
































































































































 

  

   

  
 

 
 

 
  

  

 

  
  

  
 

 

  

 
  

 

  

 

                                                       

 

impact, but is still important in guiding policies that are as effective as possible in improving air 
quality.  EMEP is supporting work in this area that is very likely to improve the effectiveness of 
air quality management decisions; again the question of whether those efforts will lead to 
improved health and environmental quality will probably need to be addressed well after the air 
quality management decisions have been implemented.  I have given this area a score of 3.5.  
This reflects my view that the program has done quite well in identifying and defining problem 
areas in the ecosystem work, but is supporting work that is more of a refinement on the air 
quality side.  The ecosystem monitoring is also particularly well-positioned to measure future 
impacts (positive and negative) and thereby provide quantitative information on the actual 
impacts of air quality management decisions.  There is not a similar program associated with 
monitoring health (which is clearly outside EMEP’s scope).  This gap may be an area where 
EMEP can work with other agencies to improve the monitoring of health related to air quality on 
an ongoing basis.  Finally, there is a need to tie New York sources to air quality issues more 
clearly.  This need has been recognized by EMEP and is likely to be a larger part of the program 
in the coming years. 

� The work in documenting the current and future health of surface waters and related ecosystems 
is invaluable. 

� Adoption of stricter state mercury legislation.  Adoption of state acid rain program. 
� Rating of 4 for ecosystems research.  Particularly the long term monitoring of lakes and the 

mercury cycling studies are critical to our understanding of damage and recovery of the 
resources. The long data record for the ALSC8 work alone is the only one of its kind, and has 
proven its utility many times in setting NYS environmental policy that ultimately leads to a less 
impacted ecosystem environment.  Rating of 3 for the atmospheric monitoring projects.  The 
impact of NYSERDA funding is less for many of these programs given the efforts of other 
institutions and agencies also doing this type of research and the large costs associated with this 
type of work. Some of the modeling projects (specifically trajectory analyses) have been 
redundant and not particularly useful in reaching environmental or health goals.  

� At a state level, New York’s proposed new mercury emission rule for coal-fired power plants 
may well control mercury emissions to a greater extent than the federal requirements and the 
EMEP research contributed to support for the more restrictive rule.  However, the likelihood of 
improved environmental conditions is still dependent on the rule being adopted without revision.   
A large number of new fish consumption advisories were found to be needed as a consequence 
of the EMEP monitoring.  Some health benefits are likely, but their significance is probably 
difficult to quantify.  The health effects research has been appropriately limited, but may 
contribute to benefits in the future. 

Overall Program Value 

Q7a. On a scale of 0 to 4, please consider the preponderance of evidence and rate the overall value of 
this program relative to both NYSERDA’s programmatic costs and costs incurred by program 
participants. A “0” indicates “Value Significantly Less Than Total Costs (NYSERDA & Participant 
Costs)” and a “4” indicates “Value Significantly Greater Than Total Costs (NYSERDA & Participant 
Costs).” 

8 Adirondack Lakes Survey Corporation 
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Ratings: 3.5, 4, 4, 4, 3.5, 4  Mean: 3.8 

Comments: 
� This is a bit hard to answer since we don’t know the total project cost.  Even considering the 

stated match as total cost (probably an underestimate) the value in the diverse types of 
information seem to outweigh costs. 

� Estimating the value of research on a dollar basis is next to impossible, particularly given that 
much of the benefit from EMEP-supported research is not likely to be measurable for some time 
after the research is completed.  From a qualitative perspective, however, it is my opinion that 
the work being done under EMEP is well worth the money that is being spent.  I did not see any 
projects that were redundant and did not add anything to the body of knowledge. Several 
projects have the potential to have tremendous benefits to New York in terms of environmental 
protection and improvement.  Much of the work is more incremental, but will provide valuable 
guidance to New York policy makers that can substantially reduce the cost of implementing 
policy decisions.  Making the right decision and implementing it correctly can very quickly 
accumulate benefits far beyond the resources EMEP and its partners have allocated for research.  
EMEP may consider supporting some efforts to quantify (in dollar terms) the potential 
environmental impacts of their work.  This may be particularly useful in the area of ecosystem 
research, and could include not only the perceived value through willingness-to-pay evaluations, 
but also approaches such as the value of natural systems in providing clean air and water and 
other resources. It should be noted that the amount of funds for EMEP ($21.6 million) are very 
small in comparison to the issues being addressed.  As a point of reference, the EPA PM 
research program has allocated about $60 million per year on PM effects, atmospheric science, 
and emissions characterization.  In perspective, the $21.6 million spent by EMEP would pay for 
18.6 hours of residential electricity in New York State.  These comments (and this rating) apply 
to both 7a and 7b. I did not see any measurable difference between the value of EMEP research 
compared to NYSERDA costs and the value compared to total costs.  If anything, the value 
compared to NYSERDA costs can only increase compared to the total costs.  A final comment 
relative to costs and added value is to express amazement that the oversight of the program is 
conducted with only 2.5 FTEs.  This is a clear tribute to the effectiveness of the EMEP staff and 
represents research program administration that is admirable in its effectiveness. 

� Again, this measure disserves a 4.  The EMEP is an exceptional value for the state and its 
citizens. 

� The projects have for the most part been successful; staff carefully justify and monitor costs. 
� I presume that the NYSERDA costs are the value of the grants awarded, and I can’t judge what 

the “costs incurred by program participants” are beyond the stated “co-funding” that EMEP 
tabulates for each project. In my view, the values of the EMEP program accomplishments to 
New York, US and even the world are quite significant for 2.5 FTE NYSERDA effort and the 
$44M total project costs 1998-2006.  Few research programs can honestly list the variety and 
significance of accomplishments that EMEP has. 

Q7b. On a scale of 0 to 4, please consider the preponderance of evidence and rate the overall value of 
this program relative only to NYSERDA’s costs.  A “0” indicates “Value Significantly Less Than 
NYSERDA’s Costs” and a “4” indicates “Value Significantly Greater Than NYSERDA’s Costs.” 

Ratings: 4, 4, 4, 4, 4, 4 Mean: 4.0 

Comments: 
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� This is easier, they have compiled an impressive set of products with relatively modest budget 
and 2.5 FTE.  

� same as above 
� This is clearly a 4.  At a 2.5 FTE level of effort, this program is a bargain for NYSERDA.  The 

program is very well managed. 
� The system benefit charges that fund the majority of this work is not considered by me to be a 

cost to NYSERDA, rather a pass through of ratepayer charges.  NYSERDA costs therefore, if 
you view it this way, are for 2.5 staff and their support charges.  There is very significant value 
in the research outcomes compared against these costs. 

� NYSERDA has been able to support a program where the co-funding is slightly more that the 
funding provided by NYSERDA.  This is commendable and significantly increases the amount 
of research support to the important problems being addressed by EMEP. 

In general, the reviewers agreed that the program has provided much value.  The program has 
produced a large number of published papers in quality journals; has done an exemplary job of 
making results from their projects available to multiple audiences ranging from the scientific 
community to policy-makers; and efforts to translate and synthesize key findings and remaining 
topics of uncertainty show a real commitment to maximizing the benefits of money they use to 
support research. 

Suggestions for improvements for the program included focusing more strongly on the policy 
implications of the results, to make greater efforts to engage the industrial sector, to conduct surveys 
to determine whether the target audiences have been reached, and to consider supporting efforts to 
quantify (in dollar terms) the potential environmental impacts of their work.   
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