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		MATZKE Andrea

		To
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		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients
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Hi All,



 



Attached is the agenda for this Monday. I’ve also included the Toxics Rulemaking draft workplan. I’m not planning on going into all the details of the workplan—really just focusing on the goals for addressing the ammonia and Cu disapprovals. Looking forward to the discussion.



 



Thanks!



 



Andrea Matzke, MPH



OR DEQ | Water Quality Standards & Assessment | 503-229-5384
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AGENDA


Oct. 21, 2013


DEQ Lab


9:00 – 10:00





Staff: Aaron Borisenko, Zach Mandera, Brian Boling, Shannon Hubler, Lori Pillsbury, Andrea Matzke





1. Objectives (5 min)


2. Briefly review WQS rulemaking workplan goals (attached to email) (5 min)


3. Ammonia discussion (15 min)


· brief summary of new EPA criteria


· info available on presence of mussels in OR:


· LASAR


· Xerces Society


· Oregon Biodiversity Information Center: http://orbic.pdx.edu/


· ODFW


· Western Center for Monitoring & Assessment of Freshwater Ecosystems


http://wmc6.bluezone.usu.edu:8080/dbsight/search.do?indexName=bugsdbsearch&templateName=MapResults&length=2000&facetLimit=50&q=margaritifera+State%3A%22OR%22&mapChoice=pins


· Goal 1: Gather readily available information on the presence of mussels (Order level?)


· Outcome: Inform DEQ and stakeholders on whether or not there is flexibility in OR for removing mussels from the ammonia criteria 


· Current Assumption: Mussels are present everywhere in OR


· Need: lab assistance in gathering existing info, GIS maps


· Timeframe: Nov. 2013





· Goal 2: Collect existing NH3 data (include range of temp and pH)


· Outcome: Comparison of new criteria to current criteria


· Current Assumption: generally less stringent


· Need: Might be able to get this from Cecelia Mitchell unless lab can also access data





4. Copper discussion (20 min)


· Brief summary of the Biotic Ligand Model to derive site-specific Cu criteria


· Develop ecoregional Cu criteria as part of rulemaking?





· Goal 1: Begin gathering existing data for BLM parameters and surrogates. 


· Outcome: Does OR have sufficient data across ecoregions to run BLM, and where are there gaps? Where could currently effective Cu criteria be underprotective to aquatic life? Run BLM where sufficient data are available.


· Need: lab assistance in data mining from a number of sources


· Timeframe: Dec. 2013





· Goal 2: Estimate BLM parameters where they are insufficient


· Outcome: Fill in needed gaps in order to derive scientifically defensible criteria for Cu by ecoregion.


· Need: lab assistance to evaluate data already statistically compiled by EPA, including more recent info (e.g. conductivity, DOC, TOC, BOD5), and possibly more geostatistical analysis (TBD--e.g. kriging).


· Timeframe: Feb. 2014


5. Next Steps (15 min)
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2014 Toxics Rulemaking Draft Work Plan











A. Objective





The objective of this work plan is to identify a comprehensive list of potential rulemaking items associated with water quality standards for toxics, develop recommended rulemaking packages, then sketch out a tentative rulemaking schedule. The recommended rulemaking packages described in section C are based on addressing all ten goals described under section B. It does not take into consideration needed discussions with DEQ staff, management, stakeholders, and EPA.








B. List of Potential Rulemaking Items





The table below contains a comprehensive list of goals and key action items related to the Toxics Substances Rule. This list was compiled without regards to priorities or complexities.  Goals 1, 2, and 5 contain draft timelines associated with each key action step. Given current knowledge, these goals could be part of rulemaking package A which may be initiated first (see section C for more information). Because of too many unknowns at this time, the other goals do not yet have timelines associated with each key action step. Note that the list below does not include potential work associated with implementing the toxics narrative. Various questions have arisen on how DEQ implements the Toxics Substances Rule where there are no numeric criteria for toxic pollutants. It is likely that rulemaking is not required, but better implementation guidance is clearly needed.  








Table of Potential Rulemaking Items





			Goal 1: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for ammonia





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Gather discharger NH3 effluent data and compare to EPA 2013 criteria





			Nov. 2013


			Ability to compare current NH3 effluent/ambient data to current and EPA 2013 recommended criteria


			Permits database, regional permit writers. Evaluation methodology TBD.


			HQ Permitting Section (ask Cecelia) w/ assistance from Andrea


			





			2. Collect existing data related to the presence of freshwater mussels and snails in Oregon


			Nov. 2013


			Determining the presence or absence of mussels will indicate whether or not flexibility exists to remove mussel toxicity data from the ammonia dataset. Where no mussels are present, criteria become less stringent.


			DEQ lab GIS database, Xerces Society, USGS, USFS, BLM, etc.


			DEQ lab (Shannon Hubler) w/ assistance from Andrea


			If mussels are not likely present everywhere, DEQ should look more closely at EPA’s guidance in surveying for mussel data to justify exclusion of unionid mussels





			3. Meet with permit writers and other interested staff to give an update on NH3 and Cu and to discuss potential compliance issues (e.g. compliance at low temperatures)


			Oct. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ and regional permit staff, standards


			Andrea will discuss NH3 w/ Sr. PWs on Nov. 14. per Sonja recommendation, discuss Cu separately w/ PWs. She did not want an additional separate meeting to discuss Cu and NH3. In addition, Spencer and Sonja thought it was too early to talk about implementation issues w/ PWs.





			4. Meet with industrial and wastewater dischargers to discuss potential compliance issues


			Nov. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ permitting, standards staff, ACWA, selected cities and industries with a range of size and issues


			





			5. Draft potential technical/ implementation issues paper 


			Jan. 2014


			


Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			Various


			Andrea with assistance from Permitting


			Suggest drafting an issue paper prior to the rulemaking process:





- helps focus the scope and informs/educates the Committee


-  more efficient use of the advisory committee’s resources/time. 


- may aid DEQ in choosing committee members based on expertise/issues identified





			Goal 2: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for copper





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Investigate where OR’s currently effective criteria based on hardness could be under protective (i.e. waterbodies with low pH, DOC—and Ca, Na, and alkalinity)





			Dec. 2014


			Inform where BLM would be most appropriately applied and evaluate whether retaining hardness based Cu criteria is an option in other waterbodies, although most likely overprotective.


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc. Use sufficient QA/QC data 


			DEQ Lab with assistance from Andrea


			





			2. Run BLM with input parameters collected from the coastal (~50) and SE OR (~15) toxics monitoring sites (summer and fall).





			Feb. 2014


			Derive Cu BLM criteria to compare against existing Cu criteria.


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc.


Use sufficient QA/QC data


			Andrea


			Probably wait to run model until after the 2nd  dataset is QA’d (because of miscommunication at lab, 3rd run does not include the BLM parameters)





			3. Investigate regional/geographic similarity/trends of specific BLM water chemistry values  (focusing on the 2-5 most sensitive parameters) 


			Feb. 2014


			Inform whether ecoregional BLM values could be derived (Does OR have established ecoregions?).





At the lowest level, this investigation may also help derive a statewide default value more representative of OR than the conservative input parameters EPA/NMFS used to derive a statewide default value.


			LASAR, STORET, USGS NWIS, etc. Use sufficient QA/QC data. Geostatistical significance methodology TBD (e.g. kriging).


			DEQ Lab with assistance from Andrea


			See EPA’s guidance doc. on estimating BLM parameters when all parameters are not available (i.e. use conductivity data to estimate Ca, Mg, Na, K, Cl, SO4, alkalinity or use effluent BOD to estimate DOC). DOC, pH, temp, and dislvd. Cu can’t be predicted, so most important to measure. However, there is a national dataset of DOCs for specific ecoregions that could be used.





			4. Initiate conversations with EPA and NMFS on options available to the state


			Nov. 2013


			Better understanding of limitations and possibilities in adopting revised criteria for Cu.








			EPA and NMFS staff through conference calls, face to face meetings, and drafting of meeting minutes.





			Standards staff with Permitting staff assistance


			We could either wait until we’ve collected and analyzed some of the data in order to support our conversations with EPA/NMFS, or begin the conversations earlier. The timeline here reflects earlier conversations.





			5. Meet with permit writers and other interested staff and discuss potential compliance issues 


			Oct. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ and regional permit staff, standards


			





			6. Meet with industrial and wastewater dischargers to discuss potential compliance issues


			Nov. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ permitting, standards staff, ACWA, selected cities and industries with a range of sizes and issues


			





			7. Draft potential technical/ implementation issues paper 


			Mar. 2014


			


Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			Various


			Andrea with assistance from Permitting


			Suggest drafting an issue paper prior to the rulemaking process








			Goal 3: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater acute aquatic life criterion for cadmium





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Initiate discussions with EPA regarding actions/activities occurring at the national level 





			Nov. 2013


			Will help inform projected timeline for revising OR’s cadmium criterion 


			


			Standards staff


			DEQ will need EPA guidance based on their conversations with NMFS before DEQ can initiate rulemaking.





May want to see what CO and NM did for their recently revised criteria for Cd.





			Goal 4: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Initiate discussions with EPA regarding actions/activities occurring at the national level 





			Nov. 2013


			Will help inform projected timeline for revising OR’s aluminum criteria 


			


			Standards staff


			DEQ will need EPA guidance based on their conversations with NMFS before DEQ can initiate rulemaking. Although EPA disapproved Al criteria as being inconsistent w/ national criteria, NMFS disapproved Al criteria based on EPA’s 304(a) criteria.





May want to see what CO and NM did for their recently revised criteria for Al.





			Goal 5: Evaluate new 304(a) EPA recommended toxics criteria: acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon , and nonylphenol 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Evaluate data/presence of acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon, and nonylphenol in OR. 








			Jan. 2013


			Inform DEQ whether the pollutant is present in OR in order to support new criteria.








			DEQ LASAR, USGS, ODA, etc.





Use sufficient QA/QC data.


			Andrea Matzke, Kevin Masterson, DEQ Lab


			No OR criteria for the following 4 pollutants. 





acrolein: EPA 2009 


FW CMC=3 ug/L


FW CCC=3 ug/L





carbaryl: EPA 2012


FW CMC=2.1 ug/L


FW CCC=2.1 ug/L


SW CMC=1.6 ug/L





diazinon: EPA 2005


FW CMC=0.17 ug/L


FW CCC=0.17 ug/L


SW CMC=0.82 ug/L


SW CCC=0.82 ug/L





nonylphenol: EPA 2005


FW CMC=28 ug/L


FW CCC=6.6 ug/L


SW CMC=7 ug/L


SW CCC=1.7 ug/L





			2. Evaluate retaining ALC guidance values for acrolein and diazinon


			Feb. 2013


			Inform DEQ whether or not existing guidance values are sufficient or would retaining these values be unnecessary. 


			


			


			Table 31 also contains a SW acute criterion, while EPA did not recommend a SW acute criterion.





			Goal 6: Evaluate inconsistencies between EPA and OR aquatic life criteria





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining the ALC for endosulfan.


			TBD


			Evaluate need and protectiveness of retaining the ALC for endosulfan.





Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff


			Andrea Matzke


			EPA does not have recommended ALC for endosulfan (just alpha and beta).





			2. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW chronic criterion for lindane.





			TBD


			Evaluate need and protectiveness of retaining FW CCC for lindane.





Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff


			Andrea Matzke


			EPA does not have a recommended FW chronic criterion for lindane. In 2004 DEQ recommended retaining these criteria based on sound EPA science and that Lindane is still used in OR.  EPA had withdrawn its recommended freshwater chronic criterion for Lindane (γ-BHC) in 1995 because the removal of data for fathead minnows had resulted in too few species for calculation of the criterion.  





			3. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s SW chronic criterion for elemental phosphorus


			TBD


			Evaluate need and protectiveness of retaining saltwater criteria for elemental P. 





Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			EPA criteria document and other relevant studies.


			


			EPA does not have criteria for elemental phosphorus listed in their online summary table, although the online table refers to the 1986 Gold Book which recommends a SW criterion of 0.1 ug/L (does not specify whether it is chronic or acute, but summary Table in Gold Book says chronic). OR’s chronic SW criterion is 0.1 ug/L.





DEQ lab says they don’t measure elemental P—only ortho P and total. It’s difficult to measure.





			4. Evaluate protectiveness of OR’s ALC for mercury.


			TBD


			Decision to retain OR’s current criteria or propose revisions


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff





CA Toxics Rule documents


			


			OR’s criteria are from Table 20.  EPA’s 304(a) criteria originate from the CA Toxics Proposed Rule in Aug. 1997. NMFS and USFWS had concerns about criteria EPA re-proposed in 1999, so EPA did not publish final rec’s. OR’s FW CCC and SW CCC are more stringent while the remaining criteria are less stringent.





This assessment could be very complicated!





			5. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW and SW acute criteria for PCBs. 


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			


			


			EPA withdrew the FW and SW acute criteria for PCBs in 1992. DEQ’s 2004 Issue Paper does not give any explanations as to why OR decided to retain the criteria.





			6. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW chronic criterion for silver.


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			


			


			EPA had published a FW chronic value for silver in the 1986 EPA Gold Book which was then adopted by Oregon as a criterion in Table 20.  However, earlier email correspondence with staff at EPA HQ established that EPA considered this value “draft” and never finalized it after it had been challenged during the public comment period. Subsequent publications of EPA criteria did not include the FW chronic criterion for silver. The 2004 TAC reviewed the draft silver ambient water quality criteria document (EPA 1987) and found that the data were credible and the calculation of the draft criterion was consistent with EPA methods.  Silver was included in the EQC-adopted Table 33B and to EPA in the abridged Table 33B.





			7. Determine current 303(d) listings for tributyltin and its presence in OR 








			Oct. 2013


			Ascertain potential ramifications from changes to criteria 


			Integrated Report


			Karla/Andrea


			OR currently has criteria for TBT (just approved by EPA), but based on old EPA 1997 draft recommendations (EPA final criteria published just before adoption of DEQ criteria). OR’s FW CCC and SW CMC are more stringent than 304(a) criteria





tributyltin: EPA 2004


FW CMC=0.46 ug/L


FW CCC=0.072 ug/L


SW CMC=0.42 ug/L


SW CCC=0.0074 ug/L





			Note that OR does not have criteria for boron. EPA’s criteria for boron protect sensitive crops (beneficial use: irrigation)





			Goal 7: Clarify footnotes





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Evaluate the footnote for DDT 4,4’ ALC





			TBD


			Clarify footnote in rule so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			EPA criteria documents


			


			EPA and OR’s footnote for DDT pertains to DDT 4,4’ and its metabolites, but metabolites has not been defined. DEQ developed an implementation memo in regards to this question.





			


2. Evaluate EPA’s footnote for demeton, malathion, guthion, methoxychlor, Mirex, hydrogen sulfide and iron


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt the footnote.


			


			


			EPA criteria include a footnote (footnote C) discussing alkalinity. It is unclear what the relevance is.





			3. Evaluate EPA’s footnote for alpha and beta endosulfan (also see endosulfan action step under Goal 6)





			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt the footnote.


			


			


			EPA includes a footnote that says the criteria should be applied as the sum of alpha and beta endosulfan. OR does not have a similar footnote.





			4. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for the chlorine ALC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote


so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			


			


			DEQ developed an implementation memo for chlorine and indicated it should be expressed as total residual chlorine.





			5. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for 1,2 diphenylhydrazine HHC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			


			


			The implementation memo DEQ developed directs DEQ to measure azobenzene as the surrogate because of the chemical’s rapid decomposition rate in water. 





			6. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for Hexachlorocyclo-hexane-Technical HHC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			


			


			The implementation memo DEQ developed says that because there are no analytical methods specifically for Technical BHC, separate analyses for the 4 major isomers (alpha, beta, delta, and gamma) must be completed and then each result added together and compared to the most stringent applicable criterion for Technical BHC.








			Goal 8: Evaluate the use of Toxic Equivalency Factors in deriving dioxin/furan criteria (2,3,7,8—TCDD)





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			


1. Evaluate use of Toxic Equivalency Factors (TEF/TEQ) as part of dioxin HHC.











			TBD


			Use technical and political information to evaluate merits of applying TEFs to dioxin criteria.


			Possibly use TEFs developed by WHO, or other relevant studies.








			


			EPA recommends use of TEFs (developed by WHO), but national criteria are not predicated on this approach. The 2004 TAC recommended this approach based on solid science, but the PAC did not have consensus. DEQ decided not to adopt approach, but indicated in the RTC document that DEQ would ask permittees to collect congener data to gain information about their presence.





			2. Discuss experience using TEFs with Clean Up program.








			TBD


			


			


			


			During the HHC rulemaking, Clean Up program asked why WQ doesn’t use the TEF approach, since the Clean Up program uses this approach—our programs should be consistent.





			3. Discuss experience using TEFs with other states.





			TBD


			Insight into technical or political challenges these states have experienced.


			


			


			Apparently, TEF approach is used in NY and some of the Great Lake states.








			Goal 9: Evaluate removal of human health toxics criteria: nitrosamines, dinitrophenols (DNP), bis chloromethyl ether (BCME) 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Research most current information/data on nitrosamines to develop criteria support document. 





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			There is no analytical method for nitrosamines—only its derivatives. DEQ has criteria for the nitrosamine derivatives. The  nitrosamines implementation memo directs permit writers to monitor for N-nitrosodiethylamine as a surrogate which also has HHC.





			2. Research most current information/data on dinitrophenols to develop criteria support document.





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			It is difficult to measure all the isomers of DNP. The DNP implementation memo  directs permit writers to analyze for 2,4—DNP as a surrogate which also has HHC.





			3. Research most current information/data on bis chloromethyl ether to develop criteria support document.





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			Based on the chemical’s rapid hydrolysis in water, there are no analytical methods to measure BCME in water. The BCME implementation memo  indicates that permittees are not required to monitor for BCME. 








			Goal 10: Evaluate freshwater aquatic life toxics criteria for iron expressed as dissolved 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			


1. Research studies regarding iron toxicity to aquatic life.


			TBD


			Determine whether iron expressed as dissolved would be protective of aquatic life.


			


			


			Current ALC for iron is based on total recoverable. Although this is not clear in the Red Book, the criteria derived in the 1970’s were based on TR data. EPA continues to support this interpretation. 





[Deb asked that I put this on the rulemaking scoping list.]





			2. Acquire data to help determine how much iron is expected to be in the dissolved form. 


			TBD


			An appropriate conversion factor (converts a total recoverable criterion to a dissolved criterion) based on OR, or similar conditions, is applied.


			


			


			Conversion factors must be approved by EPA.





			3. Determine number of 303(d) listings for iron.


			


			Ascertain potential ramifications from changes to criteria.


			


			


			





			4. Discuss this revision with other programs.


			TBD


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			


			


			The stormwater program would be interested in this revision. Apparently, permittees are having difficulties meeting the TR iron criteria in the 1200Z permit.





			5. Discuss this revision with EPA.


			TBD


			Scope out possibility of approval of revised criteria.


			


			


			When I asked EPA about iron in Feb. 2013, EPA said, “Both ferrous and ferric iron are of concern to aquatic life, and ferric is not soluble in water, so total recoverable would be the appropriate form.”

















C. Rulemaking Scoping recommendations





The following rulemaking scoping recommendations are grouped into three rulemaking packages. Generally, they are in chronological order and grouped according to priority and category of proposed rule changes. Further discussions with DEQ staff, the regulated community, and EPA will help inform these decisions. A draft timeline was completed for Package A. Given the need for internal and external discussions in developing rule packages, draft timelines were not completed for Packages B and C. 





Rulemaking Package A: 





			Goal 1: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for ammonia











			Goal 2: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for copper











			Goal 5: Evaluate new 304(a) EPA recommended toxics criteria: acrolein , carbaryl, diazinon, and nonylphenol 











DEQ recently proposed rulemaking to address a number of aquatic life toxics criteria that EPA disapproved on Jan. 31, 2013 (i.e. 11 pesticides and freshwater selenium criteria). The rulemaking goals within Package A were packaged together to address EPA’s disapproval of several other aquatic life toxics criteria--ammonia and copper. This rulemaking would fulfill Oregon’s obligations to address EPA criteria disapprovals in a timely manner, and ensure that Oregon’s aquatic species are sufficiently protected based on the latest scientific information. In addition, prompt action by the state may decrease the likelihood of potential litigation by environmental groups against EPA. Moreover, EPA recently recommended new 304(a) freshwater criteria for ammonia and there are updated 2007 304(a) criteria for copper based on the Biotic Ligand Model. Although DEQ will need to examine the merits of these new criteria and any associated implementation issues, the pathway to new ammonia and copper criteria is fairly clear. In addition, DEQ proposes to include the potential adoption of new 304(a) criteria for four pollutants. Oregon does not have aquatic life criteria for these pollutants. 





There has been an informal request by ACWA to fast-track the ammonia criteria given the initial indications of implementation advantages of the new EPA criteria over the currently effective criteria. Although adopting the new ammonia criteria as quickly as possible is a laudable goal, dividing rulemaking items into multiple rulemakings is generally not the most efficient use of staff time. Unless multiple staff are available to work simultaneously on several rulemakings, fast-tracking the ammonia criteria would mean a delay of adopting revised criteria for copper and other pollutants for which Oregon has no criteria for. One alternative is to begin an Advisory Committee on both the ammonia and copper criteria, then cleave off ammonia for rulemaking when it’s ready. Discussions can then continue for copper and the 4 new pollutants.





DEQ discussions with permitting staff, as well as continued discussions with ACWA and other regulated dischargers will help clarify rulemaking priorities.











Draft Rule Timeline:


 (
Public Comment, EQC Adoption, Submittal to EPA
)


 (
Meet with Stakeholders
) (
Rulemaking Prep
)




















 (
Oct.
 2013
) (
Dec. 2014
) (
May
 2014
) (
Aug. 2014
) (
May 2015
)

















Rulemaking Package B: 





			Goal 6: Evaluate inconsistencies between EPA and OR aquatic life criteria











			Goal 7: Clarify footnotes











			Goal 8: Evaluate the use of Toxic Equivalency Factors in deriving dioxin/furan criteria (2,3,7,8—TCDD)











			Goal 9: Evaluate removal of human health toxics criteria: nitrosamines, dinitrophenols (DNP), bis chloromethyl ether (BCME) 











			Goal 10: Evaluate freshwater aquatic life toxics criteria for iron expressed as dissolved 











This rulemaking package contains a mix of miscellaneous items associated with both the human health and aquatic life toxics criteria. None of the goals included here are related to disapproval actions by EPA or are a subject of litigation. Generally, each goal listed above is related to either clarifying existing criteria or removing criteria from Oregon regulations. Some goals are more substantive than others and will involve detailed discussions, while others could be fairly straight-forward. As an option, some of these goals could be added on to Package A. 











Rulemaking Package C: 





			Goal 3: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater acute aquatic life criterion for cadmium











			Goal 4: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum











Rulemaking Package C contains the goals for addressing the remaining aquatic life toxics criteria that EPA disapproved in Jan. 2013. The disapproved criteria represent EPA’s current recommendations for cadmium and aluminum. NMFS biological opinion indicated that these criteria would cause jeopardy to T&E species in Oregon. It is unclear at this point, what the path forward will be for addressing the jeopardy opinions. For this reason, until DEQ has had more discussions with EPA and NMFS, these two goals are included as a third rulemaking package.  
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Ammonia rulemaking and Changes to 2014 EQC meeting dates

		From

		STURDEVANT Debra

		To

		WIGAL Jennifer; WILES Wendy

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		WIGAL.Jennifer@deq.state.or.us; WILES.Wendy@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Jennifer and Wendy,  The Ammonia rulemaking project was targeting the Dec. 17-18 EQC meeting for rule adoption.  Given the changed meeting dates (below), we will now target the Jan. 7-8, 2015 meeting. 



Please let me know if you have questions or concerns.



Debra



Debra Sturdevant

Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments

Oregon DEQ

503-229-6691

sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us







-----Original Message-----

From: CALDERA Stephanie

Sent: Friday, May 16, 2014 11:29 AM

To: (All DEQ) staff Statewide

Subject: EQC: Change to 2014 meeting dates



Hi, all.



Apologies for the all-staff email, but I know there have been questions about proposed date changes for the 2014 EQC meetings. They are now finalized, so thanks to those who have been patient as we verified commissioner availability.



The Environmental Quality Commission meeting dates for the rest of the year are:

June 18-19, The Dalles

August 27-28, Medford/Ashland area

November 5-6, Portland area (exact spot TBD) Jan. 7-8, 2015, Portland area (exact spot TBD)



This is a change from previously posted materials and dates. We are updating these dates and locations on the EQC web site, but please let me know if you see any old/incorrect dates on internal or external pages and I'll work to clean them up. 



If you have questions about deadlines or prep for the meetings and their new dates please see the posted EQC deadlines document (http://deqsps/groups/eqc/docs/EQCDeadlines.docx) or email, call or visit me on the 10th floor at headquarters. I know you rely on accurate dates for your work planning, and hope these changes come enough in advance to make that easier on you.



Thanks, and happy Friday!

- Stephanie



Stephanie Caldera

Policy analyst

Oregon DEQ

811 SW 6th Ave.

Portland, OR 97204

Email: Caldera.Stephanie@deq.state.or.us Primary phone (desk line): 503-229-5301 Mobile phone: 971-645-3869

Fax: 503-229-6762
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Hi,



 



As you know, Standards has begun scoping out potential toxics rulemakings for next year. As part of this effort, I’m beginning to schedule meetings with a variety of stakeholders to get their input before we even initiate the rulemaking process. We are tentatively thinking about combining rulemaking for new ammonia and copper criteria, plus the addition of 4 new pollutants EPA has criteria for: acrolein, diazinon, carbaryl, and nonylphenol. We also want to reach out to DEQ staff and get their input prior to rulemaking, as well as give them an update on what we know so far about ammonia and copper. After discussing this with Dennis and Jennifer, we were thinking it would be good to develop a webinar for DEQ staff. Therefore, I’ve attached a draft outline of this webinar and what I think we would cover. Sonja and Spencer—we’re thinking we need more coverage of this topic than what we could do on a Sr. Permit Writers conference call, although I could certainly participate in any discussions needed there.



 



Shannon—I know you’ve been digging up info on mussel presence in OR as it relates to the ammonia criteria.  I was hoping you might be able to say something about what you’ve found so far in regards to presence of mussels in OR. Lori has also been parsing data from the toxics monitoring sites where parameters needed for the Biotic Ligand Model were also collected. Kevin, maybe you could give a brief summary of the presence and use of acrolein, diazinon, carbaryl, and nonylphenol in OR. Feel free to give me a call since I haven’t talked to you much about this rulemaking yet. I’m not expecting anyone to give detailed information—the objective of this webinar is to start the conversation, give an update of what we know now, and provide an opportunity for input and questions. There will also be other opportunities for input as we go along.



 



I’m tentatively scheduling this webinar around the second week of Dec. Please let me know if you would be available Dec. 9, 10, or 11th. 



 



Thanks!



 



Andrea Matzke, MPH



OR DEQ | Water Quality Standards & Assessment | 503-229-5384
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Update on Anticipated Rulemakings for Toxics Criteria


Webinar








1. Webinar Logistics


2. Brief Overview of Toxics Issues Requiring Rulemaking


· EPA disapproved criteria—ammonia, copper, cadmium, and aluminum


· New EPA criteria for 3 pesticides and a surfactant: acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon, and nonylphenol


· Misl issues, inconsistencies


3. Draft Rulemaking Packages and Timelines


· Rule package 1: ammonia, copper, plus 4 new toxics criteria 


· Rule package 2: misl issues and inconsistencies


· Rule package 3: cadmium and aluminum 


4. External Communication


*To help inform prioritization of rulemakings





· ACWA members


· Industrial dischargers


· Environmental groups


· Tribes


· EPA


5. New EPA 304(a) criteria recommendations for ammonia


· What we know now


· What is DEQ researching?


· Flexibilities in criteria


· Mussel presence in OR (Shannon Hubler)


· What additional information do we need?


· Implementation concerns?


6. EPA 2007 304(a) criteria recommendations for copper—Biotic Ligand Model


· What we know now


· Biotic Ligand Model


· What is DEQ researching?


· Potential approaches


· What additional information do we need?


· Implementation concerns?





7. New EPA 304(a) criteria for 3 pesticides and a surfactant 


· Acrolein (EPA 2009)


· Carbaryl (EPA 2012)


· Diazinon (EPA 2005)


· On DEQ’s Priority Persistent Pollutant list


· Nonylphenol (EPA 2005)


· Known presence in OR (Kevin Masterson?)





8. DEQ Program Staff Toxics WQ Standards Priorities





9. Next Steps
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DEQ in the News



Thursday, Nov. 13, 2014



 



DEQ in the News provides news and opinion about DEQ and issues involving DEQ work. Headlines are from actual news sources. DEQ communications staff write the summaries. For news related to Oregon government, visit the Oregon State Library eClips service. 



 



 
DEQ penalizes Valley Paving and Asphalt Inc. $1,600 for not submitting discharge monitoring report on time



DEQ News Release, 11/12/14



DEQ recently issued a $1,600 penalty to Idaho-based Valley Paving and Asphalt Inc, a mobile asphalt company permitted to do business throughout Oregon, for failing to submit timely discharge monitoring reports as required under its stormwater discharge permit. The company elected to pay the penalty.



 



DEQ fines Sauvie Island Moorage $6,618 for repeated waste disposal violations in Multnomah Channel



DEQ News Release, 11/12/14



DEQ last week issued a $6,618 fine to Sauvie Island Moorage Co. for repeated wastewater disposal violations. The facility is located on NW Sauvie Road in Portland. The violations included a $4,068 penalty for violating waste disposal monitoring requirements and a $2,550 penalty for violating waste disposal limitations. The company has until Nov. 24 to appeal the penalties.



 



Activists seek more swimming holes



Portland Tribune – 11/13/14



Willie Levenson is the man behind the nonprofit Human Access Project, the leading advocacy group for increased waterfront access in Portland. After promoting swimming opportunities at three inner-city beaches on the Willamette, the Human Access Project is turning its attention to three new beaches. Hilary Evarp, a member of the River Huggers Swim Team, says many people are still reluctant to use the Willamette in Portland recreationally. “Either they think it’s dirty or don’t like the fact that they are unable to see the bottom, or are concerned about boat traffic,” she said. But the river is cleaner than bystanders might think, reporter Virginia Werner writes. In 1991, the city signed an agreement with DEQ to reduce the amount of untreated sewage overflows into the Willamette. Referred to as the Big Pipe Project, the sewer system improvements that were completed by late 2011 eliminated most of the sewage overflows, except during unseasonably heavy rain.



 



Out of the ashes: Springfield mill’s owners ponder where to reopen



The Register-Guard, Eugene – 11/13/14



The owner of the Springfield plywood mill that burned to the ground in July has finished an extensive site cleanup but hasn’t decided on the next steps – including whether it will rebuild in Springfield. The fire left ash and other debris contaminated with asbestos on the site, and crews spent more than 10 weeks cleaning it up and disposing of it at the county-owned Short Mountain Landfill near Goshen. DEQ also monitored the site to make sure contaminated runoff didn’t flow into the millrace. Such runoff was the likely cause of a fish kill that prompted authorities to temporarily restrict public access to a section of the Willamette River immediately after the fire. A change in water chemistry most likely stressed and killed the fish during the fire, said Geoff Brown, who coordinated DEQ’s response during and after the fire.



 



Is coal on a comeback?



Railwayage.com, 11/11/14



With utility losses stabilizing and global demand still strong, carloads of coal are edging upward, according to this feature written by Bruce E Kelly. A more stabilized domestic market became more apparent on U.S. railroads during 2014, with monthly coal carloads increasing by as much as 6 percent over the previous year. Getting Wyoming’s Powder River Basin coal to China and the rest of the Asian market has been a challenge, Kelly writes. Of various port plans in Oregon and Washington, the one coming closest to reality was Ambre Energy’s rail-to-barge terminal at the Port of Morrow in Boardman. In February 2014, DEQ approved Ambre’s permits for air and water quality. But in August 2014, Oregon’s Department of State Lands denied the Boardman project over concerns for tribal fisheries on the Columbia River. The region’s two remaining coal port projects, both in western Washington, remain in limbo.



Will Oregon keep freshwater mussels from extinction?



Northwest Environmental Advocates website, 11/11/14



This posted item ponders whether freshwater mussels are likely to become the next species on the brink of extinction and the beacon of new water quality problems in the Pacific Northwest. Northwest Environmental Advocates recently submitted comments demonstrating that freshwater mussels are at a rapid decline and their loss puts entire ecosystems at risk. NWEA’s comments came in response to DEQ’s proposed water quality standards for ammonia. “NWEA urged DEQ to provide the needed protection to freshwater mussels by eliminating the use of so-called mixing zones, in which pollution is allowed to violate state standards downstream of where it is discharged,” according to NWEA’s website. NWEA pointed out that, “unlike fish, mussels can neither avoid mixing zones nor swim through them rapidly. Ammonia is one pollutant that the National Marine Fisheries Service concluded in 2012 has “significant adverse toxicological and biological effects on salmon and steelhead.” While NMFS is still considering whether the proposed ammonia standard is adequate for fish, “EPA has found that freshwater mussels and snails are the most sensitive species to the effects of ammonia.” NWEA has lawsuits against both NMFS and EPA concerning “the inadequacy of Oregon’s water quality standards to protect fish and wildlife from toxic chemicals.”
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Jennifer,



 



Attached is the draft rulemaking work plan for the toxics work. Right now, it’s split into 3 packages and I only have a rough timeline for the first package. I’m not sure how fruitful it is at this point to develop timelines for the other two packages. We’ll definitely need to discuss this with other DEQ staff, stakeholders, and EPA. We certainly may not want to look at all the rulemaking goals I listed, but I wanted to include all the ones I could think of for this stage of the planning. 



 



We could either discuss at our next one on one, or I could also set up a meeting with you separately. 



 



Let me know if this is what you were thinking and or if you want me to put my thoughts on other aspects of the work plan. We will definitely need technical and policy assistance from the permitting section, the lab, and several other folks….



 



Thanks, 



 



Andrea Matzke, MPH



OR DEQ | Water Quality Standards & Assessment | 503-229-5384
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2014 Toxics Rulemaking Work Plan











A. Objective





The objective of this work plan is to identify a comprehensive list of potential rulemaking items associated with water quality standards for toxics, develop recommended rulemaking packages, then sketch out a tentative rulemaking schedule. The recommended rulemaking packages described in section C are based on addressing all ten goals described under section B. It does not take into consideration needed discussions with DEQ staff, management, stakeholders, and EPA.








B. List of Potential Rulemaking Items





The table below contains a comprehensive list of goals and key action items related to the Toxics Substances Rule. This list was compiled without regards to priorities or complexities.  Goals 1, 2, and 5 contain draft timelines associated with each key action step. Given current knowledge, these goals could be part of rulemaking package A which may be initiated first (see section C for more information). Because of too many unknowns at this time, the other goals do not yet have timelines associated with each key action step. Note that the list below does not include potential work associated with implementing the toxics narrative. Various questions have arisen on how DEQ implements the Toxics Substances Rule where there are no numeric criteria for toxic pollutants. It is likely that rulemaking is not required, but better implementation guidance is clearly needed.  








Table of Potential Rulemaking Items





			Goal 1: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for ammonia





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Gather discharger NH3 effluent data and compare to EPA 2013 criteria





			Nov. 2013


			Ability to compare current NH3 effluent/ambient data to current and EPA 2013 recommended criteria


			Permits database, regional permit writers. Evaluation methodology TBD.


			HQ Permitting Section w/ assistance from Andrea


			Why is NH3 considered a non-priority pollutant?





			2. Collect data related to the presence of freshwater mussels and snails in Oregon


			Nov. 2013


			Determining the presence or absence of mussels will indicate whether or not flexibility exists to remove mussel toxicity data from the ammonia dataset. Where no mussels are present, criteria become less stringent.


			DEQ lab GIS database, Xerces Society, USGS, USFS, BLM, etc.


			DEQ lab (Shannon Hubler) w/ assistance from Andrea


			If mussels are not likely present everywhere, DEQ should look more closely at EPA’s guidance in surveying for mussel data to justify exclusion of unionid mussels





			3. Meet with permit writers and other interested staff and discuss potential compliance issues (e.g. compliance at low temperatures)


			Oct. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ and regional permit staff, standards


			





			4. Meet with industrial and wastewater dischargers to discuss potential compliance issues


			Nov. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ permitting, standards staff, ACWA, selected cities and industries with a range of size and issues


			





			5. Draft potential technical/ implementation issues paper 


			Jan. 2013


			


Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			Various


			Andrea with assistance from Permitting


			Suggest drafting an issue paper prior to the rulemaking process:





- helps focus the scope and informs/educates the Committee


-  more efficient use of the advisory committee’s resources/time. 


- may aid DEQ in choosing committee members based on expertise/issues identified





			Goal 2: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for copper





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Investigate where OR’s currently effective criteria based on hardness could be under protective (i.e. waterbodies with low pH, DOC—and Ca, Na, and alkalinity)





			Dec. 2014


			Inform where BLM would be most appropriately applied and evaluate whether retaining hardness based Cu criteria is an option in other waterbodies, although most likely overprotective.


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc. Use sufficient QA/QC data 


			DEQ Lab with assistance from Andrea


			





			2. Run BLM with input parameters collected from the coastal (~50) and SE OR (~15) toxics monitoring sites.





			Feb. 2014


			Derive Cu BLM criteria to compare against existing Cu criteria.


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc.


Use sufficient QA/QC data


			Andrea


			Probably wait to run model until after the 3rd dataset is collected this winter





			3. Investigate regional/geographic similarity/trends of specific BLM water chemistry values (focusing on the 2-5 most sensitive parameters) 


			Feb. 2014


			Inform whether regional BLM values could be derived if sensitive water chemistry values are similar





This investigation may also help derive a statewide default value more representative of OR than the conservative input parameters EPA/NMFS used to derive a statewide default value.


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc. Use sufficient QA/QC data. Statistical significance methodology TBD.


			DEQ Lab with assistance from Andrea


			





			4. Initiate conversations with EPA and NMFS on options available to the state


			Nov. 2014


			Better understanding of limitations and possibilities in adopting revised criteria for Cu.








			EPA and NMFS staff through conference calls, face to face meetings, and drafting of meeting minutes.





			Standards staff with Permitting staff assistance


			We could either wait until we’ve collected and analyzed some of the data in order to support our conversations with EPA/NMFS, or begin the conversations earlier. The timeline here reflects earlier conversations.





			5. Meet with permit writers and other interested staff and discuss potential compliance issues (e.g. compliance at low temperatures)


			Oct. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ and regional permit staff, standards


			





			6. Meet with industrial and wastewater dischargers to discuss potential compliance issues


			Nov. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ permitting, standards staff, ACWA, selected cities and industries with a range of sizes and issues


			





			7. Draft potential technical/ implementation issues paper 


			Mar. 2014


			


Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			Various


			Andrea with assistance from Permitting


			Suggest drafting an issue paper prior to the rulemaking process








			Goal 3: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater acute aquatic life criterion for cadmium





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Initiate discussions with EPA regarding actions/activities occurring at the national level 





			Nov. 2013


			Will help inform projected timeline for revising OR’s cadmium criterion 


			


			Standards staff


			DEQ will need EPA guidance based on their conversations with NMFS before DEQ can initiate rulemaking.





