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Preliminary Comments on the PA from Dr. Delbert Eatough 1 
(Received on 09-11-17) 2 

 3 
Chapter 2 - Current Air Quality 4 
 5 
Charge Question 2. To what extent does the Panel find this information to provide useful context 6 
for the review and to what extent is the information presented appropriately characterized and 7 
clearly communicated? 8 
 9 
Figure 2-1.  To be clear when compared to Figure 2-2, the year for which the data are valid 10 
should be given. 11 
 12 
Figures 2-1 and 2-2.  It would be helpful to tie the two Figures together.  The sectors should 13 
match.  The top three categories in Figure 2-1 are given as Electrical Generation, Industrial 14 
Processes and Industrial Fuel Combustion.  The three top categories in Figure 2-2 should match, 15 
both by title and by data, allowing a better picture of changes with time.  You can decide whether 16 
to leave everything else as Misc, or not. 17 
 18 
Figures 2-4 and 2-5.  I assume the top of the blue area in these two figures is the max reported 19 
and the bottom of the blue is the min reported by the indicated stations, with the white line being 20 
the three-year average of annual 99th percentile of daily maximum 1-hout concentrations.  This 21 
should be explicitly stated in the Figure caption. 22 
 23 
Section 2.3.2.1.  Geographical Variations in Concentration.  Please do not ignore the frequent 24 
contributions of smelters and integrated steel mills to the highest concentrations as suggested in 25 
our earlier comments to the second draft ISA.  We have requested that EPA provide 26 
identification of the various probable contributors in to monitor concentrations in graphs similar 27 
to Figure 2-7. In the ISA.  I would like to suggest the same thing would be useful here.  You will 28 
note that one of my strong suggestions on the REA was better inclusion of non-EGU sources in 29 
the evaluation. 30 
 31 
 32 
Chapter 3 - Review of the Primary Standard for Sulfur Oxides 33 
 34 
Section 3.2.2.2.  Page 3-44 35 
 36 
I believe the assertion in the top paragraph on page 3-44 that the results of the Tulsa study area 37 
provide data for higher SO2 concentrations that result from the sizable SO2 sources in the study 38 
area is misleading.  As I have pointed out in my comments on the REA, as near as I can tell, the 39 
assumptions used in the analysis resulted in a minimization of the importance of the high 40 
concentrations from the large EGU and only focus on the relative low emissions from the 41 
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refinery.  This results in the lack of observation of high impact other near the refinery as shown 1 
in Figure 5.4 of the draft REA. 2 
 3 
Appendix D 4 
 5 
On page 3-27  line it states “… as in the last review, there are three U.S. studies for which the 6 
SO2 effect estimate remained positive and statistically significant in copollutant models with PM 7 
(Appendix D). 8 
 9 
Appendix D.  Table D-1.  The epidemiological study listed as providing data from New Haven 10 
CT is actually a Detroit study.  Either the site or the reference is wrong.  The Schwartz, 1995 11 
reference given is for a Detroit study of air pollution and hospital admissions for cardiovascular 12 
disease.  I would be interested in knowing the correct reference and study.  I note that Table D-1 13 
indicates there were data for 6 monitors in the study.  Detroit does have 6 monitors, but new 14 
Haven does not. 15 
 16 
 17 
 18 


