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THE TEXT YOU ARE VIEWNG | S A COVPUTER- GENERATED OR RETYPED VERSI ON OF A
PAPER PHOTOCOPY OF THE ORI G NAL. ALTHOUGH CONSI DERABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO QUALI TY ASSURE THE CONVERSI ON, |IT MAY CONTAI N TYPOGRAPHI CAL
ERRORS. TO OBTAIN A LEGAL COPY OF THE ORI G NAL DOCUMENT, AS IT
CURRENTLY EXI STS, THE READER SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFI CE THAT ORI G NATED
THE CORRESPONDENCE OR PROVI DED THE RESPONSE.

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

SUBJECT: Net Emi ssion |Increase under PSD

FROM Shel don Meyers, Director
Ofice of Air Quality Planning and Standards

TO David Pl Howekanp, Director
Ai r Managenent Division - Region I X

This is in response to your neno dated May 3, 1983 to Kathleen M
Bennett concerning net em ssion increases under PSD. | have | ooked into the
question of inconsistency in interpretation of the de m ninus provisions of
the PSD rel ations as raised in your nenorandum and have concl uded that the
interpretati on made by the Stationary Source Conpliance Division is the nost
practical .

The issue, as | understand it, is whether sources and control agencies
need to aggregate small changes (i.e., those bel ow de mininus |evels) which
occur over tine so that once the cunulative effect of the changes exceeds de
mninus levels, PSD is triggered. The preanble to the PSD regul ati ons
inplied that this aggregation would be required. However, the Agency has
mai nt ai ned since 1981 that no such aggregation is required. This
interpretation was first articulated in a neno from SSCD (then DSSE) to
Region VII| dated January 22, 1981, and has been reiterated in nenoranda to
Region I X and X since then. The SSCD interpretation was concurred in by the
O fice of General Counsel (Peter Wckoff) as legally supportable since the
regul ati ons thensel ves are not clear. The policy considerations |eading to
this interpretation were:

(a) aggregation could inpose a significant resource burden on sources
whi ch m ght never becone subject to PSD

(b) aggregation would only require installation of BACT |evel controls
on the |l ast piece of equipnment which triggered the review, with a
mninmumair quality benefit, and

(c) air quality would be protected since these changes woul d consune
increment in any event.
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In conclusion, | feel that the interpretati on nade by SSCD to be the
nost reasonable. However, | recognize that a clarifying anendnent to the
PSD regul ation is advisable and will include it as part of the next set of
proposed changes to the PSD regulations. If you would like to discuss this
further, please contact ne.

cc: Darryl Tyler
Ed. Reich
Pet er Wckof f