			Goal 4: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Initiate discussions with EPA regarding actions/activities occurring at the national level 





			Nov. 2013


			Will help inform projected timeline for revising OR’s aluminum criteria 


			


			Standards staff


			DEQ will need EPA guidance based on their conversations with NMFS before DEQ can initiate rulemaking. Although EPA disapproved Al criteria as being inconsistent w/ national criteria, NMFS disapproved Al criteria based on EPA’s 304(a) criteria.





			Goal 5: Evaluate new 304(a) EPA recommended toxics criteria: acrolein (P*), carbaryl (NP**), diazinon (NP), nonylphenol (NP), and tributyltin (NP)


*P=priority pollutant   **NP=non-priority pollutant





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Evaluate data/presence of acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon, and nonylphenol in OR. 








			Jan. 2013


			Inform DEQ whether the pollutant is present in OR in order to support new criteria.








			DEQ LASAR, USGS, ODA, etc.





Use sufficient QA/QC data.


			Andrea Matzke, Kevin Masterson, DEQ Lab


			No OR criteria for the following 4 pollutants. 





acrolein: EPA 2009 


FW CMC=3 ug/L


FW CCC=3 ug/L





carbaryl: EPA 2012


FW CMC=2.1 ug/L


FW CCC=2.1 ug/L


SW CMC=1.6 ug/L





diazinon: EPA 2005


FW CMC=0.17 ug/L


FW CCC=0.17 ug/L


SW CMC=0.82 ug/L


SW CCC=0.82 ug/L





nonylphenol: EPA 2005


FW CMC=28 ug/L


FW CCC=6.6 ug/L


SW CMC=7 ug/L


SW CCC=1.7 ug/L





			2. Evaluate retaining ALC guidance values for acrolein and diazinon


			Feb. 2013


			Inform DEQ whether or not existing guidance values are sufficient or would retaining these values be unnecessary. 


			


			


			Table 31 also contains a SW acute criterion, while EPA did not recommend a SW acute criterion.





			3. Determine current 303(d) listings for tributyltin








			Oct. 2013


			Ascertain potential ramifications from changes to criteria 


			Integrated Report


			Karla/Andrea


			OR currently has criteria for TBT, but based on old EPA 1997 draft recommendations (EPA final criteria published just before adoption of DEQ criteria).





tributyltin: EPA 2004


FW CMC=0.46 ug/L


FW CCC=0.072 ug/L


SW CMC=0.42 ug/L


SW CCC=0.0074 ug/L





			Goal 6: Evaluate inconsistencies between EPA and OR aquatic life criteria





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining the ALC for endosulfan.


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff


			Andrea Matzke


			EPA does not have recommended ALC for endosulfan (just alpha and beta).





			2. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW chronic criterion for lindane.





			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff


			Andrea Matzke


			EPA does not have a recommended FW chronic criterion for lindane. In 2004 DEQ recommended retaining these criteria based on sound EPA science and that Lindane is still used in OR.  EPA had withdrawn its recommended freshwater chronic criterion for Lindane (γ-BHC) in 1995 because the removal of data for fathead minnows had resulted in too few species for calculation of the criterion.  





			3. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s SW chronic criterion for elemental phosphorus


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			EPA criteria document and other relevant studies.


			


			EPA does not have criteria for elemental phosphorus listed in their online summary table, although the online table refers to the 1986 Gold Book which recommends a SW criterion of 0.1 ug/L (does not specify whether it is chronic or acute, but summary Table in Gold Book says chronic). OR’s chronic SW criterion is 0.1 ug/L.





DEQ lab says they don’t measure elemental P—only ortho P and total. It’s difficult to measure.





			4. Evaluate protectiveness of OR’s ALC for mercury.


			TBD


			Decision to retain OR’s current criteria or propose revisions


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff





CA Toxics Rule documents


			


			OR’s criteria are from Table 20.  EPA’s 304(a) criteria originate from the CA Toxics Proposed Rule in Aug. 1997. NMFS and USFWS had concerns about criteria EPA re-proposed in 1999, so EPA did not publish final rec’s. 





This assessment could be very complicated!





			5. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW and SW acute criteria for PCBs. 


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			


			


			EPA withdrew the FW and SW acute criteria for PCBs in 1992. DEQ’s 2004 Issue Paper does not give any explanations as to why OR decided to retain the criteria.





			6. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW chronic criterion for silver.


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			


			


			EPA had published a FW chronic value for silver in the 1986 EPA Gold Book which was then adopted by Oregon as a criterion in Table 20.  However, earlier email correspondence with staff at EPA HQ established that EPA considered this value “draft” and never finalized it after it had been challenged during the public comment period. Subsequent publications of EPA criteria did not include the FW chronic criterion for silver. The 2004 TAC reviewed the draft silver ambient water quality criteria document (EPA 1987) and found that the data were credible and the calculation of the draft criterion was consistent with EPA methods.  Silver was included in the EQC-adopted Table 33B and to EPA in the abridged Table 33B.





			Note that OR does not have criteria for boron. EPA’s criteria for boron protect sensitive crops (beneficial use: irrigation)





			Goal 7: Clarify footnotes





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Evaluate the footnote for DDT 4,4’ ALC





			TBD


			Clarify footnote in rule so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			EPA criteria documents


			


			EPA and OR’s footnote for DDT pertains to DDT 4,4’ and its metabolites, but metabolites has not been defined. DEQ developed an implementation memo in regards to this question.





			


2. Evaluate EPA’s footnote for demeton, malathion, guthion, methoxychlor, Mirex, hydrogen sulfide and iron


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt the footnote.


			


			


			EPA criteria include a footnote (footnote C) discussing alkalinity. It is unclear what the relevance is.





			3. Evaluate EPA’s footnote for alpha and beta endosulfan (also see endosulfan action step under Goal 6)





			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt the footnote.


			


			


			EPA includes a footnote that says the criteria should be applied as the sum of alpha and beta endosulfan. OR does not have a similar footnote.





			4. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for the chlorine ALC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote.


			


			


			DEQ developed an implementation memo for chlorine and indicated it should be expressed as total residual chlorine.





			5. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for 1,2 diphenylhydrazine HHC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote.


			


			


			The implementation memo DEQ developed directs DEQ to measure azobenzene as the surrogate because of the chemical’s rapid decomposition rate in water. 





			6. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for Hexachlorocyclo-hexane-Technical HHC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote.


			


			


			The implementation memo DEQ developed says that because there are no analytical methods specifically for Technical BHC, separate analyses for the 4 major isomers (alpha, beta, delta, and gamma) must be completed and then each result added together and compared to the most stringent applicable criterion for Technical BHC.








			Goal 8: Evaluate the use of Toxic Equivalency Factors in deriving dioxin/furan criteria (2,3,7,8—TCDD)





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			


1. Evaluate use of Toxic Equivalency Factors (TEF/TEQ) as part of dioxin HHC.











			TBD


			Use technical and political information to evaluate merits of applying TEFs to dioxin criteria.


			Possibly use TEFs developed by WHO, other relevant studies.








			


			EPA recommends use of TEFs (developed by WHO), but national criteria are not predicated on this approach. The 2004 TAC recommended this approach based on solid science, but the PAC did not have consensus. DEQ decided not to adopt approach, but indicated in RTC that DEQ would ask permittees to collect congener data to gain information about their presence.





			2. Discuss experience using TEFs with Clean Up program.








			TBD


			


			


			


			During the HHC rulemaking, Clean Up program asked why WQ doesn’t use the TEF approach, since the Clean Up program uses this approach.





			3. Discuss experience using TEFs with other states.





			TBD


			Insight into technical or political challenges these states have experienced.


			


			


			Apparently, TEF approach is used in NY and some of the Great Lake states.








			Goal 9: Evaluate removal of human health toxics criteria: nitrosamines, dinitrophenols (DNP), bis chloromethyl ether (BCME) 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Research most current information/data on nitrosamines to develop criteria support document. 





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			There is no analytical method for nitrosamines—only its derivatives. DEQ has criteria for the nitrosamine derivatives. The  nitrosamines implementation memo directs permit writers to monitor for N-nitrosodiethylamine as a surrogate which also has HHC.





			2. Research most current information/data on dinitrophenols to develop criteria support document.





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			It is difficult to measure all the isomers of DNP. The DNP implementation memo  directs permit writers to analyze for 2,4—DNP as a surrogate which also has HHC.





			3. Research most current information/data on bis chloromethyl ether to develop criteria support document.





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			Based on the chemical’s rapid hydrolysis in water, there are no analytical methods to measure BCME in water. The BCME implementation memo  indicates that permittees are not required to monitor for BCME. 





			Goal 10: Evaluate freshwater aquatic life toxics criteria for iron expressed as dissolved 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			


1. Research studies regarding iron toxicity to aquatic life.


			TBD


			Determine whether iron expressed as dissolved would be protective of aquatic life.


			


			


			Current ALC for iron is based on total recoverable. Although this is not clear in the Red Book, the criteria derived in the 1970’s were based on TR data. EPA continues to support this interpretation. 





[Deb asked that I put this on the rulemaking scoping list.]





			2. Acquire data to help determine how much iron is expected to be in the dissolved form. 


			TBD


			An appropriate conversion factor (converts a total recoverable criterion to a dissolved criterion) based on OR, or similar conditions, is applied.


			


			


			Conversion factors must be approved by EPA.





			3. Determine number of 303(d) listings for iron.


			


			Ascertain potential ramifications from changes to criteria.


			


			


			





			4. Discuss this revision with other programs.


			TBD


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			


			


			The stormwater program would be interested in this revision. Apparently, permittees are having difficulties meeting the TR iron criteria in the 1200Z permit.





			5. Discuss this revision with EPA.


			TBD


			Scope out possibility of approval of revised criteria.


			


			


			When I asked EPA about iron in Feb. 2013, EPA said, “Both ferrous and ferric iron are of concern to aquatic life, and ferric is not soluble in water, so total recoverable would be the appropriate form.”

















C. Rulemaking Scoping recommendations





The following rulemaking scoping recommendations are grouped into three rulemaking packages. Generally, they are in chronological order and grouped according to priority and category of proposed rule changes. Further discussions with DEQ staff, the regulated community, and EPA will help inform these decisions. A draft timeline was completed for Package A. Given the need for internal and external discussions in developing rule packages, draft timelines were not completed for Packages B and C. 





Rulemaking Package A: 





			Goal 1: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for ammonia











			Goal 2: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for copper











			Goal 5: Evaluate new 304(a) EPA recommended toxics criteria: acrolein (P*), carbaryl (NP**), diazinon (NP), nonylphenol (NP), and tributyltin (NP)


*P=priority pollutant   **NP=non-priority pollutant











DEQ recently proposed rulemaking to address a number of aquatic life toxics criteria that EPA disapproved on Jan. 31, 2013 (i.e. 11 pesticides and freshwater selenium criteria). The rulemaking goals within Package A were packaged together to address EPA’s disapproval of several other aquatic life toxics criteria--ammonia and copper. This rulemaking would fulfill Oregon’s obligations to address EPA criteria disapprovals in a timely manner, and ensure that Oregon’s aquatic species are sufficiently protected based on the latest scientific information. In addition, prompt action by the state may decrease the likelihood of potential litigation by environmental groups against EPA. Moreover, EPA recently recommended new 304(a) freshwater criteria for ammonia and there are updated 2007 304(a) criteria for copper based on the Biotic Ligand Model. Although DEQ will need to examine the merits of these new criteria and any associated implementation issues, the pathway to new ammonia and copper criteria is fairly clear. In addition, DEQ proposes to include the potential adoption of new 304(a) criteria for four pollutants. Oregon does not currently have aquatic life criteria for three of these pollutants. Oregon has criteria for tributyltin, but these criteria are based on older EPA criteria.





There has been an informal request by ACWA to fast-track the ammonia criteria given the initial indications of implementation advantages of the new EPA criteria over the currently effective criteria. Although adopting the new ammonia criteria as quickly as possible is a laudable goal, dividing rulemaking items into multiple rulemakings is generally not the most efficient use of staff time. Unless multiple staff are available to work simultaneously on several rulemakings, fast-tracking the ammonia criteria would mean a delay of adopting revised criteria for copper and other pollutants for which Oregon has no criteria for. 





DEQ discussions with permitting staff, as well as continued discussions with ACWA and other regulated dischargers will help clarify rulemaking priorities.








Draft Rule Timeline:


 (
Public Comment, EQC Adoption, Submittal to EPA
)


 (
Meet with Stakeholders
) (
Rulemaking Prep
)




















 (
Oct.
 2013
) (
Dec. 2014
) (
May
 2014
) (
Aug. 2014
) (
May 2015
)






























































Rulemaking Package B: 





			Goal 6: Evaluate inconsistencies between EPA and OR aquatic life criteria











			Goal 7: Clarify footnotes











			Goal 8: Evaluate the use of Toxic Equivalency Factors in deriving dioxin/furan criteria (2,3,7,8—TCDD)











			Goal 9: Evaluate removal of human health toxics criteria: nitrosamines, dinitrophenols (DNP), bis chloromethyl ether (BCME) 











			Goal 10: Evaluate freshwater aquatic life toxics criteria for iron expressed as dissolved 











This rulemaking package contains a mix of miscellaneous items associated with both the human health and aquatic life toxics criteria. None of the goals included here are related to disapproval actions by EPA or are a subject of litigation. Generally, each goal listed above is related to either clarifying existing criteria or removing criteria from Oregon regulations. Some goals are more substantive than others and will involve detailed discussions, while others could be fairly straight-forward. As an option, some of these goals could be added on to Package A. 








Rulemaking Package C: 





			Goal 3: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater acute aquatic life criterion for cadmium











			Goal 4: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum











Rulemaking Package C contains the goals for addressing the remaining aquatic life toxics criteria that EPA disapproved in Jan. 2013. The disapproved criteria represent EPA’s current recommendations for cadmium and aluminum. NMFS biological opinion indicated that these criteria would cause jeopardy to T&E species in Oregon. It is unclear at this point, what the path forward will be for addressing the jeopardy opinions. For this reason, until DEQ has had more discussions with EPA and NMFS, these two goals are included as a third rulemaking package.  
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FW: DEQ ORBIC data estimates

		From

		BORISENKO Aaron

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Cc

		HICKMAN Jane

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us; HICKMAN.Jane@deq.state.or.us



Hi Andrea,



It was nice to see you this morning. I hoped I didn’t seem too negative about moving forward with the ammonia and copper rulemaking, I was just a little sad about the loss of my cat! Anyway, here is the correspondence I was telling you about. We never came up with a final number ($$$) to access the database but I know they would work with us. As I mentioned I think this database has relevance beyond just the mussels. You might talk to Jane Hickman a little about her interest. I think we had some inquiries from NWEA regarding our maps awhile back. -Aaron



 



Aaron Borisenko 



Water Quality Monitoring Manager 



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality



Laboratory Environmental Assessment Division



3150 NW 229th Suite 150



Hillsboro, Oregon 97124



Office: (503) 693-5723



Fax: (503)693-4999



borisenko.aaron@deq.state.or.us



“No problem can be solved from the same level of consciousness that created it.” –Albert Einstein



 



 



 



From: BORISENKO Aaron 
Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2012 4:12 PM
To: HICKMAN Jane; ADES Dennis R
Subject: FW: DEQ ORBIC data estimates



 



FYI. Aaron



 



From: Kagan, Jimmy [mailto:jimmy.kagan@oregonstate.edu] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2012 3:22 PM
To: BORISENKO Aaron
Cc: PETTIT Greg
Subject: FW: DEQ ORBIC data estimates



 



Hi Aaron,



 



We’d really like you to access the T&E database, and really appreciate your interest in including at-risk species in your analysis. That being said, all of the legislative funding to support our management of the RT&E database has been cut; so charging either annual subscriptions or fee for service is the only way we are able to pay staff to maintain the data, and distribute it; and we’re barely keeping things up-to date.




In 1987, the Goldschmidt administration provided us funding for one FTE database manager in exchange for us providing the data to all the state agencies, but sadly, that funding, after years of 20% cuts, vanished entirely; so the new administration asked us to charge each agency a subscription, for access to the entire database. Our current state agency rate for annual subscription to the database is $4,999 (to keep us below the $5,000 limit). 



 



However, at PSU, we have the ability to provide exceptions, and if DEQ really can’t afford $4999, or $3500, or $2900 or even $1100 a year, let me know what you can afford. The funding is going to a good cause. Most of the support comes from federal agencies, who all provide us $6,000 per year for access to the data; but getting state agency support would be terrific.



 



Thanks.



 



Jimmy



 



PS. Hi Greg!



 



Jimmy Kagan



INR – Portland and ORBIC Director



Portland State University, Mail Stop: INR



P.O. Box 751,  Portland, OR 97214                                                                 



503.725.9955 phone, 503.725.9960 fax



 



 



 



 



 



On Tue, May 29, 2012 at 4:14 PM, Lindsey Wise <lindsey.wise@pdx.edu> wrote:



I never know how to answer these kinds of questions. DEQ is interested in a break on the data fees; they want to incorporate RTE species presence into their water quality standards. They have a bunch of survey data they can contribute towards Biotics. Can you help me?



 



---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: BORISENKO Aaron <BORISENKO.Aaron@deq.state.or.us>
Date: Tue, May 29, 2012 at 4:10 PM
Subject: RE: ORBIC data estimates
To: Lindsey Wise <lindsey.wise@pdx.edu>
Cc: ADES Dennis R <ADES.Dennis@deq.state.or.us>, HICKMAN Jane <HICKMAN.Jane@deq.state.or.us>



Thanks for the information Lindsey. I have to say it seems like an expensive data retrieval for a State Agency trying to help sustain aquatic biodiversity. I’m guessing that you normally get requests from environmental consultants? Would you be willing to work with us on the price? We could discussing adding our aquatic species information to you database pro bono. Thanks for taking this into consideration. –-Aaron



 



 



Aaron Borisenko



Water Quality Monitoring Manager



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality



Laboratory Environmental Assessment Division



3150 NW 229th Suite 150



Hillsboro, Oregon 97124



Office: (503) 693-5723



Fax: (503)693-4999



borisenko.aaron@deq.state.or.us



 



 



 



From: Lindsey Wise [mailto:lindsey.wise@pdx.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 3:57 PM
To: BORISENKO Aaron
Subject: ORBIC data estimates



 



Hi Aaron,



 



Here are some break-downs of the dataset we could provide. There are screenshots of what the standard data report and spatial output look like posted on this page (links mid-way down) along with an explanation of the fees:  http://orbic.pdx.edu/data-request.html 




 



All quotes below include both the PDF report (summarizes the textual data for each record) and the spatial data (shapefile or file geodatabase, your preference).



 



To receive all our aquatic records, including species we don't actively track (those without rare, threatened, or endangered status - may be on our watch list, or were previously tracked but now considered too common): about 6790 records returned, cost around $3500.



 



To receive just the aquatic species we are currently tracking as rare, threatened, or endangered in Oregon: about 5450 records, cost around $2900.



 



Just tracked species, excluding anadromous fish (you can get a lot of this info from the ODFW site, though it'll be in a different format): about 1920 records, cost around $1100.



 



I've attached an Excel sheet that lists the species that would be included in each of the above sets.



 



Let me know if you have other questions!



Lindsey



 



-- 



Lindsey K. Wise



Biodiversity Data Manager  and



Oregon iMapInvasives Data Administrator | http://imapinvasives.org/orimi/map/ 



Oregon Biodiversity Information Center | orbic.pdx.edu
Institute for Natural Resources – Portland | inr.pdx.edu



Portland State University | UCB 335 | 527 SW Hall St. | Portland OR 97201
Shared Phone | 503-725-9952 
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FW: NH3 rulemaking docs

		From

		STURDEVANT Debra

		To

		WIGAL Jennifer

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea; STURDEVANT Debra

		Recipients

		WIGAL.Jennifer@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us; STURDEVANT.Debra@deq.state.or.us



Jennifer, here are the rulemaking documents for the ammonia rulemaking.  We have identified a couple of detail questions on the resources worksheet; Andrea will work with Maggie on those in the next iteration.  Andrea estimated generously on a couple of items, so we think this is somewhat of an overestimate of resource needs, but better over than under.  We of course will track via the Qtime number to see how much it really does require.



 



Please reply to Andrea and myself if this looks ok and she’ll get it back to Maggie and then up to Dick.



Thank you,



 



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 2:08 PM
To: STURDEVANT Debra
Subject: NH3 rulemaking docs



 



Hi Deb,



 



Attached are the draft rule Considerations and Resources for your review. After your review, we can send to Jennifer. From there, it goes to Maggie, and then on to Dick (he’s apparently the “owner” of the rulemaking plan). If you have any questions, just let me know!



 



Thanks,



Andrea





CONSIDERATIONS.xlsx

DDLs











			DDLs called from Considerations





			DDL_BrainstormingAction


			 


			align


			carry out


			create


			expand


			eliminate


			implement


			improve


			incorporate


			maintain


			prevent


			reduce


			solve


			simplify


			support


			streamline


			resolve conflict


			Called from Considerations





			DDL_BrainstormingObject


			 


			Oregon law


			a commitment in PPA


			science applicable to Oregon


			new legislation


			a court order


			DEQ business process


			an external process


			a known environmental problem


			a suspected environmental problem


			advisory committee recommendation


			EQC directions


			DEQ strategic directions


			workload


			existing regulatory program


			insufficient funding


			new regulatory program


			rules for obsolete program


			cross program coordination


			Called from Considerations





			DDL_BrainstormingDriver


			 


			Oregon law


			new legislation


			court order


			federal regulations


			regulated community


			scientific community


			environmental group


			stable funding source


			EPA direction


			EQC direction


			program business decision


			Sustainable funding model


			DEQ business decision


			Called from Considerations





			C.2aDDL_PermitType			Does not apply			Air quality			Onsite			Solid waste			Water quality


			Does not apply			 			Asbestos License			Onsite Installers & Maintenance Provider Cert			Closure Permit			NPDES permit


			Air quality			 			Air Contaminant Discharge Permit			Construction-installation Permit			Composting Facility Permit/Registration			Sewage Disposal Service Business Licensing


			Onsite			 			Air Quality Registrations			Sewage Disposal Service Licences			Energy Recovery Facility Permit			Stormwater Discharge permit


			Solid waste			 			Open Burning Letter Permit			Product Approvals			Incineration Facility Permit			UIC Registration/Permits


			Water quality			 			Tanker Certification			Water Pollution Control Facilities Permit			Land Disposal Site Permit			WastewaterSystem Operator Certification


			Called from Considerations			 			Title V permit			Site Evaluation			Solid Waste Disposal Permit			Water Pollution Control Facilities Permit


						 			Vehicle Emissions Certification			Authorization Notice			Solid Waste Letter Authorization Permit			Water Quality Permit Program


						 			NESHAP			Existing System Evaluation			Solid Waste Treatment Facility Permit			Custom entry


						 			NSPS			Variance 			Transfer Station/MRFPermit 			Custom entry


									Custom entry			Custom entry			Custom entry			Custom entry








			DDL_ControversyRating			VL_ControversyRating


			does not apply			0


			definitely not controversial			1


			potential for minor controversy			3


			unknown			5


			potential for moderate controversy			6


			potential for major controversy			8


			definitely controversial			10


			Called from Considerations





			C.DDL_ComplexityRating			VL_ComplexityRating


			does not apply			0


			definitely not complex			1


			potential for minor complexity			3


			unknown			5


			potential for moderate complexity			6


			potential for major complexity			8


			definitely complex			10


			Called from Considerations





			C.DDL_SeverityRating			C.VL_SeverityRating


			does not apply			0


			low			1


			low to medium			3


			medium			5


			medium to high			7


			high			9


			alarm			10


			Called from Considerations








			C.DDL_CriticalityRating			C.VL_CriticalityRating


			does not apply			0


			definitely not critical			1


			minor criticality			3


			unknown			5


			moderate criticality			6


			high criticality			8


			definitely critical			10


			Called from Considerations





			C.DDL_EnvironmentalProblem			C.VL_EnvProblem


			have no direct correlation to the environment.			no direct correlation


			address an environmental problem directly.			addresses problem directly


			address an environmental problem indirectly.			addresses problem indirectly


			prevent a known problem.			prevents known problem


			solve a known problem.			solves known problem


			prevent a suspected problem.			prevents suspected problem


			solve a suspected problem.			solves suspected problem


			Called from Considerations





			C.DDL_RiskOfRejectingConcept





			loss of delegation


			noncompliance


			rule does not align with law


			advisory committee commitment


			science not applicable to Oregon


			loss of federal funding


			loss of program funding


			loss of reputation


			increased difficulty doing business


			failure to keep commitment


			a problem we suspect will occur


			Called from Considerations





			C.DDL_Media


			 


			air


			cross media


			land


			water


			Called from Considerations


			Risk evaluation DDLs on Considerations





			C.DDL_FiscalComplexityRating			VL_FiscalComplexityRating


			does not apply			0


			definitely not complex			1


			potential for minor complexity			3


			unknown at this time			5


			potential for moderate complexity			6


			potential for major complexity			8


			definitely complex			10


			Called from Considerations





			C.DDL_ScopeOfRule			VL_ScopeOfRule


			does not apply			0


			definitely true			1


			somewhat true			3


			unknown at this time			6


			somewhat false			8


			definitely false			10


			Called from Considerations





			C.DDL_InterestInRule			C.VL_InterestInRule


			does not apply			0


			no interest			1


			minor interest			2


			moderate interest			4


			neutral			5


			unknown at this time			6


			considerable interest			8


			maximum interest			10


			Called from Considerations





			C.DDL_FiscalImpacts			C.VL_FiscalImpact


			no fiscal impacts			0


			significant cost decrease			1


			moderate cost decrease			3


			minor cost decrease			5


			unknown at this time			6


			minor cost increase			7


			moderate cost increase 			8


			significant cost increase			10


			Called from Considerations





			Logical DDLs 





			DDL_YN


			 


			Y





			DDL_TrueFalse


			 


			TRUE




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































VersionControl


			Logged																								Corrected


			Version			Error ID			Date			Staff			Worksheet			Cell			Problem			Solution			Date2			Base			All			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			11			12			13			14			15			16			17			18			19			20			21			22			23


			1.0			1			8/23/12			Maggie			C			25			Drop down list doesn't work			In Data Validation added "=C.DDL_FiscalImpacts"			8/23/12			Y


			1.0			2			8/27/12			Nicole			WarmUp			A1			link broken			linked to C.O header			8/27/12			Y


			1.0			3			8/27/12			Nicole			WarmUp			A1			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/27/12


			1.0			4			8/27/12			Nicole			WarmUp			A18			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/27/12


			1.0			5			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			A71			go to top link went to A1			redirected link to C.2Header			8/27/12


			1.0			6			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			A1			link broken			linked to C.O header			8/27/12


			1.0			7			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			A71			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/27/12


			1.0			8			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			A1			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/27/12


			1.0			9			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A1			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/27/12


			1.0			10			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A60			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/27/12


						11			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A60			go to top link went to IJK8			redirected link to C.3Header			8/27/12


						12			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A9			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						13			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A10			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						14			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A11			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						15			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A12			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						16			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A13			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						17			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A20			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						18			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A21			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						19			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A22			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						20			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A23			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						21			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A24			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						22			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A25			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						23			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A26			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						24			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A27			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						25			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A28			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						26			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A29			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						27			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A30			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						28			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D48			cell had guide			Added "Advisory Committee"			8/27/12


						29			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			I49			link broken			redirected link to ORS 183.333			8/27/12


						30			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D56			pop up message had "to for notes"			removed "to"			8/27/12


						31			8/27/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D60			inconsistent process improvement pop up message			copied process improvement pop up message from Resources and brought over			8/27/12


						32			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W7			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						33			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W10			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						34			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W11			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						35			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W12			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						36			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W13			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						37			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W14			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						38			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W15			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						39			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W16			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						40			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W17			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						41			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			E28			pop up message had "foing"			changed to "doing"			8/27/12


						42			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W40			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						43			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W41			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						44			8/27/12			Nicole			Basics			W55			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/27/12


						45			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			F15			right side of cell had partial outline			removed outline			8/28/12


						46			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I7			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						47			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I8			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						48			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I9			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						49			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I10			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						50			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I11			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						51			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I12			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						52			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I13			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						53			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I14			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						54			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			D13			process improvement pop up message for custom entry			deleted pop up message & inserted custom entry pop up			8/28/12


						55			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			D14			process improvement pop up message for custom entry			deleted pop up message & inserted custom entry pop up			8/28/12


						56			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			E13			no pop up messages for custom entry			inserted object custom entry pop up message			8/28/12


						57			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			E14			no pop up messages for custom entry			inserted object custom entry pop up message			8/28/12


						58			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			F13			no pop up messages for custom entry			inserted driver custom entry pop up message			8/28/12


						59			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			F14			no pop up messages for custom entry			inserted driver custom entry pop up message			8/28/12


						60			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			D18			no pop up message for process improvement			inserted process improvement pop up message			8/28/12


						61			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H10			pop up message had column C for descriptor			changed from column C to E			8/28/12


						62			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H10			pop up message had "risks"			changed to "risk"			8/28/12


						63			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H11			pop up message had column C for descriptor			changed from column C to E			8/28/12


						64			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H12			pop up message had column C for descriptor			changed from column C to E			8/28/12


						65			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H13			pop up message had column C for descriptor			changed from column C to E			8/28/12


						66			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H14			pop up message had column C for descriptor			changed from column C to E			8/28/12


						67			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H15			pop up message had column C for descriptor			changed from column C to E			8/28/12


						68			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H16			pop up message had column C for descriptor			changed from column C to E			8/28/12


						69			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H17			pop up message had column C for descriptor			changed from column C to E			8/28/12


						70			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H11			pop up message had "risks"			changed to "risk"			8/28/12


						71			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H12			pop up message had "risks"			changed to "risk"			8/28/12


						72			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H13			pop up message had "risks"			changed to "risk"			8/28/12


						73			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H14			pop up message had "risks"			changed to "risk"			8/28/12


						74			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H15			pop up message had "risks"			changed to "risk"			8/28/12


						75			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H16			pop up message had "risks"			changed to "risk"			8/28/12


						76			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			H17			pop up message had "risks"			changed to "risk"			8/28/12


						77			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			E32			pop up message not consistent with ideal and reality			added commas around clause to make consistent			8/28/12


						78			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			E35			pop up message not consistent with ideal and reality			added commas around clause to make consistent			8/28/12


						79			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			D66			custom entry pop up message had "if row 55 did bring up" enter custom			changed to "if row 55 did not bring up"			8/28/12


						80			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			D64			inconsistent verbiage for custom entry			changed from "Custom entry" to "enter custom item here"			8/28/12


						81			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			D65			inconsistent verbiage for custom entry			changed from "Custom entry" to "enter custom item here"			8/28/12


						82			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			D64			no pop up message for custom entry			inserted custom entry pop up message			8/28/12


						83			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			D65			no pop up message for custom entry			inserted custom entry pop up message			8/28/12


						84			8/28/12			Nicole			Summary			J9			link broken			redirected link to C.3Header			8/28/12


						85			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			F2			wouldn't allow data entry			unlocked cell, reprotected sheet			8/28/12


						86			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D4			quote not cited			added ORS 183.333			8/28/12


						87			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D48			helpful link on-sheet			moved off-sheet to A48			8/28/12


						88			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			H49			helpful link on-sheet			moved off-sheet to A49			8/28/12


						89			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D35			no pop up message for optional info on stakeholders			inserted optional info pop up message			8/28/12


						90			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D11			"individuals" text format inconsistent with rest of list			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						91			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D12			custom entry pop up message had "does address"			changed custom entry pop up message to "does not address" 			8/28/12


						92			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D13			custom entry pop up message had "does address"			changed custom entry pop up message to "does not address" 			8/28/12


						93			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D20			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D24			8/28/12


						94			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D21			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D25			8/28/12


						95			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D22			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D26			8/28/12


						96			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D23			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D27			8/28/12


						97			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D25			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D28			8/28/12


						98			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D26			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D29			8/28/12


						99			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D27			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D30			8/28/12


						100			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D28			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D31			8/28/12


						101			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D29			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D32			8/28/12


						102			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D30			cell text not within cell border			merged cells and format painter to D33			8/28/12


						103			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			A1			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						104			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			A34			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						105			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			A34			link directs to E4			redirected link to C.4Header			8/28/12


						106			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			V6			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			changed text color to R50 G82 B92 for the green and R192 for red			8/28/12


						107			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			V7			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format from V6			8/28/12


						108			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			I7			no box around drop down			format painter from E6			8/28/12


						109			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			D25			no pop up message for optional info on program dependencies			added optional info pop up message			8/28/12


						110			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			D34			inconsistent process improvement pop up message			copied process improvement pop up message from Resources and brought over			8/28/12


						111			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			V26			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format from V6			8/28/12


						112			8/28/12			Nicole			Summary			D41			extra space on C.3Summary between provide & advice			deleted extra space from C.3 Z41			8/28/12


						113			8/28/12			Nicole			Summary			I43			city/state/county cut off			increased column width from 6.63 to 6.88			8/28/12


						114			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			A1			column not wide enough for text in link			increased column width from 14.25 to 16.13			8/28/12


						115			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			V28			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format from V6			8/28/12


						116			8/28/12			Nicole			Program			J26			no box around drop down			format painter from E6			8/28/12


						117			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			A1			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						118			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			A11			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						119			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			A45			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						120			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			V4			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format from V6			8/28/12


						121			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			V6			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format from V7			8/28/12


						122			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			I6			no box around drop down			format painter from C.4 I7			8/28/12


						123			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			D17			text not within cell border			merged cells to align text			8/28/12


						124			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			D21			inconsistent text format			format painter to Cambria 11 bold as in D18			8/28/12


						125			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			D22			text larger than rest			re-sized to consistent 11			8/28/12


						126			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			D29			text larger than rest			re-sized to consistent 11			8/28/12


						127			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			D30			inconsistent text format and alignment			format painter from D22			8/28/12


						128			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			D32			text larger than rest			re-sized to consistent 11			8/28/12


						129			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			D36			text box had "easily to explain"			changed "easily" to "easy"			8/28/12


						130			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			J38			no box around drop down			format painter from C.4 I7			8/28/12


						131			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			D45			inconsistent process improvement pop up message			copied process improvement pop up message from Resources and brought over			8/28/12


						132			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			A11			link broken			redirected to DEQ EJ site			8/28/12


						133			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			A1			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						134			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			A26			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						135			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			A26			link directs to D5			redirected link to C.6Header			8/28/12


						136			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			W11			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/28/12


						137			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			W10			drop down message next to no drop down			moved message to W11			8/28/12


						138			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			W12			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						139			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			W13			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						140			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			W14			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						141			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			W15			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			8/28/12


						142			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			D26			inconsistent process improvement pop up message			copied process improvement pop up message from Resources and brought over			8/28/12


						143			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			K19			no box around drop down			format painter from C.4 I7			8/28/12


						144			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			C2			inconsistent font and color			changed to Cambria R50 G82 B92			8/28/12


						145			8/28/12			Nicole			Basics			D2			inconsistent font and color			changed to Cambria R50 G82 B93			8/28/12


						146			8/28/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D2			inconsistent font			changed from TNR to Cambria			8/28/12


						147			8/28/12			Nicole			Environmental			D2			inconsistent color			changed from R14 G122 B86 to R50 G82 B92			8/28/12


						148			8/28/12			Nicole			Timing			D2			inconsistent color			changed from R14 G122 B86 to R50 G82 B93			8/28/12


						149			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			A55			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						150			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			A18			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						151			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			A1			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						152			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			A18			text off-sheet			resized from 11 pt to 8 pt.			8/28/12


						153			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			A55			link directs to E5			redirected link to C.7Header			8/28/12


						154			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			D6			inconsistent font type			changed from Calibri to Cambria			8/28/12


						155			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			V7			inconsistent font color			changed from olive green to R50 G82 B92			8/28/12


						156			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			J7			no box around drop down			format painter from C.4 I7			8/28/12


						157			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			H19			pop up comment "DEQ must approval…"			added "DEQ must receive approval…"			8/28/12


						158			8/28/12			Nicole			WarmUp			D16			no pop up message for optional info			inserted optional info pop up message			8/28/12


						159			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			H10			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/28/12


						160			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			H11			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/28/12


						161			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			H12			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/28/12


						162			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			H13			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/28/12


						163			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			H14			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/28/12


						164			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			H15			pop up message for custom entry missing			inserted custom entry pop up message			8/28/12


						165			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			H16			pop up message for custom entry missing			inserted custom entry pop up message			8/28/12


						166			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G25			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						167			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G26			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						168			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G27			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						169			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G28			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						170			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G29			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						171			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G30			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						172			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G31			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						173			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G32			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						174			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G33			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						175			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			G34			pop up message has fiscal impact from incorrect column C			changed column from C to G			8/28/12


						176			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			D39			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/28/12


						177			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			J49			no box around drop down			format painter from C.4 I7			8/28/12


						178			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			V49			inconsistent color			changed from R14 G122 B86 to R50 G82 B93			8/28/12


						179			8/28/12			Nicole			Financial			D55			inconsistent process improvement pop up message			copied process improvement pop up message from Resources and brought over			8/28/12


						180			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			A32			link went to B2			redirected to D2			8/28/12


						181			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			A1			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						182			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			A32			link format inconsistent			format painter to align text formats			8/28/12


						183			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			V13			inconsistent color			changed from R14 G122 B86 to R50 G82 B92			8/28/12


						184			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			V25			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/28/12


						185			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			V27			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/28/12


						186			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			I13			no box around drop down			format painter from C.4 I7			8/28/12


						187			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			I25			no box around drop down			format painter from C.4 I7			8/28/12


						188			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			G5			no hyperlink pop up message			inserted hyperlink pop up message from G6			8/28/12


						189			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			G8			no hyperlink pop up message			inserted hyperlink pop up message from G7			8/28/12


						190			8/28/12			Nicole			Legal			G11			no hyperlink pop up message			inserted hyperlink pop up message from G8			8/28/12


						191			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			E4			ORS hyperlink on-sheet			moved to off-sheet A4			8/29/12


						192			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			H15			text not within cell border			merged cells; left-align			8/29/12


						193			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			D20			RCRA not listed as option under legal consequences			added RCRA, increased row height from 21 to 42			8/29/12


						194			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			H16			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/29/12


						195			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			H17			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/29/12


						196			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			H18			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/29/12


						197			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			H19			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/29/12


						198			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			H20			pop up message for optional info missing			inserted optional info pop up message			8/29/12


						199			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			H21			pop up message for custom entry missing			inserted custom entry pop up message			8/29/12


						200			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			H22			pop up message for custom entry missing			inserted custom entry pop up message			8/29/12


						201			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D30			pop up message for custom entry missing			inserted custom entry pop up message			8/29/12


						202			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			H19			multiple cells in one area for optional notes			merged cells, left align			8/29/12


						203			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			D33			inconsistent process improvement pop up message			copied process improvement pop up message from Resources and brought over			8/29/12


						204			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			A1			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/29/12


						205			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			A18			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/29/12


						206			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			A18			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.9Header			8/29/12


						207			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			I12			drop down box adjacent to cell above; too busy			added row above drop down, re-sized to height of 9			8/29/12


						208			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			I14			drop down box adjacent to cell above; too busy			added row above drop down, re-sized to height of 9			8/29/12


						209			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			I12			text in drop down inconsistent format			format painter to C.8 I14			8/29/12


						210			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			D19			inconsistent process improvement pop up message			copied process improvement pop up message from Resources and brought over			8/29/12


						211			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			A1			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/29/12


						212			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			A15			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/29/12


						213			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			A15			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.10Header			8/29/12


