kilometers away from the Class I area.  



EPA prescribes LRT modeling in these circumstances because standard steady-state gaussian modeling uses meteorological data from a single site at or near the source, which is often unrepresentative of wind flows over longer plume travel times and distances, especially distances greater than 50 km.  Likewise, modeling of Class I increments may also require the use of LRT models.  EPA concurs with this view in 40 CFR 51, Appendix W, sections 7.2.6 and 11.2.3.3.



Moreover, LRT models often predict impacts less than standard steady-state modeling methodologies, since they simulate plumes that take longer curved paths from source to receptor.  However, under certain meteorological conditions like valley recirculations of air mass stagnation, LRT modeling may also predict higher impacts.





�	                                       





	TAPCD's Permitting Procedures Agreement with USDOI & USDOA



General guidance which defines the PSD permit application review responsibilities of TAPCD, the Federal Land Managers(FLMs) and permit applicants, may also be reviewed in the Permitting Procedures for Prevention of Significant Deterioration agreement between TAPCD, The U. S. Department of Interior's National Park Service, and The U. S. Department of Agriculture's U. S. Forest Service.  This document generally defines the FLM's influence in the PSD permit application review process and can be obtained from the TAPCD modeling staff.



The FLMs are committed to providing "screening level values" that represent conservative impact thresholds, which the FLM assumes will not cause or contribute to adverse impacts at each particular Class I area.  In other words, if modeling demonstrates that Class I impacts are below the FLM provided screening level, the FLM has agreed that they will have no objections to permitting the source.



In return, for specific target levels the TAPCD has agreed to require (or possibly provide) modeling documentation that demonstrates that predicted Class I impacts are lower than the screening level provided by the FLM.  TAPCD anticipates the FLM's screening level values to be comparable to pollutant levels for which research indicates adverse impacts on specific AQRVs, and to detectable(ie. measurable) ambient levels.



In the event that the FLM and TAPCD determine that LRT modeling is appropriate to quantify a source's Class I impact, then the TAPCD may help the applicant provide such modeling, if in the TAPCD's case-by-case judgement, the applicant's preliminary impacts indicate that additional LRT modeling is likely to provide impacts which are less than a justifiable screening level value.  Otherwise, if TAPCD's appraisal of the source's preliminary impact indicates that the impacts are significantly greater than the screening level, then the applicant will be required to provide additional LRT modeling impacts below the screening level for permit approval.



PSD applicants should also note that if TAPCD offers to provide additional modeling analysis, it will be to ultimately determine if the permit application in its current form is approvable.  In other words, if the TAPCD provides additional impacts which are not less than the screening level then TAPCD will reject the permit application, and it will be contingent on the applicant to reapply (ie. to reinitiate the permit process) if further consideration of the source is desired.  



As a result, it is often more prudent for the applicant to continue modeling evaluations since the applicant is able to reevaluate modeling impact estimates indefinitely by adjusting source parameters and/or by using more refined methodologies until efforts using all applicable EPA sanctioned models are exhausted.  For example, if an applicant's refined LRT modeling efforts (using an approved EPA model like MESOPUFFII) produce impacts greater than "screening levels values", then the applicant may propose to test a more refined LRT model (like CALPUFF) to examine whether an even more refined impact simulation is capable of reducing impacts to an acceptable level.



Finally, applicants should understand that regardless of modeling methodology, TAPCD continues to consider sources with impacts at or above the "screening level value", to be capable of producing adverse Class I AQRV impacts, until refined or revised modeling predicts impacts which are below the "screening level value", or the FLM considers the impacts "through a case-by-case determination considering factors such as magnitude, frequency, duration, location, and timing of those impacts as well as current and projected conditions of AQRVs based on cumulative impacts".



If the FLM approves the impacts "through a case-by-case determination" then TAPCD will automatically approve the Class I portion of the permit application.  However, there exists a slight possibility that if the FLM disapproves of the impacts after their case-by-case determination, the TAPCD will in its final deliberations, exercise their officially designated power, as the EPA delegated permit authority, to determine that the FLM's SLV or other criteria are inappropriate in the specific circumstances, and thereby approve the Class I portion of the permit application/analysis.  If such an unlikely scenario transpires, the TAPCD will formally notify all interested parties of such a finding and its justification, make a final attempt at resolving any disagreements with the FLM, endeavor to ensure that TAPCD's objections are defendable before any higher permitting/legal authority (like the TAPC Board), and if necessary proceed with the permit approval process.



