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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING
March 30, 1979 .

Black Angus Restaurant
220 Commercial Street, S.E.
Salem, Oregon

9:00 am

AGENDA

CONSENT ITEMS

Items on the consent agenda are considered routine and generally
will be acted on without public discussion. If a particular
item is of specific interest to a Commission member, or
sufficient public interest for public comment is indicated, the
Chairman may hold any item over for discussion.

A. Minutes of the January 17,'1979, January 26, 1979 -and«
r

B. Monthly Activity Report for February 1979

C. Tax Credit Applications

D. Request for Authorizations to Hold Public Hearings on EEHHM_QZX}Q

Proposed Revisions to the State Air Quality Implementation
Plan as follows:

1. ﬁgggt@gnd=VanceuVer:IntexstateTAQMA‘ozohe control and
" carboh monoxide strategies

2. City of Salem carbon monoxide and ozone control
strategies _ .

3. Eugene-Springfield AQMA carbon monoxide control
strategies

4, Medford-Ashland AQMA carbon monoxide and ozone control
strategies

5. Amendments to Volatile Organic Compound Rules for
non-attainment areas '

6. New permit requirements for non-attainment areas

7. Consideration of changes to the oxidant ambient air
standard

8. Rules to prevent significant deterioration of air
guality

9. New rules pertaining to stack height

PUBLIC FORUM

E. Opportunity for any citizen to give a brief oral or written
presentation on any environmental topic of concern. 1If
appropriate, the Department will respond to issues in
writing or at a subseguent meeting. The Commission reserves
the right to discontinue this forum after a reasonable time
if an unduly large number of speakers wish to appear

{MORE)



ACTION ITEMS

F. Rule Adoptions

1. Subsurface Sewage Disposal Rules - Proposed adoption OSB“BHE
of amendments to administrative rules governing
subsurface and alternative sewage disposal; OAR
340-71~005 to 71-045 and 72-005 to 72-020

9:30 am 2. Medford Emission Offsets - Proposed adoption of BELSKY
emigsion offsget rule for new or modified emission
sources in the Medford-Ashland AQMA; OAR 340-30-010 and
30-110

3. Veneer Dryer Emission Limits - Proposed adoption of SKIBYIH
emisgion limits specific to wood fired veneer dryers,
OAR 340-25-305 25-315

9:45 am G. Variance Request - Larry Ballman from OAR 340-71-020(7) GILBERT
regarding the construction of a subsurface sewage disposal
system in Clatsop Plains

10:00 am H. Water Quality Construction Grants -~ Proposed use of fiscal HKENSHIP
yvear 1979 wastewater construction grant funds and proposed
direction for future fiscal vears

10:30 am I. Evans Products Company, new glass wocl plant - proposed SK RVIH
air contaminant discharge permit and citizen petitions for
hearing

11:00 am J. Contested Cases and Other Reviews

1. DEQ v. Robert Wright

2. DEQ v. George Suniga, Inc.

3. Petition for Declaratory Ruling as to applicability
of OAR Chapter 340, Sections 74-016(7) and (8) by
W.W.C. Ranch, Inc.

INPORMATIONAL ITEMS

K. Indirect Source Rule Amendments - Status Report EIM&BLIZCUS_
WORK SESSION

The Commission reserves this time if needed to further consider
proposed action on any item on the agenda.

[R—

Because of uncertain time spans involved, the Commission reserves the right
to deal with any item at any time in the meeting except items F(2), G,

H, I, and J. Anycne wishing to be heard on an agenda item that doesn't
have a designated time on the agenda should be at the meeting when it
commences to be certain they don't miss the agenda item.

The Environmental Quality Commission will meet informally Thursday evening,
March 29, in the Harrison Conference Room, George Putnam University Center,
in the Willamette University Campus, beginning at 7:30 pm. The evening
session provides the Commission with an opportunity to openly discuss items
of particular interest that may be before the Commission on the formal
agenda or a future agenda. The meeting is open to the public, but public
testimony on discussion itemg iz allowed only by invitation of the
Commission. The Commissicon will not hold a Friday breakfast meeting this
menth, The Commission will lunch Friday at the Black Angus.



MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED SEVENTH MEETING
OF THE °

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
March 30, 1979

On Priday, March 30, 1979, the one hundred seventh meeting of the Oregon
Environmmental Quality Commission convened at the Black Angus Restaurant,
220 Commercial Street, S.E. in Salem, Oregon.

Present were all commission members: Mr. Joe B. Richards,

Chairman; Dr. Grace S. Phinney, Vice-Chairman; Mr. Ronald M. Somers;

Mrs. Jackliyn L. Hallock; and Mr. Albert H. Densmore. Present on behalf
of the Department were its Director, William H. Young, and several members
of the Pepartment staff.

Staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's
recommendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Director's
Office of the Department of Environmental Qualxty, 522 Southwest Fifth
Avenue, Portland, Oregon.

AGENDA ITEM A - MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 1V, 1978 and JANUARY 26,1879
EQC MINUTES

AGENDA ITEM B - MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR FEBRUARY 1979

AGENDA ITEM C - TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Chairman Richards asked for clarification on the Request for Preliminary
Certification for Tax Credit denial for Rough and Ready Lumber Company
under item C. Mr. Ernest Schmidt, Administrator of the Department's Solid
Waste Division, recalled that at the last meeting Rough and Ready Lumber
Company was denied Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit for their
entire dry kiln system, but were told they could submit applications for
parts of that facility that they felt were directly applicable to pollution
control. As it turned out, Mr. Schmidt said, the Department found they
could not separate ocut pieces of the kiiln and make any different sense

out of it. He said the Department would recommend that the condensation
system be approved in the amount of $13,534.60. Mr. Schmidt said the
company requested tax credit for $79,500 investment in the kiln and for
$12,150 investment in the steam heat pumps.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock,
and carried unanimously that the following Agenda Items bhe approved.

Agenda Item A ~ Minutes of the January 17, 1979 and January 26, 1979
EQC meetings.

Agenda Item B - Monthly Activity Report for February, 1979
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Agenda Item C - Approve the Director's Recommendation as follows:

1. Issue Pollution Control Facility Certificates to applications
1038, T-1041, T-1042, T-1043, T-1046, T-1047, T-1050, T-1051,
T-1052, T-1053, and T-1055.

2. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificates 683 issued to
Babler Brothers, Inc. and reissue it in a lesser amount because
of sale of portions of the certified facilities.

3. Deny Rough and Ready Lumber Company's request for Preliminary
Certification for kiln heating coils and related eguipment and
labor for their lumber mill at Cave Junction, Oregon, and be
informed of the Department's intention to issue Preliminary
Certification for the steam heat dump system and related labor
at the same plant.

AGENDA ITEM D - REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATIONS TO HOLD PUBLIC HEARINGS ON
PROPOSED REVISIONS TO THE STATE AIR QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AS FOLLOWS:

1. PORTLAND-VANCOUVER INTERSTATE AOMA OZONE CONTROL AND CARBON
MONOXIDE STRATEGIES '

2. CITY OF SALEM CARBON MONOXIDE AND OZONE CONTROIL STRATEGIES

3. EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD AQMA CARBON MONOXIDE CONTROL STRATEGIES

4. MEDFORD-ASHLAND AQMA CARBON MONOXIDE AND OZONE CONTROL
STRATEGIES

5. AMENDMENTS TQO VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND RULES FOR NON-ATTATNMENT
AREAS

6. NEW PERMIT REQUIREMENTS FOR NON-ATTAINMENT AREAS

7. CONSIDERATION OF CHANGES TO THE OXIDANT AMBIENT ATIR STANDARD

8. RULES TO PREVENT SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION OF AIR QUALITY

9. NEW RULES PERTAINING TO STACK HEIGHTS

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's Air Quality Division, preSented
scme brief amendments to the above staff reports as follows;

On the background report, page 2, hearings schedule. Change May 4
hearing on Eugene CO Plan from Salem to Eugene and change date of
Portland CO and O, Plan from May 7 to May 4.



Item D(3), Figure 3 - 1977 roadway violations should be 10.5
kilometers instead of 28 kilometers.

Item D(6) add the following to 340-20-196 and 340-20-198:

"This section shall now apply in the Portland AQMA until
such time as a SIP attainment strategy exists.”

Commissioner Hallock noted that on item D(7), item 4 under the summation
indicated that the Department was currently preparing all attainment and
maintenance ozone air gquality control strategies for submission to EPA

on the basis of the new Federal standard. She said she did not mind going
to hearing on these items, but she thought preparing the strateqy under
the assumption that the Commission would accept the new lower federal
standard, was not proper. Commissioner Hallock said she was not convinced
that the standard should be lowered to the federal standard. Mr. Kowalczyk
said the Department was not assuming that the Commission would make a
change in the ozone standard but they were preparing the SIP to meet
federal law. If the Commission were to decide on a different standard
other than the federal standard, he continued, then the Department would
develop plans to meet the state standard and keep it separate from any
Federal SIP revisions.

Commissioner Somers said it was distressing to read in the newspaper that
DEQ was going to hold hearings to lower standards for ozone when it had
not been mentioned to the Commission previously. Mr. Kowalczyk said that
the Department was not proposing to lower the standard, but was requesting
a hearing to determine whether the existing standard should be changed

to the new Federal standard. ’

Commissioner Phinney said there had been speculation in the news media

that the change in the Federal standard was a result of political pressure.
However, she continued, there had been no new data or evidence to justify
the change in the federal standard. Mr. Kowalczyk said several new studies
had been made since EPA originally set the standard in 1970 and a lot of
consideration was given to setting the new standard. He said the federal
government did hold public hearings throughout the country and
consideration was given to comments from several medical groups.

Director Young said he did not see a problem with the Commission making
an SIP revision based on the federal standard and the Commission could
leave the present state standard unaltered as a secondary standard and
additional strategies may be wanted to meet the secondary standard. BHe
said he did not see anything inconsistent with the Department addressing
the federal requirement at what was the new federal standard and still
retain full ability to address a more stringent standard at the state
level.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Densmore

and carried with Commission Hallock dissenting that public hearings be
authorized for agenda items D(1l) through (9).
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AGENDA ITEM F(2) - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF EMISSION OFFSET RULE FOR NEW OR
MODIFTED EMISSION SOURCES IN THE MEDFORD-ASHLAND AQMA; OAR 340-30-010
and 30-110

Director Young presented for the record a letter from the Legislative
Committee on Trade and Economic Development commenting on this agenda item.
This letter is made a part of the Commission's record on this matter.

Commissioner Hallock said that if this rule was adopted the State would
be the only "banker."™ Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's Air Quality
Division, said the way the rule was written it adopted the Federal rule
by reference which indicated the State may act as banker if it wishes.

Chairman Richards asked if the rule would still be a valid response to the
particulate problem in Medford if the banking reference were removed.

Mr. Kowalczyk replied that the banking provision could be removed without
harming the main thrust of the rule which was to protect against further
degradation of the airshed while still allowing growth. Chairman Richards
said he know the Legislature was looking at the complex banking question.
He said he was not sure that the federal regulation adeguately addressed
banking and suggested that the Commission address this matter at a later
date to take advantage of any hearings the Legislature might hold or any
other forthcoming information.

Director Young asked that if the Commission reserved the question of
banking until a later time, they make clear they were not talking about
the nonbanked offset the Department had used as part of its permitting
process in the past.

Commissioner Densmore said that if the Commission dropped the provigion
on banking from the offset rule, rules on banking would still be needed.
He asked the staff to return with a recommendation on promulgating those
rules including opportunity for public comment.

Commissioner Densmore submitted for the record a letter from the Jackson
County Board of Commissicners which requested that consideration be given
" to applying the offset to the entire valley floor and that the rule be
made a part of the SIP. He said the County Commissioners argued that the
1975 model on which the rule was based was not entirely satisfactory to
them and they believed that if someone were going to locate from ocut-of-
state into the area subject to the offset rule, they might not be aware
of the rule unless it was part of the SIP.

Chairman Richards wanted the record toc show that the Commission's action

on this matter would not change any existing practice that may in any
manner be understood as "hanking." He also said that he believed the
Commigsion had responded to the Legislative Committee on Trade and Economic
Development by adopting the recommendations they had requested. Chairman
Richards indicated that the request by the Committee they they be allowed



to review proposed revisions to the SIP was not interpreted by the
Commission to mean that amendments to the SIP would not be wvalid until
official action had been taken by the Committee. He indicated that the
Commission had received excellent help from the Committee in dealing with
this situation.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Densmore
and carried unanimously that the proposed rule be amended as follows:

OAR 340-30~100

The intent of this rule is to supplement and in some cases be more
stringent than the Federal Interpretative Ruling promulgated in the
January 16, 1979 Federal Register on pages 3282 through 3285 (40
CFR, Part 51, except for Section IV (C) (5) thereof) hereby
incorporated by reference and attached, to the extent any provision
thereof or in conflict with more stringent Commission ruleg, the
Commission rule shall prevail.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Densmore, seconded by Commissioner Hallock
and carried with Commissioner Somers dissenting that the emission offset
regulation for the Medford-Ashland AQMA, as amended, be adopted.

AGENDA ITEM G - VARIANCE REQUEST - LARRY BALIMAN FROM OAR 340-71-020(7)

REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION OF A SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM IN
CLATSOP PLAINS

Mr.. Robert Gilbert, Northwest Region Manager, presénted the following
Director's Recommendation

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the summation in the staff report, it is
recommended that the Environmental Qualtiy Commission:

1. Enter a finding that strict compliance in inappropriate at this
time for cause due to the medical hardships for
Mr. Gilbert Walters and Mrs. Lawrence Ballman.

2. Grant a variance to Mr. and Mrs. Ballman to construct a sub-
surface sewage disposal system to service a new two-bedroom home
subject to the following conditions:

a. The variance shall terminate upon the death of _
Mr. Gilbert J. Walters, and the subsurface system presently
in use will be disconnected, the home left uninhabited
pending adoption of a Clatsop Plans Groundwater Protection
Plan.
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b. If after adoption of the Groundwater Protection Plan, the
home and its subsurface sewage system is not compatible with
the adopted plan the home shall be razed.

In response to Commissioner Phinney, Mr. Gilbert said that the variance
was strictly to allow Mr. Walters to live in the home and perhaps the
language in the recommendation should be changed to reflect that.

Mr. Ray Underwood, Department of Justice, said he felt that the variance
was based on just Mr. Walters' occupancy of the home and if he either died
or moved away the variance would cease.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be amended as
follows:

a. The variance shall terminate upon the death or removal of
Mr. Gilbert J. Walters for a period of at least 90 consecutive

davs, « - -

b. This variance shall be recorded in the deed records of Clatsop
County before it becomes effective.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Densmore
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation, as amended,
be adopted.

AGENDA ITEM H - WATER QUALTIY CONSTRUCTION GRANTS - PROPOSED USE OF FISCAL

YEAR 1979 WASTEWATER CONSTRUCTION GRANT FUNDS AND PRCPOSED DIRECTION FOR
FUOTURE FISCAIL YEARS

Mr. Tom Blankenship of the Department's Water Quality Division, said if

the fiscal year 1979 funds were used in the manner proposed, there would
be two new projects that would be called phased projects. That was, he

continued, only a portion of the project costs could be handled with the
money shown on the priority list. These two projects were the Hermiston
and Roseburg Metropolitan Area projects, he said.

Mr. Blankenship emphasized that the recommendations in the staff report
dealt with the funds that were allocated to Oregon in fiscal year 1979.
He said the other items included in the staff report were there purely
for discussion purposes. Buying growth capacity with grant funds was one
of the most critical issues he felt.

Chairman Richards asked if the staff had a prediction on how much funding
would be available for the next fiscal year. Mr. Blankenship said the
President had proposed to Congress in his budget a $3.8 billion national
allotment which would mean $49 million to the State of Oregon. However,
he said, the Department had received some additional information which
would indicate the allotment might be anywhere from $0 to the full



authorized appropriations of $5 billion. "Mr. Blankenship said he felt
there would be some appropriation and there was interest by scome states,
including Oregon, that the authorized allotment be appropriated by
Congress. Chairman Richards wanted to make sure the public knew that the
allotment in grant funds might be significantly less than that predicted
by staff at the present time.

Mr. Lewis N. Powell, City of Medford Public Works Director, urged the
Commiszsion to support the City of Medford's Step I grant application for
this fiscal year. He said the Medford Plant was a regional facility for
the Rogue River and Bear Creek Valley. He said improvements were needed
to the plant in order to meet standards because some failing systems were
proposed to be taken over by the Medford facility. Mr. Powell asked the
Commission to use their discretion on any reserved funds so that Medford
could start their Step I immediately so water quality standards would not
be wviolated.

Chairman Richards submitted for the record a letter from the Rogue Valley
Council of Governments dated March 28, 1979, taking exception to the
paragraph in the staff report stating the City of Medford was seeking
federal monies to fund their next growth ipcrement and emphasizing the
status of the plant as a regional sewage treatment facility.

Chairman Richards read into the record comments from Amelia Feller,
Recorder for the City of Donald as follows:

"I request that Donald be added: #15, #17 and especially #23
on page 2 of Summary of Suggestions of meeting held in Portland
3/5/79." :

Mr. Gary Wright, Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Wastewater Commission,
requested, if it was needed, an increase in the lid of State Pollution
Control Bonds be made to offset a possible shortfall in federal funds over
the next three years. He also said the State should work for a change

in the federal regulations to allow local governments to precommit funds
to purchase items in advance and still receive the 75% grant funding.

Mr. Wright also asked that Congress be regquested to restore appropriations
to local governments for projects already on the priority list which were
in a position to use the funds immediately. He said that some states
would not have a use for the money if they got it, whereas Oregon would.

Mr. Blankenship noted for the record after the March 9th deadline for
testimony, 22 letters were received relating specifically to the Tri-City-
County Project in Clackamas County; one letter from Deschutes County
concerning the Bend project; and one letter concerning Option 3 which was
taken to hearing on March 5th. This option was an approach to try to
spread the money further, he said.

Mr. A. M. Westling, Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Wastewater Commission,
urged the Commission to work toward an overall adjustment of the program.
He said it was difficult to see how gains could be made by postponing
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things 90 days and holding more hearings. Mr. Westling observed that in
the abbreviated report on hearing testimony there was no information on
the reasons behind the recommendations of the staff.

In urging that the Commission take action soon, Mr. Westling said that

the longer it look to finish a construction proiject, the more it would
cost and those monies would be lost if projects aiready in the construction
phase were spread out over a longer period of time. Also, Mr. Westling
said, they were willing to go to the Legislature, if they had support,

to seek authorization for DEQ to utilize Pollution Control Bond funds for
these construction projects. He said they had some indication that there
was a reserve of unextended Bond funds to pick up the short-fall in Federal
grant monies. :

Mr. C. Herald Cambell, Mayor of the City of Lake Oswego urged adoption of
the Director's Recommendation that the priority list adopted in August
1978 be used as the basis for committing available FY 79 wastewater
construction grant funds. He said that the Lake Oswego
/Glenmorrie/Marylhurst interceptor project was high on that list. This
project, he continued, was needed now to correct a long~standing sanitary
problem which was steadily growing worse. Failure to continue without
delay, Mayor Cambell said, would present 131 homeowners in Glenmorrie with
having to live with an increasingly dangerous health situation and present
users of the Willamette River below Marylhurst with the knowledge that

the old Marylhurst plant would continue to dump minimally treated effluent
into the river.

Mr. R. C. Smelger, Chairman of Governmental Affairs Committee for Clackamas
County Home Builders Association, testified that the funding of the
Tri-City sewer system in Clackamas County was a top priority with their
Association. At this time, he said, there were a limited number of sewer
hookups available in the area to fulfill the housing demand. Because of
this, he said, home ownership was being eliminated in the area.

Commissioner Densmore asked Mr., Smelser if their concerns had been
communicated to their Congressman. Mr. Smelser replied that they were
doing everything they could by working with the Legislature and Senator
Hatfield. ,

Mr. David Abraham, Utilities Director for Clackamas County, appeared
regarding the Tri-Cities program in Clackamas County. He said this
project included the Cities of Oregon City, West Linn and approximately
1/2 of the City of Gladstone presently served by the existing Oregon City
sewage treatment plant. Studies showed, he said, that there were presently
21 points of raw sewage discharge into the Willamette and Clackamas Rivers.
He said that the Oregon City Plant overflowed raw sewage into the
Willamette River 180 days out of the year. A sewer connection limitation
was imposed by DEQ approximately two years before on the Oregon City plant,
he said. This resulted in a moratorium on all sewer hookups in the City
of Oregon City, Mr. Abraham continued, and the same limitation had been
imposed on the City of West Linn.




Mr. Abraham said the Tri-City project was included in the priority list
adopted for FY 1979, however DEQ recommended at this time that the FY 1979
priority list be used down to the level of funds available. This would
exclude the Tri-City project, he said. Mr. Abraham asked that the Tri-City
project be placed higher in priority because of the moratoriums which now
existed in the area.

Mr. Blankenship presented the following Director's Recommehdation from
the staff report:

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation in the staff report, it is recommended that:

1. The FY 1979 Priority List, as adopted by the EQC on
August 25, 1978, and approved by EPA Region X in December 1978,
be used as the basis for committing available FY 79 waste water
Construction Grant Funds.

2. The policy issues identified in the staff report be discussed
by the EQC at a work session and direction provided, as
appropriate.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Somers,
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM I - EVANS PRODUCTS COMPANY, NEW GLASS WOOL PLANT - PROPOSED
ATR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT AND CITIZEN PETITIONS FOR HEARING

Ms, Billie M. Moore, said she was concerned that DEQ was ignoring the
requests of over 1900 people to hold another hearing on this matter. She
said there was not sufficient time to prepare for the hearing that was
held and several guestions brought up at that hearing went unanswered.
Ms. Moore said she felt that contrary to Department staff belief, new
testimony would be presented at an additional public hearing.

Mr. Moore asked why sampling wasn't being done at the already operating
glass wood plant in Ohio to obtain data. 8She also asked why workers at
that plant weren't receiving pulmonary function tests upon hiring and at
intervals thereafter so that data could be collected for the future,

Ms. Moore was also concerned about the level of noise from the proposed
plant; the dust problem from the existing Evans Products facility; and
where the dust from the silica sand, borax and soda ash would go.

Ms. Moore requested that issuance of the proposed Air Contaminant Discharge
permit be delayed until another public hearing was held and the public's
questions answered.



Ms. Marilyn Koenitzer, Corvallis, requested that a hearing be held to hear
additional comments on the health issues involved in issuing the proposed
permit to Evans Products. She presented a portion of the petition which
was overlooked when the petitions were origipally submitted. This sheet
contained ten signatures. Mr. Koenitzer said it would be improper to issue
the permit until the local land use issues concerning issuance of the
building permit were resolved at the county hearings. B8he presented for
the record a copy of the petition submitted to the county concerning the
issuance of a building permit to Evans Products.

Ms. Koenitzer submitted for the record the LCDC Administrative Rule on
State Permit Consistency which established requirements for determining
consistency of state permits with Statewide Planning Goals and Acknowledged
Comprehensive Plans. Also submitted for the record was a copy of an appeal
filed by the petitioners' attorney which consolidated the separate appeal
of the residents within sight and sound of the proposed fiberglass facility
with the City's appeal of the building permit issued to Evans Products.

Mr. Koenitzer's written comments are made a part of the Commission's record
on this matter. '

Mr. Jerry Coffer, Corvallis, asked if the permit for the battery separator
plant had been issued. Mr. Skirvin replied that a permit had been issued
for the battery separator plant which would expire in 1983. Mr. Coffer
said there was clarification needed on the amount of emissions the plant
would have. Also, he continued, the height of the stack noted by Evans
Products was 20 feet and indicated the stack would be placed next to the
building. 1In looking at the stack, he said, it appeared to be 20~30 feet
high creating a down-wash effect during high velocity winds and could draw
the plume directly into the building.

Mr. Coffer guestioned the need for a solid waste discharge permit on the
fiberglass surplus which would be emitted by the plant. Ee also asked

if there would be discharge to the river which would require a wastewater
discharge permit.

Mr. Diarmuid F. O'Scannlain appeared as attorney for Evans Products Company
in connection with this matter. He said that Evans Products supported

the recommendation before the Commission and urged that it be adopted.

He said they felt the staff did a thorough job in responding to letters

and comments from the public and had tightened the permit from the original
proposal. Mr. O'Scannlain said that Evans thought the permit now proposed

was tighter than necessary, but they would accept it.

Mr. O'Scannlain said that plants using the same process existed in Santa
Clara, California and in Ohio.

Mr. O'Scannlain submitted for the record a chronology of events leading
to the proposed permit now before the Commission. This indicated, he said,
a very public, open manner by Evans Products.



The appropriate forum to air guestions of land use, Mr. O'Scannlain said,
would be with the county and not the EQC. He said the county had issued
a building permit and had not notified the Company they were planning on
revoking it. : '

Mr. O'Scannlain urged that the Commission issue the permit with no further
delay.

Mr. F, A, Skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Division, in response

to Mr. Coffer, said that the solids out of the scrubber would be disposed
of at a DEQ-approved landfill in the area so the Company would not have

to have a solid waste permit of their own. He said also that the scrubber
water would be recirculated so no water discharge permit would be required.
In regard to the stack height, Mr. Skirvin said he had indicated concern
to the Company about down-wash from the stack. He said they were
attempting to eliminate that concern through engineering.

In regard to the effects on public health, Mr. Skirvin said the staff had
concluded that there would be no potential for adverse environmental or
health effects close to the plant.

Chairman Richards said the attorney for some residents in the area
indicated to him that his clients did not feel the local governmental body
had properly determined whether there was compliance with the statewide
land use goal. Chairman Richards said the Department needed to satisfy
themselves that the applicant had met the statewide land use goals., He
asked if the Department's agreement with LCDC applied to this application
and if anyone on behalf of the Department made the judgment that the
applicant was in compliance with the statewide land use goal. Mr. Skirvin
replied that the LCDC agreement did not apply in this situation because
the application was received before the agreement went into effect.
However, he said, the Department was trying to live up to the spirit of
the agreement in regard to permit applications. Mr. Skirvin said that
DEQ staff did not look at the application in regard to statewide land use
goals.

Commissioner Hallock said she would hate to deny over 2000 persons the
hearing they requested although she felt the Department had adequately
addressed the matter. She asked Mr. Skirvin how seriously the plant would
be held up if the petitioners were granted another permit. Mr. Skirvin
replied that the plant was currently being delayed by the City's appeal

to the County Planning Commission regarding the issuance of the building
permit and its conformance with the zone code.

Mr. O'Scannlain said the entire project was premised on its going into
production on July 1. He said construction was finished and the plant
was waiting for the issuance of the air contaminant discharge permit. He
said customers were waiting for materials which would be produced from
this plant and that the Company's market would be jeopardized by a delay.
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Ms. Moore said that many questions the public had were not answered. She
also said that few people in the area were aware of what was contained

in the permit. So that these guestions could be answered, Ms. Moore
reiterated their request for an additional hearing on the matter. Although
notice was made for the previous hearing, she said, they did not have
adequate time to prepare.

Commissioner Phinney said that informational hearings were held for the
purpose of allowing the public to give information to the Department.

The hearing record was held open for 45 days, she continmued, so she felt
ample opportunity had been given for the public to provide information

to the Department. Commissioner Phinney suggested that rather than another
hearing, a workshop could be held. Ms. Moore responded that Mr. Skirvin
did meet with a small group of residents in her home.

Mr. Skirvin said he was willing to go and discuss the matter with any
number of persons in Corvallis.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Sommers, seconded by Commissioner Densmore

and carried unanimously that the petitioners' request for an additional
public hearing be denied.

AGENDA ITEM J({1) - DEQ v. ROBERT WRIGHT

Mr. Robert J. Wright, said the issue involved the denial of a request for
approval of a septic tank for a building that would house farm hands on
his 60~acre farm. He said the Department gave approval for construction,
he paid the fee, constructed the septic system, and requested an
inspection. After the inspection, Mr. Wright continued, he was informed
that a permit would not be issued on the grounds that partitioning was
required.

Mr. Wright said the question was whether or not DEQ could withhold a
construction permit to enforce county zoning laws. He said DEQ did not
have that authority. Mr. Wright said when DEQ notified him that
partitioning was required, they failed to notify him that he had the right
to a contested case hearing as required by law. By failure to notify,

he continued, the Department lost jurisdiction over the issue.

Mr. Robert Haskins, Department of Justice, representing the DEQ in this

matter, said this case was the appeal of a civil penalty issued for
operation of a subsurface sewage disposal system without first obtaining

a Certificate of Satisfactory Completion. Although various issues had
been raised in this case, Mr. Haskins said the respondent had limited
himself in this case to four exceptions to the Hearing Officer's ruling.
Two of these exceptions, he said, involved Findings of Pact and two were
legal issues involving whether or not the Certificate of Satisfactory
Completion was issued by operation of law and a Motion to Dismiss for want
of prosecution.

-12-



Mr. Haskins said the affidavits the Department filed in this case indicated
the Respondent constructed his system before he filed an application for

a permit, contrary to Department regulations. Mr. Haskins said the
Respondent based his argument solely on the basis that the Department
failed to inspect his property within seven days after his request for
inspection as required. However, he continued, the Hearing Officer ruled
that the seven-day rule did not apply and the Commission upheld that ruling
earlier.

Mr. Haskins said the Commission should disregard these issues as an attempt
by the Respondent to "sandbag" the Commission.

Mr. Haskins said that Mr. Wright contended that because the Department
failed to inform him of his right to a contested case hearing the
‘Department lost jurisdiction and the Certificate of Satisfactory Completion
was issued by operation of law. However, he continued, the Respecndent
cited no specific law in support of that contention. The appropriate way
to present this argument, Mr. Haskins said was by filing a Petition for
Judicial Review in an appropriate Circuit Court seeking an Order requiring
the Commisgion to hold a contested case hearing.

Mr. Haskins said the Motion to Dismiss was dealt with by the Hearing
Officer who indicated there was no statutory authority to dismiss or delay
a proceeding other than seeking a court order. '

Mr. Wright responded that before a reguest for hearing could be made the
Respondent needed to be aware that a reguest could be made. Again, Mr,
Wright said, ‘the Respondent was never notified of his right to a contested
case hearing and therefore never reguested one.

Mr. Wright said that if needed he would take this case to the Supreme
Court which would not give the Commission the right to deny a construction
permit on the grounds that planning and zoning was regquired.

Chairman Richards said the Commission could accept the Hearing Officer's
Findings of Fact and Order or they could enter an Order which was the
opposite of the Hearing Officer's findings and dismiss the civil penalty.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Phinney, seconded by Commissioner Hallock
and carried unanimously that the Hearing Officer's Order be made the Final
Order of the Commission.

AGENDA TTEM J(2) - DEQ v. George Suniga, Inc.

Mr. Robert Haskins, Department .of Justice, announced that this case had
been settled and a Settlement Agreement and Consent Order would be
presented to the Commission for their signatures at a later date.

-]3=-



AGENDA TTEM J (3) - PETITION FOR DECLARATORY RULING AS TO APPLICABILITY
OF OAR CHAPTER 340, SECTIONS 74-016(7) AND (8) BY W. W. C, RANCH, INC.

Mr. John Hitchcock, attorney for Petitioner, said that in 1975 residents

of the Cove-Orchard area of Yamhill County became concerned about the
number of subsurface sewage system failures in the area. A study was
conducted, he said, which indicated that only 22% of the subsurface systems
in the area were in functioning order and over 75% were failing.

Mr. Hitchcock said his client was concerned about the application of

Mr. and Mrs. Wright for an experimental system. They Wright's were denied
a permit for a standard system, he said. Mr. Hitchcock said his client

had a stock watering pond adjacent to where the Wrights proposed to install
their experimental system and requested that they be present at any hearing
the Department had on granting the Wrights a permit. The Department had
indicated to his client, he continued, that the rules did not allow for
intervenors.

Mr. Hitchcock suggested that the Contested Case procedure was the
appropriate proceeding for this type of an application in order to learn
all the facts prior to making a decision. Mr. Hitchcock suggested the
adoption of a rule which would make intervening in these types of
applications appropriate.

Chairman Richards said the Administrative Rules indicated that the decision
to issue or deny a request for permit could be reviewed by the Director
and it was the Director's prerogative to either issue or deny the permit
or to refer the matter to the Commission for a decision. In response to
Chairman Richards, Mr. Hitchcock said they had not applied to the Director
for relief on this matter. However, he said, they had applied to the
Administrator of the Experimental System Program for the opportunity to
appear at a hearing before a permit was issued. As of this time, he
continued, a hearing had not been held nor had a permit been issued.
Chairman Richards said it appeared that Mr. Hitchcock had bypassed the
remedies offered by the Department and instead came directly to the '
Commission. He indicated to Mr. Hitchcock that until the remedies the
Department could offer had been exhausted he could not support their
petition.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Densmore

and carried unanimously that the Commission decline to make a Declaratory
Ruling on this matter.

PUBLIC FORUM

Ms. Melinda Renstrom, Oregon Environmental Council and member of the
Portland AQMA Committee, appeared regarding the Indirect Source Rule.

She wanted the Commission to know that the Committee Sub~Committee working
on the Indirect Source Rule was unanimously favoring keeping the present

-14—



P

rule at least until time and money could provide for an adeguate parking
and traffic circulation plan. She asked the Commission to regquest the
Legislative Ways and Means Committee to reinstate the Indirect Source
Program in the DEQ budget.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Densmore
and carried with Chairman Richards dissenting, that a representative from
the Commission go to Ways and Means and reguest that 1 FTE be replaced

in the budget for the Indirect Source Program. It was indicated that this
would be argued for separately and not at the expense of what was already
in the proposed budget.

AGENDA ITEM F(l) - PROPOSED ADOPTION OF AMENDEMENTS TO ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
GOVERNING SURSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE SEWAGE DISPOSAL; OAR 340-71-005 to

71-045 and 72-005 to 72-020

Dr. Lester N. Wright, Jackson County Health Officer, testified at the

request of the Conference of Local Health Officials and the Jackson County
Board of Commissioners. His testimony regarded the proposal to amend
340-71-030(11). He said this proposal would allow the issuance of permits
to install septic systems that would f£ail either seasonally or permanently.
Dr. Wright was concerned about the adverse health effects of failing septic

- gystems. Commissioner Phinney asked if Dr. Wright thought the size of

the parcel might be taken into account if the special rules for large-size
parcels could be expanded. Dr. Wright replied that he thought the size

of the parcel was immaterial when talking about placing the system 200
feet from the property line.

Mr., T. Jack Osborne, of the Department's Subsurface and Alternative Sewage

Systems Disposal Section, recalled for the Commission that at their January
1979 meeting they instructed the Department to. proceed as rapidly as
possible with amendments to two or three troublesome rules within the
Administrative Rules relating to subsurface and alternative sewage systems.
Mr. Osborne reviewed these proposed amendments for the Commission, and
presented the following Director's Recommendation from the staff report:

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation in the staff report, it is recommended that the
Commission adopt the proposed amendments to Oregon Administrative Rules,
340-71-005 to 71-045 and 72-005 to 72-020 as set fourth in Attachment "a"
to the staff report (as amendeded), for immediate filing with the Secretary
of State to become effective April 5, 1979.

Chairman Richards indicated for the record receipt of a telegram from

A. K. Hodel, Administrator of Benton County Health Dept. requesting
deletion of the "38 acre" rule from the proposed amendments.

-15-



Mr. Richard Swenson, Oregon Envirommental Health Association, presented
a copy of a resolution adopted by his Association regarding the allowing
of subsurface sewage disposal systems on large parcels. He urged that
the Commission not adopt the proposed amendment to CAR 340~-71-030(11)
due to the adverse health effects which might result £rom the adoption
of this proposed rule amendment. Mr. Swenson said his association would
make their experience and expertise available to the EQC relating to
on-site sewage disposal systems,

Speaking as Director of the Linn County Health Department, Mr. Swenson
addressed the proposed rule amendment regarding the sizing of systems.

He said he had not had time to prepare testimony for the public hearing

and presented written testimony stressing that he thought there were some
better alternatives for sizing systems which had not been considered and
requested the Commission delay a decision on this particular rule amendment
until those alternatives had been pursued.

Mr. Rick Partipilo, Polk County Environmental Health Division, presented

a study from the Journal of Envircnmental Quality which addressed movement
of bacteria in soils under saturated flow conditions which are experiencegd
in the Willamette Valley in the winter time. He said he shared the same
concerns expressed by Mr. Swenson and continued that they had seen systems
fail in seoils which were considerably better than those proposed for
systems in the proposed rule 71-030(11).

Mr. John Huffman, Oregon State Health Division, appeared opposing adoption
of proposed rule 71-030(11l). He said there was little chance of these
systems working and they would possibly be creating health hazards. He
said he felt the Department's rules on subsurface systems were minimum
standards. Although 38 acres sounded like a large parcel it was really
not that great an area when taking into account the transmission of fecal
material., Mr. Huffman said they were not doing a person a favor to allow
them to install a system which was below standards and would fail.

Chairman Richards asked if the Department would be a party in establishing
situations where a substantial risk would be taken in the spread of disease
as indicated by testimony. Mr, Osborne said that under the proposed
criteria some failing systems could be expected.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Hallock, seconded by Commissioner Phinney

and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved
with the exception that proposed amendment to 340-71-030(11) be deleted.

AGENDA ITEM F{3) ~ PROPOSED ADOPTION OF EMISSION LIMITS SPECIFIC TO WOOD

FIRED VENEER DRYERS, OAR 340-25-305 to 35-315

Director Young indicated that the staff report adequately addressed the
Department's position on this matter. The record notes no one was present
to testify on the proposed rule adoption.
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It was MOVED by Commissioner Phinney, seconded by Commissioner Hallock
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation to adopt
proposed OAR 340-25-305 through 25-315 be adopted.

AGENDA ITEM K - INDIRECT SOURCE RULE AMENDEMENTS ~ STATUS REPORT

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's Air Quality Division, presented

a Staff Report prepared by the Portland AQMA Advisory Committee. He said
the Committee requested another month to prepare their recommendation.

He said their inclination was toward supporting continuation of the
indirect source program.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

Wi

Carol A. Splettstaszer
Recording Secretary

-17-



Environmental Quality Commission

R vion 2 POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

GOVERNCR

{hl
&8
Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-48

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item B, March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting

February Proaram Activity Report

Discussion
Attached is the February Program Activity Report.

ORS 468,325 provides for Commission approval or disapproval of plans and specifi-
cations for construction of air contaminant sources.

Water and Solid Waste facility plans and specifications approvals or disapprovals
and Issuance, denials, modifications and revocations of permits are prescribed by
statutes to be functions of the Department, subject to appeal to the Commission.

The purposes of this report are:

1) to provide information to the Commission regarding the status of
reported program activities and an historical record of project
plan and permit actions;

2) to obtain confirming approval from the Commission on actions taken
by the Department relative to air contamination source plans and
specifications; and

3) to provide a log on the status of DEQ contested cases.

Recommendation

It is the Director's Recommendation that the Commission take notice of the repor-
ted program activities and contested cases, giving confirming approval to the
air contaminant source plans and specifications listed on page 2 of the report.

#

a2

WILLTAM H. YOUNG

M.Downs:ahe
229-6485
03-15-79
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT
Atr Quality, Water Quality,
Solid Waste Divisions

Alr
Direct Sources

Total

Water
Municipal
Industrial
Total

Solid Waste
General Refuse
Demolition
Industrial
Sludge

Total

Hazardous
Wastes

GRAND TOTAL

(Reporting Unit)

February, 1979

{(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans

Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved Plans
Month Pis.Yr. Month =~ Fis.Yr. Month Fis.Yr. Pending
21 139 14 137 0 2 L5
21 139 14 137 0 2 b5
86 869 59 804 0 0 37
13 86 16 88 0 0 15
99 955 75 892 0 0 52
1 15 1. 15 0 2 3
i Ul i 1 0 0 1
2 17 3 19 0 0 4
0 2 0 2 0 0 1
4 38 5 37 0 2 9
124 1,132 94 1,066 0 4 106




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division

{Reporting Unit)

February, 1878

{Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 14
x . * . * * ‘ *
¥ County *¥ Name of Source/Project % Date of % Acticn %
x ¥ /Site and Type of Same x. Action ¥ x
& * * *® *
* X . o x
Direct Stationary Sources
Douglas International Paper Co. 11/13/78 Approved
(NC 1G69) Expand pulp production
Yamhill Liberty Homes, Ihc. 1/26/79 Approved
{NC 11906) New Mobile home
Multnomah Chappell Manufacturing Co. 2/14/79 Approved
{NC 1279) Hogged fuel furnace
Yamhill Coast Range Plywood, Inc. 2/9/798 Approved
(NC 1284) Saws and cyclone :
Linn Willamette Industries, Inc. 1/23/798 Approved
{NC 1300) Veneer dryer sand filter
Linn - North Santiam Plywood Co. 1/26/79 Approved
(NC 1304) Scrubber on No. 2 COE dryer :
Mul tnomah Union 0il Co. of Calif. 2/13/79 Approved
(NC 1314) Internal floaping roofs
Linn Champion International Corp. 2/13/79 Approved
{(NC 1318} Baghouse for OSHA dust system _
Multnomah Lime Oil Co. 2/13/79 - Approved
(NC 1320) - Internal floating roofs
Jackson Hillcrest Orchard 2/14/79 Approved
(NC 1321) Overtree sprinkler system
Jackson Associate Fruit Co. 2/13/79 Approved
{NC 1322) Orchard fan
Hood River Harrison Peters 2/14/79 Approved
(NC 1325) Orchard fan
Hocd River Bickford Orachard: 2/14/79 Approved
(NC 1326) Crchard fan
Multnomah Shell 0il co. 2/12/79 Approved
(NC 1329)

Storage tanks



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCMNMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Air Quality Division February, 1979
(Reporting Unit) . {Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF AIR PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Permit Permit Sources  Sources
Actions Actions Actions Under Regr'g
Received Completed Pending Permits Permits
Menth FY Month FY
Direct
Sources
New 8 37 4 27 28
Existing 1 22 - 42 8
Renewals 13 a8 1 56 106
Modifications 4 ‘58 2 71 10 1898 1934
Total 26 205 7 196 152 - -
Indirect
Sources
New 3 18 1 21 1l
Existing - -~ - - -
Renewals - - - - -
Modifications - 6 0 6 =
Total 3 2% T 27 11 111
GRAND TOTALS 28 229 8 223 183 2009 1934
Number of
Pending Permits "~ Comments
12 To be drafted by Northwest Region Office
7 To be drafted by Willamette Valley Region Office
17 To be drafted by Southwest Region Office
3 To be drafted by Central Region Office
7 To be drafted by Eastern Region Office
8 To be drafted by Program QOperations
3 To be drafted by Program Planning & Development
57
45 ' Permits awaiting next public notice
50 Permits awaiting end of 30-day public notice period

*Cascade Highway, Monterey Avenue - Harmony Blvd. omitted from December



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division : Pebruary, 1979
(Reporting Unit) . : (Month and ¥Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

A o o

& * * *

i County * Name of Source/Project * Date of 3 Action

o ¥ /site and Type of Same I Action } ~

* * . . * *

* & * *x

Direct Stationary Sources.

Benton ‘Evans Products : - 2/7/79 Permit issued
02-2159 (Renewal)

Multnomah Nabisco Inc. ‘ 2/7/78 A Permit issued
26-2968 - (Modification) :

Multnomah Tri-Met 2/7/179 Permit issued
26-3001 (New) ) .

Multnomah Steinfelds Products 2/7/79 Permit issued
' 26-3003 (New) ’ : :
Polk : Coast Range Plywood 2/7/79 Permit issued

' 27-8014. (New)
Wallowa Wallowa Lake Forest 2/7/79 Permit issued
' Industries
32~0012 (Modification)
Portable Sources
Portable Graystone Corp. 2/7/79 + Permit issued
: 37~0214 (New) '
Indirect Sources
Mul tnomah Banfield HOV - 2/2/79 Final Permit Issued

File No.26-8033..




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY

3708779 PLAH ACTIOHS
ENGINER LOCATION
COUNTY
26 PORTLAND
34 HILLSBORO
21 LINCOLH CITY
34 HILLSBORD
21 LIHCOLH CITY
24 SALEM
34 USA~TUALT
34 USA-BEAY
34 USA
34 Usa
34 USA-TIGARD
34 Usa
20 SPRIHGFIELD
9 REDMOHD
3 WILSOHVILLE
24 SALEM
24 SALEM
18 KLAMATH FALLS
3 WEST LINH
3 CCsDh
3 WILSONVILLE
34 TUALATIH
26 GRESHAM
3 CAHBY
20 SPRINGFIELD
3 SUHRIVER
18 MERRILL
BROWMSVILLE
68 6 C00S BAY
MERRILL
BEND
26 TROUTDALE
9 REDMOND
34 USA-TIGARD
34 Usa
9 BEHD
3 BEHD
26 GRESHAM
3 WILSOHVILLE
23 ONTARIO
34 UsSA
15 BCVSA-TALENT
20 EUGENE
290 SPRIHNGFIELD
24 SALEM
24 SALEM
24 SALEM

COMPLETED: 75

PROJECT

SLUDGE LAGOON REHAB.
LAT E OF SE 32 AVE
SEA CREST ADDITION
HARE WOOD 2-SCH A
EAGLE POINT
WILLAMETTE LANDINGS
BLUFF-CIPOLE INTERCPT
KoLL BUS CHTR PH VI
MCLAIH WEST TRUKHK
SKYHAR PARK

GENESIS HO 3

IVY GLEN HO IV
DOHALD SUBDIV
CEHTURY ESTATES
COURTSIDE ESTATES
CIHHAMGN HILL HO. 3
HILDRIDGE

CAMPUS VIEW
WOODHAVEH VIEWS

CLACKAMAS RECREATION CENTER

DAY DREAM RAHCH HO. 2
SANDHURST HO. 2
MEADOWGREEHN

S LOCUSY STREET
JULIE~-AKN ESTATES
PRELIM RIVER VIL IIX

CITY SWT REPLACE-REV SPECS

STP EXPAY, SEWER REHAB
LAKESHORE TERRACE

SAN SWR REPLACE

ROLLING HILLS SUBDIV
STP EXPANSION ADDENDUM
SEWAGE SLUDGE SPREADER
PICKS LAHNDIHNG

HEMLOCK 5T EXT

BOYD CENTER

EASTSIDE BUS AHD IHND PK
WILLOLBROOK IV SUBD
CITY CENTER ACCESS ROAD
TUTTLE DEVELGP PROJ
VILLAGE 1857TH EXT.
CHATA SUBDIV

MINOR PARTITION-BARGER
=G= STREET EXT

SHAFFER APARTMENT
CHERRY AVE IND CENTER-2
SCHALK SUBD

L R R R NN M AR O RN R RN RN AR L L L L C L L RAARRRMAR AR Lo

MUHICIPAL SOURCES
REVIEWER

DATE
REC

2701/7%
2716779
27206779
2716779
eretr19
2726779
es02-s79
2707779
2707779
2707779
2701778
2/12,79
2713779
2713779
2713779
1726779
2706779
1717779
2701779
2/0777%
2720779
2/,0677%
2701779
2/08/79
2706779
2712779
2720779
16706778
12705778
1722779
117577340
1171378
1729779
2715779
1726/,79

- 1r29/79

1729-79
1731779
1726779
1/24778
172979
2708779
208779
2/0G8779
1/24779
2706779
1722779

59

DATE OF

ACTION

2714779
2/28/79
2/,28779
2728779
2728779
2/28/79
2723779
2/23/779
2723779
2723779
2/26779
2727479
2728779
2721719
2721779
2/21779
2/21/779
2/,21/79
2722779
2721779
2722779
2726779
2726779
2/26779
2720779
2716779
2721779
2714,79
12712778
2/14/79
2706779
2712779
2712779
2r22/79
2713779
2723779
2/21779
2715779
2706779
2,01779
1730779
2719779
2710779
2720s79
2712779
2712779
2716779

WATER QualITY DIV.ACTIVITY REPORT
FOR FEBRUARY

ACTION

PROV APP
PROVY APP
PROV. APP
PROY APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROY APP
PRGY APP
FROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
FROV AFPP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROY APP
FROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV AFPP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROY APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
APPROVED
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROY APP
PROV APP
FPROV APP
PROYV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP
PROYV APP
PROV APP
PROV APP

197¢9

DAYS TO
COMPLETE

13
07
g3



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMEHNTAL QUALITY

WATER QuaL¥TY DIV.ACTIVITY REPORT

3708779 PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED: 75 (Cont.) MUNICIPAL SOURCES

INGINER LOCATIOHN
COUHTY
24 SALEM
29 ROCKAUWAY
24 SALEN
3 PORT ORFORD
15 BCV3A-PHHX
23 OHTARIQ
26 PORTLAND
24 STAYTOH
6 BANDON
6 NORTH BEND
18 BOHAHZA
17 CAVE JUHCT

PROJECT

CARNELIA HEIGHTS
PACIFIC VIEW ESTATES
MAPLE ACRES SUBD
WO00D GLEN SUBBIV
DUH-ROVH PARK

COHE BLDG

AMY'S ADDITIOH
FIRST-WATER STREET
ROHLES-HOPSOH IMP
OCEAN VIEW PROJ
SCHLEGEL PROJ REV
STAGECOACH EST REVISED

REVIEWER DATE

RARARARARAR AR

REC

1,22779
1726779
2712779
1729779
2706779
2/706/79
2701779
2706779
2712779
2/08779
2714779
2713779

59

FOR FEBRUARY

DATE OF ACTION

ACTIOHN

2714779
27071/79
2714779
272777%
2721779
2726779
2716779
2/72277%
2723779
2721779
er26/s79
2723779

PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
PROV
FPROYV
PROV
PROVY
PROV
PROV
PROV

APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
APP
~PP
APP
KPP
APP
APP
APP

1979

DAYS TO
COMPLETE

23
13



County

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

1]

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

W i : Febryary 1979
{Reporting Unit) - {Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 75, cont'd

Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
and Type of Same _ Action Action

] 7 1

INDUSTRIAL WASTE SOURCES (16)

Polk
Mul tnomah

Yamhi1l

Linn

Linn

Linn
Marion
Washington
‘Washington
Clackamas
Douglas

Linn

Sam Oberg Hog Farm - Dallas 6-21-78 Approved
Animal Waste o

Port of Portland 9-12-78 Approved
Ballast Water Treatment

Willamina Lumber = Willamina - 10~6-78 Approved
Fill to prevent storm runoff
contamination

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 1-29-79 Approved
Waste Water Pipe Bridge

Mac's Dairy - A!bany ‘ 2-1-79 Project Discontinued
Apimat Waste - ,

Dejong - Scio - 2-1-79 Project Discontinued
Animal Waste

Ken Ogden 2-1-79 Project Discontinued
Animal Waste

Tektronix, lnc. - Beaverton 2-2-79 Approved
Relocation Spent Acid Tank

Tektronix, Inc. - Beaverton 2-9-79 Approved
Filter Copper Rinses

Portable Equipment Co. - Clackamas 2-9-79 Approved
Divert Storm Runoff

International Paper - Gardiner 2-9-79 Approved
Curb for Chemical Storage

Teledyne Wah Chang Albany 2-21-79 Approved
Boring Mill Waste Qi1 Separator



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality . February 1979
{Reporting Unit) . (Month and Year)

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED - 75, cont'd

- Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action

| i I l
INDUSTRIAL WASTE SQURCES CONTINUED

Klamath Weyerhaeuser Co. - K. Falls 2-26-79 Approved
Log Sprinkling Recycle Sump

Coos Al Peirce Lumber - Coos Bay 2-28-79 Approved
: Log Let Down ' : '

Jackson City of Ashland WTP 2-28-79 Approved
Settiing Basin for Back Wash

Clatsop Pacific Hake Fisheries - Astoria 2-28-79 App roved
Seafood Waste Screen '



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality
{(Reporting Unit}

February 1979

{Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF WATER PERMIT ACTIONS

Sources Sources

* NPDES Permits
** State Permits

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit
Received Completed Actions Under Regr'g
Month  Fis.Yr. Month  Fis.Yr. Pending  Permits Permits
* AR k| Kk * | k% k| %% "ETT * | *% * [ *%
Municipal ,
New 02 4l 6 _ 0ojo 1 3 2| &
Existing 0o lo0 0l 1 010 0] 0 1
Renewals 1 0 36| 7 3410 231 8 sl 6
Modifications 2 {0 13 L1 91 0 8| 1
Total 312 53116 _7l0 33111 _60l 13 244 | 83 246 | 89
Industxial )
New _ 0 |3 13] 12 010 12 116 5
Existing 0of|o of © 210 9| o 0
Renewals 710 7113 1/5 0 60 | 22 hat 2
Modifications 0 0 2 3 0;0 6 3 3 0
“Total 713 6228 710 87 |41 62 7 hoh |128 W14 | 133
Agricultural (Hatcheries, Dairies, etc.)
New 010 21 7 00 L | 6 0 O
Existing 0 0 01 0 0i0 01 0 0 d
Renewals 010 01 0 - 030 0 ] 21 0
Modifications 0 10 0! 0 00 01 0 01 0
Total oo _20 7 —olo _ul3y 2l 0o 6z ]2t 62 2
GRAND TOTALS o ls 117lue  auwlo 128ls9  124f 20 710 232 722 | 243

1/ Includes one NPDES Permit transferred to State in processing.



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Water Quality February 1979

(Reporting Unit)

(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (14)

Geothermal

—.}O_

] Name of Source/Project/Site Date of
| County l and Type of Same Action Action
| I ‘ l
Benton Brand S. Corporation 2-6-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Corvallis :
Gitliam City of Arlingfon 2-6-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal ' : '
Malheur City of Nyssa 2-6-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Sewage Disposal :
Washington  U.S.A. - Westside 2-6-79 NPDES Permit Modified
: Sewage Disposal .
Linn City of Harrisburg 2-6-79 NPDES Permit Modified
. Sewage Disposal
Linn City of Scio 2-6-79 NPDES Permit Modified
Sewage Disposal
Linn Halsey Pulp-Co. 2-27-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Paper Products
Columbia City of St. Helens 2=27-79 NPDES Permit Modified
Sewage Disposal
Ti1lamook Tillamook County Creamery 2-27-79 NPDES. Permit Renewed
' Dairy Products
Multnomah Columbia Steel Casting 2-27-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Cooling Water ' _
Lincoln Inn at Otter Crest 2-28-79 NPDES Permit Renewed
Domestic Sewage '
. Lane " Bohemia, Inc. 2-28-79 State Permit Renewed
Timber Products (was NPDES)
Klamath Oregon Inst. of Tech. 2-28-79 NPDES Permit |ssued
Geothermal
Klamath Presbyterian intercommunity Hospital 2-28-79 NPDES Permit Issued




DEPARTMENT OF ENVTRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division

February, 1979

(Reporting Unit)

{(Month and Year)

PILAN ACTICNS COMPLETED (5)

‘New demolition site
Operational plan

* .
Not reported last month.

- 11 -

Name of Scurce/Project/Site | Date of
County and Type of Same Action Action
8 g | l
Jackson Corps of Engineers 1/08/79" Letter authorization
New disposal site issued
Operational plan :
' . %*
Douglas Roseburg Lumber - Dillard 1/19/79 Approved
~ Existing industrial waste site :
Annual operational plan
Coos Menasha Corp. 2/21/79 Letter authorization
' New industrial waste site issued
Operational plan '
" Linn Willamette Industries 2/23/79 Letter authorization
01d Holly Landfill Renovation issued
New industrial waste site
Operational plan
Umatilla Shockman. & Son 2/28/79

Letter authorization
issued :




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division ' February, 1979
{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDCQUS WASTE PERMIT ACTIONS

Permit Actions , Permit Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions  Undexr Regr'g
Month Fis.Yr. Month  Fis.Yr. Pending Permits Pexrmits
General Refuse
New . 2 2 1
Existing 2 18 {x 13)°
Renewals 27 13 18
Modifications 3 12 2 13 ok
Total ] ki 2 30 37 169 171
Demolition
New ] 1 1 2
Existing ]
Renewals ] 1 1
Modifications 7 2 5
Total 1 10 1 5 6 24 24
Industrial
New 2 9 2 1 ;
Existing 1 1 1 %
Renewals 1 12 15 7
Modifications 1 3
Total 3 23 2 30 9 99 100
Sludge Disposal
New 1 1 i %
Existing . 1 ] *
Renewals ' 11 3
Modifications 1 1
Total . 0 20 5 2 i 1
Hazardous Waste
New
authorizations 15 120 14 119 1
Renewals
Modifications
Total 15 120 Vi 119 ] 1 i
GRAND TOTALS 22 196 19 189 55 304 307

*Sixteen (16) sites operating under temporary permits until regular permits are issued.

-2 -



County

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Solid Waste Division

(Reporting Unit)

February, 1979

{Month and Yeax)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED (5)

Name of Source/Project/Site
and Type of Same

Date of
Action

Action

General Refuse Faci!ities

!
(2)

Curry

curry

Demolition Waste Facilities

Brookings Landfill
Existing facility

Nesika Beach Landfill
Existing facility

(1)

Umatilla

lndustrial Waste Facilities

Shockman & Son
New Landfill

(2)

Coos

Linn

Sludge Disposal Facilities

Menasha Corp.
New Ash Disposal Site

Willamette Industries
New Wood Waste Site

(None)

....]3.-..

2/14/79

2/14/79

2/28/79

2/21/79

2/23/79

Permit amended

Permit amended

Letter authorization
issued

Letter authorization
issued

Letter authorization
issued




L

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste

(Reporting Unit)

February, 1979

(Month and Year)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS

CHEM=-NUCLEAR SYSTEMS, GILLIAM CO.

Waste Description

= Quantity
Date Type 'Source Present Future
| i I
Disposal Requests Granted (14)
Oregon (6)
8 PCB contaminated steel vat University t unit None
8 Small PCB capacitors Utility 25 units None
13 Obsolete automotive paints, Paint 700 gals 600 gals/yr
acrylic lacquers, enamel Manufacturer
coatings, etc. :
21 PCB contaminated rags and Food Company 15 gals None
cieanup debris -
22 Spent photoresist stripping Electronic 120 gals. 120 gals/month
solution Industry
22  PCB capacitors Utility 5 units None
Washington  {8)
| PCB capacitors PUD None 10 drums/year
6 Waste containing 90% borax Chemical 4,900 1b. 4,900 1b./year
crystais, 10% clay & dirt Company
8 Various obsolete organic Aviation 19 drums None
' chemicals Indastry
6 PCB capaci tors. Federal agency 12 cu.ft. None
20 Obsolete pesticide products Pesticide 110 cu.ft. None
dealer
21 Spent sandblasting sand con- Shipyard 4 drums None
taining heavy metals
22 Cyanide salt solution Federal agency 3 gals. None
27 Unwanted wood preservative Federal agency 2 small None
- pallets

..]4_



4

TOTALS LAST DRESENT
Setclement Action 20 19
Prelifinary Issues 12 9
Discovery 3 3
To be Scheduled 3 6
To be Rescheduled 0 0
Set for Hearing 0 0
Briefing 1 G
Decisien Due 4 ' 4
Decision Out 3 1
Appeal to Commissicn 5 4
Appeal to Court 1 0
Transcript 1 1
Finished 2 19
55 57
XEY
ACD 2ir Contaminant Discharge Permit
AQ Air Quality

AQ-SNCR-76-178

A violation involving ailr gquality occurring in the Salem/North
Coast Region in the year 1976; the 178th enforcement action
in that region for the year.

Cor Cordes

CR Central Region

Dec Date The date of sither a proposed decision of a hearing cfficer or
a decision by the Commission.

$ Civil Penalty Amount

ER Eastern Regicn

F1l4d Brn Tield burning incident

Hrngs The Hearings Sectiocon

Hrng Rfrrl

The date when the enforcement and compliance unit requests
the hearings unit to schedule a hearing.

Hrng Rgst The date the agency recelves a request for hearing.

Lo Land Quality

McS McSwain

MWV The Mid-Willamehte Valley Region

NP Nolse Polluticn

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System wastewatexr
discharge permit '

P At the beginning of a case number means litigation over a
permit or its conditions.

PR Portland Region

PNCR Portland/North Ccast Reglon

Prtys All parties involved )

Rem Order Remedial Action Order

Resp Code The source of the next expected activity on the case.

SNCR Salem/North Coast Region (now MWV)

SE&D Subsurface Sewage Disposal

SWR Southwest Region

T At the beginning of a case number means litigation over a tax
credit matter.

Trancr Transcript being made.

Underlined Different status or new case since last contested case log.

_]5_



‘ FEBRUARY 1979

DEQ/ECC Contested Case Log

Det fResp Hrng Hrng DEQ or Hrng Hrng Resp Dec Case Case
Hane Rgst Rfrrl Attty Offcr Date Code Date Type & ¥No. tatus
pDavis et al 8/75 575 Atky  MeS 5/76 Resp 6/78 12 55D Permits Settlement Action
Paulson . 5/15 5/75 Aty  McS Resp 1 35D Permit Settlement Action
ET'Y TR B35 e B RS m Ak by m— M@ e m = s — = — Regp=r—~— e B Ty Pintahede———————e——
Faydrex, Inc. 5/175 5/75 Attty McS 11/77 Transc 64 55D Permikg Transcript Prepared
Johns st al 5/75 5/75 Atty McS ' ALL 3 S3D Permits . Preliminary Issues
Laharty 1/78 1/66 Atty McS 9/76 Resp 1777 Rem Order SSD Appeal to Comm
’ dismissed

PGE (Harborton) 2/76 2/76 Atty McS Hrnys ACD Permit Denial Preliminary Issues
Sllswortn 10778 10/76  Abty Mes Resgp $10,000 WQ-PR-T76-196 Settlement Action
Ellsworth 10/76 10/76 Attty tcs Rasp WO-PR-ENF-76-48 Settlement Action
Silberznagel 10/76 1077 Aviy Cor Resp AQ-MWR-76-~202 $400 " Settlement Action
Jensen 11/76  11/76 Attty Cor 12/77 Preys 6/78 51500 Fld Brp AQ-SNCR-T76-232 Settlement Action
Mignot 11/76 11/76 DEQ McS3 2777 Regp 2777 $400 SW-SWR~288-76 Appeal to Comm
T it L 32/ T6~ 2R TG~ DEQ—~~~Ean——~—-3fF8-~-Hengs-———————— Rem-Bvder~56-5WR-253-F6—m——memmm Fintshed-m—————w————
Jones Wi rex DEQ Cor - §/9/78 Hengs. 550 Permit 85-SWR-77-37 Decision Out
Sundgown et al 5/77 6/77 Atty  MeS Resp 411,000 Total WQ Viel SNCR Settlement Action
Wright 5/77 5/77 Atty MeS Eggf‘ $250 S8-MWR-77-99 Appaal to Comm
Hapdag apo————mm—— - AEFFmm AR F = Anky~——Eor~~——}fFF-——Regp-———— Rem-Order-58-8R-FF~238———m——mmme Pinfghpd-———mmmm
Magness /77 /77 DEQ Cor 11/77 . Hrngs 31150 Total SS-SWR-77-142 Decision Due
Southern Pacific Trans /77 7/77 Attty Cor Priys 3500 NP-SNCR-77-154 Settlement Action
Suniga 7777 7777 Atty Lmb 10/77 EQC $500 AQ-SMCR-77-113 Appeal to Comm
Taylor, D. 8/77 10/77 DEQ Mcs 4/78  Dept $250 85-PR-77-188 Settlement Action
Broalishisarmrme———————— §AFF -G A - Ab b —— - Me5——4 /108~ Hengg - — - $2006-AQ-6MER-F6-378-Fid-Bra-———Finiahed-—wm—a—wanw
Grants Pass Irvig 9471 9/77 Atty  McS Priys $10,000 WQ-SWR-77-19%5 Discovery
Ponhll S,/77 12777  atty Cor 3/30/78 Hrngs SSD Permit App Dacision Due
Califf 10/77 10/77 DEQ Cor 4/26/78 Prtvs : Rem Order SS-PR-77-225 Settlement Action
MeCliney —e e e MO/ L2/ - Ay Med — — --Resp- —- ——S88D Permit-Denial — -- -~ - —Preliminary Issues
2orich 19/77 10777 Aty Cor Priys $100 NP-SNCE-173 Settiement Action
Powell 11777 11/17 Atty Cor Hrngs $10,000 F1d Brn AQ-MWR-77-241 Preliminary Issues
Wan Chang 12/77  12/77 Attty MeS Preys ACD Permit Conditions Settlenent Action
Barrett % Sons, Ino. /77 2/78 DEQ Dept $500 wQ-PR-77-307 To be Scheduled
Tarl ¥. Jensen 12/77 /78 Attty McS Prtys 518,600 AQ-MWR-77-3ZL1 Fl& Brn . Settlement Action
Jarl F. Jensen/

Elmer Kiopfenstien 2/97 L/78 Atty HMcS Prtys . $1200 AQ-SWCR-77-320 rld Brn Settlement Action
Steckley 12/77 12/77 Atky  MeS 6/9/78  Dept $200 AQ-MWR~77-298 FLd Brn Appeal to Comm
wWah Chang 1/78 2/78 Atty Cor Priys $5500 WR-MWR-77-334 Settlement Action
Gray 2/78 3/78 DEQ Hengs $250 S5-PR-78-12 Preliminary Issues
Jawkins 3/78 3/78 Attty Dept $30G0 AQ-FR-77-315 Preliminary Issues
Hawkins Timper 3/78 3/78 Attty Dept $5000 AQ-PR-~77-314 Preliminary Issues
Wah Charnjg 4/78 4/78 Atty McS Hrngs MPDES Permit Preliminary Issues
wah Chang 11/78  12/78  Atty MeS Dept P-WQ-WVR~T8-07 Preliminary Issues
Stimpson 5/7 Abty McS Dept Tax Credit Cert. T-AQ-PR-78-01 Settlement Action
Vogt 6/187 6/78 DREQ Cor 11/8/78 Dapt SSD Permit Decision Due
Hogue 7/78 ALty . Dept P-S5-SWR-78 Preliminary Issues
B &M B/78 8/78 DEQ Cor 11/1/78 Hrngs 550 Ligense Dacision Due
Blr-Helemg-——m e FAFB e Abbyam—MaBrm— mm B mm e et PG MW R F G §3 om0 = e Fintahed-—m=em—————ww
Shampten - ——— oo 8B BAF B PR — i mm m e e Resp-—————m——m P-WR~ER-FB~0d 2intshaf——m———m—————
Wealch 10/78  lo/74  Akuy Resp . P-53-CR-78~134 Settlement Action
B g - e — e 10FF B - BEQ-—————~—~ 13421 /78-Pagp ~ =650 -AG-HR-F - L d 0 - e e e Pimtohed-———mmm e
boutgiana-Ppeifie———me—m GAF 8 —— A0 TG~ BB~ — e m m i — BEQ- = ——— e 515B0-AR-EWR—FB 0T ——— e — e Pintghed-———~~r--——~
Louisiana-Pacific ~—9/78- 10/78 —DEQ - - e CDEQ - — = --52000 AQ-S5WR-78-122- -- - -— Pinished — - -—-
Bood River 11/78 12/78 DEQ Mc3 Resp $1650 WO-CR-T78-142 Sattlement Action
Reeve 10/78 Attty Dept P-85-CR~78~132 & 133 Discovery
Blerly 12/78 12/78 DEQ 'Resp $700 AQ-TTVR-T73-144 Settlement Action
Georgla-Pacific 1/73 1/78 DEQ Prtys 51525 AQ-NWR-78-13% To be Scheduled
Glaser 1/79 1/7%  DED Priys $2200 AQ-WVR-78-147 To be Scheduled
Hatley 1779 2773 DEQ Prevs $3250 AQ-WVR-78-157 To be Scheduled
Foberts /79 3/i9 DEO Preys  P-55-5WR-19-01 To be Scheculed
THCA 2/19 2719 Attty Prtvs 53500 WO—vVA-78-187 To be Scheduled
TEN EYCK 127178 DEQ Priys P-55~ER-78-06 Discovary

- ]6 -



GOVERNGR

Environmental Quality Commission

KO e POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

(AT
Ny
Conlains

Recycled
Matrerials

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. C, March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission take action on the attached requests
as follows:

1. ZIssue Pollution Control Facility Certificates to applications T-1038,
T-1041, T-1l042, T-1043, T-1046, T-1047, T-1050, T-1051, T-1052, T-1053,
and T-1055,

2. Revoke Pollution Control Facility Certificate 683 issued to Babler
Brothers, Inc. and reissue it in a lesser amount because of sale
of portions of the certified facilities (see attached review report).

3. Deny Rough and Ready Lumber Company's request for Preliminary
Certification for kiln heating coils and related equipment and
labor for their lumber mill at Cave Junction, Oregon, and be
informed of the Department's intention to issue Preliminary
Certification for the steam heat dump system and related labor
at the same plant {(see attached review report).

WILLTIAM H. YOUNG

MIDowns:cs
229-6485
3/16/79
Attachments



Proposed March 1979 Totals:

Air Quality
Water Quality
S0lid Waste
Noise

Calendar Year Totals to Date
(Excluding March 1979 Totals)

Air Quality
Water Quality
Solid Waste
Noise

5 ~0-
542,753
_O_
84,176

$626,929

$279, 319
72,252
424,915
-

$776,486



Al BesT 2

Appl T-1038
Date £

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

1. 2Applicant

Stayton Canning Company
PO Box 458
Stayton, OR 97383

The applicant owns and operates a bush bean processing plant at
Stayton, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for a noise pollution control
facility.

2. Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is basically an extention of
the existing bean processing building to cover the bean washing areas.
It includes the construction of an interior and extension wall with
acoustical damping and absorption material on both the existing and
new structures. Also the construction of sound baffles around
penetrations thru the south wall. The existing fence also was extended
in height and covered with sound damping material.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
January 16, 1978, and approved on March 16, 1978.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on March, 1978,
completed on April, 1978, and the facility was placed into
operation on July 17, 1978.

Facility Cost: $84,176.04 {Accountant's Certification was provided).

3. Evaluation of Application

This facility was constructed in order to meet the DEQ's noise
standards. After construction, a noise survey of this facility shows
that it no longer violates the DEQ noise standards. The costs outlined
in this application are consistent with the construction of the
facility.

4, Summation

A, Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct
and preliminary certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Pacility was constructed on or after January 1, 1977, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (b).



Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing
noise pollution.

The facility was required by the Department of Environmental
Quality Noise Pollution Control Section and is necessary to satisfy

the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 467 and the rules adopted
under that chapter.

Stayton Canning Company will receive some benefits from the
protection of the bean washing equipment and from some increased
winter-time storage space. However, they were satisfied with the
equipment left outside and the increased storage area is not large.
Thug the benefits to the Company from this noise pollution control
facility are not significant. Hence, 80% or more of this facility
is substantially for noise pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the information presented it is recommended that a Pollution
Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $84,176.04 with 80%

or more allocated to pollution control be issued for the facility
claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1038.

JHector
Marceh 1

, 1979
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Appl. T-1041
Date February 23, 1979

State of Jregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENV{RONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Evans Products Company

Fiber Products Division

1115 S, E. Crystal Lake Drive
Corvallis, OR 97330

The applicant owns and operates a Hardboard Manufacturing Plant in
Corvallis, Oregon

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of a 30-inch Sweco screen and an
80,000 gallon surge storage tank. Four pumps and the associated
stainless steel piping, manifelds, and valves are utilized to
recycle the waste water back to the process.

Notice of Intent to Construct was approved July 21, 1975. Preliminary
Certification for Tax Credit was not required.

Construction was initiated on the Claimed Facility July 1975. The
facility was completed and placed into operation January 1977,

Facility Cost: $122,170 (Certified Public Accountant's statement
was provided)

Evaluation

The pollution control equipment has succeeded in reducing the volume of
waste water effluent from about 1 million gallons/day to about 200,000
gallons/day. The reduction in flow has resulted in an increased
efficiency of the waste water treatment system and has reduced the
quantity of organic and solid pollutants discharged to the Willamette
River,

-Summation

A, Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct
issued pursuant to ORS 468,175,

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967 as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a).



Appl. T-1041
February 23, 1979
Page 2

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing
water pollution.

D. The facility was required by the Department of Envfronmenta}
Quality and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that Chapter.

E. 100% of the facility cost is claimed allocable to pollution
control, The facility is solely for the purpose of Water
Pollution Control.

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be
issued for the facility claimed in Application T=1041, such certificate
to bear the actual cost of $122,170, with 80% or more of the cost
allocable to pollution control.

Charles K. Ashbaker/Larry D. Patterson:em
229-5374
2/22/79



App] T-1042

Date February 23, 1979

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROWHENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Libby, McNeill & Libby, Inc.
Headquarters Office

200 South Michigan Avenue
Chicago, IL 60604

The applicant owns and operates a vegetable processing plant in Salem
producing packaged products such as green beans and sauerkraut.

Application was made for tax tredit for water pollution control facility.

“Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is a treated waste water effluent pH adjustment
- system which includes:

a. Pump.house including piping and instrumention
b.  Caustic soda tank, 4500 gallon :
c. pH recorder/controller

The system was reaquired to protect bacteriological processes in Salem's
sewage treatment works, according te the applicant.

Request for Prelamlnary Certification for Tax Credlt was made June 15, 1978
and approved July 3, 1978. Construction was initiated on -the claimed -
facility June 19, i978,'compieted and placed into operation September 28,
1978.

Facifity Cost: $24,367. (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided.)

Evaluation

City of Salem Ordinance No. 17-77 required pH adjustment of waste waters
discharged to City's sewage treatment works. Installation of the
claimed facility controls pH of Libby's effiuent to W|th|n the required
range.,

Summation

A, Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468,175,

B. Facullty was constructed on or after danuary 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1)(a).



Appl. T-1042
February 23, 1979

Page 2
C. Facility is designed and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water
pollution.

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental
Quality and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T-1042, such Certificate to bear
the actual cost of $24,367 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control.

Charles K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:em
229-5318
February 23, 1979



Appl. T-1043

Date = February 23, 1979

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Abp]icant

Tektronix, Inc.

P.0. Box 500

Beaverton, OR 97077

The applicant owns and operates a complex, manufacturing electronic
equipment such as oscilloscopes, information display and television
products,

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility involved replacing a copper plating process
(pyrophosphate) that produced untreatable waste with an acid-copper
process whose waste is compatible with existing waste treatment.

" Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made September 1,

and approved October 28, 1976. Construction was initiated on the claimed
facility September 13, 1976, completed and placed into operation
November 30, 1976.

Facility Cost: $18,515.00 (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided)

Evaluation

The copper pyrophosphate solution contains complexing agents that prevent
treatment plant removal of copper as a precipitate. Staff recommended
changing to acid-copper. After change was implemented, staff inspected the
plating operation and verified equipment was working as intended.

Summation

A, Facillty was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS L68.175.

" B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required by

ORS 468.165(1)(a).

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water
pollution. '



Appl. T-1043
February 23, 1979
Page 2

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental
Quality and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of
ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T-1043, such Certificate to bear
the actual cost of $18,515.00 with 80% or more alliocable to pollution
control,

Charles K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:em
229~5318
February 23, 1979



Appl. T 1046

Date Febhruary 23, 1979

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Tektronix, Inc.
P.0. Box 500
Beaverton, OR 97077

The applicant owns and operates a complex, manufacturing equipment such as
~oscilloscopes, information display and television products.

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is an atomic absorption spectroPEotometer, instiru-
. mentation laboratory model 257C with atomizer model 555 CTF.

In order to meet the Department's effluent standards, Tektronix has had
to aquire such sophisticated equipment to test for heavy metals at very
low concentrations as required by EPA methods.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 10/26/78
and approved 11/14/78. Construction was initiated on the claimed facility
in 12/5/78, completed and placed into operation in 12/5/78.

Facility Cost: $17,926.32 {Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided.}

Evaluation
The applicant claims that they are able to effectively monitor and

control heavy metals in treated effluent. Staff has confirmed that
the claimed facility was purchased and is being used for this purpose,.

. Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approﬁal to construct and
Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS L68.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required by
ORS 468.165 (1) (a).

€. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water pollution.

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter
568 and the rules adopted under that chapter.




Appl. T-1046
February 23, 1979
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E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to poliution controtl.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be
issued for the facility claimed in Application T-1046, such Certificate

to bear the actual cost of $17926.32 with 80% or more allocable to pollution
control.

Charles K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:pw
229-5318
February 23, 1979



Appl T-1047

Date February 23, 1979

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCHSENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Tektronix, Inc,
P.0. Box 500
Beaverton, OR 97077

The applicant owns and operates a complex, manufacturing electronic
equipment such as oscilloscopes, information. display equipment

and television products.

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control
facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of two pump stations aIIOW|hg discharge
of treated industrial waste to USA Durham Sewage Treatment Plant.
inciuded are:

a. Four 6 by L pumps, Durco 13A with motor. Two are at each station.
b. Related pipe, fitting, valves and controls.

C. Electrical power

d. Instrumentation

e. Miscellaneous construction and labor

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made

. December 21, 1976 and approved January 28, 1977. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility February 1, 1977, completed and

placed into operation June 30, 1977.

Facility Cost: $156,676.23 (Certified Public Accountant's statement
" was provided.)

Evaluation

Staff completed.inspection of claimed facility July 21, 1977. Both
pump stations and controls were found installed complete and
-operational, serving desired function, which was to remove treated
waste Trom Beaverton Creek for a period of time.



Appl. T=-1047
February 23, 1979
Page 2

L, Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct
and Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468,175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required
by ORS 468.165(1) (a}.

C. Facility is designed and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water
pollution.

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental
Quality and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of
Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be
issued for the facility claimed in Application T-1047, such Certificate
to bear the actual cost of $156,676.23 with 80% or more allocable to
pollution control.

Charles K, Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:em
229-5318
February 23, 1979



Appl._T 1050

Date March 12, 1979

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Stokely - Van Camp, lnc.
941 N. Meridian St.
Indianapolis, IN o204k

The applicant owns and operates a plant in Albany, Oregon processing straw-
berries, green beans, corn and squash to frozen food.

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility,

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility, a waste water collection and land irrigation system,
consists of:

Plant sumps and pumps

Eight inch buried pipe Tine (approx. 8,000 ft.)
Eight inch bridge crossing pipe {(approx. 1,100 ft.)
Field sump (100,000 gallon)

Irrigation pumps, 1-100 Hp on T-60 Hp.

River pump, 25 Hp, and piping.

S Q.0 o o

The rationale for installation of the system was to remove this load from
the City of Albany sewage treatment plant.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 3/15/76 and
5/1/77 and approved 4/28/77. Construction was initiated on the claimed
facility in 5/15/77, completed and placed into operation in July '77,

Facility Cost: $141,916 (Statement of cost and invoices were provided
by the applicant.)

Evaluation

The City of Albany had been unable to provide adeguate sewage treatment for
several years during periods of Stokely - Van Camp's corn processing. This
caused the City system to exceed its permit limits on several occasions. Re-
moving Stokely's load from the City system by land irrigation has considerably
improved sewage treatment plant performance, and reduced the quantity of waste
discharged to the Willamette River,



Stokely - Van Camp, T 1050
March 12, 1979

Page 2

L, Summation

A.

Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
Pretiminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468,715,

Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required by
ORS 468.165 (1) (a).

Facility is designed for and is being oeprated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water pollution.

The facility was reguired by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468
and the rules adopted under that chapter,

Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control,
Cost of utilities, depreciation and other expenses exceed annual
income realjzed from the claimed facility.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T 1050, such Certificate to bear the
actual cost of $141,916, with 80% or more allocable to pollution control.

Charles K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:pw

229-5318

March 12, 1879



Appl. T 1051

Date March 12, 1979

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Jerome P. and Andrea L. Chiappsi

Hog Operations

23205 Kochis Rd.

Phitomath, Oregon 97370

The applicant owns and operates a hog operation near Philomath, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility,

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility consists of:

Concrete floors sloped to drain (approx, 80 ft. by 30 ft,)
Concrete gutters (approx. 180 ft. by 2 ft. wide)

Manure holding tank (concrete, 30 ft. diameter by 8 ft, deep)
Manure spreader, model LMS 1500

o0 o

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 4/5/78 and
approved 4/17/78. Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in
June '78, completed in July '78, and placed into operation in August '78.

Facility Cost: $10,579.88. (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided.)

Evaluation

Applicant claims that manure waste runoff has been eliminated as wastes are
evenly distributed on 95 acres. Staff has inspected the facility and has
reported the operation is functioning as designed.

Summation
A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and

Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS L68.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required by
ORS L468.165 (1) (a).

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water pollution.

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468
and the rules adopted under that chapter.



Jerome P. and Andrea L. Chiappsi, T 1051
March 12, 1979
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E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the faciltity claimed in Application T 1051, such Certificate to bear
the actual cost of $10,579.88 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control.

Charles K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:pw
229-5318
March 12, 1979



Appl. T 1052

Date March 12, 1979

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENV{RONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Agripac, Inc,

P.0. Box 5346

Salem, Oregon 97304

The applicant owns and operates a plant (No. 1) at Salem, processing fruits
and vegetables into canned or frozen fruits and vegetables,

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility,

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility is an-Advance model 841 flow proportioning chlorination
system with associated piping, meters and converters for chiorination of re-
tort can cooling water.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 2/2/77 and
approved 2/10/77. Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in
L/1/77, completed and placed into operation in 6/30/77.

Facility Cost: $13,249 (Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided.}

Evaluation

NPDES Permit 2525-d required installation of the claimed Tacility. <{ontrol
of chlorination to 1.00 mg/1 in'the éffluent has been achieved since instal-
ling chlorination control. Excessively high chlorine residuals (5.00 mg/1)
were common before.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required by

ORS 468.165 (1) {(a).

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water pollution,

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468
and the rules adopted under that chapter.



Agripac, Inc. T 1052
March 12, 1979
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E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

it is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued
for the facility claimed in Application T 1052, such Certificate to bear
the actual cost of $13,249 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control.

Charles K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:pw
229-5318
March 12, 1979



Appl. T 1053

Date March 12, 1979

STATE OF OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Agripac, Inc.

P.0. Box 5346

Salem, Oregon 97304

The applicant owns and operates a plant (No. 1) at Salem, processing fruits and
vegetables into canned or frozen fruits and vegetables.

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility, a system for reuse of can cooling water for product prewash
and clean up, consists of pumps, piping (including valves and fittings), and
electrical equipment. The function of the system is to reduce water usage and
thus effluent to the City of Salem's sewage treatment plant.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made 4/22/77 and
approved 5/6/77. Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in
4/25/77, completed and placed into operation in October '77.

Facility Cost: $33,212.00 {(Certified Public Accountant's statement was
provided.)

Evaluation

Approximately 300,000 gallons per day water useage, and effluent discharged

to Salem's sewage treatment plant is the reduction due to the claimed facility,
Staff confirms the facility is thus effective.

Summation

A. Facility was constructed after receiving approval to construct and
Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468,175,

B. Facility was constructed on or After January 1, 1967, as required by

ORS 468.165 (1) {(a).

C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing water pollution,

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental Quality
and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapter 468
and the rules adopted under that chapter.



Agripac, Inc. = T 105h3
March 12, 1979
Page 2

E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to poilution controtl.
Although $16,000 in water charges is saved per year, cost of
labor, utilities, maintenance and depreciation exceed this amount.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be

issued for the facility claimed in Application T 1053, such Certificate

to bear the actual cost of $33,212 with 80% or more allocable to pollution
control.

Charies K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:pw
229-5318
March 12, 1979



Appl | T-1055

Date March'ﬁ; 1979

State of (Oregon .
DEPARTMENT COF ENVIRCHENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

‘Applicant

Agripac, lInc.
P.0. Box 5346
Salem, OR 97304

The applicant owns and operates a plant (No. 1} at Salem, processing
fruits and vegetables into canned or frozen fruits and vegetables,

Application was made for tax credit for water pollution control
facility. o

The claimed facility is a treated waste water effluent ﬁH adjustment
system which includes:

a. Sod ium Hydrokide Pumping System
b. Two pH Sensing Electrodes
¢. pH Recorder/Controller, Chemtrix 47 R

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made

June 21, 1978 and approved July 18, 1978. Construction was initiated

on the claimed facility July 1, 1978, completed and placed into
operation August 31, 1978, '

Facility Cost: $L4,143.00.  (Certified Public Accountant's statement
- was provided,)

" Evaluation

The City of Salem required pH adjustment of waste waters discharged
to City's sewage treatment works. |Installation of the claimed facility
controls the effluent to within the required range.

" Summation

A Facility was constructed after receivihg approval to construct and

Preliminary Certification issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

-B. Facility was constructed on or after Jénuary 1, 1967, as required

by ORS 468.165(1) (a).

C. Facility is designed and is'be{ng operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing
water pollution.



Appl. T-1055
March 6, 1979
Page 2

D. The facility was required by the Department of Environmental
Quality and is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of
ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter,

E. Applicant claims 100% of costs allocable to pollution control.

5. Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be
issued for the facility claimed in Application T-1055, such Certificate
to bear the actual cost of . $4,143 with 80% or more allocable to
pollution controtl,

C. K. Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:em
229-5318
March 6, 1979



State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

Amendment of Pollution Control Facility Certificate
Review Report

1l. Certificate Issued to:

Babler Brothers, Inc.
4617 SE Milwaukie Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97202

The Pollution Control Facility Certificate was issued for an air pollution
control facility.

2, Discussion

Pollution Control Facility Certificate No. 683 was issued to Babler
Brothers, Inc. on July 30, 1976 in the amount of $5100,240 for various

- air pollution control eguipment on their portable asphalt plant (see
attached certificate).

On March 6, 1979 the Company notified the Department that certain of those
certified facilities were being sold. The amount which should continue

to receive tax credit is $62,315. See attached letter from the company
for the cost breakdown.

3. Summation

Pursuant to ORS 317.072(lQ), Certificate No. 683 should be revoked and
reissued to reflect the amount stilleligible for tax credit.

4, bpirector's Recommendation

Revoke Pollution Control Facility Cerxtificate No. 683 issued to Babler
Brothers, Inc. in the amount of $100,240 and reissued it in the amount

of $62,315 to reflect the selling of portions of the certified facilities.
The reissued certificate only to be eligible for tax credit relief Ffor
the time remaining from the date of original issuance.

MJIDowns:cs
229-6485
3/16/79
Attachments



Certificate No, 683

State of Oregon g

: /30/7
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Date of Issue 7/30/76
T-759

Application No.

POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY CERTIFICATE

Issued To: Liocation of Pollution Control Facility:
Babler Brothers, Inc. Variable, presently at
4617 S.E. Milwaukie Avenue Hood River, Oregon

Portland, Oregon 087202

As: [ Lessee ¥ Owner
Description of Pollution Control Facility: t plant consistin
t_scrupber. o rtable_asphalt p g
of CMI Modal HOP Portable Hﬁnam?a rgcip?tg%or ?nc1ud§ng washer and frame,
duct work, 300 hp fan, drive, damper, 10' diameter exhaust stack, 30 hp
water pump, electrical and installation costs.

Type of Pollution Control Facility: ¥ Air 1 Water {7 Solid Waste
Date Pollution Control Facility was completed: Aug 20 1975 Placed into operation: Aug 20. 1975
. » e . N
Actual Cost of Pollution Conirol Facility: $ 100,240.00
s .

Percent of actual cost properly ailocable to pollution control:

Fighty percent (80%)

In zecordance with the provisions of ORS 468.155 et seq., it is hereby certified that the facility described herein and
in the application referenced above is a “Pollution Control Facility” within the definition of ORS 468.155 and that
the air and water ar solid waste facility was erected, constructed or installed on or after January 1, 1867, or Janu-
ary 1, 1873 respectively, and on or before December 31, 1980, and is designed for, and is being operaled or will operate
to a subsiantial extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling or reducing alr, water or solid waste pollution, and
that the facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS Chapters 459, 468 and the regulations there-
under. :

Therefore, this Pollution Confrol facility Certificate is issued this date subject i¢ compliance with the statutes of the
State of Oregon, the regulations of the Department of Environmental Quality and the following special conditions:

1. The facility shall be continuously operated at maximum efficiency for the designed purpose of preventing, con-
trolling, and reducing the type of pollu_tic)n as indicated above.

2. The Department of Environmental Quality shall be immediately notified of any proposed change in use or method
of operation of the facility and if, for any reason, the facility ceases to operate for its intended pollution control
purpose.

‘3. Any reports or monitoring data requ'ested by the Department of Environmental Quality shall be promptly pro-
vided. :

a

- Bigned _ o :
Title / Chairman

Approved by the Environmental Quality Commission on

" 30 j 7
th day of July 19 G

the

. DEQ/TC-6 1-76




BABLER BROS., InNcC.

HIGHWAY AND MUNICIPAL UTILITY CONTRACTORS

P.O.BOX 02008

LLOYD BABLER GALE F. SCHWIESOW

CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD 4617 S.E. MILWAUKIE AVE. VICE PRES!DENT - HEAVY-HIGHWAY

. PETER C. MOOR
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202 VIGE PRESIENT - GrERATIONS

LLOYD BABLER, JR.

PRESIDENT (503} 233-5536 LAWRENCE E. BOSWORTH
THOMAS G. BASLER VICE PRESIDENT - FINANCE

EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT

S. MIKE STEPHENS

RICHARD BABLER VICE PRESIDENT ~ UNCERGROQUND

VICE PRESIDENT-EQUIPMENT Mar ch 6 3 1 9 7 9

; ALAN 5, DERNB8ACH

JAS, A. POLLDCK H
TREASURER i ASSISTANT SECRETARY

RICHARD C. OLSON
ASSISTANT SECRETARY

RAY RICHARDS
SECRETARY

Mr. F. A, Skir

Department “of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Skizrvin:

Baker Redi-Mix, Inc. recently applied for a preliminary construction
and tax credit approval in connection with a C.M.I. wet wash scrub-
ber system. The C.M.I. scrubber unit will be purchased from Babler
Bros., Ine. This unit was previously certified by the EQC (Tax re-
lief application No. T-759; Certificate No. 683) as follows:

* Washer and frame $ 35,090 ~
Draft system:
Duct work $ 4,705
Fan and drive 19,635
Damper 1,840
Exhaust stack 9,365 35,545
- Water pump 2,835
Electrical 11,370
Installation labor 11,500
Freight ' 3,900
- 8100, 240

Since the washer, frame and pump will no longer be used by Babler
Bros., Inc., will you please cancel the previous certification #683
and reissue it for $62,315 for the remaining components as we dis-
cussed last week.

If you require any additional information please let me know.
Very truly yours,

BABLER BROS., INC.

g rIry sy AR A '\?me“?f Oreguy,
LR g Ao St o2 T
wrence F. Bosworth NTAL wunLiTy

Vice President-Finance W Ef[:]
il

LEB :bkm

[ rfﬂ,@g
N

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER.



State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL NUALITY

Preliminary Certification for Tax Relief Review Report

Applicant

Rough and Ready Lumber Company
Cave Junction, OR 97523

The applicant owns and operates a lumber mill at Cave Junction, Oregon.

Application was made for Preliminary Certification for a solid waste
pollution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a waste wood {sawdust)
fired boiler and dry kilns (see attached report prepared for January
26, 1979 Commission meeting).

Evaluation of Application

At the January 26, 1979, meeting the Commission considered the request
from Rough and Ready Lumber Company for appraoval of Preliminary Certifica-
tion for dry kilns. At this meeting the Commission invited the company

to reapply for any additional equipment (directly related to the boiler)
which was previously denied. |In the letter of February 22, 1979, the
company applied for the following:

a. Kilns heating coils, valves, traps, feed and drain
piping, hangers, steam main, condensate return pump

station, plpe, and insulation - - = = = = = = =« « = « « $79,500.00

"b. One steam heat dump system complete with coils, fans,
piping, traps, etc. = = - - = - = - =~ - - - - -~ = =~ -« - $12,150.00
c. Labor = = = = = = = = = - - - - - - - mm e $10,411.00
TOTAL $102,061.00

It is the Department's finding that the dry kiln heating coils and related
equipment described above ($79,500.00) actually constitutes the ''dry kiln'
and the kilns do not meet the statutory requirement for direct utilization
of solld waste.

The steam heat dump system and related labor ($1,384.66 or 13.3% of $10,411.00)
is part of the boller unit and can be approved at this time.



Page 2

March 15, 1979

L. Summation
The Department has determined that the Installation of dry kiln coils does
not comply with the applicable provisions of ORS Chapter 454, 459, 467, or

468 and the applicable rules or standards pursuant thereto.

5. Director's Recommendation

It Ts proposed that the Department approve for Preliminary Certification

the steam heat dump system and related labor ($13,534.66). It is
recommended that the Commission deny the applicant's request for Preliminary
Certification for kiln heating coils, related equipment and labor ($88,526,34),

MS:dro

229-6015

cct Richard W. Miller
tewis Kraus



A sk

State of ‘Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

_Preliminary Certification for Tax Relief Review Report

Applicant

Rough and Ready Lumber Company
‘Cave Junction, OR 97523

The applicant owns and operates a lumber mill at Cave Junction, Oregon.

Application was made for preliminary certification for a solid waste
pollution control facility,

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a waste wood (sawdust) fired
boiler and dry kilns. '

[t is estimated the facility will be placed in operation February 1979.
The estimated cost of the facility is:

a. Boiler $550.000
b, Kilns $300.000

Evaluation of Application

on July 28, 1978, the Rough and Ready Company applied for Preliminary Cert-
ification for Tax Credit for the above facilities. On November 30, 1978

the Department approved the application for the boiler only. On December 15,
1978 the company appeared before the Commission appealing the denial of

the kilns. At the request of the Commission the matter was postponed.
Subsequently, the Department received a letter from the company (December I8,
1978), demanding a hearing before the Commission. The company verbally agreed
that today's discussion will serve their purposes. Finally, in a January 5,
1979 letter to Chairman Richards, the company argues that the dry kiln system
is comparable to the recently approved Publisher's Paper generator facility at
- Newberg.

The Pollution control Tax Credit'Law provides credit for solid waste facilities
if: -

468.165(1) (c) (A) ""The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste as defined---"

468,155(2) YFacility does not include---any solid waste facility or
portion or portions thereof, whose substantial purpose is not for the
direct utilization of materials as described in 468.165(1) (c) (A)."

The claimed boiler will utilize so0lid waste to generate steam and is clearly
eligible. The steam will be used for drying of green lumber In the kilns.




, Rough_and Ready Lumber Company
Page 2

The substantial purpose of dry kilns as such is not utilization of

solid waste, but simply the drying of lumber. Therefore, they fail to meet
the requirements of the above statues. The Publishers Paper generator
system also fails this requ:rement but is eligible under the following
section:

468.155(1) (d) '*~--'solid waste facility' shall include subsequent
additions made to an’'already certified facility~~--which will in-
crease the production or recovery of useful materials or energy over
the amount being produced or recovered by the original facility,
whether or not the materials or energy produced or recovered are
similar to those of the original facility."

The generator meets this test since it converts energy from the boiler to
a more useful form {electricity). It is argued by the company that the
dry kilns also convert energy. In fact the kiins do not convert, energy
to a more useful form as a generator does. It is the Departments position
that the kilns are primarily an energy consumer and the end point in

the energy production/consumption cycle. The Department believes It was
not Tegislative intent to grant tax credits for such facilities. Approval
would set a precedent which could open the door to tax credits too widely.

4, Summation
The Department has determined that the installation of dry kilns does not
comply with the applicable provisions of ORS Chapter 454, 459, 467, or

468 and the applicable rules or standards pursuant thereto.

5. Director’s Recommendation

't is recommended that the Commission deny the applicant's request for
Preliminary Certiflcation for dry kilns.

MS imt

229-5913

January 8, 1978

Attachment (1) Company's letter




LawW OFFICES OF

DUFFY, GEORGESON, KEKEL & BENNER
1404 STANDARD PLAZA

SHARLES P DUFFY i PORTLAND, OREGON 97204
DONALD J. GEORGESON . TELERPHONE 226-137I

SAVID A, KEKEL ’

RAY R. BENNER

PATRICK H. JENSEN

PHILIP N, JONES

Crhat , December 18, 1978
RICHARD W. MILLER

WALDEN STOUT -
OF SOUNSEL

Mr. William Young - Director
Department of Environmental Quality
P. O. Box 1760 |

Portland, OR 87207

Re: RPC —- Rough & Ready Lumber Co.

Dear Mr. Young:

This cffice represents Rough & Ready Lumber Co.

Pursuant to ORS 468.175(5), we hereby demand a hearing
before the Environmental Quality Commission., The grounds for the
hearing is the denial by the DEQ of preliminary certification of .

the company's proposed dry kilns for a pollution control facility
tax credit.

Please send further correspondence to this office.

Very truly vyours,

I 5 ‘2
//zdﬁwzd,’r V4 /{i (e lla
-

RWM:bt

cc: Mr. Lewis N. Krauss
Rough & Ready Lumber Co.
P. ©. Box 519
Cave Junction, OR 97523

Skate of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENYIRDMMENTAL GUALITY

Lorazid

.
[

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTCOR



ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 228-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Addendum 1, Agenda Item No. C, March 30, 1979 EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
be issued to Tax Credit Application T-1054 {Agripac, Inc.) per

the attached review report.

WILLIAM H. YQUNG

MJDowns:cs
229-6485
3/21/79
Attachment
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- _ Date March 8, 1979

State of QOregon )
DEPARTMENT -OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPQRT

Applicant

. Agripac, Inc.

P.0. Box 5346
Salem, ‘Oregon . 97304

The applicant owns and operates a p!ant (No. b4) at Eugene, processing.

fruits and vegetables into canned or frozen frunts and vegetables.
Appllcation was made for tax credit for water pollution control facility.

Déscription of Claimed Facility

The claimed facility of the installation of two Model 554~2-72
Hydrasieve Stationery Screens, pump and piping to upgrade removal
of suspended solids from waste water going to the Eugene Sewage
Treatment Plant.

" Request. for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made

June 21, 1978 and approved August 21, 1978. Construction was
lnlt:ated on the claimed Fac1§:ty Juiy 1, 1978, completed and
placed into operation July 31, 1978. '

Facility Cost: $21,309. (Certified Public Accountant's statement
 was provided.)

Evaluation

Applicant claims the installation of the claimed facf]ity has been
effective in removing solids from waste water. Staff confirms this.

'Summation

A, FaC|11ty was constructed after rece:v:ng approval to construct

and Preliminary Certificatlon issued pursuant to ORS 468.175.

B. Facility was constructed on or after January 1, 1967, as required

by ORS 468,165(1) (a).

" C. Facility is designed for and is being operated to a substantial

extent for the purpose of preventlng, controlling or reducing
water po]lut:on.

‘D, The facility was réquired by the Department of Environmental

Quality and is necessary to satisfy the Intents and purposes of
ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.
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E. Applicant claims 1004 of costs allocable ta peliution control,

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be
issued for the facility claimed in Application T-1054, such Certificate
to bear the actual cost of $21,309, with 80% or more allocable to
pollutien control.

Charles K., Ashbaker/W. D. Lesher:em
229-5318
3/8/79
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MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Background and Introduction to State Implementation Plan
Revisions
Agenda Item D Nos. 1-9, March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
BACKGROUND

The EQC will consider authorizing 12 major revisions to the Oregon State
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan at its March meeting. This effort is
responding to reguirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 (CAAA)
and represents extensive work by the staff, local air quality advisory
committees, local "lead" transportation planning agencies and many others
over the last 18 months.

The CAAA required plans to attain national Ambient Alr standards in non-
attainment areas to be submitted to EPA by January, 1979 with EPA approval
due by July 1, 1979. Sanctions {(primarily withholding certain Federal
Funds) were provided in the Act for non-performance. The Department did
not meet the January 1 date because of lateness in obtaining needed
information from special data base improvement projects and extra time
needed to carry out an extensiye public participation program. EPA has
generally viewed Oregon's schedule of submitting parts of the SIP revigion
as they are developed with complete adopted plans submitted before July

1, 1979 as an acceptable approach. This approach would get the best plans
possible submitted with the broadest possible participation yvet allow EPA
time to act by July 1, 1979 or shortly thereafter,

The CAAA provided three alternative actions to submitting attainment plans
if certain conditions exist. These alternatives are 1) requesting formal
SIP revision attainment date extensions from 1983 to 1987, 2) admin-
istratively requesting plan submittal extensions up to 18 months for
secondary standard plans, and 3) redesignating an area. Because of varying
circumstances in the state's four non—attainment areas, each of the above
approaches is proposed to be utilized in one or more of the proposed
actions.

SIP REVISION HEARING SCHEDULE

In order to submit SIP revisions to EPA prior to July 1 the following
hearing schedule is being proposed.
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Authorize Hearings - March 30 - EQC Meeting

Public Hearings (Before Hearing Officer)

Medford CO & O Plan - May 3, Medford
Eugene CO Plan® - May 4, Salem

Salem CO & OX Plan - May 4, Salem

Portland CO & 0 Plan - May 7, Portland
Ozone Standard > - May 7, Portland
Stack Height - May 8, Portland
VOC Rule Amendments - May 8, Portland
Special Permit Reguirements - May 8, Portland
PSD ~ May 8, Portland

8IP Revigion Adoption - Before EQC, June 8, Special Meeting, Portland.

PLAN SUBMITTAL EXTENSION AND REDESIGNATION REQUESTS

The Department has already requested administrative extension requests
for plan submittals for Total Suspended Particulate (TSP) SIP Revisions
in the State's 3 TSP non-attainment areas. The extension requests are
contained in a March 2, 1979 letter to EPA (Attachment 1)} and are
summarized below.

Portland Vancouver AQMA Requested 18 month extension to July 1, 1980 to
submit secondary TSP plan. This will allow full consideration of results
from the soon to be completed Portland Data Base Improvement Project.

Eugene-Springfield AQMA Requested redesignation from a primary standard
to secondary TSP standard non-attainment area and requested 18 month
extension until July 1, 1980 to submit the plan. This will allow full
consideration of results from the soon to be completed Willamette Valley
Data Base Improvement Project.

Medford-Ashland AQMA Reguested redesignation from secondary to primary
TSP standard violation area and requested allowable 9 month extension to
submit primary plan. Further extension may be requested to develop
secondary plan.

FORMAL SIP REVISION ATTAINMENT DATA EXTENSION REQUESTS

Extensions of attainment dates in the SIP for primary standards are being
proposed for Carbon Monoxide and Ozone in Portland (ARgenda Item D1), and
Carbon Monoxide in Eugene (Agenda Item D3) and Medford AQMA's (Agenda Item
D4). Thege extensions past the December 31, 1982 attainment date are
necessary because it has been determined that implementation of all
reasonable measures will still fail to achieve attainment by 1983. The
extension will allow local lead agencies until July, 1980 to complete
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alternative strategy analysis and until July 1982 to submit plang to EPA.
Thege plans must demonstrate attainment as expeditiously as possible but
not later than December 31, 1987.

5IP ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES

Attainment strategies are being proposed for Carbon Monoxide and Ozone
in Salem (Agenda Item D2) and Ozone in the Medford AQMA (Agenda Item D4).
These plans rely on existing programs, to attain standards; essentially
the Federal New Vehicle programs and the Department New Volatile Organic
Compound Rules for stationary sources.

MISCELLANEQUS SIP REVISIONS

Special Permit Requirement Rule (Agenda Item D6) The CAAA requires that

an adequate attainment strategy must have certain requirements in its
permit programs. These include lowest achievable emission rates for new

or modified sources over 100 tons/year potential emissions and a
maintenance of pay provision. In addition, the Department believes further
specific requirements addressing plant site emission limits and sources
adjacent to non-attainment areas should be addressed.

Stack Heights Rule (Agenda Item D9) The CAAA requires that credit not

be given for tall stacks {greater than approximately 2 1/2 times building
height) or other dispersion technigues in the attainment strategies or in
other analysis which makes evaluation of air quality impacts.

Prevention of Significant Deterijoration Rule (Agenda Item DB)

The CAAA requires states to implement a PSD prodram according to Federal
guidelines to protect the attainment or clean air areas of the state.

This program would have a preconstruction review for major new and modified
sources and an area classification system specifying the amount of
deterioration allowed in specific regions.

Ozone Standard (Agenda Item D7)

On February 8, 1979 EPA revised its ozone standard from .08 to .12 ppm.
Proposed SIP revisions have been oriented toward the new standard. While
the states .08 standard is still in the SIP it is not necessary to address
a plan to meet this limit at this time. This is an important point as
there may be testimony requesting delays in submitting proposed Ozone SiP
revisions until a plan is devised to meet the state standard. Such delays
would jeopardize the states compliance with the CAAA. The Department is
proceeding immediately to solicit testimony on the fate of the state
standard and should this standard remain below the EPA limit a state
attainment strategy will be devised as expeditiously as practicable.
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VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND RULES (Agenda Item D5)

Minor housekeeping changes are being proposed in the rule adopted by the
EQC in December 1978. The only significant change is removal of exemptions
for bulk gasoline plants in the Medford area which is needed to insure
effectiveness of the gasoline station Phase I control program.

SUMMATION

The actions proposed to modify the Oregon SIP represent a comprehensive
attempt to meet Oregon's current obligations under the CAAA. These actions
have been formulated in consideration of many factors and are believed

to represent a balanced, reasonable and sensible approach not only of
meeting Federal requirements but of devising a State Strategy to manage

the valuable air resources of this state.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION

Specific Recommendations are contained in the individual agenda item
reports.

Sincerely,

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Director

JFK: kmm
229-6459
March 12, 1979
Attachments
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cutanon MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON

March 2, 1879

e Donald Dubois
Administrator, Regicn X
Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Ave.
Seattle, Washington

Dear Mr. Dubois:

The State of Oregon is now in a position to fully identify its directien
with respect to meeting State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions called
for by the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 (CaAAA). Therefore, I would
like to take this opportunity to address our proposed program with respect
to each area that has been designated non-attainment. As you read through
thig letter you will note that in some cases we are asking for formal
action by EPA at this time. 1In other cases, where formal SIP revisions
will be needed, we are still on the schedules provided to Region ¥ staff
over the last few months. These schedules call for having completed plans
available for public review by April 1, holding hearings in early May and

adopting the plans in early June. Submission of formal SIP revisions to
EPA is expected by mid-June.

Portland-Vancouver AQMA - Total Suspended Particulate (TSP)

The AQMA was originally designated non-attainment for the secondary TSP
natiocnal ambient air quality standard (NAAQS). Through Advisory Committee
activities, it has been concluded that current SIP emission limits
represent reasonable available control technology {RACT). Since these
RACT measures have not proven sufficient to attain the TSP secondary NAAQS,
we are formally requesting EPA to grant an 18 month extension to submit
the control plan as provided in 40 CFR 51.31. Attachment 1 supports the
RACT determination and Attachment 2 portrays our gschedule for development
of the strategy.

Results of our Portland data base improvement project will be needed to
develop an effective control plan. These results, which will be available
in about one month, are expected to identify non-traditicnal sources as
the major cause of non-attainment. As you know, non-traditional source
control measures will require many months of discussion and consideration.
This point further justifies our extension request.

BrrncHriens [
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Portland~-Vancouver AQMA - Carbon)}Monoxide (CO)

The Metropolitan Service District (MSD) has recently completed an air
gquality analysis of projected £O levels. This analysis indicates that
there will be a few traffic links which will not meet the NAAQS for CO

in 1983 despite the application of our inspection-maintenance (I/M) program

and existing reasonable transportation contrcl measures. Therefore, the
SIP revision reguesting an extension is being prepared pursuant to section
172(a) (2} of the CAAA and will be submitted to you in June.

Portland-Vancouver AQOMA - Ozone

A recently completed air quality analysis indicates that the AQMA will
attain the new Federal ozone standard by 1983 with implementation of RACT
for stationary Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) sources and continuation
of our present I/M program. The attainment plan will be submitted to you
in June.

Salem - Carbon Monoxide

The city of Salem is projected to attain the CO standard by 1983 with
present control programs. An attainment plan will be submitted to you
in June.

Salem - Ozone

A recent air quality analysis indicates that the city will achieve the
new Federal ozone standard by 1983 based on present control programs in
the Portland-Vancouver AQMA and application of RACT to VOC sources in the
city of Salem. (The Portland area has a great effect on Salem ozone
levels.) An attainment plan will be submitted to you in June.

Eugene—-Springfield AQMA — Total Suspended Particulate

First, we are requesting redesignation of the AQMA from a primary to a
secondary TSP standard non-attainment area since 1) the city shop site
does not meet SAMWG site ¢riteria and 2) no other site in the AQMA has
exceeded primary standards during the period of 1974 to 1978. Further
documentation of this redesignation is contalned in Attachment 3.

Second, I am requesting an 18 month extension to submit a secondary TSP
control strateqgy. Through Adviscry Committee activity, it has been
concluded that, with the exception of charcoal plants and veneer dryers,
the present SIP emisgsion limits in the AQMA represent RACT. The Advisory
Committee has recommended a RACT limit for charcoal plants at 20 pounds
per ton and for veneer dryers, a 10% average and 20% maximum opacity.
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These additional emission limits will not bring the AQMA into complilance
with secondary TSP standards. The Department expects that you will
condition the extension on the basis that Lane Regional Air Pollution
Authority will adopt rules defining RACT as specified above. Attachment
4 further justifies the RACT determination and Attachment 5 presents a
schedule for control strategy development activities.

Third, we are submitting field burning rules adopted by the EQC as
Attachment 6 and are asking that vou consider these as an interim strategy
until completion of the AQMA strategy. Attachment 7 presents the
supporting material documenting the rule adoption process. We believe

that you should be able to act positively on this request in light of data
collected last yvear from an intensive field burning air gquality impact
gstudy which indicates that under current rules there is no measurable
impact on TSP levels as a result of field burning activities in the AQMA,
Attachment 8 is a report from a consultant documenting the monitoring study
findings. ‘

Fugene-Springfield AQMA ~ CO

The Lane Council of Governments has recently completed CO air quality
projection analyses. These indicate that with existing control measures
a few traffic links will exceed CO standards in 1883, A SIP revision
requesting an extension will be submitted to you in June.

Eugene-Springfield AQMA - Ozone

The AQMA has not exceeded the new federal ozone standard for the period
1974 through 1978, I am therefore requesting redesignation of the AQMA
to attainment status pursuant to section 107(4) (5) of the CAAA. Data
supporting this request is shown in Attachment 9.

Medford-Ashland ~ Total Suspended Particulate

The area was originally designated as a secondary TSP standard
non-attainment area. TSP air guality has steadily degraded and has
exceeded the primary standards for the period 1976 through 1978. It is
now possible that our original strategy may not be sufficient to meet even
primary standards. Based on this condition, we are regquesting
redesignation of the AQMA to a primary standard non-attaimment area and
requesting the allowable 9 months to develop a primary TSP control
strategy. At a later date we may request a further extension, up to the
allowed 18 months, to develop a secondary TSP strategy. We understand
that this action will not subject the state to the CAAA primary standard
attainment date of December 31, 1982; but, under Section 110(a) (2) {A) (1},
actual attainment of the primary standard will have to be met no later
than 3 years after plan approval. Please be assured, though, that we will
make every effort to develop both a prirzry and secondary attainment plan
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as soon as possible consistent with the schedule of our special monitoring
studies and recommendations from local advisory groups. We are submitting
rules for stationary TSP sources adopted March 31, 1978 as a demonstration
that RACT or better will be applied to existing sources. Attachment 10
summar izes the TSP air quality data. Attachment 11 is a copy of our letter
dated May 26, 1978 which transmitted the RACT or better rules to you..
Attachment 12 1is a schedule for the development of the new strategies.

We understand until plans are completed and approved by EPA, the federal
offset rule would be used for growth management. You should alsc be aware
that work is underway on a stringent state emission offset rule and a major
data base improvement project. These efforts will further strengthen our
ability to control a seriocus and worsening airshed problem.

Medford-Ashland AQMA - CO

An air quality analysis recently completed by Jackson County indicates
that the area will not attain CO standards by 1983. A SIP revision
requesting an extension will be forthcoming in June. As the area is less
than 200,000 population, inspection maintenance commitments are not needed
at this time. You should be aware, however, that there is strong local
support for such a program and, in fact, legislation is being introduced
to implement an I/M program as scon as pogsible.

Medford-Ashland AQMA - Ozone

An attainment plan will be submitted in June which iadicates that with
present programs and RACT for VOC sources, the federal new ozone standard
will be attained by 1983.

In regard to miscellanecus SIP revision requirements, we will submit rules
pertaining to new source review, stack heights, PSD and VOC sources in
June as part of our supporting material for SIP revisions. These rules
will go through the previously identified hearing schedule .

With culmination of the above actions we fully believe the state of Oregon
will have met its immediate obligation under the Clean Air Act Amendments.
We regret not meeting the Janudry 1, 1979 submittal date but for reasons
previously indicated to you, this date has proved to be unrealistic.

We have tried to keep the EPA-Oregon coordinator and Region X air staff
appraised of our progress and direction in the SIP revision process.
However, if you have any further questions or problems with the approach

at this time, please let me know as soon as possible. We especially
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request your immediate response to the proposed field burning interim
strategy since acreage reglstration for the 1979 field burning season is
required by statue to be completed by April 1 and action needs to be taken
on permits by June 1.

Sincerely,

ey At

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Direc;pr

JFK: kmm

cc: without Attachments
Honorable Victor Atiyeh, Governor
Environmental Quality Commission
Metropolitan Service District
Lane COG
Mid-Willamette COG
Jackson County
Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority
Chairpersons, AQMA Advisory Committees
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. D 1, March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing
on Proposed Revisions to the State Air Quality
Implementation Plan for the Portland-Vancouver
Intergstate AQMA Carbon Monoxide and Ozone Control
Strategies

Background

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1977 require states to submit plans
to demonstrate how they will attain and maintain compliance with national
ambient air standards for those areas designated as "non-~attainment".
The CAAA further requires these plans to demonstrate compliance with

primary

standards not later than December 31, 1982, An extension up to

December 31, 1987 is possible if the State can demonstrate that despite
implementation of all reasonably available control measures the December
31, 1982 date cannot be met.

The State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions are to be approved by EPA

by July
by then,
control

1, 1979. If an adequate extension reguest is submitted to EPA
states will have until July, 1980 to analyze all alternative
strategies and until July, 1982 to submit a complete attainment

strategy.

In the case of carbon monoxide and ozone primary air quality standards,
which are mostly affected by transportation sources, the CAAA provides
for local or regional planning organizations to be the "lead agency" in

the sIP

revigion process.

On March 3, 1978, the entire Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA was
designated by EPAR as a non-attainment area for ozone (Oﬁi (refer to

Attachment la), while only the Oregon portion of the AQ

was designated

a non-attainment area for carbon monoxide (CO) (Refer to Attachment 1lb).
In accordance with section 174 of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977,
former Governor Straub designated the Columbia Regional Association of
Govermments {CRAG) as the lead agency for the development of CO and 03
State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions for the Portland AQMA. On

Contains

Racycled
Matarials

DEQ-46
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December 12, 1978, Governor Straub redesignated the Metropolitan Service
District (MSD) as lead agency, effective January 1, 19792, in accordance
with the voter approved May 23, 1978 ballot measure which abolished CRAG
and transferred its responsibilities and powers to a reorganized MSD.

Since mid-1978 the staff of MSD (formerly CRAG), working in cocoperation
with DEQ has spent considerable time projecting emissions and air guality
trends. This air quality analysis has recently culminated with the
conclusions that both the carbon monoxide and the recently revised federal
ozone ambient air guality standards will be exceeded beyond December 31,
1982.

Complete SIP revigsion documentation of CO and O_ attainment date
extension requests will be available by April 1, 1979. The evaluation
section of this report covers the essence of what these proposed SIP
revisions will contain. 1In order to submit an adopted SIP revision to
EPA before July 1, 1979, it has been determined that the hearing process
must be authorized at the March EQC meeting.

Evaluation

A, Carbon Monoxide

1. Emissions and Air Quality trends through 1987

As with most urbanized areas, motor vehicles are the dominant
source of carbon monoxide emissions (CO) in the Portland AQMA,.

It iz estimated that motor vehicle emissions represent 96% of the
total CO emissions generated in the Portland area in 1977. The
remaining 4% results from a combination of industrial and other
area sources, e.g. alircraft, space heating, and open burning.
Therefore, the key to any successful control program to attain
the CO standard relies heavily upon the ability to accurately
characterize and ultimately reduce motor vehicle CO emissions.

M8D staff used relatively sophisticated computer model techniques
to determine emissions from motor vehicles. The models required
such inputs as present and future population and employment levels,
land use patterns and motor vehicle emission factors and existing
and planned transportation control measures. The emissions data
developed by MSD was analyzed by another CO model developed by

DEQ staff which projected whether or not §missions from roads will
violate the 8-hour CO standard of 10 mg/m~. The results of this
analysis are shown in Attachments 2, and 3.

As shown in the Attachments, the number of miles of roads
identified as presently violating standards is expected to
substantially decrease by 1982. Only a few roads in the central
business district {(CBD) of Portland as well as one link in the
Tigard area are projected to potentially violate the 8-hour CO
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standard by the end of 1982. By the end of 1987, all roads
sections are projected to be in compliance with the CO standard.
Attachments 4 and 5 indicate the projected reduction in both
kilometers of roadway projected to violate the 8-hour CO ambient
air guality standard and the projected reduction in CO emissions
within the central business district of Portland. It should be
noted that most areas within the metropolitan area are projected
to be substantially below the federal primary €O standard by the
end of 1982.

Demonstration of Commitment to Reasonably Available Control Measures

The Portland region has already taken many major steps to reduce air
pollution from transportation related sources. 1In response to the
requirements of the Clean Air Act of 1970, many of the Reasonably
Available Control Measureg (RACM's) as specified by the Clean Air Act
of 1977 and EPA have already been implemented in this region. Many
of the RACM's were incorporated into the Portland Transportation
Control Strategy (PTCS) adopted by the BQC in June, 1973 and approved
by EPA in November, 1973. The following is a brief summary of those
measures:

a. Auto Inspection/Maintenance Program: A mandatory biennial I/M
program was initiated on July 1, 1975. This program resulted
in an estimated 14% reduction in CO emissions and 7% reduction
in HC emissions by 19277. 1982 projected emission reductions
resulting directly from this program as it gtabilizes for CO and
HC are estimated at 38% and 33% respectively.

b. Improved Public Transit: Commitment to public transit is very high
in this region. Since 1970 bus ridership has increased more than
100%. Some major improvements made by TRI-MET since 1975 include:
construction of a 22 block downtown transit mall, purchase of 100
new buses, installation of 700 bus shelters, and initiation of
Fareless Square.

c. Exclusive Bus and Carpool Lanes: In late 1975, a combination
carpool and bus only lane was established on the Banfield Freeway.
During 1978, a suburban transit station was opened on Barbur
Boulevard. The project includes a reversible bus lane and serves
as a focal point for transit service in nearby suburban
communities.

d. Areawide Carpool Programs: Since 1974 TRI-MET has operated carpool
matching service. Approximately 8% of the region's commuting
population are now carpooling.

e. Long Range Transit Improvements: Approximately $152 million in
Interstate Transfer Funds were set aside by CRAG in 1977 for three
transitway corridors. Of this amount, $70 million has been
earmarked for the Banfield Corridor Transitway. Current plans
for the corridor are to fund the development of a light rail line
which will link downtown Portland with Gresham. The light rail
plans, however, were not factored into the present analysis because
of the uncertainty of their Implementation date.
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£. Parking Controls: As part of the Portland Transportation Control
Strategy a "1id" on the number of parking spaces in downtown
Portland was adopted by City Council in February, 1975 and has
remained in effect.

g. Park & Ride Lots: TRI-MET currently has reserved approximately
4,000 park and ride spaces in 75 park and ride lots throughout
the region.

h. Pedestrian Malls: The City of Portland is presently evaluating
several proposals for developing a pedestrian mall in the "Park
Blocks" area in downtown Portland.

i. Employer Programs to Encourage Carpooling and Vanpooling: TRI-MET
operates a program which promotes carpooling, vanpooling, and
buspooling. As a result of this program, employers in the area
subsidize bug fares. Other employer subsidy programs provide
preferred parking spaces and reduced parking rates for carpools.

j. TPraffic Flow Improvements: There have been numerous traffic flow
improvements in Portland during the last few years. Some of these
are: removal of on-street parking spaces in the CBD of Portland,
installation of computerized traffic signals on several streets
in downtown Portland as well as on major arterials in the region,
and prohibition of turns on several streets where there is a
conflict between pedestrian and motor vehicle traffic.

k. Bicycle Program: The state legislature passed a bill authorizing
the expenditure of not less than one percent of State of Oregon
Highway Funds for establishment of bicyecle trails and footpaths.
The program has resulted in the development of approximately 120
km (74 mileg)} of biking in the AQMA.

As can be seen in the above list, many of the RACM's required by EPA have
already been implemented in this reqgion. The above list demonstrates that
RACM's have been implemented or committed to, thereby satisfying EPA
requirements regarding a requested extension to develop an adequate
attainment strategy. If additional measures can be found and implemented
to achieve the CO standard by 1982, the extension request will be withdrawn
at a later date.

3. Interim Growth Management Plan

During the period that an adequate CO attainment strategy is being
developed and the time it is submitted to and approved by EPA, the
state must demonstrate an interim growth management plan is in effect.
Under EPA requirements, the minimum elements of such a plan are:

1) the review of major new and modified sources using the Federal
Offset Rule (41 FR 55524), and

2) a commitment to implement adopted transportation control measures
which would have a beneficial impact on CO air quality.
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Regarding point #1, the Department is presently reviewing all new or
modified sources as defined in Federal Offset Regulations for offsets,
if reguired. While it is expected this review program will not have
a significant impact on CO ambient air guality (since trangportation
sources of CO emissiong do not fall under the criteria subjected to
offsets), the Department is committed to requiring offsets for all

CO emigssion sources meeting federal offset rule criteria.

In response to point #2, the process of planning and implementating
transportation control measures in the Portland AQMA will continue.
Listed below are projects in the current annual element of the MSD's
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), ie. committed projects, which
should result in reduced CO emissions.

Final Link of 1I-205 Freeway: Included in this project are an
exclusive busway for approximately 2/3 of the length and a bikeway
for its entire length.

Carpool Project: TRI-MET will continue management of the Portland
Metropolitan Carpool Project, which promotes the use of carpools and
vanpools.

Beaverton Park and Ride Station: There is $750,000 allotted for
planning a major park and ride facility west of Portland in Beaverton.
Planned capacity is approximately 500 vehicles.

TRI-MET Operating Assistance: There is $9.4 million budgeted to
support operation expenses of the area'’s transit system.

Expanded Bus Service on I-5 Corridor: This project is designed to
encourage wider use of buses and thereby reduce auto traffic between
Portland and Vancouver.

Schedule for Future Activities

Both the Clean Air Act (as amended in 1977) and subseqguent EPA
guidelines reguire that a CO revised SIP for CO demonstrating a
non-attainment situation by December 31, 1982 include a program for
evaluating 18 Reasonably Available Control Measgures (RACM's), As noted
previously, the above analysis has identified potential CO problems
in the central buginess district of Portland and the City of Tigard.
As part of the future activities schedule, a more detailed analysis
will be performed in the next few months to verify these results.
After these problem areas have been verified, transportation control
measures will be analyzed so as to determine the most effective way
£o eliminate the problems. MSD is recommending that out of the 18
RACM's listed in the Clean Air Act, the following six measures have
the greatest potential for reducing CO emissionsg in the Portland AQMA:
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a. Inspection/Maintenance on an annual basis;

b. Improved public transit;

Cc. More effective carpcool programs;

d. Long-range transit improvements;

e. Employer programe to encourage carpooling, vanpooling and public
transit; and

f. Traffic flow improvements.

Other measures may be considered if future anlaysis determines they
have significant potential for reducing CO emissions. The analysis
of RACM's will be completed by June 30, 1980. Those measures which
have been evaluated and are determined to be both environmentally and
economically feasible and publicly acceptable will be identified and
submitted as part of CO attainment/maintenance strategy by July 1,
1982, Commitment and authority to implement measures finally adopted
must be made part of the 1982 CO SIP submittal.

It should be noted the City of Portland is presently taking steps to
develop a Parking and Traffic Circulation Plan to address existing

and future air quality problems. This work will be coordinated with
ongoing and future SIP revision activities. A similar work plan will
be proposed for the City of Tigard, if it is determined that a parking
and traffic circulation plan is needed to reduce CO emissions in this
area.

Public participation in the development for future CO control
strategies will be coordinated by the Portland AQMA Advisory Committee.
This 23 member committee represents a broad spectrum of both public
and private interests and is expected to make recommendations to the
HQC regarding new control strategies.

B. O=zone

1. Emissions and Air Quality Trends through 1987

Most ozone (0,), unlike carbon monoxide, is not directly emitted
into the atmogphere but results from a reaction between volatile
organle compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NO_} in the presence
of sunlight., Generally, highest concentrations of ozone are found
downwind of the area producing the majority of the precursor
emissions (VOC and NO }. This is because NO emissions tend

to chemically supprest elevated O, levels wifhin the most heavily
urbanized areas of a metropolitanarea like the central buzinessg
district (CBD) of Portland.

Within the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA, a significant
percentage of VOC emissions result from motor vehicle activity.
Ag shown in Attachment 6, in 1977 motor vehicle sources were
responsible for 68% of the total VWOC emissions within the AQMA,
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The effect of the Federal Motor Vehicle Emission Control Program
(FMVECP) , coupled with the State biennial inspection/maintenance
program, is expected to reduce VOC emissions from this source by
47% by 1982. By 1987, emissions from motor vehicles is projected
to be reduced by 56% as compared to 1977 emissions (Refer to
Attachment 7). Industrial and commercial sources contributed most
of the remaining VOC emissions. The recently adopted VOC emissions
regulations are projected to reduce 1977 industrial and commercial
source VOC emissions by 10,520 tons/vear by the end of 1982. By
1982, VOC emisgions from industrial, commercial and other area
sources {except transportation) will represent 43% of total AQMA
emissions as compared to 32% in 1977. Attachment 8 shows the
expected reduction in VOC emissions through the year 1987. The
reductions shown assume continuation of the biennial I/M program,
implementation of stationary sourc¢e VOC regulations, no I/M
programs in Washington, and no changes in the new car federal motor
vehicle emisgion control program.

In 1977, emissions from motor vehicles represented approximately 76%

of total AQMA NO emissions. By 1982, emissions from this source are
projected to be ¥educed 13% due to the Federal Motor Vehicle Emission
Control Program {FMVECP). However, due to an increase in NO emissions
from other sources the overall decrease in NO emissions in %he entire
AQMA is projected to be only 7% in 1982 as coﬁpared to 1277 emissions.
8ince EPA guidance indicates that the key to achieving the 0, ambient
air standard is the reduction of VOC emissions, no additionai control
programs for NO emissions are being proposed in the Portland AQMA at
this time. X

The projegtion of whether or not the federal ozone air quality standard
{240 ug/m”~ or .12 ppm as a one hour averade) will be met by December
31, 1982 is based on an EPA derived relationship called the Empirical
Kinetic Modeling Approach or EKMA. ERMA indicates that a 50% reduction
in 1977 VOC emissions will be needed to attain the standard. Since
only a 38% reduction in VOC emissions is projected by end of 1982,
{refer to Attachment 8, an additional 12% reduction ({(or 13,148
tons/vear) will be needed just to meet the standard. By 1987, despite
additional reductions in motor vehicle VOC emissions and other
committed reasonably available transportation measures, it is projected
that the 0, will be exceeded since total VOC emissions are projected

to be redufed only 43% of 1977 VvOC emissions. Therefore, new VOC
emission control programs will have to be implemented to attain and
maintain compliance with the new federal ozone standard.

2. Demonstration of Comnitment to Implement Reasonable Available
Control Technology (RACT) for VOC Stationary Sources and Reasonably
Available Control Measures (RACM's) for Transportation VOC
Emission Sources
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As stated in the above section, the Department adopted VOC emission
reduction regulations for stationary sources (OAR 340(-22-100
through 150) con December 15, 1978, It is projected that these
regulations will result in a 10,520 ton/year reduction in VOC
emissions between 19277 and 1982 from existing sources. Compliance
schedules are presently being developed by the Department to ensure
expeditiocus implementation of these regulations. The Department

is also committed to implement additional stationary source VOC
emission reduction measures as required by federal law, and as
guidance from EPA becomes available.

As noted in the carbon monoxide evaluation section of this report
this region has made a significant commitment to implementing
RACM's. Therefore, the EPA requirement that a demonstration that
RACT requirements will be implemented and a commitment to implement
RACM's for transportation sources be implemented and/or committed
to justify an extension has been fulfilled. Until further analysis
determines the effectiveness of future control strategies, the
length of reguested extension beyond December 31, 1982 has not

been determined at this date. If additional measures can be
implemented to achieve the 0, standard by the end of 1982, the
extension reguest will be withdrawn at a later date.

Interim Growth Management Plan

Refer to the carbon monoxide evaluation section for EPA
requirements for a growth management plan. Since generally
measures that reduce CO emissions from motor vehicles also reduce
VOC emissions, the committed transportation control measures listed
in the CO section should also have a beneficial impact on O

levels. As previously stated the Department will implement
additional federally required stationary source VOC control
measures which are practicable and effective.

Schedule for Future Activities

Statements made in the CO evaluation section for transportation
sources are also relevant to future SIP revision activities related
to an ozone attainment and maintenance control strategy. However,
since the O, problem is regional in scope versus a more "localized"
street proximity type of non—attainment situation for CO,
significant regional planning activities will be required to insure
an adequate 0_ attainment strategy is developed. Since the AQMA

is an interstate area considerable coordination will be required
between agencies in Oregon and Washington. It is expected that
this coordination will be accomplished at several levels involving
such agencies as MSD, Clark County Regional Planning Council,
Highway Divisions of both states, DEQ, Southwest Air Pollution
Control Authority, and the Washington Department of Ecology.

Public involvement in the development of Future control strategies
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will be coordinated through the Citizen Advisory Committees of
DEQ, MSD, and Clark County.

As in the case with a revised CO attainment/maintenance strategy,
the intensive analysis of RACM's having the greatest potential
to reduce VOC emigsions will be completed by June 30, 1980. A
complete attainment maintenance control strategy for ozone will
be submitted to EPA for approval prior to July 1, 1982.

Summation

1.

The Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA has been designated a
non-attainment area for carbon monoxide and ozone by EPA.

The Metropolitan Service District is the lead agency in the development
of a transportation control strategy to attain and maintain compliance
with the carbon monoxide and ozone ambient air quality standards.

An air quality analysis indicates that a few roads in the CBD of
Portliand and a single road gection in Tigard are projected to violate
the 8-hour carbon monoxide ambient air gquality standard by the end

of 1982. By the end of 1987 all rcads are projected to be in
compliance with the CO standard. The analysis also indicates that

the recently revised 0, standard will continue to be exceeded by the
end of 1982. These pr%jections were made assuming implementation of
current reasonable transportation control and stationary source control
measures.

The CO and Q. SIP revisions consist of a commitment to analyze new
control stra%egies which would insure attainment and maintenance of
ambient air standards with MSD remaining in the lead coordinating
role. This control strategy analysis will be completed by June 30,
1980.

EPA requirements regarding an interim growth management strategy which
includes: enforcement of present federal offset rule, implementation
of Reasonable Available Control Technology {RACT) measures, and
commitment to implement reasonable available transportation contrels,
have been fully met.

A requested extension to attain the CO and O_ ambient air standards
beyond December 31, 1982 but prior to December 31, 1987 is being
included in the proposed SIP revision, which will be available April
1, 1979. The EPA requirements for requesting this extension have been
met.

A completed attainment/maintenance strategy for CO and O, for the
Portland AQMA will be submitted to EPA as a SIP revision™by July, 1982.
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8. A public hearing needs
revision and extension
satisfy both state and
revision submittal can
1, 1979.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it
hearing to consider public
and Ozone SIP Revision for

CAS: kmm
229-6279
March 14, 1279
Attachments (9)

to be held on May 4, 1979 on the CO and O_ SIP
request for the Portland-Vancouver AQMA td
federal requirements, and so that the SIP
be adopted and submitted to EPA prior to July

is recommended that the EQC authorize a public
testimony on the proposed 1979 Carbon Monoxide
the Portland-Vancouver Interstate AQMA,

WILLIAM H. YOUNG
Director
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Comparison of the 1977 and 1982
VOC Emissions for the Portland-
Vancouver AQMA

Attachment 6

SUMMARY FORMAT FOR VOC

] 1982 (12871 PROJECTED ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS |
BASE YEAR EMISSIONS FROM
EMISSIONS | SOURCES EXISTING | GROWTH SINCE
SOURCE 1977 IN 1877 1977 TOTAL
PETROLEUM REFINERIES PREFINERY FUGITIVES liwakss .
{MISCEL LANEOUS SOUACES I
i at Process ODronns ana Was e
i Ll WVacoum Producing Systems '
i ct Process Wn:t Blioweown 4
OTHER ] i
hTh?ERASET;{I\?ég%PFPERTL%TLTNM 0lL & GAS PRODUCTION FIELDS ] !
& UM [VATURAL GAS AND NATURAL ]
| PRODUCTS "GASOLINE PROCESSING ! i
'PLANTS :
[ GASOLINE & CRUDE GIL STORAGE] B ;
ST TRANSFER OF ; }
{ GASOLINE & CRUCE al_& 3144 1334 ! 147 1481
IEULK GASOLINE TE RMINALS 2 L K] 2277 i 250} 2597
[ GASOLINE BULK PLANTSS . |
{SEAVICE STATION LOADING isiage 1) 2198 . 175 ‘ o0 105
CCEAVICE STATION UNLOADING (stage e 2199 =199 : 241 SAAN
|OTHER 21 21 ; 2 2
INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES L OAGANIC CHEMICA L MANUF ACTURE 356 356 t 30 | 1308
; P AINT MANUFACTURE 276 i 276 ! 30 306
' VEGETABLE OIL PROCESSING R :
PPHARMACEUTICAL MANUFACTURE i
i {PLASTIC PRODUCTS MANUFACTURE ! ]
i { AUEECE R PRODUCTS MANUFACTURE i I i
 TEXTILE POLYMERS MANUFACTURE : i
1 DTHERS | i
INDUSTRIAL SURFACE { LARGE APPLIANCES ; .
COATING ' “IAGNET WIRE | ]
{ AUTOMOBILES 10 7 I 1 !
Mans —798 203 351738
{MET WL COlLe 44 30 ‘ F_ T 3F
{PAPER 5314 2938 230 13173
FABRIC i
_METAL FURNITURE 30 27 )
_ i WwOOD FURNITURE 409 4/0 28 4497
| FLAT WOOD PRODUCTE 184 144 1N 1
| DTHER METAL PRGDUCTS 74 B/R 149 10
| OTHERS 4zt 113 8 791
NON-INDUSTRIAL SURFACE | ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS 2314 ! 2114 { 256 oEa
COATINGS [AUTO REFINISHING -
| oTwmERS
OTHER SOLVENT USE DEGREASING
DRY CLEANING 1308 T8 153 [id
GRAPHIC ARTS [ 648 17 77
ADHESIVES
CUTBACK ASPHALT 1434 717 70 TGh
CTHER SOLVENT USE a3h 93 a» ar8
DTHER MISCELLANEOUS FUEL COMBUSTION 783 783 86 an
SOURLES SCLID WASTE DISPOBAL 379 390 36 365
FOREST, AGAICULTURAL, AND OTHER
OPER BUANING ) 3730 3730 410__ 41
TOTAL VOCU EMISSIONS FROM STATIONARY SOURCES 33273 22756 2450 25206
MOBILE SOURCES HIGHWAY VEHICLES ?1§3§ igbgé ]ggj% 383?5
atb Light Duty Automohiles g
b) Light Duty Trucks :
¢) Heavy Duty Gasoline Trucks
d} Heavy Duty Diesel Trugks 2462 424 887 131 -l
OFF-HIGRWAY VEHIGLES 1753 at73 - 239 2
RAL 38 3R gl I
ATACRAFT 40 840 ]96 1035
VESSELS 83 83 q
TOTAL VOC EMISSIONS FROM MOBILE SOURCES 75937 2L 18494 4254
TOTAL VOLAT! LE ORGANIC EMISSIONS 109210 | I 20944 6775

1 VN . .
Includes ail s1oraye facilities except those at service stations and bulk plants.

2 .
Emissions from loading tank trucks and rail cars,

JEmissinns from stotage snd transfer operations.
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Attachment 7

{1987) PROJECTED ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS
BASE YEAR EMISSIONS FROM
EMISSIONS | SOURCES EXISTING | GROWTH SINCE
SQURCE 1977 IN 1977 1977 TOTAL
PETROLEUM REFINERIES REFINERY FUGITIVES (eaksl
MISCEL LANEOUS SCURACES .
at Process Drains and Wasta
b} Vacuum Producing Systems
c} Provess Unit Blowdawn
QTHER
STOHAGETITNHANEPFPERT%HEOLI? Q1L & GAS PRODUCTION FIELDS . 4
& MARKE GO TROLEUM [(RFURAL GAS AND NATURAL
PRODUCTS GASOLINE PROCESSING :
PLANTS _____4
GASOLINE & CRUDE OIL STOAAGE!
ulk - U TAANSFER OF
GASOLINE & CAUDE Q1L 3144 1334 267 1601 |
BULK GASOLINE TERMINALS 2 5613 2271 Lok Jo5 |
GASOLINE BULK PLANTS? ;
SEAVICE STATION LOAGING lsiage !l 2198 175 7 210
SERVICE STATION UNLOADING fstage 1) | 21909 219 Lhn hiag
L b = >
QTHER 21 71 L‘L 25 ;
INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES ORGANIC CHEMICAL MANUFACTURE 204 2ACA [ hna !
: FAINT MANUFACTURE aeg o il 1 |
VEGETABLE OQiL PROCESSING ikt ik T V7
FPHARMAZEUTICAL MAARUFACTURE
PLASTIC PRODUCTS MANUFACTURE !
RUBBER PRODUCTS MANUF ACTURE ;
TEXTILE POLYMERS MANUFACTURE
DTHERS
INDUSTRIAL SURFACE LARGE APPLIANCES g o
COATING IAAGNET WIRE t
AUTOMOBILES 10 7 2 9 |
CANS :
298 263 55 253
MET AL COILS T b 2n Q. 28
T PP o A
PAPER L33l 2029 230 173 }
FABRIC < i ¥
METAL FURNITURE 19 27 8 30 ¢
WGOD FURNITURE Lo L&Q £g a1
FLAT WOOD PRODUCTS 1hl, 1hly m i
GTHER METAL PRODUCTS 19971 Q74 CER 18 |
OTHERS Clark County 1425 713 107 a2 |
NON-INDUSTRIAL SURFACE ARCHITECTURAL COATINGS 314 2314 347 P661 |
COATINGS ALUTO REFINISHING
OTHERS ‘
OTHER SOLVENT USE DEGREASING
CRY CLEAMING 1308 1308 196 1504
GRAPHIC ARTS 648 698 80 178
ADHESIVES il - i
CUTBACK ASPHALT 1434 717 108 825
OTHER SQLVENT USE 8-26 33‘; 176 Afal
OTHER MISCELLANEOUS FUEL COMBUSTION 787 781 117 ann
SOURCES SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL : 299 299 L9 378.]
FOREST, AGRICULTURAL, AND OTHER oy - ‘
OPEN BURNING 3730 3730 559 4289
TOTAL VOC EMISSIONS FROM STATIONARY SQURCES 2372713 29786 2!;88 62kl
MOBILE SOURCES HIGHWAY VEHICLES l K
a) Light Duty Automobiles h6L|'7L} 731}9‘ ]7573 ¢rll9_22
t1) Light Duty Trucks ?
¢} Heavy Duty Gasoline Trucks ] 871!‘ 1278 3 62 52- L}O
d} Heavy Cuty Diesel Trucks 1 3 ZZL} 7 7{)3
e) Motorcycles 2LED ‘128 . 1086
OFF - HIGHWAY VERICLES a1 a1 FEL 2503
AAIL l_.(ﬁ,é g{f)é o L38
ATRCAAFT _g53 A 176 1ot
VESSELS (i) Q2 17 100
i = iy 7 Trer
TOTAL VOC tMISSIONS FROM MOBILE SOURCES g2y 17617 nalar £00R
TOTAL VOLATILE ORGANIC EMISSIONS ﬁi;n 2 ‘3266 73082 23572

1 . N
inctudes afl storzge fagillties except thosa at sarvice stations and bulk plants,

-
Emissians from loading tank trucks ard rail cars.

3Emisslom from storege and 1ransfer operations,
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Reasonably Available Control Measureg (RACM's)

Inspection/Maintenance

Improved public transit

Exclusive bus and carpool lanes
Areawide carpool programs

Private car restrictions

Long range trangit improvements

On street parking controls

Park and ride and fringe parking lots
Pedestrial malls

Employer programs to encourage car and van pooling, mass transit,
bicycling and walking

Bicycle lanes and storage facilities

Staggered work hours

Road pricing to discourage single occupancy auto trips
Controls on extended vehicle idling

Traffic flow improvements

Alternative fuels or engines and other fleet vehicle controls
Other than light duty vehicle retrofit

Extreme cold start emission reduction programs
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. D(2), March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing for the
City of Salem Regarding Carbon Monoxide and Ozone Control
Strategies

BACKGROUND

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1977 require states to submit plans
to demonstrate how they will attain and maintain compliance with national
ambient air standards for those areas designated as "non-attainment".

The CAAA further requires these plans to demonstrate compliance for primary
standards not later than December 31, 1982,

In the case of Carbon Monoxide (CO) and Ozone {0.) primary standards,
which are mostly affected by transportation sourCes, the CAAA provides
for local planning agencies to be "lead agency®™ in the SIP revision
process.

On March 3, 1978 the area within the City Limits of Salem was designated
by EPA as non-attainment for CO and 0,, Mid-Wiilamette Valley Council
of Governments (MWVCOG) requested and subsequently was designated Lead
Agency by the EPA on April 11, 1978.

Since that time and with the assistance of the Department and the Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT), MWVCOG has spent considerable time
projecting future emission and air quality trends. 'The original
non-attainment area was expanded by MWVCOG to include the area within

the Salem Area Transportation Study (SATS) boundary. ‘this air quality
analysis work has recently culminated with the conclusion that the entire
SATS area will attain CO standards by December 31, 1982, The analysis

also concluded that with present control measures the SATS area will attain
compliance with the new EPA ozone standard by December 31, 1982.



Agenda Item D{2)
March 30, 1979
Page 2

Complete SIP revision documentation of a CO attainment and an Ozone
attainment strategy will be available by April 1, 1979. The Evaluation
Section of this report covers the essence of what these proposed SIP
revisions will contain. The Land Use Consistency Statement is shown in
Attachment 1. 1In order to submit an adopted SIP revision to EPA before
July 1, 1979, the Department has determined that the hearing process must
be authorized at the March EQC meeting.

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING

A,

Legal Authority: ORS 468.305 and Federal Clean Air Act as Amended 1977
(PL 95-95).

Need for Rule: The Salem area is not in attainment with State and
Federal ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide and ozone.
The Clean Air Act requires that areas attain standards by December

31, 1982. The proposed control strategy brings the area into
attainment by that date.

Documents Relied Upon:
1. Clean Alr Act Amendments of 1977, P.L. 95-95, 8/7/77.

2. DEQ Updated Emission Inventory
3. SAPOLLUT Computer Printout - Oregon Department of Transportation
4. EPA (1977} Uses, Limitations and Technical Basis for Procedures

for Quantifying Relationships Between Photochemical Oxidants
and Precursors, EPA-450/2~77-021a.

5. EPA (April, 1978), Workshop on Requirements for Nonattainment
Area Plans, Reviged ed.

6. Rhoads, Richard G. {memo dated Aug. 16, 1978), Clarification
of Attainment/Nonattainment Evaluation Guidance.

7. OAR 340-22-100 to 340-22-201 relating to Volatile Organic
Compounds.

8. Rhoads, Richard (memo dated February 21, 1979} Determination
of Reductions Necessary to Attain the Ozone Standard.

9. Oregon Graduate Center (1977), Survey of Ozone and Light
Scattering Particles in Western Oregon. p. 98.
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10. Wood, Richard M. (May 16, 1978), Carbon Monoxide Concentration
Nomegraph.

11. Oregon Ailr Quality Report 1976, by State of Oregon, Department
of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

12. EPA (January, 1279%9) Guidelines for the Interpretation of Ozone
Air Quality Standards.

EVALUATION

Carbon Monoxide

1.

Emigsions and Air Quality Trends through 1987

The Federal Motor Vehicle Control Program (FMVCP) will sufficiently
reduce CO emissiong to enable eight roadway segments (line sources),
determined as violating the 8 hour CO standard in the base year (1977),
to just attain CO standards by December 31, 1982 and to maintain those
standards through 1987. The violating streets, shown in Attachment

2, total approximately 2.2 miles and are mostly located in the urban
core area. Total CCO emissions in the SATS area are expected to decline
from a base vear (1977) level of 52,444 tons/year (T/Yr) to 46,500
T/¥r in 1983 and 34,442 T/Yr in 1987. Attachment 3 shows the trend

of total CO emigsions through 1987. Attachment 4 shows the miles of
CO violation and the expected yearly reduction, resulting in
attainment.

Strategy Elements and Commitments to Reduce CO Emissions

a. Federal Motor Vehicle Control Program

This program will continue to reduce CO emissions through 1987,
assuming no changes are made in future Federal tail pipe
standards.

b. Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM) for
Transportation

Although the air quality analysis did not incorporate travel
reductions from an Alternate Modes Program, such a program is now
being extensively implemented in the Salem Urban Area. WNine of
the fourteen EPA recommended RACM's already implemented or
committed for implementation are listed below:

1) Carpool Program - Over 1,000 employes have availed
themselves of the MWVCOG initiated Carpool Match Program.
Carpool parking spaces are reserved on streets located close
to employment centers, and major parking structures have spaces
reserved for carpools.




Agenda Item D(2)
March 30, 1979

Page 4

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Express Bus/Park and Ride Program — An extensive Park and
Ride Program began operating throughout the Salem Urban
Area on January 2, 1979.

Bicycle Facilities - A Bicycle Plan has recently been
completed and submitted for review by interested
organizations. It will be incorporated into the Salem Area
Comprehensive Plan and the SATS Transportation Plan.

Transit - The existing bus fleet iz being expanded by
purchasing used buses from other cities.

Private Car Restrictions -~ A 600 space lot for downtown
employe parking will be terminated when construction begins
for the planned Front Street Bypass.

On Street Parking Controls - Most streets within the
downtown and Capitol Mall area are off-limits to commuters
with $20 fines imposed on violators. Residential parking
districts have been established around the Capitol Mall
which are reserved for residents and two hour parking.

Staggered Working Hours - Flex hours have been available
for over a year for all State, City, and County employes.

Pedestrian Malls - Construction has begun on a pedestrian
mall which will cover two city blocks.

Traffic Flow Improvements - Five operations improvement
projects have been scheduled for 1979. These projects will
smooth traffic flow at intersections. One of the projects,
the removal of the offset intersection at Silverton Road
and 34th Avenue, was recently completed.

A large project that will have major impact on downtown
traffic is the Front Street Bypass. It should remove the
bulk of through traffic¢ that presently uses the Commercial-
Liberty couplet in the downtown core.

Another significant project is the Portland Road, Pine
Street - Academy Street improvement to the north of the
downtown on State Route 29E. The existing four lane section
will be widened to accommodate a continuous left turn refuge
and major intersections will be modified and upgraded with
improved traffic signals. Average travel speeds through

the section will be increased.
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3. Growth Management Plan

a. Review of New Sources

Special permit requirements (proposed OAR 340-20-190 through
198) would apply to properties adjoining the eight roadway
segments presently violating the 8 hour CO standard. Attachment
2 shows the location of the roadway segments. €O sources with
100 T/Yr potential emissions would likely be prohibited from
locating adjacent to the identified street segmentsg until the
streets were re-designated as attainment. The probable ban

is due to the fact that no present sourges are located in the
urban core area to provide a 100 T/Yr offset and no growth
increments would be available unless mobile source emissions
could be sufficiently reduced below the CO emissions trend line
{see Attachment 3). However, since the CO violating streets
are mostly in the built up urban core area, the likelihocod of
100 T/¥r potential CO sources locating there appears to be
remote.

b. Commitment to Implement Trangportation Control Measures

The Urban Core Area has a Parking and Praffic Circulation Plan
in effect which conforms to Rules for Indirect Sources (OAR
340-20-12¢). For the current year, ten bicycle path projects

. are scheduled for implementation as well as the installation
of thirty bus shelters. For Fiscal Year 1982 two downtown
couplet projects are programmed.

¢. Plant Site Emission Limits

Pursuant to proposed OAR 340-20-196 and 197, plant site emigsion

limits will be established for CO sources to ensure that
emissions are limited to attainment strategy projections.

Ozone

1.

Emisgions and Air Quality Trends through 1987

The Depariment projects that Salem should attain the new federal Ozone
(0.} standard by 1983 with reliance on the FMVCP, and Volatile Organic
Cofipound (VOC) Controls. For the periocd extending from 1977 to 1983,
hydrocarbon (HC) emissions from stationary sources will be reduced

by 58 Tons/Year (T/Yr) and mobile sources by 2361 T/Yr, or a total
reduction of 2419 T/Yr. VOC controls for stationary sources will
result in a 161 ?/¥r HC reduction, but growth lowers the overall
stationary source reduction to 58 T/Yr. Total HC emissions will
continue to decline through 1987 with a net reduction of 3309 T/Yr
over the base year. Attachment 5 shows the trend of total HC emissions
through 1987.
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2.

Strategy Elements and Commitments to Reduce HC Emissions

The modeling analysis shows that a twelve percent reduction in HC
emissions is required to attain the O, standard of 0.12 ppm. This
means that total HC emissions in 1983 would have to be no more than

88% of the base year emissions of 7,934 T/Yr, i.e., 6,982 T/Yr. A

line drawn between the two above emissions levels constitutes the
Reascnable Further Progress (RFP) line which will serve to track vearly
progress toward achieving the required emissions level that produces
attainment. Annual reports for RFP will be submitted by the Department
to the EPA. Attachment 5 shows the HC emissions trend as well as the
RFP line for HC emissions. The following control strategies are
predicted to result in a thirty percent reduction of HC emissions for
the period extending from 1977 to 1983:

a. Federal Motor Vehicle Control Program

b. RACM for Transportation - gee CO Section 2.b

¢c. Existing Adopted Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT)

RACT in the SATS area will congist of VOC regulations that are
practicable and effective. Initially, service stations will be
required to implement Stage I controls (tanker truck to storage tank
gasoline transfer). The regulated area contains approximately 100
service stations. RACT for VOC will also include controls on ten other
categories of Group I sources in addition to gasoline transfer (see
Attachment 6 for the list of sources). As further Contrel Technology
Guidance Documentg (CTG's} become available, Rules for those sources
will be adopted and implemented in the 03 Non-Attainment Area as
expeditiously as practicable.

Growth Management Plan

a. Review of New Sources

Since the 0, modeling analysis indicates that VOC growth increments
of approximately 1,570 T/¥r would be available in the SATS
Non~attainment Area, new sources of VOC could locate in the area
subject to the Special Permit Requirement Rule (proposed QAR
340-20-190 through 198). The main effect of the regulations would
be to require major new facilities { > 100 tons/year potential

VOC emissions) to limit emissions to Lowest Achievable Emission
Rate (LAER}.

b. Commitment to Implement Transportation Control Measures

Strategies that reduce CO emissions will also reduce HC emissions.
See Section 3.b under CO for the discussion of those measures.
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€. Plant Site Emission Limits

Pursuant to proposed OAR 340~20-196 and 197, plant site emission
limits will be established for VOC sources to ensure that
emissions are limited to attainment strategy projections.

