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Mr. Tim Ross

New York State Deparxrtwent oﬁ Environmental Conszervation
50 Wolf Road

Albany, New ¥York 12233

Dear My. Ross:

This is in yeszsponse to Leon sedeflan'a Saptember 30, 1992
memorandum to you regarding the Impact Evaluation Approach
proposed in Part 231-3.6. Wa recelvaed a carbon copy of this
memorandum where we were askeéed for comments, In particulay, Leon
requested clarifications on 1) the emissions which should be used
for modeling the source providing the offsetsg and 2) the
definition ef the proposed soupce'’s “affected” area.

With respect to the emissions which should be used to model the
offset source, the memorandum stated that the actual annual
enlssions should be uszed for modeling the annual offsets. For
short term impacta, the offset meource should be modeled in a
#imilar manner as iz defined for PSD lnerement expansion, i.e.,
it's maximun sctual enissions linit with the highest occurrence
of the spacific averaging pexried during the previous two years of
operation. Both of these ewigsion limits and averaging times are

. correct and in confoxrmance with 40 CFR Paxt 51, Appendiw § -
Emission Offset Interpretative Ruling.

With respect to the proposed sourcetls Faffected" area, the
memorandum suggested that thils area could be identified in a
similar manner as is done in PSD, 1.e., the proposed sourca's
affaected area is lte Significant Tmpact Area (8TA). Foyr those
gources that do not have a significant impact or a largexr area
than the SXA is desired, the net air guality benefit should be
demonstrated over a receptor grid contained in an acceptable

modaling protocol.

We agrea with this concept as a general rule. Howaever, the
offsetting souxcels SIA nay not exactly ovexrlap the proposed

_source’s SIA. We belleve that the attempt to accomplish this
should be the goal, but may not be feasible in all casesg. Thus,
the criteria of a net air guality benefit does not mean that the
applicant must show an air quality improvement in every location
affected by the proposed source but muet show veasonable furthax
progress towards attainment In the nonsttainment area. This is=
properly defined in your Part 231i-3.6 as Y...the net impact of
the proposed emissions increase and the emlssion offsats will 1)
provide for a net benefit in: the proposed source!s affected arxea,
on balance and 2) not exceed?the siqnificant impact lavels,®

IE you have any questions regarding this letter, you may call
Annamaria Colecchia at (212) 264-4939.

sincerely yours,
Kanneth Eng, Chief

Alr Cowmpliance Branch