Certainly, if the Division and APC Board ultimately agree that convincing justification exists that the FLM's screening level value, or other FLM criteria, have been inappropriately and unjustifiably restrictive, in protecting AQRV's, then The Division and Board will consider approving the permit, and then challenge any FLM issued adverse impact determination before higher authorities, in the event that the FLM appeals the permit.  

On the other hand, it should be noted that the TAPCD will allow the FLM significant latitude in setting screening levels, and considers the FLM's position to carry significant weight since they are regarded as possessing unique expertise for determining the present status and predicting the future condition of Class I AQRVs, as well as ascertaining the affects which various pollutants have on AQRV's.  Moreover, TAPCD does not presently anticipate unreconcilable disagreement with the FLM over the magnitude of conservative screening level values, and will approve the magnitude of any reasonably justified screening level.
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Below are the FLM contacts for each Class I area which are within 100 km of Tennessee's boarder.



For Great Smoky Mountains NP:

Karen Wade, Superintendent

Great Smoky Mountains National Park

107 Park Headquarters Road

Gatlinburg, TN  37738

Phone: (423) 436-1203

Fax: (423) 436-1220



For Cohutta NWA:

George G. Martin, Forest Supervisor

Chattahoochie-Oconee National Forests

1755 Cleveland Highway

Gainesville, GA  30501

Phone: (770) 536-0541

Fax: (770) 534-4411



For National Wilderness Areas in North Carolina (Joyce Kilmer, Shining Rock and Linville Gorge NWA's):

Lou Woltering, Acting Forest Supervisor

National Forests-North Carolina 

160A Zillicoa St.

Asheville, NC  28801

Phone: (828) 257-4200

Fax: (828) 257-4263



For Sipsey NWA:

John H. Yancy, Forest Supervisor

2946 Chestnut St. 

Montgomery, Al  36107-3010

Phone: (334) 832-4470

Fax: (334) 241-8111





For Mammoth Cave NP:

National Park Service

Southeast Field Office

75 Spring Street S.W.

Atlanta, GA  30303

(404) 331-4916



For Mingo NWA:

USDA Forest Service

Southern Region

1720 Peachtree Rd, NW

Atlanta, GA  30367

(404) 347-3872





The FLM technical review staffs may be reached at the following addresses.  They may be contacted for help and guidance in analyzing a source's impact on the associated Class I areas they represent.



For Great Smoky Mountains NP, Mammoth Cave NP, or Mingo NWA:

National Park Service - Air Review Division (ARD)

Attn: John Bunyak  (303) 969-2818

Street address (for Fed-Ex):

  12795 West Alameda Parkway

  Lakewood, CO  80228

Mailing address:

  P.O. Box 25287

  Denver CO  80225-0287

Phone: (303) 969-2074

Fax: (303) 969-2822



For Joyce Kilmer-Slickrock NWA, Shining Rock NWA or Linville Gorge NWA:

Attn: Bill Jackson 

U.S. Forest Service

160A Zillicoa St.

Asheville, NC  28801

Phone: (828) 257-4815

Fax: (828) 257-4263



For Cohutta NWA and Sipsey NWA:

Attn: Dave Wergowske

U.S. Forest Service

2946 Chestnut St. 

Montgomery, AL  36107-3010

Phone:(334) 832-4470

Fax: (334) 241-8111



Further Class I area guidance can be found in the Document Permit Application Guidance for New Air Pollution Sources, by John Bunyak, Natural Resources Report NPS/NRAQD/NRR-93/09 which is available from the TAPCD and NPS ARD in Denver, CO.  Receptor coordinates for the modeling analysis of all Class I areas can be obtained from either the TAPCD modeling staff or the applicable FLM's technical staff.



Note: A WordPerfect 5.1 version of this document and TAPCD's document titled GENERAL AIR QUALITY MODELING REQUIREMENTS can be downloaded from the TAPCD BBS at (615)532-6798 (set modems for 8 data bits, no parity, 1 stop bit).  Also note that changes made in this document since the date of the last revision are denoted in italic print.