SUMMATION

1.

The Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments (MWVCOG) was
designated by the EPA on April 11, 1978 as the lead agency responsible
for producing attainment strategles for the pollutants carbon monoxide
(CO) and ozone (03).

The Salem Non-attaiment Area, enlarged by MWVCOG to incorporate the
Salem Area Transportation Study (SATS} boundary, is projected to attain
the 0_ and CO standards by 1983. The urban core area is predicted

to ha¥e CO levels just under the 8 hour average CO standard in 1983.

0, modeling shows that a twelve (12} percent reduction in Volatile
O%ganic Compounds (VOC) is required to bring the area into compliance
by 1983 and a thirty {30) percent reduction will actually be achieved
with present programs.

A State Implementation Plan Revision documenting attainment strategies
for CO and Q, will be available April 1, 1979 and contain elements
discussed in the following items 4 - 8.

Special Permit Regquirement Rules for stationary CO sources would be

in effect for properties adjoining eight street segments mostly located
in the urban core area (see Attachment 2). New sources of CO ( > 100
tons per year (T/Y¥r) potential CO emissions) would most likely not

be able to locate in the area because neither growth increments nor
offset potentials exist. However, further demonstrated reductions

from mobile sources could possibly provide the necessary increments.

Special Permit Reguirements for stationary VOC Bources would be in
effect in the SATS boundary area. 8Since growth increments would be
available, new major sources of VOC (100 T/Yr or more potential) could
be esgtablished, but emissions would be limited to Lowest Achievable
Emission Rate (LAER).

VOC Rules will be applicable to approximately 100 service stations
within the SATS area and will require the implementation of Stage I
controls (tanker truck to storage tank gasoline transfer).

Plant site emission limits will be set for VOC and CO sources pursuant
to proposed OAR 340-20-190 through 198 to ensure emissions are limited
to attainment strategy projections.

Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for 100 tons per year
potential emission sources of VOC in addition to the above noted
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gasoline transfer controls ({shown in Attachment 6 for eleven categories
of sources) will be implemented in the Salem O_ SATS Non-Attainment
Area as expeditiously as practicable, Additiofial Rules will be adopted
as EPA publishes further control technology guidance.

9. A public hearing needs to be held on the CO and O, SIP revision for
the Salem Non-attainment Area to satisfy both Sta%e and Federal
requirements and to ensure that adoption and submittal to EPA of the
8IP revision can be made prior to July 1, 1979.

RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the summation, the Director recommends that the EQC authorize
the Department to proceed to public hearing before a hearings officer for
the City of Salem regarding attainment strategies for carbon monoxide and

ozone,
WILLIAM H. YOUNG

HH ¢ kmm

229-6086

March 15, 1979
Attachments



ATTACHMENT 1

LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT

for

PROPOSED REVISION TO THE CLEAN AIR ACT STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
REGARDING THE CARBON MONOXIDE AND OZONE CONTROL STRATEGY
FOR THE SALEM NON-ATTAINMENT AREA

The proposals described herein appear to conform with Statewide Planning
Goal Number 6 (Air, Water and Land Resources Quality). The proposals do
not relate to Geal Number 11 (Public Facilities and Services). The
Department is not aware of conflict with other goals.

With regard to Goal 6, the proposals provide for the attainment of ambient
Federal and State air quality standards for carbon monoxide and ozone in
the Salem Non-attainment Area by December 31, 1982. The proposals are
being submitted as a revision to the State Implementation Plan.

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed
action and comment on possible conflicts with their programs affecting

land use and with Statewide Planning Goals within their expertise and
jurisdiction.

The Department of Environmental Quality intends to ask the Department of
Land Congervation and Development to mediate any apparent conflicts brought
to our attention by local, state, or federal authorities.
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ATTACHMENT 6

VOC Group I Sources

1. Large Appliance Manufacture

2. Magnet Wire Insulation

3. Gasoline Bulk Plants

4, Metal Furniture Manufacture

5. Petroleum Liquid Storage, Fixed Roof Tanks
6. Degreasing

7. Bulk Gasoline Terminals

8. Petroleum Refinery Vacuum Systems, Waste Water Separators and
Process Unit Turnaround

9. 8Service Stations, Stage I
10. Cutback Asphalt Paving

11. Surface Coating of Cans, Coils, Paper, Fabric, Automobiles and Light-
Duty Trucks

HH : kmm



Environmental Quality Commission

R e AL POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. D(3), March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Public Hearing Authorization Request for the Eugene-
Springfield AQMA Carbon Monoxide State Implementation
Plan

Background

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CARA) of 1977 require states to submit plans
demonstrating how they will attain and maintain compliance with national
ambient air standards for those areas designated as "non-attainment”.

The CAAA further requires these plans to demonstrate compliance with
primary air quality standards not later than December 31, 1982, &an
extension up to December 31, 1987 is possible for transportation related
pollutants if the state can demonstrate that despite implementation of

all reasonably available control measures the December 31, 1982 attainment
date cannot be met,

The SIP revisions are to be approved by EPA by July 1, 1979, If an
adequate extension request is submitted to EPA by then and approved, states
will have until July, 1980 to analyze all alternative control strategies
and until July, 1982 to submit a complete attainment strategy.

In the case of carbon monoxide which is almost entirely emitted by
transportation sources the CAAA provides for local planning agencies to
be "lead agency"” in the SIP revision process. The Eugene~-Springfield
AQMA (Figure 1) was designated by EPA as a non-attainment area for carbon
monoxide. The Lane Council of Governments regquested and subsequently was
designated as Lead Agency. 8ince that time, LCOG, with the assistance

of DEQ, the Oregon Department of Transportation and the Lane Regional Air
Pollution Authority, has spent considerable time projecting future emission
and air quality trends. This air quality analysis work has recently
culminated with the conclusion that a portion of the downtown Eugene area
will not attain CO standards by December 31, 1982. The analysis also
concluded that with present control measures the AQOMA will attain
compliance with the CO standards by 1985.

-
&S
Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46
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Complete SIP revision documentation of a CO attainment date extension
reguest will be available by April 1, 1979. The evaluation section of
this report covers the essence of what the proposed SIP revigion will
contain. 1In order to submit an adopted SIP revision to EPA before July
1, 1879 it has been determined that the hearing must be authorized at the
March EQC meeting. |

The Department has requested that the AQMA be designated as an attainment
area for ozone, sSince no violations of the new ozone standard occurred
during the 1975-1978 period. Thus an ozone SIP will not be prepared.

BEvaluation

1. Emissions and Air Quality Trends Through 1987

Motor vehicle emissions contributed about 95% of total carbon monoxide
emissions within the AQMA in 1977. The remaining 5% consisted
primarily of industrial process emissions, industrial combustion
emissions, and space heating emissions. Given this emissions
distribution, it is c¢lear that the key to solving the AQMA's CO problem
ig in reducing the impact of motor vehicle emissions in the violation
area.

The Oregon Department of Transportation in conjunction with LCOG used
relatively sophisticated computer model techniques to project current
and future CO emissions from motor vehicles. The model required such
inputs as current and future population and employment levels, and
projected motor vehicle emission factors.

As shown in Figure 2, total emissions of CO in the AQMA from all
sources are projected to decrease 18% from 1977 to 1983 and by 32%
from 1977 to 1987, despite concurrent increases in vehicle miles
traveled.

The emissions data developed by ODOT was analyzed by another CO model
developed by DEQ staff which projects whesher street sections will
violate the 8-hour CQ standard of 10 mg/m™ in future years. As shown
in Attachment 3, the number of miles of road section exceeding the
8-hour CO standard is projected to decrease substantially by 1982.

In fact, only 1.5 miles of streets are projected to exceed the CO
standard in 1983, and it is projected that all street sections will
be in attaimnment by 1985. It should be noted that over 929% of the
AQMA is projected to be in attainment of the CO standard by the end
of 1982.
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2.

Demonstration of Commitment to Reasonably Available Control Measures

{RACM

The Eugene—-8Springfield area has already implemented a variety of
transportation measures with beneficial air quality effects. Traffic
engineering improvements, such as improved signal timing have improved
traffic flow and increased speeds, thus reducing CO emissions.

The area has been a leader in promoting and encouraging alternatives
to the automobile. There are currently in excess of 100 miles of
bikeways in the metropolitan area, with more planned for completion
by 1983. Provision of bikeways, in downtown Bugene in particular,
helps eliminate some auto trips, which obviously reduces emissions.

In 1969, a pedestrian mall was constructed in the Eugene central
business district, and it serves today as the core of the downtown
shopping area. Lane Transit District, since it assumed operation of
the local private transit company in 19270, has experienced one of the
highest ridership growth rates in the country. Between 1972 and 1983,
the Transit Development Program calls for replacement of over cne~half
the existing fleet with new vehicles, and the installation of 100
waiting shelters. Additionally a new bridge over the Willamette River
for pedestrians only is planned to be built near the violation area
during the same time period.

Several existing plans and programs contaln projects or policies which
will enhance air guality, but they have not been adopted yet as air
quality control strategies, nor has a schedule been developed yet for
their implementation. One factor hindering such a schedule is that
EPA has only made available in 1979 the analytical procedures by which
the air quality effectiveness of many control measures can be
calculated. The projects and policies refered to above will bhe
evaluated along with other reasonable control strategies by June of
1980. Development of a schedule for implementation is one of the
activities to be undertaken by LCOG during the 1979-80 fiscal year,
prior to the adoption of the next SIP revision.

Interim Growth Management Plan

Under EPA requirements, the Federal Offset Rule (41 CFR 55524) must
be applied to major new or modified sources until an attaimment and
malntenance strategy is developed. LRAPA currently reviews all new
sources to determine whether Federal Offset reguirements apply to any
proposed new source and will continue to do so. Although stationary
sources are estimated to account for less than 3% of the total AQMA
CO emissions, this requirement should ensure that no large stationary
sources have an adverse impact on the CO problem in the non-attainment
area.

Areawide total CO emisgions are projected to decrease by 3% per year
during the period 1979 to 1983 due to the Federal Motor Vehicle
Emission Control Program. Several existing plans and programs contain
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projects or policies which will enhance air quality, but they have

not been adopted as control strategies, nor has a detailed schedule
been developed yet for their implementation. The projects and policies
will be evaluated along with other reasonable control measures by June
1980.

Schedule for Future Activites

LCOG has committed to the following schedule of activities:
A) Analyze reasonable transportation control measures by June, 1980.

B} Prepare a SIP revision containing transportation control measures,
and implementation commitments by no later than July, 1982.

LCOG has committed to analyze the effectiveness and reasonableness

of reasonable transportation control measures by June, 1980, LCOG
intends to focus primarily on those control measures which appear to
have the most potential; a vehicle inspection/maintenance program,
traffic flow improvements, improved transit, carpooling, and revised
parking policies, Other measures may be analyzed in detail, if future
analysis indicates they have significant potential. Concurrently,
with the analysis of control measures, additional monitoring in the

. CO0 violation area will be conducted and additional work on the computer

projection model will be done in order to verify the air quality
projection analysis. :

LCOG has also committed to prepare a CO attainment and maintenance
strategy SIP revision by no later than July 1, 1982. 1If control
measures are avallable which can achieve attainment sconer than if
the Federal Motor Vehicle Emission Control program were solely relied
upon and if these measures are reasonable and publicly acceptable,
LCOG will promote the prompt adoption of those measures.

Summation

1.

The Bugene-Springfield AQMA is designated a non-attainment area for
carbon monoxide by EPA.

The Lane Council of Governments is the lead agency in the development
of a transportation control strategy to attain and maintain compliance
with the Federal carbon monoxide ambient air quality standard.

An air quality projection analysis for the Eugene-Springfield AQMA
indicates that less than 1 1/2 miles of streets in downtown Eugene
will violate the 8-hour CO standard after December 1982, and that all
streets will be in compliance by 1985.
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4, This CO SIP revision consists primarily of a commitment to analyze
reasonable transportation control measures by June 30, 1980 with LCOG
remaining in the lead coordinating role, and a commitment to submit
a CO attainment and maintenance strategy SIP to EPA by no later than
July, 1982.

5. EPA requirements regarding an interim growth management strategy
{(enforcement of the Federal offset rule), and a demonstration that
existing reasonable available transportation control measures are not
likely to attain standards by 1983, have been met. Thus an extension
of the attainment date past December 31, 1982 should be granted by
EPA.

6. An extension request, to attain the ambient CO standard beyond December
31, 1982, but prior to December 31, 1987, is being included in the
revised S8IP. The EPA requirements for requesting this extension have
been met. If control measures can achieve attainment by December 31,
1982, then the extension request will be rescinded.

7. A public hearing needs to be held on May 4, 1979 in Eugene on the CO
SIP revision extension request for the Eugene-Springfield AQMA to
satisfy both state and federal requirements and so that adoption and
submittal of the SIP revision extension regquest to EPA can occur prior
to July 1, 1979.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the EQC authorize a public
hearing in Fugene to consider public testimony on the adequacy and’
reasonableness of the 1979 Carbon Monoxide State Implementation Plan
revision extension request for the Eugene-Springfield AQMA.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

WIG: kmm

229-6087

March 14, 1979

Attachments

1) Map of Bugene~Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Area

2) Graph of Eugene-Springfield AQMA Carbon Monoxide Emissions vs. Time

3) Graph of Length of Roadway in AQMA in Violation of CO Standard vs. Time
4) List of 18 reasonable available transportation control measures
identified in the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments {(Section 108 (f))



ATTACHMENT 4

List of 18 reasonable available transportation control measures identified
in the 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments (Section 108(f))}.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.

Motor vehicle emission inspection and maintenance programs;

Programs to control vapor emissions from fuel transfer and storage
operations and operationsg using solvents; (not applicable for CO):
Programs for improved public transit;

Programs to establish exclusive bus and carpool lanes and areawide
carpool programs;

Programs te limit portions of road surfaces or certain sections of
the metropolitan areas to the use of common carriers, both as to time
and place;

Programs for long-range transit improvements involving new
transportation facilities or major changes in existing facilities;
Programs to control on-street parking:;

Programs to construct new parking facilities and operate existing
parking facilities for the purpose of park and ride lots and

fringe parking;

Programs to limit portions of road surfaces or certaln sections of
the metropolitan area to the use of nonmotorized vehicles or pedestrian
use, both as to time and place;

Provisions for employer participation in programs to encourage
carpooling, vanpooling, mass transit, bicycling, and walking;
Programs for secure bicycle storage facilities and other facilities,
including bicycle lanes, for the convenience and protection of
bicyclists,. in both public and private areas;

Programs of staggered hours of work;

Programs to institute road user charges, tolls, or differential rates
to discourage single occupancy automobile trips;

Programs to control extended idling of vehicles;

Programs to reduce emissions by improvements in traffic flow;
Programs for the conversion of fleet vehicles to cleaner engines or
fuels, or to otherwise control fleet vehicle operations;

Programs for retrofit of emission devices or controls on vehicles and
engines, other than light duty vehicles, not subject to regulations
under section 202 of title II of this Act; and

Programs to reduce motor vehicle emissions which are caused by extreme
cold start conditions.
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DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. D, D3 and D6, March 30, 1972 EQC Meeting

Addendum

Background and Introduction to State Implementation Plan Revisions - p. 2

“"Change in proposed hearing schedule”

* Bugene CO Plan -~ May 4 Salem to May 4, Eugene
*# Portland CO and Ozone Plan — May 7 Portland to May 4, Portland

Item D-{(3) Eugene-Springfield AQMA CO Plan

"Change Figure 3" from 28 km of roadway in violation in 1977 to 10.5 km

Item D-6 Special Permit Requirements

It has always been the Departments intent to exempt the Portland AQMA from
this entire rule until such time as an attainment strategy exists, This
approach would allow the Advisory Committee to custom design or amend the
rule at the time of attainment plan development to best suit local needs.

Sections 34-20-190-195 contain this exemption. However, Sections
34-20-196-198 needs to be amended as follows to also include this
exemption.

Section 340~20-196-198 add new paragraph in each Section as follows:

This Section shall not apply in the Portland AQMA until such time as a SIP

Attainment strategy exists.

PPB:jl
229-6278
March 28, 1979



Environmental Quality Commission

RO vtmon B POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

Ay
&S
Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQB

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. D(4), March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Request for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing
on Proposed Revigions to the State Air Quality
Implementation Plan for the Medford-Ashland
Air Quality Maintenance Area for Carbon Monoxide
and Ozone Pollutants

BACKGROUND

The Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1977 require states to submit plans
demonstrating how they will attain and maintain compliance with national
ambient air standards for those areas designated as "non-attainment".

The CAAA further requires these plans to demonstrate compliance for primary
standards not later than December 31, 1982. An extension up to December
31, 1987 is possible if the state can demonstrate that despite
implementation of all reasconably available measures, the December 31, 1982
date cannot be met,

The SIP revisions are to be approved by EPA by July 1, 1979. If an
adequate extension reguest is submitted to EPA by then, states will have
until July, 1980 to analyze all alternative control strategies and until
July, 1982 to submit a complete attainment strategy as a SIP revision.

In the case of carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone {0,) primary standardsg, which
are mostly affected by transportation sources, tﬁe CAAA provide for local
planning agencies to be "lead agency" in the SIP revision process,

On January 24, 1978 the Medford-Ashland AQMA was designated by EPA as
non-attainment for CO and O.,. 1In March, 1978, Jackson County requested
and subsequently was designated Lead Agency. Refer to Attachment 1.

Since that time, Jackson County with the assistance of DEQ and the Oregon
Department of Transportation has spent considerable time projecting future
emissions and air quality trends. 'This air quality analysis work has
recently culminated with the conclusions that a portion of Medford will
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not attain the CO standard by December 31, 1982. The analysis also
concluded that with present control measures the AQMA will attain
compliance with the new EPA ozone standard by December 31, 1982.

The complete SIP revisions containing the CO attainment extension request
and an Ozone attainment strategy will be available by April 1, 1979. The
evaluation section of this report covers the essence of what these proposed
SIP revisions will contain. In order to submit an adopted SIP revision

to EPA before July 1, 19279, it has heen determined that the hearing process
must be authorized at the March EQC meeting.

STATEMENT OF NEED

The Statement of Need prepared pursuant to ORS 183.335(7) and ORS
183.355({1) is attached as Attachment 6.

LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT

The Statement of Land Use Consistency prepared pursuant to ORS 197,180
and the DLCD/DEQ Interagency Coordination Program is attached as
Attachment 7.

EVALUATION

CARBON MONOXIDE SIP REVISION

Emission and Air Quality Trends through 1987

Motor vehicles are the dominant source of carbon monoxide (CO)
emissions in the AQMA. They contributed an estimated 84 percent of
the total emissions during 1877. Other sources of carbon monoxide
are space heating {9%); industry (3%); solid waste disposal (2%); and
miscellaneous sources (2%). High CO levels that exceed standards are
occurring along heavily traveled and congested roadways. Therefore,
accurately characterizing and ultimately reducing motor wvehicle
emissions, as well as improving traffic circulation are the key
elements needed in a successful attainment strategy. The lead agency
calculates an overall 72 percent reduction in CO emissions is needed
to attain standards.

Attachment 2 shows graphically the miles of roadway identified as
exceeding standards through 1987 according to computer modeling of
traffic in the AQMA. Also shown is the reduction in emissiong needed
to attain standards as well as expected emission levels with existing
emigsion reduction control measures. '
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The CO standard violations occur in and near the central business
district (CBD) of Medford. See Attachment 3 for an outline of the
carbon monoxide non-attainment area. The computer model projects the
remaining locales in the AQMA to maintain attainment of the federal
CO standard.

Demonstration of Commitment to Reasonably Available Control
Measures (RACM)

As a prerequisite to approving the extension to 1987, the State must
commit to develop and implement RACM as expeditiously as practicable.
The agencies involved will do this by agreeing to identify and analyze
candidate RACM's by July, 1980 and revise the SIP by July 1982 to
contain enforceable (committed) RACM's to attain carbon monoxide
standards by no later than December 31, 1987. A vehicle inspection
and maintenance (I/M) program is not mandatory at this time to receive
the extension according to EPA guidance as the AQMA has a population
less than 200,000. The lead agency is in favor of I/M and is
supporting proposed legislation that would authorize I/M in Jackson
County.

Committed RACM's at this time are the Federal Motor Vehicle Control
Program (FMVCP) and mass transit. The following is a brief summary
of these measures.

FMVCP: The FMVCP is projected by computer modeling to reduce CO
concentrations throughout the AQMA at least until 1987. In the
non-attainment area these reductions, while significant, do not bring
air quality within standards. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are
projected to increase in future years.

Mass Transit: The Rogue Valley Transportation District (RVID)
currently accounts for about one percent of the trip ends in the
Medford CBD which is the center of the non-attainment area. Because
of ag yet minimal reduction in vehicle traffic in the CBD as a result
of the RVID, little benefit in improving air quality can be attributed
to this RACM. However, improving the RVTD using various inducements
to increase ridership will be considered along with other candidate
RACM's in developing the final control strategy.

Interim Growth Management Plan

During the time that an attainment strategy is being developed and
the time it is submitted and approved by EPA the State must have an
interim~growth management plan in effect for industrial sources. The
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minimum plan required by EPA is the federal emissions offset
Interpretative Ruling (44 FR 3282). This applies to new or modified
industrial sources emitting greater than 50 tons per vear. It is
anticipated the interim growth management plan will not improve CO

air quality significantly in view of the minor impact existing industry
has on the problem. Nonetheless, the Department is committed to apply
the federal offset rule to new and expanding sources that meet the
established criteria.

Schedule for Future Activities

Both the Clean Air Act (as amended in 1977) and subsequent EPA guidance
require that a S8IP revision demonstrating a non—attainment situation
through December 31, 1982 must include a program for evaluating 18
Reasonably Available Control Measures listed in the Act. The above
analysis has identified that violations in the Medford-Ashalnd AQMA
will continue through December 31, 1982. As part of the future
activities schedule, a more detailed analysis will be performed by

the lead agency in the next few months to verify these conclusions.
After confirming the original projected non-attainment area, the RACM's
will be analyzed to determine the most effective combination that will
eliminate the problem. The lead agency is recommending that of the

18 RACM's listed in the Clean Air Act, (Attachment 8) the following
five measures have the greatest potential for reducing CO emissions

in the Medford-Ashland AQMA.

a. Inspection/Maintenance;

b. Improved public transit;

¢. Long-range transit improvements;

d. Employer programs to encouradge carpooling, vanpecoling and public
transit; and

e. Traffic circulation and parking plan.

Other measures may be considered, if future analysis determines they
have significant potential for reducing CO emigsions. The analysis
of RACM's will be completed by June 30, 1980. Those measures, which
have been evaluated and are determined to be hoth environmentally and
economically feasible, and publically acceptable, will be identified
and submitted as part of CO attainment/maintenance strategy by July
1, 1982. A commitment to implement measures must be made as part of

the 1982 CO SIP submittal.

Public participation will be coordinated by the Jackson County Board
of Commissioners in carrying out the role of lead agency in the
development of the carbon monoxide control strategy.
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OZONE SIP REVISION

Emission and Air Quality Trends through 1987

Ozone is not emitted directly to the atmosphere but results from a
reaction between volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides
(NOK) in the presence of sunlight. Most NOX and nearly half the VOC
originates from motor vehicles. Industrial and commercial operations
contribute most of the remaining VOC. Reducing VOC emissions is the
accepted approach in lowering ozone levels.

Ozone levels that exceed the federal standard of $.12 ppm are observed
throughout the AQMA. Attachment 4 graphically portrays the
non-attainment area. Levels are projected to decline sufficiently

by December 31, 1982 to attain the federal standard with existing motor
vehicle control measures and implementing Reasgonably Available Control
Technology on industrial/commercial sources. These are explained
later. This projection is based on an EPA derived relationship called
the Empirical Kinetic Modeling Approach or EXKMA. ERKMA is a shorthand
method of estimating the current ratio of ozone precursors (VOC and
NOX} and determining what this ratio must be in the future to attain
standards. The DEQ has compiled a VOC emission inventory for 1977

and projected for 1982 the reduced VOC emissions resulting from the
existing control measures. By 1982, the emission inventory shows a

13 percent reduction in VOC emissions. EKMA estimates that a 13%
reduction in VOC emissions will attain federal standards.

Attachment 5 shows graphically the reduction of emissions versus air
guality improvement through 1987.

Projected reductions in VOC emissions in 1982 compared to 1977
emissions resulting from the federal motor vehicle control program
(FMVCP) are 12 percent and applying RACT to industrial/commercial
sources results in a reduction of VOC of 1 percent. RACT would be

at least as effective as the FMvVCP if it were not for a large increase
in production forecasted by the 3M Company.

Demcnstration of Commitment to Develop Reasonably Available
Control Technology

Because EKMA is used in forecasting future ozone air quality, EPA
requires that a commitment be made by the State to develop and
implement future RACT for point sources of more than 100 tons per year
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potential emissions of VOC. What constitutes RACT for a particular
source is explained by EPA in a Control Technology Guideline (CTG)
document for each source.

EPA aliows the state up to the end of the next calendar vear following
issuance of a CTG to adopt regulations equivalent to RACT or better
for that source. DEQ adopted VOC RACT rules in December, 1978 for

the first group of CTG's issued in 1977. DEQ commits to adopt further
VOC rules appropriate for the AQMA each year as CTG's are issued by
EPA which will be implemented as expeditiously as practicable until
attainment and maintenance requirements are met,

Growth Management Plan

There is no growth increment built into the 1982 Qzone attainment
control strategy for major new or modified sources although by 1987

a 500 ton growth increment will be available because of continued
reductions in motor vehicle emissions. Under the proposed special
permit rule (OAR 340-20-190) offsets would have to be obtained at least
until 1982, There are possibilities to provide growth increment before
1982 if such measures such as an inspection maintenance program is
established or if existing source emissions are restricted .

The attainment strategy would allow the 3M Company to achieve their
anticipated production increase from 40 to 100 percent of existing
production capability over the period of 1979 to 1982. If the
projected emission increase were limited below the maximum expected,

a substantial growth increment could be available before 1982 of up to
2300 tons of VOC based on current production.

Thus the identification of a growth increment should be tied closely
to the analysis of RACM's to be completed by the lead agency by July,
1980. The final plant site emission limit for 3M and other less
significant sources can be decided in July, 19280 based on the lead
agency RACM recommendations. This will insure full local input into
a decigion which can have significant impact on the local economy.

SUMMATION

1. The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 regquire plans which
demonstrate how air quality standards will be attained and
maintained in existing non-attainment areas.



Agenda Item D{4)
March 30, 1979

Page 7

2.

The Medford-Ashland AQMA is designated by EPA as non-attainment
for ozone and carbon monoxide pollutants.

The Jackson County Board of Commissioners is the lead agency in
the development of the transportation control strategy portion
of the plan for ozone and carbon monoxide.

A future air quality analysis for carbon monoxide indicates that
many miles of roadway will continue to exceed federal standards
by the end of 1982.

A future air guality analysis for ozone indicates that the AQMA
will attain federal standards by 1982 with the existing federal
motor wvehicle control program and RACT controls for point sources
of VOC. By 1987 the margin of attainment is projected to be about
500 tonsg of VOC.

A carbon monoxide SIP revision which must be submitted to EPA
before July 1, 1979 will request an extension of the December 31,
1982 attainment date and contain a commitment to analyze candidate
control measures by July 1, 1980 and submit the standard attainment
and maintenance plan SIP revision by July 1, 1982,

The proposed ozone SIP ravision which must be submitted to EPA
before July 1, 1979 will document standard attainment by the end
of 1982, and a commitment to develop and implement RACT controls
for point sources, a special permit rule to manage growth and a
plant site emission limit provision.

There is no growth increment in the ozone attainment strategy
through 1982, therefore offgets will have to be obtained for new
or modified sources unless further VOC reductions are obtained

from such things as an inspection maintenance program or by further
restricting existing stationary source emissions.

A public hearing needs to be held on May 3, 1979 on the proposed
carbon monoxide and ozone SIP revisions for the Medford-Ashland
AQMA to comply with state and federal requirements, and so that
EQC adoption and submittal to EPA of the SIP revision can be
accomplished before July 1, 1979.
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Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation it is recommended that the EQC authorize a public
hearing to entertain public testimony on the proposed carbon monoxide and

ozone SIP revisions for the Medford-Ashland AQMA.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

JFK/DWB: kmm
229~6459
March 15, 1979
Attachments 1) Lead Agency Certification
2) CO Emission and AQ Trends
3) CO Non-attainment Area
4) Ozone Non-attainment Area
5} Ozone Emission and AQ Trends
6) Statement of Need
7) Statement of Land Use Consistency
8} 18 RACM's
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March 13, 1978

Honorable Robert W. Straub, Governor
0ffice of the Governor

State Capitol

Satem, Oregon 97310

Dear Governor Straub:

Letters of intent, resolutions, and minutes of joint meetings between the
various local governments and the Rogue Valley Council of Governments (RVCOG)
are enclosed. These documents refiect the efforts made iocally to determine
who should play the lead agency role in transporatlon planning for air quality
improvements.

N Specifically, the designation effort was made as a result of the Clear Air Act
amendments (PL 95-95 Section 174). The end result of all discussions was that
the Jackscon County Board of Commissioners would be designated lead agency.

A number of considerations were made that in the end indicated the County role
as lead agency. . While the County administration does not meet all of the
requirements specified in the amendments, no other local agency completely
ful1fills those requirements either: the region has no 3-C agency and no
metropolitan pilanning office. However, the County, in conjunction with the
Air Quality Advisory Committee, will meet the general requirements of the Act.

Another key factor in making the decision was the standing of the Air Quality
Advisory Committee, its make-up representing a broad spectrum of the community,
and its current air quality planning activities. This Committee has worked on
air quality -problems within the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area
for the past 12 months, meeting on an average of three times a month. Under

no circumstances should the expertise gained or efforts made by this Comnittee
be sacrificed just to meet the new rules. Invitations have been sent to all
general purpose governments to participate in the Committee's activities.
Ashland, Medford, the County and the RVCOG had always been represented on the
Committiee.

32 \’ Gixth Gt /h‘mlto ih, Qreqmn 97501 7 (503) 776 7504



e

ATTACHMENT ONE

.Thg County's current role in environmental planning, which might meet the Act's

T e ey v T 0 s ey

requirements for consolidation of enviornmental planning efforts, includes quaiity
through the Committee, sub-surface sewage disposal, solid waste management, and
review responsibilities for all land use and comprehensive plans within the County.

The only other local agency which would be in a position to take on lead agency
status is the RVCOG. During early discussions that agencysenta letter of intent
to the DEQ Director's office. However, the RVCOG's letter of intent indicated
further discussions between the City and the County were reguired. It was after
those further discussions that the RVCOG decided to back the County in seeking
lead agency status, as stated in their letter dated February 24, 1978.

We hope this letter and the enclosures will clear up any questions you may have.
If T can be of any further assistance to you, please give me a call.:

Respectfuliy submitted,

~ Bruce Shaw, Air Quality Coordinator
Jackson County

cc: Bill Young
Carl Simens -
Jackson County Board of Commissioners

BS:sw
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ATTACHMENT 2

MEDFORD-ASHLAND AQMA CARBON MONOXIDE EMISSIONS
AND AIR QUALITY TRENDS THROUGH 1987
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anpar - MEDFORD-ASHLAND AQMA Carbon Monoxide Monattainment Areag 1983

Beginning at tne intersection of Biddle Road and Crater Lake Highway 62
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Attachment 4

Ozone Nonattainment Area

The Medford-Ashland AQMA
is the Ozone Nonattainment Area
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Estimated VOC Emissions in AQMA, Tons per Year
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ATTACHMENT &

- Medford-Ashland AQMA Emission and
Ozone Air Quality Trends through 1987

RFP: Reasonably Furtﬁer Progress
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ATTACHMENT 6

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Proposed )
Revision to the Clean Air Act )
State Implementation Plan )
Regarding the Ozone Control ) STATEMENT OF NEED
Strategy for the )
Medford-aAshland Air Quality )}
Maintenance Area )

The Environmental Quality Commission intends to consider adoption of the
proposed Ozone Control Strategy for the Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Area as a revision to the State Implementation Plan.

a. ILegal Authority: ORS 468.020 and 468.295; Federal Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1977 - P.L. 95-95 (August 7, 1977) Section 110.

Need for Rule: The Environmental Protection Agency requires a
control strategy for an area that is designated non-attaimment for
ozone. The Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area is in
violation of National Ambient Air Quality standard for ozone.

This control strategy will be submitted to EPA to satisfy
requirements of the Clean Air Act.

¢. Documents Principally Relied Upon:
l. Emission Inventory 1977 Dated 10/26/78
2. SAPOLLUT _ - Oregon Dept. of Transportation (ODOT)
3. Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, P.L. 95-95, 8/7/77
4. EPA (1977) Usez, Limitationsand Technical Basis for Procedures

for Quantifying Relationships Between Photochemical Oxidants
and Precursors, EPA-450/2-77-021a.

5. EPA (April, 1978), Workshop on Reguirements for Nonattainment
Area Plans, Revised ed.

6. Rhoads, Richard G. (memc dated Aug. 16, 1978), Clarification
of Attainment/Nonattainment Evaluation Guidance.

7. ©OAR 340-22-100 to 340-22-201 relating to Volatile Organic
. Compounds.

8. PES Hydrocarbon Survey Medford Area, 1977
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3. Oregon Air Quality Report 1976, by State of Oregon,
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).

10, E®PA (January, 1979) Guidelines for the Interpretation of Ozcne
Air Quality Standards.

Department of Environmental Quality

3-15-29 BY: /@//m Lhceeen

DWB : kmm
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LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT
for
QZONE SIP REVISION
for the
MEDFORD-ASHLAND AQMA

The proposals described herein appear to be consistent with Statewide
Planning Goal Number & (Air, Water and Land Resources Quality). The
proposals do not relate to goal Number 11 {Public Facilities and Services).
The Department is not aware of conflict with other goals.

With regard to Goal 6 (air, water and land resources quality) the proposed
SIP Revisgion provides for attainment and maintenance of the Federal ozone
air quality standard and is considered consistent with the goal.

Goal 11 (public facilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the
proposals.

Implementation of the proposed SIP Revision for ozone will be coordinated
with other air quality maintenance and improvement strategies by subsequent
revision of the State Implementation Plan.

Public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be
submitted in the same fashion as are indicated for testimony in this NOTICE
OF PUBLIC HEARING.

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed
action and comment on possible conflicts within their programs affecting
land use and with Statewide Planning Goals within their expertise and
jurisdiction.

The Department of Environmental Quality intends to ask the Department of
Land Conservation and Development to mediate any apparent conflicts brought
to our attention by local, state, or federal authorities.
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ATTACHMENT 8
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. {f}(1) The Administrator shall publish and malke
available to appropriate Federal agencies, States, and air
pollution control agencies, including agencies assisted
under section 175 within 6 months nfter enactment of this
subsection for clauses (i), (ii). (iti). and (iv) of subpar- , . .
agraph (A) and within one venr after the enactment of than light duty vehicles, not subject to regula-
this subsection for the balance of this subsection (ant tions under section 202 of title II of this Act;
from time to time thereafter) ' and

(xvi) programs for the conversion of flect ve-
hicles to cleaner engines or fuels, or to otherwise
control flect vehicle operations;

(xvii) programs for retrofit of emission de-
vices or controls on veliicles and engines, other

.

(A} information., prepared, as appropriate, in co-
operation with the Seeretary of Transportation, re-

garding processes, proeedures, and methods to re-
duce or control each such pollutant, including but .

not limited to—

(i) motor vehicle emission inspection and
maintenance programs;

(ii) programs to control vapor emissions
from fuel transfer and storage operations and
operations using solvents;

(i1i) programs for improved public transit;

(iv) programs to establish exclusive bus and
carpool lanes and arcawide carpool programs;

(v) programs to limit portions of road sur-
faces or certain sections of the metropolitan
areas to the use of common carriers, both as to
time and place; ‘

(vi) programs for long-range transit improve-
ments involving new transportation policies and
transportation facilities or major changes in ex-
isting facilities;

(vil) programs to control on-street parking:

(viil) programs to construet new parking
facilities and opevate existing parking facilities
for the purpose of park and ride lots and fringe
parking;

(ix) programs to limit portions of road sur-
faces or certain sections of the metropolitan aren
to the use of nonmotorized vehicles or pedestrian
use, both as to time and place;

(x) provisions for emplover partieipation in
programs to encodrage carvpooling, vanpooling,
mass transit, bicyeling, and walking;

(x1) programs for secure bicycle storage fa-
eilities and other facilities, including bicyele
lanes, for the convenience and protection of bi-
cyclists, in both public and private arcas;

(xil) programs of staggered hours of worls;

(xli1) programs to institute road user charges.
tolls, or differential rates to discourage single
occupaney automobile trips;

(x1v) programs to control extended idling of

- vehicles; ‘

(xv) programs to reduce emissions by im-

provements in traflic flow; '

(xviil) programs to reduce motor vehicle
emissions which are caused by extreme cold start
conditions;

(B) information on additional methods or stra-
tegles that will contribute to the reduction of mobile
source related pollutants during periods in which
any primavy ambient air quality standard will be
excecded and during episodes for which an air pol-
lution alert, warning, or cmergency has been
declared; '

(C) information on other measures which may be
employed to reduce the impact on public health or
protect the Lealth of sensitive or susceptible individ-
uals or groups; and

(D) information on the extent to which any proc-
ess, procedure, or method to reduce or control such
alr pollutant may cause an increase in the emissions
or formation of any other pollutant.

(2) In publishing such information the Administrator
shall also include an assessment, of

{A) the relative effectiveness of such processes,
procedures, and methods;

(B) the potential effect of such processes, proce-
dures, and methods on transportation system and the
provision of transportation services; and o

(C) the environmental, energy, and economic im-
pact of such processes, procedures, and methods.

NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Sec. 109. (a) (1) The Administrator—

(A) within 30 days after the date of enactment of
the Clean Air Amendments of 1970, shall publis
proposed regulations preseribing a national pri-
mary ambient air guality standard and a nationat
secondary ambient air quality standard for each air
pollutant for which air quality criteria have been
1ssued prior to such date of enactment; and

(B) after a reasonable time for interested per-
sons to submit written comments thereon (but no
later than 90 days after the initial publication of such
proposed standards) shall by regulation promulgate
such proposed national primary and secondary am-
bient air quality standarvds with such modifications as
he deems appropriate.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Ttem No. D(5), March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on Amending the State
Implementation Plan to Change VOC Rules

Background

Certain changes are needed in the Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) rules
passed by the Commission on December 15, 1978. These rules restrict VOC
emissions in order to reduce photochemical oxidant formation. The Federal
oxidant standard is violated, or near violation, in the Medford AQMA, the
Portland AQMA, and the Salem area. The Eugene area has a potential oxidant
problem.

Statement of Need

See Attachment 2.
Fvaluation
1. The Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) rule QAR 340-22-104 needs

to be modified to correspond exactly to proposed OAR 340-20-192 which
contains the LAER definition directly from the Clean Air Act.

2. Two compounds, methyl chloroform and methylene chloride, have again
been requested to be added to the list of VOC's with negligible
photochemical reactivity in OAR 340-22-100(1). These were previously
in the proposed exempt list, but were removed because of verbal
opinions from EPA. The Department has received further evidence to
exempt them from Dow Chemical. EPA will be requested to provide
testimony for the public hearing.

Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46
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The Salem oxidant non—attainment area is being redefined in proposed
OAR 340-20-192 from the Salem city limits, OAR 340-33=106(4), to

the Salem Area Transportation Study boundary. The VOC rule
340~22-106(4) needs to be changed to be consistent. The impact of
this change will be felt by the gas stations outside the city limits
but inside the Study boundary. They will have to install VOC
controls; they were formerly exempt. The Department is not aware

of any other impacts. The Salem city limits are an irregular shape;
as a special control area for air quality, the shape is arbitrary
rather than reasonable. The Salem Area Transportation Study boundary
conforms more to an airshed shape and is more reasonable as a special
control area boundary.

Rule 340-22-111 and reference to it in the introduction are proposed
to be deleted. Stage II vapor recovery at gas stations is not working
well in California. In 1978 the staff was predicting EPA would issue
a guideline document for capturing gasoline vapor from filling vehicle
fuel tanks {Stage II} in late 1978. This did not happen. Therefore,
this rule should be deleted, as the purpose for warning gas statlons
of a forthcoming rule is fading, as the rule or an eguivalent rule
may not be needed.

Rule 340-22-115(1) should have a sentence specifically exempting
pressure relief valves, as this was intended to be done. Such
devices are mandatory safety equipment and it is impracticable to
measure these minimal emigsions.

The description of acceptable vapor control sgystems in rule
340-22-115(2) is not needed there, but would be more useful in
340-22-120. Bulk plants generally install vapor balance systems or
nothing if they are exempt. Therefore, the description of these
systems more properly belongs under 340-22-120.

Two serious problems with 340-22-115 have come to light since its
passage in 1978. Large gasoline terminals have generally refused

to serve small accounts with tank size less than about 8,000 gallons.
This business was left to independent truckers and to bulk plants.
Rule 340-22-115 exempts all bulk plants from vapor control capture
systems for their delivery trucks. Current federal gasoline marketing
rules are believed to generally lock-in bulk plants and independent
truckers with their customers. Rule 340-22-115 requires exempt bulk
plants to cease delivering gasoline to stations with vapor return
fittings. '

Therefore, bulk plant customers with tanks over 2,000 gallons size
or with new tanks would probably be unable to get legal deliveries
of gasoline after April 1, 1981, the effective date of rules
340-22-110 and -~115.
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When exempting bulk plants in the 2,375 gallon per day to 20,000
gallons per day size range from VOC rules on December 15, 1978, the
Commission probably intended exempting them from 340-22-110 which
requires gasoline storage tanks to have vapor capture systems for
vapors generated when they are filled. This filling exemption is
not explicit and if intended, needs to be stated.

These two problems are proposed to be solved in the following way:

(1) Bulk plants are to be bound by 340-22-110 and must £it their
tanks with vapor return piping to the delivery trucks that £ill
them.

(2) The smallest bulk plants (4,000 gal/day) and their existing
customers will be exempted from installing vapor return fittings
{except that new tanks at the customers' stations must have a
submerged fill pipe and the vapor return lines roughed-in}.

The VOC lost by exempting the smallest bulk plants and their
customers from vapor balance systems involving the bulk plant
trucks is less than the VOC captured by requiring the bulk plants
o install vapor return systems on their own storage tanks.

The reason for this is simple, above ground tanks generate more
vapor upcn £illing than do underground tanks.

The compliance date of April 1, 1980 is changed to April 1, 1981 in
340-22-135. It was thought that the existing tanks covered by this
rule were already covered in an egquivalent way by rule 340-28-050

and equivalent Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority rule. But there
are large, existing storage tanks with alcohol and other non-gasoline
products that were not covered by these existing rules. Conversion
to floating roof tanks by April 1, 1980 is impracticable, and a
compliance date at the beginning of the 1981 oxidant season would

be reasonable.

EPA and DEQ have an agreement for paid advertigements in newspapers
for hearings for rules that are to be a part of a State Implementation
Plan. The passage of the VOC rules in 1978 was done without paid
newspaper advertigement. In order to insure conformance with this
agreement the Department desires the Commission to re-adopt the VOC
rules with the proposed amendments The Department is paying for
advertising the May 8, 1979 hearing on the attached VOC rules.

Summation

1.

Several minor changes are needed in the VOC rules to improve clarity
and consistency with other rules.

The Department has further evidence that methyl chioroform and
methylene chloride should be considered for addition to the list of
exempt VOC compounds.
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3. Customers of exempt bulk plants could be denied a legal supply of
gasoline. The proposed rule revision exempts these customers, but
requires bulk plants to put VOC controls on their own storage tanks
and result in more than equivalent recovery of vapors. Also, the
larger bulk plants (4,000 to 20,000 gal/day) would be required to
add vapor balance for their trucks.

4. Another year is proposed to be allowed for large storage tanks to
complete VOC controls.

5. Re-adoption of the total VOC rules as amended after paid advertisement

in newspapers 1ls thought prudent to avoid any legal challenge to
proper public notice.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, I recommend that the Commission authorize a
public hearing for the attached proposed amended rules in Portland and
consider the rules for adoption at the Commission's June, 1979 meeting.

7 4

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

P.B. Bosserman: kmm

229-6278

March 15, 1979

Attachments: (1) Proposed Rules QAR 340-22-160 to -150
{(2) BStatement of Need



ATTACHMENT 1

General Emission Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds

These rules regulate sources of VOC which contribute to the formation of
photochemical oxidant, more commonly known as smog.

Since oxidant standards are not violated in Oregon from November through
March (because of insufficient solar enerqgy), these rules allow certain
control devices to lay idle during the winter months. Since much of the
state is considered in attainment with oxidant standards, sources in
"clean" areas are exempted from these rules,

Sources regulated by these rules are:

- New sources over 100 tons of VOC per year

- Gasoline Stations, underground tank f£illing
[ (customer vehicle tank filling to be regulated later)]

- Bulk Gasoline Plants

- Bulk Gasoline Terminal Loading

- Cutback Asphalt

— Petroleum Refineries

- Petroleum Liquid Storage

- Surface Coating including paper coating

- Degreasers

- Asphaltic and Coal Tar Pitch

Definitions

340-22-100 As used in these regqulations, unless otherwise regquired by
context:

(1) "volatile Organic Compound,” (VOC), means any compound of carbon that
has a vapor pressure greater than 0.1 mm of Hg at standard conditions
(temperature 20° C, pressure 760 mm of Hg). Excluded from the
category of Volatile Organic Compound are carbon monoxide, carbon
dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates, ammonium



(2)

(3)

(1)

(11)

(a)

{(b)

(c)

.

carbonate, and those compounds which the U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency classifies as being of negligible photochemical
reactivity which are methane, ethane, methyl chloroform, methylene
chloride, and trichlorotrifluoroethane,

"Source" means any structure, building, facility, eguipment
installation, or operation {(or combination thereof) which is located
on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties, which is owned or
operated by the same person (or by persons under common control),
and which emits any VOC. "Source" does not include VOC pollution

control equipment.

"Modified" means any physical change in, change in the method of
operation of, or addition to a stationary source which increases the
potential emission rate of any VOC regulated {including any not
previously emitted and taking into account all accumulated increases
in potential emissions occurring at the source since regulations were
adopted under this section, or since the time of the last construction
approval 1issued for the source pursuant to such regulations approved
under this section, whichever time is more recent, regardless of any
emission reductions achieved elsewhere in the source}.

A physical change shall not include routine maintenance, repalir and
replacement, unless there is an increase in emission.

A change in the method of operation, unless previously limited by
enforceable permit conditions, shall not include:

An increase in the production rate, if such increase does not exceed
the operating design capacity of the source;

An increase in the hours of operation;
Use of an alternative fuel or raw material by reason of an order in

effect under sections 2(a) and (b) of the Energy Supply and
Environmental Coordination Act of 1974 (or any superseding



(e)

(£)

(4)

(3)

e

legislation), or by reason of a natural gas curtailment plan in
effect pursuant to the Federal Power Act;

Use of an alternative fuel or raw material, if prior to January 6,
1975, the source was capable of accommodating such fuel or material;
or

Use of an alternative fuel by reason of any order or rule under
section 125 of the Federal Clean Air Act, 1977:

Change in ownership of the source.

"Potential to emit" means the capability at maximum capacity to emit
a pollutant in the absence of air pocllution control equipment. "Air
pollution control equipment” includes control equipment which is not,
aside from air pollution control laws and regulations, vital to
production of the normal product of the source or to its normal
operation. Annual potential shall be based on the maximum annual
rated capability of the source, unless the source is subject to
enforceable permit conditions which limit the annual hours of
operation. Enforceable permit conditions on the type or amount of
materials combusted or processed may be used in determining the
potential emission rate of a source.

"Gasoline" means any petroleum distillate having a Reid vapor pressure
of 4.0 pounds of greater.

Lowest Achievable Emission Rate

OAR 340-22-104 1In areas where these rules for VOC are applicable, all

new or modified sources, with potential volatile organic compound emissions
in excess of 90,720 kilograms (100 tons) per year, shall meet the Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate (IAER).

Lowest Achievable Emission Rate or LAER means, [for any source, that rate
of emissions which reflects the most stringent emission limitation which
is achieved by such class or category of source taking into consideration
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the pollutant which must be controlled. 1In no event shall the proposed

new or modified source emit any pollutant in excess of the amount allowable
under applicable new source performance standards] the rate of emissions
which reflects

(A) the most stringent emission limitation which is contained in the
implementation plan of any State for such class or category of source,
unless the owner or operator of the proposed source demonstrates that
such limitations are not achievable, or not maintainable for the
proposed source or

(B) the most stringent emission limitation which is achieved and
maintained in practice by such class or category of source, whichever
is more stringent.

In no event shall the application of LAER allow a proposed new or modified
source to emit any pellutant in excess of the amount allowable under
applicable new source standards of performance (OAR 340-25-535),

Exemptions

OAR 340-22-105 Natural gas-fired afterburners installed for the purpose

of complying with these rules shall be operated during the months of April,
May, June, July, August, September and October. During other months, the
afterburners may be turned off with prior written Departmental approval,
provided that the operation of such devices is not required for purposes

of occupational health or safety, or for the control of toxic substances,
malodors, or other regulated pollutants, or for complying with visual air
contaminant limitations.

OAR 340-22-106 Sources are exempted from the General Emission Standards
for Volatile Organic Compounds if they are outside the following areas:

1) Portland-Vancouver Air Quality Maintenance Area

2) Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area

3) Eugene-Springfield Air Quality Maintenance Area

4) Salem [City Limits as of January ], 1979] Area Transportation
Study boundary




Testing

340-22-107 Construction approvals and proof of compliance will be based

on Departmental evaluation of the scurce and controls. Applicants are
encouraged to submit designs approved by the California Air Resources
Board, the Bay area Air Pollution Control District, the South Coast Air
Quality Management District, and the San Diego County Air Pollution Control
District, where VOC control equipment has been developed. Certification
and Test Procedures are on file with the Department and are the
certification and test procedures used by the California Air Resources
Board as of August 8, 1978.

Compliance Schedules 340-22-108 The person responsible for an existing
emission source subject to 340-22-100 through 340-22-150 shall proceed
promptly with a program to comply as soon as practicable with these rules.
A proposed program and implementation plan including increments of progress
shall be submitted to the Department for review no later than May 1, 1979,
for each emission source required to comply with VOC rules adopted by the
Commission on December 15, 1978 and for sources required to comply with

the VOC rules amended by the Commission on June 8, 1979, shall be submitted
no later than October 1, 1979. Compliance shall be demonstrated no later
than the date specified in the individual sections of these rules. The
Department shall within 45 days of receipt of a complete proposed program
and implementation plan, complete an evaluation and advise the applicant

of its approval or other findings.

Transfer of Gasoline to Small Storage Tanks

340-22-110

(1) {(a) A person shall not transfer or permit the transfer of gasoline
from any tank truck or trailer into any stationary storage
container which has a capacity of more than 400 gallons unless
such container is equipped with a permanent submerged f£ill pipe
and unless 90 percent by weight of the gasoline vapors displaced
during the filling of the stationary storage container are
prevented from being released to the atmosphere.



(2)

(4)

_...6_.
(b) The provisions of this Rule shall not apply to:

{A) The transfer of gasoline into any stationary storage
container having a capacity of 2000 gallons or less which
was installed prior to January 1, 1979, if such container
is equipped with a permanent submerged f£ill pipe by
January 1, 1980.

(B) The transfer of gasocline into any stationary storage
container which the Department finds is equipped to control
emissions at least as effectively as required by this
section,

The owner, operator, or builder of any stationary storage container
which is subject to 340-22-110(1) (a) and which is installed or
constructed after January 1, 1979, shall compy with the provisions
of this Rule at the time of installation.

The owner or operator of any existing stationary storage container
subject to 340-22-110(1) (a) shall comply with the provisions of this
Rule by April 1, 1981.

See 340-22-115(4) for exemptions applicable to stations served
by exempt bulk plants.

{340-22-111 Reserved for development in 1979 of rules to control VOC
emission from the filling of vehicle gasoline tanks.]

Transfer of Gasoline at Bulk Storage Facilities

340-22-115

(1)

A person shall not load gasoline into any truck cargo tank, or
trailer, from any loading facility unless 90 percent by weight of
the gasoline vapors displaced during the filling of the delivery
vehicles are prevented from being released to the atmosphere.
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(3)
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Emissions from pressure relief valves shall not be included in the
controlled emissions,

Loading shall be accomplished in such a manner that displaced vapor
and air will be vented only to the vapor control system. Measures
shall be taken to prevent liguid drainage from the loading device
when it is not in use or to accomplish complete drainage before the
loading device is disconnected.

EThe vapor disposal portion of the vapor control system shall consist
of one of the following:

(a) An adsorber, condensation, displacement or combination system
which processes vapors and recovers at least 90 percent by weight
of the gasoline vapors and gases from the equipment being
controlled.

(b) A vapor handling system which directs vapors to a fuel gas
system,

(c¢) Other equipment of equal efficiency, provided such equipment
is submitted to and approved by the Department.]

No person shall store gasoline in or otherwise use or operate any
gasoline delivery vessel unless such vessel is designed and maintained
to retain returned vapors.

Loading facilities loading [77,500] 15,500 liters [(20,000] 4,000
gallons) or less per day on any annual daily average shall be exempted
from sub sections (1), (2) and (3) of this [rule (OAR 340-22-115)]
section.

A person shall not load gasoline into any delivery vessel from any
loading facility exempted under this section unless such delivery
vessel is loaded through a submerged fill pipe,
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Delivery trucks being filled at exempt bulk plants may not deliver

to stationary tanks equipped with a VOC control system which regquires
capture by the delivery truck and disposal at a vapor recovery system,
unless the tank owner or the delivery truck owner provides proof to
the Department that gasoline cannot be secured from a source with

a vapor recovery system.

Owners of gasoline storage tanks, existing as of January 1, 1979,
need not install the vapor return fittings required by
340-22-110(1) {(a), if they are being delivered gasoline from bulk
plants exempted above from subsections (1), (2}, and (3) of this
section.

Owners of gasoline storage tanks, installed after January 1, 1979,
need not install the vapor return fittings required by
340-22-110(1) (a), if they are being delivered gasoline from bulk
plants exempted above from subsections (1), (2), and (3) of this
section, if the storage tank owner has a vapor return line to the
delivery truck roughed in.

The bulk plants must install vapor balance systems for their own
gasoline storage tanks as required by 340-22-110.

{a) The owner or operator of any stationary storage container or
gasoline loading facility which is subject to this Rule and which
is installed or constructed after January 1, 197%, shall comply
with the provisions of this Rule at the time of installation.

(b) The ownher or operator of any gasoline loading facility subiject
to this Rule which is operating prior to January 1, 1979, shall
comply with the provisions of this Rule by April 1, 1981.
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Delivery Vessel Loading at Bulk Gasoline Terminals

340-22-120 After April 1, 1981, no person shall cause volatile organic
compounds (VOC) to be emitted into the atmosphere in excess of 80
milligrams of VOC per liter of gasoline loaded from the operation of
loading truck tanks, and truck trailers at bulk gasoline terminals with
daily throughputs of greater than 77,500 liters (20,000 gallons) per day
of gasoline.

The vapor disposal portion of the vapor control system shall consist of
one of the following:

(a) An adsorber, condensation, displacement or combination system which
processes vapors and recovers at least 90 percent by weight of the
gagoline vapors and gases from the equipment being controlled.

(b) A vapor handling system which directs vapors to a fuel gas system.

(c) Ogﬁgr equipment of equal efficiency, provided such equipment is
submitted to and approved by the Department,

Cutback Asphalt

340-22~125

(1) After April 1, 1979, all uses and applications of cutback asphalts
are prohibited during the months of April, May, June, July, August,
September, and October, except as provided for in 340-22-125(2).

(2) The following uses and applications of cutback asphalts shall be
allowed during all months provided the cutback or blending petroleum
distillate has a total vapor pressure {(sum of the partial pressures
of the constituents) less than 26 mm of Hg of 20° ¢:

{a) Solely as a penetrating prime coat for aggregate bases prior
to paving;



(b)

{c)
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For the manufacture of patching mixes to provide long-period
storage stockpiles used exclusively for pavement maintenance;

For all uses when the forecast of the high temperature during
the 24-hour period following applicaticn is below 10° ¢
(50° 7).,

Petroleum Refineries

340~22-130 After April 1, 1979, these regulations shall apply to all
petroleum refineries.

(1) Vacuum Producing Systems

(a)

(b)

Noncondensable VOC from vacuum producing systems shall be piped
to an appropriate firebox, incinerator or to a closed refinery
system.

Hot wells associated with contact condensers shall be tightly
covered and the collected VOC introduced into a closed refinery
system.

(2) Wastewater Separators

{a)

Wastewater separators forebays shall incorporate a floating
pontoon or fixed gsolid cover with all openings sealed totally
enclosing the compartmented liguid contents, or a floating
pontoon or deouble deck-type cover equipped with closure seals
between the cover edge and compartment wall.

Accesses for gauging and sampling shall be designed to minimize
VOC emissions during actual use. All access points shall be
closed with suitable covers when not in use.
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{3) Process Unit Turnaround

(a) The VOC contained in a process unit to be depressurized for
turnaround shall be introduced to a closed refinery system,
combusted by a flare, or vented to a disposal system.

{b} The pressure in a process unit folloiwng depressurization for
turnaround shall be less than 5 psig before venting to the
ambient air.

(¢) Venting or depressurization to the ambient air of a process unit
for turnaround at a pressure greater than 5 psig shall be allowed
if the owner demonstrates the actual emission of VOC to the
ambient air is less than permitted by 340-22-130(3) (b}.

(4) Maintenance and Operation of Emission Control Equipment
Eguipment for the reduction, collection or disposal of VOC shall be

maintained and operated in a manner commensurate with the level of
maintenance and housekeeping of the overall plant.

Liquid Storage

340-22-135 After April 1, [1980] 1981 all tanks storing volatile organic
compound liquids with a true vapor pressure greater than 10.5 kPa (kilo
Pascals) (1.52 psia), but less than 76.7 kPa (11.1 psia) and having a
capacity greater than 150,000 liters (approximately 39,000 gallcons) shall
conply with one of the following:

(1) Meet the equipment specifications and maintenance requirements of
the federal standards of performance for new stationary sources -
Storage Vessels for Petroleum Liguids, 40 CFR 60.110, as amended by
proposed rule change, Federal Reqgister, May 18, 1978, pages 21616
through 21625,




-12-

(2) Be retrofitted with a floating roof or internal floating cover using
at least a nonmetallic resgilient seal as the primary gseal meeting
the equipment sgpecificaitons in the federal standards referrred to
in (1) above, or its eguivalent.

(3) 1Is fitted with a floating roof or internal floating cover meeting
the manufacturers equipment specificaitons in effect when it was
installed.

340-22-136

All seals used in 340-22-135(2) and (3) above are to be maintained in good
operating condition and the seal fabric shall contain no visible holes,
tears or other openings.

All openings, except stub drains and those related to safety, are to be

sealed with suitable closures. All tank gauging and sampling devices shall
be gas-tight except when gauging or sampling is taking place.

Surface Coating in Manufacturing

340-22-140 After December 31, 1982, the operation of a coating line using
more than 2000 gallons of coating a year or 10 gallons an hour shall not
emit into the atmosphere volatile organic compounds greater than following
amounts per volume of coating excluding water as delivered to the coating
applicators.

Limitation
Process Grams/liter 1b/Gal

Can Coating
Sheet basecoat (exterior and interior)
and over-varnish; two-piece can exterior
(basecoat and over—~varnish) 340 2.8
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Two and three-piece can interior body
spray, two-piece can exterior end

(spray or roll coat) 510 4.2
Three~piece can side-seam spray 650 5.5

End sealing compound 440 3.7

Coil Coating 310 2.6
Fabric Coating 350 2.9
Vinyl Coating 450 3.8
Paper Coating 350 2.9
or Inert Gas Process Paper Coating 567% 4,7*

Auto & Light puty Truck Coating

Prime 230 1.9
Topcoat 340 2.8
Repair 580 4.8
Metal Furniture Coating 360 3.0
Magnet Wire Coating 200 1.7
Large Appliance Coating 340 2.8

*Emission figured on a plant site basis, monthly average
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Degreasers

340-22-145 Cold Cleaners.

{a} 511 cold cleaners shall comply with the following egquipment
specificaitons after April 1, 1980:

(1) Be equipped with a cover that is readily opened and closed.

(ii}) Be equipped with a drain rack that returns the drained solvent to
the solvent bath.

(iii Have a freeboard ratio of at least 0.5.
{iv) Have a visible fill line.

{b) An owner or operator of a cold cleaner shall be responsible for
following the required operating parameters and work practices.
The owner shall post and maintain in the work area of each cold
cleaner a pictograph or instructions clearly explaining the
following work practices:

{1i) The solvent level shall not be above the £ill line.

(ii) The spraving of parts to be cleaned shall be performed only within
the confines of the cold cleaner.

(iii) The cover of the cold cleaner shall be closed when not in use or
when parts are being soaked or cleaned by solvent agitation.

{iv) Solvent-cleaned parts shall be rotated to drain cavities or blind
holes and then set to drain until dripping has stopped.

{v) Waste solvent shall be stored in covered containers and returned
to the supplier or a disposal firm handling solvents for final
disposal.



(c)

~15-

The owner or operator shall maintain cold cleaners in good working
condition and free of solvent leaks.

340-22-146 Open Top Vapor Degreasers.

(a)

(i)

(ii)

(A)

(B)

(C)

(iii)

()

(B)

(C)

(D)

All open top vapor degreasers with a vapor-air interface greater than
one sguare meter {10 sgquare feet) shall comply with the following
equipment spcifications after April 1, 1980:

Be equipped with a cover that may be readily opened and closed. When
a degreaser is equipped with a 1ip exhaust, the cover shall be
located below the 1lip exhaust.

Have one of the following:

A freeboard ratio equal to or greater than 0.75.

A Freeboard chiller.

A closed design such that the cover opens only when the part enters
or exits the degreaser,

Post a permanent and conspicuous pictograph or instructions clearly
explaining the following work practices:

Do not degrease porous or absorbent materials such as cloth, leather,
wood or rope.

The cover of the degreaser should be closed at all times except when
processing worklecads.

When the cover is open the lip of the degreaser should not be exposed
to steady drafts greater than 15.3 meters per minute (50 feet/min).

Rack parts so as to facilitate solvent drainage from the parts.



(E)

(F)

(G)

(H)

(1)

(J)

(M)

(b)

{c)

(d)

~16-

Workloads should not occupy more than one-half of the vapor-air
interface area.

When using a powered hoist, the vertical speed of parts in and out
of the vapor zcone should be less than 3.35 meters per minute (11
feet/min).

The vapor level should not drop more than ten centimeters (4 inches)
when the workload enters the vapor ZzZone.

Degrease the worklecad in the vapor zone until condensation ceases.
Spraying operations should be done within the vapor layer.
Hold parts in the degreaser until visually dry.

When equipped with a lip exhaust, the fan should be turned off when
the cover is closed.

The condenser water shall be turned on before the sump heater when
starting up a cold vapor degreaser. The sump heater shall be turned
off and the solvent vapor layer allowed to collapse before closing
the condenser water when shutting down a hot vapor degreaser.

Water shall not be visible in the solvent stream from the water
separator.

A routine inspection and maintenance program shall be implemented
for the purpose of preventing and correcting solvent losses, as for
example, from dripping drain taps, cracked gaskets, and
malfunctioning equipment. Leaks must be repaired immediately.

Sump drainage and transfer of hot or warm solvent shall be carried
out using threaded or other leakproof couplings.

Still and sump bottoms shall be kept in closed containers.
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340-22-147 Conveyvorized Degreasers.

{a)

(1)

(ii)

()

(B)

(C)

(D)

(b)

(c)

(d)

All conveyorized cold cleaners and conveyorized vapor degreasers shall
comply with the following operating requirements after April 1, 1980:

Exhaust ventilation should not exceed 20 cubic meters per minute of
sguare meter (65 cfm per ft.z) of degreaser opening, unless necessary
to meet OSHA requirments. Work place fans should not be used near
the degreaser opening.

Post in the immediate work area a permanent and conspicuous pictograph
or instructions clearly explaining the following work practices;

Rack parts for best drainage.

Maintain vertical speed of conveyored parts to less than 3.35 meters
per minute (11 feet/min).

The condenser water shall be turned on before the sump heater when
starting up a cold vapor degreaser. The sump heater shall be turned
off and the solvent vapor layer allowed to collapse before closing
the condenser water when shutting down a hot vapor degreaser.

Water shall not be visible in the solvent stream from the water
separator,

A routine inspection and maintenance program shall be implemented

for the purpose of preventing and correcting solvent losses, as for
example, from dripping drain taps, cracked gaskets, and malfunctioning
equipment., Leaks must be repaired immediately.

Sump drainage and transfer of hot or warm solvent shall be carried
out using threaded or other leakproof couplings.

Still and sump bottoms shall be kept in closed containers.
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Asphaltic and Coal Tar Pitch Used for Roofing Coating

340-22-150

A person shall not operate or use eguipment after April 1, 1980 for
melting, heating or holding asphalt or coal tar pitch for the on-site
construction or repair of roofs unless the gas-entrained effluents from
such equipment are contained by close fitting covers.

A person operating equipment subject to this rule shall maintain the
temperature of the asphaltic or coal tar pitch below 285° c (555° F), or
17° ¢ (30° F) below the flash point whichever is the lower temperature,
as indicated by a continuous reading thermometer.

The provisions of this rule shall not apply to equipment having a capacity
of 100 liters (26 gallons) or less; or to equipment having a capacity of
600 liters (159 gallons) or less provided it is equipped with a tightly
fitted 1lid or cover.

PBB: kmm
3/16/79



Attachment 2

Statement of Need

The Environmental Quality Commission is reguested to consider adoption
of the attached, proposed VOC rules (OAR, Chapter 340, Sections 22-100
to 22-150).

3. Legal Authority: ORS 468.020 and 468.295 (3); Federal Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1977--P.L. 95-95 (August 7, 1977), Section 172.

b. Need for Rule:

1,

4,

To reduce VOC being discharged into the atmosphere where they
are causing oxidant to form and concentrate in excess of Federal
(40 CFR 50.9) and state (OAR~31-030} ambient air quality
standards. The rules require specific types of sources of VOC
to install control equipment and/or adopt maintenance and
operating practices which will reduce VOC emissions to the
atmosphere.

To prevent EPA sanctions which may result in withholding the
Department's and State Highway funds for failure toc pass VOC rules
on schedule,.

To increase the Department's authority to reguire pollution
control equipment not only of highest and best practicable
treatment (OAR 340-20-001) but also of lowest achievable emission
rate where ambient air standards are being violated.

To reduce VOC being discharged into the atmosphere by.certain
sources which also create a nuisance by their odor.

c. Documents Relied Upon:

1.

"Design Criteria for Stage 1 Vapor Control Systems Gasoline
Service Stations," EPA, November 1975.

"Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Solvent Metal
Cleaning," EPA~450/2-77-022, November 1977.

"Control of Hydrocarbons from Tank Truck Gasoline Loading
Terminals," EPA-450/2-77-026, October 1977.

"Control of Refinery Vacuum Producing Systems—-Wastewater
Separators: Process Unit Turnarounds," EPA-450/2-77-025,
October 1977.

"Control of Volatile Organic Compounds from Use of Cutback
Asphalt," EPA-450/2-77-037, December 1977.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

—-3—

"Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary
Sources - Volume II: Surface Ccating of Cans, Coils, Paper,
Fabrics, Automobiles, and Light-Duty Trucks," EPA-45(G/2-77-008,
May 1977.

"Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary
Sources, Volume V: Surface Coating of Large Appliances,”
EPA~450/2~-77-034, December 1977.

"Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary
Sources, Volume IV: Surface Ceating for Insulation of Magnet
Wire," EPA~450/2-77-033, December 1977.

"Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Bulk Gasoline Plants,"
EPA-450/2-77-035, December 1977.

"Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary
Sources, Volume III: Surface Coating of Metal Furniture,”
EPA-450/2-77-032, December 1977.

"Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Storage of Petroleum
Ligquids in Fixed-Roof Tanks," EPA-450/2-77-036, December 1977.

Bay Area Air Pollution Control Distric¢t (San Francisco), current
regulations, received May 14, 1978.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (Los Angeles), current
rules, received May 25, 1978.

State of California Air Resources Board, "Certification and Test
Procedures for Vapor Recovery Systems of Gasoline Bulk Plants,
Delivery Tanks, Terminals, and Service Stations," amended
August 9, 1978.

Suggested Model Rules, Rule A: Transfer of Gasoline into
Stationary Storage Containers, Rule B: Transfer of Gasoline into
Vehicle Fuel Tanks, Rule C: Transfer of Gasoline at Bulk Storage
Facilities, Rule D: Storage of Gasoline, received July 7, 1978,
from Jim Presten of Chevron USA Inc., San Francisco.

"Bmission Standards and Controls for Sources Emitting VOC", draft
of Washington State Rules, received November 13, 1978.

Letter from G. J. Beuker, The Asphalt Institute, received
August 1, 1978, draft of liquid asphalt rule, proposed OAR
340-22-125,



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

PBB:vh

-3-

"Oregon Air Quality Report 1977," State of Oregon, Department
of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division, Appendix 1C,
Photochemical Oxidant Summary.

"Control and Prohibition of Air Pollution by Volatile Organic
Substances," justification for rule by the New Jersey Department
of Environmental Protection, received May 4, 1978.

"A Review and Survey of Hydrocarbon Emission Sources in the
Medford AQMA," Pacific Environmental Services under EPA contract,
May 1977.

"Photochemical Oxidant Alr Quality Profile and Evaluation for
the Oregon Portion of the Portland-Vancouver Air Quality
Maintenance Area (AQMA)," DEQ, June 1978.

"Ouestion and Answers Concerning the Basis for the Agency's
Position on Controlling Hydrocarbons to Reduce Oxidant,"
September 18, 1978 letter from EPA's David G. Hawkins.

"Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of Regulated Air
Pollutants,™ Journal of the Air Pollution Control Association,
May 1978, pp. 485-487.

43 FR 26962-26985.



Environmental Quality Commission

RO ovammon 8 POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No, D6, March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on Amendments to
the State Implementation Plan Regarding Special Permit
Reguirements for Sources Subject to Control Strategies

Background

The Clean Air Act amendments of 1977 (CAAA} require that the State
Implementation Plan (SIP) contain an adeguate permit program as part of
any attainment plan. (See Aittachment 3) The basic requirement that must
be contained in the permit program is that major new or modified sources
in non-attainment areas having a potential to emit more than 100 tons/year
of a specific air pollutant must be required to meet the following:

1. Lowest achievable emission rate (LAER).

2. Demonstrate that all other facilities under the authority of the
permit applicant are in compliance or on a compliance schedule to
meet State Rules.

3. Demonstrate that a sufficient growth increment is available in
the attaimment plan or provide offset,

4., Provide a pay protection clause to workers who might be adversely
affected by control strategy/impacts on employers.

In addition the Department has identified a need to clarify permit
requirements for sources that may locate adjacent to non-attainment areas,
and to clearly point out authority to set plant site emission limits
commensurate with airshed carrying capacity.

Statement-of-Need

The statement of need prepared pursuant to ORS 183.333(7) and 183.225(1)
is Attachment 1.

(hy
&S
Caniains

Recycled
Matrerials

DEQ-4B
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Evaluation

A proposed rule, attachment 2, is made up of four parts. Proposed
340-20-190, -191 amd -192 covers essentially verbatim CAAA requirements
for non-attainment areas including LAER, and growth increment use.

Proposed 340-20-193, =194, ~195 addresses permit requirements deemed
necessary by the Department for sources near or adjacent to non—-attainment
areas. The Department has used the significant impact criteria of the
present Federal Offset Rule to define when a source outside a
non-attainment area will need to apply special control.

The third section, proposed 340-20-196, =197 is a plant site emission limit
rule. A similar rule for particulate has been operative in the Medford
AQMA since March 1978. The rule recognizesg that airsheds have a limited
carrying capacity. This capacity must be rationed out in finite limits
through air contaminant discharge permit limits. Existing rules allow

the Department to specifically limit some processges to hourly or daily
limits, but do not specifically restrict vearly emissions and in many cases
do not specifically provide for hourly limits. Although the attorney
general's office believes the Department already has the authority to set
plant site limit, and in fact the Department has exercised this ability

in numerous permits, the attorney general's office felt it desirable to
specify this requirement in Rule form. While some individuals would prefer
to see specific criteria in the Rule to spell out how limits would be set,
the Deparment has optioned to keep the requirements somewhat general and
flexible. The Department would foresee setting limits generally
commensurate with present production limits and emission control capability
with some allowance for reasonable projected future production increases.

The fourth section is 340~20~198. Maintenance of pay requirements are
included as Section 11l0(a) {6) of the Clean Air Act. The proposed
regulation satisfies the Act in that sources which are using a supplemental
or intermittent control system for purposes of meeting the reguirements

of an enforcement order may not temporarily reduce the pay of an employee.
This applies only in the case where the pay reduction would directly result
from using the supplemental or intermittent control system.

It should be noted that OAR 340-20-190 through 195 will only apply to the
Salem and Medford AQMA's in the near future, since these areas will be

the only ones with attainment strategies. The Portland and Eugene areas
won't have attainment strategies adopted much before July 1980. Therefore,
if local advisory committees wish to modify these rules to better suit
local conditions, there will be ample time available to do so.

Summation

1. The Clean Air Act amendments of 1977 require SIP's to contain special
requirements for sources subject to control strategies.
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2. The Department needs specific permit reguirements for sources near

or adjacent to non-attainment areas in order to insure sources located

in these areas do not interfere with attainment and maintenance of ambient
air standards.

3. The Department needs plant site emission limit rules in in order to
insure that the aggregate of airshed emissions do not exceed the airshed
carrying capacity.

4, The State Implementation Plan must include a maintenance of worker's
pay requirement when a source is subject to an enforcement order and is
using supplemental or intermittent control systems.

5. OAR 340-20-190 through 195 will only be applicable to the Salem and
Medford areas in the near future since they will be the only areas with
attainment strategies.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, I recommend that the Commission authorize a
public hearing for the attached rules (proposed OAR 340-20-190 through
-198) in Portland, and consider the rules for adoption at the Commission's

June 1979 meeting.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

P. B. Bosserman:mg

229-6278

March 13, 1979

Attachment 1 —— Statement of Need

Attachment 2 -— Proposed Rule

Attachment 3 -— CAAA, sections 129, 171, 172, 173
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Addendum

It has always been the Department's intent to exempt the Portland AQMA
from this entire rule until such time as an attainment strategy exists.
This approach would allow the Advisory Commitiee to custom design or amend
the rule at the time of attaimment plan development to best suit local
needs.

Sections 340~20-190~195 contain this exemption. However, Sections
340-20-196~198 need to. be amended as follows to also include this
exemption.

Section 340-20-196-198 add new in each Section as follows:

This Section shall not apply in the Portland AQMA until such time as a
SIP Attainment strategy exists.

Note: The Commission authorized the rule for hearing with these amendments
at the March 30, 1979 meeting.

PBB:vh:4/5/79
DD03:A1517:F40
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Attachment 1

Statement of Need

The Envirommental Quality Commission intends to adopt Special Permit
Conditions for Sources Subject to Control Strategies, OAR 340-20-190
through -198.

a. Legal Authority: ORS 468.020 and 468.295.

b. Need for Rule:

1. Clean Air Act amendments of 1977 require certain criteria
to be contained in State permit programs where attainment
strategies are in effect.

2., Transport of pollutants from sources outside non-attainment
areas into non-attainment areas needs special control,to
prevent adverse impacts in non—-attainment areas as proposed
in OAR 340-20-193 through -195.

3. Clearer authority to set plant site emission limits will
insure that airshed carrying capacity will not be exceeded.

4. “"Maintenance of Pay" requirement of the Clean Air Act, Section
110(a) (6), must be satisfied.

c. Documents Principally relied Upon:

1. PFederal Clean Air Act P.L. 95-95, Amendments of August 7,
1977, Part D, Sections 171, 172, 173, and Section 110(a) (6}.