						214			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			D4			word "unknown" in description of policy considerations			deleted "unknown"			8/29/12


						215			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			U8			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/29/12


						216			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			U10			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/29/12


						217			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			U12			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/29/12


						218			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			U13			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/29/12


						219			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			D15			inconsistent process improvement pop up message			copied process improvement pop up message from Resources and brought over			8/29/12


						220			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			I9			drop down box adjacent to cell above; too busy			added row above drop down, re-sized to height of 9			8/29/12


						221			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			I12			longer drop down option cut off			re-sized text to 9 pt., wrap text, center align			8/29/12


						222			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			I9			longer drop down option cut off			format painter from C.9 I12			8/29/12


						223			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			U5			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/29/12


						224			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			U7			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/29/12


						225			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			D3			multiple cells in one area for political description			merged cells, left align			8/29/12


						226			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			I6			drop down box adjacent to cell above; too busy			added row above drop down, re-sized to height of 9			8/29/12


						227			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			I6			format inconsistency			format painter from C.9 I12			8/29/12


						228			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			D15			inconsistent process improvement pop up message			copied process improvement pop up message from Resources and brought over			8/29/12


						229			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			A1			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/29/12


						230			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			A15			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/29/12


						231			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			C2			text in TNR - inconsistent			changed to Cambria			8/29/12


						232			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			D2			text in TNR - inconsistent			changed to Cambria			8/29/12


						233			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			C2			text in TNR - inconsistent			changed to Cambria			8/29/12


						234			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			D2			text in TNR - inconsistent			changed to Cambria			8/29/12


						235			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			C2			text in TNR - inconsistent			changed to Cambria			8/29/12


						236			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			D2			text in TNR - inconsistent			changed to Cambria			8/29/12


						237			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			C2			text in TNR - inconsistent			changed to Cambria			8/29/12


						238			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			D2			text in TNR - inconsistent			changed to Cambria			8/29/12


						239			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			A14			go to top directs to C.11Header			redirected link to C.12Header			8/29/12


						240			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			A1			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/29/12


						241			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			A14			hyperlink format not consistent			aligned format with Resources -painter			8/29/12


						242			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			U5			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/29/12


						243			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			U7			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/29/12


						244			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			I5			drop down box adjacent to cell above; too busy			added row above drop down, re-sized to height of 9			8/29/12


						245			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			I6			format inconsistency			format painter from C.11 I6			8/29/12


						246			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			U2			comment too large - down to row 245			re-sized height of comment box to V11			8/29/12


						247			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J10			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.4Header			8/29/12


						248			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J11			text not within cell border			merged cell, left align			8/29/12


						249			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J11			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.5Header			8/29/12


						250			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J12			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.6Header			8/29/12


						251			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J13			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.7Header			8/29/12


						252			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J14			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.8Header			8/29/12


						253			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J15			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.9Header			8/29/12


						254			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J16			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.10Header			8/29/12


						255			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J17			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.11Header			8/29/12


						256			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J18			hyperlink broken			redirected to C.12Header			8/29/12


						257			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J12			text not within cell border			merged cell, left align			8/29/12


						258			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J15			text not within cell border			merged cell, left align			8/29/12


						259			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J13			text not within cell border			merged cell, left align			8/29/12


						260			8/29/12			Nicole			Program			I7			format inconsistency			format painter from C.11 I6			8/29/12


						261			8/29/12			Nicole			Program			J26			format inconsistency			format painter from C.11 I6			8/29/12


						262			8/29/12			Nicole			Program			S26			drop down box adjacent to cell above; too busy			added row above drop down, re-sized to height of 9, removed pop up message and border link			8/29/12


						263			8/29/12			Nicole			Environmental			D38			drop down box adjacent to cell above; too busy			added row above drop down, re-sized to height of 9, removed border			8/29/12


						264			8/29/12			Nicole			Environmental			J39			format inconsistency			format painter from C.11 I6			8/29/12


						265			8/29/12			Nicole			Timing			K20			drop down box adjacent to cell above; too busy			added row above drop down, re-sized to height of 9, removed border			8/29/12


						266			8/29/12			Nicole			Timing			K20			format inconsistency			format painter from C.4 I7			8/29/12


						267			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			J49			format inconsistency			format painter from C.4 I7			8/29/12


						268			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V26			drop down message off-sheet missing			added drop down message			8/29/12


						269			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V27			drop down message off-sheet missing			added drop down message			8/29/12


						270			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V28			drop down message off-sheet missing			added drop down message			8/29/12


						271			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V29			drop down message off-sheet missing			added drop down message			8/29/12


						272			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V30			drop down message off-sheet missing			added drop down message			8/29/12


						273			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V31			drop down message off-sheet missing			added drop down message			8/29/12


						274			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V32			drop down message off-sheet missing			added drop down message			8/29/12


						275			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V33			drop down message off-sheet missing			added drop down message			8/29/12


						276			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V34			drop down message off-sheet missing			added drop down message			8/29/12


						277			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			I27			format inconsistency			format painter from C.4 I7			8/29/12


						278			8/29/12			Nicole			Environmental			C2:T2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.1 C2			8/29/12


						279			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			G2			alignment inconsistent			right aligned			8/29/12


						280			8/29/12			Nicole			Program			C2:U2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.1 C2			8/29/12


						281			8/29/12			Nicole			Timing			G2:S2			merged cells inconsistent			merged cells into T2			8/29/12


						282			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			G2:T2			merged cells inconsistent			unmerged cells from T2, right aligned			8/29/12


						283			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			G2			rule name not on top			inputted = C.2Name			8/29/12


						284			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			C2			font inconsistent			changed from Calibri to Cambria			8/29/12


						285			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			F2:T2			merged cells inconsistent			unmerged cells from T2, right aligned			8/29/12


						286			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			F2			rule name not on top			inputted = C.2Name			8/29/12


						287			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			F2			inconsistent formula 			locked cell			8/29/12


						288			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			F2:S2			merged cells inconsistent			unmerged cells from S2, right aligned			8/29/12


						289			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			F2:S3			format inconsistency			format painter from C.3 C2			8/29/12


						290			8/29/12			Nicole			Legal			F2:T2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.3 C2			8/29/12


						291			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			G2:T2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.3 C2			8/29/12


						292			8/29/12			Nicole			Timing			C2:U2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.3 C2			8/29/12


						293			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			F2			rule name not on top			inputted = C.2Name			8/29/12


						294			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			D2:S2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.3 C2			8/29/12


						295			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			F2			rule name not on top			inputted = C.2Name			8/29/12


						296			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			F2			format inconsistency - text			format painter to C.9 F2			8/29/12


						297			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			D2:S2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.3 C2			8/29/12


						298			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			F2			rule name not on top			inputted = C.2Name			8/29/12


						299			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			F2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.3 C2			8/29/12


						300			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			D2:S2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.3 C2			8/29/12


						301			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			F2			rule name not on top			inputted = C.2Name			8/29/12


						302			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			F2			format inconsistency			format painter from C.3 C2			8/29/12


						303			8/29/12			Nicole			Summary			J9			text not within cell border			merged cells, left align			8/29/12


						304			8/29/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I6			drop down message off-sheet inconsistent colors			copied format R192 for red color			8/29/12


						305			8/29/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I7			drop down message off-sheet missing			inserted drop down message copied from C.1 I6			8/29/12


						306			8/29/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I8			drop down message off-sheet missing			inserted drop down message copied from C.1 I7			8/29/12


						307			8/29/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I9			drop down message off-sheet missing			inserted drop down message copied from C.1 I8			8/29/12


						308			8/29/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I10			drop down message off-sheet missing			inserted drop down message copied from C.1 I9			8/29/12


						309			8/29/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I11			drop down message off-sheet missing			inserted drop down message copied from C.1 I10			8/29/12


						310			8/29/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I12			drop down message off-sheet missing			inserted drop down message copied from C.1 I11			8/29/12


						311			8/29/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I13			drop down message off-sheet missing			inserted drop down message copied from C.1 I12			8/29/12


						312			8/29/12			Nicole			WarmUp			I14			drop down message off-sheet missing			inserted drop down message copied from C.1 I13			8/29/12


						313			8/29/12			Nicole			Basics			W2			drop down message off-sheet too long			deleted "to select"			8/29/12


						314			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U20			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						315			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U21			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						316			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U22			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						317			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U23			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						318			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U24			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						319			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U25			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						320			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U26			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						321			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U27			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						322			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U28			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						323			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U29			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						324			8/29/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			U30			drop down message incorrect verbiage			changed from "drop down to select boxes" to "drop down interest options"			8/29/12


						325			8/29/12			Nicole			Program			V2			comment box too large - down to row 80			resized to row 12			8/29/12


						326			8/29/12			Nicole			Environmental			V2			comment box too large - down to row 60			resized to row 11			8/29/12


						327			8/29/12			Nicole			Timing			W2			comment box too large - down to row 81			resized to row 12			8/29/12


						328			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			V2			comment box too large - down to row 80			resized to row 12			8/29/12


						329			8/29/12			Nicole			Technical			U2			comment box too large - down to row 236			resized to row 8			8/29/12


						330			8/29/12			Nicole			Policy			U2			comment box too large - down to row 241			resized to row 9			8/29/12


						331			8/29/12			Nicole			Political			U2			comment box too large - down to row 246			resized to row 12			8/29/12


						332			8/29/12			Nicole			Implementation			U5			movable message box too small			resized from row 5 up to row 2			8/29/12


						333			8/29/12			Maggie			Summary			N9			Heatbar stays @ 1			Changed 1 to 0  =IF(C.3ComplexityRating=1,0,C.3ComplexityRating*2)			8/29/12


						334			8/29/12			Maggie			Stakeholders			D12,A37:A38,K49			Unlocked cells			Locked cells, reprotected sheet			8/29/12


									8/29/12			Maggie			Stakeholders			D29:D30			Locked Custom			Unlocked cells, reproptected sheet			8/29/12


						335			8/29/12			Maggie			Program			D26:S26			Unlocked cells			Locked cells, reprotected sheet			8/29/12


						336			8/29/12			Maggie			Timing			D6:T6,D7,E6,E8,F7			Unlocked cells			Locked cells, reprotected sheet			8/29/12


						337			8/29/12			Maggie			Financial			K48:S48			Unlocked cells			Locked cells, reprotected sheet			8/29/12


						338			8/29/12			Maggie			Legal			T2,D13:T13			Unlocked cells			Locked cells, reprotected sheet			8/29/12


						339			8/29/12			Maggie			Political			D5:S5, S13			Unlocked cells			Locked cells, reprotected sheet			8/29/12


						340			8/29/12			Maggie			Implementation			D5:S5			Unlocked cells			Locked cells, reprotected sheet			8/29/12


						341			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			E5			need instruction on funding sources			entered pop up message in data validation			8/29/12


						342			8/29/12			Nicole			Financial			E6			need instruction on funding sources			entered pop up message in data validation			8/29/12


			1.0			343			8/29/12												RELEASE


						344			9/7/12			Nicole			Financial			G25:G34			no minor cost increase/decrease option			added to DDL fiscal impact			9/7/12


						345			9/19/12			Maggie			Basics						Enhancement			How to insert bullets and  			9/19/12


						346						Maggie			Timing			D5			Rational spelled wrong


						347			10/4/12			Nicole			Basics			D55 			cell locked			Format cells - uncheck locked


						348			10/4/12			Nicole			Legal			D20			D20 reads into D21 so when one box is clicked, both get auto clicked			right click, format control, control, cell link: X20 (not X21)


						349			10/4/12			Nicole			Stakeholders			D37			If no advisory committee is selected, the summary page reads that no adv comm will happen but we will ask them for advice


						350			10/4/12			Nicole			Summary			K33			Words cut off - column needs to be widened			changed column width from 6.63 to 7.13			10/5/12


						351			10/4/12			Nicole			Timing			F12:F13			Drop down list needs to have "blank" as option that doesn't pop up error messages


						352			10/4/12			Nicole			Technical			D4			format cell to wrap text			Formatted D4 to wrap text, changed format from Date to General, unbolded			10/5/12


						353			10/4/12			Nicole			Policy			D6			Text box needs to be dragged down to show "policy"			Increased row height from 62.25 to 65.25 and increased height of text box			10/5/12


						354			10/4/12			Nicole			Financial			G25:G34			DDL should have minor cost increase/decrease as option			already corrected in base			n/a


						355			10/5/12			Nicole			Summary			AH14			summary would show severity rating, not complexity			changed name from C.8SeverityRating to C.8ComplexityRating			10/5/12


						356			10/5/12			Nicole			Summary			M14			"NA" would appear if legal complexity was alarm			C.VL_severity changed from A98:B104 to A99:B105			10/5/12


						357			10/5/12			Nicole			Summary			M14			"NA" would appear if legal complexity was alarm			C.VL_controversy changed from A78:B94 to A79:B85			10/5/12


						358			10/5/12			Nicole			Summary			M14			"NA" would appear if legal complexity was alarm			C.VL_complexity changed from A88: B94 to A89:B95			10/5/12


						359			10/5/12			Nicole			Policy			D9			consideraion misspelled			changed to consideration			10/5/12
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mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



												Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2


												Water Quality Standards and Assessment - water quality


												Brief description of rule proposal															Worksheets												Do nothing severity rating


												This rulemaking proposes to address EPA's Jan. 31, 2013 disapproval of Oregon's ammonia criteria that were adopted by the EQC in 2004. DEQ anticipates recommending to the EQC that Oregon adopts EPA's latest 2013 national recommendations for ammonia. Discussions with a wide range of stakeholders indicate that EPA's latest recommendations are appropriate to apply to Oregon. Therefore, DEQ anticipates this rulemaking will be relatively straight-forward. 															1			Warm up


																											2			Basics												Risk rating low → high


																											3			Stakeholders												1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	0


																											4			Program									0			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	3


																											5			Environmental									5			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	3


																											6			Timing												1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	3


																											7			Financial									1			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	3


																											8			Legal									7			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	3


																											9			Technical												1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	3			 


																											10			Policy												1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	3


																											11			Political												1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	6			 


																											12			Implementation												1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																																	6			 





									Schedule																		legislative session


												 


												2014												2015												2016																																										 


												Q1			Q2			Q3			Q4			Q1			Q2			Q3			Q4			Q1			Q2			Q3												Q4																																																 


															<Start			---			---			Effective>																																																																														 


																																																																														 																								 									 


																		<Notice>																																																																																				 									 


																					EQC																																																									 																								 


									5			Environmental															The proposed rules involve


												The proposed rules:															Compliance									6			involved, not new or expanded


												● address an environmental problem directly.															Penalties									6			involved, not new or expanded


																											Permits, certifications									6			involved, not new or expanded																																							 


												● have a statewide environmental reach.															Fees									0			not involved


																											State Implementation Plan									0			not involved


												● align with 1 action in the EPA Strategic Plan.															Land use rules									7			involved





												● do not have a selection for Natural Step support at this time.												The "do nothing" environmental consequence is: adverse effect on vulnerable populations.


												Ideal												Reality												Consequences


												What we want to happen.												What we are trying to change.												What will happen if we don't change.


												Water quality staff anticipates adopting EPA's latest recommendations for ammonia with little to no opposition from stakeholders. DEQ's comparison shows that EPA's revised chronic criterion for ammonia is less stringent than Oregon's current chronic criterion for ammonia. EPA's acute criterion is slightly more stringent.												There may be additional considerations that emerge as DEQ develops the rulemaking. 												The objective of this rulemaking is to address EPA's disapproval of Oregon's aquatic life freshwater criteria for ammonia. Under federal regulations, EPA must revise criteria for Oregon if Oregon does not conduct rulemaking in a timely manner. EPA could also be sued by third parties for lack of action on a state's criteria. 																																																																								 


												Alternatives considered												Research/data needed												Models																																										 


												The alternative to rulemaking is to not conduct rulemaking. As indicated above, EPA would be obligated to develop criteria for Oregon. Although the revised criteria for ammonia should be straight-forward, it is preferable for Oregon to conduct its own rulemaking and make revisions to the state's OARs, rather than situated in the Code of Federal Regulations under EPA rules.												Although DEQ is not expecting opposition from stakeholders, DEQ will need to discuss ammonia criteria revisions with the National Marine Fisheries Service and EPA to confirm that EPA's revised criteria will not cause jeopardy to threatened and endangered species in Oregon. 												EPA has already developed  equations to derive acute and chronic criteria based on species sensitivity to ammonia. This rulemaking should not require any additional models.


									6			Public involvement															Affected parties


												Interest in this proposal is medium. DEQ does not plan to appoint an advisory committee. We plan to ask the committee to provide advice.															Business						3			affects  under 100 currently regulated


																											Manufacturing						3			affects  under 100 currently regulated


																											City/county/state						3			affects  hundreds currently regulated


																											Individuals						0			not affected 


																											Custom entry						0			not affected 


																											Custom entry						0			not affected 


																														Friday, April 25, 2014
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						WQ			Water Quality Standards and Assessment


						041


						 			G:\Currrent Plan\WQ-NH3-AndreaMatzke\1-Planning\[CONSIDERATIONS.xlsx]9Technical


			 ❷Rule Basics


			Brief description						This rulemaking proposes to address EPA's Jan. 31, 2013 disapproval of Oregon's ammonia criteria that were adopted by the EQC in 2004. DEQ anticipates recommending to the EQC that Oregon adopts EPA's latest 2013 national recommendations for ammonia. Discussions with a wide range of stakeholders indicate that EPA's latest recommendations are appropriate to apply to Oregon. Therefore, DEQ anticipates this rulemaking will be relatively straight-forward. 


			Rule type			5			permanent


			Rule divisions						041


			About proposal


			Had prior public input			3			somewhat true


			Is backed by science			1			definitely true


			Is backed by data			1			definitely true


			Supports sustainability			0			does not apply


			Supports strategic directions  			3			somewhat true


			Furthers DEQ priorities			1			definitely true


			Would make DEQ's work easier 			3			somewhat true


			Would reduce DEQ costs			6			unknown at this time


			Ideal - short						Water quality staff anticipates adopting EPA's latest recommendations for ammonia with little to no opposition from stakeholders. DEQ's comparison shows that EPA's revised chronic criterion for ammonia is less stringent than Oregon's current chronic criterion for ammonia. EPA's acute criterion is slightly more stringent.


			Ideal - long						0


			Reality - short						There may be additional considerations that emerge as DEQ develops the rulemaking. 


			Reality - long						There may be additional considerations that emerge as DEQ develops the rulemaking. 


			Consequences - short						The objective of this rulemaking is to address EPA's disapproval of Oregon's aquatic life freshwater criteria for ammonia. Under federal regulations, EPA must revise criteria for Oregon if Oregon does not conduct rulemaking in a timely manner. EPA could also be sued by third parties for lack of action on a state's criteria. 


			Consequences - long						blank


			Alternatives - short						The alternative to rulemaking is to not conduct rulemaking. As indicated above, EPA would be obligated to develop criteria for Oregon. Although the revised criteria for ammonia should be straight-forward, it is preferable for Oregon to conduct its own rulemaking and make revisions to the state's OARs, rather than situated in the Code of Federal Regulations under EPA rules.


			Alternatives - long						blank


			Research - short						Although DEQ is not expecting opposition from stakeholders, DEQ will need to discuss ammonia criteria revisions with the National Marine Fisheries Service and EPA to confirm that EPA's revised criteria will not cause jeopardy to threatened and endangered species in Oregon. 


			Research - long						blank


			Model - short						EPA has already developed  equations to derive acute and chronic criteria based on species sensitivity to ammonia. This rulemaking should not require any additional models.


			Model - long						=C.2ModelLong


			Land use rules			7			involved


			SIP			0			not involved


			Compliance			6			involved, not new or expanded


			Penalties			6			involved, not new or expanded


			Permits, certifications, licenses			6			involved, not new or expanded


			Process Improvement						0


			❸Stakeholders 


			Complexity			1			low, no opposition


			Affected parties


			Business			3			affects  under 100 currently regulated


			Manufacturing			3			affects  under 100 currently regulated


			City/county/state			3			affects  hundreds currently regulated


			Individuals			0			not affected 


			Custom entry 1			0			not affected 


			Custom entry 2			0			not affected 


			Interest


			Regulated community			8			considerable interest


			Business and industry			4			moderate interest


			Environmental groups			8			considerable interest


			Public  			6			unknown at this time


			State legislators			6			unknown at this time


			Federal environmental regulators			8			considerable interest


			Other state and federal agencies			4			moderate interest


			Local governments			4			moderate interest


			Tribal nations			4			moderate interest


			Custom entry			0			does not apply


			Custom entry			0			does not apply


			Advisory committee


			Committee appointment						none


			Type of Advice						 


			Number of meetings						0


			Appointment strategy						 


			How DEQ will use committee input						 


			Information meetings


			Where held						Regions & Portland area


			Number of meetings						4


			About the hearing						The number of hearings has not been determined yet. If we do not have an advisory committee, we may want to hold more hearings around the state in order to get input.


			❹Program


			Complexity			3			potential for minor complexity


			Consequences of doing nothing			0			does not apply


			Loss of delegation			0			does not apply


			Failure to keep commitment			7			true


			Failure to respond to legislature			0			does not apply


			Increased difficulty doing business			7			true


			Unclear administrative rules			0			does not apply


			Loss of reputation			7			true


			EPA could develop criteria for Oregon			7			true


			Enter custom consequences here			0			does not apply


			Considerations


			Subject program						 


			Other programs						 


			Dependencies			0			none


			Discussion						 





			❺Environmental


			Complexity			3			potential for minor complexity


			Consequences of doing nothing			5			medium


			Science does not apply to Oregon			0			does not apply


			Delay in public health protection			0			does not apply


			Adverse effect on vulnerable populations			7			true


			Adverse effect on environmental justice communities			0			does not apply


			Enter custom environmental consequence here			0			does not apply


			Enter custom environmental consequence here			0			does not apply


			Reach			5			 


			Correlations to:			 


			The environment			 			address an environmental problem directly.


			EPA Strategic Plan			5			Yes


			The Natural Step			0			No


			Description						The proposed rules will protect sensitive aquatic species, but the environmental impact is likely minor because generally this rule would not significantly reduce ammonia in the environment. The proposed criteria recommendations are based on updated science and ammonia toxicity to sensitive aquatic species (i.e. mussels)


			Envirnmental data			2			low/medium data uncertainties


			❻Timing


			Complexity			3			potential for minor complexity


			Schedule challenges			3			low/medium


			Schedule			7			2013-Q1 to 2015-Q1


			Start			0			2013-Q1


			Advisory committee			0			not involved


			Notice			0			2014-Q3 to 2014-Q3


			EQC			0			2014-Q4


			Effective			7			2015-Q1


			Rational for rulemaking now						Generally, DEQ anticipates that this rulemaking will be fairly straight-forward. Therefore, we would like to address EPA's disapproval as quickly as possible.


			❼Financial


			Complexity			3			potential for minor complexity


			Consequences of doing nothing			5			low


			Loss of program funding			0			does not apply


			Failure to address costs			0			does not apply


			Loss of federal funding			0			does not apply


			Insufficient funding			0			does not apply


			Failure to address undue burden			0			does not apply


			Enter custom financial consequence here			0			does not apply


			Enter custom financial consequence here			0			does not apply


			Funding source for:


			Rulemaking			 			general and federal funds


			Implementation						general and federal funds


			Fiscal impact on:			6			average of impacts below


			Regulated community			6			unknown at this time


			Small business (50 emp or less)			6			unknown at this time


			Business and industry			6			unknown at this time


			Local governments			6			unknown at this time


			Other state or federal agencies			6			unknown at this time


			Public			0			no fiscal impacts


			DEQ			0			no fiscal impacts


			Program -Air Quality			0			no fiscal impacts


			Custom entry 1			0			no fiscal impacts


			Custom entry 2			0			no fiscal impacts


			Optional fiscal discussion						Generally, it is unknown at this time if there will be any fiscal impacts. Because revised ammonia criteria could actually be less stringent, it is conceivable that costs could decrease. However, anti-backsliding and other CWA provisions may not allow dischargers to decrease existing ammonia discharges despite less stringent ammonia criteria. Our understanding from discussions with the regulated community is that having final ammonia criteria is desirable and would provide a known target for dischargers rather than being in limbo--the situation that has occurred since 2004.


			Fees			0			not involved


			Authority to adopt fees						ORS 


			DAS fee approval			0			does not apply


			New			0			does not apply


			Increase existing			0			does not apply


			Decrease existing			0			does not apply


			Invoicing system			0			not involved


			Discription						I don't believe permit invoicing would change based on revised ammonia criteria.


			❽Legal


			Complexity			3			potential for minor complexity


			Consequences of doing nothing			7			medium to high


			Rules will not align with the law			0			does not apply


			Risks noncompliance			0			true


			Failure to comply with Clean Water Act			0			true


			Failure to comply with Clean Air Act			0			does not apply


			Enter custom legal consequence here			0			does not apply


			Enter custom legal consequence here			0			does not apply


			Description						As noted elsewhere, if Oregon does not address EPA's disapproval of its ammonia criteria, EPA is required under the CWA to develop criteria for Oregon.


			Authorities


			Current 1						ORS 468.020, 468B.030, 468B.035, 468B.048


			Current 2						 


			Requirement 1						 


			Requirement 2						 


			Dependency 1						 


			Dependency 2						 


			❾Technical


			Complexity			3			potential for minor complexity


			Innovation 			2			low


			Infrastructure 			1			low


			Discription						EPA has already provided the technical justifcation (e.g. toxicity studies on a wide range of aquatic species) for revised criteria based on pH and temperature and the presence of mussels and/or salmonids. Therefore, DEQ does not need to develop specific criteria applicable to Oregon. However, WQ staff will still need to run additional scenarios, for example NPDES permitting, to gain a better understanding of how EPA's revised criteria will apply in Oregon. In addition, tables and spreadsheets will also be developed for Oregon Administrative Rules.  


			❿Policy


			Complexity			3			potential for minor complexity


			Risks			2			low/medium


			Description						December 31, 1899


			⓫Political


			Complexity			6			potential for moderate complexity


			Description						Currently, WQ staff are not considering the formation of an advisory committee based on comments from some stakeholders and the desire to quickly adopt revised ammonia criteria. Instead public input would be provided as part of the public comment process, thus generally streamlining the rulemaking schedule. However, there is a possibility that some members of the public would be suspicious of any rulemaking (even rules that are less complex) where an advisory committee was omitted.


			⓬Implementation


			Complexity			6			potential for moderate complexity


			Description						WQ staff anticipate that revised ammonia criteria will be applied in Oregon based on the assumption that mussels are present in every waterbody. There is flexibility in EPA's criteria which would allow for less stringent ammonia criteria if mussels were not present at a site (mussels are the most sensitive species). Regardless of this assumption, DEQ will likely consider site-specific mussel data (i.e. mussels not present), as long as a robust and valid mussel surveys were completed. DEQ may need to develop an IMD on how such data would be evaluated. 





			Message Map


			4Program			Y			 


			5Environmental			 


			6Timing			Y


			7Financial			Y


			8Legal			Y


			9Technical			Y


			10Policy			 


			11Political			Y


			12Implementation			Y


			Charter
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1WarmUp


			⧀ Summary


									1			Warmed up															 
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												Action 			Object			Driver


			 									carry out			existing regulatory program			EPA direction						 			ï drop down Action/Object/Driver lists


												 			 			 									ï drop down Action/Object/Driver lists


												 			 			 									ï drop down Action/Object/Driver lists


												 			 			 									ï drop down Action/Object/Driver lists


												 			 			 									ï drop down Action/Object/Driver lists


												 			 			 									ï drop down Action/Object/Driver lists


												 			 			 									ï drop down Action/Object/Driver lists


																											ï drop down Action/Object/Driver lists


																											ï drop down Action/Object/Driver lists


												Optional discussion


												This rulemaking intends to address EPA's CWA disapproval of Oregon's water quality criteria for ammonia which was submitted to EPA for action in 2004.


												Process improvement


			Go to top									Since many of the rulemakings that we do in WQ Standards are in response to EPA disapproval actions, maybe we could be more specific in the drop down box in the "driver" column and include "EPA disapproval"


															Friday, April 25, 2014
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			⧀ Summary


									2			Basics						Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																																			 
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			HOW TO: Insert bullets and break text to new line within a cell						 			Brief description of rule proposal


												This rulemaking proposes to address EPA's Jan. 31, 2013 disapproval of Oregon's ammonia criteria that were adopted by the EQC in 2004. DEQ anticipates recommending to the EQC that Oregon adopts EPA's latest 2013 national recommendations for ammonia. Discussions with a wide range of stakeholders indicate that EPA's latest recommendations are appropriate to apply to Oregon. Therefore, DEQ anticipates this rulemaking will be relatively straight-forward. 





															Rulemaking type			permanent						Chapter 340 divisions									041																																				ï drop down Rulemaking type									 


												Strengths/weaknesses going into rulemaking																																																																		 


															The proposed rule…									Risk option									Riskometer																																													 


															Had prior public input									somewhat true									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down to select options			3						 


															Is backed by science									definitely true									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down to select options			1


															Is backed by data									definitely true									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down to select options			1


															Supports sustainability									does not apply									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down to select options			0


															Supports strategic directions  									somewhat true									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down to select options			3


															Furthers DEQ priorities									definitely true									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down to select options			1


															Would make DEQ's work easier 									somewhat true									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down to select options			3


															Would reduce DEQ costs									unknown at this time									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down to select options			6


																																																																								3





																					Risk average												1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10						 						2.6


									 			Ideal - What do we envision?


												Short			Water quality staff anticipates adopting EPA's latest recommendations for ammonia with little to no opposition from stakeholders. DEQ's comparison shows that EPA's revised chronic criterion for ammonia is less stringent than Oregon's current chronic criterion for ammonia. EPA's acute criterion is slightly more stringent.


												Optional long


									 			Reality - What are we trying to change? 


												Short			There may be additional considerations that emerge as DEQ develops the rulemaking. 


												Optional long			At this time, DEQ does not think it is necessary to form an advisory committee for this rulemaking. However, we may reconsider this necessity if potential conflicts or other important considerations arise as we develop the rulemaking. 


									 			Consequences - What will happen if we do nothing?


												Short			The objective of this rulemaking is to address EPA's disapproval of Oregon's aquatic life freshwater criteria for ammonia. Under federal regulations, EPA must revise criteria for Oregon if Oregon does not conduct rulemaking in a timely manner. EPA could also be sued by third parties for lack of action on a state's criteria. 


												Optional long			blank


									 			Alternatives to rulemaking already considered or to explore


												Short			The alternative to rulemaking is to not conduct rulemaking. As indicated above, EPA would be obligated to develop criteria for Oregon. Although the revised criteria for ammonia should be straight-forward, it is preferable for Oregon to conduct its own rulemaking and make revisions to the state's OARs, rather than situated in the Code of Federal Regulations under EPA rules.


												Optional long			blank


									 			Research or data needed to develop proposal


												Short			Although DEQ is not expecting opposition from stakeholders, DEQ will need to discuss ammonia criteria revisions with the National Marine Fisheries Service and EPA to confirm that EPA's revised criteria will not cause jeopardy to threatened and endangered species in Oregon. 


												Optional long			blank


									 			Models that could be leveraged for this proposal


												Optional long			EPA has already developed  equations to derive acute and chronic criteria based on species sensitivity to ammonia. This rulemaking should not require any additional models.


												Long			blank


																					Land Use/SIP																																																									 


			 																		Land use rules									Y																																							ï drop down to select Land Use/ SIP boxes			involved			7





			 																		State Implementation Plan									 																																							ï drop down to select Land Use/ SIP boxes			not involved			0


									 			Out of the scope for this proposal


												Topic												Reasoning


												Revisions to address the other EPA-disapproved toxics criteria for copper, aluminum and cadmium (acute only), or other major revisions related to toxics. 												The other disapproved criteria are more complicated and would delay the revisions to the ammonia criteria. DEQ will address these other disapprovals in subsequent rulemaking.


												 												 


												 												 





									 			Compliance, penalties, permits, certifications, registrations and licensing


																		Extent that proposal addresses listed items


																		 			 


												Compliance																																																						 						3			<Cells needs to be unlocked to work			6			involved, not new or expanded


												Penalties																																																						 						3						6			involved, not new or expanded


																																																																								 


												Water quality																																																									ï drop down to select program												water quality





												NPDES permit																																																						 						3			NPDES permit			Make changes on DDL tab - DDL_PermitType


												Sewage Disposal Service Business Licensing																																																						 						1			Sewage Disposal Service Business Licensing


												Stormwater Discharge permit																																																												1			Stormwater Discharge permit


												UIC Registration/Permits																																																						 						1			UIC Registration/Permits


												WastewaterSystem Operator Certification																																																						 						1			WastewaterSystem Operator Certification


												Water Pollution Control Facilities Permit																																																												1			Water Pollution Control Facilities Permit


												Water Quality Permit Program																																																						 						3			Water Quality Permit Program


												Enter custom item here																																																						 						1			Custom entry


												Enter custom item here																																																												1			Custom entry


												Enter custom item here																																																						 						1			Custom entry





												Reminders																																																												3						6			involved, not new or expanded


												 																																																						 


												Process improvement


			Go to  top


																								Friday, April 25, 2014




























































































































































































                                                       04/24/14              
Subject
 Your name Andrea 

Your message: I'm not sure what this sentence is getting at. I answered this question  more from the angle of what COULD happen if our IDEAL doesn't happen...
 


http://office.microsoft.com/en-us/excel-help/insert-bullets-in-a-worksheet-HP001174202.aspx


3Stakeholders


			⧀ Summary


									3			Stakeholders and public involvement									Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																										 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.
									 





												"The Legislative Assembly finds and declares that it is the policy of this state that whenever possible the public be involved in the development of public policy by agencies and in the drafting of rules. The Legislative Assembly encourages agencies to seek public input to the maximum extent possible before giving notice of intent to adopt a rule. The agency may appoint an advisory committee that will represent the interests of persons likely to be affected by the rule, or use any other means of obtaining public views that will assist the agency in drafting the rule." ORS 183.333


												Affected parties																																																			 									 						10s			100s			1,000s


																					Previously						Number affected																																				 															2			1			0


												 			Not involved			Involved			unregulated						10s									100s									1,000s															 												involves hundreds of current regulated parties						hundreds of 


												Business															X																																				ï drop down to X boxes									2			1			 under 100			affects  under 100 currently regulated			3


												Manufacturing															X																																				ï drop down to X boxes									2			1			 under 100			affects  under 100 currently regulated			3


												City/county/state																								X																											ï drop down to X boxes									2			1			 hundreds			affects  hundreds currently regulated			3


												Individuals																																																			ï drop down to X boxes									1			0						not affected 			0


												Custom entry																																																			ï drop down to X boxes									1			0						not affected 			0


												Custom entry																																																			ï drop down to X boxes									1			0						not affected 			0


									 			Stakeholder complexity





												  																																																												1			Cell to left must be unlocked						low, no opposition


									 			External stakeholder interest


												Selecting an interest level indicates the group to the left is a stakeholder.


												Group						Interest						Riskometer


												Regulated community						considerable interest						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									8			considerable interest


												Business and industry						moderate interest						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									4			moderate interest


												Environmental groups						considerable interest						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									8			considerable interest


												Public  						unknown at this time						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									6			unknown at this time


												State legislators						unknown at this time						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									6			unknown at this time


												Federal environmental regulators						considerable interest						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									8			considerable interest


												Other state and federal agencies						moderate interest						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									4			moderate interest


												Local governments						moderate interest						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									4			moderate interest


												Tribal nations						moderate interest						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									4			moderate interest


												Custom entry						does not apply						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									0			does not apply


												Custom entry						does not apply						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down interest options									0			does not apply








																					Interest average			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																					6			medium			Interest in this proposal is medium.


												Optional stakeholder information																																																															 


												 The regulated community is very interested in this rulemaking, but have indicated that they do not believe DEQ needs an advisory committee if we plan on adopting EPA's latest criteria. They currently support EPA's recommendations. However, Debra Sturdevant would like to have some sort of public information meeting prior to the proposed rules going out for public comment.																																																												Summary


						 			 			Advisory committee appointment						Type of committee (check all that apply)																																																						Interest in this proposal is medium. DEQ does not plan to appoint an advisory committee. We plan to ask the committee to provide advice.			FALSE			DEQ does not plan to appoint an advisory committee. We plan to ask the committee to provide advice.


												No advisory committee									Fiscal									Scientific																														 												1			FALSE			FALSE			 			


												Use a standing committee									Policy									Rule language																																										none			FALSE			FALSE						


												Reconvene a committee									Technical									Legally required																																	 												FALSE			FALSE						


												Convene a new committee									Implementation									Custom entry																																													FALSE			FALSE						


															No. of meetings																																																									DEQ does not plan to appoint an advisory committee.						 We plan to ask the committee to provide advice.


															0																																																									0			0			 


												Describe appointment strategy


												 


												Describe how DEQ will use their input																																																			 


												 


																																																															 


			Advisory Committee Guide																																																									 


			ORS 183.333 			 			 			Information meetings/hearings during public notice																																																			 


									 			Information meetings/hearings									Public notice																																																									3


												Portland area									No public notice																																																			TRUE			Regions & Portland area			Public notice with hearing 


												Regional									Public notice, no hearing																																																			TRUE						FALSE


															No. of meetings						Public notice with hearing 


															4						Re-notice


												Optional hearing information


												The number of hearings has not been determined yet. If we do not have an advisory committee, we may want to hold more hearings around the state in order to get input.


												Reminders





												Process improvement


			Go to Top									external stakeholder interest should not be averaged as two particular parties should be maxed out and the summary doesn't reflect. Can the summary page include an indicator similar to the "do nothing severity"? A # of interested parties with a rating of 8 or more? Or remove "models" to input text and ratings similar to affected parties section on summary.                FROM ANDREA: There could be situations (as in this rulemaking) where there is a high level of interest, but that interest is for DEQ to conduct the rulemaking. The resulting "red" level could raise the riskometer when in reality, that rating does not relate to more risk.


																		April 25, 2014








                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


FUTURE
The Pollution Control and Prevention Strategies breakthrough (OP2 from the Core Map) is developing requirements and best practices for Stakeholder involvement. For the 2014 rulemaking cycle, this worksheet will link/adapt to that work.


Q


http://deq05/intranet/working/rulemaking/qcards/C3-Fiscal.pdfhttp://deq05/intranet/communication/publicinvolvement/acguide/acguide.htmhttp://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/183.html


4Program


			⧀ Summary


									4			Program									Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																													 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.






												Program name			Water Quality Standards and Assessment





												Media			water																																																			ï drop down Media list


												Program consequences of doing nothing															does not apply																																							ï drop down Media list						0			does not apply


																					Severity						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10


												Loss of delegation												 																																										 						FALSE						0


												Failure to keep commitment																																																						 						TRUE			0			7


												Failure to respond to legislature																																																												FALSE						0


												Increased difficulty doing business																																																												TRUE			increased difficulty doing business, 			7


												Unclear administrative rules																																																												FALSE						0


												Loss of reputation																																																												TRUE			loss of reputation and 			7


												EPA could develop criteria for Oregon																																																												TRUE			epa could develop criteria for oregon			7


												Enter custom consequences here																																																												FALSE						0


												Subject program considerations																																																						 						If DEQ does not address this in rules, the program risks 0increased difficulty doing business, loss of reputation and epa could develop criteria for oregon.