Note:  This document is a collection of guidance which the State APC modeling staff has compiled during PSD reviews and consultations with the NPS.  It should not be considered as a complete definitive guide of NPS guidance or requirements.  Only the FLM can fully address all of the elements which are necessary in an analysis of the impacts on Class I resources.  Consequently, all applicants are encouraged to seek the FLM's guidance for determining those elements.
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�PERMITTING PROCEDURES

The signatory parties to this agreement on Permitting Procedures (Procedures) are permitting authorities approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to issue Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permits, and Federal Land Managers (FLMs) exercising their responsibilities under the Clean Air Act at 42 USC 7475.

In its mission statement, the Southern Appalachian Mountains Initiative (SAMI) has recognized that existing Air Quality Related Values (AQRVs) in the Southern Appalachian Mountains are being adversely  impacted by human induced air pollution.  This finding primarily centers on the Class I park and wilderness areas of the Southern Appalachian Mountains.  Permitting Authorities issue permits, known as PSD permits, within their respective political subdivisions for the construction of new or modified major air pollution sources.  The Department of the Interior, through its bureau, the National Park Service (NPS), has the responsibility, inter alia, for preserving and protecting all National Parks, and all NPS administered mandatory Class I areas under the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.  The federal official charged with the direct responsibility for management of a National Park is the Park Superintendent, and the Federal Land Manager is the DOI’s Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks.  The Clean Air Act and state laws charge the FLMs and Park Superintendent with the “affirmative responsibility” to protect AQRVs, including visibility, by reviewing proposed PSD permits for sources which may affect Class I areas.  Similarly, the Department of Agriculture Forest Service, through its Forest Supervisors and Regional Forester, Southern Region has the responsibility of reviewing all proposed PSD permits for the Class I Areas under its administration.

The parties have committed to work with other members of SAMI to encourage those members to adopt agreements on permitting procedures similar to these Procedures.  In addition, each state in which a signatory permitting authority is located will assume a leadership role among the States to improve air quality in the Class I areas in the region.  This role includes using best efforts to secure the participation of local air pollution control programs in that State as a party to these Procedures.  The signatory FLMs shall use their best efforts to secure the signatures of all permitting authorities that issue PSD permits that affect federal Class I areas in the Southern Appalachian Mountains.

In addition to agreeing to these Procedures, the signatory permitting authorities are committed to continue and expand cooperation with the signatory FLMs in protecting the resources of Class I areas.  The signatory permitting authorities and signatory FLMs agree that opportunities for the exchange and sharing of research, information, and personnel should be pursued to enhance cooperation between the parties and the protection of our natural resources.  Participation in educational conferences and other forums addressing these issues will likewise be encouraged.

These Procedures enhance the coordination between the signatory permitting authorities and signatory FLMs, so that all reasonable efforts will be made to protect Class I areas from the harmful effects of air pollution in accordance with the Federal Clean Air Act and the statutes of the signatory permitting authorities and their implementing regulations.  These Procedures are also intended to enhance the predictability and expediency of the PSD permitting process.  It is not the intent of these Procedures to constitute rule-making but, instead, to articulate points of coordination and guidelines to be followed in permitting PSD sources that may affect Class I areas.  Additionally, it is not the intent of these Procedures to shift a statutory or regulatory burden of one party to another.

In accordance with these understandings, the parties agree to the following:

A.  The signatory permitting authority agrees that, when it is first notified that a potential PSD source is planning a new or modified source within its political subdivision, it will provide written notification to the signatory FLMs.  Notification by the signatory permitting authority does not create any inference that the proposed source would affect a Class I area.  The signatory permitting authority will distribute to PSD sources publications that provide guidance as to the signatory permitting authority's expectations in such permitting matters.  In addition, the signatory permitting authority will distribute to these sources the most current version of the signatory FLMs’ guidance for PSD permit applicants.  Other guidance materials furnished by the signatory FLMs will also be distributed to PSD sources.  The signatory permitting authority will inform all PSD applicants through the publications referenced above, that the signatory FLMs are available to offer assistance, and encourage applicants to consult with the FLMs as early as possible regarding Class I issues.  In addition, the signatory permitting authority will provide the signatory FLMs with reasonable notice and the opportunity to attend and participate in any pre-permit application meetings.