2. Code of Federal Regulations 40 CFR 51, Appendix S, see January
January 16, 1979 Federal Register, pp. 3274-99.

3. Letter 2/22/79 Dubois of EPA to Young of DEQ concerning
'maintenance of pay" requirement.

DDO3:A1517.A:F26
PBB:mg
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Attachment 2
Special Permit Requirements for Sources
Subject to Control Strategies
340~20-190

Applicability in Non-Attainment Areas

OAR 340-20-190 to 340-20-192 shall apply to proposed major new or modified
'sources in non-attainment areas that emit air pollutant for which a SIP
attainment strategy exists. These rule reguirements shall be terminated
by rule making after redesignation of an area by EPA to attainment status.

340-20-191

Definitions

As used in QAR 340-20-190 to 340-20-192, unless otherwise required by
context:

1) "Alternative Analysis® means an analysis conducted by the proposed
source which considers alternative sites, sizes, production processes
and environmental control technigques and which demonstrates that
benefits of the proposed source significantly ocutweigh the
environmental and social cost imposed as a result of the project.

2) "TAER" means the rate of emissions which reflects

(&) the most stringent emission limitation which is contained in the
implementation plan of any State for such class or category of
source, unless the owner or operator of the proposed source
demonstrates that such limitations are not achievable, or not
maintainable for the proposed source or

(B} the most stringent emission limitation which is achisved and
maintained in practice by such ¢lass or category of source,
whichever is more stringent.

In no event shall the application of LAER allow a proposed new or modified
source to emit any pollutant in excess of the amount allowable under
applicable new source standards of performance (OAR 340-25-535).

3) "Major New or Modified Source" means any stationary source which emits
or has the potential to emit one hundred tons per year or more of
any criteria air pollutant and is proposed for construction after
the date the applicable SIP attainment strategy has been approved
by BEPA. The term "modified" means any single or cumulative physical
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change or change in the method of operation which increases the
potential to emit emissions of any criteria air pollutant one hundred
tons per year or more over previously permitted limits.

4) "Nonattainment Area" means, for any air pollutant the actual area,
as shown in Figures 1 through 3, in which such pollutant exceeds any
national ambient air quality standard.

5) "Potential to emit" means the maximum capacity to emit a pollutant
absent alr pollution control equipment which is not intrinsically
vital to the production or operation of the source.

6) "Reasonable Further Progress" means annual incremental reductions in
emission of the applicable air pollutant identified in the SIP which
are sufficient to provide for attainment of the applicable national
ambient air gquality standard by the date required in the SIP.

7) "SIP" means the Oregon State Implementation Plan submitted to and
approved most recently by the EPA pursuant to the Clean Air Act.

340~-20-192

Reguirements

A construction and operating permit may be issued to a major new or
modified source proposing to locate in a non-attainment area only if the
following reguirements are met:

1) There is a sufficient emission growth increment available which is
identified in the adopted state plan or an emission offset is provided
such that the reasgonable further progress commitment in the SIP is
still met.

2) The proposed source is required to comply with the LAER. Only the
increments of change above the 100 ton/year potential increase of
the modified source are required to comply with LAER.

3) The owner or operator has demonstrated that all major stationary
sources owned or operated by such person in the State of Oregon are
in compliance or on a compliance schedule with applicable requirements
of the adopted state plan,

4) An alternative analysis is made for major new or modified sources
of carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds, or nitrogen oxides
proposing to locate in a non-attainment area which has an attainment
date in the SIP extending beyond December 31, 1982.
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340~-20-193

Applicability in Attalnment Areas

OAR 340-20-193 to 340-20-195 shall apply as noted to propcosed major new
or modified sources located in attainment areas that emit greater than

50 tons/year of any air pollutant for which a SIP attainment strategy
exists and which may impact a non-attainment area. This rule requirement
shall be terminated by rule making after redesignation of an area by EPA
to attainment status. (It should be noted that for sources emitting less
than 50 tons/year of an air pollutant that OAR 340-20-001 still requires
application of highest and best practicable treatment and control and OAR
340-31-010 provides for denial of construction should such a source prevent
or interfere with attainment or maintenance of ambient air quality
standards.) '

340-20-194
Definitions

As used in OAR 340-20-193 to 340-20-195, unless otherwise required by
context:

1) "Major New or Modified Source" means any stationary source which
actually emits or is proposed to emit more than fifty tons per year
of any criteria air pollutant and is proposed for construction after
the date the applicable SIP attainment strategy has been approved
by EPA. The term "modified" means any single or cumulative physical
change or change in the method of operation which increases the
emissions of any criteria air pollutant more than fifty tons per year
over previously permitted limits.

2) "Alternative Analysis", "LAER", "Non-attainment Area", "Reasonable
Further Progress", and "SIP" have the same meanings as provided in
OAR 340-20-191.

340-20-195

Requirements

A construction and operating permit may be issued to a major new or
modified source proposing to locate in an attainment area only if the
following requirements are met:

1) The emissions from the proposed source are modeled to have an impact
on all non-attainment areas equal to or less than the significance
levels listed in the table in 340-20-195(3), and



April 4, 1979
DRAFT
Page 4

2) The requirements of 340-20-192 are met if the emissions from the
proposed source are modeled to have an impact on the non-attainment
area greater than the significance levels of the table in
340-20-195(3}.

340-20-195(3) Table of Significance Levels

Pollutant Averaging Time
Annual 24~hour 8-hour 3-hour 1-hour

50, 1.0 ug/m> 5.0 ug/m° - 25 ug/m°> -
TSP 1.0 ug/m3 5.0 ug/m3 - - -
NOZ 1.0 ug/m3 - - - -

3 3
Cco - - 0.50 mg/m - 2.0 mg/m

3

Pox - - - - 8.0 ug/m
340-20-196

Emission Limitations on a Plant Site Basis

The purpose of OAR 340-20-196 to 340-20-197 is to insure that emissions
from sources located anywhere in the state are limited to levels consistent
with State Implementation Plan data bases, control strategies, overall
alrshed carrying capacity, and programs to prevent significant
deterioration,

This Section shall not apply in the Portland AQMA until such time as a
SIP Attainment strategy exists.
DEFINITIONS

As used in OAR 340-20-196 to 340-20-197, unless otherwise required by
context:

1) "Facility" means an identifiable piece of process equipment. A source
may be comprised of one or more pollutant-emitting facilities.
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2} "Source" means any new, modified or existing stationary or portable
structure, building, facility, egquipment, installation or operation,
or combination thereof, which is lcoated on one or more contiguous
or adjacent properties and which is owned or operated by the same
person, or by persons under common control,

340-20-197

For the purposes set forth in OAR 340~20-196, the Department may limit

by permit condition the amount of air contaminants emitted from a source.
This emission limitation shall take the form of limiting emissions on a
mass per unit time basis including an annual kilograms per year limit and
may alsc include a monthly and daily limit.

340-20-198

Maintenance of Pay

The owner or operators of any source shall not temporarily reduce the pay
of an employee by reason of the use of supplemental or intermittent or
other dispersion-~dependent control systems for the purpose of meeting the
reguirements of orders unders Section 113(d) of the Clean Air Act, as
amended, 1977.

This Section shall not apply in the Portland AQMA until such time as a
SIP Attainment strategy exists.

DD03:A1475.1:740
PBB:vh
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~ FIGURE 2: SALEM OXIDANT NON-ATTAINMENT AREA
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Part D—Praw REQUIREMENTS FOR NONATTAINMENT
AREAS

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 171 For the purpese of this part and section
110(a) (2) (I)— .

(1) The term “reasonable further progress”
means annual incremental reductions in emissions of
the applicable air pollutant (including substantial
reductions in the early years following approval or
promulgation of plan provisions under this part and
section 110(a) (2) (I) and regular reductions there-
after) which are sufficient in the judgment of the
Administrator, to provide for attainment of the
applicable national ambient air quality standard by
the date required in section 172(a). '

(2) The term “nonattainment area” means, for
any air pollutant an area which is shown by moni-
tored data or which is caleulated by air quality
modeling (or other methods determined by the Ad-
ministrator to be reliable) to exceed any national
ambient air quality standard for such pollutant.
Such term includes any area identified under sub-
paragraphs (A} through (C) of section 107(d) (1).

(3) The term “lowest achievable emission rate”

means for any source, that rate of emissions which
reflects—

(A} the most stringent emission limitation
which is contained in the implementation plan
of any State for such class or category of source,
unless the owner or operator of the proposed
source demonstartes that such limitations are
not achievable, or

(B) the most stringent emission limitation
which is achieved in practice by such class or
category of source, whichever is more stringent.

In no cvent shall the application of this term permit
a proposed nesw or modified source to emit any pollut-
ant in excess of the amount allowable under appli-
cable new source standards of performance.

(4) The terms “modifications” and “modified”
mean the same as the term “modification™ as used in
section 111(a)(4) of thiz Act.
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NONATTAINMENT PLAN IROVISIONS

Sec. 172. (a) (1) The provisions of an applicable im-
plementation plan for a State relating to attainment
and maintenance of national ambient air quality stand-
ards In any nonattainment area which are required by
section 110(a) (2) (I) as precondition for the construc-
tion or modification of any major stationary source in
any such area on or after July 1, 1979, shall provide for

attainment of each such national ambient air guality .

standard in each such area as expeditiously as practi-
cable, but, in the case of national primary ambient air
quality standards, not later than December 31, 1982,

(2) In the case of the national primary ambilent air
guality standard for photochemical oxidants or earbon
monoxide (or both) if the State demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the Administrator (on or before the time
required for submission of such plan) that suclh at-
tainment is not possible in an area with respect to either
or both of such poilutants within the :period prior to
December 31, 1982, despite the implementation of all
reasonably available measures, such provisions shal} pro-
vide for the attainment of the national primary stand-
ard for the pollutant (or pollutants) with respect to
which such demonstration is made, as expeditiously as
practicable but not later than December 31, 1987.

(b) The plan provisions required by subsection (a)
shall— . ‘

(1) be adopted by the State (or promulgated by
the Administrator under section 110(¢) ) after rea-
sonable notice and public hearing;

(2) provide for the implementation of all reason-
ably available control measures as expeditiously as
practicable;

(8) require, in the interim, reasonable further
progress (as defined in section 171(1)) including
such reduction in emissions from existing sources
in the area as may be obtained through the adop-
tion, at & minimum, of reasonably available control
technology; _

(4) include a comprehensive, accurate, current in-
ventory of actual emissions from all sourceés (as pro-
vided by rule of the Administrator) of each such
pollutant for each such area which is revised and
resubmitted as frequently as may be necesgary to as-
sure that the requirements of paragraph (3) are met
and to assess the need for additional reductions to
assure attainment of each standard by the date re-
quired under subsection {a}; - o

(3) expressly identify and quantify the emissions,
if any, of any such pollutant which will be allowed
to résult from the construction and operation of ma-
jov hiew or modified stationary sources for each such
area;

INIWHOVLLY
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(6) require permits for the construction and
operation of new or modified major stationary
sources in accordance with section 173 (relating to
permit requirements) ;

(7) identify and commit the financial and man-
power resources necessary to carry out the plan pro-
visions required by this subsection;

(8) contain emission limitations, schedules of com-
pliance and such other measures as may be necessary
to meet the requirements of this section;

(9) evidence public, local government, and State
legislative involvement and consultation in accord-
ance with section 174 (relating to planning proce-
dures) and include (A) an identification and anal-
vsis of the air quality, health, welfare, economie,
energy, and social effects of the plan provisions
required by this subsection and of the alternatives
considered by the State, and (B) a summary of the
public comment on such analysis;

(10) include written evidence that the Stats, the
general purpose local government or governments,
or 2 regional agency designated by general purpose
local governments for sueh purpose, have adopted by
statute. regulation, ordinance, or other legally en-
forceable document, the necessary requirements and
schedules and timetables for compliance, and are
committed to implement and enforce the appropri-
ate elements of the plan; :

(11) in the case of plans which make 2 demon-
?tr)at-ion pursnant to paragraph (2) of subsection

El, —_—

(A) establish a program which requires,
prior to issuance of any permit for construe-
tion or modification of a major emitting fa-
cility, an analysis of alternative sites, sizes, pro-
duction processes, and environmental control
techniques for such proposed source which dem-
onstrates that benefits of the proposed source
significantly outweigh the environmental and
social costs imposed as a result of its location,
construction, or modification;

(B) establish a specific schedule for imple-
mentation of a vehicle emission control inspec-
tion and maintenance program; and

{C) identify other measures necessary to pro-
vide for attainment of the applicable national
ambient air quality standard not later than

- December 31, 1987. :

(c) In the case of a State plan revision required under
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 to be submitted
before July 1. 1982, bv reason of a demonstration under
subsection (a) (2). effective on such date such plan shall
contain enforceable measures to assure attainment of the
applicable standard not later than December 81, 1987.
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PERMIT REQUIREMENTS,

Sgc. 173. The permit program required by section
172(b) (6) shall provide that permits to construct and
operate may be issued if— ) )

(1) the permitting agency determines that—

(A) by the time the source 1s to commence
operation, total allowable emissions from exist-
ing sources in the region, from new or qu_lﬁed
sources which are not major emitting facilities,
and from the proposed source will .be.sufﬁclently
less than total emissions from existing sources
ailowed under the applicable implementation
plan prior to the application for such permit to
wonstrct or modify so as to represent (when
considered together with the plan provisions
required under section 172) reasonable further
progress (as defined in section 171);0r

(B) that emissions of such pol'lutant‘re.su’xtmg
fromi the proposed nevw or modified major sta-
tionary source will not cause or (:‘ontr"zbute to
emiseions levels which exceed the allowance per-
mitted for such pollutant for such-area from
new or modified major stationary sources under
section 172(b) ; ) .

(2) the proposed source 1s_rg.q1urec’t to comply
with the lovwest achievable emission rate;

(8) the owner or operafor of the proposed new or
modified source has demonstrated that all major
stationary sources owned or operated by such person
(or by any entity controlling, controlled by. or under
coramon control with such person) in such State are
subject to emission limitations and are In compli-
ance. or on a schedule for compliance, with all
applicable emission limitations and standards under
this Act; and . ] L

(4) the applicable implementation plan is being
carred oub for the monattainment area in which
the proposed source is to be constructed 01"m0d1ﬁec1
in accordance with the requirements of this part.

Anvy emission reductions required as a precondition of
the issuance of o permit under paragraph (1} (A) shall
be legally binding before such permit may be issued.



Environmental Quality Commission

AR e iR POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. D{7), March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Request for Authorization for Public Hearings to Consider
Revisions to the Ambient Air Standard for Oxidant
Background

On February 8, 1979, the Environmental Protection Agency promulgated a

new ambient air standard for ozone. This standard replaces the
photochemical oxidant standard originally adopted in 1970, and increases
the allowable level from .08 parts per million to a level of .12 parts

per million, one hour average. An additional difference between the newly
adopted standard and the previous Federal and current state standard is
that the new standard is specifically for ozone, while the older standards
were for the generalized class of photochemical oxidants., Normally, ozone
is the primary constituent of the oxidant mix (90+%), although the
percentages of other oxidants such as PAN and formaldehyde may vary
considerably. While no studies exist to verify these differences in Oregon
concentrations, observed effects during high oxidant periods would indicate
that the other oxidant compounds represent a very small portion of the
oxidant mix in the various areas of Oregon. A new averaging method has
also been adopted to determine attainment of the standard. Inasmuch as
this new standard is in effect, the Department should promptly review its
present standard of .08 parts per million and decide whether to make
changes in accordance with the new Federal rule.

Statement of Need

a. Citation of legal authority

The legal authority for any action which might resuit from these
requested public hearings lies in ORS 468.020, Rules and Standards;
and 468,295, Air Purity standards, air quality standards. The present
ambient air standard for photochemical oxidant is in OAR CR 340,
Division 31, Section 340-31-030.

Contains

Recyeled
Materials
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b.

Need for the Rule

Information developed since the adoption of the current state oxidant
standard has raised questions as to the appropriateness of the standard
for its purpose in protecting the public health and welfare. WNew
methods for estimating violations of the standard and for insuring
proper calibration of the sampling instruments have also been
developed. The state needs to re~evaluate the standard based on these
new data and to determine whether the present allowable level is
appropriate for health and welfare purposes. The state standard should
be reviewed to determine its appropriateness in light of this new
information.

Citation of Principal Documents Relied Upon in Considering Need for
Rule

The following documents have been considered in this request for
hearings:

1. Federal Register Vol. 44, No. 28, February 8, 1979 "National
Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Standards" Chapter 1, Subchapter
C, Part 50 and Part 51, "Revisions to the National Ambient Air
Standard for Photochemical Oxidants" and "Revisions to
Implementation Procedures Related to Photochemical Oxidants."

2. "Revision of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for
Photochemical Oxidants" January 6, 1978 Staff Summary Paper,
External Review Draft, Strategies and Air Standards Division,
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina.

3. "A Method for Assessing the Health Risks Assoclated with
Alternative Air Quality Standards for Photochemical Oxidants,
External Review Draft, loec. cit.

4, "Alternate Forms of the Ambient Air Quality Standard for
Photochemical Oxidants", U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Staff
Paper, January, 1978 (Preliminary draft).

5. "Summary Statement from the EPA Advisory Panel on Health Effects
of Photochemical Oxidants", prepared for U.S3. EPA by the Institute
of Environmental Studies at the University of North Carolina at
Chapel Hill; January 1978.

6. "Air Quality Criteria for Photochemical Oxidant and Oxidant
Precursors" Vols. I & II, Preliminary Drafts, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development, Washington,
D.C., September 1977.
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7. "Preamble and Proposed Revision to the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard for Ozone"; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; June,
1978.

8. "Ozone and Other Photochemical Oxidants"; Committee on Medical
and Biological Effects of Environmental Pollutants; Division of
Medical Sciences, Assembly of Life Sciences, National Research
Council; National Academy of Sciences; Washington, D.C., 1977.

Evaluation

Adoption of the new Federal standard presents the State with four basic
choices. Because we now have a different and more stringent ozone rule
than that adopted by EPA, alternatives are:

1.

Adopt the new Federal standard as the State's primary and secondary
standard.

Adopt the new Federal standard as the State's primary standard and
adopt a lower level for the State's secondary standard.

Adopt a new state primary and secondary standard.

Retain the existing state standard as the State's primary and secondary
standard.

In selecting any of the above choices, the Department must rely heavily
on the expertise of the EPA and its medical and other advisory committees.
Our resource limitations seriously restrict our ability to conduct or
verify the type of studies necessary to adequately assess the health
effects of these pollutants on the general public.

In light of the massive amount of material to consider in setting a health
standard the Department concludes its best position is to yield to the
judgment of the EPA in their determination of the primary standard.

After reviewing the EPA promulgation and supportive publications, the
Department has come to the following conclusions:

l-

The Department proposes that the Commission adopt the new Federal
oxidant (ozone) standard of 0.12 parts per million, one hour average
as the Oregon Primary Standard.

The Department proposes to solicit additional testimony to determine
the appropriateness of adopting a state secondary standard for ozone,
and opinions as to what level a secondary standard should be.

The Department proposes to request that testimony received at hearings
to consider these proposals be evaluated on the bagsis of objective
scientific studies supportive of the testimony and economic and social
impacts of any action proposed.
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Summation

1.

7.

Considerable research and epidemiological information on oxidants has
been developed gince the earlier Federal and State standards were
adopted in 1970.

The Department should rely upon the vast medical and other EPA
resources for guidance in determination of proper levels for national
ambient air quality standards protective of the public¢ health.

EPA has promulgated a new primary and secondary standard for oxidant
based on ozone at a level of .12 parts per million, one hour average.
The old standard was .08 parts per million, one hour average. The
averaging times are also changed.

The Department is currently preparing all attainment and maintenance
ozone air quality control strategies for submission to EPA on the basis
of the new Federal standard.

The previous primary and present secondary State standard is 0.08 ppm,
one hour average, not to be exceeded more than once per year. The
standard is also based on total photochemical oxidant rather than
ozone,

The Department is requesting that public hearings be authorized for
the purpose of considering testimony on the following proposals:

a. That the Commission adopt the new Federal ambient air quality
standard for ozone, 0,12 parts per million, one hour average as
presented in the Federal Register, Volume 44, No. 28, February 8,
1979 as the state's primary standard.

b. That additional testimony be solicited concerning the
appropriateness of adopting a secondary standard at same or some
lesser level.

Evaluation of testimony presented at the hearings will be weighed
toward testimony having adequate scientific backing.

Director's Recommendation:

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the commission authorize
public hearings for the purpose of considering amendments (see Attachment
1) to the ambient air standard for photochemical oxidants. Such hearings,
if authorized, would be held in Medford and Portland.

74

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

RJ: kmm
229-6411

March 15, 1979
Attachments



ATTACHMENT 1

OAR 340-31-030 is amended as indicated:

Concentrations of [Photochemical oxidant] ozone at a primary air mass
station, as measured by a method approved by and on file with the
Department of Envirommental Quality, or by an equivalent method, shall not
exceed (1) 235 micrograms per cubic meter [(0.08 ppm}] (0.12 ppm) maximum
one hour average [, more than once per year]. This standard is attained
when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly
concentrations greater than 235 micrograms per cubic meter is equal

to or less than one as determined by Appendix H, CFR 40, Part 50.9

(page 8220) FR 44 No. 28, February 8, 1979.

RJ: kmm



ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PCRTLAND, OREGON 87207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. D8, March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on Amendment to the
State Implementation Plan Regarding Rules for Prevention of
Significant Air Quality Deterioration

Background

Prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) of the nations air quality

has
Air
PSD

been a highly contested issue ever since passage of the Federal Clean
Act of 1970, The Envirommental Protection Agency (EPA) first proposed
rules in July of 1974, They revised this proposal in August 1974. On

December 5, 1974 EPA promulgated a PSD regulation which in essence:

1.

2.

iRy
vy
Contains

Recyeled
Materials

DEQ-46

Provided for designation of areas in the Nation into three c¢laszses.

Established allowable increases in particulate and sulfur dioxide air
quality after January 1, 1975 for each of the three classes with:

a. Class I area increments allowing essentially no increase.
b. Class II area increments allowing moderate increases.

¢. Class III area increases being allowed up to National Ambient Air
Quality Standards.

Designated the entire Nation Class II with provisions for reclassing
any area to any other class at any time.

Established a preconstruction review and approval program for eighteen
major air contaminant emission source categories. Any applicable
source which proposed to commence construction or modification after
June 1, 1975 would be subject to review for conformance with the
applicable air quality increments and application of Best Available
Control Technology (BACT).

Provided for delegation of authority to states to administer the
Preconstruction review program.
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The EQC considered adoption of a State PSD rule in November 1974 and again
in August 1975. This latter consideration was intended to provide the
means to seek delegation of the EPA preconstruction review program to the
State. The EQC opted not to adopt a State PSD Rule in both instances
because of the major controversial nature of the program and imminent
action by Congress on the issue.

To date the EPA has administered a PSD program in QOregon which has resulted
in PSD permits being issued to nine new or modified sources. Some of these
permits have required lengthy reviews (up to 10 months) and some have
resulted in stringent control requirements.

In August 1977 Congress amended the Clean Air Act (CAAA). One of the most
debated issues was PSD. In the CAAA, Congress finally adopted a PSD
program which in essence reaffirmed the administrative Rule provisions
previously adopted by EPA in December 1974. In reinforcing the PSD program
Congress required that states ultimately administer the PSD program after
adoption of State Rules which meet general requirements of the CAARA,

In June 1978, EPA promulgated the PSD reguirements of the CAAA thereby
providing the final needed guidance for states to adopt state PSD Rules.

Primary features of the new Rule include:

1. 8Slightly revised deterioration increments,

2. an expanded list of sources subject to review,
3. requiring certain preconstruction monitoring,

4. designated mandatory Class 1 areas.

Statement of Need

The Statement of Need prepared pursuant to ORS 183.333(7) and 183.335(1)
is presented in attachment 3.

Evaluation

The Department considered three forms of a state PSD Rule: the longest .
would have been to adopt the Federal rule verbatum requiring seven pages
of fine print; the middle course was to adopt the EPA rule by reference,
but gquote, summarize, and clarify state views on the rule as was done for
the Federal new source performance standards (OAR 340-25-535) adopted by
the BQC in 1975; the shortest is to simply adopt the Federal rule by
reference.
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The Department also considered going beyond the Federal PSD requirements
and addressing major embellishments which may be desired by such as
reclassification of additional areas to Class I {no deterioration),
establishing PSD increment allocation criteria.

The Department believes the simplest and shortest means of obtaining PSD
preconstruction review authority from EPA would be to promulgate a state
PSD rule which in essence adopts the EPA PSD rule by reference but gives

a simple summation of the rule along with the clarifications on State
intent, A draft rule to accomplish this is shown in attachment 1 followed
by the EPA PSD rule in attachment 2.

Significant features of the proposed State PSD rule are:

* 10 national wilderness area and 1 national park are permanently
designated class I.

* Major new or modified sources subject to PSD review include 26 major
source categories when they have a potential to emit 100 tons per year
of an air contaminant and all other sources which have a potential
to emit over 250 ton/yr.

* Detailed modeling and monitoring only for sources emitting greater
than 50 ton/yr actual emissions.

The Department believes other PSD issues of significant interest to the
state may become apparent through the rule adoption hearing process .

In the meantime, probably the most significant aspect, that is allocation
of PSD increments, will be distributed on a first come first serve basis.

Failure to adopt a state P5D rule meeting EPA guidance will put the state
in violation of Federal Law and jeopardize federal funding.

Summation

1. The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 require states to adopt and
administer a specific PSD program.

2. Adoption of the EPA PSD rule will satisfy the Clean Air Act
Amendments and it will allow the state to take over the existing
preconstruction review program for major new or modified sources which
presently is being administered in Oregon by EPA.

3. Allocation of PSD increments will be done on a first come first serve
basis until such time as a more equitable approach is devised.

4. Other specific state-wide interests and concerns about a PSD program
will be addressed in PSD rule amendments which will be developed after
the hearing.
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, I recommend that the Commission authorize a
public hearing for the attached PSD rules in Portland and consider the
rules for adoption at the Commission's June, 1979 meeting.

1

WILLIAM H., YOUNG

Peter Bosserman:kmm

229-6278

March 20, 1979

Attachments: (1) Proposed Rules OAR 340-31-100
(2) CAAA pertaining to PSD
{3) Statement of Need
{4) 40 CFR 51.24



Attachment 1

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

340-31-100

(a} Purpose
The purpose of this rule is to implement a program to prevent
gignificant deterioration of air quality in the State of Oregon as
required by the Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977.

General Requirements Unless specifically stated herein all
applicable requirements and provisions of the 40 CFR 51.24 (as
published in the June 19, 1978.

Federal Register, (pp. 26382 to 26388) relating to prevention of
gignificant deterioration (PSD) of air quality are adopted by
reference and incorporated herein. The following excerpts from this
rule are presented for emphasis and clarity.
(k) Definitions
{1} "Major Emitting Pacility" means any of the following class of
stationary sources which emit, or have the potential to emit,
one hundred tons per year or more of any air pollutant:
(a) fossil fuel-fired steam electric plants of more than 250
million BTU per hour heat input,
(b} coal cleaning plants (with thermal dryers),
(¢) kraft pulp mills,
(d) Portland cement plants,
{e) primary zinc smelters,
(f) iron and steel mill plants,
{g) primary aluminum ore reduction plants,
{h) primary copper smelters,
{i) municipal incinerators capable of charging more than 250 tons
of refuse per day
(3) hydrofluorie, sulfurie, and nitric acid plants,
(k) petroleum refineries,
{1) lime plants,
{m) phosphate rock processing plants,
(n) coke oven batteries,
(o) sulfur recovery plants,
{(p) carbon black plants (furnace process},
(q) primary lead smelters,
{r) fuel conversion plants,
{s) sintering plants,
{t) secondary metal production plants,
{(u) chemical process plants,
{v) fogsil fuel boilers (or combination thereof)} totaling more
than 250 million BTU per hour heat input,
(w) petroleum storage and transfer units with a total storage
capacity exceeding 300,000 barrels,
(x) taconite ore processing plants,
(y) glass fiber processing plants,
(z) charcoal production plants.

Major Emitting Facility also means any other stationary source with a
potential to emit two hundred and fifty tons per vear or more of any air
pollutant.



(2) "Major modification" means any physical change in, change in the
method of operation of, or addition to a stationary source which
increages the potential emission rate of any regulated air
pollutant by either 100 tons per vear or more for any source
category identified in OAR 340-31-100(b) (1) (a) through (z), or by
250 tons per year or more for any stationary source.

{(3) "Potential to emit" means the capability at maximum capacity to
emit a pollutant in the absence of air peollution control
equipment.

(4) "Best available control technology" means an emission limitation
based on the maximum degree of reduction for each pollutant
subject to regulation which would be emitted from any proposed
major stationary source or major modification which the Department
on a case-by-case basis, taking into account energy,
envirommental, and economic impacts and other costs, determines
ig achievable for such source or modification through application
of production processes or available methods, systems, and
technigues, including fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative
fuel combustion techniques for control of such pollutant.

{c) Ambient Air Increments

Emigsions from new or modified sources shall be limited such that

the following increments listed are not exceeded.

(1) For any c¢lass I area, the maximum allowable increase in
concentrations of sulfur dioxide and particulate matter over the
baseline concentration of such pollutants shall not exceed the
following amounts:

Pollutant Maximum allowable increase (in
micrograms per cubic meter)

Particulate matter:

Annual geometric mean 5

Twenty—-four hour maximum 10
Sulfur dioxide:

Annual arithmetic mean 2

Twenty-four hour maximum 5

Three-hour maximum 25

(2) For any class II area, the maximum allowable increase in
concentrations of sulfur dioxide and particulate matter over the
baseline concentration of such pollutants shall not exceed the
following amounts:

Pollutant Maximum allowable increase (in

micrograms per cubic meter)

Particulate matter:

Annual geometric mean 19

Twenty-four hour maximum 37
Sulfur dioxide:

Annual arithmetic mean 20

Twenty-four hour maximum 91

Three hour maximum 512

(3) For any class III area, the maximum allowable increase in
concentrations of sulfur dioxide and particulate matter over the
baseline concentration of such pollutants shall not exceed the
following amounts:



Pollutant Maximum allowable increase (in
micrograms per cubic meter)

Particulate matter:

Annual geometric mean 37

Twenty-four hour maximum 75
Sulfur dioxide:

Annual arithmetic mean 40

Twenty-four hour maximum 182

Three hour maximum 700

(d)

(e}

(4) In the case of any maximum allowable increase for a pollutant based
on concentrations permitted under national ambient air quality
standards for any pericd other than an annual period such
regulations shall permit such maximum allowable increase to be
exceeded during one such period per year.

Ambient Air Ceilings

The maximum allowable concentration of any air pollutant in any area
to which OAR 380-31-100 applies shall not exceed state ambilent air
standards in QAR Chapter 340 Division 31.

Restrictions on Area Classifications

The following are designated Class I areas and may not be redesignated:
Mt. Hood Wilderness

Eagle Cap Wilderness

Hells Canyon Wilderness

Mt. Jefferson Wilderness

Mt. Washington Wildernesgss

Three Sisters Wilderness

Strawberry Mountain Wilderness

Diamond Peak Wilderness

Crater Lake National Park

Kalmiopsis Wilderness

Mountain Lake Wilderness

Gearhart Mountain Wilderness

All other areas of Oregon are designated Class II but subject to
redesignation. Certain national areas exceeding 10,000 acres such as
national seashoresg, wildlife refuges, shall not be redesignated into a
Class III.

(£)

{9)

(h)

(1)

Exclusion from Increment Consumption

Concentrations attributed to the fuel switching and temporary emission
sources as listed in 40 CFR 51.24(f) may be excluded in determining
compliance with a maximum allowable increase.

Redesignation

Certain area redesignations may be allowed pursuant to 40 CFR 51.24(e
and g). As a policy, redesignation proposalsg other than those of
major state wide value and concern should be considered through the
local comprehensive planning process to insure local review and
concurrence.

Stack Heights. For determining compliance to PSD increments,
significance levels of OAR 340~20-192, etc., credit can only be taken
for stack heights which do not exceed good engineering practice.
Other dispersion techniques may not be used in the compliance
analysis. See OAR 340-31-110.

Review of Major Stationary Sources and Major Modifications - Source
Applicability and General Exceptions.




(3)

(k)

(1)

(m)

(n)

(0)

(p)

{q)

{r)

(s)

(A} An air contaminant discharge permit may be issued to a new major
or modified source only if all requirements of this rule are met.

{B) Portable sources may be exempted from certain requirements under
certain conditions as specified in 40 CFR 51.24(i).

Control Technology Review

Best Available Control Technology shall be applied by a major new

or modified source unless its actual emissions are less than 50 tons
per year, 1000 pounds per day, or 100 pounds per hour, whichever is
more restrictive,

Exemptions from Impact Analysis

40 CFR 51,24 (k) requirements of (1) modeling, (n) monitoring, and

{p) additional impact analysis shall not apply if

(A) the source will not impact a Class I area or an area where a PSD
increment is known to be violated, and

(B} the source is less than 50 tons/yr, 1000 pounds/day or 100
pounds/hour actual emissions, or

{C) the emissions are temporary in nature.

Air Quality Review

The source's owner or operator must demonstrate that ambient air

standards and the applicable increment will not be violated taking

into account emissiocn increases from the source and all other

applicable scurces.

Air Quality Models

Models for estimating impacts are to be in accord with 40 CFR 51.24(m)

Any substitution or modification shall be approved by the Department

in writing.

Monitoring

The owner or cperator will be required to measure up to a year's worth

of meteorological and ambient air data at the proposed site prior

to construction approval if it cannot be demonstrated that data

previously collected shows the source would not cause or contribute to

a violation of a state or federal ambient air quality standard.

Source Information

The source shall supply all necessary information to adeqguately

evaluate compliance with rule requirements.

Additional Impact Analysis

The source must provide an analysis of the impairment to visibility,

soils, and significant vegetation; assess impacts of commercial,

residential, industrial, and other growth associated with the proposed

source.

Source Impacting Federal Class I Areas - Additional Requirements

The Environmental Protection Agency and Federal Land Manager shall

be involved in the source review process.

Public Participation

The Department will make a preliminary determination on the

approvibility of any source subject to this rule and notify the public

through prominent advertising in local newspapers. Other propoged

permit actions, hearings, public comment period shall be in accordance

with OAR Chapter 340, Division 14.

Source Obligation

Any source who complies with this rule is not thereby relieved from

complying with any other applicable law, rule, or standard of the

Department or of other regulatory agencies.
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Parr C—PreEvENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERICRATION OF AIR
QUarITY

BUBPART I
FURPGSES

“Sec, 160, The nurposes of this part are as followss: .

“(1) to protect public health and welfare from any actual ar
potential adverse effect which in the Administrator’s judgment
may reasonably be anticipate to occur from air pollution or
from exposures to pollutants in other media, which pollutants
originate as emissions to the ambient air), notwithstanding attain-
ment and maintenance of all national ambient air quality
standards; '

“(2) to preserve, protect, and enhance the air quality in national
perks, national wilderness arens, national menuments, national
seashores, and other aveag of special national or regional natural,
recreational, scenic, or historie value : :

“{3) to insure that economic growth will occur in a manner
consistent with the preservation of existing clean air resources;

“(4) to assurs that emissions from any source in any State
will not interfere with any portion of the applicable imple-
mentation plan to prevent significant deterioration of air guality
for any other State; and

“(5) to assure that any decision to permit increased air pollu-
tion in any aren to which this section applies is made only after
careful evaination of all the consequences of such a deeision and
after adequate procedural opportunities for informed public
participation in the decisionmaking process.

PLAN REQUIREMENTS

“Sec. 161. In accordance with the policy of section 101(b) (1), each
applicable implementation plan shail contain emission limitations and
such other measures as may be necessary, as determined under regula-
tions promulgated under this part, to prevent significant deterioration
of air quality in ench region (or portion thereof) identified pursuant to
section 107(d) (1) (D) or (E}.

INITIAL CLASSIFICATIONS

“Sec. 162, (a) Upon the enactment of this part, all—
%(1) international parks,
_%(2) nationsl \\'il&ierness arens which exceed 5,000 acres in
size,
‘;l( 3) national memorial parks which exceed 5,000 acres in size,
&0
“(1) national parks which exceed six thousand acres in size
and which are in existence on the dute of enactment of the Clean \ir
Act Amendments of 1077 shall be class T areas and may not be redesig-
nated, All areus which were vedesignated as class I under regulations
promulgated Lefore such date of ennetment shall be cldss I arens which
may be redesignated as provided in this part. ' .
“{b) All areas in such State identificd pursuant to section 107 {.d)
1)(D) or (E) which are not establisted as class T under suhsection
ga.) shall be class I arens unless redesignated under section 164

INCREMENTS AND CEILINGS

“Sec. 163. ﬂa.) In the case of sulfur oxide and particulate matter,
each applicable implementation plan shall contain measures assuring
that maximum allowabie increases over baseline concentrations of, and
maximum allewable concentrations of, such poliutant shall not be
exceeded. In the case of any maximum allownble increase (except an
allowable increase specified under 165(d) (2) (C) {iv) for a pollutant
based on concentrations permitted under national ambient air qual-
ity standards for any period other than an annual period, such regu-



lations shail permit such maximum allowable increase to be exceeded
during one such period per year. ) ) i

“(b) (1) For any class I area, the maximum sllowable increase in
concentrations of sulfur dioxide and particulate matter over the base-
line concentration of such pollutants shall not exceed the following
amounts:

“Pollutant Maximum allewable lucrease (in
Particulate matter; micrograms par cuble meter}
Annual geometric mean 53
Twenty-four-hour maximum_ ... 10
Sulfur dioxide:
Anpuai arithmetic mean___. . 2
Twenty-four-hour maximum - e 5
Three-hour marimum 23

“(9) For any class IT area, the maximum allowable increase in con-
centrations of sulfur dioxide and particulate matter over the baseline
concentration of such poliutants shall not exceed the following
amounts:

“Polintant Maximum alfowable increaze {lo
Particulate matter: micrograms per cublc meter)
Annual geometric mean__ 19
Twenty-four-hour maximum. - at
Salfur dioxide:
Apnual arithmetic mean e 20
Twenty-four-hour maximum___._ 81
Three-hour maximum.. - - 512

“(3) For any class III area, the maximum allowable increase in
concentrations of sulfur dioxide and particulate matter over the hase-
line concentration of such poliutants shall not exceed the following
amounts:

“Pollatant
Particulate matter: ){;mxli::_g?;a;lio::rblceug{:ccr;lue?:”(1n
Annual geometric mean. oo 37
Twenty-four-hour maximum. ... 5

Bulfor dioxide:
Apnual arithmetic mean.. 40
Twenty-four-hour maximum._ 182
Three-hour mAXimRMa. - — 700

“(4) The maximum allowable concentration of any air pollutant
in any area to which this part applies shall not exceed o conventration
for such poliutant for each period of exposure equal to—

“(A) the concentration permitted under the national secondary
ambient air quality standard, ox

“(B) the coucentrution permiitted wider the national primary
ambilent air quality standard, :

whichever concentration is lowest for such pollutant for such period
of exposurs.

“{c) (1) In the case of any State which hos a plan approved by
the Administrator for purposes of carrying out this part, the Governor
of such State may, after notice and opperturnity for public hearing,
issue orders or promulgate rules providing that for purposes of deter-
mining compliance with the mazimum allowable increases in ambient
concentrations of an air pollutant, the following concentraticns of
such pollutant shell not be taken into account:

“(A) concentrations of such poliutant stiributable to the,
increase in emissions from stationary sources which have con-;
verted from the use of petroleum products, or natural gas, or both,!
by reason of an order which ig in effect under the provisions of!
sections 2 (a) and (b) of the Energy Supply and Environmental
Coordination Act of 197¢ (or any subsequent legislation which-
supersedes such provisions) over the emissions from such sources:
before the effective date of such order. .
. “(B} the concentrations of such pollutant attributable to the;
Increase in emissions from stutionary sources which have cnn-’
verted from using natural gas by reason of a natural gas curtail-
‘ment pursuant to a natural gas curtailment pian in effect pursiant
to the Federal Power Act over the emissions from such sources
before the effective date of such plan,

. “(C) concentrations of particulate matter attributable to the
increase in emissions from construction or other temporary emis-
sion-related activities, and

55




“(D) the increase in concentrations attributable to new sources
outside the United States over the concentrations attributable to
existing sources which are included in: the baseline concentration
detérmined in accordance with section 169(4), -

“%2) No action taken with respect to a souree under paragraph
1) (A) or (1) {B) shall apply mare than fve years after the efcctive
ate of the order referred to in paragraph (1) (A) or the plan referred
to in paragraph (1) (B), whichever is applicable. If both such order
and plan are applicable, no such action shall apply more than five
years afier the later of such effective dates.

“(3) No action under this subsection shall take etfect unless the
(Governor submits the order or rule providing for such exclusion to
the Administrator and the Administrator determines that such order
or rule is in compliance with the provisions of this subsection,

AREA REDESIGNATION

“Sec. 164, (a) Except as otherwise provided under subsection (¢},
a State may redesignate such areas as it deems appropriate as class 1
areas. The following areas may be redesignated only as class I or II:

“(1) an area which exceeds ten thousand acres in size and is a
national monument. a national primitive ares, a national preserve,
s national reereation area, g national wild and scenic river, a
national wildlife refuge, o national lakeshore or seashore, and

“(2) a national park or national wilderness ares established
after the dute of enactment of this Act which exceeds ten thousand
acres in size,

Any area {other than an erea referred to in paragraph (1) or (2) or
an area established as class I under the Hrst sentence of section 162{a) )
may be redesignated by the State asclass [ITif— '

#{A) such redesignation has been specilically approved by the
Governor of the State, after consultation with the appropriate

q : Committees of the legislature if it is in session or with the leader-
% ship of the legislature if it is not in session (unless State law
provides that such redesignation must be specifically upproved
by State legislation} and if general purpose units of local govern-
meat representing a majority of the residents of the area so
redesignated enact legislation (including for such units of local
overnment resolutions where appropriate) concurring ia the
State’s redesignation;

“(B) such redesignation will not cause, or contribute to, concen-
trations of any air pollutant which exceed any maximum allow-
able increase or maxzimumn allowable concentraticn permitted
under the classification of any other area; and
h“(C) such redesignetion otherwise meets the reguirements ol
this part.

Subparagraph (A) of this paragraph shall not apply to area redesig-
nations by Indian tribes,
“(b){1)(A) Prior to redesignation of any areas under this part,
notice shall be afforded and public hearings shall be conducted in
: areas proposed to be redesignated and in areas which may be affected
by the proposed redesignation, Prior to any such public hearing a
satisfactory description and anslysis of the health, environmental,
economic, social, and energy effects of the proposed redesignation shall
be prepared and made svailable for public inspection and prior te
-any such redesignation, the deseription and analysis of such effects
shall be reviewed and examined by the redesignating authorities,
“(B) Prior to the issuance of notice under suEparagmph {A)
respecting the redesignation of any area under this subsection, 1f such
area includes any Federal lands, the State shall provide written notice
to the approprinte Federal land manager and afford adequate oppor-
tunity (%ub not in excess of 60 days) to confer with the State respect-
ing the intended notice of redesiynation and fo submit written
comments and recommendations with respect to such intended notice
of redesignation. In redesignating any area under this section with
respect to which any Federal land manager has submitted written
comments and recommendations, the State shall publish a list of any
inconsisteney between such redesignation and such recommendations




[ .
and an explanation of such inconsistency (together with the reasons
for making such redesignation against the recommendation of the
Federal land manager).

“(C) The Administrator shali promulgate regulations not later than
six months after date of enactment of this part, to assure, insofar as
practicable, that prior to any public hearing on redesignation of any
area, there shall be available for public inspection any specific plans
for any new or modified major emitting facility which may be per-
mitted to be constructed and operaied only if the area in question is
desigmated or redesignated as class 111,

“(2) The Administrator may disapprove the redesignation of any
area only if he finds, after notice and opportunity for public hearing,
that such redesiemation does not meet tﬁe procedural requirements of

“this section. If any such disapproval occurs, the classification of the

aren shall be that which was in effect priov to the redesignation which
was disapproved.

“(c) Lands within the exterior bonndaries of reservations of fed-
erslly recognized Indian tribes may be redesignated only by the appro-
priate Indian governing body. Such Indian governing body shall be
subject in all respect 1o the provisions of subsection (e}. :

“(d} The Federal Land danager shall veview all national monu-
ments. prinvitive aveas, and national preserves, and shall recommend
any appropriate areas for redesiznation as-class I where air quality
related values ave important attributes of the area, The Federal Land
Manager shall report such recommendations, within supporting anal-
ysis, to the Congress and the affeeted States within one year after
enactment of this section. The Tederal Land Manager shall consult
with the appropriate States before making such recommendations.

“(e) If any State affected by the redesignation of area by an Indian
tribe or any Indian tribe affected by the redesignation of an area by a
State disagrees with such redesignation of any area, or if a permit is
proposed to be issuexd for any new major emitting tacility proposed for
construction in any State which the Governor of an atfected State or
governing bady of un atfected Indian tribe determines will cause or
contribute to a cumulative change in air quality in escess of that
allowed in this part within the affected State or tribal reservation, the

Governor or Indian ruling body may request the Administrator to enter

mto negotiations with the parties involved to resolve such dispute. If
requested by any State or Indian tribe invoived, the Administrator
shall make a recommendation tp resoive the dispute and protect the
air qualicy related values of the lands involved. If the parties invoived
do not reach agreement, the Administrator shall resotve the dispute
and his determination. or the results of agreements reached through
other means, shall become part of the applicable plan and shall be
enforceable as part of such plan. In resolving such disputes relating to
area redesignation, the Administrator shall consider the extent to
which the lands invoived are of sufficient size to allow effective air
quality management or have air quality velated values of such an area.

PRECONSTRGCTION REQUIREMENTS

“Sec. 165, (a) No major emitting facility on which construction is
commenced after the date of the enactment of this part, may be con-
saructe‘c‘l in any ared to which this part applies unless— '

(1} a permit has been issued for such proposed facility in
accordance with this part setting forth emission limitations for
su(‘:‘h facility which conform to the requirements of this part:

(2) the proposed permit has been subject to a review in
accordance with' this section, the required analysis has been con-
ducted in accordance with regulations promulgated by the
Adr_mmstmtlor. and a public hearing has been held with éppor-
tunity for interested persons including vepresentatives of the
Administrator to appear and submit written or oral presentations
on the air quality impact of such source, alternatives thereto
conirol technology requirements, and other appropriate consid-
erations;

“(3) the owner or operator of such facility demonstrates that
emissions from constriiction or operation of such facility will not
cause, or coutribute to, air pollution in excess of any (A) maxi-
mum allowable increase or maximum allowable concentration for



any pellutant in any area to which this part applies move than
one time per year, (13} nationul ambient air quelity standavd in
any ' air quulity control region, or (C) any other apiplicable
emmamn standavd ov standard of performanee under this Aet;
‘(4) the propored facility is subject to the best availuble con-

tro! technology for each poilutant subject to regulation under
this Act emited from, or which results from, such facility;

“ (a) the provisions of subsection (d) with respect to protection -
of class I areas have been complied with for such facility; ‘

“(6) there has been an analysis of any air quality Jmpacts
projected for the area as a result of growth associated with such
facxhty

#(7) the person who owns or operates, or proposes to own ot

operate. o major emitting facility for which a permit is required
under this part agrees to conduct such monitering as may be nee-
essary to determine the effect which emissions “from any such
facility may have, or is having, on alr quality in any aren whlch
may be affected by emissions from such source; and

#(8) in the case of a source which propoeses to construct in a
class IIY avea. emissions from which would cause or contribute
to exceeding the maximum allowable increnients applicable in a
class IT area and where no standard under section 111 of this Act
has been promulgated subsequent to enactment of the Clean Air
Act Amendinents of 1977, for such source category, the Admin-
istrator has approved the determination of best available tech-
nology as set forth in the permit.

“(b) The demonstration peltaznmw to maximum allowable increases
required under subsection (a) (3} shall not apply to maximum allow-
able increnses for cluss I areas in the case of an expansion or modifi-
cation of a major emitting facility which is in existence on the date
of enactrnent of the Clean “Air Act’ Amendments of 1977, whose nctual
allowable emissions of air pollutants, after compliance with subsection
(8) (4), will be less than fifty tons per year and for which the owner
or operator of such facility demonstrates that emissions of particulate
matter and sulfur oxides will not contribute to ambient air quality
levels in excess of the national secondary ambient air quality standard
for either of such pollutants.

“(¢) Any completed permit application under section 110 for a
mejor emitting facility in any aren to which this part applies shall
be granted or denied not Iater than one year after the date of filing
of such completed application.

“(d) (1) Each State shall transmit to the Administrator a copy- of
each permit application relating to a major emitting facility received
by such State and provide notice to the Admmlatmtor of every action
related to the consideration of such permit.

“(2){A) The Administrator shall provide notice of the permit
application to the Federal Land Manager and the Federnl official
charged with divect responsibility for management of any lands within
2, clilSS I area which may be affected by emissions from the proposed

acility,

“(B) The Federal Land Manager and the Federal official charged
with direet responsibility for management of such lands shall have
an affirmative responsibility to protect the air quality reluted values
(mcludmﬂ' visibilitv) of anv such lands within a class T aren and to
consider, in consultation n ith the Administrator, whether o proposerd
major emitting facility will have an adverse impact on such vajues.




“(C) (i) In any cuse where the Federal official charged with direct
responsibility for management of any lands within a class I urea ot
the Federsl Land Munager of such lands, or the Administrator, ot the
(Governor of an adjacent State containing such a class I arca files a
aotice alleging that emissions from a proposed major emitting facility
may cause or contribute to a change in the air quality in-such area and
identifying the potential adverse impact of such change, n permit
shall not be issued unless the owner or operator of such facility demnon-
strates that emissions of particulate matter and sulfur diexide will not
cause or contribute to concentrations which exceed the maximum
allowable increases for a class I area. '

“(it) In any case wherc the Federal Land Manager demonstrates
to the satisfuction of the State that the emissions from such, facility
will have an adverse impact on the air qunlity-related values (includ-
ing visibility) of such lands, notwithstanding the fact that the chang?
in air quality resulting from emissions from such faci’ity will n i
cause or contrbute to concentrations which exceed the maximum allow-
able increases for a class T area, a permit shall not be issued.

“(iii) In any case where the owner or operutor of ruch facility
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Federal Land Manager, and
the Federal Land Manager so certifies, that the emissions from such
facility will have no adverse impact on the alr quality related values
of such lands (including visibility), notwithstanding the fact that the
change in air quality resulting from emissions from such facility will
catse or contribute to concentrations, which exceed the maximum
allowable increases for class I areas, the State may issue s permit.

“(iv) In the case of a permit issued pursuant to clause (iii), such
facility shall comply with such emission limitations under such permit
as may be necessary to assure that emissions of sulfur oxides and par-
ticulates from such sources together with all other sources, will not
exceed the following maximum allowable increases over the baseline
concentration for such pollutantss

y 1
wparticulate matter: Maximum allowsbie lncrease (ln

micrograme per cublc meter)

Anousl geometric mean., oo 148

+ Twenty-four-hour maximum..: 87
Sulfor dioxide: .

Apnnual arithmetic mean 20

Twenty-tour-hour maximum. . ____ - 21

Three-bhour maximurm._ . 325

“(D)(i) In any case where the owner or operator of & proposed
mejor emitting facility who has been denied a certification under sub-
paragraph (C) (iil) demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Governor,
after notice and public hearing, and the Governor finds, that the
{acility cannct be constructed by reason of any meximum allowabie
increase for sulfur dioxide for periods of twenty-four hours or less
applicable to any class I area and, in the case of Federal mandatory
class I arens, that a variance under this clause will not adversely affect
the air quality related values of the area (including wisibility), the
Governor, after consideration of the Federal Land Manager’s recom-
mendation {if any) and subject to his concurrence, may grant a vari-
ance from such maximum allowable increase, If such variance is
granted, a perruit may be issued to such source pursuant to the
rec}uirements of this subparagraph.

“(ud}) -In any case in which the Governor recommends a variance
under this shbparagraph in which the Federal Land Manager does not
coneur, the recommendations of the Governor and the Federal Land
Manager shall be transmitted to the President. The President may




epprove the Governor’s recommendation if he finds that such vari-
ance is in the national interest, No Presidential finding shall be veview-
able in any court. The variance siinll take effect if the Presicdent
approves the Governov's recommendations, The President shall
approve or disapprove such recommendation within ninety days after
his receipt of the recommendations of the Governor and the Federal
Land Manaeer. .

%(ili) In the case of p permit issued pursuant to this subparagraph,

‘such facility shall comply with such emission limitations under such

permit as may be necessary to assure that emissions of sulfur oxides
from such source, torether with all other sources, will exceed the other-
wise applicable maximum allowable increnses for a period of exposure
of twenty-four hours or less on not more than eigﬁteen days during
any annunl period and that during such day such emissions will not
exceed the following maximum allowable increnses over the baseline
concentration for such poliutant:

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE INCREASE
#in micragrams par cubic mater]

Low tervaia High terrain
araas

Pariod of axposurs ares
4-h 11T —_ 35 52
2R mamum, 130 721

“(e) (1) The review provided for in subsection (a) shall be
preceded by an analysis in accordance with regulations of the Admin-
istrator, promulgated under this subsection, which may be conducted
by the State {or any general purpose unit of local government) or by
the major emitting facility applying for such permit, of the ambient
air quality at the proposed site and in areas which may be affected by
emissions from such facility for each pollutant subject to regulation
under this Act which will be emitted from such fncilitfy.

#(2) Effective one year after date of enactment of this part, the
analysis required by this subsection shall include continnous air
quality monitoring data gathered for purposes of determining whether
emissions from such facility will exceed the maximum allowable
increases or the maximum allowable concentration permitted under
this part. Such data shall be gathered over a period of one calendar
year preceding the date of application for a permit under this part
unless the State. in accordance with regulations promulgated by the
Administrator, determines that a complete and adequate anaiysis for
such purposes may be accomplished in a shorter period. The results
of such analysis shall be available at the time of the public hearing
on the application for such permit.

“{3) The Administrator shall within six months after the date of
enactment of this part promulgate regulations respecting the analysis
required under this subsection which regulations—

“(A) shall not require the use of any automatic or uniform
buffer zone or zones,

“(B) shall'require an analysis of the ambient air quality,
climate and meteorologv, terrain, soils and vegetation, and visi-
bility at the site of the proposed major emittinge factlity and in the
area potentiatly affected by the emissions from such facilitv for
each pollutant reguiated nnder this Act which will be emitted
froyn., or whlqh results from the ennstruction or operation of, such
facility, the size and nature of the proposad facility, the degree of




continuous emission reduction which could be achieved by such
facility, and such other fuctors as may be relevant in determin-
ing the effect of emissions from a proposed facility on any awr
uglity control region, . .
e CBS shall require the results of such analysis shall be available
at the time of the public hearing on the application for such
permit, and N : ) _ ) .
“{D) shall specify with reasonable particularity each air quality
model or models to be used under specified sets of conditions for
purposes of this part. ) ,
Any model or models designated under such regulations may be
adjusted upon a determination, after notice and opportunity for pub-
lic hearing, by the Administrator that such adjustment is necessary to
taks into account unique terrain or metecrological characteristics of
an area potentially atfected by emissions from a source applying for
permit required under this part, - -

QTHER POLLUTANTS

“Sgc. 166. (a) In the case of the pollutants hydrocarbons, carbom
‘monoxide, photochemical oxidants, and nitrogen oxides, the Adminis-
trator shall conduct a study and not later than two years after the
date of enactment of this part, promulgate regulations to prevent the
significant deterioration of air quality which would result from the
emissions of such pollutants, In the case of pollutants for which
nationa] ambient air quality standards are promulgated after the dats
of the enactment of this part, he shall promulgate such regulations not
more than £ years after the date of promulgation of such standards.

“(b) Regulations referred to in subsection (a) shall become effec-
tive one year after the date of promulgation. Within 21 months after
such date of promulgation such plan revision shail be submitted to the
Administrator who shall approve or disapprove the plan within 25
months after such date or promulgation in the same manner as
required under section 110.

“(c) Such regulations shall provide specific numerical measures
against which permit applications may be evaluated, a framework for
stimulating improved control technology, protection of air quality
values, and fulfill the goals and purposes set forth in section 101 and
section 160,

“{d) The regulations of the Administrater under subsection (a}
shell provide specific measures at least as effective as the increments
established in section 163 to fulfill such goals and purposes, and may
contain air quality increments, emission (ﬁznsity tequirements, or other
measures.

%(e) With respect to any air pollatant for which o national ambisnt
air quality standard is established other than sulfur oxides or particu-
lats mattfer, an area clagsification plan shall not be required under this
section if the implementation plan adopted by the State and submitted
for the Administrator's approval or promulgated by the Administra- -
tor under section 110{c) contains other provisions which when con-
gidered as a whole, the Administrator finds will carry cut the purposes
in section 160 at least as effectively as an ares classification plan for
such pellutant. Such other provizions referred to in the preceding
sentence need not require the establishment of maximum allowable
increnses with respect to such pollutant for any area to which this
section applies.




ENTOBRCEMENT

“Sgc, 167. The Adwninistrator shall, and a State may, take such
messures, including issnance of an crder, or seeking injunctive relief,
as necessary to prevent the construetion of a major emitring facility
which does not cofiform to the requirements of this part, or which is
proposed to be constructed in any area included in the list promulgated
pursuant to paragraph {1) (D) ot (E) of subsection (d) of section
107 of this Act and which is not subject to an implementation plan
which meets the requirements of this part.

PERIOD BEFORE PLAN APPROVAL

“Sgc. 168, (a) Until such time as an applicable implementation plan
is in effect for any area, which plan meets the requirements of this
part to prevent sienificant deterioration of air quality with respect
to any air pellutant, applicable regulations under this Act prior to
enactment of this part shall remain in effect to prevent significant
deterioration of air quality in any such area for any such pollutant
except as otherwise provided in subsection (b). _

“ (I})J) If any regulation in effect prior to enactinent of this part te
prevent significant deterioration of air quality would be inconsistent
with the reguirements of section 162(a), section 163(Db) or section
164(a), then such regulations shall be deemed amended so as to con-
form with such requirements. In the case of a facility on which
construction was éommenced in actordance with this definition after
Juns 1, 1975, and prior to the enactment of the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1977, the review and permitting of such facility shall be in
accordance with the regulations for the prevention of significant
deterioration in effect prior to the enactment of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1977,

SUBPART 2
VISIBILITY PROTECTION FOR FEDERAL CLASS I AREAS

“Sec. 169A. (a)(1) Congress hereby declares as a national goal the
prevention of any future, and the remedying of any existing, impair-
ment of visibility in mandatory class I Federal areas which impair-
ment results from manmade air pollution.

“(2) Not later than six months after the date of the enactment of
this section, the Secretary of the Interior in consultation with other
Federal land managers shall review all mandatory class I Federal
areas and identify those where visibility is an important value of the
area. From time to time the Secretary of the Interior may revise such
identifications. Not later than one year after such date of ensctment,
the Administrator shail, after consultation with the Secretary of the
Interior, promulgate a list of mandatory class I Federal areas in
which he determines visibility is an Linportant value, .

“{3) Not later than eighteen months after the date of enactment
of this section, the Administrator shall complete a study and report
to Congress on available methods for implementing the national goal
set forth in paragraph (1). Such report shall include recommenda- -
tions for—

“(A) methods for identifying, characterizing, determining,
quantifying, and measuring visibility impairment in Federal areas
referred to in paragraph (1), and

*{B) modeling techniques (or other methods) for determining
the extent to which manmade air pollution may reasonably be
anticipated to ecause or contribute to such impalrment, and

“(C) metheds for preventing and remedying such manmade air
pollution and resulting visibility impairment.

Such report shall also identify the classes or categories of sources and
the types of air pollutants which, alone or in conjunction with other
sources or pollutants. may reasonably be anticipated to cause or con-
tribute signifieantly to impairment of visibility,




} t

%4} Not later than twenty-four months after the date of enactmon
of t(his)l section, and after notice and public hearing, the Administrator
ghall promulgate regulations to assure (A) reasonable progress toward

meeting the national gour .oecified in paragraph (1), and (B) com-
pliance with the requirements of this section.
“(b) Regulations under subsection {a) (4) shall— -

“(1) provide guidelines to the States. taking into account the
recommendations under subscetion {(a)(3) on appropriate tech-
niques and methods for implementing this section (as provided
in subparagraphs (A) through (C) of such subsection (a)(3)),
and ' :

“(2) require each applicable implementation plan for a State
in which any area listed by the Administrater under subsection
(a) (2) is located {or for a State the emissions from which may
reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to any impair-
ment of visibility in any such area) to contain such emission
limits, schedules of compiiance and other measures as may be
necessary to make reasonable progress toward meeting the nationul
goal specified in subsection (z), including—

“{A) except as ctherwise provided pursuant to subsection
{¢), a réequirement that each major stationary source which
is in existence on the date of enactment of this section, but
which has not been in operation for more than ffteen years
as of such date, and which, as determined by the Stats {or the
Administrator in the case of 2 plan promulgated under sec-
tion 110(c)) emits any alr pollutant which may reasonably
be anticipated to cause or contribute {0 any impairment of
visibility in :mly such area, shall procure, install, and operate,
as expeditiously as practicable (and maintain thereafter)
the best available retrofit technology, as determined by the
State (or the Administrater in the case of a plan prommul-
gated under section 110(e)) for controlling emissions from
such source for the purpose of eliminating or reducing any

such impairment, and
“(B) along-term (ten to fifteen years) strategy for making
reasonable progress toward meeting the national goal speci-

fied in subsection (a)}.
In the case of a fossil-fuel fired generating powerplant having o total
generating capacity in excess of 750 megawaits, the emission limita-
tions required under this paragraph shall be determined pursuant
to guidelines, promulgated by the Administrator under paragraph (1).
“(c){1) The Administrator may, by rule, after notice and oppor-
tunity for public hearing, exempt any major stationary source from
the requirement of subsection {b)(2)(A), upon his determination
that such source does not or will not, by itself or in combination with
other sources, emit any air pollutant which may reasonably be antici-
pated to cause or contribute to a significant impairment of visibility

In any mandatery class I Federal area.

“(2) Paragraph (1) of this subsection shall not be applicable to

any fossii-fuel fired powerplant with total desiem capacity of 750 -

megawatts or more, unless the owner or operator of any such plant
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Administrator that such power-

lant is located at such distance from all areas listed by the Admin-
istrator under subsection (a} (2) that such powerplant does not or will
not, by iteelf or in combination with other sources, emit any' air pol-
lutant which may reasonably be anticipated to cause or contribute to
sygnifcant impairment of visibility in any such area.

*(8) An exemption under this subsection shall be effective only upen
concurrence by the appropriate Federal land manager or managers
with the Administrator’s determination under this subsection.
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“{d) Before holding the public hearing on the proposed revision of
an applicable implementation plan to meet the requirements of this
section, the State {or the Administrator, in the case’ef a plan promnul-
gated under section 110(c)) shall consult in person with the appro-
priate Federal land manager or managers and shall include o summary
of the conclusions and recommendations of the Federal land man-
agers in the notice to the publie, o

“(e) In promulgating regulations under this section, the Administra-
tor shall not require the nse of any automatic or uniform buffer zone
or ZOnes.

“(f) For purposes of section 304(a) (2), the meeting of the national
goal specified in subsection (a) (1} by any specific date or dates shall
not be considered a ‘nondiscretionary duty! of the Administrator.

“(g) For the purpose of this section—

“(1) in determining reasonable progress there shall be taken
into consideration the costs of compliance, the time necessary for
compliance, and the enerzy and nonair quality environmental
impacts of compiiance. and the remaining useful life of any exist-
ing source subject to such requirements; :

“(2) in determining hest available retrofit technolegy the State
{or the .Administrator in determinine emission limitations which
reflect such technology) shall take into consideration the costs of
compliance, the energy and nonair quality environmental impacts
of compliance, nny existing pollution control technology in use at
the source, the remaining useful life of the source, and the degres
of improvement in visibilitv which may ressonably be anticipatad
to reault from the use of such technology;

“(3} the term ‘manmade air pellution’ means air pollution which
results directly or indirectly from human activities;

“{4) the term ‘as expeditiously as practicable means as expe-
ditiously as practicable but in no event later than five years after
the date of approval of a plan revision under this section (or the
date of promulgzation of such a plan revision in the case of action
by the Administrator under section 110{c) for purpeses of this
section) ;

“{5) the term ‘mandatory class I Fedcral areas’ means Federal
aress which may not be designated as other than class I under this
part;

“(B) the terms ‘*visibility impairment’ and ‘impairment of visi-
bility’ shall include reduction in visusl range and atmospheric
discoloration; and

“(7) the term ‘major stationary source’ means the following
types of stationary sources with the potential to emit 230 tons
or more of any pollutant ; fossil-fuel fired steam electric plants of
more than 250 million British thermal units per hour lweat input,
conl eleaning plants (thermal dryers). kraft pulp mills, Portland
Cement p]unth:, primary zinc smelters, iron and steel milt plants,
primary aluminum ore reduction plants, primary copper smelters,
municipal Incenerators capable of charging more than 230 tons
of refuse per day. hydrofluorie, saifurie. and nitric acid plants,
petroleum refineries, lime plants, phosphate rock processing plants,
coke oven Imttesies, sutfur recovery plants, carbon black plants
(furnnce process}. prinwarcy lead sielters. fuel conversion plants,
sintering plants, secondary metal production facilities, chemical
process plants, fossil-fuel boilers of more than 250 million British
tharmal units per hour heat input, petroleum storage and transfer

facilities with a capacity exceeding 300,000 barrels, taconits ors
processing facilities, glass fiber processing plants, charcoal produc-
tion facilities.”,

DEFINTTIONS

“Skc. 169. For purposes of this part—

“(1) The term ‘major emitting facility’ means any of the fol-
lowing stationary sources of air pollutents which emit, or have
the potentizl to emit, one hundred tons per vear or more of any,
air pollutant from the following types of stationary sources$
fossil-fuel fired steam electric plants of more than two hundreds
and fifty million British thermal units per hour heat input, coal
cleaning plants (thermal drvers), kraft pulp mills, Portland




Cement plants, primary zine smelters, iron and steel mill plants,
primary aluminum ore reduction plants, primary copper smelters,
municipal incinerators capable of charging more than two hun-
dred and fifty tons of refuse per day, hydrofluoric, sulfuric, and
nitric acid plants, petroleum refineries. lime plants. phosphate rock
processing plants, coke oven batteries, sulfur recovery piants,
carbon black plints (furnace process), primary lead smelters, fuel

conversion plants, sintering plants, secondary metal production-

facilities, chemical process plants, fossil-fuel boilers of more than
two hundred and fifty million British thermal units per hour heat
input, petroleum storage and transfer facilities with a capacity
exceeding three hundred thousand barrzls, taconite ore processing
facilities, glass fiber processing plants, sharcoal preduction facili-
ties. Such term also includes any other source with the potential
to emit two hundred and fifty tons per year or more of any air
pollutant. This term shall n¢t include new or medified facilities
which are nonprofit health or education institutions which have
been exempted%y the State. : )

#(2) (A) The term ‘rommenced’ as applied to construction of o
major cmitting facility means that the owner or operator has
obtained all necessary preconstruction approvals or permuiis
required by Federal, State, or local air pollution emissions and air
quality laws or regulations and either has (i) begun, or caused to
begin, a continuous program of physical on-site construction of the
facility or (ii) entered into binc{mg agreements or contractual
obligations, which cannot be canceled or modified without sub-
stantial loss to the owner or operator, to undertake a program of
construction of the facility to be completed within a reasonable
time,

“(B) The term. ‘necessary preconstruction approvals or per-
mits’ means those permits or approvals, required by the permitting
authority as a precondition to undertaking eny activity under
clauses (g) or (i1) of subparagraph (A) of this paragraph. ‘

“(3) The term ‘best avallable control technology’ means an emis-
sion limitation based on the maximum degree of reduction of each
pollutant subject to regulation under this Act emitted from or
which resulis from any major emitting facility, which the permit-
ting authority, on 2 case-by-case basis, taking into account energy,
environmental, and economic impacts and other costs, determines
is achievable for such facility through application of production

rocesses and available methods, systems, and techniques, includ-
ing fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel combustion tech-
niques for control of each such pollutant. In no event shall appli-
cation of ‘best available control technology’ resuit in emissions
of any pollutants which will exceed the emissions allowed by any
aﬁpligable standard established pursuant to section 111 or 112 of
this Act.

“(4) The term ‘baseline concentration’ means, with respect to a
pollutant, the ambient concentration levels which exist at the time
of the first application for o permit in an area subject to this part,
besad on air guality data available in the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency or a State air pollution control agency and en such
monitoring data as the permic applicant is required to submit.
Such ambient cozicentration levels shall take into account all pro-
]ect.ed emissions in, or which may affect, such area from any
major emitting facility on which construction commenced print
to January 6, 1975, but which has not begun operation by the date
of the baseline air quality coneentration determination. Emissions
of sulfur oxides and particulate matter from any major emitting
facility on which construction commenced after January 6, 1975,
shall not be included in the baseline and shall be counted ugainst
the maximum allowable increnses in polintant cencentrations
established under this part.”.

(b) Within one vear from the date of enactment cf this Act the
Administrator shall report to the Congress on the consequences of
that portion of the definition of “major emitting facility” under the
smendment made by subsection {2) which applies to facilities with the
potential to emit two hundred and fifty tons per year or more. Such
study shall examine the type of facilities covered, the air quality bene-
fits of including such facilities, and the administrative aspect of regu-
lating such facilities.

(¢) Not later than one year after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Administrator shall publish a guidance document to assist the
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States in carrying out their functions under part C of title I of the
Clean Air Act (relating to prevention of significant deterioration of
air quality) with respect to pollutants, other than sulfur oxides and
particuiates, for which national ambient air quslity standards are
promulgated, Such guidance document shall include recommended
strategies for contr(ﬁling photochemical oxidants on a regional or
multistate basis for the purpose of implementing part C and section
- 110 of such Act.

{d) Not later than two years after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Administrator shall complete a study and report to the Con-
gress on the progress made in carrying out part C of title I of the Clean
Air Act {relating to significent deterioration of air quality) and the
problems associated with carrying out such section, including recom-
mendations for legislative changes necessary to implement strategies
gor:controlling photochemical oxidants on & regional or multistate .

2318, .




Statement of Need

Attachment 3

Statement of Need

The Environmental Quality commission intends to adopt a Prevention of
Significant Deterioration Rule (PSD) {OAR 340-31-100).

a.
b.

Legal Authority: ORS 468.020 and 468.295

Need for Rule:

1. This Rule is needed to allow the Department to meet requirements
of Federal Law and to take over the prevention of significant
deterioration review program from EPA, Region X;

2, After the Department takes over the PSD program, applicants
will no longer have to submit applications and undergo review
both by EPA in Seattle and the Department in Oregon. Applicant
time and government review effort will both be minimized.

3. The protection of "clean" air portions of Oregon will again
be the sole responsibility of the Department.

Documents Principally relied upon:

1. PFederal Clean Air Act P.L. 95-95
Amendments of August 7, 1977, Part C, Sections 160 through 169,

2. Code of Federal Regulations 40CFR 51.24, as published and
amended in the June 19, 1978 Federal Register, pp 26380 through
26410,
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of the 250 tons per year cnterlon, then
the BACT de minimis level should be
made consistent for such sources (i.e.,

ACT .should be- required  only for
.aose pollutants for which the poten-
tial- emissions exceed- 250 tons). The -
Administrator agrees with this argu--
ment and appropriate changes are -
made in- the regulatmns set forth
below.

MONITORING AND-"MonELmG:

- Bxtensive public comment was re-
" ceived on the proposed requirements-

- for meoenitoring and modeling. These

issues are extensively discussed in the
Part 52 rulemsaking published else-
where In today's PEDERAL REGISTER, AS
noted, EPA intends, that monitoring
should generally focus-on obtaining
data necessary for required review
against NAAQS, Although the incre-
ment -consumption must of necessity.
be tracked through the use. of model-
ing, EPA does not intend that there he
ng “real world” ehecks on the accura-
cy of modeling. If a source or other -
party believes that the recommended-
-models have either overpredicted or

- underpredicted the alr quality impact

of a source, the State-may accept the
submission of data. which will more
. precisely define the impact of the
source, - A
REDESIGNATION
In response to comments, a number
+f changes have been made regarding
- redesignations of areas. The analysis-
and public hearing requirement have
been modified to -conform to the lan-
guage in the 1977 Amendments. The
requirement for public-availability of
information relating to sources which
may be permitted only if an area is re-
designated has been.limited to sources
for which an ambient impact analysis
must be done, Finally, this rulemaking
removes the provision requiring that
final action on a permit be delayed if
the source would impaet upon an area
where a proposed redesignation to a
more stringent class was pending, The-
original intent of this provision was to
protect potential class I areas during .
startup of the new PSD program. Al
- areas were then class II. Now Congress
has spécifically .designated Federal.
class.I areas and States have had con- _
siderable opportunity to designate any
others. States may establish such a re-
quirement at their own discretion.
Several other issues are discussed in
the ““Supplementary Information” to
the part 52 PSD rulemaking also pub-
lished today. That discussion should
be considered in comu.nctmn with this
one. .

Y

T FINAL AcTION

The following regulatory amend-
ents are nationally applicable, and.
this action is based upon determina- .

FEDERAL

RULES AND REGULATIONS

tions of nationwide scope and effect.
“Therefore, under section-307(bX1) of
the Act, judicial review may be sought
only in the U.S, Court of Appeals for

the Distriet of Columbia. Petitions for -

“Judicial review moust be filed on or
before August 18,-1978.

(Secs. 101(b)(1) 110, 114, 133, 125(&) 160~
168, 301(¢a) of the Clean-Air Act, as amended
(42 T.B.C. " T401(bX1), 7410, 7414, 7423,
T425(e), T470-7479, 7601aN.} - :

Dated June 9, 1978. e

i o Dovuaras M. Cosm,
) - Administrator.

. 'I‘itle 40 Part 51.0f the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations is amended by a.ddmg
§51. 24 as follows:

§ 51 24 Preventlon of - slgniﬂcant deterio-
ration of air quality.

) (1> Plan reguirements. In-accord-
ance with the policy of section
101(bX1) of the act and the purposes
of section 160 of the Act, each applica~

“ble Stafe implementation plan shall

contain emission limitations and. such
other measures as may be necessary to
prevent significant deterioration of air
quality.

(2) Plan revisions. If a State imple-’
mentation plan revision would result
in increased air quality deterioration

-over any baseline concentration, the

plan revision shall include. a demon-

- stration that it will not cause or con-

trihute to a violation of the applicable
inerement. i

(3} Required plan remsion. If the
State or the Administrator determines
that a plan is substantially inadequate
to prevent significant deterioration or
that an applicable increment i1s being
violated, the plan shall be revised to
correct the inadequacy or the viola-
tion. The plan shall be revised within
60 days of such a finding by a Stafe or
within 60 _days following notification
by the Administrator, or by such later

" date. as prescribed by the Administra-

tor-after consultation with the State, .

(4} Plan assessment, The State shall
review the adequacy of a pian on a pe--
riodic basis and within 60 -days of such
time as Information becomes available
that an a.pphca.ble mcre;nent is being
viclated. -

- (B) Public participation. Any State
actxon taken wunder this paragraph
shall be subject to the opportunity for
public hearing in accordance with pro-—~
cedures equivalent to those estab-
lished in § 51.4.