												 


												Other DEQ program considerations


												 																																																						 


						 						Dependencies																																																						 


																																																																		 						 						 


												  																																																												1			Cell to left must be unlocked


												Optional dependency information																																																												0			none


												 





												Include program considerations in:									 									potential for minor complexity																																				ï drop down Complexity list


																					Complexity 									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10															3			potential for minor complexity


												Committee charter			 			 																																																ï drop down charter/map/proposal


												Message map			Y


												Proposal			 															 


												Reminders


												 


												Process Improvement


			Go to top									 


																					Friday, April 25, 2014








                                                       04/24/14              
Subject
 Andrea

Your message: Not sure what this is getting at.
 


Fully dependent on success of other projects/programs or potentially controversial legislation needed


                                                       8/29/12              
I'll buy lunch
 Maggie (x6878)

I'll buy lunch for the first person who figures out how to remove this Option Button ghost.
 





5Environmental


			⧀ Summary


									5			Environmental									Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																										 			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.
												 





												The proposed rules			address an environmental problem directly.												 																																							ï drop down environmental correlation						address an environmental problem directly.			1


																																																																								


												Environmental consequences of doing nothing												 			medium																																													5			medium


																					Severity						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down Severity list						The "do nothing" environmental consequence is: adverse effect on vulnerable populations.


												Science does not apply to Oregon																																																												FALSE						0


												Delay in public health protection																																																						 						FALSE						0


												Adverse effect on vulnerable populations																																																						 						TRUE			adverse effect on vulnerable populations			7


			DEQ - EJ									Adverse effect on environmental justice communities																																																												FALSE						0


												Enter custom environmental consequence here																																																												FALSE						0			 


												Enter custom environmental consequence here																																																												FALSE						0			 


												Describe environmental considerations																																																												 			adverse effect on vulnerable populations


												The proposed rules will protect sensitive aquatic species, but the environmental impact is likely minor because generally this rule would not significantly reduce ammonia in the environment. The proposed criteria recommendations are based on updated science and ammonia toxicity to sensitive aquatic species (i.e. mussels)																																																						 						 


												Environmental reach																																																												have a statewide environmental reach.


												Select the most expansive environmental reach of this proposed rule.


															 						 			 			 																					 																								3			⇦This cell must be unlocked			 


																																																																								5


												Links																																																																		 


												2011-2015 EPA Strategic Plan																																																			 


												The proposed rules align with actions in the EPA Strategic Plan:																																																												Yes


												Taking Action on Climate Change/Improving AQ																																																												FALSE


												Protecting America's Waters																																																												TRUE


												Ensuring Safety of Chemicals/Preventing Pollution																																																												FALSE


												Enforcing Environmental Laws																																																												FALSE


												Cleaning Up Communities/Advancing Sustainable Development																																																												FALSE


																																																																								1			align with 1 action in the EPA Strategic Plan.


												the Natural Step


												The proposed rules support the elimination of Oregon's contribution to:																																																												No


												The progressive buildup of substances extracted from the Earth's crust (for example, heavy metals and fossil fuels)																																																												FALSE


												The progressive buildup of chemicals and compounds produced by society (for example, dioxins, PCBs, and DDT)																																																												FALSE


												The progressive physical degradation and destruction of nature and natural processes (for example, over harvesting forests and paving over critical wildlife habitat)																																																												FALSE


												Conditions that undermine people’s capacity to meet their basic human needs (for example, unsafe working conditions and not enough pay to live on)																																																												FALSE


						 						Environmental data																																																												0			do not have a selection for Natural Step support at this time.


												 						 												 																																				 


												  																																																												2			Cell to left must be unlocked			low/medium data uncertainties





												Include environmental consideration in:												 						potential for minor complexity																																				ï drop down Complexity list


												Committee charter			 			 						Complexity 						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down charter/map/proposal						3			potential for minor complexity


												Message map			 


												Proposal			 


												Reminders


												 


												Process Improvement


			Go to top									 


																					Friday, April 25, 2014








                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


Local


Beyond


Regional OR


Statewide


Regional US


National


http://water.epa.gov/resource_performance/planning/index.cfmhttp://www.naturalstep.org/the-system-conditionshttp://nepis.epa.gov/Adobe/PDF/P1008YOS.pdfhttp://www.deq.state.or.us/about/envjustice.htm


6Timing


			⧀ Summary


									6			Timing									Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																																 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.






												Rationale for developing proposal now - drivers


												Generally, DEQ anticipates that this rulemaking will be fairly straight-forward. Therefore, we would like to address EPA's disapproval as quickly as possible.																																																									 





																		Consider any challenges to the rulemaking for each activity below that may occurs during a legislative session (Q1 of even years, Q1 and Q2 of odd years.) 																																																			constraints on EQC adoption/effective date


																																																																					Topic expert


																		START						END


																		Year			Qtr			Year			Qtr


												Start						2014			2																																																ï drop down Year and Qtr						2014-Q2			0			 


												Advisory committee						2013			1			2013			1			not involved																																							ï drop down Year and Qtr						2013-Q1			7			2013-Q1			7			0			not involved			Error in Start date


												Rulemaking notice						2014			3			2014			3																																										ï drop down Year and Qtr						2014-Q3			0			2014-Q3			0			0			2014-Q3 to 2014-Q3			


												EQC Action						2014			4																																																ï drop down Year and Qtr						2014-Q4			0															


												Effective						2015			1																																																ï drop down Year and Qtr						2015-Q1			7															


						 						Timing challenges																																																									 


												No challenge in meeting rule adoption						Compressed or extended timeframe for rule adoption															Difficult schedule, no contingencies allowed, uncontrolled changes to deadline likely																																				 						 																		 


												  																																																															2			Cell to left must be unlocked															low/medium





												Include timing rational above in:												 									potential for minor complexity																																				ï drop down Complexity list						3


												Committee charter			 									Complexity 									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down charter/map/proposal						3						potential for minor complexity


												Message map			Y


												Proposal			 


												Reminders


												 


												Process Improvement


			Go to Top


																								Friday, April 25, 2014








                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 





7Financial


			⧀ Summary																																																																					FORMULAS


									7			Financial									Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																													 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.
						Pass to Proposal


												 									 


												Funding source


												Rulemaking			general and federal funds


												Implementation			general and federal funds


												Financial consequences of doing nothing																		low																																				ï drop down Severity list						1			low


																								Severity						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10


																								Optional notes


												Loss of program funding																																																												FALSE									0


												Failure to address costs																																																												FALSE									0


												Loss of federal funding																																																												FALSE									0


												Insufficient funding																																																												FALSE									0


												Failure to address undue burden																																																												FALSE									0


												Enter custom financial consequence here												 																																																FALSE									0			 


												Enter custom financial consequence here																																																												FALSE									0			 


												Fees 																																																												


			ORS 291.055 (2)(d)  						 			Action												DAS Fee Approval																																																Does not apply												does not apply


												Establish new fees												Does not apply


Maggie: Requirement 
For fees to become effective, DEQ must receive approval of all NEW, INCREASED or DECREASED fees from the Director of the Oregon Department of Administrative Services. There are several exemptions. Exemptions that generally apply to DEQ are below.																																																FALSE									0			1


												Increase existing fees												Exempt under ORS 291.55(2)(d) 


Maggie:                                                                          ORS 291.055 (2)(d)  

Fees created or authorized by statute that have no established rate or amount but are calculated for each separate instance for each fee payer and are based on actual cost of services provided. 
 																																																FALSE												not involved


												Decrease existing fees												Exempt under ORS 291.55(2)(m) 


Maggie: 
ORS 291.055 (2)(m)   

New or increased fees that are anticipated in the legislative budgeting process for an agency, revenues from which are included, explicitly or implicitly, in the legislatively adopted budget for the agency. 
                                                                                
																																																FALSE												, require DAS approval





												Authority to adopt, amend or repeal fees:									ORS 


												Fiscal impact on:									Impact									Riskometer


												Regulated community									unknown at this time									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						6			unknown at this time


												Small business (50 emp or less)									unknown at this time									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						6			unknown at this time


												Business and industry									unknown at this time									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						6			unknown at this time


												Local governments									unknown at this time									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						6			unknown at this time


												Other state or federal agencies									unknown at this time									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						6			unknown at this time


												Public									no fiscal impacts									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						0			no fiscal impacts


												DEQ									no fiscal impacts									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						0			no fiscal impacts


												Program -Air Quality									no fiscal impacts									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						0			no fiscal impacts


												Custom entry									no fiscal impacts									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						0			no fiscal impacts


												Custom entry									no fiscal impacts									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down Impact list						0			no fiscal impacts








																					Fiscal impact average 									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10															6


												Optional fiscal discussion																																																															FALSE


												Generally, it is unknown at this time if there will be any fiscal impacts. Because revised ammonia criteria could actually be less stringent, it is conceivable that costs could decrease. However, anti-backsliding and other CWA provisions may not allow dischargers to decrease existing ammonia discharges despite less stringent ammonia criteria. Our understanding from discussions with the regulated community is that having final ammonia criteria is desirable and would provide a known target for dischargers rather than being in limbo--the situation that has occurred since 2004.																																																						 


												Invoicing system


												Develop new									CHRIS									TRAACS																																										FALSE			FALSE			FALSE			not involved


												Access database									HazWaste Invoicing									UST Invoice.new																																										FALSE			FALSE			FALSE


												Access template									SWIFT									WQSIS																																										FALSE			FALSE			FALSE


												Custom entry									Custom entry									Custom entry																																										FALSE			FALSE			FALSE


																																																																								


												Description


												I don't believe permit invoicing would change based on revised ammonia criteria.																																																						 


												Include description above in:									 																																													 


												Committee charter			 			 						 						potential for minor complexity																																				ï drop down Complexity list						3			potential for minor complexity


												Message map			Y									Complexity 						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									 


												Proposal			 


												Reminders


												 


												Process improvement


			Go to Top									 


																					Friday, April 25, 2014
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http://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/291.055


8Legal


			⧀ Summary


									8			Legal						Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																																 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.






			Go to ORS									Current authority									links						links


												ORS 468.020, 468B.030, 468B.035, 468B.048									http://www.oregonlaws.org/


												 									 


												Requirement


												 


												 									 


												Dependencies


												 


												 									 





												Legal consequences of doing nothing												 			medium to high																																							ï drop down Severity list						7			medium to high


																					Severity						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10


																								Optional notes


												Rules will not align with the law												 																																																FALSE						


												Risks noncompliance																																																												TRUE						risks noncompliance and 


												Failure to comply with Clean Water Act																																																												TRUE						failure to comply with clean water act


												Failure to comply with Clean Air Act


												Failure to comply with Resource Conservation and Recovery Act																																																												FALSE						


												Enter custom legal consequence here												 																																																FALSE															 


												Enter custom legal consequence here																																																												FALSE															 


												Describe legal consideration																																																												LEGAL: risks noncompliance and failure to comply with clean water act.


												As noted elsewhere, if Oregon does not address EPA's disapproval of its ammonia criteria, EPA is required under the CWA to develop criteria for Oregon.





												Include description above in:												 			potential for minor complexity																																							ï drop down Complexity list						3			potential for minor complexity


												Committee charter			 			 			Complexity						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10


												Message map			Y																																																			ï drop down charter/map/proposal


												Proposal			 																																																									 


												Reminders


												 


												Process improvement


			Go to Top									 


																					Friday, April 25, 2014
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http://www.deq.state.or.us/regulations/statutes.htmhttp://www.oregonlaws.org/


9Technical


			⧀ Summary


									9			Technical						Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																													 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.
									 


												Describe technical considerations


												EPA has already provided the technical justifcation (e.g. toxicity studies on a wide range of aquatic species) for revised criteria based on pH and temperature and the presence of mussels and/or salmonids. Therefore, DEQ does not need to develop specific criteria applicable to Oregon. However, WQ staff will still need to run additional scenarios, for example NPDES permitting, to gain a better understanding of how EPA's revised criteria will apply in Oregon. In addition, tables and spreadsheets will also be developed for Oregon Administrative Rules.  


												Innovation





												  																																																												2			Cell to left must be unlocked


									 			Infrastructure																																																												low





												  																																																												1			Cell to left must be unlocked





												Include technical considerations below in:															potential for minor complexity																																				ï drop down Complexity list									low


												Committee charter			 			Complexity 									1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10									ï drop down charter/map/proposal									3			potential for minor complexity


												Message map			Y


												Proposal			 


												Reminders


												 


												Process improvement


			Go to Top									 


																		Friday, April 25, 2014
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			⧀ Summary


									10			Policy						Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																													 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.
									 


												Describe policy considerations																																																			 												 																					 





												Policy risks


																																																															 


												  																																																												2			Cell to left must be unlocked





												Include policy consideration below in:															potential for minor complexity																																				ï drop down Complexity list									low/medium


												Committee charter			 						Complexity 						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																		3			potential for minor complexity


												Message map			 																																																ï drop down charter/map/proposal


												Proposal			 


												Reminders


												 


												Process improvement


			Go to Top									 


																		Friday, April 25, 2014
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Policy lacks clarity, low assurance that clear policy will be developed


Developing clear policy, some assurance clear policy will be developed


Policy is very clear, high assurance policy will be developed or no need for policy





11Political


			⧀ Summary


									11			Political						Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																													 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.
									 


												Describe political considerations																																																			 												 																					 


												Currently, WQ staff are not considering the formation of an advisory committee based on comments from some stakeholders and the desire to quickly adopt revised ammonia criteria. Instead public input would be provided as part of the public comment process, thus generally streamlining the rulemaking schedule. However, there is a possibility that some members of the public would be suspicious of any rulemaking (even rules that are less complex) where an advisory committee was omitted.





												Include political consideration below in:															potential for moderate complexity																																				ï drop down Complexity list


																					Complexity 						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																		6			potential for moderate complexity


																																																															ï drop down charter/map/proposal


												Committee charter			 


												Message map			Y


												Proposal			 


												Reminders


												 


												Process improvement


			Go to Top									 


																		Friday, April 25, 2014
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12Implementation


			⧀ Summary


									12			Implementation						Enter caption on 2Basics cell F2																																													 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.
									 


												Describe implementation considerations


												WQ staff anticipate that revised ammonia criteria will be applied in Oregon based on the assumption that mussels are present in every waterbody. There is flexibility in EPA's criteria which would allow for less stringent ammonia criteria if mussels were not present at a site (mussels are the most sensitive species). Regardless of this assumption, DEQ will likely consider site-specific mussel data (i.e. mussels not present), as long as a robust and valid mussel surveys were completed. DEQ may need to develop an IMD on how such data would be evaluated. 																																																			 												 																					 





																											potential for moderate complexity																																				ï drop down Complexity list


												Include description below in:									Complexity 						1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10																		6			potential for moderate complexity


												Committee charter			 																																																ï drop down charter/map/proposal


												Message map			Y


												Proposal			 


												Reminders


												 


												Process improvement


												 


			Go to Top															Friday, April 25, 2014
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FUTURE: The Pollution Control and Prevention Strategies breakthrough (OP2 from the Core Map) is developing requirements and best practices for Implementation Planning. This worksheet will link/adapt to that work during the next ruleamking planning cycle.






Drivers


												severity			time			complexity			Content Expert Capacity 


						Implements a court order			h


						Implements recent legislations 


						Implements Oregon law


						Aligns with federal regulations


						Keeps a commitment in PPA


						Keeps an advisory committee commitment


						Addresses science applicable to Oregon


						Aligns with current science


						Supports DEQ business processes


						Implements a program business decision


						Implements a DEQ business decision


						Implements an Oregon business decision


						Implements an advisory committee recommendation


						Implements an EQC direction


						Address EPA concerns


						Aligns with DEQ strategic directions


						Reduces DEQ workload


						Reduces workload for regulated parties


						Repeals obsolete rules


						Enhances agency coordination


						Provides a stable funding source


						Provides a sustainable funding model


						Annual fee change allowed in statute


						Political response to environmental group 


						Loss of delegation


						Loss of federal funding


						Loss of reputation


						Noncompliance with ORS


						Noncompliance with federal regulations


						Increased difficulty doing business


						Failure to keep commitment to legislature


						Addresses a problem we suspect will occur


						Sustainable funding model


						Has no direct correlation to the environment


						Address an environmental problem directly


						Address an environmental problem indirectly


						Prevents a known environmental problem


						Prevents a suspected environmental problem


						Solves a known environmental problem
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RESOURCES.xlsx

DDLs








			DDLs called from Resources


			R.DDL_HighMedLow			VL_HighMedLow			 


			does not apply			0


			very low			2


			low			4


			medium			6


			high			8


			very high			10


			Called from Resources





						R.VL_DEQResourcesHours


			R.DDL_DEQResourcesInvolved			R.VL_DEQResourcesInvolved			Minimum			Max


			< 1 hour			0			0			0


			1 to 8 hrs			1			1			8


			8 to 40 hrs			2			8			40


			40  to 80 hrs			3			40			80


			80 to 170 hrs			4			80			170


			170 to 340 hrs			5			170			340


			340 to 680 hrs			6			340			680						25


			680 to 1020 hrs			7			680			1020						50%


			1020 to 1360 hrs			8			1020			1360


			1360 to 2080			9			1360			2080


			over 2080 hrs			10			2080			~


			Called from Resources








			R.DDL_DEQStaffRank						 


			 


			STAFF


			MANAGER


			STAFF (CORE TEAM)


			MANAGER (CORE TEAM)


			ADMINISTRATOR


			Called from Resources








			R.DDL_ProjectPhase						 


			Development


			Implementation


			Called from Resources








			R.DDL_WorkGroup


			3Core Team


			4Advisors


			5Interested Staff


			6OtherDivisions


			7Regions


			8Financial Services


			9OCO


			10OrgServices


			11TechServices


			12OCE


			13LEAD


			14InterGvmt


			15Custom


			EMT 


			Called from Resources





			R.DDL_YNNA						 


			Y


			N


			N/A


			?


			Called from Resources
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			1.0			44			8/24/12			Nicole			Advisors			V19			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			45			8/24/12			Nicole			Advisors			V25			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			46			8/24/12			Nicole			Advisors			V31			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			47			8/24/12			Nicole			Advisors			V37			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			48			8/24/12			Nicole			Advisors			V13			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			49			8/24/12			Nicole			Advisors			D31			custom role field inconsistent (blank) than other worksheet			added cr1 name			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			50			8/24/12			Nicole			Advisors			D37			custom role field inconsistent (blank) than other worksheet			added cr2 name			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			51			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X13			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			52			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X14			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			53			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X15			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			54			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X16			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			55			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X17			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			56			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X18			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			57			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X24			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			58			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X25			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			59			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X26			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			60			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X27			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			61			8/24/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			X13			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			62			8/24/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			X20			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			63			8/24/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			X30			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			64			8/24/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			X37			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			65			8/24/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			X47			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			66			8/24/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			X54			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			67			8/24/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			X64			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			68			8/24/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			X72			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			69			8/24/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			DE29			"worksheet." was not showing			widened column to show			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			70			8/24/12			Nicole			Regions			V13			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			71			8/24/12			Nicole			Regions			V20			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			72			8/24/12			Nicole			Regions			V29			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			73			8/24/12			Nicole			Regions			V36			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			74			8/24/12			Nicole			Regions			V45			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			75			8/24/12			Nicole			Regions			V52			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			76			8/24/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			V15			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			77			8/24/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			V22			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			78			8/24/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			V31			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			79			8/24/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			V38			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			80			8/24/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			V47			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			81			8/24/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			V54			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/24/12


			1.0			82			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			V15			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			83			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			V16			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			84			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			V22			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			85			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			V31			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			86			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			V38			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			87			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			V47			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			88			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			V54			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			89			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			V15			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			90			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			V22			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			91			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			V31			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			92			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			V38			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			93			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			V47			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			94			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			V54			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			95			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			V63			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			96			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			V70			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			97			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			V15			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			98			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			V22			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			99			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			V31			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			100			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			V38			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			101			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			V47			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			102			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			V54			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			103			8/27/12			Nicole			OCE			V15			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			104			8/27/12			Nicole			OCE			V22			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			105			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			V16			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			106			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			V23			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			107			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			V32			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			108			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			V39			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			109			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			V48			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			110			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			V55			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			111			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V15			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			112			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V22			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			113			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V31			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			114			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V38			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			115			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V47			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			116			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V54			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			117			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V63			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			118			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V70			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			119			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V79			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			120			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V86			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			121			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V95			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			122			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			V102			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			123			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			S13			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			124			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			S20			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			125			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			S29			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			126			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			S36			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			127			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			S45			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			128			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			S52			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			129			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			S61			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			130			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			S68			no message by drop down 			added drop down message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			131			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			X2			message box too far to right			moved to W2			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			132			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			D9			incorrect tense of the word "describe"			changed to described			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			133			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			D7			pop up message for enter name for message box			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			134			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			W2			message box too far to right			moved to V2			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			135			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			D8			had "financial services" capacity			changed to Intergovernmental			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			136			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			D10			incorrect tense of the word "describe"			changed to described			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			137			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			D48			ENTER NAME pop up message didn't happen			added ENTER NAME pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			138			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			D55			ENTER NAME pop up message didn't happen			added ENTER NAME pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			139			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			D39			ENTER NAME pop up message indicated developing not implementing			changed "developing" to "implementing"			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			140			8/27/12			Nicole			OCE			D8			had "financial services" capacity			changed to OCE			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			141			8/27/12			Nicole			OCE			D9			incorrect tense of the word "describe"			changed to described			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			142			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			D8			pop up message for enter name for message box			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			143			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			D8			pop up message for enter name for message box			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			144			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			D9			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			145			8/27/12			Nicole			OCE			D8			pop up message for enter name for message box			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			146			8/27/12			Nicole			OCE			D9			incorrect tense of the word "describe"			changed to described			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			147			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			D7			pop up message for enter name for message box			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			148			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			D8			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			149			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			D8			had "financial services" capacity			changed to Technical Services			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			150			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			D9			incorrect tense of the word "describe"			changed to described			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			151			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			D13			DESCRIBE INVOLVEMENT pop up message didn't happen			inserted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			152			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			D20			DESCRIBE INVOLVEMENT pop up message didn't happen			inserted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			153			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			D8			had "financial services" capacity			changed to Organization Services			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			154			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			D9			incorrect tense of the word "describe"			changed to described			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			155			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			D7			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			156			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			D8			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			157			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			D7			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			158			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			D8			had "financial services" capacity			changed to OCO			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			159			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			D8			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			160			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			D9			incorrect tense of the word "describe"			changed to described			 			8/27/12


			1.0			161			8/27/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			D7			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			162			8/27/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			D8			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			163			8/27/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			D9			incorrect tense of the word "describe"			changed to described			 			8/27/12


			1.0			164			8/27/12			Nicole			Regions			D7			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			165			8/27/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			D7			pop up message for enter name in wrong cell			deleted pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			166			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D13			pop up message missing			added "expressed interest" pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			167			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D14			pop up message missing			added "expressed interest" pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			168			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D15			pop up message missing			added "expressed interest" pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			169			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D16			pop up message missing			added "expressed interest" pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			170			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D17			pop up message missing			added "expressed interest" pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			171			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D18			pop up message missing			added "expressed interest" pop up message			 			8/27/12


			1.0			172			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D24			pop up message stated for "developing" project			changed message to "expressed interest"			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			173			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D25			pop up message stated for "developing" project			changed message to "expressed interest"			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			174			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D26			pop up message stated for "developing" project			changed message to "expressed interest"			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			175			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			D27			pop up message stated for "developing" project			changed message to "expressed interest"			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			176			8/27/12			Nicole			CoreTeam			D35			predefine role had pop up message to enter role			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			177			8/27/12			Nicole			CoreTeam			D41			pop up message missing for enter role			added "enter role" pop up			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			178			8/27/12			Nicole			CoreTeam			D49			pop up message missing for enter name			added "enter name" pop up			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			179			8/27/12			Nicole			Risks			D8			no pop up message for optional discussion			added "TOPIC IDEAS" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			180			8/27/12			Nicole			Risks			D13			no pop up message for optional discussion			added "TOPIC IDEAS" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			181			8/27/12			Nicole			Risks			D18			no pop up message for optional discussion			added "TOPIC IDEAS" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			182			8/27/12			Nicole			CoreTeam			D39			couldn't enter custom role D39			unlocked cell, protected sheet			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			183			8/27/12			Nicole			Risks			F2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			184			8/27/12			Nicole			CoreTeam			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			185			8/27/12			Nicole			Advisors			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			186			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			187			8/27/12			Nicole			OtherDivisions			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			188			8/27/12			Nicole			Regions			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			189			8/27/12			Nicole			FinancialServices			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			190			8/27/12			Nicole			OCO			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			191			8/27/12			Nicole			OrgServices			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			192			8/27/12			Nicole			TechServices			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			193			8/27/12			Nicole			OCE			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			194			8/27/12			Nicole			LEAD			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			195			8/27/12			Nicole			Intergovernmental			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			196			8/27/12			Nicole			CustomPartic			E2			long name requested			changed to medium name			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			197			8/27/12			Nicole			ProjectRecord			G4			no message for long name			entered pop up message w/ instructions			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			198			8/27/12			Nicole			ProjectRecord			G15			format pop up message confusing			deleted pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			199			8/27/12			Nicole			Risks			A9			link to Q-net not applicable			deleted hyperlink			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			200			8/27/12			Nicole			Risks			A14			link to Q-net not applicable			deleted hyperlink			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			201			8/27/12			Nicole			Regions			P13			no option to select staff (core team), etc.			added Staff (Core Team) & Manager (Core Team) to DDL			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			202			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P13			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			203			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P14			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			204			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P15			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			205			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P16			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			206			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P17			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			207			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P18			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			208			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P24			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			209			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P25			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			210			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P26			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			211			8/27/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			P27			no pop up message for interest			created "enter interest" pop up message			Nicole			8/27/12


			1.0			212			8/27/12			Nicole			Summary			Q16			total resources not calculating correctly			Corrected calculation and moved it offsheet to U.16 for additional protection.			Maggie			8/27/12


			1.0			213			8/27/12			Maggie			ProjectRecord						Input message in 11 H-Q			Cleared data validation in cells			Maggie			8/27/12


			1.0			214			8/28/12			Nicole			Advisors			V13			drop down message had "box"			Deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			215			8/28/12			Nicole			Advisors			V19			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			216			8/28/12			Nicole			Advisors			V25			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			217			8/28/12			Nicole			Advisors			V31			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			218			8/28/12			Nicole			Advisors			V37			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			219			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X13			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			220			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X14			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			221			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X15			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			222			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X16			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			223			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X17			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			224			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X18			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			225			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X24			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			226			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X25			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			227			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X26			drop down message had "box"			deleted box			Nicole			8/28/12


			1.0			228			8/28/12			Nicole			InterestedStaff			X27			drop down message had "box"			deleted box. THIS VERSION IS RELEASED FOR ALL 2013 RMs			Nicole			8/28/12
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Summary





												DEQ Rulemaking												Friday, April 25, 2014																																				 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																																						 															 


												Water Quality Standards Revisions for Freshwater Ammonia Criteria 


									Workbook summary





									1			Project record			Estimated hours              


									2			Risks			Low									High																					Resource risks


									3			Core Team			808									1310												Organizational															Medium												3			Medium


									4			Advisors			96									250												Capability															Low/Medium												2			Low/Medium


									5			Interested Staff and EQC			9									48												Skills and Experience															Low												1			Low


									6			Other Divisions			186									420


									7			Regions			24									120


									8			Financial Services			1									8


									9			Communications and Outreach			19									104


									10			Organizational Services			0									0												Resources identified															22												22


									11			Technical Services			0									0


									12			Compliance and Enforcement			0									0


									13			LEAD			40									80


									14			Intergovernmental			178									380									 


									15			Custom Participants			0									0


									16			EMT 			14									56


												Total hours			1,375									2,776


												Intergovernmental			(178)									(380)


															1197									2396


									2012 DEQ avg. staff cost per hour						X    $58									X    $58


												Estimated cost                                                                                      			$69,426									$138,968


















































Resources


                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
Your name

Your message
 


Q


http://deq05/intranet/working/rulemaking/qcards/R-SummaryA3.pdf


1ProjectRecord


			⧀ Go to Content


									1			Project record									 WQ Ammonia Standards																																													2012 - Average DEQ hourly cost			58


																																																																											 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



												Project name									Water Quality Standards Revisions for Freshwater Ammonia Criteria 																																													 WQ Ammonia Standards


												Shortened names									WQSAmmon			WQ Ammonia Standards


												Year place on the plan									2014						Environmental Solutions																																							December 31, 1899									ï drop down to select Division


			Go to Q-Time									Q-time for developing this plan									43879			Rulemaking:  WQ Ammonia Standards																																																			 


												Q-time for NAME PURPOSE									##### 			2014 Rules  WQSAmmon


												Q-time for NAME PURPOSE									##### 			2014 Rules  WQSAmmon


												Q-time for NAME PURPOSE									##### 			2014 Rules  WQSAmmon


												Best practices: maintaining rulemaking record																																																															 


												Start each email Subject line with									RM-WQSAmmon																																													 


												Email folder									RM-WQSAmmon 2014


												Electronic record: SharePoint									Enter link


												Electronic record: Rules Development									Enter link


												Physical record						Pre filing			Enter location of record


																		Post filing			Central rulemaking file, then offsite Archives 


												Project number									######			Enter project descriptor


												Public comment email box 									Comment-WQAmmoniaStandards@deq.state.or.us																																																						 


												Please suggest process improvements to the Project record worksheet.


												 

























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































                                                       04/25/14              
Subject
Your name : Andrea

Your message: I'd like to use "Ammonia" as the code which is less than 8 characters, but it appears I can only have a code that IS 8 characters--no more or less. Can  you allow a code for 7 characters?
 


mailto:Comment-AaaaAaaa@dep.state.or.usfile://///DEQ001/StandardBuild/Configuration/DEQApplicationsmailto:Comment-AaaaAaaa@deq.state.or.us


2Risks


			⧀ Go to Content


			Risk Management						2			DEQ resource risks						 WQ Ammonia Standards





			on Q-net									a. Organizational																								 																																	Days Added to schedule


												Limited impact on operations or staff						Some impact on operations, retraining, transfer or reassigning staff						Significant impact on operations, restructuring, potential for high profile failure												R.2aOrgRisk


												  																								3


												Optional discussion





												b. Capability																								 																																	Days Added to schedule


												Program/DEQ has extensive experience with previous comparable outputs						Program/DEQ has experience with comparable projects but this project has new complexities						No previous experience with this type of proposal												R.2bOrgRisk


												  																								2


												Optional discussion





												c. Skills and experience																								 																																	Days Added to schedule


												Fully resourced, skilled management and team, no recruitment or specialist training						Key skills and experience in place but recruitment or training required						Key skills or experience not in place, recruitment or extensive training required 												R.2cOrgRisk															 


												  																								1															 


												Optional discussion





												Please suggest process improvements to the DEQ resource risks worksheet.





			Go to Top








                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://www.popstoolkit.com/riskmanagement/module/step4/approaches/individuals/brochures.aspxhttp://deq05/intranet/MSD/HR/ORGcharts/orgchart.pdf


3CoreTeam


			⧀ Go to Content


									3			Core Team			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																										R.3StaffCount			R.3LowHrs			R.3HighHrs			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		4			808			1,310


												Number of staff involved			4			Hours																					808-1,310																		808-1,310			R.3LowDollars			R.3HighDollars


												DEQ 2012 average hourly  $			58			Staff cost 																					$46,864-75,980																		$46,864-75,980			46,864			75,980


												MESSAGE																																													4


																																																									 												 





									 			Subject Expert (SE)


												Role and Responsibilities


												The subject expert works with the lead manager and rules coordinator (team) to develop the concept in the Considerations and Resources workbooks by:
    • Working with the rules coordinator to meet shared responsibilities listed under Rule Coordinator section below
    • Developing the rough draft using what she or he:
        - Knows now, or 
        - Can readily find out
   • Participating in the team work session to refine the draft
   • Participating in briefing the lead administrator 
   • Reconciling the lead administrator’s comments with the draft workbooks


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator


												Andrea Matzke			680 to 1020 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												7			680			1020			ï drop down to Select hours





												Lead Manager (LM)


												Role and Responsibilities


												The lead manager is a contributing member on the team who will be:  
   • Consulting with the lead administrator and approving the initial work on the Considerations and Resources workbooks
   • Notifying the subject expert to develop the workbooks in rough draft
   • Stopping/delaying work if the rough draft is out of sync with current section or program priorities
   • Raising potential issues to the lead administrator 
   • Participating in team work sessions to refine the workbooks   
   • Reviewing and approving the release of the workbooks to the lead administrator  
   • Participating in briefing the lead administrator 
   • Reviews the 2013 DEQ Rulemaking Plan to ensure concept accuracy 
   • Participates in the EMT’s 2013 DEQ Annual Plan review 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												Debra Sturdevant			80 to 170 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												4			80			170			ï drop down to Select hours





			on Q-net									Lead Administrator (LA)


												Role and Responsibilities


												The lead administrator: 
    • In consultation with the lead manager, approves initial work on the Considerations and Resources worksheets.  
    • Ensures the program manager and the team has adequate and appropriate resources
    • Advises the team as needed 
    • Reviews, approves, denies or delays concept for consistency with cross-program and divisional priorities
    • Leads the EMT presentation for this concept during the plan review


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												Wendy Wiles			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												2			8			40			ï drop down to Select hours





			on Q-net									Process Expert (PE)


												Role and Responsibilities


												The rules coordinator is the expert on the rulemaking process. The RC is responsible for helping the subject expert in:
     •  Developing and maintaining the:
          - Blueprint and SharePoint site
          - Schedule 
     •  Engaging DEQ resources
     •  Reviewing all written materials and editing for:
         - plain English
         - DEQ Style Guide 
     • Ensuring that each plan has all required reviews and approvals before:  
         - Submitting to the regional or division administrator
         - Checking in workbooks for adding to the consolidated DEQ plan  


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												Maggie Vandehey			40  to 80 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												3			40			80			ï drop down to Select hours





												Project Assistant (PA)


												Role and Responsibilities


												The Project Assistant is responsible for helping the rulemaking team in:
• Helping team maintain advisory committee list, minutes and agendas
• Scheduling meeting rooms and equipment
• Managing iLinc, conference call-in numbers, mailings and GovDelivery
• Working with team to maintain physical and electronic records


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												PA name			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours





												Custom Role 1


												Role and Responsibilities


												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours





												Custom Role 2


												Role and Responsibilities





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												Cr2 name			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours





												Please suggest process improvements to the Core Team worksheet.





			Go to Top





































































































                                                       04/25/13              
Subject
 Your name: Andrea

Your message: Deb--I'm figuring 25 hrs/wk for 8 months here.
 


http://www.deq.state.or.us/about/profiles.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/working/rulemaking/index.htm


4Advisors


			⧀ Go to Content


			Go to DEQ						4			Advisors			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																										R.4StaffCount			R.4LowHrs			R.4HighHrs			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		3			96			250


												Number of staff involved			3			Hours																					96-250																		96-250			R.4LowDollars			R.4HighDollars


												DEQ 2012 average hourly  $			58			Staff cost 																					$5,568-14,500																		$5,568-14,500			5,568			14,500


												MESSAGE																																													 


																																																									 												 





			Go to DOJ									Assistant AG


												Role and Responsibilities


												If needed, DOJ provides legal advice to ensure legal sufficiency, defensibility and enforceability and to determine if we are within our authority and consistent with statute.																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												Larry Knudsen			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												2			8			40			ï drop down to Select hours





			on SOS									Agency Rules Coordinator


												Role and Responsibilities


												Shares information about DEQ best practices; ensures documents meet rulemaking procedural requirements; reviews DAS fee submittals; reviews, approves and submits SOS notice and filing. Participates in some team meetings and training. Backup for division rules coordinator.																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												Maggie Vandehey			80 to 170 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												4			80			170			ï drop down to Select hours





			on Q-net									State Implementation Plan Coordinator


												Role and Responsibilities


												The SIP coordinator is responsible for helping the subject expert meet federal requirements that include timelines, EPA review, public notice process, SIP numbering and submissions.																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												Nicole Vick			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours





												Custom Role 1


												Role and Responsibilities


												We sometimes send draft materials first to Jane before they go to Larry Knudsen																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												Jane Hickman			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												2			8			40			ï drop down to Select hours





												Custom Role 2


												Role and Responsibilities


												 																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														 


												CR2 name			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours





												Please suggest process improvements to the Advisors worksheet.





			Go to Top





































































































                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://www.deq.state.or.us/committees/advisorycommittees.htmhttp://www.doj.state.or.us/about/agoffice.shtmlhttp://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/resources/coordinators.htmlhttp://deq05/intranet/working/rulemaking/index.htm


5InterestedStaff


			⧀ Go to Content


									5			Interested Staff and EQC			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																										R.5StaffCount			R.5LowHrs			R.5HighHrs									 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		2			9			48


												Number of staff involved			2			Hours																					9-48																		9-48			R.5LowDollars			R.5HighDollars


												DEQ 2012 average hourly  $			58			Staff cost 																					$522-2,784																		$522-2,784			522			2,784


												MESSAGE


																																																									 																		 





			on Q-net									Environmental Quality Commission


												Discussion


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Area of interest


												EQC - all members			1 to 8 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												1			1			8			1-8						ï drop down to Select hours


												Colleen Johnson			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			0-0						ï drop down to Select hours


												Jane O'Keeffe			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			0-0						ï drop down to Select hours


												Ed Armstrong			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			0-0						ï drop down to Select hours


												Morgan Rider			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			0-0						ï drop down to Select hours


												Pending appointment			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			0-0						ï drop down to Select hours


																																																																		1-8


												Interested Staff 


												Discussion


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Area of interest


									A			Jennifer Wigal			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												2			8			40			8-40						ï drop down to Select hours


									B						< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			0-0						ï drop down to Select hours


									C			 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			0-0						ï drop down to Select hours


									D			 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			0-0						ï drop down to Select hours


																																																																		8-40


												Please suggest process improvements to the Interested Staff and EQC worksheet.





			Go to Top





































































































                                                       04/25/14              
Subject
 Your name: Andrea

Your message: We don't know yet whether any of the EQC members are interested in following the rulemaking, right?
 


http://deq05/intranet/eqc/eqc.htm


6OtherDivisions


			⧀ Go to Content


			on Q-net						6			Other Divisions			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																										R.6StaffCount			R.6LowHrs			R.6HighHrs									 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		3			186			420


												Number of staff involved			3			Hours																					186-420																		186-420			R.6LowDollars			R.6HighDollars


												DEQ 2012 average hourly                                      $			58			Staff cost 																					$10,788-24,360																		$10,788-24,360			10,788			24,360															`


												 


												For estimated hour ranges that are 170 hours or more, talk with the manager about:
   • The estimate,
   • The group's capacity to complete the potential work, and
   • The estimated quarterly schedule. 
If the EMT approves the proposal on the annual DEQ rulemaking plan, the team would refine this information as they learn more about the proposed rule. The team would involve other divisions at the appropriate time. 																																													3





			on Q-net						 			Land Quality


												Development





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


									 						< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


									 			 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


									 			 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


									 			 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												Implementation																																																						0-0


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


									 			 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


									 			 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


									 			 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


									 			 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			0-0			0-0








			on Q-net									Water Quality


												Development


												We will need a permitting staff person to provide input in developing the rule. This person would also need to update the ammonia criteria spreadsheets in order to do the Reasonable Potential Analysis for permitting effluent limits. We will also need some time for TMDL staff to provide some input/review of draft products. 																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Permitting staff			170 to 340 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									5			170			340									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			170-340


												TMDL staff			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									2			8			40									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												          Implementation


												There will probably be some follow up implementation work with regional permitting staff once revised criteria are adopted. Also, we will likely need a permitting staff person in providing input for any IMD we develop on conducting mussel surveys. We will also need lab biomonitoring staff, but that is designated under the LEAD worksheet.																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Permitting staff			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									2			8			40									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			8-40			186-420








			on Q-net						 			Air Quality																																																 


												Development


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			0-0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			0-0			0-0








			on Q-net									Management Service 			if not on other worksheets


												Development


												 																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			0-0





												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			0						ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			0-0			0-0








												Please suggest process improvements to the Other Divisions worksheet.