B.  Where the federal official in charge of a Class I area or a signatory FLM files a written notice as described in Section 7475(d)(2)(C)(i), or such notice is waived in writing by the applicant, the signatory permitting authority agrees to require an AQRVs analysis as specified by the signatory permitting authority in consultation with the signatory FLMs and in consideration of the publications and guidance referred to in paragraph A above as part of a “complete” permit application for every PSD source that may affect a Class I area.  After receiving a permit application, the signatory permitting authority agrees to consult with the signatory FLMs prior to making a completeness determination concerning AQRVs.  (While the process set out in these Procedures concerns the impacts that PSD sources may have on AQRVs at Class I areas administered by the signatory FLMs, nothing herein is intended to limit the signatory FLMs’ ability to comment on other aspects of permit applications.)  A copy of the permit application and any amendments or supplements will be sent to the signatory FLMs or the signatory FLMs’ designated representative at the same time the signatory permitting authority receives its copy of the application and related information.  The signatory permitting authority will inform the signatory FLMs of any time period established by state or local law in which a completeness determination must be reached.  The signatory FLMs’ response concerning completeness must be received by the signatory permitting authority within that time period.

C.  For each PSD permit application which may affect a Class I area, the signatory FLMs will furnish to the signatory permitting authority and the permit applicant any currently applicable screening level values for AQRV impacts from a single source. These pollutant-specific screening level values are based on current air quality and AQRV conditions.

The signatory permitting authority will perform, or will require the applicant to perform, preliminary modeling and/or analysis to assess the impacts of the source on AQRVs.  If preliminary modeling and/or analysis indicates a source's impacts are less than each applicable screening level value, no further modeling or analysis will be required.  If preliminary modeling and/or analysis indicates a possible impact equal to or greater than an applicable screening level value, the applicant or the signatory permitting authority will perform more refined modeling and/or analysis to better assess the source's potential contribution to AQRV impacts.  If the refined modeling and/or analysis indicate a possible contribution equal to or greater than an applicable screening level value, the FLM then will assess whether the impacts are acceptable through a case-by-case determination considering factors such as magnitude, frequency, duration, location, and timing of impacts, as well as current and projected conditions of AQRVs based on cumulative impacts.  If the refined modeling and/or analysis indicates impacts less than the applicable screening level values, no further modeling or analysis shall be required.

	Once screening level values are specified for a particular permit application, said screening level values shall remain constant in both the screening and, if needed, refined modeling and/or analysis for that permit application.  Upon request of the signatory permitting authority or the permit applicant, the signatory FLMs shall furnish a statement justifying the screening level value furnished.  All modeling and/or analysis shall be performed in accordance with applicable statutes, regulations, policies, and guidance.

D. Upon receipt of all AQRV analyses including any modeling under paragraph C, the signatory FLMs shall make a preliminary determination pursuant to paragraph D as expeditiously as practicable, and not later than sixty (60) days after receipt.  If the signatory FLMs preliminarily determine that a new or modified source may cause an adverse impact on specified AQRVs, the signatory permitting authority and the signatory FLMs will consult.  During this consultation, the signatory permitting authority and the signatory FLMs will discuss the preliminary adverse impact determination.  After consultation, if the signatory FLMs make a final adverse impact determination, it will be submitted in writing to the signatory permitting authority in a timely manner and will include an analysis and rational basis for the determination.

E.  If the signatory permitting authority disagrees with the adverse impact determination, the signatory permitting authority will offer an opportunity for a meeting and further consultation with the signatory FLMs, and, if disagreement persists, the signatory permitting authority will respond in writing to the adverse impact determination, providing an analysis and rational basis for the rejection.  If the signatory permitting authority continues to disagree, it will issue the permit.  The signatory FLMs will have any and all rights of appeal provided by State, Federal and other applicable law.

F.  If the signatory permitting authority agrees with the signatory FLMs’ adverse impact determination, the signatory permitting authority will deny the permit, unless it can be demonstrated by the applicant that measures will be implemented to mitigate the adverse impact.  At any time, the applicant may elect to acquire sufficient emission offsets to mitigate such impacts on Class I areas to the satisfaction of the signatory permitting authority in consultation with the signatory FLMs.  If there is disagreement between the signatory permitting authority and the signatory FLMs, the signatory permitting authority shall provide in writing, the basis for its disagreement and its final decision on mitigation.  If this option is chosen by the applicant, the signatory permitting authority will require such measures as enforceable conditions in the permit and any other affected permits.  The signatory permitting authority and the signatory FLMs jointly recognize that mitigation of impacts through emission offsets may be an acceptable approach to avoiding adverse impacts on Class I areas in certain circumstances.