(b) Definitions. For the purposes of
this section:

{1>*“Major sta.tmnary‘source” ‘means:”’

(i) Any of the following stationary
sources of air pollutants which emit,
_or have the potentidl’to emit, 100 tons
per year or more of any air pollutant
regulated under the Clean Air Act (the
“Act”): Fossil fuel-fired steam electric
plants of more-than 250 million Brit-
ish thermatl units per hour hest input,
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- metal production plants,

coal cleaning plants (with thermal
“dryers), kraft pulp mills, portland
cement plants, primary zinc smelters,
iren 'and steel mill plants, primary alu-
minum ore reduction plants, primary
copper smelters, municipal inciner-
ators capable of charging more than
250 tons of refuse per day, hydro-
fluorie, sulfurie, and nitric acid-plants,
‘petroleum refineries, lime plants, -
phosphate rock processing plants, coke
oven batteriés, suifur recovery plants,

. carbon black plants (furnace process},.
", primary lead smelfers, fuel conversion

secondary
chemical
process plants, fossil fuel boilers (or
combination thereof) totaling more
than 2580 million British thermal units
per-hour heat input, petroleum stor- -

plants, sintering plants,

~ age and transfer units with a total

storage capacity exceeding 300,000
‘barrels, taconite ore processing plants;
elass fiber processing plants, and char-
coal production plants; and
(ii) Noththsta.ndmg the source sizes
specified in paragraph (b)1Xi) of this
section, any source which emits, or has
the potential to emit, 250- tons per
yvear or more of any air pollutant reg’u—
lated under the Act. -
(2) “Major modification” mea.ns any
physical change in,-change in the
method of opera.tion of, or addition to
a stationary source which increases -
- the potential emission rate of any air

* pollutant regulated under the Act (in-

ciuding any not previously emitted
and taking into account all accumulat-
ed mcrea.Ses in potentxa.l emissions oc-
curring at the source since regulations.
were approved under this section, or
since the time of the last construction
approval issued for the source pursu-
ant te such regulations approved
under this section, whichever time is.

- more recent, regardless of any emis-
sion reductions achieved elsewhere in
the source) by either 100 tons per year
or more for any source category iden-
tified in paragraph (h){1X1) of this sec-
tion, or by 250 tons per year or more
for any stationary source. -

(1} A physical change shall not in-
clude routine maintenance, repair and .
replacement. . )

(ii) A change in the method of oper-
ation, unless previously limited by en-
forceable permit condltlons, shali not,
include:

(z) An increase in the production
rate, If such increase does not exceed
the coperating des1gn capacity of the
source;

(b) An mcrease in the hours of oper-

) a.tlon. . -

- (¢) Use of an alternative fuel or raw
material by reason of an order-in
effect under sections -2(a) and (b) of
the Energy Supply and Environmental
Coordination Act of 1974 (or any su-
perseding legislation), or by reason of
a natural gas curtzilment plan in
effect pursuant to the Federal Power
Act: - .
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td) Use of an alternative fuel or raw
-material, if prior to January 6, 1975,
She source was capable of accommo-
dating such fuel or material; or

(e) Use of an salternative fuel by
reason.of an order or rule under sec-
tion 125 of the Act.

() Change- in ownership of the
source, -

(3) “Potential to emit” means the ca-
pability at maximum capacity to emit
a pollutant in the absence of air poliu-
tion control equipment. “Air pellution
conirol ‘equipment” includes ceontrol

. equipment which is not, aside from air
pollution control laws and regulations,
vital to production of the normal prod-
uet of the source or to its normal oper-
ation. Annual potential shall be based
on the maximum annual rated capac-

ity- of the source, unless the source is.

subject to enforceable permit condi-
tions which limit the annual hours of
‘operation. Enforceable permit condi-
tions on the type or amount of materi-
als combusted or processed may be
used in determining the potential
emission rate of a source.

(4) “Source” means any strucfure,
building, facility, eguipment, installa-
tion or operation (or combination
thereol) which is located on one or
more contiguous er adjacent proper-
ties and which is owned or operated by
the same person (or by persons under
common controi),

(8) “Facility” means an identifiable
- piece of process equipment. A station-
ary source is composed of one or more
_poliutant-emitting facilities. -

(8) “Pugitive dust” means particu-
late matter composed of soil which is
- uncontaminated by pollutants result-
ing from industrial activity, Fugitive
dust may include emissions from haul
roads; wind erosion of exposed soil sur-
faces and soil storage piles, and other
activities  in which soil is either re-
moved, stored, transported, or redis-
tributed.

{7y “Construction’"
tion, erection, installation, or modifi-
cation of a souree.

(8) “Commence” as applied to con-

struction of a major stationary source

or major modification means that the
. owner or operator has all necessary

breconstruction approvals and either

has:

(1) Begun, or caused to begin, a con-
tinuous program of physical on-site
construction of the source to be com-
pleted within a reasonable time; or

(il) Enfered into binding agreements
or- contractual obligations, which
cannot be cancelled or modified with-
out substantial loss fo- the owner or

- operator, to undertake a program of
construction of the source to he com-
pleted within a reasonable time.

{9) “Necessary preconstruction ap-
provals or permits” means those per-
mits or approvals required under Fed-

eral air quality control laws and regu-

means fabrica.
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lations and those air quality control
laws and regulations which are part of

the applicable State jmplementation

plan.

(10} “Best available control technol-
ogy"” means an emission limitation (in-
cluding a visible emission standard)
based on the maximum- degree of re-
daction for each pollutant subject to
regulation under the act which wouid

be emitted from any proposed major '

stationary source or major modifica-
tion which the permitting authority,
on a case-hy-case basis, taking into ae-
count energy, environmental, and eco-
nomic impacts and other costs, deter-
mines is achievable for such source or

- modification through application of

productien - processes or available
methods, systems, and techniques, in-
cluding fuel cleaning or treatment or
Innovative fuel combustion techniques
for control of such pollutant. In no
event shall application of the best
available control technelogy result in
emissions of any pollutant which
would exceed the emissions allowed by
any applicable standard under 40 CFR

Part 60 and Part 61. If the reviewing .

agency determines that technological
or economic limitations on the applica-
tion of measurement methodology to a
particular class of sources would make
the impesition of an emission standard
infeasible, it may instead prescribe a
design, equipment, work practice or
operational standard, or combination
thereof, to require the application of
best available  control technology.
Such standard shall, to the degree pos-
sible, set forth the emission reduction
achievable by implementation of such
design, equipment, work practice or
cperation and shall provide for compli-
ance by means which achieve equwa.-
lent results.

{11) *Baseline concentration’” means
that ambient conceniration level re-
flecting actual air quality as of August
7, 1971, minus any contribution from
magjor stationary sources and major

modifications on which construction -

commenced on or after January.#6,
1975, The haseline concentration shall
Include contributions from: '

(i) The actual emigsions of other
sources in existence on August 7, 1977,
except that confiributions from. facili-
ties within such existing sources for

- which a plan revision proposing less

restrictive réquirements was submitted
on or before August 7, 1977, and was
pending action by the Administrator
on that date shall be determined from
the aliowable emissions of such facili-
ties under the plan as revised; and |
(i) The allowable emissions of major
stationary.sources and major modifica-

tions which commenced construction-

before January 6, 1975, but were not
in operation by August 7, 1977,

(12) “Federal Land Manager” means,
with respect %o any lands in the
United States, the Secretary of the de-
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partment with authority over such
lands, -

(13) “High terrain” means any area
having an elevation of 900 feet or
more above the base of the stack of a

facility.

{14) “Low terrain’’ means any ares.
other than high terrain.

(15) “Indian Reservation” means.

any federally-recognized reservation
established by treaty, agreement, Ex-
ecutive order, or act of Congress.

(18) *“Indian Governing Body”

“means the governing body of any
tribe, band, or group of Indians sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of the United
States and recognized by the United
States as possessing power of self-gov-
ernment.

(17) “Allowable emissions” means
the emission rate calculated using the
maximum rated capacity of the source
{unfess the source is subject o en-
forceable permit conditionis which
limit the operating rate or hours of
operation, or both) and the most strin-
gent of the following:

(i} Appliéable standards as set forth
in 40. CFR Part 60 and Part 61, ~

(ii) The applicable State implemen-
tation plan emission limitation, or

(iii) The emission rate specified as a
permit condition.

(18) “Reconstruction” will be pre~
sumed to have taken place where the
fixed capital cost of the new compo-
nents exXceed 50 percent of the fixed
capital cost of a comparable entirely
new facility or source.” However, any

. final decision” as to whether recon-

struction “has occurred shall be made
in accordance with the provisions of 40
CFR 60.15{f)(1)-(3). A reconstructed
source will be {reated as a new source
for purposes of this section, except
that use of an alternative fuel or raw
material by reason of an order in
effect under Sections 2 (a) and () of
the Energy Supply and Environmental

" Coordination Act of 1974 (or any su-

perseding legislation}, by reason of a
natural gas curtailment plan in effect
pursuant t¢ the Federal Power Act, or .
by reason of an order or rule under
Section 125 of the Act, shall not be
considered reconstruction.  In deter-
mining best available control technol-
ogy for a reconstructed source, the
provisions of 40 CFR 60.15(f)(4) shall
be taken into account in assessing
whether a standard of performance
‘under 40 CFR Part 60 is applicable to
such souirce.

(19) “Fixed capital cost” means the -
capital needed to provide all the de-
preciable components.

{¢) Ambient air increments. The
plan shall contain emission limitations
and such other measures as may be
necessary to assure that in areas desig-
nated as Class I, II, or III, increases in
pollutant concentration over the base-
Hne concenteation shall be limited to
the following:
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. B Muezimum
R allowable
' increase
{micrograms
- per cubic .
metery

Pollutant

Crass I

Particulate matter:
Anntal geometric MERN .....cumeimemmenenee ]
24-hr maximeum

Sulfur diggide: : .
Annual arithmetic mMean ... 2
24-hr maximum [
3-hr maximim 25

- Crass II

Particulate matter:
Annual geometric MEAN ......cee
24-hr maximum

Sulfur diexide: -
Annual arithmetic Mean ...,
24-hir maximum
3-hir maximum

Crass If1

Particulate master:
© Annual geometric mean
24-hr maxirdum.. ...
Sulfur dioxide:
Annual arithmetic mean.,,
24-hr MaXimUmML s
3-hr maxirmurn

40
182
- a0

¥or any period other than an annusai
period, the applicable maximum al-
lowable increase may be exceeded-
during one such period per year at any
one location.

(d) Ambient air cezlmgs The plan-
shall provide thaf no concentration.of
a poliutant shail exceed:

(1> The  conceniration permitied
under the national secondary ambient
air quality standard, or’

{2) The concentration permitied

ider the national primary ambient
wir quality standard, whichever con-
centration is lowest for the pollutant
for a period of exposure.

(e) Resirictions on area almssvfica-
fions. The plan shall provide that—

(1) All of the following areas which
were in existence on August 7, 1977,
shall be Class I areas and may not be
redesgignated:

(1) International parks,

(il) National wilderness areas which
exceed 5,000 acres in size, -

(i1} National memorial parks which
exceed 5,000 acres in size, and

(iv) Nahona.l parks whmh ‘exceed
6,000 acres in size.

(2) Areas which were redesignated as
Class I under regulations promulgated
before August 7, 1977, shall remain
Class I, but may be redemgnated as
provided in this section.

{3) Any other area, unless octherwise
specified in the legislation creating
such an. area, is initially desienated
Class II, bui may be redesignated as
provided in this section. )

" (4) The following areas may be re-
desienated only as Class I or II:

(1) An area which as of August 7,
1877, exceeded 10,000 acres in size and
was a national monument, a national
primitive area, a national preserve, a
national recréational'a.rea, a national
wﬂd and geenic river, a national wild-

“fe refuge, a national lakeshore or sea-

ore; and

- tive
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(ii) A national park or national wil-
. derness area established after August

7, 1977, which exceeds 10,000 acres in
size,

(L) Ea:cluswns from increment con-
sumption. (1) The plan may provide
that - the following concenirations
shall be excluded in determining com-
pliance with a maximum allowabie in-
crease: ’ :

(i) Concentrations attributable te
the increase in emissions from station.
ary sources' which have converted
from the use of petroleum products,

natural gas, or both by reason of an

order in effect. under Sections 2 (a)
and (b) of the Energy Supply and En-
vironmental Coordination Act of 1974
{or ‘any superseding legislation) over:
the emissions from such sources
hefore the effective da:te of such an
order;

(it} Concentrations attnbuta.ble to
the increase in emissions from sources
which have converted from using nat-
ural gas by reason ef a natural gas cur-
tailment plan in effect pursuant to the
Federal Power Act over the emissions
from such sources before the effective
date of such plan;

(iii} Concentrations of particulate

matter attributable to the increase in .

emissions from comstruction or other
temporary emission-related actlmties,
and

(iv) The increase in concentratlons
attributable to new sources outside
the United States over the concentra-
tions attributable to existing sources
which are included in the baseline con.
centration.

(2) If the plan provides that the con-
cenirations to which paragraph (£)(1)
refers shall be excluded, it shall also
provide that—

(i) No execlusion of such concentra-
tions shall apply more than five years
after the effective date of the order to
which paragraph (£X1)({) refers or the
plan to which paragraph (EX1XiD

-refers, whichever is applicable.

(i) If hoth such order and plan are
applicable,. ne such exclusion shall
abply more than five years after the
later of such effective dates.

(g} Redesignaiion, (1) The plan shall
provide that all areas of the State
(except as oftherwise provided under
paragraph (e) of this section) shall be
designated either Class I, Class II, or
Class III, Any designation other than
Class II shall be subject to the redesig-
nation procedures of this paragraph.
Redesignation (except as otherwise
preciuded by paragraph (e) of this sec-
tion) may be proposed by the respec-
States or Indian . Governing

. Bodies, as provided below, subject to

approval by the Administrator as a re-
vision to the applicable State imple-
mentation plan.

(2) The plan may provide that the
State may submit to the Administra-
tor a proposal to redesignate areas of
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the State Class I or Class II Provided,
That:

(i} At least one public hearing has
been held in accordance with proce-
dures established in §-51.4. '

(ii) Qther States, Indian Governing

Bodies, and Federal Land Managers
whose lands may be affected by the
proposed redesignation were notified
at least 30 days prior to “the public
hearing;
. (iii) A discussion of the reascns for
the proposed redesignation, including
a satisfactory description and analysis
of the health, environmental, econom-
it, social, and energy eifects of the
proposed redesignation, was prepared-
and made available for public inspec-
tion at least 30 days prior to the hear
ing and the notice announcing the
hearing contained appropriate notifi-
cation of the ava,ﬂa.bﬂzty of such dis-
_eussion;

{iv) Prior to the issuance of notice
respecting the redesignation of an
area that includes any Federal lands,
the State has provided written notice
to the appropriate Federa}l Land Man-
ager and afforded adequaie opportuni-
ty (not in-excess of 60 days) to confer

_ with the State respecting the redesig-
nation and to submit written com-
mentis and recommendations, In rede-
-signating any area with respect {o
which any Federal Land Manager had
submitted written comments and ree-
ommendations, the State shall have
published a list of any inconsistency
between such redesignation and such
commenis and recommendations (to-
gether with the reasons for making
such redesignation against the recom-
mendation of the Federal Land Man-
ager); and ;

(v) The State has proposed the rede-

- signation after consultation with the
elected leadership of local and other
substate general purpose governmments
in the area covered by the proposed
redesignation.

(3) The plan may provide that any
area other than an area to which para-
graph (@) of this section refers may he
redesignated as Class ITT if— .

(i) The redesignation would meet
the requirements of provisions estab-
lished in accordance with paragraph
(g2} of this section;

{ii) The redesignation, except any es-
tablished by an Indian Governing
Body, has been specifically approved
by the Governor of the State, after

" consultation with the appropriate

commiitees of the legislature, if it is in
. session, or with the leadership of the
legislature, if it is not in session
(uniess State law provides that such
redesignation must be specifically ap-
proved by State legislation) and if gen-
eral purpose units of local government
representing & majority of the resi-
dents of the. ares to be redesignated
enact legislation (inciuding resolutions
where appropriate) concurring in the
redesig’nation,
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(iii) The redesignation wouid= not

‘eguse, or contribute to, a concentra-

tion of any air pollutant which would:

exceed any maximum allowable in-
éreage permitted under the classifica-
tion of aily other area or any national
ambient air quality standard; and

{iv) Any permit application for any

‘major stationary source or .major

modification subject to provisions es-
tablished in accordance with para-
graph (1) of this section whichk could
receive a permit only if the area in
question were redesignated as Class
III, and any material submiited as
part of that application, wers availa-
ble, insofar as was practicable, for
public inspection prior to any bpublie
hearing on“redesignation of any area
as Class 111, -

(4) The plan shall provide that lands

- within. the exterior boundaries of

" those required of a State under para-
graphs (gX2), (gX(3)(ii), and (g)(3)(1v) :

Indian Reservations may. be redesig-
nated onkty by the appropriate Indian
Governing Body. The appropriate
Indian Governing Body may submit to
the Administrator a proposal 0 rede-
signate areas Class I, Class II, or Class
I1I: Provided, That:

(i) The Indian Governing Body has
followed procedures equivalent to

of this section; and
“(ii} Such redesignation is proposed

- after consultation with the State(s) in

which the Indian Reservation is locat-
ed and which border the Indian Reser-
vation. :

(5) The Administrator shall disap-
prove, within 90 days of submission, a
proposed redesignation of any area
only if he finds, after notice and op-
portunity for public hearing, that such

“redesignation does not meet the proce-

dural requirements of this section or is
inconsistent with paragraph (e) of this
section., If ~ any such dizapproval
oceurs, the classification of the area

. shall be that which was in effect prior

" to the redesignation which was disap-
proved.

(6) If the Administrator disapproves
any propesed area designation, the
State or Indian Governing Body, as
appropriate, may resubmit the propos-
al after correcting the deficiencies
noted by the Administrator.

(h) Siack heights, The plan shall
provide, as.a’ minimum, that the
degree of emission limitation required

for control of any air pollutant under

the plan shall not be affected in any -

manner by—

(1) So much of a sta.ck helght in ex-
istence before December 31, 1970, as
exceeds good engineering practice, or

(2) Any gther dispersion iechnigue
implemented before then.

(i} Review of major stationary
sources and 1major modifications—
Source applicability and general ex-
empiions. (1) The plan shall provide

that no major stationary source or’

RULES AND REGULATIONS

major modification shail be construct-
ed unless, as a minimum, requirements
equivalent to those contained in the
subparagraphs of paragraphs (j), (1),
(nJ), (p), and (r) of this section, have
been met.. The plan may proyide that
such requirements shali apply to a
proposed source or modification only
with respect to those pollutants: for
which the proposed construction
would be a major stationary source or
major modification.

(2) The plan may provide, as a mini-
mum, that requirements equivalent to
those contained in the subparagraphs
of-paragraphs (), (1), (n), and (p) of
this section.shall not apply to a major
stationary source or major modifica-

tion with respect to a particular pol-

lutant if the owner or operator demon-
strates that—

(i) As to that pollutant, the source
or modification is subject to the emis-
sion offset ruling (41 FR 55524) as it
may be amended or {o regulations ap-
proved. or promulgated pursuant to
Section 173 of the Act, and

{fi}) The source or modification
would impact no area attaining the na-
tional ambient air quality standards
(either intermal or external to areas
designated as nonatiainment under
Section 107 of the Act).

(3) The plan may provide that re-
quirements equivalent to those con-
tained in the subparagraphs of para-
graphs {(j), (1), (n), (p}, and (r) shall

not apply to nonprofit health or edu-

cation institutions.
{4) The plan may provide that a

- portable facility which has received

constriction approval under require-
ments equivalent to those eontained in
the subparagraphs of paragraphs (j),

- (B, (), (P}, (q), and () may relocate

without being subJect to such require-
ments if—

(i) Emissions from the facility would
not exceed allowable emissions; and

¢ii} Such relocation would impact no
Class T ares and no area where an ap-
plicable increment is known te be vio-
lated; and

(#il) Notice is given to the rev1ew1ng
autherity at least 30 days prior to such
relocation identifying the proposed
new location and the probable dura-
tion of overation at such-lecation.

() Conirol-technology review. The
plan shall provide that— -

(1) A major stationary source or

_major modification shall meet all ap-

plicable emission Hmitations under the

State implementation plan and all ap-

plicable emission standards and stand-
ards of performance under 40 CFR
Part 60 and Part 51. i

- {2) A major stationary source or
major modification shail apply best
available control technology for each
applicable pollutant, unless the in-
crease in.allowable emissions of that
pollutant from the source would be
less than 50 tons per year, 1,000

. source category,
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pounds per day. or 100 pounds per
hetr, whichever is most restrictive,

(i) The preceding hourly or daily
rates shall apply only with respect toa

pellutant for which an increment, or |

national ambient air quality stand-
ards, for a period legss than 24 hours or
a period of 24 hours, as appropriate,
has been established.

(ii) In determining whether and to
what extent a modification would in-
crease allowable emissions, there shall
be taken into account no emission re-
ductions achieved elsewhere at the
source at which the modification
would occur.

(3) In the case of a modification, the
requirement for best available control
technology shall apply only to each
new or -modified facility which would
increase the allowable emissions of an

. applicable pollutant.

(4) Where a facility within a source
would be modified but not reconstruct-
ed, the requirement for best available
control technology, notwithstanding
paragraph (j}2) of this section, shall
not apply if no net increase in emis-
sions of an applicable pollutant would
occur at the source, taking into ac-
count all emission increases and de-
creases at the source which would ac-

. company the modification, and no ad-

verse air quality impact would occur.
(5} For phased construction projects

control teehnoiogy shall be reviewed,
and modified as appropriate, at the
latest reasonable time prior to com-
mencement of construction cof each in-
dependent phase of ihe proposed
source or modification.

(8) In the case of a major stationary

the determination of best available:

source or major modification which -

the owner or operator proposes to con-

“struct in a Class IIT area, emissions

from which would cause or contribute
to air quality exceeding the maximum
allowable increase that would he appli-
cable if the area were a Class IT area
and where no standard under 40 CFR
Part 60 has been promulegated for the
the Administrator
shall approve the determination of
best available control technology.

(K). Eremptions from impact analy-
gis. (1) The plan may provide that with
respect to a particular pollutant the
requirements of provisions established
in accordance with paragraphs (1), (n),
and (p) of this section shall not apply
to a proposed major stationary source
or major modification, if—

(i} The increase in allowable emis-
sions of that pollutant from the source
or modification would impact no Class
I area and no area where an applicable
increment is known to be violated; and

(ii) The increase in allowable emis-
sions of that poliutant from the source
or modification would be less than 50
tons per year, 1,600 pounds per day, or
100 pounds per hour, whichever is
most restrictive; or
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(iii) The emissions of the polutant
are of a temporary nature including

but not Jlimited t6 those from a pilot

plant, s portable facility, construction
n~r exploration; or

iv) A source is modlfled but no m—
w.ease in the net amount of emissions

for any poliutant subject to a naticnal

ambient air qualily standard and no
. adverse air qualify  impact - would
~ oceur., )
{2) The hourly or daily rates set in

paragraph (kKX1)ii) of this section.

shall apply only with respect to a poi-
lutant for which an increment, or na-
tional ambient air quality standard,
for a period of less than 24 hours or

for a period of 24 hours, as appropri--

ate, has been established. .

(3) The plan shall provide that, in
determining for the purpose of provi-
sions established in accordance  with
paragraph (KX1IXil) of this section
whether and to what exfent a madifi-

cation would increase allowable emis-

sions, there shall be taken into aec-
count no emission reductions achieved
elsewhere at the source af which the
modification would oceur.

(4) The plan shall provide that, in
determining for the purpose of provi-

sions established in accordance with .

paragraph (kX1)Xiv) of this section
whether and to what extent there
would he- an increase in the net
amaunt of emissions .of any pollutant

subject to a national ambient air qual-

ity standard from the source which is
ndified, there shall be {aken into ac-

mt all emission increases and de-

weases occurring at the source. since
August 7, 1977.

(53 The plan may prov1de that the
requirements of provisions established
in accordance with paragraphs (1), (n),
and (). of this section-shall not apply
to 2 major stationary source or major
" modification with respect to emissions
from it which the owmer or operator
has shown to be fugitive dust.

(1) 4ir quality review. (1) The plan
shall provide that the owner or opera-

tor of the proposed source or modifica-_

tion must demonstrate that allowable
emissions increases from the source or
modification, in conjunction with all
other applicable emissions increases pr
reductions, will not cause or contrib-
ute to air pollution in viclation of—

(1) Any national ambient air guality
standard in any air guality control
- region; or

(ii} Any applicable maximum allowa-

ble increase over the bageline concen-
tration in any area.
(m) 4ir gquality models. (1) The plan

shall  provide for procedures which -

specify that—

(i) All estimates of ambient concen-
trations required under paragraph (1)
shall be based on the applicable air

quality models, data bases, and other

requirernents specified in the Guide-

T reg on Air Quality Moedels (OAQPS
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1.2;080, i -U.S. Environmental Protec-

tion Agency, Office of Air- Quality
Planning -and Standards, Research
Triangle Park, N.C, 27711, April 1978

¢ii) Where an air quality impact
model specified in the Guideline on

- dir Quality Models is inappropriate,

the model may be modified or a,nother
mosiel substituted.

(iii) A substitution or modification of
a model shall be subject to public com-
ment procedures developed in accord-
g'nce with paraegraph (r) of this sec-

101,
(iv) Written approval of the Admin-

istrator must be obtained for any
“moedification or substitution.

(v} Methods like those outlined in
the Workbooek for the Comparison of
Air Quality Models (U.S, Environmen-
tal Protection Agency, Office of Alr
Quality Planning and Standards, Re-
search Triangie Park, N.C. 29711,

“April 1877) should he used to deter-

mine the compa.rability of air quality
models.

(2) The Guideline on Adir Qualify -

Models is incorporated by reference.
On April 27, 1978, the Office of the
Federal Register approved this docu-
ment for incorporation by reference. A
copy of the guideline is on file in +he
Federal Register library.

(3 The documents referenced in this
paragraph are available for public in-
spection at EPA’s Public Information
Reference Unit, Room 2922, 401 M

" Street SW., Washington, D.C. 20460,

and at the libraries of each of the ten
EPA Regional Offices. Copies are

- available as supplies permit from the

Idbrary Serviee Office (MD-35), U.S.

-Environmental Protection:Agency, Re-

search. Triangle Park, N.C. 27711. Also,
copies may be purchased from the Na-
tional Technical Information Service,
5285 Port Royal Road Springfield, Va.
221861,

(n) Momtormg. The plan sha.ll pro-
vide that— -

- {1) The owner or operator of a pro-
posed source or modification shall,
after construction of the source or
modification, conduct such ambient
air quality monitoring as the revisw-
ing authority determines may be nec-
essary to establish the effect which
emissions from the souree-or modifica-
tion of a pollutant for which a nation-
al-amblent air quality standard exists

" (pther than non-methane hydrocar-

bons) may have, or is having, on air
quality in any area which such emis-
sions would affeet.

(2) As necessary to determine wheth-
er emissions from the proposed soiiree
or modification would .cause or con-
iribiie to a violation of a national am-
bient air quality standard, any permit
application submitted after August 7,
1978, shall include an analysis of -con-
tinuous air quality monitoring data for
any pollutant emitted by the source or
modification for which a national am-
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- {2) The plan ma,

bient air quality standard exists,-
except non-methane hydrocarbons.
Such- data shall relate to, and shail
have been gathered over, the year pre-
ceding receipt of the complate applica-
tion, unless the owner or operator
demonstrates {o the Administrator’s
satisfaction that such data gathered
over a portion or portions of that year .
or another representative year would
be adequate to determine that the
source or modification would not cause
or contribute to a viclation of a na-
tional ambient air quality standard.

(0} Source information. (1) The plan
shall provide that the owner or opera-
tor of a proposed source or modifica~
tion shall submit all information nec-
essary to perform any analysis or
make any determination requlred
under procedures esiablished in ac—
cordance with this seétion.
provide that such
information shalil include;

{i) A description of the nature, loca-
tion, design capacity, and typical oper- -
ating schedule of the source or modifi-
cation, including specifications and
drawings showing its desig’n and plant
layout;

(i) A detailed schedule for construc-
tlont of the source or modification;

(iii) A detailed deseription as to what
system of continuous emission reduc-
tion is planned by the source or modi-
fication, emission estimates, and any
other information as necessary to de-
termine that best available control
technology as applicable would be ap~
plied; .

{3) The plan shall provide that’ upon
request of the State, the owner or op-
erator shall also provide mformatmn
on;

(i) The air quality impact of the
source or modification, including me-
teorological and topographical data
necessary to estimate such impaect; and

{ii) The air quality impacts and the
‘nature and extent of any or all general
commercial, residential, industrial, and
other growth which has oceurred since
Angust 7, 1977, in the area the source
or modification would affeet.

(p) Additional impact analyses. The
plan shall provide that—

(1} The owner or operator shall pro-
-vide an analysis of the impairment to
visibility, soils, and vegetation that
would occur as a result of the source
or modification and general commer-
cial, residential, industrial, and other
growth associated with the source or
modification. The owner or operator
need not provide an analysis of the
impact on vegetation having no signifi-’
cant commercial or recreational value.

(2) The -owmner or operator shall pro-
vide an analysis of the air quality
impact projected for the area as a
result of general commercial, residen-
tial, industrial, and other growth asso-
ciated with the source or medification.

{q) Sources impacting Federal Class
I areas—additional requirements—
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«(1)- Notice to EPA The plan shall

provide that the reviewing authority
shall transmit to the Administrator a -

copy of each permit application reiat-
ing to a major stationary source or
major modification and provide notice
to the Administrator of every action
related to the consideration- of such
permit.,

" (2) Federol Land Manager. The Fed-
- eral Land Manager and the Federal of-
ficial charged with direct responsibili-
iy for management of Class I lands
have sn affirmative responsibility to
protect the alr quality related values
(including visibility) of any such lands
and to consider; in consultation with
the Administrator, whether a pro-
posed source or modification would
have an  adverse: impaet on. such
values,

(3) Denial—impact on air quality re-
lated .values, The plan shall provide a
mechanism whereby a Pederal Land
Manager of any such lands may pres-
ent to the State, after the reviewing
authority’s preliminary determination
required under procedures developed
in accordance with paragraph (r) of
this section, a demonstration thai the
emissions from the proposed source or
modification would have an adverse

impact on .the air qualily-related.

values (ineluding visibility) of any Fed- -+
eral mandatory Class I lands, notwith-
‘standing that the change in zir quality
resuiting from emissions from such
source or modification would net cause
or contribute to concentrations which
wotlld exceed the maximum allowable
increases for a Class I area. If the
State concurs with such demonstra-
tion, the reviewing authority shall not
issue the permit. ’

(4) Class I Variances. The pla.n may
provide that the owner or operator of
© & proposed source or modification may
demonstrate to the Federal Land Man- -
_ ager that the emissions from such
source would have no adverse impact
‘on the air quality related values of
such lands (including visibility), not-
withstanding that the change in air
quality resulting from emissions from
such source or modification would
cause or contribute to concentrations
which would exceed the maximum al-
lowable increases for a Class I area. If
the Federal Land Manager concurs
with such demonstration and so certi-
fies to the State, the reviewing author-
ity may: Provided, That applicable re-
quirements are otherwise met, issue
the permit with such emission limita-
tions  as- may be necessary to assure
that emissions of sulfur dioxide and
particulate matter would not exceed
the following maximum allowable in-
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creases over baseline concentration for
such pollutants:

Mazimum
allowable
increase
{micragrams
per cubic
o metery
Particulate maiter; .
Annual geometric MEEAN . mmowie 19
24T, MAKIDIUI onsnsacssssssimpnsessersissasniare . 37
Sulfur dioxide:
Annual arithmetic Bean ... 20
24-hr. maxtmum '

3-hr. maximum. 325

(5) Sulfur Dioxide Variance by Gov--
ermmor with Federal Land Manager’s
Concurrence. The plan may provide
that—

(1) The owner or operator of a pro-
posed source or modification which
cannot be approved under procedures
developed pursuant to paragraph
(q)4) of this section may demoristrate

"~ to the Governor that the source or

modification cannot be constructed by
reason of any maximum allowable in-
crease for sulfur dioxide for periods of
twenty-four hours or less applicable to
any Class I area and, in the case of
Federal mandatory Class I areas, that
a variance under this clause would not
adversely affect the air quality related
values of the area ﬁncluding visibil-
ity )y

{ity The Governor after considera-

tion of the Federal Land Manager's
recommendation {if any) and subject
to his concurrence, may grant, after
notice and an oppartumty for-a public

hearing, .a variance from such maxi-- .

mum, aliowabile increase; and

(i) If such variance is granted, the
reviewing Aauthority may issue- a.
permit to such source or modification
in asccordance with provisions devel-
oped pursuant to paragraph (qX7) of

this section: Provided, That the appili- -

cable requirements of the plan are
otherwise met.

(6) Variance by the. Govemor with
the President’s concurrence. The pla.n
may provide that—

(i’ The recommendations of the
Governor and the Pederal Land Man-
ager shail be transferred to the Presi-
dent in any case where the Governor
recommends a variance in which the
Federal Land Ma.nager does not
concur;

(i) The President may approve the
Governor’s recommendation if he
finds that such variance is-.in the na-

" tionai interest; and )
(ili) If such a variance is approved,

the reviewing authority may issue a

_permit in accordance with provisions

devejoped pursuant to the reguire-
ments of paragraph (qX7) of this sec-
tion: Provided, That the applicable re-

quirements of the plan are otherwise

met.

{7y Emission Limilations for Presi-
dential or Gubernatorial Variance.
The plan shall provide that in the case
of a permit issued under procedures
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developed pursuant to paragraph (q)
(5) or {6) of this section, the source or
modification shall comply with emis.
gion limitations as may be necessary to
assure that emisgions of sutfur dioxide
from the source or meodification wouid
not (during any day on which the oth-
erwise applicable maximum allowable
increases are .exceeded) cause or con-
tribute to concentrations which wouid
exceed the following maximum allowa-
ble increases gver the baseline concen-
tration and to assure that such emis-
sions would not cause or contribute to
concentrations which exceed the oth-

‘erwise applicable maximum allowable

increases for periods of exposure of 24
hours or less for more than 18 days,
not necessarily consecutive, during
any annual period:
Muaximum Allewable Incregse -
PMicrograms per cubic meterl-

Terrain areas -
Period of exposure .
Iow  High
2417 ERAXUTIVNIT eoseosssssrcercessrseoes % 63
3-NT MAKIMUDY voresrnimssassssssimssssonsnns 130 221

) Public participetion. The plan
shall provide tha.t—

(1) The reviewing authority shall
notify all applicants within a specified
time period as to the completeness of
the application or any deficiency in
the application or information submit-
ted. In the svent of such a deficiency,
the date of receipt of the application
shall be the date on which the review-
ing anthority received all required in-
formation.

(2) Within one year after receipt of 2
complete applieation, the reviewing
authority shall:

(i). Make & preliminary determina-

tion whether construction should be
approved, approved with conditions, or
disapproved..
. {ii) Make a.vaila,ble in at least one lo-
cation.in each region in which the pro-
posed source would be consiructed a
copy of all materials the applicant
submitted, a copy of the preliminary
determination, and a copy or summary
of other materials, if any, considered
in making the preliminary determina-
tion. - -

Jil) Notify the public, by advertise-
men a newspaper of general circu-
lation in each region in which the pro-
posed source would be constructed, of
the application, the preliminary deter-
mination, the degree of increment con-
sumption that is expected from the

source or modification, and of the op-

portunity for comment at a public
hearing as well as written public com<
ment,

(iv) Send. a copy of the notice of
public comment to the applicant, the
Administrator and to officials and
agencies having cognizance over the
location where the proposed construc- .

i FEDERAL REGIS'I_'ER, VOL. 43, NC. 118—MONDAY, JUNE 19, 1978
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tion would occur as follows: any other
State or local air pollution control
agencies,- the chief executives of the
city and county where  the source
would be located; any comprehensive
regional land use planning agency, and

- any State, FPederal Land Manager, or
‘Indian. Governing body whose lands

may be affected by emissions from the
source or modification.

(v) Provide opportunity for a public .
hearing for interested persons to
appear and submit written or oral
comments on the air quality impact of
the source, alternatives to it, the con-
trol technology required, and other

- appropriate considerations.

{vi) Consider ail written comments
submitted within a time specified in
the notice of public comment and all
comments Teceived -alt any public

hearing(s) in making a final decision’

on: the approvability of the applica-

tion. The reviewing authority shall.

make all comments available for
pubiic inspection in the same locations
where the reviewing authority made
available preconstruction information

relating to the proposed source or-

modification. .

(vii) Make a final determination
whether construction should be ap-
proved, approved with conditions, or
disapproved. ~

(viii) Notify the applicant in writing
of the final determination and make
such notification available for public
inspection at the same logcation where
the reviewing authority made availa-

ole preconstruction information and

public comments relating to the
source.

(s} Source oblzgatwn. The plan‘shall
include legally enforceable procedures
to provide that approval to construct
shall not relieve any owner or operator
of the respeonsibility te comply fully
with applicable provisions of the plan
and any other requirements under
local, State or Federal law,

Nore,—Incorporation by reference provi-

sions approved by the Director of the Feder-

al Register April 27, 1878.
[FR Doe, 78-16889 Flled 6-14-78; 4:15 pm}

'[6560-01] _

[FRL 904-3A]

PART 52—APPROVAL AND PRO-
MULGATION OF STATE IMPLEMEN-
TATION PLANS '

1977 Cleqn Air Act Amendments to
Prevent Significant Deterioration

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: By these final regula-

‘tions, EPA amends its regulations re-

lating to prevention .of significant air

RULES AND REGULATIONS

quality deterioration (PSD) in order to’
implement the new PSD requirements.

of the Clean Air- Act Amendments of
1977 (Pub. L. 95~-05). As amended, the
PSD regulations are now more com-
.prehensive and stringent than they
were, States may substitute compara-
ble requirements through implementa-
tion plan revisions pursuant to regula-

. tions also heing published today. .
DATES: See §52.21(1) of the revula"

tions, -

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION

_CONTACT:

Darryl Tyler, Chief, Standards Im-
plementation Branch, Control Pro-
grams Pevelopment Division, Office
of Air Quality Planning and Stand-

‘ards, Research Trla.ngle Park, N.C,

27711, .
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
-~ INTRODUCTION

In 1974, EPA promulgated i'eg'ula-
tions under Section 101¢bX1) of the
Clean Air Act (Act) fo prevent emis-

sions of sulfur dioxide (80, and par--

ticulate matter (PM) from significant.
1y deteriorating air quality in areas
where concenfrations of those pollut-
ants were lower than the applicable
national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS). 39 FR 42510 (codified at 40
CFR 52.2%1). EPA incorporated those
regulations into the implementation

sources are covered, Class II incre-
ments are different and sometimes
more restrictive, Class III increments
are now specifically defined, ambient
ceiling requirements apply; BACT ap-
plies to all pollutants regulated under-
the Act, certain lands are permanently
Class I, the procedures for reclassify-
Ing to Class III are more rigorous, the
scope of the ambient impact analysis
is much broader, and the opportunity
for public comment on a Droposed
permit must include an opportunity
for a public hearing, See Clean Air Act
Sections 160-169 42 U.S.C. §§7470-79 -
(Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977,
Pub. L. 95-95, § 127(a), 01 Stat. 731), as
amended, Pub. L. 95-190, Sections
14(a)(40)-(54), 91 Stat. 1401-02 (No:
vember 16, 1977) (technical and con-
rming amendments).

On November 3, 1977, EPA an-
nounced in the FPEDERAL REGISTER sev-
eral ‘specific actions. The first was a
final decision not to implement the
new PSD reguirements of Section 165
of the Act as of August 7, 1977, 42 FR
57469. The second, which -embodied
the first, was the promulgation of

"amendments to the pre-existing PSD

-accordance with Section 168(b),

plan (SIP) of each State. The regula- -

tions, as amended bhefore August T,
1977, prohibited construction .of any
stationary source in any of nineteen
specified categories, unless EPA or a

delegate State had issued a permit evi- -

dencing that the-source would apply
‘“yest  avallable control technology'”
(BACT) for SO, and PM and that
emissions of those pollutants from the
source would not cause significant de-
- terioration of alr quality in any area.
For determining what levels of dete-
rioration were significant, the regula-
tions set out an area classification

system, Under it, clean air areas could -

be classified as Class I, II, or IIL. In
Class I areas, small increases of SO,

_ and PM would he significant, in Class

II areas, moderate increases; and in
Class III areas,
NAAQS. The regulations classified all
cleanr areas as Class II, but gave
States, Indian Governing Bodies and
Federal Land Managers the opportuni-
ty to reclassify their lands under speci-
fied requirements.

On August 7, 1977, the President
signed into law new PSD requirements
as part of the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1977 (1977 Amendments).
These requirements féllow the outline
of the pre-existing regulations, but are
in geheral more comprehensive and
stringent. The permit reguirements
and classification system remain; but,
among other things,

increases up to a

many more’

regulations conforming them, not to
Section 165, but primarily to Sections
162¢a), 163(b) and 164(a) of the Act in
Id.
Section 162(a) sets forth the new man-
datory Class I areas; Section 163(h)
identifies the new Class II and Class
II1 increments and the ambient ceil-
ings requirement; and Section 164(a)
lists those areas which may not be re-
classified as Class III and outlines the
new Class III reclassification proce-
dures. The third aection EPA an-
nounced was the proposal of regula-
tions giving guidance for the prepara-
tion of SIP revisions which would
meet the new PSD requirements. Id.
at 57471. The fourth action was the
proposal of further, comprehensive
amendments to the pre-existing PSD
regulations. Id. at 57479, In announc-
ing the proposals, EPA said that it in-
tended to promulgate final regulations
no later than March 1, 1878. Id. at
57459, 57471, 57479, Because Section
406{dX(2) of the 1977 Amendments dir-
ects the States to submit required SIP
revisions within nine months of the
promulgation of regulations giving
guldance for their preparation, EPA
also said that SIP revisions incorporat-
ing the new PSD requirements would
be due no later than December 1, 1978,
Id. at 57471, 57479,

On December 8, 1977, EPA pub-
lished a supplement to the November
3 proposals. In the supplement, EPA
clarified what sources the proposed
amendments would exempt from the
new PSD requirements, solicited com.
ments on two additional issues, noti-
fied the public that technical and con-
forming amendments to the 1977
Amendments had been enacted on No-

FEDERAL REGISTER, VOL. 43, NO. 118—MONDAY, JUNE 19, 1978
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DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. D9, March 30, 1979 EQC Meeting
Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on Amendments to the
State Implementation Plan Regarding Rules to Limit Stack
Heights in Modeling

Background

Stack Height limitations were first published ag a guideline by EPA on
February 18, 1976. The Clean Air Act Amendments of August 7, 1977 in
Section 123 (Attachment 3} changed EPA's guideline. EPA amended the
guideline on January 12, 1979, Pederal Register pp. 2608-14 (Attachment
4) The law and rule prohibits excessive stack height or other dispersion
techniques from being used to avoid violating federal ambient air gquality
standards; it forbids the use of excessive height only in computations
and modeling, but does not prevent the building of high stacks or other
methods of dispersing air pollutants. Oregon has no excessively high
stacks (which were given approval for construction since 1976}, so the
proposed Oregon stack height rule will have only future application.

Statement of Need

The Statement of Need prepared pursuant to ORS 183.333(7)} and 183.335(1)
igs presented in Attachment 1.

Evaluation

EPA has consistently requested industry to lessen air pollution by
capturing pollutants rather than using tall stacks or other means to
disperse air polliution. Congress subsequently included Section 123 in
the Clean Air Act in 1977,



Environmental Quality Commission
March 15, 1979
Page 2

The proposed rule, OAR 340-31-110 through 112, is an exact eguivalent of
the federal law and rule, but was rephrased to make it more
understandable.

This rule will assure EPA that the Department will not give credit to
excessive stack heights when modeling is used to show compliance with
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Rules or non-attainment area
control strategies.

Summation

An Oregon stack heilght rule is reqguired by the Clean Air Act Amendments
to prevent using tall stacks or other dispersion methods to meet ambient
air qguality standards.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, I recommend that the Commission authorize a
public hearing for the attached stack height rule in Portland, and consider
the rule for adoption at the Commission's June, 1979 meeting.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

P. B. Bossermans:kmm

229-6278

March 20, 1979

Attachments: (1) Statement of Need
(2) Proposed Stack Height Rule OAR 340-31-110 through 112
(3) Clean Air Act Section 123
{4) Federal Rule 40 CFR 51



Attachment 1

Statement of Need

The Environmental Quality Commission intends to adopt a Stack Height Rule,

OAR 340-31-110 through 112.

a. Legal Authority: ORS 468.020 and 468.295

b. Need for Rule:

A State "stack height" rule is needed to meet requirements of the Clean
Air Act Amendments so that tall stacks or other dispersion techniques are
not used to meet ambient air standard requirements. The Rule would not
prevent construction of tall stack or use of dispersion technigques as an

added benefit to the actual prevention or capture of emissions.

¢. Documents Principally Relied Upon:

1. Pederal Clean Air Act P.L. 95-95, Amendments of August 7, 1977,
Section 123.

2. Code of Federal Regulations 40 CFR 51.1, 51.12{(j), and 51.18(3),

see Federal Register January 12, 1979 pp 2608-2614.



Attachment 2

Stack Heights

340~31-110 The degree of emission limitation required to attain or maintain
compliance with national ambient air standards or to prevent significant
deterioration of air quality shall not be affected in any manner by:

(1)

the use of a stack height that exceeds good engineering practice,
or,

(2) the use of any other dispersion technique.

340-31-111 The Department shall give public notice about stack heights
that exceed good engineering practice prior to issuing an air contaminant
discharge permit.

340-31-112 Definitions., As used in OAR 340-31-110 to 340-31-1)2, unless
otherwise reguired by context:

(1)

(2)

PBB:j1
A6164.1

"Dispersion technique" means any control of criteria air
pollutants varying with atmospheric conditions including but not
limited to supplementary or intermittent control systems and
excessive use of enhanced plume rise.

"Good engineering practice stack height" means that stack height
necessary to ensure that emissions from the stack do not result in
excessive concentrations of any air pollutant in the immediate
vicinity of the source as a result of atmospheric downwash,
eddies, and wakes which may be created by the source itself,
nearby structures or nearby terrain obstacles and shall not exceed
any of the following as appropriate:
(a) 30 meters, for stacks influenced by structures or terrain;
(b) H,.=H+ 1.5L
wﬁere H_, = good engineering practice stack height
H = height of structure or nearby structure
L = lesser dimension (height or width} of the structure
or nearby structure;
for stacks influenced by structures;
{c} such height as an owner or operator of a source demonstrates
is necessary through the use of field studies or fluid models
after notice and opportunity for public hearing.
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Attt 3

1

THE CLEAN AIR ACT

AS AMENDED, AUucUST 1977

&R

N4
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20480

S8TACRK HEIGHETS

“Sec. 123, (2) The degree of emission limitation required for control
of any air pollutant under an applicable implementation plan under
this title shall not be nifected in any manner-by—

“(1) so much of the stack height of any source as exceeds good
engineering practice (as determined under regulations promul-
gated by the Administrator), or

“(2) any other dispersion technique,

The preceding sentence shall not apply with respect to stack heights
in existence before the date of enactment of the Clean Alr Amendinents
of 1970 or dispersion techniques implemented before such date. In
establishing an emission limitation for coal-fired steam electric gener-
ating units which are subject to the provisions of section 118 and
which commenced operation before July 1, 1937, the effect of the
entire stack height of stacks for which a construction contract was
awarded before February 8, 1974, may be taken into account.

#(b) For the purpose of this section, the term *dispersion technique’
includes any intermittent or supplemental control of air pollutants
varying with atmospheric conditions.

¥{c) Not later than six months after the date of enactment of this
sectlon, the Administrator. shall after notice and opportunity for
public hearing, promulgate regulations to carry out this section. For
purposes of this section. zood engineering practice means. with respect
to stack heights, the height necessary to insure that emissions from the
stack do not result in excessive concentrations of any air pollutant
in the immediate vicinity of the source as a result of atmospheric
downwash, eddies and wekes which may be created by the source itself,

nearby structures or nearby terrain obstacles (as determined by 4]
Administrator). For purposes of this section such licight shafl 1o
exceed two und a half times the height of such source unless the vwnor
or operator of the source demonstrates, after notice and oppoctunity
for public hearing, to the satisfaction of the Adininistrator, that a
greater height is necessary as provided under the preceding sentence.
In no event may the Administrator prohibit any increase in any starlt
height or restrict in any manner the stack height of any source.
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Bkt the Public informatla

Total number of coal-bu
Number of piants with s
Average staci height foi
Average potential stack

Average potential redue
National estimate af the
Potentlal reduction to &
Number of piants with s
Average siack height To
Average potential stack

Average potentisl increa
Halional sstimate of il

plants. . .
Patentizl inarease to tot

- “»rTmpact. Assesemen

2, Naot produce
economic cost €
source: categories.:

mised‘ on-the fact R - T

net’ found for the coal-fired vpower
piant community, a category of
sources whicn has made significant
use of “tall stacks” and hence would
te potentially subject to the greatest
degree of emission reduction. i

-The above anticipated. ifppacts rep-
resent a preliminary assessment of the .

' -proposed Regulation. Additional docu-

" mentation regarding (1) the existence
of unavoidable terrain impaction prob-
lems, (2¥ significant air quality (ambi--
ent standards or'significant deteriora:

. tion inerements) problems, and (3} the
“ . limitations of available control. tech-
. - = nology. is-soHeited to-assist §PA in' de--

... veloping’ sDecxﬂc procedures. to imple-'

ments of 1977, PL 95-95- (Augustt T
1977), to. réview sources in order-to im--
plement the Stack Héights. require- .
ments a8 expeditiously as practicable: -
Extensive State and Federal effort, wlE

‘emission sources: in’ a.ccorda.nce with
the S‘t.a.ck Heights requirements
In: -7 aceordance with:. Section

BIPs: that . are Tequired” by the Stack :
Heights Regulation must be submitted
within‘nine months ‘after promulga-
tion of the Regulation. States: which: ¢

tainment areas, as required by Section
110(ax2X%I). and Part D.of the Act; are.”

" construction -review of new. sources-

~ shiould" incorporate the revised: stack

Attach ment 4

Fé—ﬁ{@ifﬂl.[

FF 2613 ¢ 26 14

Be nevsssary to review; i detail. all;; hardship- caSes; and (8) Air Pollution

406(«'1)(2)(3) of the. Ac,t, revisions fo-.

are currently revising SIPs for nonat- °

encouraged to enhance the effective-
ness. of their resource expenditures by -
s v Vincorporating, where possiblé, stack
- helght reviews and necessary revisions

-7 into" the. nonattainment plan, revision..
" proeess. State programs- for the pre« -
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developed before .
issuance of Execu-
‘the Impact Assess-
he Proposed Stack
does niot and is not
. consistency with
impact assessment
lect a. consistehcy
ures responsive o
ffective executive
apact  Assessment
Proposed Stack
1" is available for
yving at the Public
mee Unit (EPA Li-
401 M Street, 5.W.,

Stack Heipht Kule

of The
Jan, 17, 1479 Federal éz?ﬂfsfir

 30l(a), ané 123 of
mended (42 TSC 7410,

CALL FOR COMMENTS AND INFORMATION

EPA solicits comment on its pro-
pased Regulation and on the Techni- Administrators.
cal Suppcrt Document which accom- . : .

DE.IIEES the Reg—ulatlcmil The Agency. ‘It i3 proposed to’ amend Part 51 of
in addition, wishes to solicit for review  Chaecter 1. Title 40 of the Code of Fed-
and ' consideration any information €ral Regulations as follows:

which the public feels may be relevant 1. Section 51.1 is amended by revis-
to. the development. of the Stack ing Darag‘l‘aph (z) and by adding para-
Helghts Regulation. In.an effort to graphs (fD), (gz);, (hh), (i), (JJ) and
ensure- the proper. and expeditious. - (ki) asfollows. L :
consideration of comments and sub- -

“§51.1 Definitions,. .

Dated: December 29, 1978,
Dovcras M. CosTLE,

mitted information, the following topi-
cal divisions are offered to:the public
for its use in formatting its response
,'to-this. call: (1) Intent.and Purpose. of
the: Regulation,’ (2). Applicability and Siu - K
. Grafddfathering. (3) Technical Defini- ~ slon standard™” mean a requirement es-
' tion. of .GEP- Stack Height,. includihg: tablished by a.State, local government,
he definition of-“exXcessive concentra- - Or the Administrator- which limits the.
tiony™. . (4}~ Definition” of SNearhy's gquantity, rate; or". concentration of
Technieal Aspects and Policy. Implica- =~ emissions: of air: pollutants o a con--
tions.. (5. Alr: Quallty Impacts: Costs  tiDuous basis, ineluding any. require--
and:: Benefits of the Regulation;. () - 'ment which limits the level of opacity,

. =

" (ZY “Emissioh. Timitation” and “emig- -

tions; or relates to: the operation or
maintenance of a source to assure con~ N

“economic - and. ‘énergy- impacts,’ (T} .
tinuous emssiorrreduetzon .

Case-Specific Impacts. for Considera- -
-tlon in Implementation Guidance De- - o
-velopment, Including: identification of . = - *f'?*'j';

'Control. Agency, Prioritles. and. Stack - ({f) “Stack” means any point in a
 Heights Reviews: Resources’ Schedul- Sourcs, deslgned to emit solids, liquids,
mg and Prograni Coordination. . - or. gases into the ah‘ including a Dlpe

. Executive Order 12044, dated March duct“ogﬂare- o
'24,.1978, whose objective is to improve . (€8} “In- exxstence ‘as: used- thhm
.Government regulations, requires ex. ' Section’ §1.12(k) of ‘this- part, means .
" acutive. hrancli ageneies. to. prépate that stack height. (of a stack) WhiCh
‘regulatory - analyses.: for. regulations has been canstructed.
that may have.major economic conse- - (hh) “Dispersion techmquz" mea.ns
.quences. Prior to March 24,71978, Ex- any -method which attempts to affect
“eeutive -Orders: 11821, and 11949 were - the concentration of a pollutant in the
applicable.to: pendj_ng rulemaking pro- "ambient air by (1) use of that portion
ceedings, a e - of.a& stack. which-exceeds good engi:

Because this Regnlation and its sip- 3?;11‘:1;11&' prf-ctlge stack height (2‘1)1 v:ryt

N e rate-of emission o 3 pollutan

porb documenta.ticn wa& Imtiated and " according £o atmospheric conditions or
= _ ambient concentrations of that poilut-

3 AL D %
tem;iﬁ?:éctlt Sgggg&g&’m ;f.‘;;m; ant; or-¢3)-the manipulation of source
. Stack Height," Dratt, July 1973. ST  process para.mgfers. exhaust  gas pa-

[

\\ o

~Environmental - Impacts:. Costs .and - prescribes equipment or fuel speciiica- . -
‘‘Benefits: of the: Regulatiomn, . Including -
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‘A --air quality standard, due in- part- or: -~
- _ whole'to downwash, wakes, cu-eddy ef— :

2614

1‘ax'ne£'érs,_sta.ckg parameters other than.

heighit, or other selective handling of
exhaust gas streams so os o increase
- the exhaust gas plume rise. The pre-
~eding sentence does ndt include the

. -eheating of a gas stream, following

use of a poliution control system, for -
the purpeose of returning the gas to
ihe temperature ai which it was origi- -

-nally discharged from ihe facllity gen-

erating the gas stream.
(i) "Good enginesring pructice-stack

height” means thai stack height nec- .

essary to. ensure that emijssions .from-
the stack do not result in excessive

concentrations of any air pellutant i

the immediate vicinity of the source as.
a- result of atmospheric. downwash,
wakes, or eddy efiects which may be
created by the source itself, nearby
struetures, or nearby ferrain ohstacles
and siall not.exceed 4s appropriater -
(1) 30 metars, for stacks unifluenced
ny amvcfares or terrain:
=H + l :J L

{21 .I._

" where - .

H; = good engineering practice stack heighi

- H = height of struecture or nearby stroture-

= lesser dimension (height or width) of 7- accomplished through emission limita—

- the strueture or’ nea'rbg struetures; -

- provided that. the cognizant State or
local control agency or.the U. S: Envi-

-~ roamental. Protection. Agency may re-.
guire: that a. field study or fluid madel -
he used (1) to determine the good engi-

_neering practice stack:height for the-.

PROPOSED RULES

effectd produced: by nearby structures.
or terrain. For sources subject to the
Prevention, of Sr}gm:ficant Deteriora-
tion program (40 CFR 51.24 and §2.21)
an “excessive concentration”
maximury concentration greater than
tiizé permitied -by an applicable re-
maining prevention of significant dete-
rioration increment. and which concen--
fration is at least 40 percent in excess
of the maximum concentrations expe-

rienced in the absence of the down-
wash wakes, and eddy effecis pro-
ducad by nearby .:Lru.,..ures of terrain
features, - T
- 2, Section’ 51.12 is amended by
adding- paragvaphs {’J) and (k) as fol-
lews:. -

§ 51,12 Controlb strategy General.

- R ?, - R - s .
. ¢§) The plan shail provide for any
source whose siack ermissions .are re-
quired to be controlled in order to

‘attainn and maimtain any national am-
" bient air quality standard cr tn pre-

vent . significant . deterioration. of the
air quality, that such control shall he

~tionr atone. The degree of emission tim-
itationr required-of any source for con-

trol of any air pellutant shall not be =

affected by so° much of any source’s.

stack height that exceeds good engi- -

neering practice or by any other dis-

~persion technique,, except ag provided

is a.

:-' . -source;,or (2) for existing sources with: ‘i Section §1.12(kY of this part, even ..
‘when the degree of emission limitation

- stack.. heights. less. +than good engineers-
ne: pra.ctice -as determined-: by * the . requiréd may be economically or tech-
= equa.tcion,_to demonstrate the existence ‘mnologically -infeas=ible. to-attain: The:

- of an air.quaility prublem, attributable: ~plan shail provide that before a State
© to“downwash;. wakes, or- eddy effects *submits to FPA aplan orplan revision: |
on.such: source as-justification for use.- that is based.on-a stack height deter- .

“of the’ equation hased. good eng;meer ‘mined under. Suhpamg-ra.ph SLIIIX3)

mgpmcmce .stack height. . [ "»;

¢33 such-height as an owner or oper
a.tor of a source -demaonstrates.through
.. theuse of a field study or fluid model -

- is: necesary, to. ensure-that’ emissions:
,-_' = frop the- stack do.hot result in exces-

_ sive concentrations. of. any. mrpollut—
" ant. i the: hnmedxate vicinity: of the -

‘half timeg- the height. of the source,
“the State shall notify the nublic of the:
- gvailability of the source's demonstra-- -

. tion and’ shall ‘provide oppotunity’ for-

pub‘nc hearing on the-demonstration. .
- (EY¥" "The . provisions of .
51.12(:9 and. §L.18(}) of this part shall”

of. this-part which exceeds two-and: S

Sections-.

B muodeling “studies means. a. maXimum -

T soutee:. - not‘apply to: (i) stack heights in exist-
PRI 425 5 “Nea.rby"
. L) of. this. part, .is-defined for-a:. “mented, prior t¢ December-31; 1970, or
*  specific: ‘structure or- terrain Ieamre—
‘- . and means:that: distanee-equal to- five _umits, subject to the provisions of Sec-
" times the lesser of the height or width - ~{fon: T18 of the Clean Air Act, which
. dimensfon ‘0f " a. siructure ‘or terrain. commencéd operation before July 1,
- feature-not greater tha.n one-half mile: 1857, and whose stacks were construct-
(0.3 kmd - v e -84 under & construction ~contraet.
. (kky: “ixcessive: concentrations™ for ,;a.warded before February 8§, 19740 .
" the-purpose: of determining good ‘engi- - - 3. Section - 6L:18 is-amended by,
" .neering practice stack-heights in: fluid: - addmz Dmmph (J} as Io}lows- i

§51.18 Renewofmwsomtesandmodlﬁ
cations.. . -

ol - coneerntration greater thaman. amblent

" fects. and which concenirations is at.’

+least 40 percent in excess of the maxi- - - -{J) Such procedures sha.ll provide for
-- mum concentration experienced in the 7 any source whose stack emissions are
absence of downwa.sh wakes, or eddy control‘led in order to atta.j.n s.nd main-

as ‘used- in" Section - énce, or dispersion- techniques imple-
"(i1Y coal-fired steam electric generating -

tain any national ambient air quality.
standard, or to prevent the significant
-~ deterioration of air quality, that sueh
control shall be accomplished through
emission limitation alene. The degree
of emission limitation reguired of any
source for contrel of any alr Pollutant
shiall not he affected by so much of
any source’s stack height that exceeds
good engineering practice or by any
. other dispersion technigque, except as
provided in Section 51.12(k) of this
part, even where the degree of emisi-
son limiiation required may be ecno-
- mieally or technologically infeasiple to
attain. Such procedurss shall provide
that hefore a State {ssues a permit to a
source based on a stack height dster-
mined under Subparagraph 51.10{ix3)
of this part which execeeds two-and-a-
half times the height of the source,
the State shall notify the public of the
ayzilability of the souree’s demonsira-
tion and shall provide opportunity for
public nearing on thae demonstration.
{FR Doc. 79-1049 Piled 1-11-79; 8:45 am)]
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i omame.

Approval and Promulgation of Implementation
Plans; ?ropond Rulemaking: Maine Reguian-
tions for Air Quality Surveillence nnd Naw.
Sourcs aniew U - b

AGENCY Envxronmental Protectmn
T Agency.. :

AC’I‘ION’ Proposeti rule.

. SUMMARY: EPA proposes a.pprova.l‘
of revisions to the Maine State Imple-
- mentation Plan (SIP) for: Air Quality
Control by amending Chapter §, Air
Quality Surveillance, which updates
- the ambient zir monitoring network,

'

- and Cha.pter 6, Review of New Sources

and Modifications, which establishes a.
‘category of “Lesser Sources” which
will be licensed on_.a.5-year basis, The
.alr monitoring' network will be consid-
ered an interim measure until such
-time as further revisions are required.
.- N¢ action will be taken at this time
ont Chapter- 2, Cantrol Stralegies, and
Chapter 9, Intergovernmenial Cooper-
ation since the state is to submit addi-
- tional information. ..

DATES: Comments must.. be recelved'. ‘
‘oryor before Pebruary 12, 1979 -

. ADDRESSES:. Coples of the Maine
- stibmittal -and EPA’s evaluation are

_ available for public inspection during -
" -mormal business hours at the Environ-
. mentai Protection Agency, Region I,

Room 1903, JFK 'Federal Building,
. Boston,  Massachusetts 02203; Public
Information Reference Unif, Environ-
mental Protecuon Agenczr, 401 M



Environmental Quality Commission

OB o AR POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

T0O: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda ltem No. F(1), March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting

" 0AR 340~71-005 t6 71-045 and 340=72~005 to .72~020.

Background

Administrative Rules governing Subsurface and Alternative Sewage
Disposal are provided for by statute.. The present rules.were adopted
by the Commission and became effective September 25, 1975. There
have been two major sets of amendments since that date. The latest
set adopted by the Commission became effective March 1, 1978,

The Commission authorized, on January 26, 1979, public hearing before

a hearing officer to take testimony on the question of amending
Administrative Rules -340-71-010(7), 340-71-016, and 340-71-018 and other
related rules that may be impacted by amendments to these rules.

In addition the Commission authorized public hearing on the question

of the adoption of Geographic Region Rule ''C'" as a permanent rule and
modification of Jackson County'!s fee structure as it relates to this
rule. Tillamook County requested a modification of their fee structure
rule which was consolidated into these public hearings, as well.

After proper notice, public hearings were held on March 2, 1379 at the
following focations: Medford, Roseburg, Tillamook, Bend and Portland.
Public Notice was by publication in the Secretary of State's Bulletin
and mailing to the following Mailing Lists: ALPHA (the Department's
general adminiatrative rule mailing list); Subsurface (the Subsurface
sewage disposal special interest 1ist); and special land use interest
lists,

A copy of each hearing officer's report is attached (Attachment ''C"').

On March 16, 1979, the Department's Citizen's Advisory Committee (CAC)
for subsurface sewage disposal met to consider the proposed amendments.
The CAC's recommendations are included in the proposed rule amendment
package, Attachment "A".

vy
&S
Caontains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46
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© Statement of Need for Rule Making

a. ORS 454,625 provides that the Commission, after public hearing,
may adopt rules it considers necessary for. the.purpose of
carrying out ORS 454,605 to L454.745, ORS 454.615 requires the
Commission to adopt by rule, among other things, standards for
design and construction of subsurface, alternative and nonwater-
carried sewage disposal systems and prescribe minimum require-

" ments for operation and maintenance of such systems,

b. Some of the rules adopted September 25, 1975 have proved to be
cumbersome and difficult to administer. Rules in some instances
are too restrictive and in need of modification. The proposed
rule amendments set forth in Attachment 'A' 'is an attempt to
simplify or clarify certain troublesome rules as well as
making them less restrictive. 1In addition, Geographic Region
Rule ''C!" adopted as a temporary . rule on January 26, 1979, and
effective February 1, 1979, needs to be adopted as a. permanent

"rule prior to its expiration on June 1, 1979. Two contract
counties; Jackson and Tillamook, have requested an adjustment
of their subsurface system fee structures to more effect|Vely
administer their programs.

¢. - The principal document prepared by the Department and relied
upon in considering the need for and in preparing the rule
amendments was ''Discussion of |Issue, Sizing of Subsurface
Disposal Systems and Draft of Possible Amendments to Rules
Governing Subsurface and Alternative Sewage Systems:,
February 1979; Department of Environmental Quality;
(Attachment''B"").

“"Evaluation

Within Attachment "'BY' both Alternative MAY, Minimum System Sizing
by Soil Groups for single family dwelling, and Alternative. gty
System Sizing by P]umblng Fixture Units, were. considered at public
hearings. .Alternative "A" seeks to correct problems within. the
context of the existing rules. Alternative 'B'" seeks to. correct
the same problems but would depart significantly from the approach
and structure of .the current rules by establishing a new method for
sizing on site systems. :

-Although public notice for these hearings. met the legal time limits
a.number of people complained about the short interval between
public notice and the hearings. The.result seems to be a very
small turnout at the hearings on a subject of some .importance to
not only the program but to the public in general.



Agenda Item No. F(1), March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Page 3

The following number of persons appeared at the individual hearings:

Portland - 6 NOTE: Approximately haif of those appearing
Medford -~ 9 were either Department or Contract
Roseburg - 9 County personnel,

Bend - 10 .

Tillamook~ 5§

Specifically, testimony supported Alternative "A', Minimum System
Size, over Alternative ""B'', Plumbing Fixture Units.

There was no testimony in opposition to making geographic region
rule ''C'* permanent. There was no opposition to the proposed
adoption of new fee schedules for Jackson and Tillamook Counties.
Except for the proposed Amendment :340-71-030(11), forty acre parcel
permits, there was no opposition to. the proposed general amendments.

A number of staftf personnel, both DEQ and Contract County, feel that
the forty (40) acre proposal will allow health hazards or water
pollution to occur unnecessarily. As a result the criteria has been
strengthened somewhat. In addition, parcel size was lowered to
thirty-eight (38) acres to be consistent with zoning classifications in
some counties. '

Recognizing that there was a short time interval between the date of
notice and the public hearings, it is felt that the notice was adequate;
therefore, it is recommended that a rules package be acted upon by

the Commission.. That package would consist of Alternative "A",

Minimum System Sizing by Soil Groups for Single Family Dwe!llngs,

and the general amendments proposed which include the fees for

Jackson and Tillamook County. .Further consideration of Alternate "B"
will require significantly more time.

The major amendments would:
(a) Provide a new bedroom definition tied to the building code.

(b) caleuiate. sewage . flows from dwellings upon basis of 150 gatlons per
day per bedroom for the first two :(2) bedrcoms and 75 gallons
for the third and succeeding bedrooms. This would replace
the requirement that flow be based.on 150 gallons per
bedroom regardiess of the number of bedrooms.

(c) Would require a minimum sized system be set at 450 gallions per
day sewage flow rather than at 3 bedrooms except for approved
unit developments.

The result of (b) and (c) above would be:

- I bedrooms could be served by same sized system now required
for 3 bedrooms,
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- 3 bedroom‘syétems installed after 1/1/74 could add a bedroom
without.altering system (If system not failing).

- Bedroom.definition would no longer assume importance it now
has - any room beyond 4 bedrooms labeled something else (den,
‘sewing room) would probably be labeled correctly.

(d) Connection to existing systems would . allow:

S - For "approved' systems - constructed by permit after 1/1/74 -
if not failing, 3 bedroom system could add 1 bedroom,
- 4 bedroom system could add 2 bedrooms without altering system.

- For "existing' systems - constructed prior to 1/1/74 with
permit of record - would allow without altering system, one
bedroom additional if no.public health hazard or water
pollution would result.

- For ''pre-existing'' systems - constructed prior to 1/1/7h -
no permit of record - would allow connection of same sewage
Flow if tank is at least 500 gallons and no health hazard or
water potlution would result.

(e) Personal Hardship Connection - would allow:

Lo Connection of mobile home for two persons without altering
system

- Mobile home with more than two persons if additienal drainfield
area available (does not have to be installed unless system
fails).

o= Accept local planning authority approval as proof of hardship.

(f)  Temporary connection of mobile home would allow:

C o Connection up to two years if need can be.shown, if system not
failing.

- ‘Accept .Planning Commission.permit as proof of need.

(g) Revises Rules on Abandoned Systems. Deleted requirement that
system unusued for one.year be abandoned.

- (h) Defines a "Community System', sets criteria for.plan review,
operation and maintenance, and financing details.

(i) Large parcel system -.allows a dwelling or parcel 38 acres
‘or larger under relaxed standards.
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(j) Geographic Region Rule '"C'' would be made permanent.
(k) Adjust fees for Jackson and Tillamook Counties.
Summation -

i. Administrative Rules governing subsurface and.alternative sewage
disposal are provided for by statute; ORS 454,625,

2. Administrative Rules may be adopted by the Commission after public
hearing.

3. The Commission authorized public hearings on January .26, 1979.

4.  After proper notice, public hearings were held on March 2, 1979 at
five locations around the State.

5. Notice was given by publication in the Secretary of State's Bulletin,
February . 15, 1979 edition; by mailing to Subsurface, Alpha.and
Special Land Use mailing ]1sts.

6. The Department's Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) considered the
proposed amendments on March ‘16, 1979.

7. As a result of the public hearings, a package of proposed rule
amendments was developed for presentation to.the Commission for
possibie adoption (Attachment AN,

‘Director's Recommendation

Based upon.the summation, it 1s recommended that:

The Commission adopt . the proposed amendments to Oregon Administrative
Rules, 340-71-005 to 71-045 and :72-005 to 72-020 as set forth in
Attachment "A" for immediate filing with the Secretary of State to
become effective April 5, 1979.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

T. Jack Osborne:em
229-6218
March -12, 1979

Attachments: A - Proposed Amendments to Rules Governing Subsurface
.and .Alternative Sewage Disposal

- B, Discussion of lIssue SlZIng of Subsurface Disposal
Systems and Draft of Possible Amendments

€. Hearing Officer's Reports



PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
GOVERNING
SUBSURFACE AND ALTERNATIVE
SEWAGE DISPOSAL

MINIMUM SYSTEM SIZING
BY
SOILS GROUPS
FOR
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING

March 1979

ATTACHMENT YA



Amend 340-71-010(7) as follows:

(7) ‘"Bedroom' means any [portion of a dwelling which is so designed
to furnish the minimum isolation necessary for use as a sleeping area
and includes, but is pot limited to: a den, study, sewing room,

sleeping loft, or enclosed porch] Foom within a dwelling which is

Connection or re-connéction to an approved, existing, or pre-existing

system, Cértificate of Adéquacy.

340-71-016(1) No person shall directly connect or re-connect the sewage

or waste water plumbing from any mobile home, recreation vehicle, or

alternative, or expérimental sewage disposal system without first having

obtained a [permit] cértificateé of adequacy from the [Department,]

Director or his authorized représentative. [provided; however, that]

[t]This requirement shall not pertain to the connection of any mobile
home or recreation vehicle to an existing subsurface or alternative
sewage disposal system serving a mobile home park or recreation park
operated by a public entity or under a valid license or Certificate of

Sanitation issued by the State Health Division or Department of Commerce.

(2) Except as othérwise provided within this Division or Division 74

no person shall use such a system until a Certificate of Adequacy

[Satisfactory Completion] is issued by the [Department] Director or

alternative or experimental sewage disposal system [shalll may be

.....

required to [also] provide the [Department] Director or his authorized




(a} The type and size of the establishment which the approved,

sewage disposal system last served and the most recent date of such
use;

(b) The size of the existing septic tank;

(¢) The type and size of the establishment which the approved,

(d}) A signed statement that the existing, surface sewage disposal
system has never failed by discharging sewage upon the ground
surface or into public waters, by clogging or backing up, or in

any other manner.]

{d)[(e}] Any other information which the Director or his authorized

representative may request.

Rescind 340-71-016(k) in its entirety and substitute the following:

sewade Tlow is. not more than that allowed under the original construction

permit.

..........................................

(b) For Mexisting'' or 'pre-existing'' systems a Certificate of Adeauacy

--for connection to an existing system oy for alteration, repairs-or

~ additions to a structure served by an exlsting system or for an increased

.....




‘structure and in which there is no . increase in bedrooms. The

existing system upon inspection or record réview is fOund‘

“"a Certificate of Adequacy.

(B) The application |s for connection of a mobile home or

_3.n



(5) Rescind 340~71-016(5) in its entirety and substiture the following:

(5} An installed subsurface or élternative system shall be considered

inoperative if it is not being used at the time of application and if

a certificate of adequacy cannot be issued under any of the criteria set

forth in subsection (4) of the section. In order for a.certificate of

adequacy to be issued the system must be brought into compliance with

rules in effect on the date of application.

(6) Rescind 340-71-016(6) in its entirety and substitute the

following:

{(6) For dwellings, in use, for which the method of sewage disposal

approximates a pit privy and a gray water discharge to the

surface or to a pit, system repair rules, 340-71-030(7), shall

apply.

(N Rescind 340-71-016(7) in its entirety and substitute the

following:

(7)  For the purpose of administering these rules the following

definitions apply:

(a) "Approved system'' means any subsurface, alternative or

experimental sewage disposal system constructed under a

Department construction permit after January 1, 1974 and for

which a Certificate of Satisfactoery Completion was

issued.

(b) "Existing system'' means any subsurface or alternative sewage

dfsposal system constructed prior to January. 1, 1974 for which




a priof construction permit of record is available from the agency

..........

(8) Personal hardship connections to approved, existing of pre-existing

systems. Upon receiving~$éf1§fé¢f@ry-evidence that a hardship exists within

a family in that a family member is suffering either physical or mental impair-

ment, infirmity, or is otherwise diséBled, (a hardship approval Essuéd under

determination that all the provisions of subsection (4) of this section
have been satisfied] the Director or his authorized representative may

allow a mobile home to connect to an approved, existing or preZexisting

system serving another residence in order to provide housing for the

family member suffering hardship. Connection of a-mobile home t¢ 'serve. two

‘rules is available for thé increéased flows., Connection shall be for a

specified period, renewable on fan annual] not longer than a two (2) vyear

basis, but not to exceed cessation of the hardship. The Director or his
authorized representative shall impose conditions in the Certificate
of Adequacy Jconnection permit] necessary to assure protection of public

health and public waters.

evidence of need (an approyal issued under local planning ordinances

..5...



shailube acceptéd as satisfactory evidence of need) and a?ter

.....................................

....................................

‘connection it shall be immediately repaired and the mobile home:

(&) 'Shall be removed if no additional reépair area, meéting

repair rulés, is available, or

(b) Shall remain through duration of temporary connéction

Amend 340-71-017(3) as follows:

{3) No person shall operate or use any subsurface, altérnative or

‘experiméntal sewage disposal system the construction of which was

completed on or after January 1, 1974, unless a Certificate of

Satisfactory Completion has been issued for the construction, A

"~ which 15 was constructed., ‘After the one(l) year period the provisions
© of O0AR 340=71-016(1) shall apply.