												Might be helpful to provide more than one line under "Development" and "Implementation", since there could be more than one staff person involved in the rulemaking. I inserted an extra line under the WQ section.


			Go to Top


























                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://deq05/intranet/divisions.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/WMC/index.htmhttp://deq05/wq/http://deq05/aq/http://deq05/intranet/MSD/ManagementServicesDivision.htm


Workload


						2013 Rulemaking Plan Workload 


			Media			RM Name2			Worksheet			Role/Group			Phase			Staff			Hrs Rank			Hrs			Minimum Hrs			Maximum Hrs			Competing projects			Work off plate			In PD			In Work Plan			2012.11			2012.12			2013.01			2013.02			2013.03			2013.04			2013.05			2013.06			2013.07			2013.08			2013.09			2013.10			2013.11			2013.12			2014.01			2014.02			2014.03			2014.04			2014.05			2014.06			2014.07			2014.08			2014.09			2014.10			2014.11			2014.12			2015.01			2015.02			2015.03			2015.04			2015.05			2015.06			2015.07			2015.08			2015.09			2015.10			2015.11			2015.12			2016.01			2016.02			2016.03


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			3Core Team			Subject Expert			Development			Andrea Matzke			7			7			680			1020									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			3Core Team			Lead Manager			Development			Debra Sturdevant			4			4			80			170									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			3Core Team			Lead Administrator			Development			Wendy Wiles			2			2			8			40									?			?			 


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			3Core Team			Process Expert			Development			Maggie Vandehey			3			3			40			80									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			3Core Team			Project Assistant			Development			PA name			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			3Core Team			Custom Role 1			Development			December 31, 1899			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			3Core Team			Custom Role 2			Development			Cr2 name			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			4Advisors			Assistant AG			Development			Larry Knudsen			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			4Advisors			Agency Rules Coordinator			Development			Maggie Vandehey			4			4			80			170									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			4Advisors			SIP Coordinator			Development			Nicole Vick			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			4Advisors			Custom Role 1			Development			Custom Role 2			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			4Advisors			Custom Role 2			Development			Custom Role 1			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			EQC			Development			EQC - all members			1			1			1			8									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			Chair			Development			Colleen Johnson			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			Vice Chair			Development			Jane O'Keeffe			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			Commissioner			Development			Ed Armstrong			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			Commissioner			Development			Morgan Rider			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			Commissioner			Development			Pending appointment			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			Interested staff			Development			Jennifer Wigal			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			Interested staff			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			Interested staff			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			5Interested Staff			Interested staff			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Land Quality			Development			December 31, 1899			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Land Quality			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Land Quality			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Land Quality			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Land Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Land Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Land Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Land Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Water Quality			Development			Permitting staff			5			5			170			340									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Water Quality			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Water Quality			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Water Quality			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Water Quality			Implementation			Permitting staff			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Water Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Water Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Water Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Air Quality			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Air Quality			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Air Quality			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Air Quality			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Air Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Air Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Air Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			Air Quality			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			MSD			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			MSD			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			MSD			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			MSD			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			MSD			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			MSD			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			MSD			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			6OtherDivisions			MSD			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Eastern			Development			Permitting staff			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Eastern			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Eastern			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Eastern			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Eastern			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Eastern			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Eastern			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Eastern			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Western			Development			Permitting staff			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Western			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Western			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Western			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Western			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Western			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Western			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			Western			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			NW			Development			Permitting staff			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			NW			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			NW			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			NW			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			NW			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			NW			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			NW			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			7Regions			NW			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Budget			Development			Budget analyst			1			1			1			8									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Budget			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Budget			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Budget			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Budget			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Budget			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Budget			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Budget			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Accounting			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Accounting			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Accounting			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Accounting			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Accounting			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Accounting			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Accounting			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Accounting			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Contracts			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Contracts			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Contracts			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Contracts			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Contracts			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Contracts			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Contracts			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			8Financial Services			Contracts			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Communications			Development			Brian White			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Communications			Development			manager			1			1			1			8									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Communications			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Communications			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Communications			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Communications			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Communications			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Communications			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Public Information Rep.			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Public Information Rep.			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Public Information Rep.			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Public Information Rep.			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Public Information Rep.			Implementation			Brian White			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Public Information Rep.			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Public Information Rep.			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Public Information Rep.			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Web Communications			Development			Michele Thompson			1			1			1			8									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Web Communications			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Web Communications			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Web Communications			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Web Communications			Implementation			Michele Thompson			1			1			1			8									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Web Communications			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Web Communications			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			9OCO			Web Communications			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Human Resources			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Human Resources			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Human Resources			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Human Resources			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Human Resources			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Human Resources			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Human Resources			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Human Resources			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Policy and Procedures			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Policy and Procedures			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Policy and Procedures			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Policy and Procedures			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Policy and Procedures			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Policy and Procedures			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Policy and Procedures			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Policy and Procedures			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Health and Safety			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Health and Safety			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Health and Safety			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Health and Safety			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Health and Safety			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Health and Safety			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Health and Safety			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Health and Safety			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Training			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Training			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Training			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Training			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Training			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Training			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Training			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			10OrgServices			Training			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Division Technical			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Division Technical			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Division Technical			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Division Technical			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Division Technical			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Division Technical			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Division Technical			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Division Technical			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Information Technology			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Information Technology			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Information Technology			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Information Technology			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Information Technology			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Information Technology			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Information Technology			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Information Technology			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Business System Development			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Business System Development			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Business System Development			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Business System Development			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Business System Development			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Business System Development			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Business System Development			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			11TechServices			Business System Development			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			12OCE			Compliance and Enforcement			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			12OCE			Compliance and Enforcement			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			12OCE			Compliance and Enforcement			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			12OCE			Compliance and Enforcement			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			12OCE			Compliance and Enforcement			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			12OCE			Compliance and Enforcement			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			12OCE			Compliance and Enforcement			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			12OCE			Compliance and Enforcement			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Monitoring			Development			Shannon Hubler			3			3			40			80									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Monitoring			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Monitoring			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Monitoring			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Monitoring			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Monitoring			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Monitoring			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Monitoring			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Analytical testing			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Analytical testing			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Analytical testing			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Analytical testing			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Analytical testing			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Analytical testing			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Analytical testing			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Analytical testing			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Quality Assurance			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Quality Assurance			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Quality Assurance			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Quality Assurance			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Quality Assurance			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Quality Assurance			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Quality Assurance			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			13LEAD			Quality Assurance			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			LRAPA			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			LRAPA			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			LRAPA			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			LRAPA			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			LRAPA			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			LRAPA			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			LRAPA			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			LRAPA			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			EPA Region 10			Development			Kathleen Collins, Region 10			5			5			170			340									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			EPA Region 10			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			EPA Region 10			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			EPA Region 10			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			EPA Region 10			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			EPA Region 10			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			EPA Region 10			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			EPA Region 10			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Municipalities			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Municipalities			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Municipalities			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Municipalities			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Municipalities			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Municipalities			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Municipalities			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Municipalities			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Counties			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Counties			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Counties			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Counties			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Counties			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Counties			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Counties			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Counties			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Special Districts			Development			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Special Districts			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Special Districts			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Special Districts			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Special Districts			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Special Districts			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Special Districts			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Special Districts			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Tribal Gvmt. Relations			Development			Christine Svetkovich			2			2			8			40									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Tribal Gvmt. Relations			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Tribal Gvmt. Relations			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Tribal Gvmt. Relations			Development			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Tribal Gvmt. Relations			Implementation			0			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Tribal Gvmt. Relations			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Tribal Gvmt. Relations			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			14InterGvmt			Tribal Gvmt. Relations			Implementation			 			0			0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 1			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 1			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 1			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 1			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 1			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 1			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 1			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 1			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 2			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 2			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 2			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 2			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 2			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 2			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 2			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 2			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 3			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 3			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 3			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 3			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 3			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 3			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 3			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 3			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 4			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 4			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 4			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 4			Development			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 4			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 4			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 4			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?


			December 31, 1899			WQSAmmon			15Custom			Enter custom role 4			Implementation			PA name						0			0			0									?			?
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			on Q-net						7			Regions			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																																			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		R.7StaffCount			R.7LowHrs			R.7HighHrs


												Number of staff involved			3			Hours																					24-120																		3			24			120


												DEQ 2012 average hourly  $			58			Staff cost 																					$1,392-6,960																		24-120			R.7LowDollars			R.7HighDollars


												 																																													$1,392-6,960			1,392			6,960


												For estimated hour ranges that are 170 hours or more, talk with the manager about:
   • The estimate,
   • The group's capacity to complete the potential work, and
   • The estimated quarterly schedule. 
If the EMT approves the proposal on the annual DEQ rulemaking plan, the team would refine this information as they learn more about the proposed rule. The team would involve the regions at the appropriate time. 																																													2





			on Q-net						 			Eastern Region


												Development


												We will probably also want permitting staff from the regions review draft rulemaking documents


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Permitting staff			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									2			8			40			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			STAFF									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			MANAGER									0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0





			on Q-net									Western Region 


												Development


												We will probably also want permitting staff from the regions review draft rulemaking documents. 																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Permitting staff			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									2			8			40			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0





			on Q-net						 			Northwest Region																																																 


												Development


												We will probably also want permitting staff from the regions review draft rulemaking documents.																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Permitting staff			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									2			8			40			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


												 																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





												Please suggest process improvements to the Regions worksheet.





			Go to Top




















                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://deq05/intranet/divisions.htmhttp://deq05/er/index.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/wr/index.htmhttp://deq05/nwr/index.htm
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									8			Financial Services			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																																			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		R.8StaffCount			R.8LowHrs			R.8HighHrs


												Number of staff involved			1			Hours																					1-8																		1			1			8


												DEQ 2012 average hourly                             $			58			Staff cost 																					$58-464																		1-8			R.8LowDollars			R.8HighDollars


												
																																													$58-464			58			464


												For estimated hour ranges that are 170 hours or more, talk with the Financial Services Manager about:
   • The estimate,
   • The group's capacity to complete the potential work, and
   • The estimated quarterly schedule. 
If the EMT approves the proposal on the annual DEQ rulemaking plan, the team would refine this information as they learn more about the proposed rule. The team would involve Financial Services at the appropriate time. 																																													1


												Please describe what you know now about Financial Services capacity.


												The work described on this worksheet is part of the person's position description or work agreement.





			on Q-net						 			Budget


												Development


												Review and approve Economic and Fiscal Impact Statement


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Budget analyst			1 to 8 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			STAFF									1			1			8			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net									Accounting


												Development


												 																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net						 			Contracts																																																 


												Development


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





												Please suggest process improvements to the Financial Services worksheet.





			Go to Top
































                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://deq05/intranet/MSD/Budget/MSDBudget.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/msd/Accounting/MSDAccounting.htmhttp://orpin.oregon.gov/open.dll/welcome
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			on Q-net						9			Communications and Outreach			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																																			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		R.9StaffCount			R.9LowHrs			R.9HighHrs


												Number of staff involved			5			Hours																					19-104																		5			19			104


												DEQ 2012 average hourly                             $			58			Staff cost 																					$1,102-6,032																		19-104			R.9LowDollars			R.9HighDollars


												 																																													$1,102-6,032			1,102			6,032


												For estimated hour ranges that are 170 hours or more, talk with the manager about:
   • The estimate,
   • The group's capacity to complete the potential work, and
   • The estimated quarterly schedule. 
If the EMT approves the proposal on the annual DEQ rulemaking plan, the team would refine this information as they learn more about the proposed rule. The team would involve the Office of Communications and Outreach at the appropriate time. 																																													1


												Please describe what you know now about OCO capacity.


												The work described on this worksheet is part of the person's position description or work agreement.


																																																									 


			on Q-net						 			Communications Strategies																																																						drop down ⧁


												Development


												Public notice document review and communication plan strategy


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Brian White			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			STAFF									2			8			40			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												manager			1 to 8 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			MANAGER									1			1			8			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net									Public Information Representative 


												Development


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


												Potential messaging																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Brian White			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			STAFF									2			8			40			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net						 			Web Communications																																																 


												Development


												Posting program page and required public notice documents to proposed rulemaking page.																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Michele Thompson			1 to 8 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			STAFF									1			1			8			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


												Post to adopted rules page and archive notices to Q-Net.																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Michele Thompson			1 to 8 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			STAFF									1			1			8			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





												Please suggest process improvements to the Communications and Outreach worksheet.





			Go to Top
































                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://deq05/intranet/OD/PA/staff.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/OD/PA/index.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/OD/PA/staff.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/communication/webteam/webreps.htm


10OrgServices


			⧀ Go to Content


									10			Organizational Services			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																										R.10StaffCount			R.10LowHrs			R.10HighHrs			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		0			0			0


												Number of staff involved			0			Hours																					0																		0			R.10LowDollars			R.10HighDollars


												DEQ 2012 average hourly                                      $			58			Staff cost 																					$0																		$0			0			0


												 


												For estimated hour ranges that are 170 hours or more, talk with the manager about:
   • The estimate,
   • The group's capacity to complete the potential work, and
   • The estimated quarterly schedule. 
If the EMT approves the proposal on the annual DEQ rulemaking plan, the team would refine this information as they learn more about the proposed rule. The team would involve Organizations Services at the appropriate time. 																																													ERROR:#DIV/0!


												Please describe what you know now about Organizational Services capacity.


												The work described on this worksheet is part of the person's position description or work agreement.																																													0





			on Q-net						 			Human Resources


												Development





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation																																													 


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved									 


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net									Policy and Procedures


			on DAS									Development





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net						 			Health and Safety																																																 


												Development





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net									Training


												Development





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





												Please suggest process improvements to the Organizational Services worksheet.





			Go to Top


























                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://deq05/intranet/msd/HR/index.htmhttp://deq05/Intranet/working/policyprocedures.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/msd/HR/h&s/Health&Safety.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/MSD/Hr/training/Trainingcenter.htmhttp://cms.oregon.gov/DAS/CHRO/Pages/hrmc.aspx


11TechServices


			⧀ Go to Content


			on Q-net						11			Technical Services			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																										R.11StaffCount			R.11LowHrs			R.11HighHrs			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		0			0			0


												Number of staff involved			0			Hours																					0																		0			R.11LowDollars			R.11HighDollars


												DEQ 2012 average hourly                             $			58			Staff cost 																					$0																		$0			0			0


												 


												For estimated hour ranges that are 170 hours or more, talk with the manager about:
   • The estimate,
   • The group's capacity to complete the potential work, and
   • The estimated quarterly schedule. 
If the EMT approves the proposal on the annual DEQ rulemaking plan, the team would refine this information as they learn more about the proposed rule. The team would involve Technical Services at the appropriate time. 																																													ERROR:#DIV/0!


												Please describe what you know now about Technical Services capacity.


												The work described on this worksheet is part of the person's position description or work agreement.





									 			Divisional Technical


												Development


												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net									Information Technology


												Development


												 																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			STAFF									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net						 			Business Systems Development																																																 


												Development


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





												Please suggest process improvements to the Technical Services worksheet.





			Go to Top
































                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://deq05/intranet/divisions.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/msd/IT/MSDInformationTechnology.htmhttp://deq05/intranet/msd/BSD/bsd.htm


12OCE


			⧀ Go to Content


			on Q-net						12			Compliance & Enforcement			 WQ Ammonia Standards


																																							Estimated range																		R.12StaffCount			R.12LowHrs			R.12HighHrs			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



												Number of staff involved			0			Hours																					0																		0			0			0


												DEQ 2012 average hourly                             $			58			Staff cost 																					$0																		0			R.12LowDollars			R.12HighDollars


												 																																													$0			0			0


												For estimated hour ranges that are 170 hours or more, talk with the manager about:
   • The estimate,
   • The group's capacity to complete the potential work, and
   • The estimated quarterly schedule. 
If the EMT approves the proposal on the annual DEQ rulemaking plan, the team would refine this information as they learn more about the proposed rule. The team would involve the Office of Compliance and Enforcement at the appropriate time. 																																													ERROR:#DIV/0!


												Please describe what you know now about OCE capacity.


												The work described on this worksheet is part of the person's position description or work agreement.





									 			Compliance and Enforcement - not listed on other worksheets


												Development





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





												Please suggest process improvements to the Compliance & Enforcement worksheet.





			Go to Top
































                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://deq05/intranet/OD/enforcement/Index.htm


13LEAD


			⧀ Go to Content


			on Q-net						13			LEAD			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																																			 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



												Laboratory and Environmental Assessment Division																																													R.13StaffCount			R.13LowHrs			R.13HighHrs


																																							Estimated range																		1			40			80


												Number of staff involved			1			Hours																					40-80																		40-80			R.13LowDollars			R.13HighDollars


												DEQ 2012 average hourly                             $			58			Staff cost 																					$2,320-4,640																		$2,320-4,640			2,320			4,640


												 


												For estimated hour ranges that are 170 hours or more, talk with the manager about:
   • The estimate,
   • The group's capacity to complete the potential work, and
   • The estimated quarterly schedule. 
If the EMT approves the proposal on the annual DEQ rulemaking plan, the team would refine this information as they learn more about the proposed rule. The process expert would involve the Laboratory and Environmental Assessment Division at the appropriate time. 


												Please describe what you know now about LEAD capacity.


												The work described on this worksheet is part of the person's position description or work agreement.





			on Q-net						 			Monitoring


												Development


												We will likely need a biomonitoring staff person to help develop an IMD to describe the kind of information the agency would need to evaluate mussel data. 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Shannon Hubler			40  to 80 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												3			40			80			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





												Analytical testing


												Development


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net						 			Quality Assurance																																																 


												Development


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





												Please suggest process improvements to the LEAD worksheet.





			Go to Top
































                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://deq05/lab/http://deq05/lab/AQ/Default.htmhttp://deq05/lab/QA/index.asp


14Intergovernmental


			⧀ Go to Content


									14			Intergovernmental			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																										R.14StaffCount			R.14LowHrs			R.14HighHrs						 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																		2			178			380


												Number of staff involved			2			Hours																					178-380																		178-380			R.14LowDollars			R.14HighDollars


												DEQ 2012 average hourly                                      $			58			Staff cost 																					$10,324-22,040																		$10,324-22,040			10,324			22,040


												Message


												Hours and staff count on this workbook are subtracted from DEQ hours and staff count on the Summary. 																																													5


												Please describe what you know now about Intergovernmental capacity.


												 





			Go to LRAPA						 			LRAPA


												Development


												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			Go to EPA									EPA Region 10


												Development


												EPA staff will review draft rulemaking documents and provide input as needed																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Kathleen Collins, Region 10			170 to 340 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									5			170			340			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0						 


												Implementation																																																									 


																																																									 												 


												 			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved																					 


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





									 			Municipalities																																																 


												Development


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			See map									Counties


												Development


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			Go to SDAO						 			Special Districts																																																 


												Development


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





			on Q-net									Tribal Government Relations


												Development


												DEQ's tribal coordinator will communicate with tribal staff as needed during the development of this rulemaking.																																													 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												Christine Svetkovich			8 to 40 hrs			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												2			8			40			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																									 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												0			0			0			ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									0			0			0





												Please suggest process improvements to the Intergovernmental worksheet.





			Go to Top


























                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://www.lrapa.org/http://www.epa.gov/aboutepa/region10.htmlhttp://www.sitesatlas.com/Flash/USCan/static/ORFC.htmhttp://www.sdao.com/http://www.deq.state.or.us/programs/tribal/index.htm


15CustomParticipants


			⧀ Go to Content


			Go to Work Groups						15			Custom Participants			 WQ Ammonia Standards																																													R.15StaffCount			R.15LowHrs			R.15HighHrs						 


mvandeh: 
WORKING WITH THE MESSAGE BOX

Make a copy   Click your mouse button inside the yellow message box below then press Ctrl + C. Click on a cell near the subject matter of your message the press Ctrl + V. 

Resize the message   Click inside the message box and with squares appear around the parameter. Grab (click the mouse button and continue holding it down) one of the squares and resize to fit your message.

Adding text   Click inside the message box to enter the date, subject, your name and message. 

Point to the subject matter   Grab a yellow triangle on the arrowed line and point it to the exact location. 

Relocating the message   Grab the box close to the border.  When four arrows appear under the cursor, click and hold down the mouse button and move the box to the new location.



																																							Estimated range																					0			0			0


												Number of staff involved			0			Hours																					0																					0			R.15LowDollars			R.15HighDollars


												DEQ 2012 average hourly                                      $			58			Staff cost 																					$0																					$0			0			0


												Message


																																																												 												 





									 			Enter custom role 1


												Development





												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved			0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved			0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0





									 			Enter custom role 2


												Development


																																																												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved			0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0						 


												Implementation																																																												 


																																																												 												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved																								 


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved			0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0





									 			Enter custom role 3


												Development


																																																												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved			0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved			0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0





									 			Enter custom role 4


												Development


																																																												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


															< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10												ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved			0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												Implementation


																																																												 


												Name			Select hours			Workload indicator																														Level involved


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 									ï drop down to Select hours/Level involved			0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0


												 			< 1 hour			1			2			3			4			5			6			7			8			9			10			 												0			0			0





												Please suggest process improvements to the Custom Participants worksheet.





			Go to Top


























                                                       mm/dd/yy              
Subject
 Your name

Your message
 


http://www.deq.state.or.us/committees/advisorycommittees.htm
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FW: RM-WQNH3: Draft documents set to go out for internal comment this afternoon

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		VANDEHEY Maggie; BOROK Aron; BOHABOY Spencer

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea; STURDEVANT Debra

		Recipients

		VANDEHEY.Maggie@deq.state.or.us; Borok.Aron@deq.state.or.us; BOHABOY.Spencer@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us; STURDEVANT.Debra@deq.state.or.us



Hi All,



 



I think we all need more time to put in our respective information. One of the drawbacks of using Sharepoint is that only one person can make changes to it at a time, so we’re running into this issue at the moment. 



 



I will be in the office until 10:45 tomorrow and then I’m out the rest of the day. If everyone can get their info into the docs tonight, I will then make the changes I need to do right away in the morning. Please try not to check out the docs tomorrow morning, unless you must get something in. Again, we can catch some of the smaller stuff later.



 



Thanks!



Andrea  



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2014 11:08 AM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie; BOROK Aron; BOHABOY Spencer
Cc: MATZKE Andrea; STURDEVANT Debra
Subject: RM-WQNH3: Draft documents set to go out for internal comment this afternoon
Importance: High



 



Hi Team,



 



I plan on initiating internal DEQ, EPA and DOJ review of our draft rulemaking documents by the end of today. From my review of the rulemaking documents this morning, I think we’re almost there. Aron and Spencer—please let me know if you will NOT be able to have all of your input into the rulemaking documents by 2:30 today. Spencer, no one is in the Public Notice now, so you might want to take advantage of that by inserting language you’re been developing for the permitting fiscal analysis. Let me know if you need help saving your changes and retaining minor versions.



 



Maggie—Not sure if you were able to connect w/ Larry K. about how we could approach section (1) language in the Toxics Rule -0033. If not, I’ll go w/ what I have and indicate in a comment that we’re looking at input for this section. I’m not sure if you’re finished w/ the Plain English review, but perhaps the remaining language could be reviewed later if that won’t get done by early afternoon…. I’ll need to get into the STARTING RULES for about 30 minutes today to do some minor editing. I’ve set up an alert for when you check the doc back in.



 



I know we may want to word smith a bit more, and add other info, but we can get that done after this first review. In other words, it doesn’t have to be perfect, but the rulemaking docs should be complete enough so reviewers have a good sense of what we are proposing, potential impacts, etc. so they can comment more constructively. 



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 






FW: meeting to discuss upcoming DEQ toxics rulemaking

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		VAN NATTA Kathryn; CAMPBELL Michael

		Recipients

		kathryn@nwpulpandpaper.org; mrcampbell@stoel.com



Kathryn and Michael,



 



I talked with John Ledger this morning and he’s going to touch base with you and others. He’s thinking the next few months are a little busy with the holiday schedules, so he thinks maybe early Jan. might be better. It would also give you time to do a little research. I think that’s fine. We just want an opportunity to start the dialogue. We don’t know everything yet and don’t expect you all to either…. We’ll certainly be having more conversations. ACWA also indicated they wanted a bit more time. Let me know if you have questions and thanks for your willingness to meet.



 



Have a nice weekend!



Andrea



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Friday, November 08, 2013 11:34 AM
To: 'John Ledger - AOI (johnledger@aoi.org)'
Subject: meeting to discuss upcoming DEQ toxics rulemaking



 



Hi John,



 



Nice talking with you this morning. Sounds like it would be beneficial for DEQ and members of your group to sit down and have a discussion about upcoming toxics rulemaking. We have a list of toxics issues that would involve rulemaking and we’d like to get input from various stakeholders about their interests and priorities, as well as give you an update of what we know thus far. As I mentioned, we’re tentatively thinking about packaging a rule that would include revised criteria for ammonia (based on EPA’s Aug. 2013 revised criteria) and copper (using EPA’s 2007 criteria based on the Biotic Ligand Model). OR’s criteria for these two pollutants were disapproved by EPA this past Jan. 2013. EPA also has recommended aquatic life criteria for 3 new pesticides--acrolein, carbaryl, and diazinon. The other pollutant is nonylphenol, which is a surfactant and found in many products.



 



DEQ would be happy to join you at one of your water committee meetings, or we could also meet here. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me.



 



Thanks,



 



Andrea Matzke, MPH



OR DEQ | Water Quality Standards & Assessment | 503-229-5384



 



 



 



 






RE: AT&T webinar request

		From

		BROWN Trina

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Hello Miss Andrea,



 



Here is the webinar information:



 



Audio Conference



USA Toll-Free: 888-363-4734; USA Caller Paid/International Toll: 215-446-3656



Access Code: 2045600 | Host Code: 2754



AT&T Connect



Web Conference URL: https://www.connectmeeting.att.com



Meeting Number(s) 888-363-4734 or 215-446-3656



Access Code: 2045600 | Host Code: 2754



 



And you are all set up for a coffee downstairs, just give her my name and tell her you are on my list.



 



Thanks,



Trina



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, December 18, 2013 2:37 PM
To: BROWN Trina
Subject: AT&T webinar request



 



Hey Trina,



 



Another request……. I’ve changed the webinar date I was discussing with you from Jan. 15 to Jan. 23 from 1-3. Is that time still OK?



 



Thanks!



 



P.S. fabulous party—it was so fun guessing who those pictures were!



 



Andrea Matzke, MPH



OR DEQ | Water Quality Standards & Assessment | 503-229-5384



 



 



 



 






RE: Ammonia Rulemaking -- TMDL program input

		From

		FOSTER Eugene P

		To

		MATZKE Andrea; BLOOM James; MICHIE Ryan

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us; BLOOM.James@deq.state.or.us; Michie.Ryan@deq.state.or.us



Thanks Andrea



 



Jim and Ryan - let’s discuss



 



thanks



Gene



 



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 8:54 AM
To: FOSTER Eugene P
Subject: Ammonia Rulemaking -- TMDL program input



 



Hi Gene,



 



Our draft ammonia rulemaking schedule is below, although this may change since I just saw that Stephanie Caldera sent out a revised EQC schedule for this year. We were anticipating a Dec. adoption, but now it looks like it would be in Nov. My sense is that we may have to push everything back (the alternative is to go at warp speed!).



 



Mainly what I’m looking for is for a TMDL person to review the issue paper that will form the justification for adopting EPA’s most recent recommendations for ammonia. There would be some review of actual rule language, but that should be minimal. We would also get input from the TMDL program of how a change in criteria could affect TMDL staff/program (as part of the fiscal and economic analysis).  Might want to look at how current TMDLs for ammonia could be affected. We would be adopting all of EPA’s criteria formulas, so no criteria derivations needed. 



 



I estimate about 32 hrs. of this person’s time, but it’s likely he won’t need this much.



 



Let me know if Jim or someone else would be able to do this.



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



 



 



 



Task



 



Deliverables



Responsible Persons



Estimated Completion Date



 



Initiate Rulemaking



-Develop project plan (this document).



 



-Brief Jennifer Wigal (and approval to move forward)



 



-Complete Resources and Consideration rulemaking workbooks



 



 



 



-Inform Dick (owner of rulemaking plan) 



 



 



-Refine rulemaking schedule and create a program website for ammonia rulemaking description and schedule.



 



-Send Gov Delivery notifying interested persons of upcoming rulemaking



Matzke



 



Sturdevant 



 



 



Matzke, Vandehey, Studevant



Wigal



 



Wigal, Vandehey



 



 



Matzke



 



 



 



Matzke



Mar. 17



 



Mar. 31



 



 



May 7



 



 



 



 



May 9 



 



 



 



May 12



 



 



 



May  14



Draft Proposed Rules and Support Document



-Revision to NH3 FW criteria equations in Table 30 



-develop NH3 criteria tables (to be posted to toxics website or within rule?)



-Draft revisions to Toxics Rule



*include revisions to update effective date of ALC corrections based on EPA action



*pH corrections (Aron lead)



-NH3 criteria support document



-Compile statewide mollusk map using DEQ and Xerces Society data



-discussions with permit writers, TMDL staff, EPA, NMFS, ODFW and USFWS, etc. during this period



-Send out small business questionnaire for input to fiscal analysis



 



Matzke, Sturdevant



May 9



 



May 9



 



May 16



 



 



 



May 23



May 30



 



Draft Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 



-Summary of rule revisions



-Statement of need



-Federal relationship, land use



-Fiscal analysis



-implementation plan



-NH3 support document



-Communications plan/message map



Matzke, Sturdevant



June 6



Internal Review of Proposed Rules and Notice



-Draft proposed rules



-Draft Notice 



 



Permitting, TMDL staff, Yongkie Hurd, Jane Hickman/Larry Knudsen, Maggie Vandehey, Stephanie Caldera, Brian White, Kathleen Collins, EPA, others as appropriate



June 13



Public Meeting



-Provide a Q&A opportunity for the public (per Debra) 



Matzke, Sturdevant



June 18



Final Proposed Rules and Notice for Public Comment



-Proposed rules and Notice for SOS publication



 



-Invitation to Comment, Message Map, legislative notice



 



 



Matzke, Sturdevant



 



Matzke, Sturdevant, White



June 27



 



 



July 3



Notice Packet Approval



-Proposed rules, Notice



-Invitation to Comment



Wigal, Wiles



July 10



SOS Submission



-Email, Notice, Fiscal Proofs to SOS



 



-Post notice to program and rulemaking website



 



-Gov Delivery 



Vandehey



 



Matzke, Vandehey



 



Matzke



July 15



 



July 16



 



 



July 16



Public comment and hearings



-Public comment period 



 



-Public hearings: Portland, Medford, Bend (may want to consider more hearings if we forego advisory committee) 



 



-Response to comments



 



 



Matzke



 



 



 



Matzke, Sturdevant



Aug. 1-Sept. 2



 



Aug. 18-22



 



 



 



Sept. 16



Internal Review of Draft Rules and Staff Report Based on Public Comment



-Proposed rules and Staff Report 



Permitting, TMDL staff, Yongkie Hurd, Jane Hickman/Larry Knudsen, Maggie Vandehey, Stephanie Caldera, Brian White, Kathleen Collins, EPA, others as appropriate



Sept. 23



Final Proposed Rules and Staff Report



-Proposed rules and Staff Report



Matzke, Sturdevant, Wigal (?)



Oct. 30



Submit Final Proposed Rules and Staff Report EQC Packet



-Proposed rules and Staff Report, plain English review



 



-Presentation



-White, Caldera, Vandehey,



 



Matzke, Sturdevant



Nov. 12 deadline



 



Nov. 24



EQC Action Item



 



-Proposed rules and Staff Report



-EQC rule adoption



Matzke, Sturdevant



Dec. 17-18 (Portland)



SOS Filing



-Format for SOS filing



-SOS filing



Matzke



Vandehey



Dec. 22



Dec. 23 or later given holidays



 



Submit revised standards to EPA for approval



-AG certification of rule adoption



-Rules filed with SOS



-Letter of submittal 



Knudsen, Matzke



Jan. 6, 2015



EPA action



-ESA consultation needed?



-60 days for disapproval, 90 days for approval



 



 



 






RE: Ammonia Rulemaking -- TMDL program input

		From

		BLOOM James

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Looking forward to it. 



Jim



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2014 2:03 PM
To: FOSTER Eugene P; BLOOM James; MICHIE Ryan
Subject: RE: Ammonia Rulemaking -- TMDL program input



 



Thanks so much Jim and Gene!



 



Jim, I’ll be in touch to give you the scoop….



 



Andrea



 



From: FOSTER Eugene P 
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2014 9:01 AM
To: BLOOM James; MICHIE Ryan; MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: Ammonia Rulemaking -- TMDL program input



 



Hi Andrea



 



Jim can review materials developed from the Ammonia rulemaking for effect on the TMDL Subprogram



 



thanks



Gene



 



 



From: BLOOM James 
Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 3:45 PM
To: FOSTER Eugene P; MICHIE Ryan
Subject: RE: Ammonia Rulemaking -- TMDL program input



 



I’ll be in early tomorrow AM.  Perhaps we can discuss this then.  



 



Jim



 



From: FOSTER Eugene P 
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 8:56 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea; BLOOM James; MICHIE Ryan
Subject: RE: Ammonia Rulemaking -- TMDL program input



 



Thanks Andrea



 



Jim and Ryan - let’s discuss



 



thanks



Gene



 



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2014 8:54 AM
To: FOSTER Eugene P
Subject: Ammonia Rulemaking -- TMDL program input



 



Hi Gene,



 



Our draft ammonia rulemaking schedule is below, although this may change since I just saw that Stephanie Caldera sent out a revised EQC schedule for this year. We were anticipating a Dec. adoption, but now it looks like it would be in Nov. My sense is that we may have to push everything back (the alternative is to go at warp speed!).



 



Mainly what I’m looking for is for a TMDL person to review the issue paper that will form the justification for adopting EPA’s most recent recommendations for ammonia. There would be some review of actual rule language, but that should be minimal. We would also get input from the TMDL program of how a change in criteria could affect TMDL staff/program (as part of the fiscal and economic analysis).  Might want to look at how current TMDLs for ammonia could be affected. We would be adopting all of EPA’s criteria formulas, so no criteria derivations needed. 



 



I estimate about 32 hrs. of this person’s time, but it’s likely he won’t need this much.



 



Let me know if Jim or someone else would be able to do this.



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



 



 



 



Task



 



Deliverables



Responsible Persons



Estimated Completion Date



 



Initiate Rulemaking



-Develop project plan (this document).



 



-Brief Jennifer Wigal (and approval to move forward)



 



-Complete Resources and Consideration rulemaking workbooks



 



 



 



-Inform Dick (owner of rulemaking plan) 



 



 



-Refine rulemaking schedule and create a program website for ammonia rulemaking description and schedule.



 



-Send Gov Delivery notifying interested persons of upcoming rulemaking



Matzke



 



Sturdevant 



 



 



Matzke, Vandehey, Studevant



Wigal



 



Wigal, Vandehey



 



 



Matzke



 



 



 



Matzke



Mar. 17



 



Mar. 31



 



 



May 7



 



 



 



 



May 9 



 



 



 



May 12



 



 



 



May  14



Draft Proposed Rules and Support Document



-Revision to NH3 FW criteria equations in Table 30 



-develop NH3 criteria tables (to be posted to toxics website or within rule?)



-Draft revisions to Toxics Rule



*include revisions to update effective date of ALC corrections based on EPA action



*pH corrections (Aron lead)



-NH3 criteria support document



-Compile statewide mollusk map using DEQ and Xerces Society data



-discussions with permit writers, TMDL staff, EPA, NMFS, ODFW and USFWS, etc. during this period



-Send out small business questionnaire for input to fiscal analysis



 



Matzke, Sturdevant



May 9



 



May 9



 



May 16



 



 



 



May 23



May 30



 



Draft Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 



-Summary of rule revisions



-Statement of need



-Federal relationship, land use



-Fiscal analysis



-implementation plan



-NH3 support document



-Communications plan/message map



Matzke, Sturdevant



June 6



Internal Review of Proposed Rules and Notice



-Draft proposed rules



-Draft Notice 



 



Permitting, TMDL staff, Yongkie Hurd, Jane Hickman/Larry Knudsen, Maggie Vandehey, Stephanie Caldera, Brian White, Kathleen Collins, EPA, others as appropriate



June 13



Public Meeting



-Provide a Q&A opportunity for the public (per Debra) 



Matzke, Sturdevant



June 18



Final Proposed Rules and Notice for Public Comment



-Proposed rules and Notice for SOS publication



 



-Invitation to Comment, Message Map, legislative notice



 



 



Matzke, Sturdevant



 



Matzke, Sturdevant, White



June 27



 



 



July 3



Notice Packet Approval



-Proposed rules, Notice



-Invitation to Comment



Wigal, Wiles



July 10



SOS Submission



-Email, Notice, Fiscal Proofs to SOS



 



-Post notice to program and rulemaking website



 



-Gov Delivery 



Vandehey



 



Matzke, Vandehey



 



Matzke



July 15



 



July 16



 



 



July 16



Public comment and hearings



-Public comment period 



 



-Public hearings: Portland, Medford, Bend (may want to consider more hearings if we forego advisory committee) 



 



-Response to comments



 



 



Matzke



 



 



 



Matzke, Sturdevant



Aug. 1-Sept. 2



 



Aug. 18-22



 



 



 



Sept. 16



Internal Review of Draft Rules and Staff Report Based on Public Comment



-Proposed rules and Staff Report 



Permitting, TMDL staff, Yongkie Hurd, Jane Hickman/Larry Knudsen, Maggie Vandehey, Stephanie Caldera, Brian White, Kathleen Collins, EPA, others as appropriate



Sept. 23



Final Proposed Rules and Staff Report



-Proposed rules and Staff Report



Matzke, Sturdevant, Wigal (?)



Oct. 30



Submit Final Proposed Rules and Staff Report EQC Packet



-Proposed rules and Staff Report, plain English review



 



-Presentation



-White, Caldera, Vandehey,



 



Matzke, Sturdevant



Nov. 12 deadline



 



Nov. 24



EQC Action Item



 



-Proposed rules and Staff Report



-EQC rule adoption



Matzke, Sturdevant



Dec. 17-18 (Portland)



SOS Filing



-Format for SOS filing



-SOS filing



Matzke



Vandehey



Dec. 22



Dec. 23 or later given holidays



 



Submit revised standards to EPA for approval



-AG certification of rule adoption



-Rules filed with SOS



-Letter of submittal 



Knudsen, Matzke



Jan. 6, 2015



EPA action



-ESA consultation needed?



-60 days for disapproval, 90 days for approval



 



 



 






RE: Ammonia rulemaking and Changes to 2014 EQC meeting dates

		From

		WIGAL Jennifer

		To

		STURDEVANT Debra; WILES Wendy

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		STURDEVANT.Debra@deq.state.or.us; WILES.Wendy@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Sounds good.