G.  The signatory permitting authority and the signatory FLMs jointly recognize that post-construction monitoring has importance in certain permit reviews.  When the signatory permitting authority determines that post-construction monitoring is appropriate, it shall consult with the signatory FLMs regarding any post-construction monitoring in areas under the FLMs’ jurisdiction.

H.  The signatory permitting authority will support the creation of an “offsets market” through its participation in SAMI or other regional organizations in which the signatory permitting authority is a member.  It should be recognized that offsets may not be an issue for every permit under review.

I.  It is the intention of the parties that these Procedures be consistent with current federal and state law and regulations and with current EPA published policy.  Any conflicts between the provisions of these Procedures and federal and state law and regulations and EPA published policy are to be resolved by interpreting the provision in question so that it is consistent with the applicable law, regulation or published policy.  If new laws, regulations or EPA published policies are enacted which affect these Procedures, the Procedures will be interpreted to the fullest extent possible, to be consistent with the new law, regulation or published policy and, if necessary, will be revised so that consistency is achieved.

J.  These Procedures shall remain in effect, binding on successors and assignees of signatory agencies, unless terminated by any signatory successor or assignee thereto.  Said termination shall be initiated with thirty (30) days prior written notice that includes a statement of cause for the termination.  Such termination shall be effective only to the party terminating, it being the intent of the signatories hereto that these Procedures shall remain binding on the remaining signatories provided there is at least one signatory permitting authority and one signatory FLM remaining as parties hereto.  On December 31, 2001, the parties will meet to assess the effectiveness of these Procedures, including, inter alia, whether these Procedures have increased communication between the parties, reduced delays, and simplified permitting procedures.  If the finding of the parties is that the Procedures have served the anticipated purpose, these Procedures will remain in effect until such time that they are otherwise terminated in accordance with the above procedures.  Notwithstanding the above stated language, these Procedures shall automatically terminate on December 31, 1998 if there are not two or more SAMI member state signatory permitting authorities to these Procedures unless, the signatory permitting authority elects to nullify said automatic termination.  For the purpose of the preceding sentence, “SAMI member states” shall mean any state which is a member of SAMI as of September 1, 1996.

In consideration of the foregoing, the parties, by their authorized representatives, hereby bind themselves to these Procedures by executing them in triplicate on the date written by the party's signature.
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TENNESSEE DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL







By:	_______________________________________

	MILTON H. HAMILTON, JR.	Date

	Commissioner,  Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation

	and

	Chairman, Tennessee Air Pollution Control Board





	_______________________________________�	TRACY R. CARTER		Date

	Director, Tennessee Division of Air Pollution Control

	and

	Technical Secretary, Tennessee Air Pollution Control Board
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR







By:	_________________________________________

						GEORGE T. FRAMPTON, JR.		Date

	Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks



�PERMITTING PROCEDURES SIGNATORY PAGE





U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE FOREST SERVICE





By:	______________________________________

	GLORIA MANNING			Date

	Regional Forester, Southern Region
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�	Tennessee Air Pollution Control Division

	Guidance for Determining

	Long Range Transport (LRT)

	Modeling Applicability for 

	Class I areas of East Tennessee

	April 7, 1998





This guidance is a companion document for use in applying the Permitting Procedure for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) agreed upon by the Tennessee Air Pollution Control Division (TAPCD), and Federal Land Managers (FLMs) for the U.S. Department of Interior and U.S. Department of Agriculture.  It is intended to provide the technical detail necessary to fulfill the general agreements specified in the Permitting Procedures document.  As specified in that document, this guidance is subject to change as statutes, regulations, and policies are promulgated at the federal and state levels of government.  This document endeavors to provide TAPCD and FLM suggested recommendations for analyzing Class I impacts, but should not necessarily be viewed as reliably or completely reflecting the FLM's position on all topics discussed.  Consequently, all applicants should review specific recommendations herein with the FLMs to obtain their latest advice.