Abandonment of systems
340~71-018(1) Rescind in its entirety and renumber the succeeding paragraphs.

[{2)1(1) Each and every owner of the real property upon which is
situated a subsurface or alternative sewage disposal system shall

abandon the system in the fol]owing circumstances:

-6



(a) When a sewerage system becomes available, and the building
sewer has been connected thereto; or

(b) When the source of sewage has been eliminated; or

(c) When the system has been operated in violation of 340-71-012,
[and it has been determined by the Department to be unrepairablel]

‘unless and until a repair permit and Certificate of Satisfactory

(d) When the system has been constructed, installed, altered,
repaired, or extended without a required permit authorizing same,
[and permit could not be issued in conformance with the substantive

rules in the Division] unleéess and until a permit is subséquently

issued therefor; or

(e) When the system has been operated or used without a required
Certificate of Satisfactory Completion authorizing same, [and
a Certificate of Satisfactory Completion could not be issued in

conformance with the substantive rules in this Division] unléss

[(3)1(2) Any building sewer which has not been connected to a subsurface
or alternative sewage disposal system or sewerage system approved by

the Department shall be abandoned and capped.

[(4)}1(3) Each and every owner of the real property upon which is
situated a subsurface sewage disposal system which is required to be
abandoned, or which has been abandoned, unless otherwise authorized by
the Department, shall have all the sludge from the septic tank, seepage
pit, or cesspool removed by a person holding a sewage disposal service
license, land] shall fill same with clean bank-run gravel or other

material approved by the Director or his authorized representative,




[{(5)]1 (%) No permit or authorization for connection to a sewerage system
shall be issuei, nor shall any permit for construction or installation

of a replacement septic tank, seepage pit, or cesspool be issued, until
the owner or controller of the property has made binding commitments

to comply with the conditions regarding abandonment of the existing septic

tank, seepage pit, or cesépoo] required by subsection [(4)] (3) of this

section.

Bracketed | ] material deleted

Underlined = material is new

TJO:em
3/8/79



Amend 340-71-020(1) (i) as follows:

(i)

3

|w

Subsurface sewage disposal systems for single family dwellings
[designed to serve lots or parcels created after March 1, 1978]
shall be sized to accommodate a minimum of [a three {(3) bedroom

house]l four hundred fifty (450) gallons daily sewage flow,

The following exceptions shall apply:

Lots or parcels approved prior to March 1, 1978 which are

inadequate in size to accommodate a system sized at four hundred-

fifty (450) gallons daily sewage flow.

Systems approved by the Department.for specifically planned

developments with Tiving units of three (3} or fewer bedrooms

per unit and where deed restrictions are adequate to prohibit

future increase of sewage flows, from the approved design.

In-exceptions.A. and B, systems shall be sized on the basis of one huﬁdredr'

fifty {150) gallons per day sewage flow for each of the first two (2)

bedrooms . and seventy-five (75) gallons per day for the third and

succeeding bedrooms.

Amend OAR 340-71-020 by adding a new Table 2-A, Drainfield Sidewall Area
by Soil Groups.

Amend Table 3 of OAR 340-71-020, Quantities of Sewage Flows, In the

Table amend €olumn 1 for Single Family Dwellings.
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Table 3

- T : Quantities of Sewage Flows

Column 1 Column 2

Mirimum Gallons

Per Establishment

Type of Establishment Gallons Per Day

E

LL-1-¢

Per Day
Alrports 5 {per passenger) 150
Bathhouses and swimming peols 10 (per person) 300
Camps: (4 persons per campsite, where applicable)
Campground with central comfort stations 35 {per person) 700
with flush toilets, no showers 25 {per person) 500
Construction camps (semi-permanent). 50, (per person) 1000
Day camps (no meals served) 15 {(per person) 300
Resort camps (night and day) with limited _ : -
plumblng 50 (per person) 1000
Luxury camps 100 (per person) 2020
Churches 5 {(per seat) ) 150
Country clubs 100 (per resident member) 2000
Country clubs 25 {per non-resident member present) -—
Dwellings: '
Boarding houses 100 (per bedroom) 600
Additional for non-resident boarders 10 (per person) -
© Multiple family dwellings (apartments) 150 {per bedroom) €600
Rooming houses . BO (per bedroom) ] 500
Single~family dwellings ‘150 {per bedroom) Refer to Table 3-A 300
‘Factories (exclusive of industrial wastes, . A _ '
with shower facilities) 35 (per person per shift) 300
Factories ({exclusive of industrial wastes, '
without shower facilities) 15 (per person per shift) 150
Hospitals 250 (per bed space) 2500
Hotels with private baths 120 (per room) 600
Hotels without private baths 100 {per room} 500
Institutions other than hospitals 125 {per bed space) 1250
Laundries, self-service 500 (per machine)} 2500
- Mobile home parks 250 ({per space) 750
Motels with bath, tollet, and kitchen wastes 100 (per bedroom) 500
‘Hotels 80 {per bedroom) 400
Plenic Parks (toilet wastes only) 5 (per picnicker) 150

-11~



Amend 340-71-020 by Adding a Hew Table 3-A.

SYSTEM SIZING
FOR SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS BY SOIL GROUPS

(TABLE 3-A)

Daily
Sewage Septic Tank Size ~ " Drainfield Size (5q. Ft. of Sidewall)
Flow Reguired Recommeéndeéd ~ "Soil Group #1 'Soil Group #2° Soil Group #3°
300 1000 1500 600 500 Loo
450 1000 1500 900 750 600
525 1250 1500 1050 875 700
600 1500 1500 1200 1060 800

NOTES:

1. The minimum sewage flow of 300 gallons and attendant drain-

field size in Table ?ppTies only to split waste
systems, such as compost toilet and gray water systems and

to lots or parcels created prior to March 1, 1978.

2. For each additional bedroom beyond six (6) add 75 gallons daily

sewage to first column and increase drainfield sizes accordingly.

3. 1500 gallons capacity is the largest septic tank required for a

single family dwelling regardless of number of bedrooms.

....12....



GENERAL AMENDMENTS
T0
RULES GOVERNING SUBSURFACE
AND
ALTERNATIVE
SEWAGE DISPOSAL
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Amend 340-71-015(4) to read as follows:

(4) The Director or his authorized representative shall issue a permit
only 1f he finds that the proposed construction shall be in accordance
with the rules of the Environmental Quality Commission and shall issue a
permit only to a person licensed by the Department to perform sewage
disposal services, or to an owner or contract purchaser in possession of
the land, Notwithstanding that the proposed construction would be in
accordance with all other rules of the Environmental Quality Commission,

the Director or his authorized representative shall not issue a permit

use planning, zoning or building requirement, ordinance or regulation
enacted or promulgated by a constitutive local government agency having

jurisdiction over the subject real property.

Amend OAR 340-71-010 by adding a new definition - "Community System''.

...................................

‘development

Amend 340-71-020(4) to read as follows:

(4) [Multiple service] Community systéms.

[Where a water-carried subsurface or alternative sewage disposal system

will serve more than one (1) lot or parcel, such a system]

_]3_



Amend 340~71-020(2) as follows:
(2) Minimum separation distances - - - -
(d) Surface public water, excluding intermittent streams,
_ground water interceptors, agricultural draintile, cuts-
manmade - and ditches (see footnotes [5] 4 and [7] 6:

(i) Water mains or service lines (see footnote [8] 7).

(J] Foundation lines of any building including garages and

out buildings (see footnote [6] 5).
Amend 340-71-030 by adding a new subsection (11) to read as folliows:

(11) ' The reqqirements'0f'0AR'340~714020(1)(a)‘and'subseCtion, (1)

...................

............................

.......

.............

‘disposal trench.

._1[4..



(e) There is at least eighteen (18) inches of soil above any

restrictive layer.

‘thirty eight (38) acres in size during life of new system.

(g)  The system shall be located and designed to overcome ‘site

‘limitations as nearly as possible.
Amend OAR 340-72-010(k4) {(a) as follows:

(4) Pursuant to ORS 454.745(k) and to requests of the respective
~governing bodies of the following counties all of which have
agreements with the Department under ORS 454.725, and notwithstanding
the fees listed in subsection (1) of this section and subsection

(1) of section 340-72-020,(a)} the fees to be charged by the counties
of Clatsop, Crock, Curry, Deschutes, [ungIas], Hood River,

Jefferson, Josephine, Lincolin, Malheur, Polk, Sherman, {Tillamook],

Add a new subsection (e) to 340-72-010(4) to read as follows:

and (e) the fee to be charged by Jackson County for sites re-

evaluated under geographic region rule "¢!', 0AR-71-030(10),
“'shall be $25,

Add a new subsection {f) to 340-72-010(4) to read as follows:

‘and (f) the fees to be charged by thé County of Tillamook shall

‘be as Tfollows:

A. New construction installation permit $75

'B. Repair, alteration, extension permit $15

C. Evaluation reports ' ' 550

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted

Underlines material is new.

.-]5...



ATTACHMENT A

Proposed amendment to OAR Chapter 3ko, 71 030, add new . permanent sub=

section (10): (Adopted as a temporary rule January 26 1979) .

||(10)

(a)

Geographic Region Rule C:

In areas where the mean annual precipitation does not exceed
twenty-five (25) inches, subsurface sewage construction permits for

evapotranspiration-absorption (ETA) systems may be issued provided:

(A) There exists a minimum of twenty-four (24) inches of soil,
The subsoil at a depth of twelve (12) inches and below shall

be fine textured.

(B} The soil is moderately-well to well drained. Exposure and slope

aspect may be taken into consideration during the site evaluation.

(C}) The siope gradient of original ground surface does not exceed

fifteen (15) percent.
ETA beds shall be designed according to the following criteria:

(A) The ETA bed shall be sized at a minimum of eight hundred-fifty
(850) square feet surface area per bedroom where the annual
precipitation in is excess of fifteen (15) inches and six
hundred {600) square feet per bedroom where the annual precip-

itation is less than fifteen {15} inches.

(B) The ETA bed(s) shall not be excavated deeper than thirfy-six
(36) inches on the uphill side nor deeper than twenty-four
(24) inches on the downhill side.

(C) There shall be at least one (1) distribution pipe in each bed.

(D) The surface of ETA bed(s) shall be seeded according to the

requirements of the construction permit.

(K) Refer also to Diagram 7C (A) and (B) for additional bed con~

struction standards.

(L} Two (2) compartment septic tanks sized at twelve hundred-fifty (1250)

gallons may be required by the Director or his authorized representative.



(c) With the exception of the requirements in this subsection, all
conditions required ynder OAR Chapter 340, 71-005 through 71-035

and appendices must be met."

MPR:nrj
12/19/78
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DISCUSSICN -

PROBLEMS. ~(T)

Sizing of subsurface disposal systems.

Praesent rules require system sizing to be determined by
the number of bedrooms within a dweliing and the soil and

topographic conditions on the parcel or lot.

The sizing of_subsurface disposal systems (capacity of
septic tank and square footage of drainfield regquired) has
an effact far beyond the immediate considerations of
sizing to fit the specific number of bedrooms within a

dwel!ing.

The size of an installed system and whether it has

capacity for expansion determines whether:
(a) Additional bedrooms may be added to a dwelling.

(b) An additional (second) living unit may be added

and connected to the system.
(¢) A smaller dwelling (mobile home) may be disconnected
from a system and & larger (more bedrooms) dwelling

subsfftuted,

{d) Abandoned subsurface systems may at sometime in the
- futureragain be utilized for disposal. '

Definition of Bedroom

Single bedrcoms within a dwelling is one:gf the majO{
determinants of subsurfaca disposal system sizing, It

is: important that a bedroom be defined accurately and

.c}earlyv. The definition should provide criteria

adequate to determine whether a room labeled on building
plans. as some other room is in fact a bedroom., Uniess
an accurate determination is made on this question (number

of bedrooms) the system may be undersized. The reverse




of this situation is also true. Rcoms that cannot
reasonably be utilized for bedrooms should not be counted

as bedrooms in order to aveid oversizing the system.

The present definition is too all-encompassing and
difficult to interpret accurately. It provides no
criteria to sarve as a guide for determining whether a
given rocm is indeed a bedroom. The general public has
trouble relating number of bedrooms to sewage flaw and

subsequently to system sizing,

Alternatives

{(a) Amend '"bedroom'' definition 0AR 340-71-010(7) to
provide clarity. lh addition, go to minimum dis-
posal system sizes for a gjven‘nﬁmber of bedrooms.
One system size, acccrding to soll group, would be
applicable: across-the-board for up te four bedrooms.
(See- Alternative A" attached.) -

(b) . Adopt another methed of determining system size to
 replace '‘bedroom'. One possible. method might be
to, use number of plumbing "fixture units' (wash
basins, toilets, etc.) within a dwelling. The
State plumbing code contains fixture unit
infcrmation'that‘mfght be- adaptable to this
purpose.. (See Alternative ''8' attached.)

(c) Leave bedroom definition unchanged.

Discussion of Altarnatives

Alternative (c) is unacceptable. The present bedroom

definition and system sizing based on that definition
have caused and will continue to cause problems. Many
of these problems can be resolved by going to one of
the other alternatives. A

...3 -




PROBLEMS - (2}

Alternative (a) as set forth on attached Alternative "A!

requires fewer rules amendments and generaily follows
established procedﬁres for system sizing. This alter~
native would be much less difficult te iﬁplement but at
the same time it does leave the definition of bedroom
in the-ruIes; however it would not assume the importance

it has in the present rules.

Alternative (b) as set forth in attached Alternative "B"

would have the advantage of eliminating ''bedroom'

definition from the ruies and as the major determinant
for system sizing, !t is a completely different concept

of system sizing. Implementation problems can be expected,

Method of Determining Amount of Sewage.Flows From

Pwellings

Present: rules. require that sewage flow from dweiling be

B based: upon- 150 gallons per day per bedroom, assuming twe

pérsons:per'bgdroom,.regard!ess of the number of bed-

rooms.. It‘is.felt.that'this is a vaiid.aésumption for
the First two bedrooms but is‘Tfkely excessive for the
third and succeeding bedrooms. Thus systems: for three

or greater number of bedrooms may be oversized.

Altarnatives

(aJi Leave:rﬁlefunchanggd and continue to design systems
' on- basis of 150 gallons per bedroem ragardless of
number of bedrooms.

(E) Amend: rules to provide for 150 galions per day

sewage flow for first two bedrooms and 75 galions
for each bedroom after that. This concept is

carried through in Alternative 'A! attached.




(c) Adopt a different method of sewage flow determination
by number of olumbing fixtures units. This concept

is carried through in Alternmative "8" attached.

Discussion of Altarnatives

Alterpative (a) should not be cbnsidered as a viable

altarnative,

Both Alternatives (b} & (¢c) deserve consideration at

public hearings,

PROBLEMS - (3} Connection to Existing Systems

Present rules regulating connections to existing systems
340-71-016(1) thru (8) are too restrictive, cumbersome
.and.djfficuit:tu:admfnisterm These rules do not allow
' any flexibility in adding bedrooms, adding a second
Qnit, (except in 340-71-016(8)) etc. without upgrading
the system if the system is undersized according to the
number of bedrooms proposed to be added.

- Alternatives

(a) Leave rules as presently structured.

(b} Restructure the rules to be more reaiistic, to
add flexibility, and make them less cumbersome and
les%rdifficult te administer, The proposed amend-
ments to 340-71-016(1) thru (8) and the addition
of 340-71-016(9) Is intended to accomplish this.
See both Alternative A" and Alternative "B"
attached. '




PROBLEMS - (4) Abandonment of Systems

ISSUE -

PROBLEM ~

ISSUE -~

The rules pertaining to abandonment of systems
(340-71-018) and conditions under which a systam may

be used initially or reused are too restrictive and

‘possibly in conflict with ORS 454,675, Under prasent

ruies a system unused for | vear is considered abandoned,
There is no way to police such a rule. in this context
this rule has teen miéinterprated by field persennel who
oftan seem to Teel that '"abandoned" systems cannot be
reused, which is not the case., This rule s generally

considered unworkable as written,

Alternatives

(a) Leave rules as presentiy structured.

(b), Restructure rules to be less restrictive and so as

not- to conflict with~exi$t1ng statute5, Proposed
amendméntsato;340-71-018 are intended to accomplish
this, See both Alternative '"A" & Alternative 'B"
attached. '

Cbmmunity"Systems'

The: rules. provide for community subsurface sewage disposal
systems: yet are deficient in the area of system plan

review- requirements, operation & maintepanca and financing.
The:- proposed amendments to 340-71-020(4), Multiple

Service, s intended to overcome soma of those problems,

Large parcels that do not meet minimum standards for

subsurface or zlternative systams,




PROBLEM -

TJdQsem
2/6/79

Under present rules many 1érga.parcels are denied a
subsurface or alternative system construction permit
because conditions on the parcels do not meet minimum
standards. Many such parcels are isolated and very
large in size (several hundred to possibly thousands

of acres). It does not appear logical in many instances
to deny such large parcels for a single homesite even
though a system might fail, provided safeguards‘can be
built in. The proposed Amendment CAR 340-71-030(11)

is intended to answer this problem.




ALTERNATIVE "'A"*-

" MINIMUM SYSTEM SIZING
BY
SOILS GROUPS
FOR
SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING

February 1979




draft of possible amendments to QAR 34C-71-01C to 71-045 rules

pertaining to subsurface and alternative sawage disposal:

Amend 340-71-010

{7) ''Bedroom'' means any [portion of a dwelling which is so designed
to furnish the minimum isolation necessary for use as a3 sieeping.
area and includes, but is not limited to: a den, study, sewing

room, sleeping loft, or enclosed porch] room within a dwelling

which is so designated on building construction plans cor on

mobile home floor nlans and which is accepted as such bv the

State of Oregon Department of Commerce building codes repre-

sentative having jurisdiction or the local authorized building

official.

Connection opr re-connection to an approved, existing, or pre-existing

system. Certificate of Adeguacy.

340-71-016(1) No. person. shall directly comnect or re-connect the sewage

or waste water plumbing: from any mobile home, recreation vehicle, or

building to an approved, existing, or pre-existing‘subsurfacez’{cr]

alternative, or experimental sewage disposal system without first having

- obtained a [permit] certificate of adequacy from the [Department,]

'Director or his authorized representative. [provided; however, that]

(t]1This requirement shall not pertain to the connection of any mobile
Homefor'recreatﬂbn-vehitle=to.an existing subsurface or alternative
sewage: disposal system serving a mobile home park or recreation park
operated by a public entity or under a valid. license or Certificate of

Sanitation issued by the State Health Division or Department of Commerce.

(2) No persom shall use such a system until a Certificate of Adequacy
[Satisfactory Completion] is issued by the [Department] Director or

his authorized representative [for the completed connection].




(3) [In addition to the information reguired of all permit applicants,]

{a] An applicant for a [permit] certificate of adeguacy to connect or

re-connect to an appraved, existing, or pre-existing subsurface,

aiternative or experimental sewage disposal system [shall] may be

required to [also] provide the [Department] Director or his suthorized

representative the following Information:

(a) The type énd size of the establishment which the approved,

existing, or pre-sxisting subsurface, slternative or experimental

sewage disposal syszem last served and the most recent date of such
use;

(b) The size of the existing septfc tank;

(¢) The type and. size of the establishment which the approved,

existing, or pre~existing subsurface, alternative or experi

mental sewage disposal system is proposed to serve; [and

{d) A signed statement that the existing, surfaca sewage disposal
system- has never failed by discharging sewage upon the ground
surfacgsor“into.phﬁlic.waters, by c¢logging or backing up, or in any
other manner.]

{d}[{e})] Any other information which the Director or his authorized

representative may request..
Rescind 350*71-O!6(4) in its entirety and substituta the following:

(k) (a) For "approved’! subsurface, alternative or experimental sewage
,#JSposa].systems_a;Certif?cate"of Adgqyacy shall issue if the
intended use is therséme as the previcus use and sgwageiflqw

a]lowed'under'the\original_construction permit is not increased.

Any alterations cr:expansion:of‘an approved system t0 accommodate

an'increasé~in—séwage~Flow must be in compliance with the ruies

of this Division. Upoﬁ'inspection or _record raviaw if the system

is found to be failing-orlthereais avidencea that it has failed

in the past without being repaired, repairs shall be required

prior to the issuance of a Cartificate of Adequacy.
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For 'existing svstems' a Certificate of Adequacy for connection

to an existing svstem or for alteration, repairs or additions to

a structure served by an existing system or for an increased

sewage flow from a structura servad by an existing system shall

issue under one of the following conditions:

(A} The application is for connection of a mobile home or

frame home with the same number or less of bedrooms than the

previous dwelling, or alterations or additicrs =2 3 structura

which extand beyond the limits of the founmdation and which

do not exceed more than fifty (50) percent of the value of

the structure and in which there is no increase in bedrooms,

The existing system upon inspection or record reaview is found

not to be creating a public health hazard by discharging

sewage on the surface of the ground or into surface pubilic

waters, ]

Note: Alterations or additions to an existing structure

which do not extend beyond the limits of the existing

foundation and do not exceed more than fifty (50) percent

of thehvalqeaof'thevstructufe-and-In-which‘there is no in=—

crease: in number of bedrooms are sxempt from this rule and

do not require a- Certificate of Adegquacy.

(B) The application s for connection of a mobile home or

' frame _home having one additional bedroom over the previous

hse; or for the: addition of one bedroom to an existing

structure, or alterations or additions to an-existing

structure, which exceeds fifty (53) percent of the value

of the structure as specified by the State of Oragon uniform

building code and the applicant can demonstrate that the

system could meet current rules. pertaining to setback

requ!rements;.septic-tank and disposal field siza, {excluding

characteristics of soil and absence of groundwater). Provided

further, that upon inspection the system is found not to
be in violation of 0AR 340-71-020(1)(a).

=11=-




(C} The application is for connection of a mobile home

having more than one bedroom over the previous use, or

to add more than cone bedroom to an existing residencs whers

the system is sized for the axisting use, or to increase

the daily sewage flow for any structure or facility other

than a sinale family residence and the anplicant can demonstrate

that the system would be in full compliance with these rulas

for the projected dai]y sewage flow including soil character-

istics and absence of ground water.

(c} For '‘pre~existing systems'' a Cartificate of Adequacy for

connecticn of any facility shall issue only. if it ¢an be demonstrated

" that the. system would be in compliance with al1 _currant rules,

or upon inspection it is found that the septic tank has a ]quld

capacity of at least five hundred (500) gallons and in the opinion

of the Director or his authorized representative 0AR 340-71-020(1) (a)

would not beﬂviolatedl_and the nrojected sewage—fiow is not mora

tham the: flow the previous establishment had.

(5) Rescind. 340=71-016(5) im its entirety and substitute the

following:

(5) An installed subsurface or altarnative system which does not

fall within one,of the categorwes of approved exlstlng or pre~existing

‘Systems as set forth in subsection (4) of this saction shall be con=

sidered inoperati#e'and‘required to be—abandoned in accordanca with
0AR 3&0-71-018(4) or be brought into _compiiance with rules in effect

on date: of agpiacat:on.. _ L.

(6) Rescind: 3#0-71-016(6) in its entirety and substitute the

followings:

(6)- For dwellings, in use, for which the method of sewage disposal

gpproximatgs'a-pit‘priVy'and a gray water discharge to the surfacas

or to a pit system repair, rules 340-~71-030(7), shall apply.




(7) Rescind 340-71-016(7) in its entirety and substitute the following:

(7) For the. purpose of administering these rules the following

definitions apply:

{a) "Approved system'' means any subsurface, alternative or

experimental sewage disposal system constructed under a Department

construction permit after January 1, 1974% and for which a

Certificate of Satisfactory Completion was issued.

(b} "Existing system!' means any subsurface or alternative sewage

Ziscosal system constructed prior to January 1, 1974 for which

a pricr construction permit of record is avallable from the agency

having jurisdiction at the time.

(¢} "Pre~existing system’' means a subsurface or alterpative

system constructed prior to January 1, 1974 for which no

parmit of record Is available.

(d) "Cartificate of Adequacy’ means a written document issued

by the Director or his authorized representative which certiflies

that arsubsurfacg;.aiﬁernative or“eiperimental sawage disposal

system |'s adequate to serve the purpose for which a particular

application is made.

(8) Personal hardship;connectjonS'tozéggroved, existing or pre=existing

systems. Upon receiving proof that a hardship exists within a family in
that a family member is suffering either physical or mental impairment,

infFirmity, or is: otherwise disabled,. (a.hardship-permit issued under

local planning ordinancss shall be accepted as proof) [and after

determination that all the provisions. of subsection (4) of this section
have: beerr satisfied] the Director or his authorized representative may
allow a mobile home- to connect to an approved, existing or pre~existing

system serving another residence in order to provide housing for the

fami 1y member suffering hardship. Connection of a two (2) bed room

mobile~hqmeﬂshal} be authorized without modification to the approved,

existing or pre-existing system which is not failing by discharging

. sewage upon the surface of the ground or into surface public waters.

Connnection of mobile homes with more than two (2) people shall




be permitted only if additional drainfield area suitable under these

rules is available for the increased fiows. fonnection shall be for a

specified periocd, renewablie on [an annual] not lTonger than a two (2) yeaar

basis, but not to exceed cessation of the hardship. The Diractor aor
his authorized representative shall impose conditions in the

Certificate of Adequacy [connection permit] necessary to assure

protection of public health and public watars.

(9) Temporary connection of mobile home to an approved, existing or pra=-

existing system. Upon receiving proof of nsed {2 sermit issued undar

local planning ordinances shall be acceptad as proof of nsed) and aftar

detarmination that the approved, exfstiﬁg'or pre-exiéting system has

never falled by‘dischérgiqg_sewage on the surface or into surfags public

'waters, or if it has failed it was tcmpieteiy repaired and it has oper-

ated continuously since the repair without another failure and that

subsection 340-717-020(1){a) would not be violated the Director or his

authorized representative may allow 3 mebile home to connect to an

dpproved., existing or pre-existing system serving another residence

for a period not to exceed two years. The Director or his authorized

repregentative shall impose=;ondifionsnin:the,Cgrtificate of Adequacy

necessary to assura'protection of public health and publlic waters.

A certificate shall not issue if & full replacement area meeting

- all applicable rules, is not ava:]ab!e. |1f the system maifuncttons,

_ dur:ng;temporary connection i shal] be immediately repatred and the
mobile: home:: '

(a) Shall be- removed if no additional repair area, meetsng repair

rules, |s-avaniabie, or.

(b) Shall remann'through duration of temporary connect:on approval

if an additional repasr area is available.

Abandonment of -systems. _ 7
340-71-018(1) Rescind in its entirety and renumber the succeeding
paragraphs..

[(2)]1(1) Each and every owner of the real property upon which is

situated a subsurface or alternative sewage disposal system shall

abandon the system in the following circumstances:




(a) When a sewerage system becomes available, and the building
sewer has been connectedrthereto; or

(5) When the sgurce of sewage has been eliminated; or

{¢) When the system has been operated in violation of 340-71-012,
[and it has been determined by the Department to be unrepairablel]

unless and until a renair permit and Certificate of Satisfactory

Complation are subsequently issued therefor; or

(d) When the system has been constructed, installed, altared,
repairad, or extended without a required permit authorizing same,
[and permit could not be jssued in conformance with the substantive

rules in the Division] unless and until a permit is subsequantly

issued therefor; or

(e) When the system has been operated or used without a required
Certificafé.of Satisfactory Completion authorizing same, {[and

a Certificate of'Satisfactcry Completion could not be issued In
conformance with the substantive rules in this Division] uniess
and until a,Certiéicaté aF‘Satisfadtory-Completicn=is subsequently

issued therefor.

[(3)1(2) Any building sewer which has not been connected to a subsurface
or‘alternativefSewagerdisposal system or sewerage system approved by

the: Department shall be abandoned and capped.

.[(k)]j}i_Ehchvand;avery'ownér’of the real property upon which is
-situated a subsurface: sewage disposal system which is required to be
abandoned,. or which has: been abandoned, unless otherwise authorized by
the: Department, shall have all the sludge from the septic tank, seepage
pit, or cesspool removed by a person holding a sewage disposéi service
license, [and] shaill fill same with clean bank=-run gravel or other

material approved by the Director or his authorized representative,

and. shall permanently cap the building sewer.




{(5)]iﬁl No permit or authorization for connection to a sawerage system
shall issue, nor shall any permit for construction or installation of

a replacement septic tank, seepage pit, or cesspocl issue, until the
owner or controller of the property has made binding commitments to
comply with the conditions regarding abandonment of the existing

septic tank, seepage pit, or cesspoci required by subsection [(4)]1(3)

of this section.

Bracketed [ ] material deleted

Underl ined material is new

TJO:nrj/em:
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Amend 340-71-020(1) (i) as follows:

{i)

Subsurface sewage dispesal systems for single family
dwelling designed to sefve lots or parcels craated after
March 1, 1978 shall be sizad to accommodate a minimum
of a [three (3) bedroom house] four hundred fifty (450)

gallons dailv sewage flow,

Amend QAR 340-71-020 by adding a new Table 2-A,

Drainfield Sidewall Ar=a by Sail Groups.

Amend Table 3 of 0AR 340-71-020, Quantitias of Sewage
Flows, In the Table amend Column 1 and Column 2 for

Single Family Owellings,
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. Table )

Picnic Parks (toilet wastes only}

Quantities of Sewage Flows
Column 1 Column 2
] i R i ' Min:mum Gallons
Type of Establishment Gallops Per Day Per Estanlishment
Co : ‘ Per Day
pirports : . .8 (per passenger) 150
Bathhouses and swimming poo}s .~ M (per person) 300
Camps: (4 persons per campsite, where applicab;g) SR ' '
Campground with cent;ql comfort stations - 070 3% (per person) - 709
With flush toxlets, no showers : i' . 2% {per person) 532
Construction camps (sgmlwpermanpnt) . 5@ (per person) 1000
Day camps (no meals served) }9 (per person) 300
Resort camps (night and day) w;th }imitﬁq o
pluwbing © 30 (per person) 1030
Luxury camps }00 {pcr person) . 2030
Churches . § (per seat) 159
Country clubs 160 (per resident member) 2000
Country clubs 2% (per non-resident member present) -
Dwellings: ' . _
Boarding housas 100 (per bedroom) €00
Additional for non—tesident boarders 14 (per person) -—
Multiple family duellings (apartments) 150 {per bedroom) 600
Rooming houses 80 (per bedroom) 500
. Single-family dwellings 150 (per bedroomf)} For first two bedroom "B00] 450
‘Factories (exclusive of industrial wastes, . +'75 gallons for 3rd & succeeding bedrooms) T
with shower facilities) 5 {per person per shift) 300
Factories (exclusive of industrial uastes, o
without shower factlities) 15 {per persan per shift) 150
Hospitals 250 (per bed space) 2500
Hotels with prxvate baths 12Q (per room) 600
tiotels without private baths 100 (per room) 500
Institutions other than hospitals 125 (per bud space) 1250
Laundries, self-service . 560 {per maghine) 2500
Mobile home parks 250 (per space} 750
‘Motels with bath, toilet, and kitchen wastes 100 (per bedroom} 500
[Hotels] Motels 80 per bedroom) 400
5 (per picnicker} 150



Amend 340-71-020 by Adding a Mew Table 3-A.

SYSTEM SIZING
FOR SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS B8Y SOiL GROUPS

(TABLZ 3-A)

Daily

Sewage Ssptic Tank Size Crainfield Size (Sg. Ft. of Sidawall)
Flow Requirad Recommended Sail Group_#l Soil Group #2 Soil Grous 73
300 750 1¢00 660 500 Loo

450 1060 1250 300 750 600

525 1250 1500 1050 875 700

&G0 1500 1500 1200 - 1000 800

MOTES+

]ﬁ

The: minimum sewage: Flow. of 300 gailons and tank sizas of 750 gallons

and: attendant drainfield size in Table applies only to split waste

systems, such as compost toilet and gray water systems. _

For each additional bedroom beyond six (6) add 75 gallons daily
sewage?tp.First.cciumN'and.Increase=drainfield,sfzes accordingly.
1500 ‘gallons. capacity is the largest septic tank required for a

single family dwelling regardless of number of bedrooms.




ALTERNATIVE 'g¢
SYSTEM SIZING
BY

PLUMBING
FIATURE UNITS

February 1979
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Amend 34Q0-71-010:
(1) Rescind 71-010(7) !"Bedroom'’ definition in its entirety
(7) [''8edroom'’ means any portion of a dwelling which is so
designed as to furnish the minimum isolation necessary
for use as a sleeping area and includes, but is not limited
"to, a den, study, sewing room, sleeping loft, or enclosed
porch.}

(2) Add a new definition ""Fixture Unit" to read as follows:

"Fixture Unit'' means a quantity In terms of which the

logd~producing affects on the dispasal system of differant

kinds of plumbing fixturas are expressed on some arbitrarily

chosen scale.

. Connectiom or re-connection to am approved, existing, or pre-existing

system.” Certificata of Adequacy.

340-71-016(1) Nc:persan:shall directly connect or re-connect the sewage

or‘wastecwater*plumbing"Frbmvany mabile home, recreation vehicle, or

building to an-approved, existing, or pre-existing subsurfacel;forl

alternativgiwar‘experimentalisewage-disposa] system=without:f?rst having

obtained 2 [permit] certificate of adequacy from the [Department,]

Director or his aqthorized-representative- [provided; hoﬁever, that]
[:IIPTS=requjrement:shalf not pertain to the connection of any mobile
home- or recreation vehfcIe~to?an-existing subsurface or alternative
sewage: disposal system serving a mobile home park or recreation park
operated by a public entity or under a valid license or Certificate of

Sanitation issued by the State Health Division or Department of Commerce.

(2) No person shall use such a system until a Certificate of Adequacy

[Satisfactory Completion] is issued by the [Department] Director or

his authorized representative [for the completed connection].
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{3) [in addition to the information raquired of all permit applicants,]

[a] An applicant for a [permit] certificats of adaguacy to connect or

rz-connect to an aporoved, axisting, or pre-sxisting subsurtacs,

slternative or experimental sewage disposal system [shall] may be

required to [also] orovide the {Department] Qirector or nis authorized

resresentative the following information:

k (a) The type and size of the establishment which the approved,

existing, or pre-existing subsurfacz, alisrpative or excarimental

sewage disposal system last servad and the most racent date ¢f such
use; . .

{b} The size of the existing septic tank;

(c) The type and size of the establishment which the approved,

existing, or pre-existing subsurface, alternative or experi-

mental sewage dispesal system is proposed tc serve; {and

{(d) A signed statement that the existing, surface sewage disposal
‘system has never failed by discharging sewage upon the ground
surface.or-intofpubiic;watersr by clogging or backing up, or in any
other manner.]

LéL[(e)l Any other information which the Director or his authorized

representative may request.
‘ Rescind 340-71-016(4) in- its entirety and substitute the following:

(4) (a) For "spproved'' subsurface, alternative or experimental sewage

"dfspdsaJ Systemea“Certfficate of Adequaqy'shall‘issue=if the

sewage~Flow-pr”equiva!ent fixture units allowed under the

original construction permit is not increased.

Any alterations ot expansion of an approved system to accommodate

©aiy Inérease In fixture units must be in compliance with the rules

“of this Division. ngn'inspeétion'or record raview {f the system

is. found to be failing or there is evidence that it has failed

in the past without being repaired, repairs shall be reguired

prior ta the issuance of a Certificate of Adequacy.




{B) For 'existing systems' a Certificate of Adequacy for connection

to an existing system or for alteration, repairs or additions to

a structure served by an existing system or for an increased

number of fixture units for a structure served by an existing

system shall issue under one of the following conditions:

{A) The application is for connection of a mobile home or

frame home with the same number or less of fixture units

than the previous dwaelling, or altarations or additions

to a structura which extend bevond the limits of the foundation

and which do not exceed fifty (50) percent of the value

of the structure and in wnich thare is no increase in fixture

units. The existing system upon inspection or record review

is found not to be creating a public health hazard by

discharging sewage on the surface of the dround or into

surface public waters.

Note: Alterations or additions to an existing. structure

'ﬁhich*do=not'extend'beyond:the'limits-of'the existing.

foundation and do not exceed fifty (50) percent of the

value of the structure and in which there is no increase.

i number of Fixtura units are exempt from this rule and

do not require a Certificate of Adequacy.

(B)-The"applicatiOnris for connection of a mobile home

‘or,_frame home having six (6) additional fixture units

over the previous use, or for the addition of not more

thanQSix.(G) foturs units-to;an-existing structure, or
glterations or additions to an existing structure, which

exceeds‘fifty (50) percent of the value of the structure

~as specified by the State of Oregon uniform building code

and”the~app1icént‘can:demonstrate~that the system could

meet current rules. pertaining to setback requirements,

santic tank ahd’dfsposal field size, (excluding character=

istics of soil and absenterof-groundwater). Provided

further, that upen insbecfion'the system |s found not to
be- in violation of OAR 340-71-020(1)(a).




{C) The application is for connection of a mobile home having

mere than six (6) fixture units over the previous usa, or to

add mora than six (5) fixture units aver the pravicus use or

to increase the pumber of fixture units feor any structura

or facility other than @ single family residence and the

applicant can demonstrate that the system wouid &e in

full compliance with these rules for the projected daily

sewage flow including soil characteristics and absence

of ground water,

fc) For sre-existing systems! a Certificate of Adequacy for

connection of any facility shall issue only if it can bes demonstrated

that the system would he in. complfance with all current ruies,

cr upon inspection it is found that the septic tank has a lnqu1d

capacity of at least five hundred (500) gallons and in the opinion

of the Director or his authorized representative 0AR 340-71-020(1){a)}

wcu!d not be viclated, and the number of fixture units is not

more- than the number of fixture units the previous aestahl ishment
" had.

(5) Rescind 3#0-71-016(5) in.its entirety and substitute the
Fcllowrng. : - : ,

(5) Anm insta]!ed subsurfaca or alternative system which does not

fall withim cne of the categories of approved, existing or pre~existing

systems as set forth In subsection {k) of this section shall be con=

sidered. Inoperative and requ:red to. be abandoned in ‘accordance with
OAR: 3#0-71-018(#) ar_be brcught enta compl jance with rules in effect

on. date of app{lcatlon.

{6) Rescind 340-71-016(6) in-f;5~enﬁirety and substitute the

follewing:

(6) For dwellings, in use, for which the method of sewage disposal

approximates a pit privy and 3 gray water discharge to the surface

or to s pit, system repalr rulas, 340~71-030(7), shall apoly.
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(7) Rescind 340-71-016(7) in its entirety and substitute the following:

(7) For the purposa of administering these rules the following

definitions apply:

{a) "Approved system’' means any subsurfaca, altearnative or

exper imental sewage disposal system coastructed under a Department

construction permit after January 1, 1974 and for which a

Certificate of Satisfactory Completion was issued.

(b} "Existing system'' means any subsurface or alternative sewage

disposal system constructed prior to January 1, 1974 for which

a prior ¢onstructicn permit of record is available from the agency

having jurisdiction at the time,

{c) "Pre=existing system'' means a subsurface or alternative

' system constructed prior to January 1, 1974 for which no

permit of record is available.

(d) "CErtificate“oprdequacyﬂ'means'a written document issued

by the Director or his authorized representative which certifies

that'a_subsurfhce, al ternative or éxperimentai sewage: disposal

system is adequate to serve the purpose for which a particular

application*is:madea

(8) Personal hardship. connections. to approved, existing or pre-existing

systems.. Upon: receiving proof that a hardship exists within a family in
that a family member is suffering either physical or mental impairment,

infirmity, or is otherwise disabled, (a hardshlip permit issued under

local planning ordinances. shall be- accapted as proof) [and after.

determination- that all the provisions of subsection (4) of this section
have: beem satisfied] the Director or his authorized representative may

aliow a mobile home to connect to an approved, existing or pre~existing

" system serving another residence in order to provide housing for the

family member suffering hardship. Connection’of“a mobile home to

serve two {2) people shall be authorized without modification to the

approved, existing or pre-existing system which s not failing by

discharging sewagefupon‘the'surfacazof‘the ground or into surface

public waters. Connnection of mobile homes with more than two {2)




neaple shall be permittad only if additional drainfield area suitable

under these rules is available for the increased fixture units. Connection

shall be for a specified period, renewable on [an annual] not longer than

a two (2) vear basis, but not to exceed cessation of the hardship, The

Diractor or his authorized representative shall. impose conditions in the

Cartificate of Adeguacy [connection permit] necessary to assure protection

O

f public health and public waters,

(9) Tempgrary connection of mobile home to an approved, existing or pre-
Y

existing system, Upon receiving proof o7 nead (a sermir issusd under

local planning ordinarcas shall be accastad as oroof of need) and after

determination that the approved, existing or pre-existing system has

never failed by discharging sewage on the surface or inte surface public

waters, or if it has failed it was completely repaired and it has operated

continuously since the reoair without another failure and that subsection

340~71-020(1)(a) would not be violated the Director or his authorized

representative may allow a mobile home to connect to an approved,

existing or pra=existing system servihg another residence Tor a period

not'to.exceed two Years. The Director or his authorized representative

shall impose conditions in the Certificate of Adequacy necessary to

assure-pfotecticn of public¢c health and public waters, A certificate

shall not issue if a full replaéement'area-meeting'gll applicable rules,

is not available. If the system malfunctions, during temporary

connectionm it shall be immediately repaired and the mobile home:

'(a) Shall be removed if no additlonal repair area, meeting

rapair rules, is available, or

.....

' (b)_Shall‘rgmainfthrough duration of tempeorary connection

_approval if an‘aﬂditiqnairrepair area is available.

Abandonment of systems
340-71-018(1) Rescind: in its entirety and renumber the succeeding
paragraphs. '

[(2)1(1) Each and every cwner of the real property upon which is
situated a subsurface or alternative sewage disposal system shall-

abandon the system in the: following circumstances:



(a) When a sewerage system becomes available, and the building
. sewer has been connected thereto, or
(b) When the source of sewage has been eInmlnated or
{c) When the system has been operated in violation of 340-71-012,
land it has been determined by the Department to be unrepairable]

unless and until a repair vermit and Certificate of Satisfactory

Complaticn are subsequently issued therafor; or

(d) When the system has been constructed, installed, altered,
repaired, or extended without a required permit authorizing sama,
[and permit could not be issued in conformance with the substantive

rules in the Division] unless and until a permit is subsequently

Issued therefor; or

{e) Whenm the system has been'operated ar used without a required
Certificate of Satisfactory Completion authorizing same, [and
_a Certificate of Satisfactory Compietion could not be issued in

conformance with the substantive rules in this Division] unless

and. until a-Ce?tificate»of'Satisfactory Completion is subsequently

* issued. therafor.

[(3)](2) Any buflding:séwef‘whichghas-not been connected to.a subsurface
ar'alternatﬁve:sewageadisposaﬂ system-or'seweragg:syStem'approved by
the: Department shall be abandoned and capped.

C(#)1L3) Each and: every owner of the real péoperty-ﬁpon which is
‘situated a subsurface sewage. disposal system which is required to be
abandoned or which has: heen abandoned, unless otherwise authorized by
the- Department, shail havezal} the: sludge: from the septic. tank, seepage
pit, or cesspool removed byxa:befson holding a sewage .disposal service
l1cense, [and] shall -Fi11 same with clean bénk-run gravel or other

material approved. by the Director or his authorized representative,

‘and. shal | permanently cap the building sewer,




[(5)1(L) Mo pernmit or authorization for connection to a sewerage systam

snhall issue, nor shall any permit for construction or installation of
a replacement sepiic tank, seepage pit, or cesspool issue, until the
owner or controller of the property has made binding commitments %o
comply with the conditions ragarding abandonment of the existing

sagcic tank, seepade pit, or cesspool required by subsection {(4)](3)

o7 this section.

340-71-020(1) {b)
(6) Capacizy. The sys:am shall have adsquate capacity to

sroperly disposa of the maximum daily sewage flow. The quantity

of sewage and system size necessary to accommodate that flow

- shall be determined by the Director or his authorized representative
based on [the .greater of the figures listed in columns 1 and 2 of]
Tables 3 and 3-A or other valid information that may show different

flows.
340-71-020(1) (h)
(h)  Except where: specifically allowed within this Division

a- system designed to serve 3 single residence with a specific
number of [bedrooms] fixture units shall not be utilized to

 serve two {2) or more residences containing [bedrooms] fixture
units equal or greates in number to that for which the system
was: designed..

340=71-020(1) (1)

(1) Subswf'ace'sewage-disposat sys;tems for single family

dwelilings designed to serve lots or parceis created after
. March 1, 1978 5ha¥l be sized to accommodats 3 minimum of

[a three (3) bedroom house] fourteen (14) fixture units.




340-71-025 All septic tanks shall comply with the following requirements:

{1}

Required liquid capacity [of the first compartment] 6f septic
tanks shatl be [at least seven hundred fifty (750)'gaiions for
flows up to five hundred (50C0) gailons per day; shall be equal

to at least one and one-half (1-1/2) days' sewage flow for flows
between five hundrad {5C0) and fifteen hundred (lSOO)_gaiTons per
day; and shall be equal to eleven hundred twenty-five (1125)
gallons plus séventy-five (75) percent of the daily sewage flow
for flows grazrer than fif<2an hundrad {1500) gallons per day.]

determined from Tables 3 znd 3-A, Additional volume may be

required by the Director or his authorized representative for
Tndustrial wastes or other special wastes. [The quantity of daily
sewage flow shall be estimated by the Director or his authorized
representative using the daily sewage flow chart under the rule
section.or'sﬁbsurfaca sewage disposal systems. (Table 3).]

340-71-025(2) Rescind: In its entirety and renumber- the- succeeding

paragraphs.. .

[(2)

Mimimum |iquid: capacity — septic tanks shall be sized according to
subsection (1) abover except that in no case shall a septic tank
have: & 1 iquid capacity less than indicated in the follewings:

(a) Single Family: Dwellings:

Required Recommended
Number - - Minimum Liquid
of ' Capacity Capécity
Bedrooms: N - in Galions in Gallons
L - - 750 ' 1200
z 750 1200
3 ‘ 300 1200
L : 1000 1200

* For each additional bedroom, add two hdndred fifty (250)

gallons to tank capacity.
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Effective January 1, 1979 the following Table of Septic

Tank Sizes shall be required for installations:

Reguired
Number Minimum
of Capacity
Bedfcoms in Gallons
1 to & 1000
5 1250
More than 5 1500

(b) Minimum liquid capacitiss of septic tarks for siructures
and establ ishments not listed shail be detarmined by the

Director or his authorized representative.]
[(3)]1 (2) tnstallation:

(a) Septic tanks installed with more than eighteen (18) inches
of: soil cover shall be provided with an access manhole brought
~ to. finish grade. The access manhole shall be sufficiently

sized to zccommodate tank pumping and servicing.

{b) No septic tank shall be installed im such a manner that the
- sewage Tlow from one building drain or building sewer is divided
- with one: partion befng'discharged.totausecond_tank.

(c) Septic tanks: that are installed in a road or driveway or
otherwise: are subjlect to vehicular traffic shall be constructed
im accordance with Diagram 12, Appendix A, which by this reference

is incorporated herein.

(d) Septic tanks shall be instailed on a level, stable base
that will not settle.

(e) Sept{c.tanks.ﬁﬁail be installed in a location so as to be

accessible for servicing and cleaning.




{(f) Backfill around and over the septic tank shall be placed in

such 3 manner as to preavent damage to the tank or connected pipes.

(g) No septic tank shall be covered by concrete or asphalt
surfaces unless provisions are made for access in accordance

with these rules.

() Where practicable, the sewage flow from any establishment

shall be consclidated into one septic tank.

[(#)] (3) Construction. The construction of septic tanks shail comply

with the minimum standards set forth in Appendix A.

340-71-027(3).

{3) 1t shall have a minimum rated hydraulic capacity [equal to the
daily sewage flow] to serve tam {(10) fixture units as determined from
Table 3 and 3-A of section 340-71-020-[or five hundred (500) gailons .

per day, whichever is. larger]. For singie-FamiTy dwel]inés {with not

more: than' three bedrooms,] the:minimum rated capacity shall [be five

hundred (500) gallons: per day] serve fourteen (14) fixture units and

for each additional [bedroom] six (6) fixture units the capacity shall

be: Tncreased by one hundred: fifty (150) gallons per day.
- 340-71-030(3) (b), (c),. (d) and (e) rescind in their entirety.

[(B) VWherefréstrichver!ayers-are-encouﬁtered, Table 5 shall

be: used. to determine- the minimum effective sidewall area.

Hoter This table shall not be used to determine soil suitability
for disposal area installation.]

[{e) Wherevobserved.or'prcjectedrliquid"water-is_encountered,
Téb]e;G shall be used. to determine the minimum effective sidewall
-area; ,

Note: This table shall not be used to determine soil suitability

for disposal area instailation.]




[(d) After January 1, 1978, subsurface sewage system constructién
permité Issued for new notels, motels, apartment houses, single

- family dwellings or other facilities which utilize three and
one-half {3=1/2) gallon flush toilets, approved by the State of
Oragon, Deﬁartment of Commerce, shall provide for a 10%
reduction in the drainfiald sidewall seepage ar=a over that

required by these rules,]

f(e} Subsurface sewage system construction permits issued for new
hetels, motels, apartment houses, single family dwellings ar otner
facilities which utilize two (2) quart flush Tow volume toiiats,
approved by the State of COregon, Departmen? of Commercz, shall
provide for a 25% reduction in the drainfiseld sidewall seepage

area over that required by these rules.]
340~71-030(8) (D)

{B) The disposal trench:is;instaried'so that its bottom
is not less tham six (6) inches abave the layer described
in {(A) and.capping fill of the same type of soil as found in
the uppermost horizon is- installed in accordance with designs
contained. in Uiagram*?‘s.- The capping fill shall provide at
Teast'tyelve (1Z) inches of cover, after settling, over the
fup-af’the'graVeJ in the disposal trench. The system shall
ber gized according to [30" to restrictive layer in the Table
in 0AR Chapter 340, 340-71-030 (mirrimum sidewal | seepage area
T square: feet per'one:hun&red.fifty (150) gallons daily waste
flow detarmined from type of sail versus depth of restrictive
" layer (Table 5)] Table 3-A, (System Sizing by Plumbing
Fixture Units.) |

Amend 340-71-037(3) (b) (A) as follows:

‘ (b) Minimum‘design'aﬁd construction requirements for holiding

tanks shall be as follows:
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(A) Each tank shall be large enough to hold a minimum of

seven {7) days sewage flow or [1000 gallons] serve a minimum

of eleven (11) fixture units whichever is larger.

Amend 340~71 as follows:
(1} Add a new Table 2-A, "Drainfieid Sidewall Area by Soil Groups'',

(2) Rescind present Table 3, '"Quantities of Sewage Flows'' and substitute

a new Table 3, “EqU|valent Fixture Unitst',

{3) Add.a new Table 3-A, !System Sizing by Plumbing Fixture Units''.
(4) Rescind Table 5, 'Minimum Sidewall Seepage Area in Square Feet

per One Hundred Fifty (150) Gallons Daily Waste Flow Determined from
TYpEzof'Soil Versus Depth of Restrictive Laver'',

(5). Rescind:Téblésé).”MTnfmum‘Sidewall Sespage: Area in Square Feet:

per"GﬁeﬁHundred;Fifty (150) Gallons Daily Waste Flow Determined from Type .
© of Sail Versus Depth to Water During the Highest Period of a Year!'.
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TABLE 3
EQUIVALENT FIXTURE UMITS

Number of Fixture Units

Sixtura ’ . Private Use Public Use
Sathtub (with or without shower) 2 b
2nd or more bhathtub | b
Zictnes wWasnar 2 4
Dental unit or cuspidor = ]
Dishwasher , 2 4
grinxking fountains (ea, head) - !
Fioor drains ' - 2
Garbage disposal o 10
Hose bibb or sill cock 0 6
Laundry tub (ea. pr. faucets) 2 4
Lavatory _ ] 2
Lavatory (denta!) - ]
* Receptors ' - 1
Shower (ea. head) | 2 L
Sink (bar) | | 1 2
Sink (kitchen} 2 4
Sink (Flushing rim,. clinic) 7 - 6
Sink (washup, ea. set of faucets) - 3
Sink (washup, circular spray) - b
Urinal (pedestal) ' . - 6
Urinal (stall) | ’ - 2
Urinal (wall) o ' - 2
Urinal (flush tank) - 3
Water closet (flush tank) ' b 6
- 2nd or more water closet 1 4
Water closet (3-1/2 gal. flush) 2 4
2nd or more-water closet (3-1/2 gal.) I 4
Water closer (2 gt.) 1 2
Water closet (flushometer) : | ) 10
* Indirect waste receptors for refrigeration drains, coffae urn

drains, water stations, etc.
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TABLE 3-A

SYSTEM SIZING
BY PLUMBING FIATURE UNITS

Fixture Tank Size Orainfield Size (Sg. Ft. Sidewall)
Upits Minimum Recormended Soil Group #1 Soil Group #2 Soil Group #3
Up to 10 750 1000 - 500 - 500 330
11 - 1 1000 1250 300 750 500
15 - 20 1250 1500 1050 375 500
21 - 26 1500 1750 1200 1000 700
27 - 32 1750 2000 1350 1125 800
33 - 32 2000 2250 1500 1250 900
39 - 4y 2250 2500 1650 1375 1000
45 - 50 2500 2750 - 1300 1500 1100
51 - 56 2750 3000 1950 1625 1200
57 - 62 3000 3250 2100 1750 1360
63 - 68 3250 3500 2250 1875 1400
69 - 74 3500 3750 2500 2000 1500

For each gadd:itiénal. fixture units add 250 gal. to septic tank size and increase

drainfield proportionally .

Notes:

1.

30

5.

The: minimum size septic tank of 75Q gallons and its attendant drainfieid
sizes by soil group applies only to split waste systems; for exampie
compast toilet and gray water system.

The Director or his authorized representative has the opti'oﬁ ta ingrease

ar decrease the amount of drainfield sidewal! seepage area within soil groups
by ten (10) percent depending on site characteristics. The decision to |
increase: or decrease sidewall area shall be justifled in the site evaluation
report.,. ‘ ) -

Within soil group number 3, sand or loamy sand requires a low pressure

distribution. system..
Rough plumbed ‘Fixturesr shall be counted as if instailed.

The maximum capacity of a septic tank requiied to serve a single family
dwelling 1s fifteen hundred (1500) gallons. |
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GENERAL AMENDMENTS
- TO

RULES GOVERNING SUBSURFACE

AND
ALTERNATIVE
SEWAGE DISPOSAL

February 1979




Amend 340-71-015(4} to read as foi]ows:

(4} The Directér or his authorized representaﬁive shall issue a
permit only if he finds that the proposed construction shall be in
accordance with the rules of the Environmental Quality Commission and
shall issue a permit only to a perscn licensad by the Department to
perform sewage disposal services, or to an owner or contract purchaser
in possession of the land. Notwiths%anding that the proposed con-
struction wguld be in accordance with all other rules of the
Environmental Quality Commission, the Oirector or his authorized

representative shall not issue a permit if he [finds] has evidence that

such construction would violate any land use planning, zoning or
building requirement, ordinance or raguilation enacted or promuigated
by a constitutive local government agency having jurisdiction over the
subject real prdperty.;

Amend 0AR 340~71-010. by addfné a~ﬁewfdefinition.-“Cbmmunity'System”.

""Community Svystem'’ means a subsurface or alternative sewage disposal

system which will serve more than one (1) lot or parcel or mere than

cne (1) condominium unit or mora than one (1) unit of a planned unit

develogment_

Amend. 340=71-015(6) to read as follows:

(6) A permit for construction of [a] an individually owned subsurface

or alternative sewage dispasal system or systams designed for five (5)
or more: family dwelling or to serve: any other dweiling or dwellings
or establishment projected to have more than twelve hundred (1200)
'gallons:per-day_of sawagé‘flbw shall not.be:issued until:

(a) Plans and == - - =

Amend 340-71-020(4) to read as follows:




(4) [Multiple servicel Community systems.

{Where a water-carried subsurface or altarnative sewage disposal

system will serve more than ane {1) let or parcel, such a system]

Community syStems shall be under the control of a municipality

as defined in ORS 454.010(3). Before a construction permit can

issue ystem plans and specifications shall be submitted to

and approved by the Dirsctor or his autherized reprasentaciva,

Plans for proposed systems with a projected daily sewage flow

of more than twelve hundred (i200) gailons shall be submitted

the Department for raview and approval. Plans for zi! community

systems shall inciude operation and maintenance details

prepared by the muaicipaiity of jurisdiction and smust include

details for financing system operation and maintenance,

Amend 340-71-020(2) as follows:
(2) Minimum separation distances = - - -
(d) Surface public water, excluding intermittent streams,
‘ground;water'inte?ceptcrs, agricultural draintile, cuts-
man-made and ditches. (see: footnotes [5] 4 and [7] 6:

(i) Water maxins or service lines (see footnote [8] 7).

(J} Foundation lines of any bullding inciuding garages and

out buildings. (see footnote: [6] 5).
Amend'3#0-71-030.by>a&d?ng'afnew subsaction (11) to read as follows:

(11) " The requirements'of 0AR-3AO-7T-029(I)(5) and subsactions (1)

of Section 71-030 notwithstanding, applications for a subsurface sewage

system construction permit for a system to serve a single family

dwelling on a parcel of land forty (40) acres or larger shall issue

provided the following criteria can be met:




{a} There is no existing dwelling upon the parcel identifiad

in the application.

(b) Slopes within the area proposed for the disposal and

replacement areas do not exceed thirty (30) percent.

(¢} A satback of ar least two hundrad [200) feet can be

maintained between the initial disposal and replacement

areas and property lines and surfacs public waters,

excluding intermictens streams,

{d) All other setbacks as requirad in subsection 71-020(2)

can be met,

(e) The highest level attained by a water table would not. be

closer than six (6) inches to the surface.

(f}) There is at Teas:'eighteen (18) inches of soil above any

impervious laver.

Nota: The: system shall be designed to overcome sita

S Iimitationsras ngarty as possible.

Amend: OAR 340-72-010(4) (2) as: follows:

(4)° Pursuant. tor ORS 454.745(4) and: to requests of the respective
governing bodies: of the: following counties all of which have
agreements:. with the-Departmént under ORS 454,725, and not=-
withstanding the fees: listed In subsection (1) of this*sectfon
and subsection (1) of section 340-72-020, (a) the. feas to be.
chargeduby-the!cduntigé-of‘CIatsop,‘Crook, Curry, Deschutes,

| [Doug}as],.HoodARIVer, Jefférsoh, Josephine, Lincoln, Malheur,

Polk, Sherman, [Tillamook], and Wasco shali be as follows:



Add a new subsection (e} to 340-72-010(4) to read as follows:

and {e) the fse to be chargad by Jackson County for sitss

re~evaluated undar gecaraphic region rule '¢'f, 0AR-71-030(10),
shall be $25.

Add a new subsecticn {f) to 3L0-72-C10(4) to read as follows:

and (f) the fees to be charged by the County of Tillamook shall

za as follows:

A.  MNew construction instaliation permit

LN
i
I

B. Repair, alteration, extension permit $15

. Evaluation reports ~ $50

Bracketed [ ] material is deletad

. Underlines ‘material is new.

TdC:em
2/YE/T3
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Lo Adenda {tem M)

Proposed amendment to CAR Chaptar 340, 71-030, add new subsection (10)

ta read 3s follaws:
“(10) Gecgraphic Region Rule C:

(a) in arsas whara the mean annual nrecipitation does naot exceesd
twenty=five (25) inches, subsurfac2 sewage coensiruction permits for

evapotranspiration-absorption (ETA) systems may be issued provided:

(A) There exists a minimum of twenty-four (24) inches of soil,

The subsoil at a-depth of twelve (12) inches and below shall

ba fine texturad.

(8) The sail is moderately-well to well drained. Exposure and slope

- aspect may be- taken Into consideration during the sicea evaluation,

(C) The slope gradiant of original ground surface does not exceed
fifteen (15) percent. o '
(b} ETA beds shall be designed according to the following criteria: .

(A} The ETA bed shall be sized at a minim;% of eight hundred-fifty
{850) square feet surface area per bedroom whare the annual:
precipitation in is excass of fifteen (15) inches and six

- hundredu(600)'§quara,feet per bedroom where the annual precip—
itation Is less than fifteen (15) inches.:

(8} The ETA bed(s) shall not be excavated deeper than thirty=six

(36} inches on the uphill side nor deeper than twenty-four
(24) inches on the downhill side.

{C} ‘There shail be at least one (1) distribution pipe in each bed.

(0) The surface of ETA bed(s) shall be seeded according to the
requirements of the construction permit.

(K} Refer also to Diagram 7C {A) and (B) for additional bed con-
struction standards. e '

(N

Two (2) compartment septic tanks sized at twelve hundrad=fifty (1250)

gailens may be required by the Director or his authorized reprasentative.



(¢) With the exception of . the requirements in this subsection, al}
cenditlons required under QAR Chapter 340, 71-005 through 71=035

and appendices must be met."

MPR:nrj
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DEQ-1

ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNGR

ATTACHMENT ¢

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1780, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207

March 8, 1979

T0: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Sherman 0. Olson, Jr.
- Hearings Officer

SUBJECT: - Public Hearing - Proposed Revisions to Subsurface and
Alternative Sewage Disposal Rules - March 2, 1979
Medford -~ Jackson County Courthouse Auditorium

At 10:00 a.m, on the date and location identified above, | held a
public hearing relative to proposed revisions to the Standards for
Subsurface and Alternative Sewage and Nonwater-Carried Waste Disposal.
Nine (9) persons appeared at the hearing, one person not in attendance
submitted written testimony.

The following is a summary of the substantive testimony presented at
the hearing:

"Gary Stévens ~ Jackson County Health Department

Is strongly opposed to proposed OAR -340-71-030(11) because it will
permit installations that will become public health hazards and/or
pollute public waters. - People living on property or nearby may be
exposed to increased potential for disease.

Services,
Supports rescinding 340-71-018(1).
Opposes ''community system'' definition as one more level of red tape.
s in favor of intent of proposed 340-71-030(11), but feels that
it must be refined before adoption. He is concerned that the property
could be partitioned to less than L0 acres after the permit is issued,

thereby defeating the intent.

Josephine County is opposed to table '"2-A", prefers to work with
existing tables 5 and 6,

Strongly opposes alternative gt



Public Hearing - Proposed Revisions to Subsurface and Alternative
Sewage Disposal Rules

March 8, 1979

Page 2

‘Kers Cote - Jackson County Department of Planning and Development
Prefers ""shall be required" in proposed 340-71-016(3}.

Wants 'need" defined in proposed 340-71-016(9).

Opposes limitation of 1500 gallons, maximum, in proposed table-3-A.

Is strongly opposed to alternative 'B" because it is arbitrarily chosen
and has no basis for the assigning of fixture unit values.

Prefers to work with existing tables 5 and 6 in the sizing of systems.
Proposed table '"Z2-A' is not adequate because it does not consider porosity,
soil depth, structure, etc.

Favors alternative ""A" as a step in the right direction.

Objects to concept of proposed 340-71-030(11), feels that lot size
alone should not be the prime factor in determining if a permit can be issued,

Bradley W. H. Prior - Jackson County Department of Planning and
Development

Supports Geographic Region Rule C, prefers revision to require six {6)
inches minimum depth of fine textured soil between bed floor and saprolite
orgeologic material. Also that current sizing criteria of 850 square feet
per bedroom be continued until information is available that shows a
reduced bed size is feasible.

Requests that 340-71-030(10}(b) (L) allow for larger two compartment tanks
than 1250 gallons,

Asks that the resolution fee for Regional Rule C properties be reduced for
four (4) to six (6) months.

Supports alternative "A'' but feels that bedroom definition must be modified
further.

Supports proposed 340-71-016{(6) only if it is limited to dwellings in
existence prior to January 1, 1974,

Opposes Certificate of Adequacy in that it 'guarantees'' the proper operation
of the system. He wonders who is liable if system fails. '

Prefers to continue working with tables 5 and 6, sees no advantage in
using proposed table 2-A,

Strongly opposes proposed alternative 'B''.

Opposes proposed 340-71-030(11), concerned about liability when system
fails, also no provision to prevent the property from being partitioned
later.



Public Hearing - Proposed Revisions to Subsurface and Alternative
Sewage Disposal Rules

March 8, 1979

Page 3

“"John H. Rowan - Department of Environmental Quality

Opposes concept of Certificate of Adequacy, feels that if issued
it will guarantee the proper operation of system.

Supports the currenf definition for abandonment of systems -
340-71-018(1).

Supports alternative "A'" in sizing of systems for residences.

Opposes proposed table 3-a in that it does not address scil depth
to restrictive horizon,

Opposes alternative "B" for sizing systems for homes, but feels that it
may have merit in sizing other systems.

Supports proposed 340-71~01k(4).

Strongly opposed to concept of proposed 340-71-030(11).

Hearing adjourned at 11:15 a.m.

‘”§££2%¢“¢Wx€:) Ci%ﬁd%}m

Sherman 0. Oison
Hearings Officer

S00:em



NEBEIVYE D
State of Oregon lm “
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY MAR 09 1979 |NTEroFFICE MEMO

\.uier Quatity Division
~t of Envirormaental Qual™-

To: T. J. Osborne, Subsurface Section Date: March 8, 1979
From: D. L. Bramhall, Korth Coast Branch Office

Subject: Public Hearing on Proposed Revisions 6 0OAR Chapter 340,
Division 71 & 72
Dated February 1979

On March 2, 19792, I conducted a public hearing at the City Eall in
Tillamoock, Oregon. Both eoral and written testimony was presented.
I have enclosed the tape of the hearing, and the wyxitten comments,
which I have identified as Exhibit "A".

Five people offered oral testimony, and one additional person attended
the hearing but cffered ne comments. I spent approximately 35 minutes
reviewing the propesed changes and answering guestions from those in
attendance. A summary of the oral testimony follows:

James L. Seabrandt, Tillamook County

Alternative A or Alternative B

1. Mr. Seabrandt favored Alternative A of the proposed rule package.
He stated that he had worked under an Alternative B-type system
sizing criteria in Spokane, and found it was not workable. He
also favors bedroom determinations made by the Building Official.

2. Mr. Seabrandt spoke favorabkly on all of the proposed changesgs in
Alternative A, with the exception of the modifications to Table 3,
on page 19 of the package. He feels that the minimum 300 gallon
per day flow of Colume 2 should remain as it is. He thought this
was necesgary because of the gmall existing lot sizes in Tillamock
County, which often do not provide enough room to accommodate a
system sized for a 450 gallon minimum daily flow. Mr. Seabrandt
recommended leaving the 300 gallon minimum daily flow, with a
footnote for single family residences requiring 450 gallon daily
flow on newly created lots. He also recommends dropping the refer-
ence to 750 gallon septic tanks in Table 3A.

Geneial Amendments

1. Mr. Seabrandt spoke favorably on the General Amendments concerning
community system changes, and spoke in support of the proposed fee
changes for Tillamook County, which would help cover the inecreasing
costs of their field work.

2. Mr. Seabrandt agreed with the proposed 40-~acre modification. He did
feel that proposed Rule 340-71-030{11){a) should be expanded slightly
to state there is no existing inhakitakle dwelling on the parcel,
rather than the present wording of no existing dwelling upon the parcel.
There was discussion whether an existing uninhabitable farmhouse would
preclude development under this 40-acre rule.

DEG 4



Public Hearing on Proposed Revisgsions to OAR Chapter 340, Div. 71 & 72
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March 8, 1979

Gene (Clemens, Polk County

Alternative A or Alternative B

1. Mr. Clemens spoke in favor o0f the Alternative A propogal. He felt
that Alternative B does not adequately measure the potential usage
of the dwelling.

General Amendments

1. Mr. Clemens spoke in opposition to the proposed 40-acre rule 340-71-
030(11). He felt that this amendment was a step backward in the
effort to prevent the creation of health hazards in rural areas,
which are not included in the community sewage disposal plans. He

is concerned about the lack of effective density control in these
areas and his experience would indicate that these large parcels
would become meore urban in nature as time went on. Mr. Clemens

felt that the variance in rural areas provisions, and the experi-
mental program should provide adeguate alternatives for large parcels.

2. He supported the proposed changes concerning community systems and
the other General Amendments.

Bob Poole, Lincoln County

Alternative A or Alternative B

1. Mr. Poole preferred Alternative A over Alternative B, but feels

that the sanitarian should have the final word on what is a bedroom
or sleeping area. He submitted his testimeny in an outliine form,
which is identified as Exhibit "A". This exhibit also addresses
another alternative tc deal with the sizing of systems. In summary,
Mr. Poole was proposing that basic living areas in a home be identi-
fied, such as living rooms, dining rooms, and all other rooms bhe
defined as bedrooms. Another alternative would be to project sewage
flows based on the total sguare footage of the dwelling.

2. Mr., Poole felt that 340-71-016 is confusing in the way that it is
written. He was wondering if this would require upgrading of exist-
ing systems, including the availability of a 100% replacement area.
He also wondered whether the 50% of evaluation referred to evaluation
of the residence, or evaluation of the entire parcel, with the resi-
dence on it.

3. With respect to the proposed Table 2A, he is concerned with the depend-

ency on electricity for low pressure systems. Power outages do occur
in the areas in Lincoln County where these systems would have appli-
cation, and apparently sometimes last up to a day or two. He feels

that depending on a pump may adversely effect total system performance.
With respect to Table 3, he does not favor flow reduction to 75 gallons

per day for the third and succeeding bedrooms.
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Bob Poole, Linceln County - cont.

General Amendments

1.

Mr. Poole felt that the addition to 340-71-015{4) changing the
word "finds" to "evidence that" is too vague. He felt that the
word "evidence" needs to be expanded.

With respect to the proposed addition of community systems, he
felt that the requirements for system plans and specifications
should be detailed to assist the County in evaluating those plans
when submitted.

He had no objections to the proposed 40-acre rule.

Bill Mason, Clatsop County

Alternative A or Alternative B

1.

4.

Mr. Mason spoke in favoyr of Alternative A. He also favors the
reduction of sewage flow for the third and succeeding bedrooms,
as outlined in Table 3.

He opposes the scil group system sizing drainfields, as proposed
in Table 2A. He felt that the existing criteria provided enough
flexibility to the sanitarian.

Mr. Mason also felt that the low pressure distribution is not
necessary in sand and will add unnecessary costs to septic systems.
He feels that there should be other ways, utilizing gravity flow,
to get more equal distribution in disposal systems in sand,

Mr. Mason spoke briefly in favor of the other changes in Alternative

General Amendments

1.

Mr. Mason spoke in favor of the General Amendments.

Ray Franklin, Clatsop County

Alternative A or Alternative B

1.

Mr. Franklin spoke in favor of Alternative A also. He feels that
the minimum daily sewage flows of 450 galleons per dwelling as pro-
posed for Table 3 is excessive for smaller homes. He felt that
there should he a recognition for systems sized for two bedrooms
which he related to 300 gallons pexr day. He favors the 75 gallon
flow for the third and succeeding bedrooms proposed in Table 3.

A,
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Ray Franklin, Clatsop County - cont.

Alternative A or BAlternative B

2. Mr. Franklin felt that the bedroom definitions need to include
other sleeping areas. He also felt that proposed Table 2A is too
restrictive in dealing with drainfield design. He does not feel
that low pressure distribution is warranted because of the cost
inveolived and the dependency on electricity.

General Amendments

1. Mr. Franklin spoke in favor of the General Amendments.

Bill Mason, Clatsop County

L. Mr. Mason again spoke briefly concerning proposed rule 340-71-030
{11l}). He opposes providing a blanket approval on tracts of land
where site standards are reduced to the point that the system would
preobably not work.

2. He also felt that 340-71-020(1) (a) should not be eliminated from
consideration in addressing installation or repair of any system.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based. upon the testimony received at the Tillamocok Public Hearing,

I would recommend the adopticn of rule package Alternative A. There
was some concern with portions of this alternative, however, everyone
found it much more acceptable than Alternative B.

With respect to the General ZAmendments, I would recommend adoption of
those amendments, with the exception of 340-71-030(11). This 40-acre
rule was not favorably accepted by everyone at the hearing. The con-
cerns that were brought out in the testimony dealt with creating health
hazards; and the purpose of the subsurface rules is to eliminate those
health hazards.

Non Scamhatl
DLB: Inmm @d’ﬂ'n&w
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Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON

ROBER o A MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 87207
HEARINGS QFFICER'S REPORT

Public Hearing - Proposed Amendments to Subsurface and Alternative
Sewage Disposal Rules - March 2, 1979
® Portland - Room 511, 522 S. W. Fifth Avenue
Hearing convened at 10:00 a.m.
Six (6) persons appeared for the Hearing.

The Hearings Officer explained the proposed amendments and the likely
result if adopted.

George Ward - George Ward & Associates

Supports intent of the proposed amendments, that is to provide more flexibility.
Maintenance is imperative for alternative systems that will be coming

along and the Department should be preparing for some type of maintenance

organization, public or private., Well QrganIZed system maintenance
operations should allow additional systems to be permitted.

‘Doug Ward - Alternative Sewage Management, |nc.

Is in favor of Alternative "B', system sizing by plumbing fixture
units, as giving the most flexibility for the future,

'Bill Ross - Washington County Sanitarian

Did not testify for the record (tape recorder) but does support
Alternative '"A'" as being the most workable of the two,

Opposes the criteria of 6 to a water table for large parcels (40 ac.)
systems. Are likely to fail under these conditions.

Washington County has a 38 acre EFU zone that might indicate that this
rule deal with a 38 acre minimum rather than 40 acres.

Did not have adequate time to review and respond fully to the proposal.

Harding Chinn - Multnomah County Sanitarian

Did not testify for the record (tape recorder), Supports Alternative A"
as being the most workable,

Multnomah County also has the EFU zone with a 38 acre minimum. Should
have 38 acre minimum rather than 40 acres.

“deff Ward ~ Alternative Sewage Maintenance, Inc.
Did not testify.

"~ 'Peter Reéssler - Sanitarian, Northwest Region - DEQ

Did not testify.

Hearing adjourned at 11:30 a.
: 0 LN
ack Osborne

. Hearings Officer
TJO:em
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

g1.125.1387

STATE OF OREGON ~ INTEROFFICE MEMO

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 382~6446
DEPT. ) TELEPHONE
Jack Osborne DATE: March 5, 1927¢9

Dick Nichols, Central Region - Bend
Staie of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Summary of Hearing Comments l% E @ E ” W EE'
71979

Subsurface Hearing - March 2, 1979 ;
Bend, Oregon fWAR

WATER QUALJ
A, Public Notification Y CONTROL

Of the seven people who testified, all testified that they objected to
the lack of public notice concerning the hearing. Soine felt the lack
of notice prevented many people from voicing their opinions, that this
stunted proper representation and the varied views of the issues in-
volved. Many also objected to the short time allowed for them to fully
study the proposed rules when they came to the hearing. Consegquently,
they felt they needed more time to adequately congider the rules.

Suggestions to increase public testimony included: 1) Time extensions

to allow time for additional comments; 2) Hold another hearing with better
and wider notification; and 3) Hold an informational hearing prior to the
formal hearing. The informational hearing would discuss the proposed rules
and the justification for the changes.

B. Reason for Rule Chandges

Several people questioned the need for rule changes. They guestioned
whether there were documented, known failures that would justify changes
in the required drainfield sizing or that would justify use of low
pressure distribution systems. One person thought that less drainfield
should be required for a low pressure system. Several people guestioned
whether it was appropriate to require low pressure distribution systems
when the cost and energy use is greater and there appeared to be no
justification. One person felt such systems would have more operating
problems beczase of possible pump problems and freezing conditions.
Another person felt more testing should be undertaken before low pressure
should be reguired, particularly in the colder areas where freezing is a
problem.