-----Original Message-----

From: STURDEVANT Debra 

Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 1:45 PM

To: WIGAL Jennifer; WILES Wendy

Cc: MATZKE Andrea

Subject: Ammonia rulemaking and Changes to 2014 EQC meeting dates



Jennifer and Wendy,  The Ammonia rulemaking project was targeting the Dec. 17-18 EQC meeting for rule adoption.  Given the changed meeting dates (below), we will now target the Jan. 7-8, 2015 meeting. 



Please let me know if you have questions or concerns.



Debra



Debra Sturdevant

Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments Oregon DEQ

503-229-6691

sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us







-----Original Message-----

From: CALDERA Stephanie

Sent: Friday, May 16, 2014 11:29 AM

To: (All DEQ) staff Statewide

Subject: EQC: Change to 2014 meeting dates



Hi, all.



Apologies for the all-staff email, but I know there have been questions about proposed date changes for the 2014 EQC meetings. They are now finalized, so thanks to those who have been patient as we verified commissioner availability.



The Environmental Quality Commission meeting dates for the rest of the year are:

June 18-19, The Dalles

August 27-28, Medford/Ashland area

November 5-6, Portland area (exact spot TBD) Jan. 7-8, 2015, Portland area (exact spot TBD)



This is a change from previously posted materials and dates. We are updating these dates and locations on the EQC web site, but please let me know if you see any old/incorrect dates on internal or external pages and I'll work to clean them up. 



If you have questions about deadlines or prep for the meetings and their new dates please see the posted EQC deadlines document (http://deqsps/groups/eqc/docs/EQCDeadlines.docx) or email, call or visit me on the 10th floor at headquarters. I know you rely on accurate dates for your work planning, and hope these changes come enough in advance to make that easier on you.



Thanks, and happy Friday!

- Stephanie



Stephanie Caldera

Policy analyst

Oregon DEQ

811 SW 6th Ave.

Portland, OR 97204

Email: Caldera.Stephanie@deq.state.or.us Primary phone (desk line): 503-229-5301 Mobile phone: 971-645-3869

Fax: 503-229-6762








RE: ILink questions

		From

		BROWN Trina

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Good Morning Andrea, Happy Friday



 



I wanted to follow up on our conversation from a couple of days ago, I was able to use the AT&T webinar function over the last 2 days and we had no issues at it, it worked great J.  So just let me know the date and time and I will reserve the line for you and send you the meeting login link and login information.



 



Thank you,



Trina



 



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2013 3:01 PM
To: BROWN Trina
Subject: ILink questions



 



 



Hi Trina,



 



I’m interested in setting up a possible webinar through ILink next month sometime. I had originally wanted to use GoTo Meeting, but sounds like our state contract doesn’t allow it. Do I set up the ILink connection through you, or is there a training how to document that I could read through then set up myself?



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



 



 



 



 





image003.png








RE: Process to Initiate Rulemaking

		From

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Andrea, thank you for asking in advance. There is a required process for doing any rulemaking work including concept development. The process diagram is on the front page of SharePoint. Ignoring the dates, the excerpt from the Schedule of Tasks below that would come with your new folder systems identifies the tasks. Maggie



 



 



Planning 



 



                 



 



 



 



 



 



Networkdays



Task



 



Update Onsite Program Rules and Fees



 



For Task



From today



Start



End



 



Task



 



 



 



1 



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT



	 



				 



After Greg & managers approve concept development work...



i



	 



	10/2/13



 



Jennifer



 



				 



* assigns staff to work with Chris & Maggie



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* adds work to staff work plan as needed



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* chats with Chris & Maggie



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* identifies existing Q-Time for initial concept development work



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Chris adds staff to Names tab of this workbook



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Maggie



 



				 



* establishes SharePoint & Rule_Development sites



 



			10/2/13



 



* schedules team kickoff training/work session



 



			10/2/13



 



Team = AndreaM, Jennifer, Chris & Maggie



 



				 



Team participates in kickoff training/work session (future iLearn) about: 



 



 



	(18)



	10/2/13



 



* maintaining rulemaking record



					 



* file naming conventions for common rulemaking documents and emails



					 



* rulemaking SharePoint



i



					 



* shared Rule _Development drive



						 



* work products for this phase (templates preloaded to SharePoint folder 1):



						 



- Overview of Key Dates at top of this SCHEDULE



						 



- initial draft RESOURCES workbook



			 



- initial draft CONSIDERATIONS workbook



						 



* broad overview of work products for future phases



						 



- Rulemaking Activities Web page 



i



					 



- INVITATION.TO.COMMENT (blank in folder 4)



					 



- RULES.REDLINE



						 



- NOTICE (blank in folder 4)



						 



- FEE.ANALYSIS (blank in folder 3)



						 



- STAFF.RPT.Permanent  (blank in folder 6)



						 



AndreaM coordinates team work & agreement with initial drafts of:



						 



* RESOUCES workbook



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* CONSIDERATIONS workbook



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* Overview of Key Dates at top of this SCHEDULE



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Chris & Maggie develop DEQ Rulemaking Plan materials when team agrees



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Jennifer briefs managers



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Managers = Greg and program managers



						 



Managers discuss adding concept to DEQ Rulemaking Plan



 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Greg:



 



				 



* reviews workbook summaries and key dates on SharePoint



 



4 



(15)



10/2/13



10/7/13



 



* decides whether to add concept to DEQ Rulemaking Plan



 



	(15)



	10/7/13



 



* emails approval to AndreaM, Jennifer, Chris & Maggie



 



	(15)



	10/7/13



 



AndreaM:



 



				 



* saves email as Rule_Development | 1-Planning | DA.APPROVAL.pdf



i



 



	(15)



	10/7/13



 



* selects 'A' if approved, 'P' if postponed, 'R' if rejected



A



				 



START RULEMAKING



					 



AndreaM drafts EMAIL.AddToPlan 



I



 



1 



(15)



10/7/13



10/7/13



 



for Greg to send:



						 



To: EMTdescribing addition to DEQ Rulemaking Plan



						 



To: Stephanie to include in monthly Director's Report 



						 



Dick asks EQC how they want to be involved with rulemaking



						 



Stephanie informs team about EQC involvement by email



						 



Cc… Jennifer, AndreaM, Chris, Maggie & program managers



						 



(The rolling plan/process takes the place of the old annual plan/process.)



						 



ONBOARD TEAM RESOURCES



					 



Jennifer & AndreaM determine whether to expand team      'Y' to expand >



Y



 



1 



(15)



10/7/13



10/7/13



 



 



 



 



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 2:09 PM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: Process to Initiate Rulemaking



 



Hi Maggie,



 



We’re beginning to scope out another rulemaking to revise water quality criteria for toxics. My guess is that at some point once we’ve scoped it out more, we’ll need to fill out the resources and considerations worksheets like we did before. Does the EMT review potential rulemakings on a rolling basis or do we have some sort of deadline if we want to initiate it, say in spring 2014?



 



Thanks!



 



Andrea Matzke, MPH



OR DEQ | Water Quality Standards & Assessment | 503-229-5384



 



 



 



 






RE: Process to Initiate Rulemaking

		From

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Andrea, we’ll be following the plan. I’ll need the approval from Greg before doing any work. Greg’s and Jennifer’s tasks are identified below and won’t change. Maggie 



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 3:05 PM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: RE: Process to Initiate Rulemaking



 



Glad I asked! Would you be able to add the rulemaking concept development docs and other needed docs into a new rulemaking folder for me? That way I can begin incorporating what I’ve been doing so far, so that Greg gets the info/forms he needs in order to approve a concept. Jennifer’s role as DDA will be the official liaison w/ rulemaking items, but would Greg ultimately approve concepts and discuss w/ EMT? Jennifer may need to figure that out w/ Greg.



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



From: VANDEHEY Maggie 
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 2:46 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: Process to Initiate Rulemaking



 



Andrea, thank you for asking in advance. There is a required process for doing any rulemaking work including concept development. The process diagram is on the front page of SharePoint. Ignoring the dates, the excerpt from the Schedule of Tasks below that would come with your new folder systems identifies the tasks. Maggie



 



 



Planning 



 



                 



 



	 



 



	 



 



Networkdays



Task



 



Update Onsite Program Rules and Fees



	 



For Task



From today



Start



End



 



Task



 



 



 



1 



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT



	 



				 



After Greg & managers approve concept development work...



i



		 



	10/2/13



 



Jennifer



	 



				 



* assigns staff to work with Chris & Maggie



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* adds work to staff work plan as needed



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* chats with Chris & Maggie



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* identifies existing Q-Time for initial concept development work



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Chris adds staff to Names tab of this workbook



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Maggie



	 



				 



* establishes SharePoint & Rule_Development sites



	 



			10/2/13



 



* schedules team kickoff training/work session



	 



			10/2/13



 



Team = AndreaM, Jennifer, Chris & Maggie



	 



				 



Team participates in kickoff training/work session (future iLearn) about: 



 



 



	(18)



	10/2/13



 



* maintaining rulemaking record



						 



* file naming conventions for common rulemaking documents and emails



						 



* rulemaking SharePoint



i



					 



* shared Rule _Development drive



						 



* work products for this phase (templates preloaded to SharePoint folder 1):



						 



- Overview of Key Dates at top of this SCHEDULE



						 



- initial draft RESOURCES workbook



				 



- initial draft CONSIDERATIONS workbook



						 



* broad overview of work products for future phases



						 



- Rulemaking Activities Web page 



i



					 



- INVITATION.TO.COMMENT (blank in folder 4)



						 



- RULES.REDLINE



						 



- NOTICE (blank in folder 4)



						 



- FEE.ANALYSIS (blank in folder 3)



						 



- STAFF.RPT.Permanent  (blank in folder 6)



						 



AndreaM coordinates team work & agreement with initial drafts of:



						 



* RESOUCES workbook



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* CONSIDERATIONS workbook



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



* Overview of Key Dates at top of this SCHEDULE



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Chris & Maggie develop DEQ Rulemaking Plan materials when team agrees



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Jennifer briefs managers



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Managers = Greg and program managers



						 



Managers discuss adding concept to DEQ Rulemaking Plan



	 



1 



(18)



10/2/13



10/2/13



 



Greg:



	 



				 



* reviews workbook summaries and key dates on SharePoint



	 



4 



(15)



10/2/13



10/7/13



 



* decides whether to add concept to DEQ Rulemaking Plan



	 



	(15)



	10/7/13



 



* emails approval to AndreaM, Jennifer, Chris & Maggie



	 



	(15)



	10/7/13



 



AndreaM:



	 



				 



* saves email as Rule_Development | 1-Planning | DA.APPROVAL.pdf



i



 



	(15)



	10/7/13



 



* selects 'A' if approved, 'P' if postponed, 'R' if rejected



A



					 



START RULEMAKING



						 



AndreaM drafts EMAIL.AddToPlan 



I



 



1 



(15)



10/7/13



10/7/13



 



for Greg to send:



						 



To: EMTdescribing addition to DEQ Rulemaking Plan



						 



To: Stephanie to include in monthly Director's Report 



						 



Dick asks EQC how they want to be involved with rulemaking



						 



Stephanie informs team about EQC involvement by email



						 



Cc… Jennifer, AndreaM, Chris, Maggie & program managers



						 



(The rolling plan/process takes the place of the old annual plan/process.)



						 



ONBOARD TEAM RESOURCES



						 



Jennifer & AndreaM determine whether to expand team      'Y' to expand >



Y



 



1 



(15)



10/7/13



10/7/13



 



 



 



 



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Friday, October 25, 2013 2:09 PM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: Process to Initiate Rulemaking



 



Hi Maggie,



 



We’re beginning to scope out another rulemaking to revise water quality criteria for toxics. My guess is that at some point once we’ve scoped it out more, we’ll need to fill out the resources and considerations worksheets like we did before. Does the EMT review potential rulemakings on a rolling basis or do we have some sort of deadline if we want to initiate it, say in spring 2014?



 



Thanks!



 



Andrea Matzke, MPH



OR DEQ | Water Quality Standards & Assessment | 503-229-5384



 



 



 



 






RE: QTime request

		From

		BEALL Robert

		To

		COUTU Adam

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		COUTU.Adam@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



I’ve created Qtime #43879 for this activity.  I did tweak the title slightly to “Rulemaking: WQ Ammonia Standards” so it’s consistent with the others, like the “WQ Turbidity Standards” or the “Rulemaking: WQ Temperature Standards” (42993).  Let me know if I erred.



 



From: COUTU Adam 
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 2:13 PM
To: BEALL Robert
Cc: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: QTime request



 



Robert:



 



Could you please set up a new timecenter for us?



 



Timecenter: ##### Rulemaking: WQ Standards for Ammonia



 



Definition:  Amend water quality standards for ammonia.  Work includes all elements necessary for rulemaking, including but not limited to research, analysis, document preparation, outreach and implementing rulemaking procedures.



 



PCA: 72041  GF-WQ STANDARDS & ASSESSMENT LAB Alternate:    [Let’s use the same PCAs as for timecenter 43676.] 



 



Location:   -  



 



Project Manager: Andrea Matzke



 



Start date: April 18, 2014



 



End date: Jan. 31, 2015 (if it goes longer, we will request an extension)



 



Thank you!



 



Adam Coutu



Operations and Policy Analyst



Office of Policy and Analysis



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality



(503) 229-6602



coutu.adam@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 1:35 PM
To: COUTU Adam
Cc: BEALL Robert
Subject: RE: QTime request



 



Thanks Adam. See below for my responses. What you had works pretty well, but thought I’d make it more concise.



 



Thank you!



Andrea



 



From: COUTU Adam 
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 11:54 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Cc: BEALL Robert
Subject: RE: QTime request



 



I am so sorry!  I looked at this last week and didn’t get back to it.  Using the WQ Turbidity Standards timecenter as an example, can you provide a definition for the timecenter (I’ve drafted one for you), a start date and an end date, and a project manager name?



 



Timecenter: ##### [Robert assigns the number]  Rulemaking: WQ Standards for Ammonia



 



Definition:  [Proposal:] Amend water quality standards for ammonia rule language and/or data tables for the ammonia water quality standard.  Work includes all elements necessary for rulemaking, including but not limited to research, analysis, document preparation, outreach and implementing rulemaking procedures.



 



PCA: 72041  GF-WQ STANDARDS & ASSESSMENT LAB Alternate:    [Robert, let’s use the same PCAs as for timecenter 43676.] 



 



Location:   -  



 



Project Manager: Andrea Matzke? YES



 



Start date: April 18, 2014



 



End date: Jan. 2015 (if it goes longer, we can just extend this, right?)



 



Example:



 



Timecenter: 43676  Rulemaking: WQ Turbidity Standards



 



Definition:  Amend rule language and/or data tables for the turbidity water quality standard.  Work includes all elements necessary for rulemaking, including but not limited to research, analysis, document preparation, outreach and implementing rulemaking procedures.



 



PCA: 72041  GF-WQ STANDARDS & ASSESSMENT LAB Alternate:     



 



Location:   -  



 



Project Manager: Aron Borok



 



Cheers,



 



Adam Coutu



Operations and Policy Analyst



Office of Policy and Analysis



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality



(503) 229-6602



coutu.adam@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Thursday, April 17, 2014 8:59 AM
To: COUTU Adam
Subject: FW: QTime request



 



Hey Adam,



 



Just checking in on the status of getting a new Qtime #....



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 2:00 PM
To: COUTU Adam
Subject: QTime request



 



Hi Adam,



 



I am officially starting a new rulemaking and so will need a new QTime #.  Maggie said it should be written something like this:  Rulemaking: WQ Standards for Ammonia



 



Thanks!



Andrea






RE: RM-WQNH3:  SSC conversation w/ EPA

		From

		STURDEVANT Debra

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



I’m just asking for a concise summary (1 pager, bullets or outline form is fine) of what we’re intending to propose so that I can use it to brief Jennifer and Wendy and others about our direction.  



 



i.e. which criteria/use combinations will be included, that a SSC would be needed for mussels not present; how the use subcategories for ammonia related to the fish use subcategories.  A brief statement about why we are not including a performance based criteria for the “mussels not present” use subcategory.  



 



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 10:31 AM
To: STURDEVANT Debra
Cc: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: RM-WQNH3: SSC conversation w/ EPA



 



In terms of needing to develop a briefing document, I don’t think we want to make this more complicated than what it is. One way to think about this is we’re just adopting criteria, period. Just like for any other criteria, we adopt criteria the same as EPA or slightly different. In this case we’re adopting the same criteria where the most sensitive species happen to be mussels, so it’s not really a DEQ policy change. Typically, EPA would not develop SSC based on absence of a species as part of any final rule publications. The only reason EPA developed the 4 criteria tables based on mussels absent was because of the complexity of the pH and temp relationships and using the species deletion procedure to remove the mussels from the tox dataset. So, if SSC were proposed based on mussels absent, then there were criteria a state or tribe could readily use. I think another influencing factor that caused EPA to develop SSC tables was because at one time in 2009 EPA was actually thinking about doing a mussels present/absent bifurcated approach, so they probably had that info available regardless… Additionally, there are states in the west where mussels are not very prevalent, so those states would likely be more interested in pursuing SSC.



 



So, DEQ is proposing to adopt EPA’s latest criteria recommendations which were developed to protect sensitive mussel species. As with any criteria, a state or tribe can propose SSC based on species or WQ chemistry at a particular site that differs from the national species dataset or lab water used. If I’m understanding your suggestion below, I’m not sure our proposal needs a separate rationale. In terms of doing a performance based standard in our rulemaking, some of that info is in the rulemaking docs already, but I didn’t want to actually say that NMFS would likely disapprove SSC since that’s a little bit heresay….. 



 



Please let me know if I’m misunderstanding which aspect of our rulemaking proposal needs a briefing doc.



 



Andrea



 



From: STURDEVANT Debra 
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2014 6:16 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: RM-WQNH3: SSC conversation w/ EPA



 



Andrea,  What you’re suggesting makes sense to me.  I think we will need a summary briefing document – i.e. 1 page, bullets – that we can use to concisely communicate our rational for this proposed approach with others internally.  I’ll let you decide when the timing is right for that within your review schedule.  



 



Thanks,



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2014 3:18 PM
To: STURDEVANT Debra
Cc: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RM-WQNH3: SSC conversation w/ EPA



 



I talked to Kathleen Collins this morning about potential complications that could arise if we include the SSC NH3 tables into our regs. She said EPA wouldn’t take action on the tables since they are SSC and we would need to go through the whole justification process, site location, etc. in order for them to take action on it. It would then go through ESA consultation. I double-checked w/ her about the conversations they’ve had with NMFS and she confirmed what I thought Kathleen had expressed to me earlier. That if OR did propose SSC based on mussels absent, NMFS consultation based on ESA-listed salmonids would very likely result in a jeopardy decision. Again, this is because of the differences in how EPA and the Services conduct their analyses. 



 



If we want to put in some sort of performance based criteria based on mussels absent as part of this rulemaking effort It would involve a lot more upfront work, will trip ESA consultation, and would likely result in a jeopardy decision. Since we have not heard that permittees are wanting to go down this road anyway, I would not recommend pursuing a performance-based standard at this time. As with any site-specific condition, permittees or other parties could propose SSC based on mussels absent later. It just doesn’t appear to be that fruitful given OR ESA species issues.



 



I am removing the SSC criteria tables from our OARs because I think it will add confusion. We could keep the SSC tables in and not propose a performance based standard since EPA wouldn’t take action on it (and trip ESA consultation), but I think it just adds unnecessary confusion and really doesn’t provide any benefit that I can see. Instead, we’ll only have the 3 tables that are applicable at the time of adoption/approval. In addition, tables are now being moved to the end of Div. 41 in a new 8000 section, per Maggie. Eventually, our other tables in Div. 41 will need to be moved, just not now. I’m telling you this now, so you’re not surprised when you see it later. Also, we’ll probably need to have separate docs for each Table—30, 31 and 40 so that we can keep the April 18, 2014 effective dates for Tables 31 and 40, since they won’t change. Right now, all 3 tables are in one document.



 






RE: RM-WQNH3: Request Review of Ammonia Rulemaking Documents

		From

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Andrea—



 



Nice email. I always enjoy your work because it helps me identify points in the process where others could benefit from sample language, template or guidelines. I’ve saved this email for a mini process improvement.



 



Thank you. 



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Tuesday, July 01, 2014 3:30 PM
To: STURDEVANT Debra; BOHABOY Spencer; BOROK Aron; VANDEHEY Maggie; BLOOM James; HICKMAN Jane; 'Knudsen Larry'; 'Collins, Kathleen'; BURKHART Robert
Cc: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RM-WQNH3: Request Review of Ammonia Rulemaking Documents



 



Hi All,



 



I am requesting your review of 5 rulemaking documents. This rulemaking contains:



 



1.       Revisions to freshwater ammonia criteria



2.       Correct an error in the basin-specific pH standard for the main stem Snake River. 



3.       Add notes indicating EPA disapproval of the narrative natural conditions criterion in OAR 340-041-0007(2) and the natural conditions criterion for temperature in OAR-340-041-0028(8).



4.       Amend the Umatilla Basin-specific standards and uses to incorporate EPA’s partial disapproval of DEQ’s site-specific criteria and use designations for the West Division Main Canal.



 



Comments are due no later than July 11 by COB. These documents are in Sharepoint. Kathleen and Larry--I will send you the documents separately since you do not have access to our Sharepoint site.



 



Instructions for Accessing Documents



 



§  Go to the Ammonia Sharepoint folder: http://deqsps/programs/rulemaking/wq/ammonia/default.aspx



§  Click on the 1-Planning folder. Under the Team Review, the first 3 docs as indicated below w/ arrows are the docs to review



 



  



 



§  Click BACK arrow to access the other 2 docs under 4-Public Notice folder. Under the Team Review, the 2 docs as indicated below w/ arrows are the docs to review



 



  



 



 



 



Instructions for Reviewing Documents



 



§  To maintain version history in a Sharepoint document, always make your comments and edits in the one document you’re reviewing, rather than saving a copy w/ your edits and then uploading the docs to Sharepoint. Maggie has included directions on maintaining version histories in the link above (link not active in this email). In Sharepoint, you can then go back to access all versions of the document by selecting the version history button. 



§  Check out the document so that you can make edits. Make your edits, comments, etc. in redline. Once completed, close out of the document by hitting the “X” at the top right hand corner of your document.



§  It will prompt you to save the file and check it back in. Another prompt will come up that indicates if it’s a minor or major version and to add comments. Save it as a minor version, which will probably be the default, and then add your comments—e.g. “comments from Spencer”. This way everyone’s comments get added to one document, but we can also go back to previous versions. 



 



 



Other important information



 



§  Check in the document once you have completed your review. Otherwise, other reviewers cannot make edits



§  Do start your review as early as possible—waiting until the end of the review period may cause review bottlenecks since only one person can edit a document at any one time 



§  Contributing Team Members—Do look for comments or questions I or Maggie have for you as part of this review.



§  Per APA requirements, Maggie did a “plain English” review—i.e. For any rule that is revised, DEQ must review the entire rule for plain English (for example, in this sentence I would not have used “per” or “i.e.”!). This is why you see more redline than just the revisions we are proposing.  



 



 



Thanks in advance for your time in reviewing these documents. If you have any questions, please let me know. I will be out of the office from tomorrow afternoon through Friday, but will be returning on Monday.



 



Andrea
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RE: RM-WQNH3: potential date of EPA action on NH3 rulemaking

		From

		STURDEVANT Debra

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Ok, sounds good for now.  And then if we can pin it down before the final rule adoption, we can add a date in later.



 



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 9:48 AM
To: STURDEVANT Debra
Cc: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: FW: RM-WQNH3: potential date of EPA action on NH3 rulemaking



 



FYI…don’t think we should plan on putting an effective date into the rule at this point. Instead do something more generic like, “upon EPA approval”…



 



 



From: Collins, Kathleen [mailto:collins.kathleen@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 9:44 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: RM-WQNH3: potential date of EPA action on NH3 rulemaking



 



I’ll definitely keep you up to date on the NMFS process….



 



From: MATZKE Andrea [mailto:MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us] 
Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 9:40 AM
To: Collins, Kathleen
Subject: RE: RM-WQNH3: potential date of EPA action on NH3 rulemaking



 



That’s OK if you don’t have a definitive answer. It’s still helpful to know what the landscape is. At this point, I won’t try to put in an effective date, and instead do something more generic. I’m hoping our DOJ attorney can think of another option that makes it easier for us;-) Again, keep us abreast on the NMFS process as you continue working with them.



 



Thanks,



Andrea 



 



From: Collins, Kathleen [mailto:collins.kathleen@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 8:06 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: RM-WQNH3: potential date of EPA action on NH3 rulemaking



 



That is a very good question, that I have been thinking about.  The  action itself should be pretty straight forward once NMFS is satisfies.  ESA and Tribal consultation are the two unknown factors as far as how long it will take to complete an action.  I think tribal consultation would be much easier if the ESA consultation is completed.  Also, I think I could start the tribal consultation process before you give us the final package (just to get things moving, give staff a heads up, and set up consultation dates), but I wouldn’t want to do that without  making sure all our bases are covered with the Services.



 



All that is a long winded way of saying I would feel uncomfortable giving a date at this point.   As the summer goes on, and we work through the issues with the Services I suspect it may be easier to estimate a date….Sorry, not a very satisfactory answer!  



 



From: MATZKE Andrea [mailto:MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2014 3:30 PM
To: Collins, Kathleen
Cc: MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us
Subject: RM-WQNH3: potential date of EPA action on NH3 rulemaking



 



Kathleen,



 



One other thing I meant to ask you this morning is the potential of figuring out an effective date of the ammonia revisions. As you will recall from the last rulemaking, we consulted w/ EPA to determine which day EPA would be able to take action on OR’s revisions (i.e. April 18, 2014). What’s the possibility of being able to do that again? Having a date makes it a little easier for rulemaking purposes. When we only generally state “upon EPA approval” or something similar, we then have to go back as a rulemaking to add the date that EPA approved the changes which is a headache! Our rules coordinator is going to work w/ our DOJ attorney to see what our options are, but wanted to check in w/ you about this as well. I’m sure the upcoming review of the rulemaking documents as well as any outcome of NMFS’s actions will influence your ability to estimate time of EPA action.



 



Thanks!



Andrea






RE: RM-WQSAmmon: Resources and Considerations Workbooks for your review

		From

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Andrea,



 



Thank you. I have a meeting with Dick and Joni late Friday afternoon and will share the summaries with him at that time.  I’ll follow up with you on Monday morning. If added to the plan, as I expect will happen, I’ll set up the SharePoint sub site and populate it with your templates.



 



Enjoy your weekend.



 



Thank you.  



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 12:15 PM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: RE: RM-WQSAmmon: Resources and Considerations Workbooks for your review



 



Hi Maggie,



 



I revised the “Reality” section, so I think we’re good to go! Thanks for addressing my questions.  Let me know when you expect to bring the rulemaking summary to Dick.



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



From: VANDEHEY Maggie 
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 9:59 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: RM-WQSAmmon: Resources and Considerations Workbooks for your review



 



Andrea,



 



Resource review complete – made changes to 4Advisor tab and addressed your comments



 



Considerations - either addressed or responded to your comments. Though it does need the following adjustment where you pointed out the lack of clarity in the template. I’ve clarified for future templates.



 



Ideal  (This is what we want to happen)



 



The ideal rules would align with EPA’s latest recommendation for ammonia. The ideal rules would be up-to date... DEQ could issue timely permits and have a solid basis upon which Oregon’s CWA programs address pollutants… Science



 



Reality (This is what we are dealing with now.)



 



DEQ is in limbo…Oregon’s chronic criterion for ammonia is more stringent than … Oregon’s acute criterion for ammonia. 



 



 



 



 



 



 



Thank you.



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Thursday, May 15, 2014 9:00 AM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: FW: RM-WQSAmmon: Resources and Considerations Workbooks for your review



 



Hi Maggie,



 



Just wanted to see if you’ve had a chance to review the workbooks.



 



Thanks,



Andrea



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 9:07 AM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: RM-WQSAmmon: Resources and Considerations Workbooks for your review



 



Hi Maggie,



 



The Considerations and Resources workbooks are ready for your review (version 2). Deb and Jennifer have reviewed. I did have a few questions for you that are reflected in some of the worksheets. If you have any questions, just let me know.



 



Thanks!



Andrea
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RE: Rulemaking timecenters

		From

		STURDEVANT Debra

		To

		BEALL Robert

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea; VANDEHEY Maggie

		Recipients

		BEALL.Robert@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us; VANDEHEY.Maggie@deq.state.or.us



Sorry, yes, I meant it to be the ammonia rulemaking.  Thanks.



 



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 



From: BEALL Robert 
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 3:09 PM
To: STURDEVANT Debra
Cc: MATZKE Andrea; VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: FW: Rulemaking timecenters



 



Debra, if it’s true you meant to charge to Qtime #43879 (Rulemaking: WQ Ammonia Standards), please let me know when you’ve moved your time off so I can reclose the Aquatic TC.



 



Thanks.



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 3:03 PM
To: BEALL Robert; COUTU Adam
Cc: VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: RE: Rulemaking timecenters



 



Hmmm…. She probably meant to charge those hours to the Ammonia Rulemaking Qtime: 43879. 



 



From: BEALL Robert 
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 2:25 PM
To: COUTU Adam
Cc: MATZKE Andrea; VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: RE: Rulemaking timecenters



 



FYI.  Debra Sturdevant charged three hours to this timecenter on July 2nd.  I’m assuming that’s ok….  I’ve close it as of the 3rd.



 



From: COUTU Adam 
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 2:12 PM
To: BEALL Robert
Cc: MATZKE Andrea; VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: FW: Rulemaking timecenters



 



Robert:



 



Andrea said we can close 42986.



 



 



Thanks!



 



Adam Coutu



Operations and Policy Analyst



Office of Policy and Analysis



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality



(503) 229-6602



coutu.adam@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 1:44 PM
To: COUTU Adam
Subject: RE: Rulemaking timecenters



 



Hi Adam,



 



You can close out the WQ Aquatic Life Toxics timecenter.



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



From: COUTU Adam 
Sent: Friday, July 18, 2014 11:26 AM
To: KISHIDA Koto; VANDEHEY Maggie; BIORN-HANSEN Sonja; MATZKE Andrea; SANDOZ Derek
Cc: BEALL Robert
Subject: Rulemaking timecenters



 



Hi Folks:



 



Could you take a look down this list and let me know if we can close any of these timecenters?



 



Thank you!



 



 



 



 







 



Adam Coutu



Operations and Policy Analyst



Office of Policy and Analysis



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality



(503) 229-6602



coutu.adam@deq.state.or.us
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RE: Toxics rulemaking proposal process

		From

		WIGAL Jennifer

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Thanks, Andrea. I do believe it will be me as opposed to Greg. Let’s talk about what all needs to be prepared at our next one-on-one.  So it sounds like I need to ask Adam to set up a Qtime code for the Cu/NH3 rulemaking (or whatever we want to call it)? If so, do you have a suggested name—should we call it Aq. Life phase II or something else?



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 11:54 AM
To: WIGAL Jennifer
Subject: Toxics rulemaking proposal process



 



Jennifer,



 



Had a chat w/ Maggie today about how to get a rulemaking proposal into the DEQ rulemaking schedule. Essentially, we give Greg a very short description of our rulemaking scope and he in turn makes a decision then presents the scope to the EMT where they have an opportunity to weigh in. The EMT does not approve or disapprove a rulemaking concept. After the EMT discussion, Greg may confer w/ us about anything he learned from the EMT and make revisions if needed, but after the EMT has been informed, Maggie will get the notice that the rulemaking concept was approved. That approval then allows her to set up Sharepoint and Shared drive folders for the rulemaking. Here’s the link to the rolling rulemaking plan:  The process diagram. We are still in that first column. Maggie thought that Greg would be the person to connect w/ the EMT, but maybe you will be?? 



 



She also said that any work I or others have been doing associated with this potential rulemaking should have a specific QTime Code assigned. Adam will be able to get that for you. This QTime should also be given to any lab folks who are helping out so far. 



 



Let me know how I can help get our scoping package approved. Note that we can still make changes as we go, so I don’t think anything is set in stone at this point, although I don’t think we want to make huge changes... If you want to talk more about the proposal specifics before you/we go to Greg, I can set up a meeting.



 



Thanks,



Andrea



 



 



 



 



 






RE: Toxics rulemaking proposal process

		From

		WIGAL Jennifer

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Title sounds fine. Yes, you are right with regard to the Qtime codes and how they work.



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 1:03 PM
To: WIGAL Jennifer
Subject: RE: Toxics rulemaking proposal process



 



Sounds good. Sure—maybe to be somewhat consistent w/ this current rulemaking Qtime code, we can call it 2014 Rulemaking: Aq. Life Phase II



 



Are the QTime codes we had and will have for WQS rulemaking still associated w/ WQS fund codes? I didn’t think they were a different pot of money. If I remember correctly, it was a way of tracking how much time we spend on a rule, rather than dipping into another funding source.



 



Thanks,



Andrea



 



From: WIGAL Jennifer 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 12:27 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: Toxics rulemaking proposal process



 



Thanks, Andrea. I do believe it will be me as opposed to Greg. Let’s talk about what all needs to be prepared at our next one-on-one.  So it sounds like I need to ask Adam to set up a Qtime code for the Cu/NH3 rulemaking (or whatever we want to call it)? If so, do you have a suggested name—should we call it Aq. Life phase II or something else?



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2013 11:54 AM
To: WIGAL Jennifer
Subject: Toxics rulemaking proposal process



 



Jennifer,



 



Had a chat w/ Maggie today about how to get a rulemaking proposal into the DEQ rulemaking schedule. Essentially, we give Greg a very short description of our rulemaking scope and he in turn makes a decision then presents the scope to the EMT where they have an opportunity to weigh in. The EMT does not approve or disapprove a rulemaking concept. After the EMT discussion, Greg may confer w/ us about anything he learned from the EMT and make revisions if needed, but after the EMT has been informed, Maggie will get the notice that the rulemaking concept was approved. That approval then allows her to set up Sharepoint and Shared drive folders for the rulemaking. Here’s the link to the rolling rulemaking plan:  The process diagram. We are still in that first column. Maggie thought that Greg would be the person to connect w/ the EMT, but maybe you will be?? 



 



She also said that any work I or others have been doing associated with this potential rulemaking should have a specific QTime Code assigned. Adam will be able to get that for you. This QTime should also be given to any lab folks who are helping out so far. 



 



Let me know how I can help get our scoping package approved. Note that we can still make changes as we go, so I don’t think anything is set in stone at this point, although I don’t think we want to make huge changes... If you want to talk more about the proposal specifics before you/we go to Greg, I can set up a meeting.



 



Thanks,



Andrea



 



 



 



 



 






RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		VANDEHEY.Maggie@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



 



Hi Maggie,



 



Briefing with Wendy went fine. Jennifer was able to attend and she feels like she doesn’t need another briefing on 9/2, so I think we’re good.



 



Thanks,



Andrea



 



From: VANDEHEY Maggie 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 4:44 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE



 



HI Andrea,



 



Here is a schedule excerpt. Some tasks shifted from me to you on 9/16/2014. Unfortunately, I’ll be out that day, but will have my work done by COB 9/15/2014. I didn’t hear Jennifer’s briefing meeting on her schedule though I did hear her review on 9/9/2014.



 



 



 



 



Do you have any concerns?



 



 



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 1:03 PM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: FW: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE



 



Hi Maggie,



 



When would Wendy and Leadership Team preview the rulemaking docs? Our current schedule is a little out of whack…. If Jennifer is reviewing from Sept. 3 – 10, there’s not a lot of time for the Wendy et al to review before it’s due to the SOS…



 



Thanks,



Andrea



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 3:47 PM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Cc: STURDEVANT Debra; BOROK Aron; BOHABOY Spencer; HICKMAN Jane; MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE



 



Maggie—Deb and Aron are OK w/ the revised schedule, so we’re good to go. Thanks for making those changes in our schedule!



 



Andrea



 



From: STURDEVANT Debra 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 1:37 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: Re: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE



 



Ok, thanks for the update.
 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 09:29 AM
To: STURDEVANT Debra; BOROK Aron 
Cc: VANDEHEY Maggie; HICKMAN Jane; MATZKE Andrea 
Subject: FW: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE 
 



Deb and Aron,



 



Maggie and I are proposing to shift our rulemaking schedule a bit to give Aron and I (mostly me) time to address reviewer’s comments. Aron and I will be editing the rulemaking documents between now and Aug. 7. Deb will conduct her final review from 8/8 to 8/15. Aron and I will then address any comments she has. Rulemaking docs are due to Maggie for her, Stephanie and Brian’s review from 8/21 – 8/25 before going to Jennifer on 9/3. I will go ahead and schedule review time for Jennifer. See revised schedule below.



 



Please let me know ASAP if this schedule will not work for you. 



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



 



 



From: VANDEHEY Maggie 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 9:13 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE



 



Andrea,



 



Let’s see if third time is a charm. If it works, I’ll schedule my final review and I take care of Stephanie and Brain Whites reviews, if needed, during this time.  They turnaround their reviews within 24 hours if I put it on their schedule.



 



 



 



Thank you.



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922
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RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		Cc

		STURDEVANT Debra; BOROK Aron; BOHABOY Spencer; HICKMAN Jane; MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		VANDEHEY.Maggie@deq.state.or.us; STURDEVANT.Debra@deq.state.or.us; Borok.Aron@deq.state.or.us; BOHABOY.Spencer@deq.state.or.us; HICKMAN.Jane@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



 



Maggie—Deb and Aron are OK w/ the revised schedule, so we’re good to go. Thanks for making those changes in our schedule!



 



Andrea



 



From: STURDEVANT Debra 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 1:37 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: Re: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE



 



Ok, thanks for the update.
 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 09:29 AM
To: STURDEVANT Debra; BOROK Aron 
Cc: VANDEHEY Maggie; HICKMAN Jane; MATZKE Andrea 
Subject: FW: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE 
 



Deb and Aron,



 



Maggie and I are proposing to shift our rulemaking schedule a bit to give Aron and I (mostly me) time to address reviewer’s comments. Aron and I will be editing the rulemaking documents between now and Aug. 7. Deb will conduct her final review from 8/8 to 8/15. Aron and I will then address any comments she has. Rulemaking docs are due to Maggie for her, Stephanie and Brian’s review from 8/21 – 8/25 before going to Jennifer on 9/3. I will go ahead and schedule review time for Jennifer. See revised schedule below.



 



Please let me know ASAP if this schedule will not work for you. 



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



 



 



From: VANDEHEY Maggie 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 9:13 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE



 



Andrea,



 



Let’s see if third time is a charm. If it works, I’ll schedule my final review and I take care of Stephanie and Brain Whites reviews, if needed, during this time.  They turnaround their reviews within 24 hours if I put it on their schedule.



 



 



 



Thank you.



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922
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RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE

		From

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



 



HI Andrea,



 



Here is a schedule excerpt. Some tasks shifted from me to you on 9/16/2014. Unfortunately, I’ll be out that day, but will have my work done by COB 9/15/2014. I didn’t hear Jennifer’s briefing meeting on her schedule though I did hear her review on 9/9/2014.



 



 



 



 



Do you have any concerns?



 



 



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 1:03 PM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Subject: FW: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE



 



Hi Maggie,



 



When would Wendy and Leadership Team preview the rulemaking docs? Our current schedule is a little out of whack…. If Jennifer is reviewing from Sept. 3 – 10, there’s not a lot of time for the Wendy et al to review before it’s due to the SOS…



 



Thanks,



Andrea



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 3:47 PM
To: VANDEHEY Maggie
Cc: STURDEVANT Debra; BOROK Aron; BOHABOY Spencer; HICKMAN Jane; MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE



 



Maggie—Deb and Aron are OK w/ the revised schedule, so we’re good to go. Thanks for making those changes in our schedule!