The following criteria apply to proposed Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) sources which are located in the TAPCD's East Tennessee (ET) LRT modeling domain.  Specifically, the criteria apply to new PSD sources which are within 100 kilometers of Great Smoky Mountains National Park (NP), or Joyce Kilmer-Slickrock National Wilderness Area (NWA), or Cohutta NWA AND which are within the TAPCD's ET LRT modeling domain, as well as those sources further than 100 km, which are also in the domain, and which the TAPCD determines are "large enough and close enough" to possibly have an "adverse affect" on any of those Class I areas.  Guidance addressing PSD sources which are not located in this modeling domain may be found in TAPCD's General Air Modeling Requirements document, and TAPCD's Guidance for the Analysis of Predicted Source Impacts on Class I Areas.



Sources which are typically "large enough and close enough" to apply this criteria include (but are not limited to) fossil-fuel power plants within 200 kilometers of a Class I area.  Such sources characteristically would emit at least 2,000 TPY of NOx�ADVANCE \R 2.90�, at ranges greater than 100 km from a Class I area.



Maps for LRT impact screening, as well as maps which delineate the ET LRT modeling domain, are available from TAPCD's modeling staff for the purpose of allowing a permit applicant to evaluate the likelihood that a proposed source will adversely impact Class I areas in East Tennessee.  TAPCD encourages applicants to consider these maps as a valuable screening tool for estimating Class I impacts, during the exploratory examination of a proposed source's ambient impacts.  If the applicant's preliminary Class I modeling analysis fails to demonstrate that impacts are less than the corresponding (pollutant and area specific) "screening level value" provided by the FLM, then the TAPCD will compare estimated impacts using ET LRT screening maps, to the FLM's "screening level values" to determine if the applicant must provide additional modeling evaluation, which may include additional LRT modeling.



Specifically, the TAPCD will require a permit applicant to provide more refined LRT modeling when the applicant's preliminary Class I modeling analysis (ie. using a steady-state gaussian plume model like ISC3) fails to demonstrate that the proposed source's impacts are less than the FLM's corresponding (pollutant and area specific) "screening level value", AND when the TAPCD interprets screening maps to indicate that the source's impacts are at or above the "screening level value".



The decision tree below separates preliminary modeling results into three categories, when the source is located within the East Tennessee Long-Range-Transport Modeling Domain depicted in the attached TAPCD PSD Class I Area Map.  To determine if a source has an adverse impact on AQRV's, the applicant must compare impacts from the proposed new source (regardless of the modeling methodology used to estimate them), to "screening level values" provided by the FLM.  Essentially, if estimated impacts are as large as the "screening level value", then the impacts are considered to be great enough to adversely impact the corresponding Class I area's AQRV's, unless and until impacts are re-estimated.  



Initially, the applicant provides impacts from preliminary steady-state gaussian modeling (eg. ISC3) which are compared to applicable Class I "screening level values".  However, if these preliminary impacts are at or above the "screening level value", and the source is located within the ET LRT modeling domain, then TAPCD will estimate Class I impacts by applying ET LRT screening maps.  These maps were developed by using EPA's "MESOPUFFII" LRT model to simulate impacts from hypothetical NOx�ADVANCE \R 2.90� sources on the Class I areas of East Tennessee.  TAPCD's dispersion modeling staff will provide guidance and interpretation to all applicants who wish to use these LRT screening maps for their use during source design evaluations or control strategy development prior to permit application submittal.



Additionally, regardless of modeling methodology, TAPCD continues to consider sources with impacts at or above the "screening level value", to be capable of producing adverse Class I AQRV impacts, until refined or revised modeling predicts impacts which are below the "screening level value", or the FLM approves the impacts "through a case-by-case determination considering factors such as magnitude, frequency, duration, location, and timing of those impacts as well as current and projected conditions of AQRV's based on cumulative impacts".





Below are three categories which a source may fall into after preliminary steady-state gaussian modeling is used to predict Class I impacts in the East Tennessee LRT modeling domain.  The categories define when LRT modeling is required by an applicant.



1) If preliminary (steady-state gaussian) modeling of Class I impacts indicates that new source impacts are greater than or equal to the corresponding FLM "screening level value", AND if LRT screening maps indicate that the Class I impact from the applicant's proposed source also will be greater than or equal to the "screening level value", THEN the applicant must either provide more refined (ie. LRT) modeling which indicates that the source's Class I impacts are less than the "screening level value", OR additional steady-state gaussian (eg. ISC3) modeling must be provided using additional control strategies, until predicted impacts are less than "screening level values", OR additional control strategies must be agreed to by the applicant until LRT screening maps or case specific LRT modeling indicate impacts are less than "screening level values", OR the FLM must concur that the impact from the source will not constitute an adverse impact on AQRV's.