C. Bedroom Definition vs. Fixture Unit Definition

Many pecple were confused by the proposed rules. Many thought the fixture
unit definition would be difficult and complicated to use., They thought
use of such a definition would be difficult te administer. Many thought



Jack Oshorne
March 5, 1979
Page Two

it would be difficult to relate the fixture units to the determination

of subsurface suitability. Would the feasgibility determine the maximum
number ©f fixtures allowed? One person felt the existing bedroom defini-
tion was best. He felt the new bedrcom definition would not help. No
one thought plumbing fixture units would be a gcod idea, or that it would
have much bearing on the actual water usage.

D. 40 Acre Rule Change

Most felt that relaxed rules for large parcels would be a good idea.
Mogst, however, thought the minimum should be lowered to five or ten
agres.

E. Other Itens

One person wanted the rules to allow people to put in a system to serve

a future house, but also allow temporary use for R.V. wastes, etc. This
person was afraid that if the camper or R.V. was connected to the gystem,
the system would be considered abandoned before the house would ultimately
be built.

Respectfully submitted,

/@W/% G
Richard J ols



TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Bi-125-1387

STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO

Southwest Region 672-8204
DEPT. TELEPHOQNE
Lf;vironmenta] Quality Commission DATE: March 2, 1979

Richard Reiter
Hearings Gfficer

Proposed Revisions to Rules Governing Standards for Subsurface
and Alternative Sewage and Non-Water Carried Waste Disposal

Public Hearing March 2, 1979
Dougltas County Courthouse
Church Annex Roseburg, Oregon

At 10:00 A.M. on the date and location identified above, | held a public
hearing relative to proposed revisions to the subsurface and alternative
system rules. Nine (9) persons were in attendance (3 citizens, 1 Douglas
County Commissioner, 5 public employees). The following substantive
testimony was presented:

Roy Burns, Director
Lane County Water pollution Control Program

Recommended adoption of alternative "A', Felt that additional review
and development was needed prior to adopting a design program based on
fixture units.

Commented that properly administered, the 40 acre ‘'variance'' would
provide added flexibility; the rule properly separates individual
nuisance problems from more serious public health and environmental
concerns associated with higher densities, and probably would result
in systems that would have a shorter useful 1ife.

Commented that the proposed changes to the 'Yconnection to an existing
system"” was very similar in approach to their current policy and
therefore supported their adoption.

Table 2A - page 18 - Give consideration to intermittent dosaging of
sand system rather than low pressure distribution. It's simpler and
generally provides the same level of treatment.

Gerd Esche

Pete Serafin Realty
Mr. Esche had no testimony to present rather had three questions relative
to (1) status of experimental program, (2) status of recirculating sand

filter and (3) status of package sewage treatment plants for use with
targer developments. Information on each gquestion was given to Mr. Esche.



Bill Bowne, Assistant Director
Douglas County Public Works Department

Page 18 ~ Chart on soil types is confusing since "limbs" a, b and ¢
are not identified.

Page 40 - In the subdivision of 160 acre sections of land; "nominal' 40 acre
parcels are created. Upon actual survey, however, these '"mominal'' 40 acre
parcels may end up being only 39.5 or 39.1 or 38.5 acre parcels. Douglas
County Planning Department overcame this potential problem by adopting a

38 acre parcel size for zoning purposes. Recommended that the Department
consider adopting a 38 acre parcel size to avoid this potential conflict
between nominal and actual parcel sizes.

Bill Vian
Douglas County Commissioner

Supports any changes that make the rules less restrictive as long as the
system warks,

Recommends that as experimental systems are converted to the Alternative
system classification, a monitoring and maintenance inspection program be
developed and implemented., Long term successful operation is dependent
on proper maintenance during use.

Since these rule changes do not address creation of an arbitration board and
the "human aspect'' of hardship connections, it's unlikely that these
ammendments resclve the differences between Douglas County and the DEQ.

Fred Young
Canyonville

Criticized lack of recent notice relative to public hearing. Public
notice on February 2 not adequate when hearing is held thirty days later.

Feels that only way to design systems, or judge reconnection to existing systems,
is based on water usage. Recommend that people be required to install water

meters to record actual fTlows.

Recommends changes be made to existing system only when surface failure
can be documented.

There being no further testimony the hearing was closed.
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522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. F(2), March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting
Proposed Adoption of Emission Offset Rule for
New or Modified Emission Sources in the
Medford-Ashland AQMA: OAR 340-30-010 and 30-110.

Background

The Legislative Committee on Trade and Economic Development requested at
the January, 1879 EQC meeting that the EQC delay adoption of the proposed
offset rule. The request was founded on concerns of the impact this rule
could have on the industrial economic base of the Medford-Ashland area
and the unresolved issues of banking and air property rights. Because
DEQ did not have to act upon any pending permit applications for new or
modified sources in the next 60 days and because of the desirability for
the legislature to have a clear understanding of the problems in the
Medford airshed, the EQC agreed to delay consideration of adoption of the
proposed rule until the March meeting. The legislative committee
subseguently held four hearings on SIP revision activities and the proposed
rule including one heavily attended hearing in Medford.

Statement of Need

The Statement of Need prepared pursuant to ORS 183.335(7) and ORS
183.355(1) is attached as Attachment 3.

Evaluation

ISSUE: Action taken by the Legislative Committee on Trade and Economic

Development

Briefly, on February 28, the committee made four major recommendations
which are expected to be presented to the EQC at the March meeting. The
Committee supports adoption of the offset rule providing it is implemented
as a state rule and not submitted to EPA as part of a revision to the State
Implementation Plan (SIP). The Committee also recommended that the rule
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be reviewed as results of special air gquality studies now underway in the
airshed become available. The committee also wants DEQ to seek an 18 month
extension to submit the SIP revision. And finally, the Committee wants

an opportunity to review all SIP revisions before submittal to EPA.

ISSUE: Implement the proposed emission offset rule but do not submit to
EPA as a revision to the State Implementation Plan

With the recent rapid deterioration of the particulate air quality it is
evident the control sgtrategy adopted in March, 1978 when fully implemented
may likely fall short in improving alr guality to meet federal standards.
DEQ has reguested EPA redesignate the AQMA from secondary TSP standard
nonattainment to primary standard nonattainment. The Clean Air Act will
allow nine months from redesignation to revise the SIP to meet the primary
standard. An extension to develop a secondary attainment strategy may

be requested if necessary. The federal Emission Offset Interpretative
Ruling will remain in effect until that time as the official SIP. Thus

it is unnecessary to submit the state offset rule at this time as a SIP
Revision. When a control strategy is submitted to EPA it will have to
contain a growth management element which could be in the form of the state
offset rule.

A much more stringent mechanism to mitigate expanding and new industry

is warranted in the AQMA during the SIP revision process because of
degrading air quality. On a state level, the proposed rule can be applied
without being part of the SIP. The Legislative Committee on Trade and
Economic Development supports the offset rule as a state rule. Need for

a stringent offset rule could be obviated with development and adoption

of a revised SIP that attains standards and creates sufficient growth
increment from existing sources.

ISSUE: Banking of surplus emission offsets

Banking was a major topic discussed during Trade and Economic Development
Committee hearings. The Committee made no recommendation concerning
banking and air property rights, but formed a subcommittee to examine the
need for legislation dealing with these issues. DEQ advised the Committee
as how the federal offset rule deals with assigning airshed rights through
banking and how the Department would administer banking under the proposed
state offset rule. Basically, DEQ would use its permit system for legally
identifving and enforcing emission allocations including banked emission
offsets though DEQ would look to the free enterprise system to resolve
legal issues that might arise in the detailed contractural process of
buying and selling offsets.
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DEQ also advised the Committee that the City of Portland is undertaking
an 18 month study to develop a plan to manage economic development and
air guality objectives simultaneously. The study will address many of
the issues of current interest to the Committee including emission cffset
and banking. Results of the study will have application in the Medford-
Ashland AQMA.

The Department presented a paper to the Committee on offsets and banking;
and a project overview of the Portland study on growth management. This
is included as Attachment 4.

ISSUE: Recent changes in the Federal Emission Offset Interpretative Ruling

The Environmental Protection Agency recently revised the Emission Offset
Interpretative Ruling (41 FR 55524) which was originally part of the
proposed offset rule. The new Interpretative Ruling is contained in

the Federal Register January 16, 1979 pages 3382-85 and supercedes 41

FR 55524, December 21, 1976. The proposed Medford offset rule has been
changed by incorporating the new Interpretative Ruling. The revision makes
the Interpretative Ruling consistent with the provisions of the Clean Air
Act.

Important features of the revised Interpretative Ruling are that the
banking restriction is removed and the State is not allowed to serve as
banker; lowering of the offset triggering criteria from 100 tons per year
to 50 tons per year and adding daily and hourly criteria of 1000 pounds
and 100 pounds respectively; and defining significant air quality impact
in terms of net permissible deterioration of air quality in a nonattainment
area. NOTE: The last feature triggers the offset when a source locates
in a "clean" portion of the designated nonattainment area and impacts the
"dirty" portion more than specified amounts. The proposed Medford offset
rule has this feature with a more restrictive level of permissible air
quality degradation.

In essence, incorporation of the new Federal offset rule in the Medford
offget rule does not materially change any of the reguirements from the
previous proposal. Overall, it clarifies certain definitions and issues,
and forms the foundation for the proposed offset rule containing some more
stringent features.

Summation

1. The legislative Committee on Trade and Economic Development has
considered the proposed Medford offset rule and recommends that EQC
adopt the proposed rule but refrain from submitting it to EPA as a
SIP revision.

2. DEQ will implement the proposed rule in the Medford-Ashland AQMA as
a state rule. The federal Emission Offset Interpretative Ruling will
apply as the official State Implementation Plan.
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3. The proposed offset rule would be administered through the existing
permit system. Banked emissions would be allowed at the discretion
of the Department.

4. The revised Federal Emission Offset Interpretative Ruling 44 FR 3282
January 16, 1979 has been made part of the proposed rule as the
previocusly referenced Interpretative Ruling, 41 FR 55524 December 21,
1976, has been superseded by it.

5. A legislative committee is examining the questions of banking and air
property rights. Should pertinent legislation result, the DEQ will
evaluate and adopt implementing requlations congistent with legislative
intent.

6. Offsets will only be accepted on like contaminants and on a comparable
particle size range. (Discussed in January, 1979 staff report.)

7. A clause has been added to the proposed rule to accommodate a new
source replacing a wigwam waste burner without subjecting this new
gource to full offset requirements (Discussed in January 1979 staff
report.)

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the
proposed rule contained in Attachment 1 and 2, and adopt as its final
Statement of Need for rulemaking the statement attached to this report

as Attachment 3.

WILLIAM H. YQOUNG
Director

JFK: kmm

229-6459

March 12, 19279

Attachments:

1) Federal Register page 3282-85, January 16, 1979 Appendix S: Emission
Offset Interpretative Ruling

2} Emission Offset Regulation for the Medford-Ashland AQMA.

3) Statement of Need

4) Memo to Legislative Committee of Trade and Economic Development “"Further
Comments on the proposed offset Rule", No date.
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SEVERABILITY

EPA intends that the changes made
by this notice be treated as severable,
If a court should rule that one or more
of the changes is not valid, EPA in-
tends that the other changes remain
in effect and that the provisions of the
December 1976 Ruling that would
have been amended by the invalid

changes be in effect, unless the court

rules that some other disposition is le-
gally required,

The Agency finds good cause to
make the changes announced today ef-
fective for permit applications filed on
or after today, because the normal
processing time between permit appli-
cation and source construction pro-
vides adequate lead time for compli-
ance with new requirements in the
Ruling,

-

AUTHORITY

The Administrator has determined
that this rulemaking is nationally ap-
plicable and is based on determina-
tions of nationwide scope and effect.
This rulemaking is issued under Sec-
tion 12%(a) of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1877, Pub. L. 95-95, 61
Stat. 745, August 7, 1977 (note under
42 U.S.C, 7502) and Section 301 of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7601).

Dated: Depember 29, 1978,

Dovaeras M, COSTLE,
Adminisirator, -

The Inierpretative Ruling published
by EPA on December 21, 1976, at 41
FR 85524, is revised and codified as a
new Appendix S to 40 CFR Part 51. In
the footnote to 40 CFR 51,18 “41 FR
55528, December 21, 1976,” is deleted
and “Appendix 8" is inserted in its
place. As revised Appendix S reads as
follows:

APPENDIX B--Emiss108 OFFSET
INTERPRETATIVE RUuLING

I, INTRODUCTION

This appendix sets forth EPA's Interpre-
tative Ruling on the preconstruction review
requirements for stationary sources of air
pollution (not including indirect sources)
under 40 CFR 51,18 and Section 129 of the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1877, Pub, L.
95- 95, {note under 42 W.5.C. § 7502). A major
new source or modification which would
contribite to a violation of a national ambi-
ent air quality standard (NAAQS) may be
ailowed to consiruct only if the stringent
conditions set forth below are met, These
conditions are designed to insure that the
new source's emissions will be controlied to
the greatest degree-possible; that more than
equivaient offsetting emission reductions
(“emission offsets”) will be obfained from
existing sources; and that there will be prog-
ress toward achievement of the NAAQS.

For each area designated as exceeding an
NAAQS (nonattainment area) under 40
CFR 81.300 el seq, this Interpretative
Ruling will be superseded after June 30,
1679—(a) by preconstruction review provi-
sions of the revised SIP, if the SIP meets

ATTACHMENT ONE | ~

RULES AND REGULATIONS

the requirements of Part D, Title 1, of the
Act; or () by a prohibition on construction
under - the applicable SIP and Section

C110¢a)(2XI) of the Act, if the SIP does not

meel, the requirements of Part D, The
Ruling will remain in effect to the extent
not superseded under the Act, This prohibi-
tion on major new source construciion does
not apply to a source whose permit to con-
struct was applied for during a period when
the SIP was in compliance with Part I, or
before the deadline for having a revised SIP
in effect that satisfies Part D.

' IL INITIAL SCREENING ANAYLSES AND
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS

A, Definitions. For purposes of this
Ruling: .

1. "Source” Means any structure, building,
facility, equipment, installation or operation
{or combination thereof) which is located on
one or more contiguous or adjacent proper-
ties and which is owned or operated by the
same person (or by persons under common
control),

2. “Pacility” tneans an identifiable piece
or process eguipment. A stationary source is
composed of one ormore pollutant-emitting
facilities,

3. “Potential” to emit means the maxi-
mum capacity to emit a pollutant absent air
poliution control eguipment. "Air pollution
control equipment” inclitdes control equip-
ment which is not, aside from air pollution
control laws and regulations, vital to pro-
duction of the normal product of the source
or to its normal operation. Annual potential
shall be based on the maximum annual

rated capacity of the source, unless the.

source is subject to enforceable permit con-
ditions which 1limit the operating rate or
heours of operation, or both, Enforceakle
permit conditions on the type or amount of
materials combusted or processed may be
used in determining the potential emission
rate of a source,

4. “Major source” means any source for

" which the potential emission rate is equal to

or greater than 10G tons per year of any of
the following pollutants: particulate matter,
sulfur oxi(ies. nitrogen oxides, volatile or-
ganic compounds, or carbon monoxide,

6. “Major modification” means any physi-
cal change in, change in the method of op-
eration of, or addition to a stationary source

. which increases the potential emission rate

of any air pollutant specified in Section A4,
above (including any not previously emitted
and taking info account all accumulated in-
creases in potential emissions occurring at
the source since February 18, 1979, or since

‘the time of the last construction approval

issued for the source pursuant to this
Ruling, whichever time is more recent, and
regardless of any emission reductions
achieved eleswhere in the source) by 100
tons per year or more,

(i} A physical change shall not include
routine maintenance, repair, and replace-
ment.

(ii) A change In the method of operation,
uniess previously limited by enforceable
permit conditions, shall not include;

(a) An increase in the production rate, if
such increase does not exceed the operating

-desien capacity of the source;

(b} An increase in the hours of operation;
(¢) Use of an alternative fuel or raw mate-
rial, if on December 21, 1996, the source was

capable of accommodating such fuel or ma-

terial; | . -

:

(d) Use of an alternative fuel or raw mate-
rial by reason of an order in effepot under
Sections 2 (a) and (b) of the Energy Supply
and Environmental Coordination Act of

1874 (or any superseding legisiation), or by -

reason of & natural gas curtailment plan in
effect pursuant to the Federal Power Act,

(e) Use of an alternative fuel by reason of
an order or rule under: Section 125 of the
Act; . ’

{I) Change in ownership of a source; or
{g) Use of refuse derived fuel generated
from municipal solid waste. :

6. “Allowable emissions’ means the emis-
sion rate calculated using the maximum
rated capacity of the source (unless the
source Is subject to enforceable permit con-
ditions which limit operating rate, or hours
of operation, or both) and the most strin-
gent of the following;

(i) Applicabie new source performance
standards or standards for hazardous poilut-
ants set forth in 40 CI'R Part 60 or 61;

(iiY Applicable SIP emission limitation; or'

(iii) The emission rate specified as sn en-
forceable permit condition.

7. “Lowest achlevable emission rate”
means, for any source, that rate of emls-
sions based on the following, whichever is
more stringent; '

(i) The most stringent emission lmitation
which is contained in the implementation
plan of any State for such class or category
of source, unless the owner or operator of
the proposed source demonstrates that such
limitations are not achievable; or

(i) The most stringent emission limitation
which is achieved In practice by such class
or category of source,

.This term, applied to a modification,
means the lowest achievable emission rate
for the new or modified facilities within the
source. In no event shall the application of
this term permit a proposed new or modi-
fied facility to emit any pollutant in excess
of the amount allowable under applicable
new source standards of performance,

8. “Fugitive dust” means particulate emis-
slons compoesed of soil which is uncontamin-
ated by pollutants resulting from industrial
activity. Fugitive dust may include emis-
sions from haul roads, wind eroslon of ex-
posed soil surfaces and soil storage piles and
other activities in which soil is elther re-
moved, stored, transported, or redistributed.

9. "Reconstruction” will be presumed {o
have taken place where the fixed capital
cost of the new components exceed 50 per-
cent of the fixed capital cost of a compara-
ble entirely new facility, However, any final

declsion as to whether reconstruction has
occurred shall be made in accordance with -

the provisions of 40 CFR 60.15(£X1)-(3), A
reconstructed facility wili be ‘treated as a
new facility for purpeses of this Ruling,
except that use of an aiternative fuel or raw
material by reason of an order in-effect
under Sections 2 (a) and (b) of the Energy

upply and, Environmental Coordination
Act of 1974 (or any superseding legislation),
by reason of a natural gas curtailment plan
in effect pursuant to the Federzl Power Act,

© or by reason of an order or rule under Sec.

tion 125 of the Act, shall not be considered
reconstruction, .

In determining LAER for a reconstructed
source, the provisions of 40 CFR 60.15(f%4)
shall be taken into account~in assessing
whether a new source performance standard
is applicable to such source,
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10. “Fixed capital cost” means the capital
needed to provide all the depreclable com-
ponents, .

11."Becondary emissions” means emissions
from new or existing sources which occur as

. a result of the construction and/or oper-

ation of a major source or major modifica-
tion, but do not come from the source itself.
For purposes of this Ruling, secondary
emisgions must be specific and well defined,
must be guantifiabie, and must impac{ the
same general nonattainment arca as the
major source which causes the secondary
emission. Secondary emissions may inciude,
but are not limited to:, i

8. Emissions from ships or trains coming
to or from a refinery, terminal facility, elc.

b. Bmissions from off-site support facili-

ties which would be constructed or wounld,

otherwise increase emissions as a result of
the construction of a major source.

12, “Resource recovery facility” means
any facility 'at which solid waste is processed
for the purpose of extracting, converting to
energy, or otherwise separating and prepar-
ing solid waste for reuse. Energy conversion
facilities must uiilize solid waste to provide
more than 50% of the heat input to be con-
sidered &8 respurce recovery faczhty under
this Ruling.

B. Review of all sources for emission Hmi-
tation compliance, The reviewing authority
must examine each proposed major new
source and proposed major modification * to
detepmine if such a source will meet a3l ap-

. plicable emission requirements in the SIP,

any applicable new source performance
standard in 40 CFR Pazt 60, or any national
emission standard {or hazardeous air poltut-
ants in 40 CFR Parl 61, If Lthe reviewing au-
therity determines that the proposed maior
new source cannot meet the applicable emis-
sion reguirementis, the permit to constiruct
must be denied,

C. Review of specified sources for air qual-
ity impact. In addition, for each proposed
major new source with allowable emissions
exceeding 50 Lons per year, 1000 pounds per
day, or 100 pounds per hour, whichever is

~most restrictive, the reviewing authority
© must determine if the source will cause or

contribute to a violation of an NAAQS.? A

.proposed scurce which would not exceed

any .of the above emission levels needs no
further analysis under this ruling, provided
such a source meeis the reguirements of
Section 1I. B.

Where a source is constructed or modified
in increments which individually do not

emit more than the above amounts and the

increments have not been offset in accord-
ance with this Ruling, the allowable emis-
sions from all such increments granted a
permit to cohstruct after December 21, 1976,

‘Hereafter the ferm “'source"” will be used

to denote bolh any sour ce and any modifica-

tion.

*Required cnly for those pollutants [or
which the increased allowahle emissions
exceed 50 tons per year, 1004 pounds per
day, or 100 pounds per hour, although the
reviewing authority may address other. pol-
lutants if deecined appropriate, The preced-
ing hourly and daily rates shall apply only

with respeet to a poliutant for which a na-

tional ambient air quality standard, for a
period iess than 24-hours or for a 24-hour
period, as appropriate, has been established,

ATTACHMENT ONE
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shall be added together and this Ruling
may be applicable when a proposed incre-
ment would cause the sum of the allowable
emissiong which have nolt been offset to
equal or exceed 50 tons per year, 1000
pounds per day, or 106 pounds per hour. If
the total modification would cause or con-
tribute to a violation of the NAAQS, all of
the provisions of this Ruling are then appli-
cable to each increment, If any of the incre-
ments has not previousiy been subject to
Condition 1 of Section IV.A. (requiring the
source to meet the lowest achievable emis-
sion rate}, such determination must ¢onsid-
er the stage of construction of such incre-
ment and the ability of the source to instail

_additionai control equipment,

For “stable” alr pollutants (i.e,, 80, par-
ticulate matter and CO), the determination
of whether a source will eause or contribute
to a viclation of an NAAQS penerally
should be made on a case-by-case basis as of
thie proposed new source's start-up date
using the source's allowable emissions in an
almospheric simulation medel (unless a
source will clearly impact on a receptor
which exceeds an NAAQS),

For sources of nitrogen oxidesy the initial

determination of whether a source would -

cause or contribute to a victation of the
NAAQS for NO. should be made using an
atmospheric simulation mode! assuming all
the nitric oxide emitted is oxidized to NQ,
by the time the plume reaches ground level.
The initial concentration estimates may be
adjusted if adequate data are available to
account for the expected oxidation rate.

For photochemical oxidants, sources of
volatile organic compounds (VOC) locating
in greas designated under 40 CFR 81.300 &t
seq. &8 nonattainment for photochemical ox-
idant or otherwise shown to be in violation

3283

of the NAAQS for oxidant shall be subject
to the provisions of Section IV of this
Ruling, In addition, VOC sources locating
within .36 -hours travel time (under wind
conditions associated with concentrations
exceeding the NAAQS for oxidants) of a
nonattainment monitor shali aiso be subject
to Section IV of this Rullng. However, o
VOC source may be exempt from these re-
quirements if the source owmner can demon-
strate that the ernissions from the proposed
source will have virtually no effect upon
any area that exceeds the -NAAQS for pho-
tochemical oxidant. This exemption Is only
intended for remote rural sources whose
emissions would be very unlikely to interact
with other significant sources of VOC ,or
NO, to form additional oxidant,® ™

As noted above, the determination as to
whether a source would cause or contribute
to a violation of an NAAQS should be made
as of the new source's start-up date, There-
fore, if a designated nonattainment area is
projected to be.an attainment area as part
of an approved SIP control strategy by the
new source start-up date, offsets would not
be required if the new source would not
calse 4 new violation.

D, Sources locating in a “clean” portion of
a designaled nonaiiainmeni area, A source
locating in a clearn porlion {(or which wiH he
clean as of the new source start-up date) of
a nonattabunent area deslgnated pursuant
to Section 107 of the Act may be exempt
from the reguirements of this ruling if the
allowable emissions from the source or fa-
cility (not ineluding any emission reductions
achieved elsewhere in the source} would not
cause the following significance levels to be
exceeded in the actual area of non-attaln-
ment {as of the new source start-up date)

Averaging Time

Poilutant .
Annual 24-Hour 3-Hour ~ 3-Hour. I-Hour ,
....... 1.0 pg/mt... 5 pe/m
1.0 gg/m. 5 pE/m
........... 1.0 pg/m?...

No significance increments are applicable
for hydrocarbons or pholochemigal oxi-
dants. If the source would exceed the sig-
nificance levels in the periion of the desig-
nated nonattainment area where the
NAAQS is actually violated (actual area of
nonattainment), all requirements of this
Ruling (except Condition 3 of Section IV.AL)
would be applicable.

1t will be assumed as the starting point in
reviewing a permit application that every lo-
cality in a designated nonattainment area
will exceed the NAAQS (as of the new
source start-up date), and that any major
source locating in the area will significantiy
contribute to the viclation. However, if the
applitant or any other participant presents
& substantial and relevant argument (inciud-
ing any necessary analysis or olher demon-
stration) why that assumption is incorrect,
then the applicability of £his Ruling wouid
be determined by the specific facts in the
case,

K. Sources in allainment or unclassifiable
areas. ¥or areas designated under 40 CFR
81.300 ef. seq. as attainment or unciassifia-

ble for the NAAQS, sources locating in such
areas which would exceed the above signifi-
cance increments at any locality that does
not meet the NAAQS are subject to this
Ruling. However, such a source may be
exempted from Condition 3 of Section IV.A.
of this Ruling,

F. Fugitive dust sources.” Fu.gitwe dust as-
sociated with major sources locating in
clean portions of designated nonattainment
areas or in designated attainment or unclas-
sifiable areas shall be subject only to apphl-
cable requirements for preventing signifi-
cant deterioration of alr guality (see 40 CFR
52.21). Fugitive dust associated with major
sources iocating in an actual area of nonat-
taimment shall he subject to Conditions 1, 2
and 3 of Section IV.A. of this Ruling,

G. Secondary emissions, Secondary emiss
sions need not be considered in determining
whether the emission rates in Section II.C.
above would be exceeded. However, if a

3The discussion in this paragraph is a pro-
posal, but represents EPA's interim policy
untii final rulemaking is completed.
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source is‘ subject to this Ruling on the basis
of the direct emissions from the source, the
applicable conditions of this Ruling must
also be met for secondary emissions. Howev-
er, if the secondary emisslons are not under
the contirol of the applicant, such secondary
emissions may be exempt from Conditions 1
and 2 of Seclion IV. Also, since EPA's au-
thority to perform or require indirect source
review relating to mobile sources regulated
under Title II of the Act (motor vehicles
and aircraft) has been restricted by statute,
consideration of the indirect impacts of
motor vehicles and aircraft traffio is not re-
quired under this Ruling.

I7I. Sources LocaTiNg 1IN “CLEAN AREAS”,
BUT WouLp CAUSE A NEw VIOLATION OF AN
NAAQS

If the reviewing authority finds that the
emissions from a proposed source would
cause a new viclation of an NAAQS, but
would not contribute Lo an existing viola-
tion, approval may be granted only if both
of the following conditions are met:

Condition 1. The new source is required to
meet a more stringent emission lmitation $
and/or the control of existing sources below
aliowable levels is required so thai the
source wiil not cause a violation of any
NAAQS.

Condition 2, The new emission limitations
for the new source as well as any existing
sources affected must he enforceable in ac-
cardance with the mechanisms set forth in
Section V below.

IV, Sounrges THAT WoOULD CONTRIBUTE TO
CONCENTRATIONS WHICH ExcEED An NAAQS

A. Conditions for approval. 1 the review-
ing authority finds that the emissions from
a proposed scurce would contribute to con-
centrations which exceed an NAAQS as of
the source's propesed slart-up date, approv-
al may be granted only if the following con-
ditions are met:

Condition 1. The new source is required to
meet an emission Limitation * which speci-
fies the lowest achievable emission rate for
such source,?

Condition 2. The applicant must certify
that all exislting major sources® owned or
operated by the applicant {or any entliy
conirolling, controlled by, or under common

11l the reviewing authority determines
that technological or economic Hmitations
on the application of measurement method-
ology to a particular class of sources would
mahe the imposition of an enforceable nu-
merical emission standard infeasible, the au-
thority may instead prescribe a design, oper-
ational or eguipment standard. In such
cares, Lhe reviewing-authority shall make its
best estimate as to Lhe emission rale that
will e achieved and must specify that rate

'in the required submission to EPA (see Part

V). Any permils issued without an enforce-
able numerical etnission standard must con-
{ain enforceable condilions which assure
that the design characieristics or eguipment
will be properly maintained (or that the
operational conditions wilt be properly per-
formed) so as to continucusly achieve the
assumed degree of control, Such conditions
shalt be enforceable as emission limitations
by privaie parties under Section 304. Here-
after, the term ‘'emission limitation” shail+
also include such design, operational, or
eguipment standards.

sSubject to the provisions of section IV.C.
belaw,
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control with the appplicant) in the same
State as the proposed source are in compli-
ance with all applicable emission limitations
and standards under the Act (or are in com-
pliance with an expeditious schedule which
is Federally enforceable or contained In a
court decree).

Condition 3. Emisslon reductions (“off-
gets™) from existing sources in the area of
the proposed source {whether or not under
the same ownership) are reguired such that
there will be reasonabie progress toward at-

tainmen{ of the applicable NAAQs.* Only °

intrapoliutant emission offsets will be ac-
ceptable (e.g., hydrocarbon inereases .may
not be offset against SO, reductions). -

Condition 4. The emission offsets will pro-
vide & positive net air quality benefit in the
affected area (see Section IV.ID. below). 2 At-
mospheric simulation modeling is not neces-
sary for volatile organic compounds and
NO:. Fulfillment of Condition 3 and Section
IV.D. will be considered adequate to meet
this condition.

B. Exempiions from ceriain condifions,
The reviewing authority may exempt the
following sources from Condition 1 under

Section IIT or Conditions 3 and 4, Section .

IV,A.: (i) Resource recovery Ifacilities burn-
ing municipal solld waste, and (ii} sources
which must switch fueis due to lack of ade-
quate fuel supplies or where a source is re-

quired to be modified as a result of EPA reg--

ulations (e.g., lead-in-fuel requirements) and
no exemption from such regulation is avail-
abie to the source, Such an exemption may
be granted enly if:

1. The applicant demonstrates that 1t
made its best efforts to obtain sufficient
emission offsets to comply with Congdition 1
under Section IIT or Conditions 3 and 4
under Section IV.A. and that such efforis
were unsuccessiul;

2. The applicant has secured ail available
emission offsets; and

3. The applicant will continue to seek the
necessary emission offsets and apply them
when they become available.

Such an exemption may resulf in the need
te revise the SIP {o provide additional con-
trol of existing sources.

Temporary emission sources, such as pilot

plants, portable facilities which will be relo-
cated outside of the nonattainment area -

after a short period of time, and emissions
resulting from the construction phase of a
new source, are exempt from Conditions 3
and 4 of this Section.

C. Baseline jor delermining credil jfor
emission and air quality offsets. The base-
line for determining eredit for emission and
alr quality offsets will be the SIP emission
limitations ln effect at the time the applica-
tion to construct or modify a source is filed.
Thus, credit for emission offset purposes
may be allowable for existing control that
goes beyond that required by the SIP, Emis-

sion offsets generally should be made on & .

pounds per hour basis when ali facilities In-
volved in the emission offset calculations

are operating at their maximum expected or -

allowed production rate, The reviewing
agency should specily other averaging peri-
ods (e,g., tons per year) in addition to the
pounds per hour basis if necessary to carry
cut the intent of this Ruling, When offsets
are calculated on a tons per year basis, the
baseline emissions for existing sources pro-
viding the offsets should be calculated using
the actual annual cperating hours for the
previous one or itwo year period (or cther
appropriate period if warranted by cyclical

business conditions). Where the SIP re-
quires certain hardware controls in lieu of
an emission limitation (e.g., {loating roof
tanks for petrolewm storage), baseline aliow-
able emissions should be based on actual op-

erating conditions for the previous one or

two year period ti.e,, actual throughput and
vapor pressures) in conjunction with the re-
quired hardware controls,

1. No meaningful or applicable SIP re-
quirement. Where the applicable SIP does

- not contain an emission limitation for a .
source or source -category, the emission -

offset baseline involving such sources shall
be the actual emissions determined in ac-

cordance with the discussion above regard—‘

ing operating conditions.

Where the SIP emission lamit a.!lows
greater emissions than the potential emis-
sion rate of the source (as when a State has
a single particulat® emission limit for ail
fuels), emission offset credit will be allowed
only for eontrol below the potential emis-
sion rate.

2. Combustion of fuels, Generally, the
emissions for determining emission offset
credit involving an existing fuel combustion
source wiil be the allowable emissions under
the SIP for the type of fuel being bhurned at
the time the new source application s filed
(i.e., if the existing source has switched to a
different type of fuel at some earlier date,
any resulling emission reduction [either
actual or allowable]l shall not be used for
emission offset credit). If the existing
source commmits to switch to a cleaner fuel at
some future date, emission offset credit
based on the allowable emissions for the

fuels involved Is not acceptable unless the.

permit Is conditioned to require the use of a
specified alternative control measure which
would achieve the same degree of emission
reduction should the source switch back to a
dirtier fuel at some later date, The review-
ing authoerity shouid ensure that adequate
Jong-term supplles of the new fuel are avail-
able before granting emission offset credit
for fuel switches.

3. QOoperating hours and source shufdown.
A source may be credited wilh emission re-
ductions achieved by shutting down an ex-
isting source or permanently curtailing pro-
duction or operating hours below baseline
jevels (see initial discussion to this Section
C) provided, that the work force to be af-
fected has been notified of the proposed
shutdown or curtailment. Fmission offsets
that invoive reducing operating hours or
production or source shutdowns must be le-
gally enforceable, as in the case for ali emis-
sion offset situations,®

4, Credil for hydrocarbon substilulion. As
set forth in the Agency's “Recommended
Policy on Control of Volatile Organic Com-
pounds” {42 FR 35314, July 8, 1977), EPA
has found that almost all non-methane hy-
drocarbons are photochemically reactive
and that low reactivity hydrocarbons even-

§8ource shutdowns and curtailments in
production or operating hours occurring
prior to the date the new source application
is filed generally may not be used for emis-
sion offset credit, However, where an appli-

«cant can establish that It shut down or cur-
tailed production after August 7, 1977, or

less than one year prior to the date of
perrnit application, whichever is eariier, and
the proposed new source is a repiacement
for the shutdown or curtailtnent, credit for
such shutdown or curtailment may be ap-
plied to offset emlssmns from the new
source.
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taaliy form as much photochemical oxidant

as the highty reactive hydrocarbons. There-
fore, no emission offset credit may be al-
lowed for replacing one hydrocarbon com-
pound with another of lesser reactivity,
except for those compounds listed in Tabie
1 of the above policy statement,

B. “Banking" of emission offset credit. For
new sources obtaining permits by applying
oifsets after January 16, 1879, the reviewing
authority may allow offsets that exceed the
requirements of reasonable progress toward
attzinment {Condition 3) to be *"banked”
(i.e., saved to provide offsets for a source
seeking a permit in the future) for use
under this Ruling. Likewise, the reviewing
authority may allow the owner of an exist-
. ing source that reduces its own emissions to

bank any resuliing reductions beyond those

required by the SIP for use under this

Ruling, even if none of the offsets are ap-

plied immediately to a new source permit. A

reviewing authority may atlow these banked

offsets to be used under the preconstruclion
review program reqguired by Part D, as long
a8 these banked emissions are identified and

accounted for in the SIP control stralegy. A
reviewing authority may not approve the
eonstruction of a source using banked off-
sets if the new source would interfere with
the SIP control sirategy or if such use
would wiolate any olher condition set forth
for use of offsets. To preserve banked off-
sels, the reviewing aulhority should identify
them in either a SIP revision or a permit,
and establish rules as to how and when Lhey
may be used.

D. Location of offselting émissions. In the
case of emission offsets involving volatile or-
ganic compounds (VOC), the oifsets may be
obtiained from sources located anywhere in
the broad vicinity of the proposed new
source. Generally, offsels will be acceplable
if cbtained from within the same AQCR as
the new source or from other areas which
may be contributing to the oxidant problem
at the proposed new source location. As
with olher pollutants, it is desirable to
chtain offsets from sources located as close
to the proposed new source site as possible,
If the proposed offseis would he from
sources located at grealer distances from
the new source, lhe reviewing authority
should increase the ratio of the required
offsets and require a showing that nearby
offsels were investigated and reascnable al-
ternatives were not available.?

Offsets for NO, sources may also be ob-
tained within the broad area of nonatlain-
ment. This is because areawide oxidant and
NO. levels are generally not ag dependent
on specific hydrocarbon or NQ, source loca-

-iion as they are con overatl area emissions.
Since the air qualily impact of SO., particu-
late and carben menoxide sources ig site de-
pendent, simple areawide mass emission off-
sets are nol appropriate, For these pollut-
ants, the reviewing authority should consid-
er almospheric sitmulation modeling to
ensure that the emission offsets provide a
positive ne{ air quality beneflt. However, to
avoid unnecessary consumption of limited,
coslly and time consuming modeling re-
sources, in most cases it can be assumed
thal il the emission offsels are obtained
from an existing source on the same prem-
ises or in the immediate vicinity of the new
source, ahd the poilutants disperse Irom
substantially the same effective siack
height, the air quality test under Condition
4 of Section IV.A. above will be met. Thus,
when stack emissions are offsef against a
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ground level source at the same site, medel-
ing would be required, The reviewing au-
thority may perform this analysis or require

the applicant to submit appropnaie model-‘

ing resuits,
E. Reasonable progress towards alfain-
ment, As long as the emission offset is great-

er than one-for-one, and the other criteria’

set forth above are met, EPA does not
intend to gquestlon a reviewing authority's
judgment as to whai constitutes reasonable
progress towards attainment as required
under Condition 3 in Secticn IV,A. above,

Thils dees not apply to “reasonable furt.her"'

progress” as required by Section 173,

V. ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES .

The necessary emission offsets may be
proposed either by the owner of the pro-
posed source or by the loeal community or
the State. The emission reduction commit-
ted to must be enforceable by authorized
State and/or local agencies and under the
Clean Air Act, and must be accomplished by

_the new scurce's start-up date. If emission

reductions are to be obtained in a State that
neighhors the State
source is to be located, the emiszsion redue-
tions committed to must ke enforceable by
the neighboring State and/or iocal agencies
and under the Clean Air Act. Where the
new facility 18 a replacement for a facility
that is being shut down in order to provide
the necessary offsels, the reviewing authori-
ty may allow up f{o 180 days for shakedown
of the new facility before the existing faciii-
ty is required to cease operation,

A. Source initiated emission offsets. A

source may propose emission offsets which |

involve: (1) Reduclions from sources con-
trolled by the source owner {internal emis-
sion offsets); and/or (2) reductions from
neighboring sources (external emission ofi-
sets), The source does not have to investi-
rgale all possible emission offsets, As long as
the emission offseis obtained represent rea-
sonable preogress toward atfainment, they
will be acceptable. It Is the reviewing auth-
ority's responsibility to assure that the
emission offsets will be as effective as pro-
posed by the source. An internal emission
offset will be considered enforceable if it is
made a SIP requirement by inclusion as a
condition of the new source permit and the
permit is forwarded to the appropriate EPA
Regional Office.” An external emission
offsel will not he enforceable uniless the af-
fected source(s} providihg ihe emission re-
ductions is subject to a new SIP require-
ment to ensure that its emissions will be ré-
duced by a specified amount in a specified
time, Thus, if the -source(s) providing the
emission reductions does not obtain the nec-
egsary reduction, it will be in violation of a
SIP requirement and subject to enforce-
ment action by EPA the Stale and/cor pri-
vate parties,

The form of the SIP revision may be a
Stale or local regulalion, operating permit
condition, consent or enforcement order, or
any other mechanism available to the State
that is enforceable under the Clean Air Act.
iIf a SIiP revision is required, the puhlic
hearing on the revision may be substituted
for the normal public comment procedure
required for all major sources under 40 CFR

"The emission offset will, therefore, be en-
{orceable by EPA under Section 113 as an
applicable SIP requirement and will be en-
forceable by private parties under Section
304 as an emission limitation,

in which the new -

T 3285

51.18. The formal publication of the SIP re-
vision approval in the FEDERAL REGISTER
need not appear before the source may pro-
ceed with construction. To minimize uncer-
tainity that may be caused by these proce-
dures, BEPA will, If requested by the State,
propose a SIP revision for public comment
in the FrprraL REcISTER concurrently with

_the State public hearing process. Of course,

any major change in the final permit/SIp
revision submitied by the State may require
a reproposal by EPA.

B. State or communily inilicled emission
offsets. A State or community which desires
tnat a source locate in its area may commit
to reducing emisgjons from existing sources
(including mobile scurces) to sufficiently
cutweigh the impact of the new source and
thus open the way for the new source. As
with source-initiated emission ofisets, the
commitment must be somelhing more than
one-for-one, This commitment must be sub-
mitted as a SIP revision by the State.

Vi, POLICY WHERE ATTAIRMENT DATES HAVE
NOT PASSED -

In some cases, the dates for attalnment of
primary standards specified in the SIP
under Section 110 have net yet passed due
to a deiay in the promulgation of a plan
under this section of the Act. In addition
the Act provides more flexibility with re-

_ spect to the dates for attainment of second-

ary NAAQS than for primary standards.
Rather than setting specific deadlines, Sec-
tion 110 requires secondary NAAQS to be
achieved within a “reasonable time”, There-
fore, in some cases, the date for attainment
of secondary standards specified 'in the SIP
under Section 130 may alse not yet have
passed. In such cases, a .new source which
would cause or contribute to an NAAQS vio-
lation may be exempt from the Conditions
of Section IV.A. 50 long as the new source
meets the applicable SIP emission limita-
tions and will not interfere with the attain-
ment date specified in the SIP under Sec-
tion 110 of the Act.

(Sec, 129(a), Pub, L. 95-95 (note under 42
U.S.C. 7502), and Sec, 301 of the Clean Air
Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7601).)

[FR Doc. 79-1423 Filed 1-15-79; 8:45 am]}

roie

[6560-01-M)
[FRL 1031-33

PART 65—DELAYED COMPLIANCE
ORDERS

Delayed Compliance Order for U.S.
Air Force 9208th Tactical Airlift Group

AGENCY: U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. '

ACTION: Final Rule,

SUMMARY: By this ruje the Adminis-
trator of U.BS. EPA issues a Delayed
Compliance Crder to the US. Air
Force 928th Tactical - Airlift Group
(Air Force). The Order requires the
Air-Force to bring air emissions from
its building 1 Heating Plant, Chicago,
Ilinols, inte compliance with certain
regulations contained in the federally
approved Illinols State Implementa-
tion Plan (8IP). The Air Force's com-

FEDERAL REGISTER, YOL, 44, NO. 11—TUESDAY, JANUARY 15, 1979

1



ATTACHMENT 2

Addition to Division 30

Emission Offset Regulation

for the Medford-Ashland AQMA

DEFINITIONS (to be added to 340-30-010)

{(13) "Criteria Pollutants" means Particulate Matter, Sulfur Oxides,
Nonmethane Hydrocarbons, Nitrogen Oxides, or Carbon Monoxide, or any
other criteria pollutant established by the U. 5. Environmental

Protection Agency.

(14} "Facility" means an identifiable piece of process equipment. A
stationary source may be comprised of one or more pollutant-emitting

facilities.

{15) "lLowest Achievable Emission Rate" or "LAER" means, for any source,
that rate of emissions which is the most stringent emission
limitation which is achieved in practice or can reasonably be
expected to occur in practice by such class or category of source
taking into consideration the pollutant which must be controlled.
This term applied to a modified source means that lowest achievable
emission rate for that portion of the source which is modified.
LAER shall be construed as nothing less stringent that new source

performance standards.
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(16) "Modified Source" means any physical change in, or change in the
method of, operation of a stationary source which increases the
potential emission of criteria pollutants over permitted limits,
including those pollutants not previcusly emitted and regardless

of any emission reductions achieved elsewhere in the source.

{a) A physical change shall not include routine maintenance, repair,

and replacement.

{b} A change in the method of operation, unless limited by previous

permit conditions, shall not include:

(i) An increase in the production rate, if such increase
does not exceed the operating design capacity of the

source;

(ii) Use of an alternative fuel or raw material, if prior
to December 21, 1976, the source was capable of

accommodating such fuel or material; or
{(iii) Change in ownership or a source.
(17) "New Source" means any source not previously existing or permitted

in the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area on the effective

date of these rules.
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{18) "Offset"™ means the reduction of the same or similar air contaminant

emissions by the source:

(a) Through in-plant controlsg, change in process, partial or total
shut-down of one or more facilities or by otherwise reducing

criteria pollutants; or

(b) By securing from another source or, through rule or permit
action by DEQ, in an irrevocable form, a reduction in emissions

similar to that provided in subsection (a} of this section.

(19) "Source" means any structure, building, facility, equipment,
_installation or operation, or combination thereof, which is located
on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties and which is owned

or operated by the same person, or by persons under common control.

{20) "volatile Organic Compound,” (VOC), means any compound of carbon
that has a vapor pressure greater than 0.1 mm of Hg at standard
conditions (temperature 200 C, pressure 760 mm of Hg). Excluded
from the category of Volatile Organic Compound are carbon monoxide,
carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or carbonates,
ammonium carbonate, and those compounds which the U. 5. Environmental
Portection Agency classifies as being of negligible photochemical
reactivity which are methane, ethane, methyl chloroform, and

trichlorotrifluoroethane.
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OFFSET

QAR 340-30-110

The intent of this rule is to supplement and in some cases be more
stringent than the Federal Interpretative Ruling promulgated in the January

16, 1979 Federal Register on pages 3282 through 3285 (40 CFR, Part 51)

hereby incorporated by reference.

OAR 340-30-110

{1) Any new or modified source which emits at a rate equal to or greater
than in Table 1 and is proposed to be constructed or operated in an
area of the Medford-Ashland AQMA where a state or federal ambient

air quality standard is:

{a) being violated, shall comply with offset conditions (a) through

{(d) of Section (2};

(b} not being violated, but by modeling is projected to exceed the
incremental air quality values of Table 2 in the area where the
state or federal ambient air standard is being violated, shall

comply with offset conditions (a) through (d}) of Section (2}.
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TABLE 1
Emission Rate
Annual Day Hour
Ajir Contaminant Kilograms (tons) Kilograms {(lbs) EKilograms (lbs)
Particulate Matter 4,500 (5.0) 23 (50.0) 4.6 (10.0)
(TSP)
Volatile Organic 18,1006 {20.0} 91 (200) - -
Compound (VOC)
TABLE 2
Incremental Value
Air Contaminant Annual Arithmetic Mean 24 Hr Average
) 3 3
Particulate Matter (TSP) 0.10 ug/m 0.50 ug/m

{2) Offset Conditions

{(a) The new or modified source shall meet an emission limitation
which specifies the lowest achievable emission rate for such

& SsSource.
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(b) The applicant provides certification that all existing sources
in Oregon owner or controlled by the owner or operator of the
proposed source are in compliance with all applicable rules or
are in compliance with an approved schedule and timetable for

compliance under state or regional rules.

(c}) Emission offset from existing source(s) in the Medford-Ashland
AQMA, whether or not under the same ownership, are obtained by

the applicant on a greater than one-for-one basis.

(d) The emission offset provides a positive net air quality benefit

in the affected area.

A new source installed and operated for the sole purpose of compliance
with OAR 340-30~035 shall be exempt from (1) and (2) of OAR 340-30-110

providing all of the following are met:

{a) The new emission source complies with the applicable emission
limitations in effect at the time the notice of construction

ig received by the Department; and

{b) Annual emissions from the new or modified source do not exceed
one-fourth of the annual emission attributed to the wigwam burner

in calendar year 1976.



In the Matter of the Adoption
of an Air Pollution Offset Rule
for the Medford-aAshland Air
Quality Maintenance Area,

QAR 340-30-010; 30-110
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BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

STATEMENT OF NEED

The Environmental Quality Commission intends to adopt an Air Pollution
Offset Rule (OAR 340-30-010; 30-110) for the Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Area.

a.

b.

Legal Authority: ORS 468.020 (general) and 468.295.

Need for Rule: The Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area is
violating State and Federal standards for the air contaminant known
scientifically as Total Suspended Particulate (TSP). The Environmental
Quality Commission has adopted rules to reduce the TSP from most
industrial sources. Further controls are indicated as air quality

is rapidly deteriorating. A rule more stringent than the Federal
Emission Offset Interpretative Ruling will mitigate the TSP from new
and modified significant sources in the AQMA while a complete strategy
is developed. The Federal Environmental Protection Agency
Interpretative Ruling will be used to satisfy Federal requirements of
preconstruction review of stationary sources through the State
Implementation Plan. The more stringent state rule will effectively
reduce further degradation of TSP air quality resulting from industrial
expansion or growth.

Documents Principally Relied Upon:

1. Oregon Air Quality Report 1976, by State of Oregon, Department
of Environmental Quality (DEQ), Appendgx 1a, pg. 7, showing
the Medford area violating the 60 ug/m”~ annual geometric mean
standard.

2. DEQ File AQ 15-0015 containing reports and data from February,
1978, concerning modeling and impact of growth projects.

3. Federal Environmental Protection Agency "Interpretive Ruling for
Implementation of the Requirements of 40 CFR 51.8," December
21, 1976, Federal Register, pages 55528 through 55530,

4. Agenda Item No. F, December 16, 1977, EQC Meeting, "Public Hearing
to Consider Amendments to Oregon Clean Air Act Implementation
Plan Involving Particulate Control Strategy Rules for the
Medford-Ashland AQMA," Memorandum from the DEQ, Director,
William H. Young, to the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission
{EQC) .

5. Agenda Item No. L, February 24, 1978, EQC Meeting, "Adoption of
Rules to Amend Oregon‘'s Clean Air Act Implementation Plan
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Involving Particulate Control Strategy for the Medford-aAshland
AQMA," Memorandum for the Director of DEQ to the EQC.

6. Agenda Item No. I, March 31, 1978, EQC Meeting, same subject and
addressee as 5 above.

7. U.S5. Environmental Protection Adgency, May 5, 1978, draft, Appendix
S to 40 CFR 51, "Emission Offset Interpretative Ruling."

8, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, "Appendix S: Emission Offgset
Interpretative Ruling" January 16, 1979, Federal Register pades
3282 through 3285.

DWB : kmm
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STATE OF ORECON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO
TO: Trade and Economic Development Committee
FROM: W.H. Young, Director DEQ

SUBJECT: PFurther comments on the proposed offset rule

It appears from previous hearings that the committee has concern about

1) the adequacy of the legal framework for implementing offsets and

2} the precedence of assigning airshed rights through banking. I thought
I would point out how the present Federal offset rule addresses these
matters as a means of helping the committee resolve their concerns.

Since the DEQ offset rule would adopt most provisions of the Federal offset
rule by reference it is important to understand the Federal approach to
dealing with these key issues as the state approach under the proposed

rule would have to parallel the Pederal Rule.

Simply, the Pederal offset rule allows banking with "the state free to
govern ownership, use, sale and commercial transactions." Banked,
emissions would only be allowed if they are identified in the State
Implementation Plan or (more practically) identified in a permit.

DEDR would view its permit system as the legal framework for implementing
banking. DEQ would allow banking on a case by case basis using a criteria
of "what's best for the public interest™ to arrive at a decision. The
Department would generally approve banking for a specific purpose within

a specified time frame. Banked emissions like any other permitted emission
allowance would not be a perpetual right but could be changed by Commission
action.

Each proposed permit with an identified banked emission would be subject
to the normal 30 day public comment period. A hearing before the EQC would

be held in instances of obvious controversy. Thus, broad public input
would be solicited on this important public issue.

While DEQ would use its permit system for legally identifying and enforcing
emission allocations, DEQ would look to the free enterprise system to
resolve legal issues that might arise in the process of buying and selling
offsets., In other words, the legal agreements, contracts, and other
matters involving the emission offset hardware would be handled by the
parties involved as they now are in the purchase and sale of goods and
services. DEQ, of course, would assist in identifying known, available
offsets including those that might

I K cop 5
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Trade and Economic Development Committee
Page Two

be made available by control of public sources and would even pursue
rollback of existing source category emissions if individual offsets were
unavailable and the proposed drowth was otherwise demenstrated to be
desireable to the local area.

. ™
Any change in application of the offset program from the procédure just
described would require a change in the proposed rule or perhaps even new
legislation. While many theoretical problems might be identified involving
implementation of the proposed offset rule, the Department would propose
a trial period of operation under the proposed rule to identify real
problems. If they occur the Department and/or a special task force could
develop remedies at that time,

The Committee may wish to refresh its memory on the Federal offset rule

by refering to attachment 14 in the notebook previously provided. Special
attention should be drawn to item 10 on page 3280 and item 5 on page 3285
both regarding banking.

Lastly and maybe most impoitant we have just learned that the city of
Portland has been awarded an EPA grant in the amount of $146,580 to conduct
an 18 month study which will result in the development of a plan for
managing economic development and air quality objectives simultaneously.
The Department will receive some of this funding and participate in the
program. The study will address many of the items of current interest

to the committee including offsets, banking, etc.

The final product would include:

1. A prioritized list of potential offset sources within the Portland
AQMA,

2. Reports explaining possible management alternatives inlcuding the
impacts and costs of each.

3. A recommended economic growth management strategy integrated with other
regional programs and policies.

4. A report of the usefulness of this work for other areas, including
the relationship of the alternatives examined to local government
needs. '

A copy of the proposal is attached and I encourage your reading of it.

I'm sure you'll agree that this project can greatly assist developing the
long range solutions to our environment-—economic issue and it promises

to provide an expediticus and comprehensive effort to replace our proposed
stopgap offset rule. The results of the study should be available for

the next legislative session,

JFK ¢ kimm
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ECONOMIC GROWTH MANAGEMENT STRATEGY PROJECT

Project Overview and Objectives

The second part of the Portland demonstration would sqgarely face the

major area-wide problem affecting future management of the AQMA: sim-
ultaneous economic growth and air quality improvements. Specifically

it would deal with the growth of area industry while at the same time

maintaining reasonable progress towards the attainment of NAAQS.

First, an accurate assessment of the problem is required. The initial
part of the study would therefore be to analyze existing data and pro-
vide an inventory of emission sources, with projections of the probable
costs of emission reductions.

Then, based on that data, the study would focus on sclutions to the
economic growth/air quality improvement problem by examining insti-
tutional and financial considerations.

Clearly, some form of growth management is needed. There are several
growth management alternatives available. These alternatives should
be analyzed in terms of costs and benefits to the area to determine
which strateqy or combination of strategies would best serve the
needs of the airshed. '

The region has established an AQMA Advisory Committee which will con-
sider growth management matters along with itg SIP revision work. The -
proposed study is quite timely in that it would provide specific infor-
mation as to how the region could implement a system which provides
opportunities to meet both environmental and economic cbjectives.

This type of study would be useful to other non-attainment areas having
similar problems in determining the means to deal with economic growth
and air quality demands. The methodology of providing a useful data
base would be of great value to any other non-attainment areas regard-
less of size or industry mix. The process used in evaluation the al-
ternative growth management strategies would likewise be useful to

any area considering such a program. The results could be applied to
other non-attainment areas with similar pollution and economic develop-—
ment characteristics.

Project Objectives:

1« To simultaneously improve Portland's air quality and allow for con-
tinuous economic growth.

2. Determine the cost effectiveness of various growth management strat-
egies.

31
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To provide the basis for the actual implementation of a growth man-
agement strategy.

Design and Consultant Selection

. _ _ .
The design of the proposed study was developed by a committee com-
prised of local governments and business associations. ' Included in

this committee are representatives of the Portland Chamber of Commerce,

Associated Oregon Industries, Oregon Department of Economic Develop-—
ment, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Columbia Region
Association of Governments, Port of Portland and City of Portland.
This same "Growth Management Study Committee" would oversee all
subsequent administration of the proposed study and be responszble
for selecting the consultant(s) to do the actual study.

The consultant,selection process will be overseen by a City appointed
proiject manager whos responsibilities will be to provide staff sup-
port to the Study Committee and coordinate the work with other

City projects.

The consultant(s) would begin working in February, 1979, and the pro-
gram would be completed not later than February, 198C. :

Management of the Study

The actual study will be performed by the Consultant(s). However,
throughout the consultant work process the Growth Management Study
Committee would act in a management/oversight capacity. The con-—
sultant{s) would be required to report to the committee on pro-
gress and results on a monthly basis.

Upon completion of the consultant study, the Growth Management Study
Committee will present the results to the Portland Air Quality Main-
tenance Area Advisory Committee. This advisory committee is com-
prised of 23 members representing the public at large,  industry,
envirommental groups and government agencies. It is charged with
advising the lead air quality planning agencies of the most accep~
table control strategies to be included in the SIP revisions. One
of the topics to be considered by the Advisory Committee is growth
management in the AQMA.
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ATTACHMENT 4

WORK PROGRAM FOR THE MANAGEMENT STRATEGY PROJECT

1-

Background

A major problem presented by the 1970 Clean Air Act was how to provide
for continued industrial development while at the same time achieve and
maintain required air guality standards. Since the 19270 Act did not
specifically address this problem, the EPA (in an interpretive ruling)
outlined. a policy that allowed industrial growth in non-attainment areas
under certain circumstances. According to this "emission offset" struc-
ture a major new source could locate in a non-attainment area provided
the owner of the new source could guarantee more than equivalent reduc-
tiong in emissions from existing sources in the area.

The 1977 Clean Air Act Amendments endorsed this EPA policy but also pro-
vided that states could develop alternative mechanisms and include them
in their 8IP's. It is not, however, necessary that a state adopt a pro-
gram different from the EPA emission offset policy. That mechanism can
be adopted as a whole or in part by the SIP. States also have the option
of doing nothing, however this would have severe impacts ¢n future deve-
lopment.

The approach currently being used in the Portland airshed allows
industrial growth to occur but sets a limit on the amount of new
emissions to be added to the airshed. In essence, this approach
postpones a moratorium on new development. Once the limit jis fulfilled,
however, this approach would have the same detrimental impacts on employ-
ment and public revenues from taxes as would a direct moratorium unless
another strategy is developed to take its place.

The State has established an interim rule which places a "l1id" on emis-
sions of particulates. No more than 430 tons per year of particulate
emission may be added to the existing emission inventory. The figure
on the following page demonstrates the impact of the particulate lid on
potential expansion of industrial activities.

Alternative Approéches

There are essentially four alternatives available to a non—attainment
area planning for industrial growth. '

a. Emission Offset

A new source is allowed to locate in a non-attainment area pro-
vided the owner of the new source purchases sufficient pollution
control facilities from existing sources so that a net benefit

to the airshed results. The amount of net benefit must be at
least enough to represent reasonable progress towards the attain-
ment of the national ambient air guality standards. “Banking,"
holding left over emission offsets for future pollution growth,
could be ‘allowed in some forme.
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ATTACHMENT 4

POTENTIAL FOR INDUSTRIAL GROWTH UNDER
EXISTING REGULATIONS

»,

Maximum Emissions Tolerable POTENTIAL FCOR
CEILING © 3880 )= ——am e e P— INDUSTRIAL GROWTH

Emission Ceiling
=430

Cook Industries (grain elevator):
added 30 tons in 1976

TOTAL EMISSIONS

(tons per year) .

[
12712174 1976 1980

Source: Economic Pevelopment in Portland, Oregon (1977)
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ATTACHMENT 4

Growth Allocation or Growth Cushion

This system is basically a generalized offset program by which
a bank of emission rights is created by the application of con-
trols on existing sources. It involves a four step process.

1. Inventory existing emissions. P

2. Subtract reductions that will be achieved through the
application of reasonably available control technology (RACT).

3. Project future emission growth desired.

4. »apply additional controls to existing sources (both mobile
and stationary) to provide "room"™ for the projected growth
while maintaining reasonable progress towards NAAQS attainment.

Combination of the Offset and Cushion Approaches

The emission offset and growth cushion programs are by no means
mutually exclusive. Several combinations are possible. Indeed,

in view of the inherent limitations of each of the individual
programs, some combination of the two might be extremely beneficial.

For example, a basic offset system could be developed which re-
quires new sources to provide a net benefit to the airshed. But
instead of allowing an industry to bank the offset, the emission
rights would be held by the region of state as a growth cushion.

A emission offset program could also conceivably exist simult-
aneously with a growth cushion program. That is to say a growth
cushion option could be the basic growth mechanism of a region or
state. But if a particular industry has not been worked into the
projected growth of the area, there would be a system set-up
whereby it could "buy into™ the airshed by guaranteeing a net
benefit to the area emission level.

Null

There is always the option of doing nothing, however, this
would, in effect, halt future development.

Study Design

Portland proposes to use this portion of the Air Quality Technical
Assistance Demonstration Grant in a three phase study.
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ATTACHMENT 4

Phase 1 would be to facilitate the collection and corganization of data
upon which a growth management strategy can effectively be based.
Portland has a significant advantage here since the Data Base Improve-
ment Project will be completed in January, 1979. This project will
provide an accurate and accepted assessment of particulate emission
gources that contribute to wviolations of WAAQSs. The purpose of this
phase of the study would include:

a. Identification of sources of emissions in the Pdrtland AQMA;
b. Estimate potential source by source reductions;
c. Estimate the probable cost of these potential reductions; and

d. Prioritize the sources by a cost effectieness ratio of pollu-
tion reductions over control costs.

Phase 2 of the study would investigate the institutional

framework necessary to establish a management gtrategy. It would
address the problems of interfacing public and private roles in
handling non-traditional sources {such as road dust} to allow for
additional private development. It will also address the reserva-
tions the private sector has expressed about managing an offset
policy by itself. A total private sector mechanism becomes a pro-
blem in cases where one firm tries to buy control equipment for a
second firm. In most cases there is no incentive for the second
firm to "sell" these emission rights since:

1« The firm must now undertake the reéponsibility of operating
the control equipment which has been placed on its systems,
and

2. The firm no longer has emission reductions possible which
could be used for its own future expansion.

Other mechanisms may need to be developed in these cases.

Phase 3 would examine the financial considerations of potential
management strategies.

Phases 2 and 3, would produce a series of reports which would develop
alternative strategies and a recommended program as to the best sys-
tem for future industrial growth in a non-attainment area. Fach
report would include a determination of the costs of necessary regu-
lations or controls and the cost of administering the program.

The results of the project would be used by the Portland AQMA Advisory
Committee, which has the responsibility of recommending a growth man-
agement strategy for the region. Consultant(s) would provide the
Committee with answers to the following questions:
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ATTACHMENT 4

Emission Offset

1.

2,

How much potentical flexibility in air quality and development
objectives can be realized through the establishment of an
emisgion offset policy?

Would the cost of setting up and administering this type of
policy, balanced against the benefits derived, make it a
viable approach? m

How should the program be administered (through State agencies?
by a separate clearinghouse? others?)

How much of a net benefit would be required when new sources
enter the area to assure attainment of National Ambient Air
Quality Standards? "

If more than the required benefit is achieved, should the new
source retain the right to use that air or is the additional
benefit returned to a "public bank"?

Should industry be allowed to bank air rights and/or sell rights
to new sources if it applies more stringient controls or leaves
the airshed? How would this effect attainment of standards?

How are the emission offset henefits allocated among competing
requests?

a. first come first serve; .

b. permit system based on selected criteria (tax base, employ~-
ment generation, etc.); '

c. auction/emission fee system.

Should an offset policy apply to expanding as well as new
industry?

Which industries would be subject to the offset policy (greater
than 100 tons/year? 50 tons/year? 5 tons/year?).

Growth Cushion

Te

2.

How much flexibility in economic development could be derived
from a growth cushion policy (given technical and fiscal limit-
ations) which would bring the area into attainment of standards?

What type of and how much growth is desirable and should be

built into the cushion? On what basis/criteria should this
decision be made?
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c¢. Combination
1. What combinations of the offset and cushion approaches would
present a more effective growth management strategy than either
of the programs separately while considering~attainment of
standards, maintaining flexibility in future development and
public and private costs?
d. Null
1. What would be the projected economic development and private
industry effects of doing nothing in the way of providing
growth management strategies?
2. How does this projection compare with results possible from
initiating any other alternatives?
Products

The final products would include:

e

Ca

A prioritized list of potential offset sources within Portland and
the AQMA.

Technical reports explaining possible management alternatlves in-
cluding the impacts and costs of each.

A recommended economic growth management strategy integrated with
other regional programs and policies.

A report on the usefulness of this work for other areas, including
the relationship of the alleviatives examined to local government
needs.
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5. TIMELINES FOR WORK PROGRAM Part II
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EVALUATION

1. Consultant selection
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ATTACHMENT 4

EVALUATION OF MANAGEMENT STUDY

After completion of the study a second consultant would be hired for
a 30 day period to evaluate the effectiveness of the study. The
consultant would be asked to review the design, methodology and
technical analysis to determine the wvalidity and reliability of the

entire study. A

This consultant would be selected by the Growth Management Study

Committee from a list of interested consultants prepared by City
staff.
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ATTACHMENT 4

I. BUDGET - GROWTH MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

Department of Environmental Quality

Technical resource assistance to

study consultant ’ % 15,000
: : . $15,000
City of Portland ”
Policy Development and Research Section
Professional Services
- Study consultant(s) . : $100,000
- Program Manager assistance 18,720
~ Evaluation 7,000
Audit 2,000
Equipment rental 300
Office supplies 150
Minor Tools and Equipment 75
Education. . 190
Local Travel _ ' 75
Cut of Town Travel 600
Space rental ~ ) 1,295
City fleet services 50
Printing _ : 625
Mail and Distribution 150
Telephone - - : _ 350
$131,580
Local Match requirments § 0
Total Part 2 $146,530

Note: These budget costs are for the entire 18 months of the project. Salary
figures include automatic pay increases after one year and assume a 7%
cost of living for FY 79-80.

43



GOVERNOR

ROBERY W. STRAUB En V/'ronmenl‘a/ Oua//‘fy CO/??/??fSSlbﬂ

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.0. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

Tos: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. F3, March 30, 19792, EQC Meeting

Modification of Emission Limits for Wood Fired Veneer
Dryers Qutside Special Problem Areas - Proposed Rule

Change

Background

At the January 26, 19792 meeting, the EQC authorized the Department to hold
a hearing to consider modification of the emission limits for wood fired
veneer dryers.

Public notice was issued and the hearing was held on March 6, 1979.

Statement of Need for Rule Making

The BQC is authorized to adopt rules limiting air contaminant emissions
by ORS 468,295 Air Purity Standards; Air Quality Standards.

The American Plywood Association contends that wood fired veneer dryers
were not adequately considered when developing the existing veneer dryer
opacity regulations. Purther study by industry and the Department
indicates that the existing opacity regulations are technology forcing
when applied to wood fired veneer dryers and therefore the APA has
requested additicnal time to comply with those regulations. Some control
systems which have been pilot tested in the past few months, now are

"considered capable of complying with the opacity limits. However, a

(AT
&y
Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46

full-scale unit has not been installed. If these or similar units are

to be installed, equipment delivery schedules would extend the attainment
of compliance well past the current deadline and subject those sources

to non-compliance penalties required by the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1977.

4 rule is needed to limit emissions from wood fired veneer dryers and to
allow a reasonable time for control strategy development and control
equipment installation. fThe proposed rule contains limits on the mass
emissions rate and opacity from wood fired dryers. A future effective
date provides for adequate time to develop and install controls.



Agenda Item F3
March 30, 1979
Page 2

The Department has based the proposed rule on the following documents:

1. Letter from the American Plywood Association dated 10/9/78 requesting
an extension of the compliance date for wood fired veneer dryers,

2. Source test data on five (5) wood fired veneer dryers.
3. <Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977.

4. BSource test data on 15 hogged fuel boilers.

5. Testimony submitted at the March 6, 1979 public hearing.
BEvaluation

There were five witnesses that testified at the public hearing. The
hearing officer's report ig attached. As a result of hearing testimony,
the Department has modified its proposed rule change.

The original proposed rule allowed existing wood fired veneer dryers until
January 1, 1981 to comply with all emission limits., New wood fired dryers
or conversions after May 1, 1979 were required to comply with all limits
upon start-up. The additional time given to existing wood fired dryers

to attain compliance was based on the long delivery time for some control
equipment. It was pointed out at the hearing that new dryers or drver
conversions could be completed in less time than the control equipment
could be delivered and installed. The proposed rule would inhibit the
construction and operation of new wood fired dryvers for the next 6 to 12
months.

In order to avoid delaying start-up of new wood fired dryers, the
Department has added subsection (1) (e}. This subsection allows the
Department to grant exemptions to the requirement of compliance upon
start-up for those units which demonstrate that equipment delivery delay
is the only reason for non-compliance. Such exemptions would not be
granted if operation would interfere with the attainment or maintenance
of air gquality standards.

Dryers which are granted exemptions might operate cut of compliance for
six months or less. These dryers are not expected to cause violation of
ambient air standards or adversely affect public health or welfare.

Approximately one-half of the 25 existing wood fired veneer dryers do not
comply with the existing or proposed emission limits. The proposed rule
requires compliance schedules for the non-complying dryers by May 1, 1979.
In no case shall compliance schedules for any wood fired veneer dryers

go beyond January 1, 1981,

Summation

1. The American Plywood Association requested an extension of the
compliance date for wood fired veneer dryers.
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The Department has been unable to develop a method to evaluate the
compliance of wood fired veneer dryers with the existing 0.1 gr/sSCF
corrected to 12% CO2 regulation that is normally applied to wood
combustion units.

The number of wood fired veneer dryers is expected to increase and
there is a potential for an increase in total emissions as a result
of conversion from gas firing.

Full scale control equipment for wood fired dryers is not yet proven.
The equipment with the best potential to meet veneer dryer regulations
has up to one-year delivery time.

The proposed rule revision requires compliance with the same opacity
limits as exist in the current rule,

The EQC authorized the Department to hold a public hearing to consider
modifications of the rules for wood fired veneer dryers.

The public hearing was held on March 6, 1279.

As a result of testimony at the hearing, the Department has modified
the proposed rule to allow operation of new or converted wood fired
dryers out of compliance if control equipment delivery is the only
reason for non~-compliance.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, I recommend that OAR 340-25-305 through 315 be
modified as indicated in the attached proposed requlation and adopted.

Goee/

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

E. J. Weathersbee:vh

229-5397

3/14/79

1) Proposed regulation 340-25-305 through 315
2) Staff Report for January 1979 EQC Meeting
3) Public Notice for March 6, 1979 Hearing

4) Hearings Officer's Report

DD03:A1520.1:F6



ATTACHMENT 1

BOARD PRODUCTS INDUSTRIES

(Veneer, Plywood, Particleboard, Hardboard)

Definitions

340-25-305 (1) ‘"Department" means Department of Environmental Quality.

(2) "Fmission" means a release into the outdoor atmosphere of Air
contaminants.

{3} "Hardboard" means a flat panel made from wood that has been reduced
to basic wood fibers and bonded by adhesive properties under pressure.

{4) "Operations" includes plant, mill, or facility.

{5) "Particleboard" means matformed flat panels consisting of wood
particles bonded together with synthetic resin or other suitable binder.
{6} '"Person" means the same as ORS 468.005(5).

(7) "Plywood" means a flat panel built generally of an odd number of thin
sheets of veneers of wood in which the grain direction of each ply or layer
is at right angles to the one adjacent to it.

(8) "Tempering oven" means any facility used to bake hardboard following
an oil treatment process.

(9) ™"Veneer" means a single flat panel of wood not exceeding 1/4 inch

in thickness formed by slicing or peeling from a log.

(10) "Opacity" as defined by Section 340-21-005(4).

(11) "visual opacity determination” consists of a minimum of 25 opacity
readings recorded every 15 to 30 seconds and taken by a trained observer.
(12) "Opacity readings" are the individual readings which comprise a visual
opacity determination.

(13) "Fugitive emissions" are defined by Seciton 340-21-050(1).



(14) "Special problem area" means the formally designated Portland, Eugene-
Springfield, and Medford AQMA's and other sgpecifically defined areas that
the Environmental Quality Commission may formally designate in the future.
The purpose of such designation will be to assign more stringent emission
limits as may be necessary to attain and maintain ambient air standards

or to protect the public health or welfare.

(15) "Wood fired veneer drver" means a veneer dryer which is directly

heated by the products of combustion of wood fuel in addition to or

exclusive of steam or natural gas or propane combustion.

Statutory Authority: ORS 468.295
Hist: Piled 3-31-71 as DEQ 26,
Eff. 4-25-71
Amended by DEQ 132,

Filed and Eff. 4-~11-77

General Provisions

340-25-310 (1) These regulations establish minimum performance and
emission standards for veneer, plywood, particleboard, and hardboard
manufacturing operations.

(2) FEmission limitations established herein are in addition to, and not
in lieu of, general emission standards for visible emissions, fuel burning
equipment, and refuse burning equipment, except as provided for in Section
340-25-315.

(3) Emission limitation established herein and stated in terms of pounds
per 1000 square feet of production shall be computed on an hourly basis

using the maximum 8 hour production capacity of the plant.



(4) Upon adoption of these regulations, each affected veneer, plywood,
particleboard, and hardboard plant shall proceed with a progressive and
timely program of air pollution control, applying the highest and best
practicable treatment and control currently available. Each plant shall,
at the request of the Department, sulmit periocdic reports in such form and
frequency as directed to demonstrate the progress being made toward full
compliance with these regulations.
Statutory Authority: ORS 468.295
Hist: Filed 3-31-71 as DEQ 26,

Eff. 4-25~71

Amended by DEQ 132,

Filed and Eff. 4-11-77

Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations

340-25-315 (1) Veneer Dryers:
{a) Consistent with Section 340-25-310(1) through (4), it is the objective
of this section of control air contaminant emissions, including, but not
limited to, condensible hydrocarbons such that visible emissions from each
veneer dryer located outside special problem areas are limited to a level
which does not cause a characteristic "blue haze" to be observable.
(b) No person shall operate any veneer dryer outside a special problem
area such that visible air contaminants emitted from any dryer stack or
emigsion point exceed:

(&) A design opacity of 10%,

(B) An average operating opacity of 10%, and

(C) A maximum opacity of 20%.



Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason for the failure
to meet the above reguirements, said regquirements shall not apply.

(c) Particulate emissions from wood fired veneer dryers located outside

a special problem area shall not exceed:

() 0.75 pounds per 1000 square feet of veneer dryed (3/8" basis)

for units using fuel which has a moisture content by weight of 20%

or less.

(B) 1.50 pounds per 1000 square feet of veneer dryed (3/8" basis)

for units using fuel which has a moisture content by weight of greater

than 20%.

(C) In addition to (A) and (B) above, 0.40 pounds per 1000 pounds

of steam generated.

The heat source for wood fired veneer dryers is exempted from Section

340-21-030.

(d) [c] After May 1, 1979,[July 1, 1977] no person shall operate a veneer

dryer in existence prior to May 1, 1979, located outside a special problem

area unless:
(2) The owner or operator has submitted a program and time schedule
for installing an emission control system which has ben approved in
writing by the Department as being capable of complying with
subsection 340-25-315(1) (b) & (c).
(B} The veneer dryer is equipped with an emission control system
which has been approved in writing by the Department and is capable
of complying with subsection 340-25-315(1) {b), §"ifli or
(C) The owner or operator has demonstrated and the Department has

agreed in writing that the dryer is capable of being operated and



operated in continuous compliance with subsection 340-25-315(1) (b) g_g'

The schedule for wood fired veneer dryers shall result in compliance

as soon as practicable, but by no later than January 1, 1981

{e) The time schedule required in (d) (A) above for wood fired veneer

dryers in existence prior to May 1, 1979 shall be completed as soon as

practicable, but by no later than January 1, 1981. Wood fired veneer

dryers constructed on or after May 1, 1979 shall comply with subsection

340-25~315(1) (b) and (¢) upon startup. The Department may grant exceptions

to this requirement if control equipment delivery and installation will

significantly delay the startup of a wood fired veneer dryer and that

operation of such dryer will not interfere with the maintenance of ambient

air quality standards. In no case shall such exception be granted beyond

January 1, 1981.