 



Andrea



 



From: STURDEVANT Debra 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 1:37 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: Re: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE



 



Ok, thanks for the update.
 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 09:29 AM
To: STURDEVANT Debra; BOROK Aron 
Cc: VANDEHEY Maggie; HICKMAN Jane; MATZKE Andrea 
Subject: FW: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE 
 



Deb and Aron,



 



Maggie and I are proposing to shift our rulemaking schedule a bit to give Aron and I (mostly me) time to address reviewer’s comments. Aron and I will be editing the rulemaking documents between now and Aug. 7. Deb will conduct her final review from 8/8 to 8/15. Aron and I will then address any comments she has. Rulemaking docs are due to Maggie for her, Stephanie and Brian’s review from 8/21 – 8/25 before going to Jennifer on 9/3. I will go ahead and schedule review time for Jennifer. See revised schedule below.



 



Please let me know ASAP if this schedule will not work for you. 



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



 



 



From: VANDEHEY Maggie 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 9:13 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE



 



Andrea,



 



Let’s see if third time is a charm. If it works, I’ll schedule my final review and I take care of Stephanie and Brain Whites reviews, if needed, during this time.  They turnaround their reviews within 24 hours if I put it on their schedule.



 



 



 



Thank you.



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922
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RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE

		From

		BOROK Aron

		To

		MATZKE Andrea; STURDEVANT Debra

		Cc

		VANDEHEY Maggie; HICKMAN Jane

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us; STURDEVANT.Debra@deq.state.or.us; VANDEHEY.Maggie@deq.state.or.us; HICKMAN.Jane@deq.state.or.us



 



This will work fine for me.



 



Aron Borok



Water Quality Standards Specialist



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality



Phone: 503-229-5050



Email: borok.aron@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 9:29 AM
To: STURDEVANT Debra; BOROK Aron
Cc: VANDEHEY Maggie; HICKMAN Jane; MATZKE Andrea
Subject: FW: WQNH3: SCHEDULE CHANGE



 



Deb and Aron,



 



Maggie and I are proposing to shift our rulemaking schedule a bit to give Aron and I (mostly me) time to address reviewer’s comments. Aron and I will be editing the rulemaking documents between now and Aug. 7. Deb will conduct her final review from 8/8 to 8/15. Aron and I will then address any comments she has. Rulemaking docs are due to Maggie for her, Stephanie and Brian’s review from 8/21 – 8/25 before going to Jennifer on 9/3. I will go ahead and schedule review time for Jennifer. See revised schedule below.



 



Please let me know ASAP if this schedule will not work for you. 



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



 



 



From: VANDEHEY Maggie 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 9:13 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: WQNH3: SCHEDULE



 



Andrea,



 



Let’s see if third time is a charm. If it works, I’ll schedule my final review and I take care of Stephanie and Brain Whites reviews, if needed, during this time.  They turnaround their reviews within 24 hours if I put it on their schedule.



 



 



 



Thank you.



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922
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RE: comp time request

		From

		STURDEVANT Debra

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Andrea,  yes, I approve up to 15 hours of comp time in the month of June and ask that you use those hours by the end of August.



 



Thanks for keeping me posted on the progress of the project and for working hard to meet your milestones.



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Friday, June 06, 2014 9:10 AM
To: STURDEVANT Debra
Subject: RE: comp time request



 



Probably quite a few, but there’s also the reality of being able to work longer hours given Brad’s and Jeremy’s schedules in the next few weeks. As an estimate, maybe 4-5 hrs/week…



 



From: STURDEVANT Debra 
Sent: Friday, June 06, 2014 9:05 AM
To: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: comp time request



 



How many hours of comp time do you expect to need?



 



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Thursday, June 05, 2014 3:10 PM
To: STURDEVANT Debra
Subject: comp time request



 



Deb,



 



I am wondering if I could earn some comp time this month. It is looking like that it will be very hard to meet the June 17 deadline w/ the amount of work I still need to get done….



 



Thanks,



Andrea






RE: meeting to discuss upcoming DEQ toxics rulemaking

		From

		Campbell, Michael

		To

		MATZKE Andrea; VAN NATTA Kathryn

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us; kathryn@nwpulpandpaper.org



Andrea, thanks for passing this information along and for your call last week.  I’ll talk with John soon.  Also, as I mentioned, I’ll be meeting with the clients that I represent about this in the next few weeks, and I should be able to give you some feedback from that meeting before the end of the year.   But please don’t hesitate to call or email if you’d like to talk sooner.



 



Thanks.



 



--Michael



Michael R. Campbell | Partner
STOEL RIVES LLP | 900 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2600 | Portland, OR 97204-1268
Direct: (503) 294-9676 | Mobile:  (503) 318-3504 | Fax: (503) 220-2480
mrcampbell@stoel.com | Bio | vCard | www.stoel.com 






 



 



From: MATZKE Andrea [mailto:MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us] 
Sent: Friday, November 08, 2013 3:35 PM
To: VAN NATTA Kathryn; Campbell, Michael
Subject: FW: meeting to discuss upcoming DEQ toxics rulemaking



 



Kathryn and Michael,



 



I talked with John Ledger this morning and he’s going to touch base with you and others. He’s thinking the next few months are a little busy with the holiday schedules, so he thinks maybe early Jan. might be better. It would also give you time to do a little research. I think that’s fine. We just want an opportunity to start the dialogue. We don’t know everything yet and don’t expect you all to either…. We’ll certainly be having more conversations. ACWA also indicated they wanted a bit more time. Let me know if you have questions and thanks for your willingness to meet.



 



Have a nice weekend!



Andrea



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Friday, November 08, 2013 11:34 AM
To: 'John Ledger - AOI (johnledger@aoi.org)'
Subject: meeting to discuss upcoming DEQ toxics rulemaking



 



Hi John,



 



Nice talking with you this morning. Sounds like it would be beneficial for DEQ and members of your group to sit down and have a discussion about upcoming toxics rulemaking. We have a list of toxics issues that would involve rulemaking and we’d like to get input from various stakeholders about their interests and priorities, as well as give you an update of what we know thus far. As I mentioned, we’re tentatively thinking about packaging a rule that would include revised criteria for ammonia (based on EPA’s Aug. 2013 revised criteria) and copper (using EPA’s 2007 criteria based on the Biotic Ligand Model). OR’s criteria for these two pollutants were disapproved by EPA this past Jan. 2013. EPA also has recommended aquatic life criteria for 3 new pesticides--acrolein, carbaryl, and diazinon. The other pollutant is nonylphenol, which is a surfactant and found in many products.



 



DEQ would be happy to join you at one of your water committee meetings, or we could also meet here. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me.



 



Thanks,



 



Andrea Matzke, MPH



OR DEQ | Water Quality Standards & Assessment | 503-229-5384



 



 



 



 






RE: new time center needed

		From

		BEALL Robert

		To

		COUTU Adam; MATZKE Andrea; STURDEVANT Debra

		Recipients

		COUTU.Adam@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us; STURDEVANT.Debra@deq.state.or.us



That’s what I took from it, meaning that we won’t be changing any Qtime titles.  But, I’m still a little vague if it’s calendar or legislative year.  Legislative year makes more sense, I think, but that doesn’t necessarily mean much.



 



But…  Since we didn’t start, or do any work on the Temperature Qtime #42993 (which was created in Aug 2012, further bolstering the legislative-year concept) for 2013, I would think we would want to re-name it for 2014…? (Or, close it and create a new one for 2014, but that seems a excessively punctilious.)



 



From: COUTU Adam 
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2013 3:41 PM
To: MATZKE Andrea; STURDEVANT Debra; BEALL Robert
Subject: RE: new time center needed



 



Related to Andrea’s first paragraph:  If I understood Maggie’s email correctly, the 2013 designation will remain on the rulemaking that began in 2013 until all work is completed, even if it’s in 2014.  Right, Robert?  From Maggie’s email:  “We have moved from an annual rulemaking plan to a rolling plan. If we approve starting work on a rulemaking in 2013, it’s 2013.”



 



Adam Coutu



Operations and Policy Analyst



Water Quality Division



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality



(503) 229-6602



coutu.adam@deq.state.or.us



 



From: MATZKE Andrea 
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2013 12:59 PM
To: STURDEVANT Debra; COUTU Adam; BEALL Robert
Subject: RE: new time center needed



 



Assuming we’re talking calendar year here…..We will have completed most of the work for the AL rulemaking (42986) initiated in 2013 by this Dec. However, there will likely be follow up activities with EPA in early 2014 as they take action on OR’s adopted rule revisions. If rulemaking work includes post EQC rule adoption activities, then I’ll need a new time center to reflect any time worked on the rulemaking after Dec. 31.



 



In terms of the NEW AL rulemaking, in discussions with Jennifer, we’re thinking that we don’t need a new time center for that rulemaking until such time it’s officially approved. Right now, we’re still scoping it out, so I and others working on the rulemaking scope would use our existing triennial review time center. Make sense?



 



Thanks,



Andrea 



 



From: STURDEVANT Debra 
Sent: Friday, November 22, 2013 9:16 AM
To: COUTU Adam; BEALL Robert
Cc: MATZKE Andrea
Subject: RE: new time center needed



 



Yes, I agree 42987 and 43303 (arsenic and nonpoint source) can be closed.



 



As far as temperature, we did not start rulemaking work in 2013, so I would prefer that it be titled 2014.  We will probably start in 2014.



 



There is a AL rulemaking in 2013, so that should stay as is. 



We are beginning another AL rulemaking soon.  If we’re trying to track how long these projects take, it should probably get a new number as it is a separate project.  But I need to talk to Andrea to find out where she is in that process and if she agrees.



 



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 



From: COUTU Adam 
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2013 3:49 PM
To: STURDEVANT Debra
Cc: BEALL Robert
Subject: RE: new time center needed



 



Thanks, Debra.  It sounds like Robert can close 42987 and 43303.  Is that right?



 



Do we need to change the year in the aquatic life and temperature rulemaking timecenters to reflect 2014 (or later)?  (We might need to close the 2013 ones and open new ones based on the same information.



 



Adam Coutu



Operations and Policy Analyst



Water Quality Division



Oregon Department of Environmental Quality



(503) 229-6602



coutu.adam@deq.state.or.us



 



From: STURDEVANT Debra 
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2013 3:28 PM
To: COUTU Adam
Subject: RE: new time center needed



 



Adam,  the arsenic standard rulemaking is over, as is the WQ Div. 41 amendments (nonpoint source).  Don’t know when/how those get retired.  We are still in process for the AL toxics and haven’t yet begun the temperature rulemaking work (as you know).



Deb



 



 



 



42986



2013 Rulemaking: WQ Aquatic Life Toxics 



Incorporate revisions required by EPA for aquatic life criteria.  DEQ may also complete minor revisions (e.g. typos) to the human health criteria recently approved by EPA in 2011.  Work includes all elements necessary for rulemaking, including but not limited to research, analysis, document preparation, outreach and implementing rulemaking procedures.



42987



2013 Rulemaking: WQ Arsenic Standard



Amend the statewide water quality standards for arsenic to address conditions and water beneficial uses specific to the affected waters in the Klamath Basin, if determined to be warranted through the permit process.  Work includes all elements necessary for rulemaking, including but not limited to research, analysis, document preparation, outreach and implementing rulemaking procedures.



43303



2013 Rulemaking: WQ Division 41 Amendments



Delete provisions in Division 41 that describe how nonpoint sources comply with water quality standards which is required to meet obligations under a stipulated order.  Work includes all elements necessary for rulemaking, including but not limited to research, analysis, document preparation, outreach and implementing rulemaking procedures.



42993



2013 Rulemaking: WQ Temperature Standards



Amend rule language and/or data tables for the temperature water quality standard.  Work includes all elements necessary for rulemaking, including but not limited to research, analysis, document preparation, outreach and implementing rulemaking procedures.



 



 



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 



From: BEALL Robert 
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2013 12:56 PM
To: STURDEVANT Debra
Cc: COUTU Adam
Subject: RE: new time center needed



 



I’ve attached a list of all the current rulemaking timecenters.  I need information such as title, description, project manager, and funding.  Qtime number requests usually go through Adam, who knows what’s needed.  You might want to involve him.



 



From: STURDEVANT Debra 
Sent: Thursday, November 21, 2013 11:53 AM
To: BEALL Robert
Cc: BOROK Aron
Subject: new time center needed



 



Robert,  Hello, we need a new time center for a rulemaking project.  Maggie Vandehey has requested that we get a new Q-time number and track the time spent on this project.



 



Can you do that for me?  I am now acting manager of the water quality standards and assessments section.



 



Thank you,



 



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 






RM-WQNH3: Plain English

		From

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



 



Hi Andrea,



 



What do you think about separating Establishing Site-Specific Background Pollutant Criteria into its own rule separate from Toxics Substances under 340-041-0033? The reason would be to isolate the rules that have the effective/applicability issues from rules that don’t.



 



I had trouble parsing and understanding the definition of “same body of water.”  Realizing, my Plain English interpretation is probably a misinterpretation, can you help or just scream “Eh Gads!”?   



(c) “Same body of water” means a DEQ finding that:



(A) An intake pollutant would have reached the vicinity of the outfall point in the receiving water within a reasonable period had the permittee not removed it. To make this finding, DEQ:



(i) May consider other site-specific factors relevant to the transport and fate of the pollutant; and 



(ii) May not consider an intake pollutant from groundwater if the groundwater contains the pollutant partially or entirely due to past or present human activity, such as industrial, commercial, or municipal operations, disposal actions, or treatment processes. 



(B) The background concentration of the pollutant in the receiving water, excluding any amount of the pollutant in the facility's discharge, is similar to that in the intake water; and/or???



(C) There is a direct hydrological connection between the intake and discharge points. 



Thank you.



 



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922
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RM-WQNH3: Section (1) language

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		VANDEHEY.Maggie@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Hi Maggie,



I’ve been thinking more about section (1) and applicability issue—EPA approval vs. state effective date upon SOS filing. I re-wrote the section below to indicate that any water quality standard (WQS) revision couldn’t be applicable for CWA purposes until EPA approval. Written this way, we don’t have to specifically point to which revisions won’t be applicable until EPA approval. EPA will make that call. By default, the other revisions that are not considered WQS would become effective for state purposes upon SOS filing date. Am I interpreting the language correctly below?



If correct, once EPA approved the WQS revisions, then we would need to go back and remove this section from the rule through a rulemaking, right? If so, then I agree that we should not number the language below, and instead have it as a lead-in paragraph. As you said, then when we remove that language, we don’t need to re-order the rule.



Again, I would be interested in doing something where we wouldn’t have to go back as a rulemaking to indicate applicable dates based on EPA approval, but maybe there isn’t a way around this. I confirmed that EPA won’t be able to give us a date for when they would expect their action to be completed given consultation responsibilities. Also, there is the problem of SOS publishing the adopted rules into the Bulletin ahead of EPA approval. When that happens, users wouldn’t be able to access the currently effective toxics tables since they would be removed. You mentioned putting the effective tables, along with the “to be effective” table 30 in -8000, so maybe that’s what we need to do.



Let me know what you learn from Larry. Have a great weekend!



Andrea



 



 



 



(1) [m1] Amendments to this rule and associated revisions to Table 30 under OAR 340-041-8030 do not become  [m1] applicable for purposes of ORS chapter 468B or the federal Clean Water Act until EPA approves the revisions it identifies as water quality standards according to 40 CFR 131.21 (4/27/2000). 



 



  _____  


 [m1]Don't we want some of these amendments to become effective upon filing rather than EPA approval? We could clean up the confusion of this section if we moved section (6) into its own rule.



Andrea: I think we need to keep section 6 under the toxics because it only relates to human health toxics and it also needed approval by EPA. I think you also suggested Maggie that maybe we could have this section as an intro text rather than having a numbered section. That way you could modify the text based on EPA actions without having to renumber all the other sections. That may still be a possibility, but we would still need to renumber all these sections now (i.e. Toxics Substances Narrative renumbered a (1)) which adds a lot of work into this right now to be sure all the section x-references are correct. The reality is that we’ll probably always need a section like this where we indicate amendments were made and applicable dates, so maybe OK leaving as is. And yes, we probably do want some of these corrections to become effective upon SOS filing, rather than EPA approval. Most of the clarifications/Plain English revisions aren’t considered WQS so don’t need EPA approval. I’ve re-worked section (1) to reflect this—i.e. By default, all the revisions that are not considered WQS should be effective for state purposes upon SOS filing date. Any of the changes considered to be WQS would only be applicable for CWA purposes upon EPA approval. Downside is that we’ll need to do a “quick rulemaking” to add the actual applicable date here and on Table 30 once EPA approves, right?






RM-WQNH3: effective date and options

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		VANDEHEY.Maggie@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Maggie—I’ve been thinking more about that first section in the Toxics Rule that discusses when certain amendments become effective (see below). Since we know EPA needs to approve revisions that are considered water quality standards, do we even need to describe this detail in section 1 (or alternatively, just as intro text w/out a number like you suggested) at all? Instead, just have the redline where changes are made and then once EQC adopts AND EPA approves those changes THEN send the adopted rules to SOS? When they publish in the Bulletin, it would already be effective. Before sending to SOS we could add the effective date (i.e. EPA approval date) to the toxics table that changed. 



 



FYI—we rarely put an effective date in the rule since we don’t always know how long it will take for EPA’s review, especially if they have to do ESA consultation with NMFS and USFWS which may be the case for the ammonia rule. So, instead of a placeholder for the date below, we will probably say something general like, “and upon EPA approval…”. If we don’t publish in the SOS bulletin until EPA approves, then the public isn’t left wondering if EPA approved if it’s published prior to EPA approval.



 



I’m thinking we probably can’t do this for one reason or another, but wanted to check.



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 



(1) Amendments to this rule and associated revisions to Table 30 become effective on XXXX. These amendments do not become applicable for purposes of ORS chapter 468B or the federal Clean Water Act unless EPA approves this rule according to 40 CFR 131.21 (4/27/2000). 



 



  _____  





RM-WQNH3: pH info for NOTICE

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		BOROK Aron

		Cc

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		Borok.Aron@deq.state.or.us; MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Hi Aron,



 



I’ve reconsidered adding a table to the NOTICE document to separate the NH3 and pH revisions. I don’t think it’s needed. Instead, I would probably include a NH3 header and a pH header under the relevant sections. So….whenever you’re able to, go ahead and put your info under the Statement of Need and Fiscal and Economic Impact sections of the NOTICE. I think the only info you’ll need to add under the  Fiscal and Economic Impact section is under that first heading that describes the general impact of correcting the pH RM error.



 



Let me know if you have any questions.



 



Thanks!



Andrea



 






WQAmmon - Added to Plan

		From

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		To

		MATZKE Andrea; STURDEVANT Debra

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us; STURDEVANT.Debra@deq.state.or.us



 



Hi,



 



Dick added the WQ Standard for Ammonia to the DEQ Rulemaking Plan.  I’ll set up the SharePoint sub site on Monday.



 



Thank you.



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922
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WQNH3: I'm moving to SharePoint

		From

		VANDEHEY Maggie

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



 



I’m moving considerations, schedule and resources to SharePoint now



 



 



 Maggie Vandehey, EIM 



Department of Environmental Quality | 34000



811 SW Sixth Ave., Portland, OR  97204-1390 | vandehey.maggie@deq.state.or.us 



503.229.6878 | In OR 800.452-4011 | 6 503.229.6730



 



The real voyage of discovery consists not in seeking out new landscapes, but in having new eyes.



ATTRIB. MARCEL PROUST, 1871-1922
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comments on draft workplan

		From

		STURDEVANT Debra

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



Here are some suggestions/observations.  May need some adjustment.  Let me know if there is anything we need to discuss. 



 



Debra



 



Debra Sturdevant



Manager, Water Quality Standards and Assessments



Oregon DEQ



503-229-6691



sturdevant.debra@deq.state.or.us



 





draft workplan March 2014 djs.docx
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2014 Toxics Rulemaking Draft Work Plan











A. Objective





The objective of this work plan is to identify a comprehensive list of potential rulemaking items associated with water quality standards for toxics, develop recommended rulemaking packages, then sketch out tentative the rulemaking process and schedules. 





B. Background





DEQ recently adopted revisions (Dec. 12, 2013) to address a number of aquatic life toxics criteria that EPA disapproved on Jan. 31, 2013 (i.e. 11 pesticides and freshwater selenium criteria). DEQ has yet to address the remaining disapproved criteria for ammonia, copper, cadmium (acute) and aluminum. Rulemaking to evaluate revised criteria for these pollutants will fulfill Oregon’s Clean Water Act obligations to address EPA criteria disapprovals in a timely manner, and ensure that Oregon’s aquatic species are sufficiently protected based on the latest scientific information. In addition, prompt action by the state may decrease the likelihood of potential litigation by environmental groups against EPA.





The rulemaking goals in Packages A and B below weare prioritizeds to address EPA’s disapproval of Oregon’s ammonia and copper criteria for aquatic life. EPA recently recommended new 304(a) freshwater criteria for ammonia and there are updated 2007 304(a) criteria for copper based on the Biotic Ligand Model. Because there are updated EPA criteria upon which DEQ can evaluate revisions to its disapproved criteria, DEQ believes it is in its best interest to pursue revisions to these criteria first. EPA is currently reviewing possible criteria revisions to cadmium and aluminum. Therefore, DEQ will likely wait and pursue needed rulemaking after EPA publication of any final revised recommended criteria. In addition, DEQ proposes to include the potential adoption of new 304(a) criteria for four pollutants—acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon and nonylphenol. Oregon does not have aquatic life criteria for these pollutants. DEQ will also consider whether to include any of Rulemaking to address the remaining toxics issues listed in Table 2 3 in rulemaking Package B or evaluate these in a separate future rulemaking. have not been thoroughly vetted and therefore, no schedule is presented.








C. Rulemaking Scoping recommendations





C.1. Stakeholder Discussions	Comment by dsturde: I did not reveiw this section.


In January and February of 2014, DEQ met with a range of stakeholders to give participants an opportunity to provide input on DEQ rulemaking priorities to address the remaining pollutants disapproved by EPA—aluminum, ammonia, cadmium (acute) and copper. For example, should DEQ fast-track the ammonia criteria and then conduct a separate rulemaking to evaluate revised criteria for copper given the complexity of using the Biotic Ligand Model? Another objective was to share information related to EPA’s updated criteria for freshwater copper and ammonia. See Table 1 for the list of stakeholder groups. For more detailed information about these discussions, see the DEQ document, “Stakeholder Discussions: Pre-Toxics Rulemaking 2014”. As part of these discussions, DEQ staff did not discuss the list of other potential toxics rulemaking items described in Table 2 of this document given the length and complexity of the issues. DEQ preferred to focus on the disapproved criteria as a higher priority.





Table 1:  List of Stakeholder Groups





			Stakeholder Group


			Date





			1. DEQ water quality staff webinar


			Jan. 23, 2014





			2. Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians


			Jan. 30, 2014





			3. Cow Creek Band of Umpqua Tribe of Indians


			Jan. 30, 2014





			4. Pesticide Management Team members (Julia Crown, Kevin Masterson, Steve Riley (ODA))


			Jan. 30, 2014





			5. Industrial Stormwater Dischargers (Michael Campbell’s clients)


			Jan. 31, 2014





			6. Conservation/Fisheries Groups


			Feb. 5, 2014





			7. ACWA


			Feb. 18, 2014





			8. Associated Oregon Industries


			Feb. 21, 2014





			9. EPA


			Feb. 28, 2014














Generally, all groups agreed that the new EPA ammonia criteria recommendations appeared to be fairly straight-forward. The regulated community acknowledged that the chronic freshwater criteria for ammonia are generally less stringent than the currently effective criteria for ammonia based on the 1985 EPA recommendations (the acute criteria are generally more stringent). ACWA members do not want to be in limbo between the current criteria and EPA’s newly recommended ammonia criteria. Adopting the new ammonia criteria as quickly as possible will provide a known target of what dischargers will need to achieve. In addition, the assumption that unionid mussels and non-pulmonate snails are present in Oregon waters is probably realistic. Furthermore, ACWA does not believe a stakeholder committee is necessary.





The industrial stormwater committee and AOI’s Water & Clean-Up Committee are OK with ammonia moving forward quickly, as long as DEQ is able to continue some work on options in implementing revised copper criteria, most likely using the Biotic Ligand Model. These committees expressed some concern that given the rulemaking process and the unknowns that may occur, copper revisions could potentially be significantly delayed if ammonia goes forward ahead of copper.  





The two tribes and conservation/fisheries groups expressed the desire to address all the disapproved criteria as quickly as possible, although they acknowledged that copper seemed to be more complex. One tribe thought separate rulemakings would prolong the process, while another tribe preferred that ammonia be combined with rulemaking to adopt new criteria for acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon and nonylphenol. The conservation/fisheries group also agreed with combining ammonia and the new criteria as the first rulemaking. One fishery group member said that carbaryl is one of the pesticides in a lawsuit his group has against EPA for not consulting with NMFS.





Julia Crown and Kevin Masterson (Pesticide Management Program) did not get the opportunity to discuss rulemaking for the four new pollutants with the whole Pesticide Management Team, but did provide a few comments, along with Steve Riley from ODA. Generally, they did not have very specific information in terms of priority of rulemaking. In a few cases the existing benchmarks the PSP is using for these pesticides are more stringent than what EPA’s recommended criteria are. Since there are benchmarks in place, Kevin thought that nonylphenol was more important because this pollutant does not have any benchmarks.





EPA did not express any particular priority in terms of rulemakings to address the criteria EPA disapproved.  EPA acknowledged the complexity of implementing copper criteria based on the BLM on a statewide basis. They were supportive of Oregon waiting to pursue rulemaking for cadmium and aluminum until such time that HQ published final revised criteria for these pollutants at the national level.


  


C.2. DEQ Recommendations


Based on stakeholder discussions and DEQ priorities, staff recommends the following rulemaking packages in chronological order, as shown in the table below.  The first rulemaking process will be to revise the ammonia criteria (Package A). A detailed estimated draft timeline was completed for Package Ais shown in Table 2. DEQ will begin background work on the copper standard concurrently with the ammonia rulemaking, but the review and rulemaking process for copper and the four new criteria (Package B) will take more time. Draft timelines have not been developed yet for Package B or CEstimated major milestones are shown below..  DEQ will develop a schedule for revising the cadmium and aluminum criteria after more information on EPA’s new recommended criteria development is available.





Insert major milestones table for packages A and B.








Rulemaking Package A: 





			Goal 1: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for ammonia











Given the general consensus of the stakeholder groups, it may be more expedient to conduct separate rulemaking to address the disapproval of ammonia, rather than combine this rulemaking with any other pollutant. To “fast-track” this rulemaking, DEQ would assume mussels are present everywhere in Oregon and would therefore apply criteria based on mussel presence across the state. This assumption would not preclude the ability of third parties to do specific surveys for mussels to potentially derive site specific criteria based on mussels absent. As part of this rulemaking, DEQ may want to defer to EPA’s document, “Technical Support Document for Conducting and Reviewing Freshwater Mussel Occurrence Surveys for the Development of Site-specific Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia” as an interim guideline for any requests to conduct site-specific surveys for mussels.





The option to combine ammonia and copper rulemaking will clearly delay adoption of ammonia given the complexities of revising copper criteria. If both pollutants were combined into one rulemaking, ammonia could be adopted first and continue the work on copper, but the advisory committee composition would likely be different between the two pollutants. The potential need for different advisory committee members could also be needed if rulemaking combined ammonia with carbaryl, acrolein, diazinon and nonylphenol. DEQ has yet to evaluate the new national recommended criteria for these pollutants. 





Similar to what DEQ did as part of the Toxics Corrections Rulemaking, DEQ could meet once with an advisory committee to give a summary of the proposed revisions, answer questions, etc. and then meet one more time to gather fiscal input. Alternatively, DEQ could “fast-track” the ammonia rulemaking by reducing or eliminating the need to form an advisory committee. Instead, a fiscal advisory committee could be formed and meet once to discuss potential fiscal impacts. To further fast-track the rulemaking, fiscal input could be received through the public comment process, rather than through an advisory committee process. There is risk if the fiscal was not done properly. Critical public comments could compel the agency to revise the fiscal and send out for public comment again, delaying the process.  





Given the input staff received as part of the stakeholder discussions, and with informal discussions with NWEA, there is probably a fairly low risk to the rulemaking process if DEQ omitted an advisory committee. In addition, it is likely that the fiscal impact in adopting revised ammonia criteria will be minimal, so DEQ may not need to compile a fiscal advisory committee to specifically discuss potential fiscal and economic impacts. 





One consideration that could delay the effectiveness of any revised ammonia criteria is the need for ESA consultation with USFWS and NMFS. USFWS did not find that DEQ’s adopted ammonia revisions (based on EPA 1999 recommendations) caused jeopardy to threatened and endangered species. However, NMFS did find that Oregon’s adopted chronic criterion for ammonia (@ pH 8 and temperature of 20˚C) would cause jeopardy to threatened and endangered species. NMFS’s biological opinion indicates that a chronic criterion of 0.76 mg/L would be protective of species. EPA’s 2013 ammonia criteria recommendations derive a chronic criterion of 0. 78 mg/L at pH 8 and temperature of 20˚C.  Assuming Oregon adopts EPA’s latest recommendations, NMFS may have concerns about the protectiveness of EPA’s chronic criterion given that it is slightly less stringent. EPA believes this shouldn’t be an issue, but discussions with NMFS will need to occur to verify that consultation will not be needed, or will alternately occur on a streamlined basis.   





Given these considerations, the draft fast-track rulemaking schedule below was developed based on:


· DEQ will recommend adoption of EPA’s 2013 recommended criteria for ammonia.


· Assuming mussels are present statewide


· Using the EPA document as an interim guidance for conducting mussel surveys 


· Omitting an advisory committee and a fiscal advisory committee 





Table 2:  Draft Fast-Track Ammonia Rulemaking Schedule





			Task





			Deliverables


			Responsible Persons


			Estimated Completion Date








			Initiate Rulemaking


			- Develop project plan (this document).





-Brief Jennifer Wigal (and approval to move forward)





-Complete Resources and Consideration rulemaking workbooks








-Inform Leadership Team (JW email)








- Develop communications plan (not sure exactly where this goes)





-Refine rulemaking schedule and update toxics website to describe proposed rulemaking and tentative schedule





-Send Gov Delivery notifying interested persons of upcoming rulemaking


			





Sturdevant 








Matzke, Vandehey, Studevant





Wigal, Vandehey














Matzke











Matzke


			





Mar. 31








April 7











April 11

















April 18











April 22





			Draft Proposed Rules 


			-Draft revisions to Toxics Rule


*include revisions to update effective date of ALC corrections based on EPA action)


*other minor revisions not related to toxics??


-Revision to NH3 FW criteria equations in Table 30 


-NH3 criteria tables (to be posted to toxics website)


			Matzke, Sturdevant


			May 13





			Draft Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 


			-Summary of rule revisions


-Statement of need


-Federal relationship, land use


-Fiscal analysis


-implementation plan


- any needed supplemental background or technical support information


			Matzke, Sturdevant


			June 3





			Internal Review of Proposed Rules and Notice


			-Draft proposed rules


-Draft Notice 





			Permitting, TMDL staff, Yongkie Hurd, Jane Hickman/Larry Knudsen, Maggie Vandehey, Stephanie Caldera, Brian White, Kathleen Collins, EPA, others as appropriate


			June 13





			Final Proposed Rules and Notice for Public Comment


			-Proposed rules and Notice for SOS publication





-Invitation to Comment, Message Map, legislative notice








			Matzke, Sturdevant





Matzke, Sturdevant, White


			June 27








July 3





			Notice Packet Approval


			-Proposed rules, Notice


-Invitation to Comment


			Wigal, Wiles


			July 10





			SOS Submission


			-Email, Notice, Fiscal Proofs to SOS





-Post notice to program and rulemaking website


			Vandehey





Matzke, Vandehey





			July 15














			Public comment and hearings


			-- Gov delivery notice sent via email





- Public comment period 





-Public hearings: Portland, Medford, Bend (may want to consider more hearings if we forego advisory committee) 





-Response to comments


			











Matzke











Matzke, Sturdevant


			July 16





Aug. 1July 16-Sept. 2





Aug. 18-22











Sept. 16





			Internal Review of Draft Rules and Staff Report Based on Public Comment


			-Proposed rules and Staff Report 


			Permitting, TMDL staff, Yongkie Hurd, Jane Hickman/Larry Knudsen, Maggie Vandehey, Stephanie Caldera, Brian White, Kathleen Collins, EPA, others as appropriate


			Sept. 23





			Final Proposed Rules and Staff Report


			-Proposed rules and Staff Report


			Matzke, Sturdevant, Wigal (?)


			Oct. 30





			Submit Final Proposed Rules and Staff Report EQC Packet


			-Proposed rules and Staff Report, plain English review





-PowerpointEQC presentation


			-White, Caldera, Vandehey,





Matzke, Sturdevant


			Nov. 12 deadline





Nov. 24





			EQC Action Item





			-Proposed rules and Staff Report


-EQC rule adoption


			Matzke, Sturdevant


			Dec. 17-18 (Portland)





			SOS Filing


			-Format for SOS filing


-SOS filing


			Matzke


Vandehey


			Dec. 22


Dec. 23 or later given holidays








			Submit revised standards to EPA for approval


			-AG certification of rule adoption


-Rules filed with SOS


-Letter of submittal 


			Knudsen, Matzke


			Jan. 6, 2015





			EPA action


			-ESA consultation needed?


-60 days for disapproval, 90 days for approval


			


			





























Rulemaking Package B: 





			Goal 2: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for copper











			Goal 5: Evaluate new 304(a) EPA recommended toxics criteria: acrolein , carbaryl, diazinon, and nonylphenol 











Summary of issues …..


Draft workplan for Cu (See goal 2 Key Action Steps below) needed ahead of any tentative rulemaking schedule








Rulemaking Package C: 








			Goal 3: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater acute aquatic life criterion for cadmium











			Goal 4: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum











Rulemaking Package C contains the goals for addressing the remaining aquatic life toxics criteria that EPA disapproved in Jan. 2013. The disapproved criteria represent EPA’s current recommendations for cadmium and aluminum. NMFS biological opinion indicated that these criteria would cause jeopardy to T&E species in Oregon. It is unclear at this point, what the path forward will be for addressing the jeopardy opinions. EPA is currently working on revising their recommended criteria for these metals. For theseis reasons, until DEQ has had more discussions with EPA and NMFS, these two goals are included as a third rulemaking package.  




















D. List of Potential Rulemaking Items	Comment by dsturde: I didn't review this section.  If there is anything on htis list that you think is ready to go and should be included with the ammonia rulemaking let me know.  Otherwise, I'm assuming we'll consider whether to include any of these with copper, when the time is ripe.





The table below contains a comprehensive list of goals and key action items related to the Toxics Substances Rule. This list was compiled without regards to priorities or complexities. Note that the list below does not include potential work associated with implementing the toxics narrative. Various questions have arisen on how DEQ implements the Toxics Substances Rule where there are no numeric criteria for toxic pollutants. It is likely that rulemaking is not required, but better implementation guidance is clearly needed.  








Table 23:  Potential Rulemaking Items





			Goal 1: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for ammonia





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Gather discharger NH3 effluent data and compare to EPA 2013 criteria


Probably not needed now





			


			Ability to compare current NH3 effluent/ambient data to current and EPA 2013 recommended criteria


			Permits database, regional permit writers. Evaluation methodology TBD.


			HQ Permitting Section w/ assistance from Andrea


			Melissa Kays says that DMS has effluent data for NH3, temp, and pH for the majors (munis and industrials). Can’t get ambient data.





Lori P. is also going to get ammonia, pH, and temp data from LASAR statewide as part of the BLM data pull.





			2. Develop a table comparing existing criteria to EPA’s 304(a) criteria.


			DONE


			Development of a quick reference table for DEQ staff and eventually the Advisory Committee.


			EPA’s criteria table and DEQ’s NH3 calculator


			Andrea


			Need to get EPA HQ to send DEQ Word versions of the NH3 criteria tables--done.





			3. Collect existing data related to the presence of freshwater mussels and snails in Oregon


			PARTIALLY DONE


			Determining the presence or absence of mussels will indicate whether or not flexibility exists to remove mussel toxicity data from the ammonia dataset. Where no mussels are present, criteria could become less stringent.


			DEQ LASAR, Xerces Society, tribes, USGS, USFS, USFWS, BLM, Oregon Biodiversity Information Center (cost $$), Western Center for Monitoring & Assessment of Freshwater Ecosystems, etc.


			DEQ lab (Shannon Hubler) w/ assistance from Andrea


			If mussels are not likely present everywhere, DEQ should look more closely at EPA’s guidance in surveying for mussel data to justify exclusion of unionid mussels.





Shannon completed maps based on DEQ and the Western Monitoring Center data, but need to complete maps w/ extensive Xerces Society data.





			4. Meet with permit writers and other interested staff to give an update on NH3 and Cu and to discuss potential compliance issues (e.g. compliance at low temperatures)


			Jan. 23, 2014 


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ and regional permit staff, standards


			DEQ webinar for WQ staff 





			5. Meet with industrial and wastewater dischargers, tribes, and environmental groups to discuss draft rulemaking scope, get input, and discuss potential compliance issues


			Jan. and Feb 2014


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			Standards staff


			





			6. Draft potential technical/ implementation issues paper 


Not needed?


			April 2014


			


Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking and to provide background information.


			Various


			Andrea with assistance from Permitting


			Suggest drafting an issue paper prior to the rulemaking process:





- helps focus the scope and informs/educates the Committee


-  more efficient use of the advisory committee’s resources/time. 


- may aid DEQ in choosing committee members based on expertise/issues identified





			Goal 2: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for copper





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Assemble statewide BLM parameters from OR monitoring sites


			Jan. 2014


			Partial statewide dataset to use for key steps #3, #4, and #5 


			LASAR


			12/20/13: Peter getting applicable BLM data from LASAR by beginning of Jan. 





2/25/14: Received data from Peter


			Peter will check w/ Lori about validity of getting past 10 yrs data. Will include station descriptions and data quality. Toxics sites where BLM parameters were collected are still going through QA.





			2. Assemble other data available for OR


			


			Complete statewide dataset for key steps #3, #4, and #5


			EPA, USGS, other


			EPA? Lab?


			Need to have discussions with EPA to see whether OR could get the dataset EPA used to develop the Cu criteria. Data included USGS data, but it would need to be updated w/ more recent info.





			3. Investigate where OR’s currently effective criteria based on hardness only could be under protective (i.e. waterbodies with low pH, DOC—and Ca, Na, and alkalinity)





			


			Inform where BLM would be most appropriately applied. 


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc. Use sufficient QA/QC data 


			DEQ Lab with assistance from Andrea


			This investigation could help evaluate whether retaining hardness based Cu criteria is an option in other waterbodies w/ high DOC, although the criteria would likely be overprotective.





			4. Run BLM with input parameters collected from the coastal (~50) and SE OR (~15) toxics monitoring sites (summer and fall). Also, other sites where BLM parameters are sufficient.





			


			Derive Cu BLM criteria to compare against existing Cu criteria.


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc.


Use sufficient QA/QC data


			Andrea


			Probably wait to run model until after the 2nd  toxics monitoring dataset is QA’d (because of miscommunication at lab, 3rd run does not include the BLM parameters).