2) If preliminary modeling of Class I impacts indicates that new source impacts are greater than or equal to the corresponding FLM "screening level value", AND if LRT screening maps indicate that the pollutant impact from the source at the Class I area will be less than the "screening level value", THEN the TAPCD will endeavor to assist the applicant by furnishing the FLM LRT screening and/or modeling rationale if necessary to further evaluate the source's Class I area impact.



3) If preliminary modeling of Class I impacts indicates that new source impacts are less than the corresponding FLM "screening level value", THEN the FLM has agreed to assume that the source poses no threat to Class I AQRV's.
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It should be noted that an applicant's interpretation of impacts from LRT screening maps must agree with TAPCD's (as the permitting authority) before TAPCD will view the source's impacts to be below screening level value.  It must also be understood that the above discussion applies to Class I AQRV's, not to Class I increment consumption.  The TAPCD will not approve a PSD permit application unless the applicant presents modeling which demonstrates that the source's Class I impacts are below all applicable Class I increments regardless of the outcome of any AQRV analysis.



Notably, this guidance allows modeling impact estimates to be reevaluated by adjusting source parameters and/or by using more refined methodologies until efforts using all applicable EPA sanctioned models are exhausted.  For example, if an applicant's refined LRT modeling efforts (using an approved EPA model like MESOPUFFII) produce impacts greater than "screening levels values", then the applicant may propose to test a more refined LRT model (like CALPUFF) to examine whether an even more refined impact simulation is capable of reducing impacts to an acceptable level.
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It should be understood that it is possible (although unlikely, especially at greater distances) that LRT modeling, or the TAPCD's ET LRT screening maps, could indicate Class I impacts that are higher than standard refined gaussian modeling.  It is also possible that impacts estimated using LRT methods may be greater than an FLM "screening level value", while impacts from steady-state guassian methods are below the same "screening level value".  Such a scenario can be postulated if meteorological conditions like diurnal valley wind flow, stagnation, or recirculation exist between the source and receptor.



Consequently, if after careful consideration and consultation with the source and FLM, TAPCD considers Class I impacts estimates using LRT screening maps to be significantly greater than the "screening level value", while standard steady-state gaussian modeling indicates that the impact is less than the "screening level value", then the TAPCD reserves the authority to require the applicant to provide either, LRT modeling indicating Class I impacts less than the "screening level value", OR require the applicant to provide additional reasoning that explains why the LRT screening indicates excessive impacts, and why that reasoning will not legitimately apply to the source.  Such reasoning might be provided by additional meteorological or climatological investigation that demonstrates that meteorological conditions leading to excessive LRT impacts rarely, if ever, apply to the area between the source and Class I area.
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	FAX TRANSMITTAL MEMO



TO:														



														



FAX NUMBER:												



FROM:	  Richard Smrz, Meteorologist							



     	  Tennessee Air Pollution Control Division,  9th Floor,					



	  L & C Annex, 401 Church St, Nashville TN  37243-1531					



SUBJECT:	   Tennessee APC Modeling Guidance						



DATE:														





NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS ONE:							



IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE THIS ENTIRE DOCUMENT OR HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, 

CALL:   Richard Smrz										



TELEPHONE NUMBER:   615-532-0578								





MESSAGE:



 Included is a copy of our General Modeling Requirements handout,



 which serves as a good starting point for discussing particular 



 requirements for specific modeling projects.  Note that some of 



 the items listed may not apply to your particular project.		



  Please review and contact me with questions for more specific	



 guidance regarding your project for ???					



 Included is a copy of our General Modeling Requirements handout,



 as I promised during our MMMM ## telephone conversation.  Also	



 note that the latest version of this document should always be	



 available on our APC Bulletin Board System (532-6798,8 databits,



 noparity, 1 stop bit).  If you have any questions regarding the	



 specific applicability of any item in the handout to the		



 ????????????????????????????????????, please contact me between	



 9 AM and 5:30 PM.										
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