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Pear Mr. Ross: 

'this i~ it\ respon~~~a• to Leon isada.fian•~· September 30, 1992 
memorandum to you regardin9 :the Impact Evaluation Approach 
propos@d in Pa~t 231-3.6. ~ received a carbon copy of thi~ 
memorAndum wh~r~ we wer~ ~s~ed for comment~. In particul~r, Leon 
raqu~sted clarifications on jl) thQ ~mission~ which should be usGd 
£or modeling the souro@ pro~iding the offsets and 2) th~ 
dllilllfinition of the proposed s;ouree.•s ••a:f:fec:::!'had" area .. 

i 

with respect to the amiGsio~s which should be use4 to model the 
offset sc;n.1:rce, the memorandu)n stated that the .sJ.~tuaJ. ... iimnual 
emissions should be us~d fo~ mod~linq the annual offsets. For 
short tarm ill'(pacts. th~ of:fs;et sour<:!e should be modeled in a 
simi'lar mann~:t" as is el@.f ined! fo~ PSD inerll!!lment cexpansion 1 i.e. t 

it•s :maximJ.1m actual emissio$ limit wit.h the highest o.oot.·trrence 
of the sp•cific ave~a9ing pe~iod durin9 the pre~ious two years of 
op~rat.ion. 9oth ot thaae emjiasion limits and av~raginq times at"e 
correct and in conformance W,i'th 40 Cfi'R Part S1, Appendix· s -
Emission Offset Interpretati~e Rulinq. 

i 
With respect to the proposed! ·smu:ca' s "at tect:ed" ar .. a.. th~ 
m~morandum suggested that th~s.area could be identified in a 
~i~ilar ma~ner as is done inj PSO; i.e., the proposed source•s 
affected area is ita signifipaht rmpact Area ($lA). Fo~ thos~ 
source$ that do not have a s~gnificant i~paot·or·a larg~~ area 
than· the SIA is desired, thel net air quality ben~fit should be 
demonstrated over a r@ceptorj 9rid contained in an acceptable 
mod~ling protocoL ; . · 

W$ aq~~~ with this ooncspt a~· a general rQle. How*v~r, th~ 
offsatting sou~ce's SIA may ~ot @~actly ov~~lap th~ propo~ed 

_ sourc$•s SIA. We believe ~h~t th~ attempt to accomplish this 
should be the goal, but ~ay hot be £ea~ible in all ea$~$. Th~s, 
the crite~ia of a n~t air quality benefit does not mean that th~ 
appl~cant must show an air quality improvement in ev~ry location 
affected by the proposed sou~ce but: mu~t show r@asonable furth~r 
progres~ towards attainment ~n the nonattainment area. This is 
properly defined in your Par~ 231-3.6 ~g " ••. th@ net impa¢t of 
the proposed emissions incr~~se and th~ emission of£~et~ will 1) 
provid@ for a net b~netit in! th~ proposed eourc$ 0 S aff~cted area, 
on balanoe and :2} not. exceed[ the si9nif'icant impact l~~av~l.ai!J.ff 

If you have any qu~stions regarding this ~etter, you ~ay c~ll 
A:rma:mar.ia coleochia 'at (212)j 2ES4-4939. 

since:r~ly yours.. . 
Kan:n.Q.th Eng 8 Chief 
Air Compliance Branch 