Check in w/ EPA to see where HQ is in reviewing BLM version 2.2.4 which incorporates a Fixed Monitoring Benchmark, so that permit limits can be more easily developed.





			5. Investigate regional/geographic similarity/trends of specific BLM water chemistry values (focusing on the 2-5 most sensitive parameters). Can we get the data from EPA that was used in EPA’s soon to be released guidance (see comments)? 


			


			Inform whether ecoregional BLM values could be derived (OR has 9 ecoregions)





At the lowest level, this investigation may also help derive a statewide default value more representative of OR than the conservative input parameters NMFS used to derive a statewide default value in their BiOp.


			LASAR, STORET, USGS NWIS, etc. Use sufficient QA/QC data. Geostatistical significance methodology TBD (e.g. kriging).


			DEQ Lab with assistance from Andrea


			See EPA’s guidance doc. on estimating BLM parameters when all parameters are not available (i.e. use conductivity data to estimate Ca, Mg, Na, K, Cl, SO4, alkalinity or use effluent BOD to estimate DOC). There is a national dataset of DOCs for specific ecoregions that could be used.





Encourage EPA HQ to publicly release this document.





			6. Investigate whether “simpler” Multiple Linear Regression Models focusing on the most sensitive BLM parameters are technically sufficient


			


			If Cu toxicity is mostly sensitive to only a few parameters, this simplified model could be easier to implement.


			Review existing studies and/or do a side by side comparison of MLR results to BLM.


			?


			





			7. Initiate conversations with EPA and NMFS on options available to the state


			


			Better understanding of limitations and possibilities in adopting revised criteria for Cu.








			EPA and NMFS staff through conference calls, face to face meetings, and drafting of meeting minutes.





			Standards staff with Permitting staff input


			





			8. Meet with permit writers and other interested staff to discuss potential compliance issues 


			Jan. 23, 2014


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ and regional permit staff, standards


			DEQ webinar for WQ staff 





			9. Meet with industrial and wastewater dischargers, tribes, and environmental groups to discuss draft rulemaking scope, get input, and discuss potential compliance issues


			Jan./Feb 2014


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking and to get input on priorities.


			N/A


			HQ standards staff


			1/2/14: Michael Campbell said to send him info about options and then he would talk w/ his clients about whether they want to meet or not. His clients OK w/ moving ammonia first as long as that doesn’t create long delays for Cu. Will be hiring Winward Consulting for technical assistance.





			10. Draft potential technical/ implementation issues paper 


			


			


Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking and to provide background information.


			Various


			Andrea with assistance from Permitting


			Suggest drafting an issue paper prior to the rulemaking process.





NOTE: EPA is considering new info for saltwater BLM








			Goal 3: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater acute aquatic life criterion for cadmium





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Initiate discussions with EPA regarding actions/activities occurring at the national level 





			Nov. 2013


			Will help inform projected timeline for revising OR’s cadmium criterion 


			


			Standards staff


			DEQ will need EPA guidance based on their conversations with NMFS before DEQ can initiate rulemaking. Per Kathryn Gallagher, EPA PPT, update of 2001 criteria. Lit search/update complete. Internal review of initial draft this winter.





May want to see what NM did for their recently revised criteria for Cd. The CMC is still comparable to our disapproved criteria, while the CCC was 2x less stringent.





			Goal 4: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Initiate discussions with EPA regarding actions/activities occurring at the national level 





			Nov. 2013


			Will help inform projected timeline for revising OR’s aluminum criteria 


			


			Standards staff


			DEQ will need EPA guidance based on their conversations with NMFS before DEQ can initiate rulemaking. Although EPA disapproved Al criteria as being inconsistent w/ national criteria, NMFS disapproved Al criteria based on EPA’s 304(a) criteria. Per Kathryn Gallagher, EPA PPT, update of 1988 criteria, examining high and low pH effects in equation. Lit search complete and internal review of draft criteria this winter.





May want to see what NM did for their recently revised criteria for Al. Based criteria on hardness.





			Goal 5: Evaluate new 304(a) EPA recommended toxics criteria: acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon , and nonylphenol 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Evaluate data/presence of acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon, and nonylphenol in OR. 








			Jan. 2014


			Inform DEQ whether the pollutant is present in OR in order to support new criteria.








			DEQ LASAR, USGS, ODA, etc.





Use sufficient QA/QC data.


			Andrea Matzke, Kevin Masterson, DEQ Lab


			No OR criteria for the following 4 pollutants. 





acrolein: EPA 2009 


FW CMC=3 ug/L


FW CCC=3 ug/L





carbaryl: EPA 2012


FW CMC=2.1 ug/L


FW CCC=2.1 ug/L


SW CMC=1.6 ug/L





diazinon: EPA 2005


FW CMC=0.17 ug/L


FW CCC=0.17 ug/L


SW CMC=0.82 ug/L


SW CCC=0.82 ug/L





nonylphenol: EPA 2005


FW CMC=28 ug/L


FW CCC=6.6 ug/L


SW CMC=7 ug/L


SW CCC=1.7 ug/L





			Per Kevin Masterson:


1. Acrolein is a combustion by-product and used as an aquatic herbicide by irrigation districts. DEQ isn’t monitoring for it in water, although it is one of the most toxic, non-carcinogenic air pollutants. In areas where it’s not used as an aquatic herbicide, I would imagine air deposition would be a major source.


1. Nonyphenolic ethyoxylates are used in a lot of common household and commercial products, including detergents and as surfactants in herbicides and other products.  The toxic breakdown product of many of these ethoxylates is 4-nonyphenol, which I assume is the target of the EPA criterion.  We aren’t monitoring for this in water yet, but I’ve been asking the Lab if they can pursue method development to capture it.  One of the challenges is that nonyphenols and other constituents in pesticide formulations are covered by trade secret provisions (because they are “inactive” ingredients in pesticide products).  


1. Diazinon was a widely used organophosphate insecticide.  It was banned for urban use in 2006 and isn’t persistent, so it wouldn’t be a “legacy” problem in the water.  It’s still used in agriculture, but much less than 10 years ago.  We do see it in waters above the EPA benchmark and our Table 33C values, but not frequently.  For instance we had a couple of hits in a tributary of the Yamhill River in 2013.  However, in the fruit growing areas where we have PSPs, we rarely see it anymore.


1. Carbaryl (Sevin) is a carbamate insecticide that is widely used in urban and agricultural settings.  We see it regularly (if not frequently) in most PSP watersheds, including urban areas like McMinnville (where the levels increase between the edge of the city to the middle of the city).  However, we may have had one exceedance of the lowest EPA aquatic life benchmark (0.5 ug/l) since 2009.








			2. Evaluate retaining ALC guidance values for acrolein and diazinon


			Feb. 2013


			Inform DEQ whether or not existing guidance values are sufficient or would retaining these values be unnecessary. 


			


			


			Table 31 also contains a SW acute criterion, while EPA did not recommend a SW acute criterion.





			Goal 6: Evaluate inconsistencies between EPA and OR aquatic life criteria





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining the ALC for endosulfan.


			TBD


			Evaluate need and protectiveness of retaining the ALC for endosulfan.





Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff


			Andrea Matzke


			EPA does not have recommended ALC for endosulfan (just alpha and beta).





			2. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW chronic criterion for lindane.





			TBD


			Evaluate need and protectiveness of retaining FW CCC for lindane.





Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff


			Andrea Matzke


			EPA does not have a recommended FW chronic criterion for lindane. In 2004 DEQ recommended retaining these criteria based on sound EPA science and that Lindane is still used in OR.  EPA had withdrawn its recommended freshwater chronic criterion for Lindane (γ-BHC) in 1995 because the removal of data for fathead minnows had resulted in too few species for calculation of the criterion.  





			3. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s SW chronic criterion for elemental phosphorus


			TBD


			Evaluate need and protectiveness of retaining saltwater criteria for elemental P. 





Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			EPA criteria document and other relevant studies.


			


			EPA does not have criteria for elemental phosphorus listed in their online summary table, although the online table refers to the 1986 Gold Book which recommends a SW criterion of 0.1 ug/L (does not specify whether it is chronic or acute, but summary Table in Gold Book says chronic). OR’s chronic SW criterion is 0.1 ug/L.





DEQ lab says they don’t measure elemental P—only ortho P and total. It’s difficult to measure.





			4. Evaluate protectiveness of OR’s ALC for mercury.


			TBD


			Decision to retain OR’s current criteria or propose revisions


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff





CA Toxics Rule documents


			


			OR’s criteria are from Table 20.  EPA’s 304(a) criteria originate from the CA Toxics Proposed Rule in Aug. 1997. NMFS and USFWS had concerns about criteria EPA re-proposed in 1999, so EPA did not publish final rec’s. OR’s FW CCC and SW CCC are more stringent while the remaining criteria are less stringent.





This assessment could be very complicated!





			5. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW and SW acute criteria for PCBs. 


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			


			


			EPA withdrew the FW and SW acute criteria for PCBs in 1992. DEQ’s 2004 Issue Paper does not give any explanations as to why OR decided to retain the criteria.





			6. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW chronic criterion for silver.


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			


			


			EPA had published a FW chronic value for silver in the 1986 EPA Gold Book which was then adopted by Oregon as a criterion in Table 20.  However, earlier email correspondence with staff at EPA HQ established that EPA considered this value “draft” and never finalized it after it had been challenged during the public comment period. Subsequent publications of EPA criteria did not include the FW chronic criterion for silver. The 2004 TAC reviewed the draft silver ambient water quality criteria document (EPA 1987) and found that the data were credible and the calculation of the draft criterion was consistent with EPA methods.  Silver was included in the EQC-adopted Table 33B and to EPA in the abridged Table 33B.





			7. Determine current 303(d) listings for tributyltin and its presence in OR 








			Oct. 2013


			Ascertain potential ramifications from changes to criteria 


			Integrated Report


			Karla/Andrea


			OR currently has criteria for TBT (just approved by EPA), but based on old EPA 1997 draft recommendations (EPA final criteria published just before adoption of DEQ criteria). OR’s FW CCC and SW CMC are more stringent than 304(a) criteria





tributyltin: EPA 2004


FW CMC=0.46 ug/L


FW CCC=0.072 ug/L


SW CMC=0.42 ug/L


SW CCC=0.0074 ug/L





			Note that OR does not have criteria for boron. EPA’s criteria for boron protect sensitive crops (beneficial use: irrigation)





			Goal 7: Clarify footnotes





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Evaluate the footnote for DDT 4,4’ ALC





			TBD


			Clarify footnote in rule so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			EPA criteria documents


			


			EPA and OR’s footnote for DDT pertains to DDT 4,4’ and its metabolites, but metabolites has not been defined. DEQ developed an implementation memo in regards to this question.





			


2. Evaluate EPA’s footnote for demeton, malathion, guthion, methoxychlor, Mirex, hydrogen sulfide and iron


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt the footnote.


			


			


			EPA criteria include a footnote (footnote C) discussing alkalinity. It is unclear what the relevance is.





			3. Evaluate EPA’s footnote for alpha and beta endosulfan (also see endosulfan action step under Goal 6)





			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt the footnote.


			


			


			EPA includes a footnote that says the criteria should be applied as the sum of alpha and beta endosulfan. OR does not have a similar footnote.





			4. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for the chlorine ALC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote


so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			


			


			DEQ developed an implementation memo for chlorine and indicated it should be expressed as total residual chlorine.





			5. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for 1,2 diphenylhydrazine HHC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			


			


			The implementation memo DEQ developed directs DEQ to measure azobenzene as the surrogate because of the chemical’s rapid decomposition rate in water. 





			6. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for Hexachlorocyclo-hexane-Technical HHC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			


			


			The implementation memo DEQ developed says that because there are no analytical methods specifically for Technical BHC, separate analyses for the 4 major isomers (alpha, beta, delta, and gamma) must be completed and then each result added together and compared to the most stringent applicable criterion for Technical BHC.








			Goal 8: Evaluate the use of Toxic Equivalency Factors in deriving dioxin/furan criteria (2,3,7,8—TCDD)





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			


1. Evaluate use of Toxic Equivalency Factors (TEF/TEQ) as part of dioxin HHC.











			TBD


			Use technical and political information to evaluate merits of applying TEFs to dioxin criteria.


			Possibly use TEFs developed by WHO, or other relevant studies.








			


			EPA recommends use of TEFs (developed by WHO), but national criteria are not predicated on this approach. The 2004 TAC recommended this approach based on solid science, but the PAC did not have consensus. DEQ decided not to adopt approach, but indicated in the RTC document that DEQ would ask permittees to collect congener data to gain information about their presence.





			2. Discuss experience using TEFs with Clean Up program.








			TBD


			


			


			


			During the HHC rulemaking, Clean Up program asked why WQ doesn’t use the TEF approach, since the Clean Up program uses this approach—our programs should be consistent.





			3. Discuss experience using TEFs with other states.





			TBD


			Insight into technical or political challenges these states have experienced.


			


			


			Apparently, TEF approach is used in NY and some of the Great Lake states.








			Goal 9: Evaluate removal of human health toxics criteria: nitrosamines, dinitrophenols (DNP), bis chloromethyl ether (BCME) 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Research most current information/data on nitrosamines to develop criteria support document. 





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			There is no analytical method for nitrosamines—only its derivatives. DEQ has criteria for the nitrosamine derivatives. The  nitrosamines implementation memo directs permit writers to monitor for N-nitrosodiethylamine as a surrogate which also has HHC.





			2. Research most current information/data on dinitrophenols to develop criteria support document.





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			It is difficult to measure all the isomers of DNP. The DNP implementation memo  directs permit writers to analyze for 2,4—DNP as a surrogate which also has HHC.





			3. Research most current information/data on bis chloromethyl ether to develop criteria support document.





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			Based on the chemical’s rapid hydrolysis in water, there are no analytical methods to measure BCME in water. The BCME implementation memo  indicates that permittees are not required to monitor for BCME. 








			Goal 10: Evaluate freshwater aquatic life toxics criteria for iron expressed as dissolved 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			


1. Research studies regarding iron toxicity to aquatic life.


			TBD


			Determine whether iron expressed as dissolved would be protective of aquatic life.


			


			


			Current ALC for iron is based on total recoverable. Although this is not clear in the Red Book, the criteria derived in the 1970’s were based on TR data. EPA continues to support this interpretation. 





[Deb asked that I put this on the rulemaking scoping list.]





			2. Acquire data to help determine how much iron is expected to be in the dissolved form. 


			TBD


			An appropriate conversion factor (converts a total recoverable criterion to a dissolved criterion) based on OR, or similar conditions, is applied.


			


			


			Conversion factors must be approved by EPA.





			3. Determine number of 303(d) listings for iron.


			


			Ascertain potential ramifications from changes to criteria.


			


			


			





			4. Discuss this revision with other programs.


			TBD


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			


			


			The stormwater program would be interested in this revision. Apparently, permittees are having difficulties meeting the TR iron criteria in the 1200Z permit.





			5. Discuss this revision with EPA.


			TBD


			Scope out possibility of approval of revised criteria.


			


			


			When I asked EPA about iron in Feb. 2013, EPA said, “Both ferrous and ferric iron are of concern to aquatic life, and ferric is not soluble in water, so total recoverable would be the appropriate form.”



































			Goal 3: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater acute aquatic life criterion for cadmium











			Goal 4: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum











Rulemaking Package C contains the goals for addressing the remaining aquatic life toxics criteria that EPA disapproved in Jan. 2013. The disapproved criteria represent EPA’s current recommendations for cadmium and aluminum. NMFS biological opinion indicated that these criteria would cause jeopardy to T&E species in Oregon. It is unclear at this point, what the path forward will be for addressing the jeopardy opinions. For this reason, until DEQ has had more discussions with EPA and NMFS, these two goals are included as a third rulemaking package.  
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finding EQC materials

		From

		GOLDSTEIN Meyer

		To

		MATZKE Andrea

		Recipients

		MATZKE.Andrea@deq.state.or.us



I didn’t  think of it when you first asked, but the EQC package is available on our external web site, normally a few weeks before the meeting here, by clicking on the link for the date of the upcoming meeting:



 



http://www.oregon.gov/DEQ/EQC/pages/index.aspx



 



A few weeks after the meeting, the materials are available here, by clicking on the “agenda” link:



 



 



http://www.oregon.gov/deq/EQC/Pages/EQCMeetings.aspx



 



 



 



Meyer Goldstein



DEQ Agency Rules Coordinator



503-229-6478



811 SW 6th Ave.



Portland, OR 97204-1390



 






potential meeting to discuss WQ Standards work

		From

		MATZKE Andrea

		To

		BORISENKO Aaron; BOLING Brian

		Recipients

		BORISENKO.Aaron@deq.state.or.us; BOLING.Brian@deq.state.or.us



Hi Aaron and Brian,



 



Standards is beginning to draft out a rulemaking workplan to address a number of toxics issues. Some of the priorities would revolve around EPA’s disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for NH3, Cu, Al, and Cd.  Because the remedies to address Al and Cd are more elusive right now and involve further conversations with EPA and NMFS, we’ll probably be focusing on NH3 and Cu initially. As you know, EPA recently came out with new 304(a) recommendations for NH3 and EPA has criteria recommendations for Cu based on the Biotic Ligand Model (BLM). Before we even begin the Advisory Committee process (May?), we’d like to answer some basic questions about NH3 and Cu in OR. We will likely need assistance from the lab in this respect, so I would like to set up a meeting to start scoping out this work and see whether staff may be available.



 



Generally, we’ve been hearing positive responses from the dischargers about the new NH3 criteria—although EPA included mussel data in the national toxicity dataset given their sensitivities to ammonia, the chronic criteria are slightly less stringent than what OR is currently implementing. The criteria assume mussels (unionid mussels and gill bearing snails) are present everywhere. A discharger/state would need to prove mussels are not present based on a survey in order to remove the mussel tox data out of the dataset. That removal would result in less stringent criteria.



 



We have a lot of questions about the use of the BLM to derive site-specific criteria for Cu. The model requires 10 different parameters collected onsite (maybe up to 6 sampling sets to capture seasonal differences). The most sensitive are DOC and pH. Generally, as DOC and pH increases, the toxicity of Cu decreases. Our current Cu criteria based on hardness alone may be underprotective in areas of low DOC and pH (which is why NMFS called jeopardy on our criteria).



 



I’ve attached a draft work plan of the entire list of toxics issues—Brian, you may recognize some from the toxics implementation memos we worked on… For now, look at Goals 1 and 2 which focus on NH3 and Cu disapprovals. I’ve started a list of action steps DEQ should take before starting the actual rulemaking process. I think the Cu goal would involve more assistance from the lab than the ammonia goal. Briefly, some of the assistance involves getting data sets from LASAR, and the BLM parameters that were recently collected from the toxics monitoring sites on the coast, evaluating geographic/regional differences in water chemistry (focusing on the most sensitive parameters), finding existing datasets for the presence of mussels in OR (had earlier talked to Shannon about this).



 



I was hoping to come out to the lab in the next few weeks to talk to you both, as well as any other staff people you think is appropriate to attend. At the very least, I was thinking of Shannon Hubler for assistance with mussel data for the ammonia criteria, and Lori Pillsbury for BLM parameters. Let me know what you think and feel free to include others. 



 



I’m not sure who from Standards may also attend. Jennifer starts her new role today, so not sure how much she’ll get involved, but we both felt we needed to start talking to the lab. Whoever fills in for her would probably also attend this meeting.



 



Thanks!!



 



Andrea
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2014 Toxics Rulemaking Draft Work Plan











A. Objective





The objective of this work plan is to identify a comprehensive list of potential rulemaking items associated with water quality standards for toxics, develop recommended rulemaking packages, then sketch out a tentative rulemaking schedule. The recommended rulemaking packages described in section C are based on addressing all ten goals described under section B. It does not take into consideration needed discussions with DEQ staff, management, stakeholders, and EPA.








B. List of Potential Rulemaking Items





The table below contains a comprehensive list of goals and key action items related to the Toxics Substances Rule. This list was compiled without regards to priorities or complexities.  Goals 1, 2, and 5 contain draft timelines associated with each key action step. Given current knowledge, these goals could be part of rulemaking package A which may be initiated first (see section C for more information). Because of too many unknowns at this time, the other goals do not yet have timelines associated with each key action step. Note that the list below does not include potential work associated with implementing the toxics narrative. Various questions have arisen on how DEQ implements the Toxics Substances Rule where there are no numeric criteria for toxic pollutants. It is likely that rulemaking is not required, but better implementation guidance is clearly needed.  








Table of Potential Rulemaking Items





			Goal 1: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for ammonia





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Gather discharger NH3 effluent data and compare to EPA 2013 criteria





			Nov. 2013


			Ability to compare current NH3 effluent/ambient data to current and EPA 2013 recommended criteria


			Permits database, regional permit writers. Evaluation methodology TBD.


			HQ Permitting Section w/ assistance from Andrea


			Why is NH3 considered a non-priority pollutant?





			2. Collect existing data related to the presence of freshwater mussels and snails in Oregon


			Nov. 2013


			Determining the presence or absence of mussels will indicate whether or not flexibility exists to remove mussel toxicity data from the ammonia dataset. Where no mussels are present, criteria become less stringent.


			DEQ lab GIS database, Xerces Society, USGS, USFS, BLM, etc.


			DEQ lab (Shannon Hubler) w/ assistance from Andrea


			If mussels are not likely present everywhere, DEQ should look more closely at EPA’s guidance in surveying for mussel data to justify exclusion of unionid mussels





			3. Meet with permit writers and other interested staff and discuss potential compliance issues (e.g. compliance at low temperatures)


			Oct. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ and regional permit staff, standards


			





			4. Meet with industrial and wastewater dischargers to discuss potential compliance issues


			Nov. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ permitting, standards staff, ACWA, selected cities and industries with a range of size and issues


			





			5. Draft potential technical/ implementation issues paper 


			Jan. 2014


			


Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			Various


			Andrea with assistance from Permitting


			Suggest drafting an issue paper prior to the rulemaking process:





- helps focus the scope and informs/educates the Committee


-  more efficient use of the advisory committee’s resources/time. 


- may aid DEQ in choosing committee members based on expertise/issues identified





			Goal 2: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for copper





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Investigate where OR’s currently effective criteria based on hardness could be under protective (i.e. waterbodies with low pH, DOC—and Ca, Na, and alkalinity)





			Dec. 2014


			Inform where BLM would be most appropriately applied and evaluate whether retaining hardness based Cu criteria is an option in other waterbodies, although most likely overprotective.


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc. Use sufficient QA/QC data 


			DEQ Lab with assistance from Andrea


			





			2. Run BLM with input parameters collected from the coastal (~50) and SE OR (~15) toxics monitoring sites (summer and fall).





			Feb. 2014


			Derive Cu BLM criteria to compare against existing Cu criteria.


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc.


Use sufficient QA/QC data


			Andrea


			Probably wait to run model until after the 2nd  dataset is QA’d (because of miscommunication at lab, 3rd run does not include the BLM parameters)





			3. Investigate regional/geographic similarity/trends of specific BLM water chemistry values (focusing on the 2-5 most sensitive parameters) 


			Feb. 2014


			Inform whether regional BLM values could be derived if sensitive water chemistry values are similar





This investigation may also help derive a statewide default value more representative of OR than the conservative input parameters EPA/NMFS used to derive a statewide default value.


			DEQ LASAR, USGS, etc. Use sufficient QA/QC data. Statistical significance methodology TBD.


			DEQ Lab with assistance from Andrea


			





			4. Initiate conversations with EPA and NMFS on options available to the state


			Nov. 2013


			Better understanding of limitations and possibilities in adopting revised criteria for Cu.








			EPA and NMFS staff through conference calls, face to face meetings, and drafting of meeting minutes.





			Standards staff with Permitting staff assistance


			We could either wait until we’ve collected and analyzed some of the data in order to support our conversations with EPA/NMFS, or begin the conversations earlier. The timeline here reflects earlier conversations.





			5. Meet with permit writers and other interested staff and discuss potential compliance issues 


			Oct. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ and regional permit staff, standards


			





			6. Meet with industrial and wastewater dischargers to discuss potential compliance issues


			Nov. 2013


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking


			N/A


			HQ permitting, standards staff, ACWA, selected cities and industries with a range of sizes and issues


			





			7. Draft potential technical/ implementation issues paper 


			Mar. 2014


			


Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			Various


			Andrea with assistance from Permitting


			Suggest drafting an issue paper prior to the rulemaking process








			Goal 3: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater acute aquatic life criterion for cadmium





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Initiate discussions with EPA regarding actions/activities occurring at the national level 





			Nov. 2013


			Will help inform projected timeline for revising OR’s cadmium criterion 


			


			Standards staff


			DEQ will need EPA guidance based on their conversations with NMFS before DEQ can initiate rulemaking.





May want to see what CO and NM did for their recently revised criteria for Cd.





			Goal 4: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Initiate discussions with EPA regarding actions/activities occurring at the national level 





			Nov. 2013


			Will help inform projected timeline for revising OR’s aluminum criteria 


			


			Standards staff


			DEQ will need EPA guidance based on their conversations with NMFS before DEQ can initiate rulemaking. Although EPA disapproved Al criteria as being inconsistent w/ national criteria, NMFS disapproved Al criteria based on EPA’s 304(a) criteria.





May want to see what CO and NM did for their recently revised criteria for Al.





			Goal 5: Evaluate new 304(a) EPA recommended toxics criteria: acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon , and nonylphenol 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Evaluate data/presence of acrolein, carbaryl, diazinon, and nonylphenol in OR. 








			Jan. 2013


			Inform DEQ whether the pollutant is present in OR in order to support new criteria.








			DEQ LASAR, USGS, ODA, etc.





Use sufficient QA/QC data.


			Andrea Matzke, Kevin Masterson, DEQ Lab


			No OR criteria for the following 4 pollutants. 





acrolein: EPA 2009 


FW CMC=3 ug/L


FW CCC=3 ug/L





carbaryl: EPA 2012


FW CMC=2.1 ug/L


FW CCC=2.1 ug/L


SW CMC=1.6 ug/L





diazinon: EPA 2005


FW CMC=0.17 ug/L


FW CCC=0.17 ug/L


SW CMC=0.82 ug/L


SW CCC=0.82 ug/L





nonylphenol: EPA 2005


FW CMC=28 ug/L


FW CCC=6.6 ug/L


SW CMC=7 ug/L


SW CCC=1.7 ug/L





			2. Evaluate retaining ALC guidance values for acrolein and diazinon


			Feb. 2013


			Inform DEQ whether or not existing guidance values are sufficient or would retaining these values be unnecessary. 


			


			


			Table 31 also contains a SW acute criterion, while EPA did not recommend a SW acute criterion.





			Goal 6: Evaluate inconsistencies between EPA and OR aquatic life criteria





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining the ALC for endosulfan.


			TBD


			Evaluate need and protectiveness of retaining the ALC for endosulfan.





Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff


			Andrea Matzke


			EPA does not have recommended ALC for endosulfan (just alpha and beta).





			2. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW chronic criterion for lindane.





			TBD


			Evaluate need and protectiveness of retaining FW CCC for lindane.





Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff


			Andrea Matzke


			EPA does not have a recommended FW chronic criterion for lindane. In 2004 DEQ recommended retaining these criteria based on sound EPA science and that Lindane is still used in OR.  EPA had withdrawn its recommended freshwater chronic criterion for Lindane (γ-BHC) in 1995 because the removal of data for fathead minnows had resulted in too few species for calculation of the criterion.  





			3. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s SW chronic criterion for elemental phosphorus


			TBD


			Evaluate need and protectiveness of retaining saltwater criteria for elemental P. 





Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			EPA criteria document and other relevant studies.


			


			EPA does not have criteria for elemental phosphorus listed in their online summary table, although the online table refers to the 1986 Gold Book which recommends a SW criterion of 0.1 ug/L (does not specify whether it is chronic or acute, but summary Table in Gold Book says chronic). OR’s chronic SW criterion is 0.1 ug/L.





DEQ lab says they don’t measure elemental P—only ortho P and total. It’s difficult to measure.





			4. Evaluate protectiveness of OR’s ALC for mercury.


			TBD


			Decision to retain OR’s current criteria or propose revisions


			Documents associated with the 2004 rulemaking.





EPA staff





CA Toxics Rule documents


			


			OR’s criteria are from Table 20.  EPA’s 304(a) criteria originate from the CA Toxics Proposed Rule in Aug. 1997. NMFS and USFWS had concerns about criteria EPA re-proposed in 1999, so EPA did not publish final rec’s. OR’s FW CCC and SW CCC are more stringent while the remaining criteria are less stringent.





This assessment could be very complicated!





			5. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW and SW acute criteria for PCBs. 


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			


			


			EPA withdrew the FW and SW acute criteria for PCBs in 1992. DEQ’s 2004 Issue Paper does not give any explanations as to why OR decided to retain the criteria.





			6. Review DEQ’s technical and political justification for retaining OR’s FW chronic criterion for silver.


			TBD


			Guide DEQ’s rulemaking scope.


			


			


			EPA had published a FW chronic value for silver in the 1986 EPA Gold Book which was then adopted by Oregon as a criterion in Table 20.  However, earlier email correspondence with staff at EPA HQ established that EPA considered this value “draft” and never finalized it after it had been challenged during the public comment period. Subsequent publications of EPA criteria did not include the FW chronic criterion for silver. The 2004 TAC reviewed the draft silver ambient water quality criteria document (EPA 1987) and found that the data were credible and the calculation of the draft criterion was consistent with EPA methods.  Silver was included in the EQC-adopted Table 33B and to EPA in the abridged Table 33B.





			7. Determine current 303(d) listings for tributyltin and its presence in OR 








			Oct. 2013


			Ascertain potential ramifications from changes to criteria 


			Integrated Report


			Karla/Andrea


			OR currently has criteria for TBT (just approved by EPA), but based on old EPA 1997 draft recommendations (EPA final criteria published just before adoption of DEQ criteria). OR’s FW CCC and SW CMC are more stringent than 304(a) criteria





tributyltin: EPA 2004


FW CMC=0.46 ug/L


FW CCC=0.072 ug/L


SW CMC=0.42 ug/L


SW CCC=0.0074 ug/L





			Note that OR does not have criteria for boron. EPA’s criteria for boron protect sensitive crops (beneficial use: irrigation)





			Goal 7: Clarify footnotes





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Evaluate the footnote for DDT 4,4’ ALC





			TBD


			Clarify footnote in rule so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			EPA criteria documents


			


			EPA and OR’s footnote for DDT pertains to DDT 4,4’ and its metabolites, but metabolites has not been defined. DEQ developed an implementation memo in regards to this question.





			


2. Evaluate EPA’s footnote for demeton, malathion, guthion, methoxychlor, Mirex, hydrogen sulfide and iron


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt the footnote.


			


			


			EPA criteria include a footnote (footnote C) discussing alkalinity. It is unclear what the relevance is.





			3. Evaluate EPA’s footnote for alpha and beta endosulfan (also see endosulfan action step under Goal 6)





			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt the footnote.


			


			


			EPA includes a footnote that says the criteria should be applied as the sum of alpha and beta endosulfan. OR does not have a similar footnote.





			4. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for the chlorine ALC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote


so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			


			


			DEQ developed an implementation memo for chlorine and indicated it should be expressed as total residual chlorine.





			5. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for 1,2 diphenylhydrazine HHC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			


			


			The implementation memo DEQ developed directs DEQ to measure azobenzene as the surrogate because of the chemical’s rapid decomposition rate in water. 





			6. Evaluate need for adding a clarifying footnote for Hexachlorocyclo-hexane-Technical HHC.


			TBD


			Determine whether OR should adopt a clarifying footnote so that the implementation memo is not necessary.


			


			


			The implementation memo DEQ developed says that because there are no analytical methods specifically for Technical BHC, separate analyses for the 4 major isomers (alpha, beta, delta, and gamma) must be completed and then each result added together and compared to the most stringent applicable criterion for Technical BHC.








			Goal 8: Evaluate the use of Toxic Equivalency Factors in deriving dioxin/furan criteria (2,3,7,8—TCDD)





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			


1. Evaluate use of Toxic Equivalency Factors (TEF/TEQ) as part of dioxin HHC.











			TBD


			Use technical and political information to evaluate merits of applying TEFs to dioxin criteria.


			Possibly use TEFs developed by WHO, or other relevant studies.








			


			EPA recommends use of TEFs (developed by WHO), but national criteria are not predicated on this approach. The 2004 TAC recommended this approach based on solid science, but the PAC did not have consensus. DEQ decided not to adopt approach, but indicated in the RTC document that DEQ would ask permittees to collect congener data to gain information about their presence.





			2. Discuss experience using TEFs with Clean Up program.








			TBD


			


			


			


			During the HHC rulemaking, Clean Up program asked why WQ doesn’t use the TEF approach, since the Clean Up program uses this approach—our programs should be consistent.





			3. Discuss experience using TEFs with other states.





			TBD


			Insight into technical or political challenges these states have experienced.


			


			


			Apparently, TEF approach is used in NY and some of the Great Lake states.








			Goal 9: Evaluate removal of human health toxics criteria: nitrosamines, dinitrophenols (DNP), bis chloromethyl ether (BCME) 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			1. Research most current information/data on nitrosamines to develop criteria support document. 





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			There is no analytical method for nitrosamines—only its derivatives. DEQ has criteria for the nitrosamine derivatives. The  nitrosamines implementation memo directs permit writers to monitor for N-nitrosodiethylamine as a surrogate which also has HHC.





			2. Research most current information/data on dinitrophenols to develop criteria support document.





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			It is difficult to measure all the isomers of DNP. The DNP implementation memo  directs permit writers to analyze for 2,4—DNP as a surrogate which also has HHC.





			3. Research most current information/data on bis chloromethyl ether to develop criteria support document.





			TBD


			Use information to support or reject removal of criteria.


			EPA or other relevant data sources


			


			Based on the chemical’s rapid hydrolysis in water, there are no analytical methods to measure BCME in water. The BCME implementation memo  indicates that permittees are not required to monitor for BCME. 








			Goal 10: Evaluate freshwater aquatic life toxics criteria for iron expressed as dissolved 





			Key Action Steps


			Timeline


			Expected Outcome


			Data Source and Evaluation Methodology


			Person/Area Responsible


			Comments





			


1. Research studies regarding iron toxicity to aquatic life.


			TBD


			Determine whether iron expressed as dissolved would be protective of aquatic life.


			


			


			Current ALC for iron is based on total recoverable. Although this is not clear in the Red Book, the criteria derived in the 1970’s were based on TR data. EPA continues to support this interpretation. 





[Deb asked that I put this on the rulemaking scoping list.]





			2. Acquire data to help determine how much iron is expected to be in the dissolved form. 


			TBD


			An appropriate conversion factor (converts a total recoverable criterion to a dissolved criterion) based on OR, or similar conditions, is applied.


			


			


			Conversion factors must be approved by EPA.





			3. Determine number of 303(d) listings for iron.


			


			Ascertain potential ramifications from changes to criteria.


			


			


			





			4. Discuss this revision with other programs.


			TBD


			Assure sufficient scoping of potential issues prior to rulemaking.


			


			


			The stormwater program would be interested in this revision. Apparently, permittees are having difficulties meeting the TR iron criteria in the 1200Z permit.





			5. Discuss this revision with EPA.


			TBD


			Scope out possibility of approval of revised criteria.


			


			


			When I asked EPA about iron in Feb. 2013, EPA said, “Both ferrous and ferric iron are of concern to aquatic life, and ferric is not soluble in water, so total recoverable would be the appropriate form.”

















C. Rulemaking Scoping recommendations





The following rulemaking scoping recommendations are grouped into three rulemaking packages. Generally, they are in chronological order and grouped according to priority and category of proposed rule changes. Further discussions with DEQ staff, the regulated community, and EPA will help inform these decisions. A draft timeline was completed for Package A. Given the need for internal and external discussions in developing rule packages, draft timelines were not completed for Packages B and C. 





Rulemaking Package A: 





			Goal 1: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for ammonia











			Goal 2: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for copper











			Goal 5: Evaluate new 304(a) EPA recommended toxics criteria: acrolein , carbaryl, diazinon, and nonylphenol 











DEQ recently proposed rulemaking to address a number of aquatic life toxics criteria that EPA disapproved on Jan. 31, 2013 (i.e. 11 pesticides and freshwater selenium criteria). The rulemaking goals within Package A were packaged together to address EPA’s disapproval of several other aquatic life toxics criteria--ammonia and copper. This rulemaking would fulfill Oregon’s obligations to address EPA criteria disapprovals in a timely manner, and ensure that Oregon’s aquatic species are sufficiently protected based on the latest scientific information. In addition, prompt action by the state may decrease the likelihood of potential litigation by environmental groups against EPA. Moreover, EPA recently recommended new 304(a) freshwater criteria for ammonia and there are updated 2007 304(a) criteria for copper based on the Biotic Ligand Model. Although DEQ will need to examine the merits of these new criteria and any associated implementation issues, the pathway to new ammonia and copper criteria is fairly clear. In addition, DEQ proposes to include the potential adoption of new 304(a) criteria for four pollutants. Oregon does not have aquatic life criteria for these pollutants. 





There has been an informal request by ACWA to fast-track the ammonia criteria given the initial indications of implementation advantages of the new EPA criteria over the currently effective criteria. Although adopting the new ammonia criteria as quickly as possible is a laudable goal, dividing rulemaking items into multiple rulemakings is generally not the most efficient use of staff time. Unless multiple staff are available to work simultaneously on several rulemakings, fast-tracking the ammonia criteria would mean a delay of adopting revised criteria for copper and other pollutants for which Oregon has no criteria for. 





DEQ discussions with permitting staff, as well as continued discussions with ACWA and other regulated dischargers will help clarify rulemaking priorities.











Draft Rule Timeline:


 (
Public Comment, EQC Adoption, Submittal to EPA
)


 (
Meet with Stakeholders
) (
Rulemaking Prep
)




















 (
Oct.
 2013
) (
Dec. 2014
) (
May
 2014
) (
Aug. 2014
) (
May 2015
)

















Rulemaking Package B: 





			Goal 6: Evaluate inconsistencies between EPA and OR aquatic life criteria











			Goal 7: Clarify footnotes











			Goal 8: Evaluate the use of Toxic Equivalency Factors in deriving dioxin/furan criteria (2,3,7,8—TCDD)











			Goal 9: Evaluate removal of human health toxics criteria: nitrosamines, dinitrophenols (DNP), bis chloromethyl ether (BCME) 











			Goal 10: Evaluate freshwater aquatic life toxics criteria for iron expressed as dissolved 











This rulemaking package contains a mix of miscellaneous items associated with both the human health and aquatic life toxics criteria. None of the goals included here are related to disapproval actions by EPA or are a subject of litigation. Generally, each goal listed above is related to either clarifying existing criteria or removing criteria from Oregon regulations. Some goals are more substantive than others and will involve detailed discussions, while others could be fairly straight-forward. As an option, some of these goals could be added on to Package A. 











Rulemaking Package C: 





			Goal 3: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater acute aquatic life criterion for cadmium











			Goal 4: Remedy EPA disapproval of freshwater aquatic life criteria for aluminum











Rulemaking Package C contains the goals for addressing the remaining aquatic life toxics criteria that EPA disapproved in Jan. 2013. The disapproved criteria represent EPA’s current recommendations for cadmium and aluminum. NMFS biological opinion indicated that these criteria would cause jeopardy to T&E species in Oregon. It is unclear at this point, what the path forward will be for addressing the jeopardy opinions. For this reason, until DEQ has had more discussions with EPA and NMFS, these two goals are included as a third rulemaking package.  
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