(f) [d] BEach veneer dryer shall be maintained and operated at all times such
that air contaminant generating processes and all contaminant control
equimment shall be at full efficiency and effectiveness so that the
emission of air contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels.

(g) [e] No person shall willfully cause or permit the installation or use
of any means, such as dilution, which, without resulting in a reduction

in the total amount of air contaminants emitted, conceals an emission which
would otherwise viclate this rule.

(h) [£] Where effective measures are not taken to minimize fugitive
emissions, the Department may reguire that the equipment or structures

in which processing, handling, and storage are done, be tightly closed,

modified, or operated in such a way that air contaminants are minimized,

controlled, or removed before discharge to the open air.



(i) [g] The Department may require more restrictive emission limits than
provided in Section 340-25-315(1) (b} & (c) for an individual plant upon

a finding by the Commission that the individual plant is located or is
proposed to be located in a special problem area. The more restrictive
emission limits for special problem areas may be established on the basis
of allowable emissions expressed in opacity, pounds per hours, or total
maximum daily emissions to the atmosphere, or a combination thereof.

(2) Other Emission Sources:

(a) No person shall cause to be emitted particulate matter from veneer

and plywood mill sources, including, but not limited to, sanding machines,
saws, presses, barkers, hogs, chippers, and other material size reduction
equipment, process or space ventilation systems, and truck loading and
unloading facilities in excess of a total from all sources within the plant
site of (1.0) pound per 1000 square feet of plywood or veneer production
on a 3/8 inch basis of finished product eguivalent.

(b) Excepted from subsection (a) are veneer dryers, fuel burning
equipment, and refused burning equipment.

(3) Monitoring and Reporting: The Department may require any veneer dryer
facility to establish an effective program for monitoring the visible air
contaminant emissions from each veneer dryer emission point. The program
shall be subject to review and approval by the Department and shall consist
of the following:

(a) A specified minimum frequency for performing visual opacity

determinations on each veneer dryer emission point;



(b) All data obtained shall be recorded on copies of a "Veneer Dryer Visual
Emissions Monitoring Form: which shall be provided by the Department of
Envirommental Quality or on an alternative form which is approved by the
Department; and

(c) A specified period during which all records shall be maintained at

the mill site for inspection by authorized representatives of the

Department.
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ATTACHMENT 2

Environmental Quality Commission

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 87207 PHONE {(503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda ltem No. = H , January 1979, EQC Meeting
Reguest for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing to
Consider a Modification of the Emission Limits for Wood
Fired Veneer Dryers

Background

The majority of veneer dryers in Oregon are heated by the combustion of
natural gas or steam supplied by a hogged fuel boiler. In these cases the
atmospheric emissions from the veneer dryers are limited to an average
opacity of 10% and a maximum opacity of 20%. The boiler if installed after
1971 is limited to 0.1 gr/SCF and 20% opacity. :

In the past seven years several of the gas fired veneer dryers have been
converted to utilize heat in the gases from the direct combustion of wood

waste.

Some of the existing regulations and compliance dates are not readily

applicable to these dryers. Therefore, the Department is proposing modifi-
cations to the exlsting regulations. :

Wood fired veneer dryers consist of a standard veneer dryer and a separate.
combustion unit which provides 'heat to the dryer through connecting duct-

work.

The combustion units vary greatly in the types of fuel used, design

and the method of firing. In addition, a portion of the dryer exhaust is
returned to the combustion unit or a blend chamber to reduce the desired
temperature of the gases entering the dryer. By recirculating some of the
dryer exhaust, a portion of the hydrocarbon emissions are incinerated. Some
units also generate steam for plant operation with a portion of the heat
generated in the combustion unit.

Currently there are about 26 wood fired veneer dryers operating in the
Department's jurisdiction. At least 17 more wood fired dryers are in the
planning or construction stage. There are approximately 250 dryers of all
types in the Department's Jjurisdiction.

Wood fired dryers are generally converted gas dryers. Because of the high
cost of gas, more gas dryers will probably be converted t6 wood firing. By
converting to wood firing, the plant utiiizes its own mill waste. Some
plants can supply nearly all of the energy needed to run their processes In
this manner. :
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There is a wide variety of combustion unit designs and the fuel varies in
moisture content, size and composition. The emissions from these dryers
is difficult to predict. Currently no wood fired dryers have external
control equipment, some have met the existing opacity limits while others
have not.

The Department's opacity limits for all veneer dryers outside of Air
Quality Maintenance Areas were adopted during April 1977. The opacity is
limited to a maximum of 20% and an average of 10%. Because the combustion
unit is external, its emissions are limited to 0.1 gr/SCF corrected to
12% CO,.

2
Because of a lack of data, the Department, with APA's cocperation, began
a testing program to determine whether the combustion units met the 0.1
gr/SCF 1imit or not. In addition, the program would try to determine any change
in the dryer emission rate as a result of the conversion to wood firing.
The program required all existing dryers to be tested on wood firing, and
all new conversions would be tested before and after conversion., A test
procedure was designed which might be able to evaluate compliance with the
0.1 gr/SCF Timit.

Statement of Need for Rule Making

The EQC is authorized to adopt rules limiting air contaminant emissions by
ORS 468.295 Air Purity Standards; Air Quality Standards.

The American Plywood Association contends that wood fired veneer dryers were
not adequately considered when developing the existing opacity regulations,
Further study indicates that the existing opacity regulations are technology
forcing when applied to wood fired veneer dryers and therefore the APA has
requested additional time to comply with those regulations. Some control
systems have been pilot tested in the past few months and appear capable of
complying with the opacity limits. However, a full-scale unit has not been
installed, |f these or similar units are to be installed, equipment delivery
delays would extend the attainment of compliance well past the current deadline
and subject those sources tonon-compliance penalties required by the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1977.

A rule is needed to limit emissions from wood fired veneer dryers and to
allow a reasonable time for control strategy development and control equip-
ment installation. The proposed rule contains limits on the mass emissions
rate and opacity from wood fired dryers. A future effective date provides
for adequate time to develop and install controls,

The Department has based the proposed rule on the following documents:

1. Letter from the American Plywood Association dated 10/9/78 requesting
an extension of the compliance date for wood fired veneer dryers.
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2. Source test data on five (5) wood fired veneer dryers.
3. Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977.

k, Source test data on 15 hogged fuel boilers,

Evaluation .
As a result of the testing program the Department now has test results from
seven (7) plants and additional data is being submitted as conversions to
direct wood firing are made. The source tests indicate that it is impossible .-
to separate the burner emissions from the dryer emissions because of the
recirculation of the dryer exhaust, Therefore compliance with the 0.1

gr/SCF limit is impracticable to demonstrate. This problem and APA's request
started an investigation of wood fired dryer emissions control strategies

and possible emission Timits.

At least 14 of the existing wood fired veneer dryers do not comply with the
veneer dryer opacity limits. Emission rates are affected by several operating
parameters including burner design, burner fuel, combustion efficiency, dryer
configuration and type of veneer. With these and other variables, it is .
difficult to determine what the problem is when a dryer is not in compliance.
However, one factor seems to have a large impact on dryer emissions., When
ply trim is the main fuel, opacity is higher from these dryers than other
dryers. One of the components of the plywood glue is salt. Because of the
small particle size of the salt, the dryer exhaust plume is highly visible.
One company has done extensive research in an effort to reduce the salt in
the glue., Significant reductions in mass emissions were achieved and opacity
was reduced; however, compliance with opacity limits was not achieved,

Since there are no controls on existing wood fired dryers, control strategies
must be developed. Because of the small size of the particulates, controls
commonly used for steam and gas dryers probably will not be effective., One
control system has been pilot tested and shows promise. However, it is
approximately twice as expensive as controls for other dryers and may require
at least one year to fabricate and install,

The regulation proposed by the Department attempts to deal with the
variability of the combustion units, The following are the main points of
the proposed regulation:

i. Opacity limits are the same for all veneer dryers as in the current
requlation.

2. In addition to opacity, wood fired dryers must also comply with one of
the following appropriate limits.
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a. 0.75#/1000 square feet of production (3/8" basis) for units with
a fuel moisture content of 20% or less,

b. 1.5#/1000 square feet of production (3/8' basis) for units with a
fuel moisture content of greater than 20%,

c. If steam is generated in addition to drving veneer, an additional
0.40#/1000 pounds of steam can be added to the limits in a. and
b. above.

3. All wood fired dryers must be in compliance by no later than January 1,

1981.

b, Compliance schedules for all non-complying wood fired dryers shall be’
submitted and approved by no later than May 1, 1979.

5. The combustion units are not required to comply with the 0.1 gr/SCF
limit, )

6. These rules would only apply outside AQMA's unless specifically included
by the adoption as part of the air quality standard's attainment/
maintenance strategy.

This proposed regulation will accommodate the apPA's request for extension of
the compliance deadline for wood fired veneer dryers. [t will also eliminate
the 0.1 gr/SCF, corrected to 12% CO, limit imposed by OAR 340-21-030. The
mass emission limits will encourage”efficient operation of the combustion
units to maintain a minimum emission rate,

A1l of the test data received was from units using fuel with a moisture
content of 20% or less., Mass emissions from these units were consistently
in the .5 - .7#/1000 ft~ range, although not all of the units were in com-
pliance with Ehe opacity limits. The Department proposed a limit of
0.75#/1000 ft~ for these units., The test data indicate that a properly
operated dryer should meet that limit.

There are no combustion units which use a fuel with a moisture content of
greater than 20% currently operating in Oregon , However, several will be

in operation within the next year. Because of the lack of data and the
similarity between these units and hogged fuel boilers, the limit was based

on an equivalent hogged fuel boiler and steam veneer dryer, The mass emission
rates for several boilers operating at 0.1 gr/SCF were averaged, This data
was added to the Department's emission factor for a controlled steam drver,

The same boilers were used to find an average emission rate for each 1000
pounds of steam generated. This additional limit was added because some units
generate steam for plant operations in addition to heatling the dryers,
Additional fuel is burned to supply heat tothe boiler and therefore emissions
are increased, but dryer production is not increased.
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The mass emission limits for wood fired dryers are expected and intended to
be less stringent than the opacity limits. To date, all wood fired dryers
that meet the copacity limits have complied with the above mass emission
limits. These 1imits may be changed if the test data submitted indicate a
change is warranted. These mass emission Iimits should not be interpreted
as Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER)} for sources located inside Air
Quality Maintenance Areas.

The Department has conferred with the American Plywood Association con-
cerning these regulatory changes. The input from the APA Committee has
been helpful and the Association is in general agreement with the proposed
regulation. .

Summation

1. The American Plywood Association has requested an extension of the
compliance date for wood fired veneer dryers.

2. The Department has been unable to develop a method to evaluate the
compliance of wood fired veneer dryers with the existing 0,1 gr/SCF
corrected to 12% CO2 regulation that is normally applied to wood .
combustion units.

3. The number of wood fired veneer dryers is expected to increase and
there is a potential for an increase in total emissions as a result
of the conversion from gas firing.

4, Control equipment for wood fired dryers is not yet proven. The
equipment with the best potential-tc meet veneer dryer regulations
has a one-year delivery time,

5. The proposed rule revision requires compliance with the same opacity

limits as exist in the current rule,.

Director's Recommendation

Based dpoh the'summation,ﬁl recommend that authorlzation be granted for ‘a
public hearing to consider a change. in. the veneer dryer reguiatlcn to
appropriately accommodate woed fired veneer dryers. .

W
WILL§AM H, YOUNG
Director

E. J. Weathersbee: jmd

229-5397
1/10/79

Attachment (1) Draft Regulaticn



~DRAFT-
BOARD PRODUCTS INDUSTRIES

(Veneer, Plywood, Particleboard, Hardboard)

Definitions

3&0-25—305 (1) "Department' means Department of Environmental Quality.

(2) "Emission' means a release into the outdoor-atmosphere of Air
contaminants,

{(3) "Hardboard'' means a flat pans] made from wood that has been reduced to
basic wood fibers and bonded by adhesive properties under pressure,

(4) YOperations' includes plant, mill, or facility.

(5) "Particleboard" means matformed flat panels consisting of wood particles
bonded together with synthetic resin or other suitable binder,

(6) ""Person'' means the same as ORS 468.005(5),

(7) '"Plywood'' means a flat panel built generally of an odd number of thin
.sheets of veneers of wood in‘which the grain direction of each ply or iaye;
is at right angles to the one adjacent to it.

(8) '"'Tempering oven'' means any facility used to bake hardboard following an
oil treatment process. 7

(9) ‘''Weneer' means a sihgle flat panel of wood not exceeding 1/4 inch in
thickness formed by slicing or peeling from a log. ,

(10) "Opacity' as defihed by Section 340-21-005(4),

(11) "Visual opacity determination' consists of a minimum of 25 opacity
readings recorded every 15 to 30 seconds and taken by a trained observer.
(12) ""Opacity readings'' are the individual readings which comprise a visual
opacity determination,

(13) "*Fugitive emissions' are defined by Section 340-21-050(1).

{14) "Special problem area'' means the formally designated Portland, Eugene-

Springfield, and Medford AQMA's and other specifically defined areas that



the Environmental Quality Commission may formally designate in the future.
The purpose of such designation will.be to assign more stringent emission
limits as may be necessary to attain and maintain ambient air standards or
to protect the public health or we]fafe.

{15) '"Wood fired veneer dryer'' means a veneer dryer which is directly heated

by the products of combustion of wood fuel in addition to or exclusive of

steam or natural gas or propane combustion.

Statutory Authority: ORS 468,295
Hist: Filed 3-31-71 as DEQ 26,
Eff. 4-25-71
Amended by DEQ 132,

Filed and Eff. 4-11-77

General Provisions

340~£5~3IO (1) These regulations establish minimum performance and emissién
standards for veneer, plywood, particleboard, and hardboard ﬁanufacturing
operations.

(2) Emission limitations establishe& herein are in addition to, and not in
lieu of, general emission standards for visible emissions, fuel burning
equipment, and refuse burning equipment, except as provided for in Section
340~25~315.

(3) Emission limitations established herein and stated in terms of pounds
per 1000 square feet of production shall be computed on an hourly basis
using the maximum 8 hour production capacity of the plant.

(4) Upon adoption of these regulations, each affected veneer, plywood,
particleboard, and hardboard plant shall proceed with a progressive and
timely program of air pollution control, applying the highest and best

practicable treatment and control currently available, Each plant shall

at the request of the Department submit periodic reports In such form and
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(C) In addition to (A) and (B) above, 0.40 pounds per 1000 pounds of

steam generated,

The heat source for wood fired veneer dryers is exempted from Section

340-21-030,

(d) After May 1, 1979, no person shall operate a veneer dryer in existence

prior to May 1, 1979, located outside a special problem.area unless:

(A} The owner or operator has submitted a program.and time schedule
for iﬁstalling an emission control system which has been approved in
wri;ing by the Department as being capable of complying with subsection
350-25-315(1) (b) & {c),

(B) The veneer dryer is equipped with an emission control system which
has been approved In writing by the Department and is capablé of com-
plying with subsection 340-25-315{1){(b), & (b), or

(C}) The owner or operator has demonstrated and the Department has
agreed in writing that the dryer is capable of being operated and is
operated in continuous compliance with subsection 340-25-315(1)(b) & ¢

The schedule for wood fired veneer dryers shall result in compliance as

soon as practicable, but by no later than January 1, ]981;

{e) Each veneer dryer shall be maintained and operated at all times such that

air contaminant generating processes and all contaminant control equipment
shall be at full efficiency and effectiveness so that the emission of air
contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels,

(f) No person shall willfully cause or permit the installation or use of
any means, such as diltution, which, without resulting in a reduction in the
total amount of air contaminants emitted, conceais an emission which.would

otherwise violate this rule.

(g) Where effective measures are not taken to minimize fugitive emissions,
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frequency as directed to demonstrate the progress being made toward full
compliance with these regulations,
Statutory Authority: ORS 468.295
Hist: .Fi1ed 3-31-71 as DEQ 26,
Eff. 4~25-71
Amended by DEQ 132,

Filed and Eff. 4-1}—77

Veneer and Plywood Manufacturing Operations

340-25-315 (1) Veneer Dryers:
(a) Consistent with Section 340-25-310(1) through (4), it is the objective
of this section to control air contaminant emissions, including, but not
limited to, condensible hydrocarbons such that visible emissions from each
veneer dryer located outside special problem areas are limited to a level
which does not cause a characteristic "blue haze'' to be observable,
(b) No person shall operéte any veneer dryer outside a special problem area
such that visible air contaminants emitted from any dryer stack or emission
point exceed:

(A) A design opacity of 10%,

| (B) An average operating opacity of 10%, and

(C) A maximum opacity of 20%.
Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason for the failure
to meet the above requirements, said requirements shall not apply,

(c) Particulate emissions from wood fired veneer dryers shall not exceed:

(A) 0.75 pounds per 1000 square feet of veneer dryed (3/8' basis) for

units using fuel which has a moisture content by weight of 20% or less,

{B) 1.50 pounds per 1000 square feet of veneer dryed (3/8" basis) for

units using fuel which has a moisture content by weight of greater than 20%.
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the Department may require that the equipment or structures in which
processing, handling, and storage are done, be tightly closed, modified, or
operated in such a way that air contaminants are minimized, controlled, or
removed before discharge to the open air,

{h) The Department may require more restrictive emission limits than
provided in Section 340-25-315(1)(b) & (c) for an individual plant upon

a finding by the Commission that the individual plant is located or is
proposed to be located in a special problem area. The more restrictive
emission limits for special problem areas may be established on the basis

of allowable emissions expressed in opacity, pounds per hour, or total

maximum daily emissions to the atmosphere, or a combination thereof,
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ATTACHMENT 3

Department of Environmental Quality

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 897207 PHONE {503) 229-

'Prepared: January 15, 1979
Hearing: March 6, 1979

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

A CHANCE TC BE HEARD ABOUT:

WHAT

MODIFICATIONS TO VENEER DRYER REGULATIONS

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing modifications

to

the existing regulations for veneer dryers to accommodate recent

conversions of gas dryers to direct wood firing. The regulations
would establish mass emission limits for wood fired dryers in addition

to
in

IS

the existing opacity limits. A hearing on this matter will be held
Portland on Tuesday, March 6.

THE DEQ PROPOSTNG?

Interested parties should request a copy of the complete proposed
rule package. The major aspects of the proposed modifications are:

k&

b3

*k

The opacity limits for all dryers ocutside of Air Quality
Maintenance Areas, including wood fired dryers, are the same.
These limits are the same as in current regulatioms.

Wood fired dryers shall not exceed 0.75 pounds per thousand square
feet, or 1.5 pounds per thousand square feet, depending on the
moisture content of the fuel.

Existing wood fired dryers shall be in compliance with all rules
before Janumary 1, 1981.

WHO IS AFFECTED BY THIS PROPQSAL?

Plywood plant operators are directly affected by the proposed regulatiom.

HOW TO PROVIDE YOUR INFORMATION:

()
&S
Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-1

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental
Quality, Air Quality Division, P.O. Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207,
and should be received by March 6, 1979.



Public Notice

Page 2
Oral and written comments may be offered at the following public
hearing:
Time Date Location
Portland 2:00 March 6 State Office Building

Room 12 - Basement
1400 S.W. Fifth
Portland, Oregom

WHERE TO dBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

Copies of the rules may be obtained from:

Mr. Ed Woods

DEQ Air Quality Division
P.0. Box 1760 ~
Portland, Oregon 97207
(503) 229-6480

LEGAT. REFERENCES FOR THIS PROPOSAL:

This proposal amends QAR 340-25-305 through 315. This rule is
proposed under authority of ORS 468.295.

This proposal does not affect land use.

FURTHER PROCEEDINGS

After public hearing the Environmental Quality Commission may adopt

a rule identical to the proposed rule, adopt a modified rule on the
same subject matter, or decline to act. The adopted resgulations may
be submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency as part of the
State Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. The Commission's deliberation

should come in late March as part of the agenda of a regularly scheduled
Commission meeting. :

MF : kmm
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o w s | Enyironmental Quality Cormmission

522 S.W. 6th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

TO: Environmental Quality Commission DATE: March 13, 1979
FROM: Hearing Officer

SUBJECT: Hearing Report on March 6, 1979 hearing -« modifications of the
- emigsion limits for wood fired veneer dryers.

Summary of Procedure

Pursuant to public notice, a public hearing was convened in the State
Office Building, Portland, Oregon at 2:00 p.m. on March 6, 1979. The
purpose was to receive testimony regarding the modification of emission
limits for wood fired veneer dryers.

Summary of Testimony

Gerald Wilson, Linnton Plywood stated that the veneer drvers at his
facility were converted to wood firing in order to meet existing opacity
limits. He was concerned about changing the emission limits after the
Department had approved the construction and operation of the existing
installation.

Gary Grimes, Southwest Porest Industries supported the Department's
proposal. The overall environmental and economic benefits from converting
to wood firing should be recognized and conversions should not be
inhibited. The elimination of the correction to 12% CO, was a positive
step. The existing opacity limits should be more stringent than the
proposed mass emission limits.

W. D. Page, American Plywood Association stated that the APA Technical
Committee supported the Department's proposal. However the ability to
meet the emission limits is based on the results of pilot tests only.
Test results on full scale installations will be necessary to prove
conclusively that the limits are reasonable. The Department must be ready
to reevaluate the emission limits after reviewing the test results of full
scale units, .
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Mr. Page did question the requirement that conversions or new wood fired
dryers which begin operation after May 1, 1979 must be in compliance upon
startup. The final compliance date for wood fired dryvers existing prior
to May 1, 1979 was extended to January 1, 1981 because of the long
equipment delivery times. The Department's requirement would have the
effect of halting dryer conversions for 6 to 12 months,

Jack Payne, Champion International supported the Department's proposal,
but agreed with Mr. Page's analysig of the requirement that new wood fired
dryers be in compliance at startup. The lead time for installation of

a new veneer dryer may allow installation of control egquipment before:
startup. However, conversions require much less time to complete and
startup would be delayed if compliance was required upon startup.

L. M. Steffensen, Georgia Pacific generally supported the Departmen&'s
proposal. He pointed out that the regulatory standard (.75#/1000ft™) was
not always sufficient to meet the design standard of l0% average opacity.

Respectfully submitted,

ﬁ/ My @mfm

Wayhe Cordes
Hearing Qfficer
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MEMORANDUM

T0: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. G, March 30, 1979,
Environmental Quality Commission Meeting
Variance Request, Larry Ballman from OAR
340-71-020(7), regarding the construction

of a subsurface sewage disposal system in
Clatsop Plains.

Background

Mr. and Mrs. Baliman own and live on 2.3 acres within the Clatsop Plains
moratorium area near Smith Lake and south of Warrenton. The lot presently
has a duplex with one-bedroom units and. a two-bedroom dwelling which the
applicant occupies. The property is identified as Tax Lot 300 and 301,
Sec. 33B, T8, R10, W.M.

Because of Mrs. Ballman's health problems and the 90-year age of Mrs.
Ballman's father, they are requesting a variance (Request for Variance,
Attachment 1) from 0AR 340-71-020(7) to allow them to construct a third
dwelling and subsurface sewage disposal system. They wish to build a two-
bedroom home for themselves. Their present residence would then be occu-
pied by the aged father. A signed memorandum from Mr., and Mrs., Ballman
states they will vacate the house upon the father's death and disconnect
the septic system pending the outcome of the Clatsop Plains Groundwater
Protection Plan Study.

Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS), Chapter 454.657, 1977 Replacement Part
states that:

After hearing the Environmental Quality Commission may grant

to appllcants for permits required under ORS 454.655 specific
variances from the particular requirements of any rule or stan-
dard pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal systems for each
period of time and upon such conditions as it may consider nece-
ssary to protect the public health and welfare and to protect the
waters of the state, as defined in ORS 468.700. The Commission
'shall grant such specific variance only where after hearing it
finds that strict compliance with the rule or standard is in-
appropriate for cause or because special physical conditions
render strict compliance unreasonable, burdensome or impractical.



Evaluation

The variance request is based upon a medical hardship. Granting the
variance as requested by the applicant appears reasonable. The Commission
should be aware, however, that other alternatives may exist. The aged
father could occupy the duplex. There is space for the addition of
room{s} to the duplex. This option was discussed with the applicant and
rejected. Mr. Ballman feels the duplex is too small and in submarginal
condition for the aged father's needs.

Granting of the variance will not create a public health hazard. An eval-
uation of the property by Clatsop County Health Department personnel indi-
cates an acceptable area exists for the additional drainfield. Approval
of the variance may precipitate a number of other property owners to apply
based upon medical reasons or other special, unreasonable, burdensome
circumstances.

Summation

1. Mr. and Mrs. Lawrence H. Ballman own property located in the Smith
Lake area of Clatsop County within the Clatsop Plains moratorium
boundaries.

2. Mr. and Mrs. Ballman have requested a variance from 0AR 340-71-020(7)
because of medical hardship so that they may construct a new two-
bedroom home and subsurface sewage disposal system and move Mrs,
Ballman's aged father into the existing home. The variance would be
effective immediately and continue pending adoption of a Clatsop
Plains Groundwater Protection. Pian or upon the death of Gilbert J.
Walters, whichever is the later.

3. Other alternatives may exist including:
a. Move Mr. Walters into the existing duplex.

b. Move a trailer and connect onto the existing subsurface system
serving the two-bedroom home.

Mr. Ballman has not wished to pursue these alternatives.

b, Granting of any of these options would not create a public health
hazard.
5. The granting of this variance by the Environmental Quality Commission

would be allowable in accordance with ORS 454 .657.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that the
Environmental Quality Commission:

1. Enter a finding that strict compliance is inappropriate at this time
for cause due to the medical hardships for Mr. Walters and Mrs. Ballman.
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2. Grant the variance to Mr. and Mrs. Ballman to construct a subsurface
sewage disposal system to serve a hew two-bedroom home subject to
the following conditions:

a. The variance shall terminate upon the death of Mr. Gilbert
J. Walters, and the subsurface system presently in use will
be disconnected, the home left uninhabited pending adoption
of a Clatsop Plains Groundwater Protection Plan.

b. If after adoption of the Groundwater Protection Plan, the

home and its subsurface sewage system is not compatible
with the adopted plan the home shall be razed.

WILLIAM YOUNG

Charles H. Gray
229-5209

March 16, 1979
Attachment:

1. Mr. and Mrs. Lawrence H. Ballman, Request for Variance



March 9, 1979

Mr. Robert E. Gillbert
Regional Manager
Northwest Regilon

522 5. W. 5th- Avenue

P, 0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Gilbert:

I am sending you the final vapers applying for a VARIANCE, and appreciate
your having gone over the first draft. To the supporting memorandum I have
added a statement from my wife's dochor attesting to her one major health
problem., I am sure that the doctor attending to her cancer condition would
be more than willing to supply additional testament if needed. The County
sanitarian has added his soll evaluation and the planning department their
comments. I objected to Mr. Oggel's final statement as being his opinion
and not a statement of fact. He informed me that he would send you a letter
retracting this statement. If he does you might substitute it for the one
I am submitting. Mr. Ogrel is not fully aware of cur condition nor has he
read my apnlication. I feel that the Variance application shonld be judged
on its own merits and not on Mr. Oggel's personal feelings,

Somewhere in the material you sent to me there ls a reference to & fee
schedule to be applied to Variance applications. However, no schedule was
with these papers. I will send the fee upon receiving notification from
you as to the amount.

Thank you very much for your assistance and hope all goes well without
any further delays.

Sincerely,

Lawrence H, Ballman

Dept. of Environmental Guality

P. 0. Box h2% - @E@EHWE
|

Warrenton, Oregon 971L6
WAR 13 1979

NORTHWEST REGION
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BERORE THF THNVIROMRNT L OUATITY COMMTSSTON

“OF THE STATF OF ORFGCN

DEPARTMENT OF FMVIROMMENTAL )
)
CUALITY OF THR STATE OF )
' )
ORECON, )
)
DEPATPHENT , )
)
VS, ) REQITBET FOP VARIANCE
)
3 '
Jdayne Vaiters Pallman )
)
and )
)
Lawrence H. Pallman, )
)
Resnondoenta. )

N

Pursvant to ORS LSh.657, Jayne Walters LBallmon and Lowrence H,
Ballman herely requests a variance from tl requirements and stendards tmnosed
by Ovegen Administrotive Rules Chapter 300 - 71 - 020 (7)) (a) ORrS Lsl.6ds,

Strict compliance with these standards is inapwroseiste hecause:

(a) TZonditions exist that are bevond the control of Jeyne Ualters
Ialhuan and Lavrence U, Tallnan;

(L) Speci-l circumstances render strict coﬁpljance unreaconatle,
burdﬁnsome, or inpractical due to special physical conditions and medical
conditions or cauvse; and

(¢) Strict compliance would result in continusd danger to the
health, welfare and life of Gilbert J. Wallers, Jayne Walters Pallman and

Lavrence H. Rallinan.

Page 1 - REEGUEST FOT VARTANOE



The Vafianoe Shéuld be effective immediately, and continue pend-
the interpretation of data that is belinp obtained by a professional hydro-
geologist in regard to the Smith Lalke afea, or upon the death of Gilbert
J. Walters, which ever is the later. .

In support of this request, Jayne Waliters Rallman and Lawrence II,
Balliman relies on the Nemorandum.in Support of Request for Variance sub-~
mitted herewith.

Dated this &th day of March, 1979.

44f%p4522<52223 A;fixﬂﬁuucaa_h*,

Jayne félters Ballman

e . /Aa//m

Lawrence H. B man
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EEFORE THE INVIROMMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

OF THE STATE_ OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF EMVIRCMMENTAL
QUALITY OF THE STATE OF
OREGON,
Department, - MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT
OF REQUEST FOR VARIANCE
V5.

Jayne Walters Ballman and

Lawrence H. Ballman,

S N e S M N N e et e e P N

Respondent.

FACTUAL RACKGROUND

Wnile we are basically in support of land use planning and pro-
tection of our watersheds, we are very much opnosed to the injustices
created by the way the programs are being administered. The method of con-
trol iﬁ this érea has given'the land devélopers a distinct advantape which
is not readily availabe to private owners. A steady source of financing is
primary to developers who also have the facility to shift their building
projects in line with éhanging markets and fluctuating regulationz. Through
lobbying, time is often pgained that will enable entrepeneurs engaped in de~
velopments to meet schedules that the limitations -of the individual property
owner prevent his accomplishing., If all else fails, these in the business |
can usually resort to tax‘write~offs for compensation. Such is not available
to the individual wishing only to build a home,

People such as Mrs. Ballman and I, in a low, middle-income bracket,
mpst postpone our goals until we are in a position to carry out the plans .of

twenty years....only to find that the larger land developers have created a
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condition Lhet makes our hard-earned plans inoperable. ITn additicn to
causing a moratorium on construction, these same develoners have caused

the assessed values and commensurate taxes on our land to soar; but the
right to use our land for similar purposes is lost. When the assessor is
questioned about this situation, he informs us that we are paying for view
?roperty. Cur view is cut off by a hill as high as the house and the in-
ability to build on the other side of the hiil restricts our view to traffic
onrﬂighway 101. - The justice of this situafion is highly questionable. Thé
house we presently occupy was originally constructed as g gafage, with room
by rocm having heen added in jerry-built fashion as necessary. There were
no building inspectors in tﬁose days and not;a room 18 square or wall plumb.
Honetheless, we felt forituneie tce be able to make the purchase and work toward
tuilding a more permanent residence when we could afford to do this,., Our
decision was made more firm seversl years back when the then-assessor, David
Dickson, told.us we were victims of a particularly malicious wood-borer and
should not plan any remodelingrof this structure.-

The lot on which we hope to build is now assessed at $25,000, based
on the sales price of those who are building in the area. Without the right
to use this pronerty as the developers are using that which they obtain, we
ceftainly could not sell for the assessed price; still our taxes are based on
this figure. |

Ve did not make an ef fort to‘apply for the permit before the mor-
atorium went into effect because we were uncertain as to the definite time
we could finalize our plans. The beoom in construction has creatéd a market
for our farm home tﬁat did ﬁot exist at the time of the moralorium and we can
now be reasonably certain éf covéring the financing with this property sale

as collateral. Also health problems have made it no lonper possible for us
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to keep up the larper farm property and we must attempt to consélidate
and thus simplify our livine arrangements.

Six years ago Gilbert J. Walters, the father of Mrs. Ballman, had a
heart attack while caring for his inwvalid wife; - The resulting condjtiéns
of Mr. Walters neceseitated the Coﬁplétion of the farm house and establish~
ing it as their permanent residence. A% that time Mr. Walters was able to
care for many of his own personal needs and assist in those of his wife.
Ape and the effects-of the heart attack have sieadily eroded his strenpth
and capacity to care for himself. Mrs, Walters passed away three summers
ago. Part-time help covers his meals, some medical attention, and some
supervision, Until September of this past yéar; the lady who prepared most
of his meals lived within sight of his home. This lady's home is now ahan-
doned and no longer in a condition to he occupied. The neérest ﬁeighbor is
ten acres awsy; both peoble living there work and are often away until late -
in the evening as well as weekends. Mrs. Baliman or I check on Mr. Walters
three times daily and every evening until he is in bed which often is close
to midnight, On an increasing number of these viéitations we have found_the
house unsecured, the phone left of f the heok, or cbmbustiblé material left
on a hot burner probably duexto a lapse of memory.. The physical and emotional
stress. from these dadly trips has had a wearing effect on the health of both
of us,

Mrs. Ballmaﬁ and I are increasingly becoming concerned for the

physical security of Mr. Walters, especially at night time during the in-
~ terval before we arrive and after we leave. An increasing number of elderly
people have been attacked in their homes, énd some killed in this area. This
last storm in which a power outage occured for a prolonged period added to
the problem. If Mr. Walters were living where we are presently living, he
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would be more secure, sunervised more easily and over a greater span of time
sach dayv. A trash burner in this house would foer adequate heat and cooking
feciiities in emergency situations.- Operation costs wovuld be reduced con-
siderably for him. In addition, Mr. Valters wquld Be living in an area where
neighbors maintain a surveillance én éacﬁ others homes for mutual Drotecti;;
and security. In case of another vrolonged power outage, such as occured as
a result of the last storm, this house would more adequately cover the needs
of an elderly person.

Mr., VWal ters worked an unusual number of years dating from his early
High school years to his eightieth birthday. He loves his homelife and the
accumuléted furnishings some of which are hand made, dating back to his or
his wife's gréndparents. It has been our intent that Mr Walters live out
his remaining years in comfort, dignity, and surrounded by the things he has
known snd cherished. Having survived to be ninty five, we feel he is entitls
ed to this considefation 50 1ong.as we are able to provide it, At various
tires we have considered moving into the farm house with Mr. Walters to care
for him, However, at this stage, Mr. Walters iife—style is incomnatible with
that of two working people who have time schedules to meet, and responsibilit-
ies that erxtend beyond ithe home. Three hours to rise, twe hour-long meals
with little variation, and another two hours to retire would consisteptly
conflict with the pattern to which we héve become accostomed. Mor would we
be able to have any private life of our own if all three lived in the samé
house.

Mrs, Ballman has been under treatment for hiph blood pressure for
the past three years, Doctor Gary Boelling feels that our way of life these
past six yeafs ns  contributed and agpravate this medical problem, At the
end of this past swmmer, Mrs. Ballman had an extensive cancer overation. ©She
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no longer has the strength to continue in the manner and o the exient that

' she has in the past. Furthermore, an oncologist has warned her that emotion-
al. stress can be & strong catalyst toward the reoccurance of cancer. Having
her father living alone evefy night relatively unprotected, and not knowing
whether the power has been interrupted which would leave him without heat éf
light, has caused Mrs. Fallman considerable ﬁental angﬁish. Any further
worsening of her health would increase the strain and make living 4in this
manner impossible.

Mr. and Mrs. Fallman are hopeful that they can achieve compliance
with a permit after completion of the hydro-geologist's studies in regard to
the Smith Lake area, but we cannot do so immediately.

Attached to this memorandum I am enclosing i. a letier atfesting to
Mrs. Ballman's physical condition and her doctor's rechmendatioh; 2. a notice
from the Clatsop County Sanitarian evaluating the soils's properties to dispose
of domectic wastes; and 3; ‘a letber from the Depariment of Planning and
Development atlesting to the zoning status.

Dr. Boelling's letter is in error in that the house to be erected
would be occupied by the Ballmans, and the father would live adjacent to it

in bthe house wvacaled by the Ballmans.
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INTERNAL MEDICINE:
William M. Burget, M.D,
Jorma M. Leinassar, M.D,, FACP.
Mark S, Stryker, M.D,
Gary M. Boetlling, M.D.
iteigh C. Dofin, M.D.
Bruce Bade, M.D.

GENERAL, THORACIC and VASCULAR SURGERY:

Richard C. Harris, M.D,, F.A.C.S.

PSYCHIATRY and GENERAL PRACTICE:

Frank Russell, M.D.

PEDIATRICS:
Daniel M. Rappaport, M.D.

ASTORIA CLINIC

PHYSICIANS AND 9URGEONE

800 EXCHANGE STREET
ASTORIA, OREGON 97103

Telephone (503) 325.411%

GENERAL PRACTICE:
Leroy W. Stainmann, M.D.
Richard G, Kattelkamp, M.D.
Robert D. Neikes, M.D.

CONSULTING BERMATOLOGIST:
Rober! B, Amon, M.D., F.A.C.P,

CONSULTING OTOLARYNGOLOGIST:
L. Ivan Bakos, M.D.

ADMINISTRATOR:
Arnold C. Swanson

March 6, 1979

Mrs. Jayne W. Ballman
P.0. Box 425
Warrenton, Oregon 97146

To Whom It May Concern:

Mrs. Jayne Ballman has been under my care for the last 5 years for high
blood pressure and other illnesses. She is responsible for the care of
her elderly father and this becomes quite trying at times. I recommend-
ed strongly to her that her father will have to be cared for outside of
the home if her health is to remain stable. Apparent]y, it is possible.
to erect a bu11d1ng close to the home of the Baliman's that the father
could live in.

If this 1s at all possible, I think this would resolve the problem
satisfactorily,

Sincepely,yours,

S T

‘s pahe P ~

, //f N H. . .t/ ~ \_‘J._.,"f"{_/ C’ "‘ -

Gary M Boe]]lng, M.D.

GMB/s1h

D: 3/6/79.
T: 3/7/79



LATSOP COUNT

G CLATSOP COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT
) 357 COMMERCIAL-STREET

z et FooGOBOX 206, ASTORIA, OREGON 97103

e r— TELEFHOME 325-74-41

.

March 6, 1579

Mr, Lawrence H, Ballman
P.0, Box 425
Warrenton, Oregon 97146

2y .

Re: 810 ~ 33B ~ 700, 201 -
(approximate 1.0 acre portion}
Moritorium Area - Variance ;

Dzar Mr. Ballman:

The following information was obtained while visiting the above refersonced
property. The visit was made due to your roquest for an evaluation of the
scils's propertizs to dispose of domestic wastes through the means of =~
subsurtface sewege disposal system,

Aa you are zpplying for a variance from the moritorium,  these design coiteria
will be applicable WHIA and IF your propesal is granted.

i
GG

1) Provide an absorption arsa of 120 square feet per bedroom with a min-
imum septic tanlk capacity of 10C0 galleons for the propossd 2 bedroom
structure.

2) Maintain a separation distance of at least 109 Teet between the drain-
field and any portion of the down gradient surface water.

3) Submit a detailed plot plan and obtain a-sewage disposal system con-
struction permit thirough this office prior to construction.

4) This aoproval is void if in conflict with arry loecal planning or tuilding

regulations.

Slnce

;&é& /ﬂ ,/Z ﬁ;//&“m

Bill D, Magon, R.OZ,
Clatsop Counby Saditarion = .

EXT.

30

al




ATSOP COUNTY

Courthouse . . . . Astoria, Oregon 97103
March 2, 1979 :

Mr. Joe Richards, Chairman
Environmental Quality Commission -
522 S.W. Fifth Avenue

P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Richards: ' i

This letter is in reference to the petition by Lawrence H. Ballman
for a variance to the Environmental Quality Commission's {EQC) order
placing a moratorium on subsurface sewage disposal in the Clatsop Plains.
I have been asked to notify the Commission of the planning and zoning
status of Mr. Ballman's property excluding the moratorium.

The property currently has a {ounty Comprehensive Plan designation -
of Suburban-Residential. This category covers areas where moderately
dense housing development prevails or is in prospect. Most non-urban
land uses are expected to decline or disappear in such areas. Zoning
for the property is R-T (Single Family Residential}. The parcel is
in the Smith Lake area south of Warrenton, and may be included in
Warrenton's urban growth boundary under that city's comprehensive plan.
If it is inctuded, full urban services potentially would be provided
to Mr. Ballman, _

Other than the concern about groundwater contamination of the
Clatsop Plains, Clatsop County would have no objection to development
of Mr. Ballman's property. However, while I am eager %o see the mora-
torium issue resolved, I am also concerned about the possibility of
a rash of variance requests that could ensue fol]owing an approval.

S1ncere1y,

Tt fF 0;;/

Mark R, Oggel, Zoning Administrator
' Department of Planning and Developmenti
MRO: ta _

cc:  Larry Ballman
Bob Gilbert, Department of Environmental Quality
Don Bramhall, Department of Environmental Quality, TiTlamook




PLANS TR ACHIEVING COMPLIANCE

The abandonment of the Ballman's present home as a living quarters
would-make this property capable of achieving compliance with the permit.
Mr. and Mrs. Lawrence H. Ballmaﬁ are .in agreement with the Department of
Environmental Guality that this will be accomplished upon the death of
Mr. Gilkert J. Walters, and that the septic system presently in use will
be disconnected and continue in this manner pending the interpretation of data
that is being obtained by a professional hydrogeclogist in fegard to the
Smith Lake area,

The City of Warrenton is comsidering the addition of the Smith
Lake area as part of their growth boundary with the idéa of ultimately ex-
panding the sewer system to the area. The updating of the Clatsop Plains
sewer study plan now in progress or. to be startéd shortly may present an
additional oﬁtion in the reasonable future, and is a reason to reqﬁest per-
migsion to disconnect the septic system upon the death of Mr. Walters rather

than having to destroy the home,
CONCILUSION

The Pallmans reslize that they must ultimately comply with the
stardards imposed by Orepon Administrative Rules Chapter 3L0 - 71 - 020
{7y (a) ORS hSﬂ.éBS. However, circumstances beyond their control make it 7
impossible to do so at this time, and the strict enforcement of compliahce
would have a substantial detrimental effect on Mr, Walters and the Ballmans.
‘The.criteria for a variance has been met, and their request should be pranted.
DATED this 9th day of Janunary, 1979.

Regpectfully submitted,

%ayne Walters Ballman and Lawrence H. Bai;;giZZZiiighh
) 1 ~ . . . -
. HE m;,%m?-iki‘l%?—;/fﬁ%,{%m //J--r
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ROBERT W. STRAUB
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

O_
£
Contains

Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46

M EMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quaiity Commission

F rom: Director

Subject: Agenda !tem No. H, March 30, 1979, EQC Meeting

Proposed Use of FY 79 Waste Water Construction Grant Fupnds &
Discussion About Direction For Future Fiscal Years

Background

The Clean Water Act of 1977 authorized a national appropriation of 4.5
billion doltars for FY 78 and 5.0 billion dollars for FY's 79, 80, 81
and 82. Congress passed an appropriation bill for the authorized 4.5
billion doliars for FY 78, but only appropriated 4.2 billion dollars for
FY 79. The President's FY 80 budget request to Congress inciudes only
3.8 billion dollars for the program, and unofficial sources indicated
that appropriations may be further reduced to between 1 and 3 billion
dollars for FY's 81 and 82.

The FY 79 appropriation of 4.2 billion dollars reduced the state's
allotment from an expected 64.8 miliion dollars to 53.7 million dollars.
This year's allotment could, at most, fund the top 30 projects that were
scheduled for grant assistance in FY 79.

The established trends of reduced federal funding support and ever
increasing construction costs (10 percent per year) prompted DEQ to take
action. An evaluative process was initiated to review the present
construction grant program and to determine what changes, if any, should
be made. As a first step in the evaluative process, an informational
meeting (on February 2, 1979) and a public hearing (on March 5, 1979)
were held to solicit input from those individuals and organizations
interested in and/or affected by the grant program.

Many different recommendations were offered by interested parties prior
to, during and after the March 5 hearing. The hearing record remained
open until March 9, 1979. A summary of testimony is attached.

Statement of Need For Environmental Quality Commission Action

There are two basic issues that require EQC action. The first issue
deals with grant funds allotted to the state this fiscal year, and the
second involves management options for the future.
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1. FY 79. At this time, several Step 3 grant applications are being
held up pending EQC's decision on FY 79 funds. EQC must decide
whether the FY 79 Priority List, as adopted on August 25, 1978,
will be used to allocate available Tunding resources or whether a
new course of action should be implemented.

2. FY 80 And Beyond. Final decisions about the construction grant
program in the future cannot be made without adequate consideration
of management options. However, the EQC can and should decide upon
a general policy direction for the future within which the DEQ
staff can evaluate management options.

According to hearing testimony offered by Mr. John Vlastelicia, Director,
EPA - Oregon Operations Office, our future program should be based upon
the assumption that Congress will appropriate 4 billion dollars each
fiscal year through FY 82. :

Evaluation of Alternatives Under Consideration

1. Use of FY 79 Funds. Two alternatives were evaluated as follows:

a. “FY 79 Priority List As Adopted"
(1) Advantages:
--- can be put into effect on Mérch 30, 1979;
--- honors prior commnitments to 30 projects;

--- local financing arrangements should be sufficient to
meet local costs;

--=- assures coordination with HUD and FmHA grant programs;

--~ avoids potential arbitrage actions against two ltocal
governments (i.e., bond issues have already been
sold in Hermiston and Lincoln City);

--~ allows several needed projects tc get under construc-
tion this summer; and

~-~ assures that Bend's sewage treatment plant will be
butlt to provide treatment for wastes from sewers
that are already under construction.
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(2) Disadvantages:

--- does not put funding emphasis on projects already
under construction;

--- larger projects {or segments thereof) will have
completion dates delayed, which increases costs to
the entities involved; and

--- initiates two additional ''phased'" projects which may
require future year funding for completion (Hermiston
and Roseburg Metro).

(3) Other Considerations:

If any projects ranked 1-30 (that are scheduled for
funds) do not make use of "reserved'' monies in accordance
with established schedules, those funds are available for
other projects.®

Since the MWMC and Bend projects are under construction
and are in need of additional monies, any funds that
become "unreserved' would be used for grant increase
requests from MWMC and Bend. This action would be in
conformance with Paragraph V(E) of the Priority Criteria
and within the Director's authority.

b. "Develop Modified FY 79 List', e.g., Option 2 as presented at
the March 5 Hearing.

(1) Potential Advantages:

--- could put more funding emphasis on projects under
construction;

-=- could assure sufficient federal funds for completion of
Bend project;

--- could significantly increase funding to MWMC; and

--- could reflect latest assessment of priorities through-
out state.

* [Refer to Paragraph V(E) of Priority Criterial
%% [MWMC is Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission, Eugene <
Springfield Areal
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(2) Disadvantages:

--- would take at least 90 days to accomplish, since
priority criteria would have to be modified and
public participation requirements must be satisfied;

--- would prevent projects from starting construction
during this year's construction season;

-~-~ inflationary cost increases would be expected due to
delays and would affect eleven local governments;

--- ties up grant funds for at least three months, which
means loss of buying power; and

--- since public participation process must be followed,
it is impossible to forecast exactly what the 'Modified
FY 79 Priority List'" would be.

The preponderance of public testimony recommended proceeding under
the adopted FY 79 priority list (Alternate l.a.). Since any other
course of action would delay all projects, the Department concurs
in this recommendation. ’

2. Policy Direction For FY 80 And Beyond. The grant allocation/
prioritization system adopted by EQC has been reasonably effective
in the past, since available federal funds were sufficient to cover
most identified needs in any given year. However, we are now faced
with an ever widening gap between apparent grant needs and available
funding resources, and ''need" identification and prioritization are
becoming more critical.

Many good suggestions for modifying the grant prioritization system
have been submitted. A tabular summary of these suggestions is
attached. |In order to systematically evaluate proposed modifications,
we need a better delineation and analysis of current pollution

control problems and needs.

A special project has been started Tn Water Quality Division to
determine how CGregon can get maximum benefit from future grant
funds., After we have completed a reassessment of needs and problems
presented by existing municipal sources, we can evaluate alternatives
- for how the grant program (including priority criteria) should be
redirected. This project is scheduled for complietion in August
1979, at which time specific recommendations will be brought before
the EQC.
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As the Department moves forward with the development of a new needs
list and priority criteria for FY 80, and works with cities and
consultants in the interim, some guidance from the Commission would
be desirable on key issues. While others may also be important,
the foliowing are proposed for initial discussion:

a.

Recognizing that prevention of a problem is better than
'ereation/correction'', the Department has encouraged funding
of projects which provide significant capacity for future
growth. Since federal funds are provided primarily for
problem correction, we have often stretched the limits of
federal fundability. We can now see that most cities expect
federal funds to fund their next growth increment. Medford is
an example. The City is meeting permit limits. They have
been tracking load growth and expect their plant to reach
capacity in a few years. They recognize the need to initiate
planning for expansion now. |f they reach capacity before an
expansion is completed, they can expect a moratorium on new
connections in order to assure continued compliance with
permit conditions. Medford's problem is not a water pollution
problem, it is a growth accommodation problem.

Should the Department advise cities that reliance on federal
funding for future growth accommodation is risky and may ltead

to a 'Y'self induced" moratorium on new connections? Should we
advise clities to develop local funding programs for construction
of growth capacity? Should we impose moratoriums to prevent
plant overloading and permit violation?

The grant program has tended to produce ''‘one shot!' construction
programs. The facility plan proposes facilities with a 20

yvear design life. Since there is no commitment for future

grant funds, the tendency is to build it all now. More options
would be available if the facility plan specifically evaluated
the potential for phased construction with each phase a complete
operable facility. Should the Department immediately require
new facility plans to specifically evaluate phased construction
and alternatives for financing various phases?

The current philosophy of the State’s administration of the
grant program has been to maximize the number of projects funded
each year by spreading the funding of large projects over two

or more years {not necessarily based on operable phases).
Funding uncertainties cause us to question the practicality of
pursuing this on future projects. However, EPA supports this
basic approach. While planned phasing of projects and other
management techniques to be developed over the next few months
may lessen future problems, projects currently underway on this
funding basis are left in a somewhat uncertain position.
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Would it be appropriate for the EQC to provide reassurance

to these projects through a policy statement which reaffirms
the intent of the EQC to see the projects completed and assure
that their priority for continued funding will be among the
highest of priorities from future vear funds?

d. The issue of State funding assistance has been raised by many
-- both grant and Toan. What position should the agency take
as this matter is considered by the Legislature?

Discussion of these issues may be an appropriate item for the work session.

1.

Summation

Oregon received approximately $11 million less in federal grant
funds this fiscal year than had been expected.

Future grant appropriations could be even smaller, but could also

be larger. EPA Region X indicated that any decision should be

based on the premise that national appropriations will be $4 billion
per year in FY 80, FY 81 and FY 82. [NOTE: Oregon presently
receives approximately 1.29 percent of any appropriation].

Construction costs are increasing at the rate of approximately 10
percent per year.

An evaluative process involving a public meeting and a public
hearing was initiated to determine need for changes in the con-
struction grants program.

Alternatives were evaluated concerning use of FY 79 Waste Water
Construction Grant Funds already allotted to the State. Continued
use of the EQC adopted Priority List for FY 79 is the preferred
alternative based on public testimony,

A proposal for redirecting the Construction Grants Program will be
presented to the EQC in August 1979, allowing time for additional
public input and staff analysis.

Several policy issues have been identified for EQC discussion
and consideration.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that:

i.

The FY 79 Priority List, as adopted by the EQC on August 25, 1978
and approved by EPA Region X in December 1978, be used as the
basis for committing available FY 79 Waste Water Construction
Grant Funds.
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Z, The pelicy issues identified in this agenda iTtem be discussed by the EQC
at a work session and direction provided, as appropriate.

WILL1AM H. YOUNG
Director

Thomas H. Blankenship:gcs/ak
229-5314
March 13, 1979

Attachments:

1. Tabulary Summary of Suggestions for Revisions
% 2. Public Notice
. Summary of March 5, 1979 Hearing Testimony
and Written Testimony

L}‘.

w

* These attachments will be provided at the
March 30, 1979 EQC Meeting.



ATTACHMENT 1

A TABULAR SUMMARY
SUGGESTIONS FOR REV.ISING CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PROGRAM

March 30, 1979

Suggestion:

i.

R

Phase larger projects

Reactivate State grant program
(or more State assistance generally)

Limit grant assistance in "'growth
capacity'

Possibly reduce required treatment
level to secondary or

reconsider effluent standards

for specific parameters

Reduce percentage of EPA Grant
participation

Limit percentage of annual grant
allocation available to any one
project (e.g., 10% - 20%)

Distribute funds according to a
formula: e.g., Step 3 Projects-90%
' Step 2 Projects- 8%
Step 1 Projects- 2%

Eliminate duplicative Corps of
of Engineers construction inspection

Alternative and innovative facilities

should receive higher priority than
conventional fTacilities

Do not use federal funds to separate
combined sewers

Economic considerations should play a

part in priority ranking and/or the

amount of federal grant participation
(ﬁ.g., includes ‘'readiness to proceed')

Offered by:

S. W. Lincoln Co. 5.D., Dayten, Consultants
Northwest, Rainier, Lowell, Brownsville,
Scio, Sitlverton, Newberg, J. Val Toronto

& Associates, Prairie City, MSD, Canby,

St. Helens, EPA, RVCOG, Eagle Point,
Haines, Island City S.D.,
Cottage Grove, Donald, Salem

Roseburg, Hermiston, Island City S.D.,
Haines, Corvallis, Clackamas Co.,

MWMC, Lane County, Eugene, Springfield,
Cottage Grove, MSD, Portland,

Albany, Multnomah Co., Gresham, Troutdale,
Lake Oswego, Prairie City, Canby,

Newport, CHZM Hill

Prairie City, Eagle Point, Canby

RVCOG, Eagle Point, Medford, BCVSA,
Prairie City, Clackamas Co., Roseburg,
Brooks Resources; Newberg, St. Heléns,
Salem, CH,M Hill '
RVCOG, Medford, Haines,
Cottage Grove

fstand City 5.D.,

Eagle Point, Prairie City, Clackamas Co.,
MSD, Multnomah Co., Gresham, Troutdale,
Salem, Silverton

RVCOG, Eagle Point (also supported by
Medford, BCVSA)}, Haines, Island City S.D.

RVCOG (also supported by Eagle Point,
Medford, BCVSA)

Prairie City, Cannon Beach

Cottage Grove, Eagle Point,
Prairie City

Charleston S.D., Prairie City, Clackamas
County Home Builders Assn., lsland City
S.D., Haines, Agripac, Monroe, Newberg,
Dayton, Carmel-Foulweather S.D.,
Wallulis & Associates, Silverton



3.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

23.

24,

Vary grant participation depending
on a ratio of BOD Removal/Capital
Expenditure

Have separate funds for small

- communities, even beyond the 4% set-

aside for innovative or alternative
projects

Fund existing point source projects
only

Local governments with building
moratoriums should receive higher
Priority

Correct waste water treatment
problems at lowest practical cost

Give highest priority to those
presently without sewer services

Continue flow of funds to projects
under construction

Make State loan funds available

to local governments even if
federal funds are not available to
assist in needed projects

Guarantee funding of approved
portions of projects through final
construction at the 75% level,

using funds from State Pellution Control

Bond Fund

Possibly adjust priority criteria

to delay implementation of ''tertiary
treatment! and terminate coellection
sewer funding

Give lower priority to existing
systems needing upgrading and

capacity increases and lowest priority

to larger projects

Projects to alleviate health hazards
should continue to receive highest
priority

Projects to eliminate drillhole waste

disposal wells should proceed to
completion

* Represents 15 Oregon Communities
_2_

Cottage Grove

Eagle Point, Prairie City, Haines,
City S.D., Menroe, Newberg, Canby, HGE, Inc.,
S. W.

Island

l.incoln Co. S$.D., Carmel-Foulweather

S.D., Powers, Charles A. Harper &
Associates

Eagle Point

Eagle Point, Shady Cove, Prairie City,
Hermiston, Lincoln City, Dayton, Smelser
Homes, Clackamas Co., Home Builders
Assn., Home Builders Assn. of
Metropolitan Portland, Silverton

Eagle Point, Medford, Cottage Grove,
CHZM Hill

Shady Cove

Bend, MWMC

Cottage Grove

MSD

MSD, Clackamas Co.

Shady Cove

Roseburg, Prairie City, Corvallis,

HGE,

Inc.

%, Canby, Mr. Jerry

Hiller, Irrigon, Albany

HGE, INC. *



25.

26,

27.

28.

29-

30.

31.

32.

33.

3h.

35.

36.
37.

38.

Stipulated Consent Orders should
receive highest priority emphasis

Orders, Administrative Orders,
Federal Orders and Judgements should

~garner high priority points

NPDES Permit Violations
should receive substantial
attention

At least 15 projects should be
funded each fiscal year

Require Value Engineering
studies on all projeécts over
$2 mitlion in cost (even those
now in construction)

Funds set aside for small
communities sheuld be used on
innovative and alternative
projects first

No new treatment plants should
be funded where none exists today

A small communities "alternative!
project should be entirely funded
out of the 4% set-aside

The State should seek changes in
EPA regulations to allow early
commitment of local funds (larger
projects) and grant recovery for
costs already incurred

Require all projects to include
installation of water meters at
homes and businesses, and base

service costs on water use

Require communities to have
infiltration/inflow abatement
programs and provide funding support

Fund treatment plant projects only

Be certain that priority system

can respond to changing priorities
{e.g., rapid growth, moratoriums,
critical pollution situations)

Seek additional federal appro-
priations to meet fiscal demands
from larger projects

ot
b

Represents 15 Oregon Communities

...3._

ala

HGE, Inc. *

HGE, Inc. *

HGE, Inc., %, CHZM Hiil, Sitverton
HGE, Inc, =

RVCOG

Prairie City

Prairie City

Istand City S.D., Haines

MWMC

Brooks Resources

Brooks Resources, Roseburg, Fowler
Manufacturing, Salem, Coos Bay

Canby

Canby

Dayton, Consultants Northwest



39.

ko,

41,

42.

43,

L,

ks,

ke,

47.

THB:

improve maintenance & operation at
sewage treatment plants rather
than build new plants

Hold all projects to amount requested

on FY 79 priority list

Provide adequate funds for planning
Coordinate with FmHa grant & loan
programs

Infuse Statewide Planning Goals
into Priority Criteria

Treat cost overruns on existing
projects as new projects

Eliminate Step | grants except for
correction of health hazards

Eliminate ''point bonus' for cities
with Targer populations

Equalize priority point assignment for

new plants and plants to be>uP9raded

em

J. Val Toronto & Associates

Dayton, Consuitants Northwest
Detroit, J. Val Torontc & Assoc.,
Salem

FmHA
Clackamas Co. Home Builders Assn.
Irrigon, Consultants Northwest
Irrigon

Irrigon

Irrigon



ATTACHMENT 2

PUBLIC NOTICE :

‘ Department of Epvironmental Quality
. 522 §. W. Fifth Ave., (P.0. Box 1760 Zip Code 97207 - Mailing Address)
Portland, Oregon

REDUCED LEVELS OF FUNDING OF THE SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT PROGRAM
- OPTIONS FOR MANAGING -

Informatfona] Meeting - February 2, 1979, 10 a.m. ~ 12 Noon
Multnomah County Courthouse - Room 602
1021 S. W. Fourth Ave., Portland

Public Hearing - March 5, 1979, 10 a.m.
Multnomah County Courthouse - Room 602
1021 s. W. Fourth Ave., Portland

Oregon’s apporticnment of the Fiscal Year (FY) 79 federal appropriation for the
sewerage works construction grant program has been set by EPA Region X at $53.7
million. This level of allotment represents a reduction of about $11 million
from that which previously was expected. The reduced funding was brought about
by Congressional appropriation of $4.2 billion to support the national program
rather than $5.0 billion as authorized by Public Law 95-217.

£

-

The reduced jevel of fundipg for FY 79 appears to signal further reductions in
FY 80 and 81. Our information indica¥es that natlional appropriations could be
as low as $1 billion by FY 81. A progressive decrease in the level of funding
and restrictions on gyrant assistance will impinge upon the State's water
guality program so deepiy that achieving the goals of the 1972 and 1977 Clean
Water Laws with federal assistance will be severely curtailed. As a result,

the Department must reevaluate the priorities of the statewide program and
determine how the most benefit can be gained from the reduced dollars available.

'
The Department will hold an informational meeting on February 2, 1979 and a
Public Hearing on March 5, 1979 at the times and places Tndicated above. The
purpose of the informational meeting will be to answer any questions that you
may have and to discuss a preliminary set of options available for managing the
program, based on certain assumptions and restrictions. Subsequently, the
Public Hearing will be convened to receive oral and written testimony which
will assist in shaping the program for the future. The testimony will be
reviewed and evaluated by the Director of the Department and a formal proposal
presented to the Environmental Quality Commission for adoption.

It should be clearly noted that the proposal may include recommendations to

modify the State FY 79 priority list as well as the criteria by which the
priority list is developed.

January 18, 1979



Department of Environmental | Quality

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229- 5696

January 18, 1979

To: ~All Potential Grantees and Other Interested Persons
From: Water Quality Division

Subject: Reduced Federal Funding of Construction Grants Program
--tmpacts of Reduced Funding and Decisions Facing DEQ--

When Congress passed the Clean Water Act of 1977, PL 95~217, funding of EPA's
Wastewater Construction Grants Program appeared to be guaranteed for five
fiscal years. However, like so many other guarantees, the funding commitments
of PL 95-217 appear now toc be optimistic.

For example, the Act authorized a $5 billion national appropriation in Fiscal
Year (FY) 1979. Congress, in an apparent effort to reduce the rate of in-
fiation, subsequently passed an appropriations bill of $4.2 billion for FY 79.
According to a reliable source, the President's FY 80 budget request to Congress
includes $3.8 billion (rather than the authorized $5 billion} for constructlon
grants.

We also received information recently that indicates Congress may be seriously
evaluating the option of reducing appropriations to somewhere between $! and $3
billion for FY 81 and FY 82. The uncertainty of federal commitment to the
grants program is becoming readily apparent.

[mpact on DEQ's Grant Program

Reduced nationai appropriations have a direct impact on the state's funding
allotment. Oregon received approximately $53.7 million for FY 79, which is
significantly less than the $64.8 million that had been expected.

This reduced level of funding would at best cover the top 30 projects on the

FY 79 Priarity Llst which is a disappointment to us and many local governments.
This fiscal year's funding shortfall will undoubtedly be overshadowed by in-
creasingly inadequate grant allotments in FY 80 and beyond. In addition,
inflationary cost increases will further reduce the purchasing power of any
monies received.

The probability of reduced funding in the future is particularly dismal when
you consider the forecasted grant needs for construction projects already
underway. For example, the Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission's
project (for Eugene - Springfield) needs a minimum of $75 million in additional

~grant funds in FY 80 - FY 81.



Memorandum to All Potential Grantees and Qther |nterested Persons
January 18, 1979 '
Page 2

Because of the law and EPA's regulatory mandates, at least 12% of future
ailotments under PL 95-217 are reserved for restrictive purposes. At least
*five percent (5%) of each year's allotment must be reserved and used for grant
increases. The remaining 7% (special set-asides) has so many restrictions
applied that it becomes practically useless. Therefore, we are now focusing on
88% of each year's funds.

Based upon an optimistic national funding forecast of $3.8 billion in FY 80 and
$3.0 billien in both FY 81 and FY 82, Oregon would have approximately $42.8
million, $33.8 million, and $33.8 million respectively for projects.* Pessi-
mistically, Oregon could have less than $42.8 miliion in FY80, and approximately
$11.3 million in both FY 81 and FY 82.%%

DECISION |SSUES

For the past few years, we have operated under the presumptions that: (1)
adequate federal funding wouid be available to continue an effective grant
subprogram {within the Water Quality Program), and (2) we should attempt to
keep as many projects underway as possible by sharing available funding re-
sources {phase grant awards to large projects over 2 or more years based on
cash flow needs.)

Since our first presumption is on very shaky ground, the second should be
reviewed very closely. With this thought in mind, we have considered several
decision options, which are briefly summarized on the attached pages,

This memorandam is being distributed to interested parties for their evaluation
and input. No decision on options will be reached untij after a hearing is
held and adegquate time allowed to evaluate comments, including other possible
alternatives. |In the interim, no new grant applications will be certified to
EPA for grant award out of the State's general account.

# Based on 88% of expected allotments, which forms the ''general account''.

*%  Assuming the allotment formula in PL 95-217 would not change.



ATTACHMENT

DECISION OPTIONS

’

The ensuing discussion identifies several preliminary options which the Depart-
- ment's Director and the Environmental Quality Commission will consider and on
which they solicit your heip. We anticipate that a revised set of options and
the Director's recommendation will be presented to the EQC In late March after
a scheduled public hearing.

In order to make the following decision options meanlngfu!, they are based on
two potential funding situations: (A) HIGH-funding appropriations would match
the $5 ba!l:on/year authorized in PL 95-217; and (B) Low-funding at $3.8
million in FY 80, and $1.0 billion in both FY 81 and FY 82.

Preliminary Options

These options represent basic management philosophies, as applied to the use of
~general account waste water construction grant funds. Each of these philosophies
represents a change from present practices; Option 3 is closer to present
practices than Option | or 2.

Option 1: Business as Usual in FY 79 & Shift Emphasis in Fy 80 & Beyond

Available Federal FY 79 Funds would be used in accordance with EQC
adopted and EPA apprOVed priority Jist. In FY 80 and Beyond, projects
would be funded in accordance with their ranking on each year's
priortty 1ist, with the highest ranked project funded completely
before moving down the list.

‘Option 2: Take Away Funds in FY 79 & Complete Projects Under Construction

_ Federal funding would be provided to projects already under con-
struction® by taking reserved monies away from other projects ap~
pearing on approved FY 79 Priority List. In FY 80 and Beyond, no new
projects would be started until projects under construction could be
completely funded.

Option 3: Business as Usual in FY 79 & Maximize Funded Projects in FY 80
and Bexond

Major construction projects** would be down-scoped (or phased over
Jong time period} in order to maximize the number of projects that
could be funded. FY 79 funds would be used in accordance with the
.approved priority list.

Evaluation af Options

In order to facilitate comparison of options under different funding situations,
a table was developed. Although this table does not encompass a jot of detail,
it does summarize estimated effects.

* Construction projects that have been certified by DEQ to EPA for award of
partial Step 3 construction grants. (Bend, MetroWMC),

Any project over $10 million in total cost. (Bend, Roseburg Metro,
MetroWMC, and Hermiston). '

January 18, 1879



. ' OPTION COMPARISON TABLE

ODPTION 1 oPYTEON 2 OPTIGH 3
N
*Bus iness as uswal in FY79 & In FY80 £ beyond Initiate no EfFective immediately, no new grants untll projects under§'Business as usual in FY79 and Increase number of Funded
new projects until projects under construction are Fully constructlon are completed,' . ferojects In FYB0 and beyond by spfitting larger projects
Funded " \ tato multiple phases and delay impiemencatlon.'w
128 il fl
79  Step 1,2 step 3(Part) Step 3{Full) 79 Step 1,2 Step 3{Part) Step 3(Full) Step 3{Fintsh)fre  Step 1,23 Step 3(Part) Step 3(Fult} Step 3(FInish)
Ha HEW Bend take Oswega No HEW HWHG Lakes|de Bend No MEW Bend Lake Dswego
Grants HWHC Brownsv||le Grants 1ndependence Grants HWHC Brownsv(Fie
Roseburg Lakeside Dundea Roseburg Lakesida
Hetro Prineviile goid HIl Hetro Prinevlife
Hermlston Sewer Portland: Harmlston Sewer
H1l1sboaro Sludge-Ph Wl 1Ishora
Honmouth {Already certi- Honmouth
HIGH Independence fied Far grant Independence
bundee award) Bundes e tre
UsA-fleck Cri UsA-Rock Crf
FUNDING Ush-Rock, g ara
Portiand: Portland
. Studge-Fh | . Studge-Ph 1
Hammonrd Hammond
Gervais Gervals
{Assume 355 Rockaway Rockaway
Bitiion Hatlun§l Itncoln Clty - Lincoln £ity
Apprepriatien in Shady Cove Shody Cove
Fyag, FY8%, ¢ E
Fri 8  Step 1,2,3 Step 3(Part} Step 3(Fln)sh)f 80 Step 1,2,3 Step 3(Part) f80  Step 1,2 Step 3(Part) Step 3lFuill
Mo HEW HWHME Bend Ho NEW HWHE 2 HEW-- HWHC Rosebury
Grants Roseburg Grants Step 1 Roseburg Rehab
Hetra & MEW ~ Hetro BCYSA:
Step 2 Westslda
Jacksonville
Write City
Bayton
Portland:
Sludge~Ph 2
SE Aeliaving
?h 3
kEth Drive
. Hedfard
Foathills-
Lore Pine
Roseburyg
Rifla Rge Rd
Westside 5.0,
HOTE:
Belay funding of remaining construction on Bend &
Hermlston unti| after FYBZ.
B} Step tor? Step 3{Full) Step 3(Finisok 81  Seep 1,2 Step 3(Full} Step 3(FinlshH{8F  Step 1,2.3  Step 3(Part) Step 3(Full)
Silvarten Aossbirg HHHKC Roseburg Aoseburg HHMC Fund a Tri-Clty/Co. Ffortland:
Roseburg Rehab Hermiston Rehab Metro . Mix af HEW SE Relieving
Rehab BCY5A: Honmouth Grants Ph &
Westslde USA=Aock Crk Hadras
Jacksanvitle Hammond Corvallis
White City Gervais 5W Annexacion
Paykon Aockaway Warrenton
Partlsnd; Hermistor Cottage Srove
$ludge-fh 2 Lincoln Lty
SE Relieving Shady Cove
] Lake Uswego
h5th Drive Brownsville
$1Tverton Roseburg
. ' Rekah
82 sten 1,23 82 Sten 1,2,3 Step 3{Fuil) 82 step 1,2,3  Step 3(Part) Step 3(Finish
rand b Fund a 8CUSA: Fund 3 Tri-cley/co. HHME
Grants Mix of NEW Westslde Mix of NEW
Grants Jacksoavlile Granes
White City
Dayton
Portland:
Sludge-Ph 2
SE Ralleving
Ph 3
45th Drive
5ilverton
79 Same as FY79 Above 79 —_—ee Same 28 FY73 Above 74 - Same 25 OPTION 1 FY79 mecmmman
8a Step 1,2,3 Step 1{Part] Step 3{FinishMBo —————————— Same 33 FYBO Above ———ell B0 Stap 1,7 Step 3{Part)
s No NEW MWHC Bend Ko NEW ° HWME
Grants Reseburg Gramts Reseburg
Hetro Metro
[ KROTE:
Delay Bend untll after FYSI. Indefinitely postpone
Hermiston.
Loy 8t Seep b,2,3  Step 3{Part) 81 Step 1,2,3  Step 3(tart) 81 Step 1,2 Step 3(Part) Step 3(Fult)
Ha NEW HYWMC Ho NEW HWHC SHverton HWHL BCVSA:
"FUNDBING Grants Grants ’ Westside
Jacksonville
White City
STEverten
{Assume §1.8 HOTE:
Billion Kational Detay Roseburg Rehah, Portland Sludge Phase 2, Pertland
Appropriation i . SE Ralleving Phases 3 & hountll after FYB2.
FY8o, & §1.0 9
Biftion In FYBI 2 Step 1.2,3  Step 3{Part) o2 Step 1,29 Step 3{Part) B2 step 1,2 Step 3{Part) Step 3(Fuil}
£ FyBz} Ho NEW HWHe Ho HEW HHe Ho NEW HKHT Several Small
Grants s Grants Grants MEW GBrants
RN g
Department of £nvironmental Quallty
Januvary 18, 1979
Ea - -~ - . /\ ~

~



OTHER OPT[ONS

1. Funding sewage treatment plants oply.

2. Protect small communities by developing separate priority list
and fund with a portion of each year's allotment.

3. Phase construction of all projects, with the "highest priority"
component (or segment) funded first.

L. Establish other restrictive funding policies, such as:

a. Have communities fund sewer system rehabiiftation without
federal aid.

b. . Have communities develop facilities plans and design wuthout
federal aid.

c. . Have communities pay for separatton of combined sewers
without federal aid.

5. Limit federal participation in "growth capacity", (e.g., pay for
- facilities sized for S-year growth. increment),

6. Require communities to correct problems with‘exist{hg facilities
without any federal aid.

7. Reactivate 30% State grant program, used In coordination with State
bond purchase of local bond fsaues,

. 8. No new sewage treatment syﬁtema,where none exists today.
8. Fund interceptor sewers only when "financial hardship' ts demon-
strated and when sewer will pick up substantial portion of existing
sewage flow.

10. Postpone Implementation of effluent standards that are stricter
than "“secondary!'.

January 31, 1979
THB:ak



ATTACHMENT 3

Environmental Quality Commission

POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
Erom: Wayne Cordes, Hearings Officer

Subject: Summary of March 5, 1979 Hearing Testimony on '"Options for Managing
: Reduced Levels of Funding of the Sewerage Works Construction Grants
Program' )

After introductory statements by Harold L. Sawyer and Thomas H. Blankenship, the

-following testimony was received:

1. Mr. Beryl Taylor, President - Charleston S, D.

Mr. Taylor indicated that the District needs additional collection sewers
to provide service to residents within District boundaries. In order to
resolve pollution problems, the District needs grant help - local funds are
limited dye to low assessed value/bonding restrictions. In addition, there

are many low-income residents.

2. Mr. Johr J. Vlastelicia, Director, EPA - Oregon Operations O0ffice

Mr. Vlastelicia indicated the DEQ's future grant program should be based on
a $4 billion national appropriation each fiscal year. He stated that EPA
program planning is based on the $4 billion/year funding forecast and that
$1 billion/year should not be used. He also discussed the reserve accounts
required by EPA, and emphasized that these accounts can be useful. He
agreed that management of these funds {particularly the reserves for small

communities and fnnovative or alternative techno]pgies) will be difficult.

=G-1



He stated that EPA prefers the basic management philosophy shown in Option
3, since this approach provides the most flexibility to maximize pollution
control benefits. Phasing larger projects over longer periods of time

enhances the effectiveness of the State's program.

Mr. Thomas Winn, representing Senator Mike Thorne

Mr. Winn expressed the Senator's concern about the City of Hermiston's
project. He indicated that the City has sold its $3 million bond issue and
needs to proceed with construction as soon as possible. The project is
needed to assure compliance with water quality standards and to provide

~growth capacity for this rapidly growing community.

Mr. John LaRiviere, Rogue Valley Council of Governments

Mr. LaRiviere summarized a written statement from RVCOG, which contained

the following recommendations:

a. No change in criteria or priorities for FY 79

b. Di;tribute available FY 79 funds according to the following formula:
Step 3 projects-90%; . Step 2 projects-9%; Step 1 projects-2%

- if not possible, the proposed Step | grant for Medford shouyld
be funded out of unspecified reserve for Step 1 and Step 2 grants

c. Conduct a value engineering analysis on all projects over $2 million

including those certified for Step 3 funding,

d. Reduce required treatment level to secondary treatment (i.e., no
project should be funded which would produce effluent quality better
than 20/20) .



e. Evaluate possible reduction in the percentage of EPA grant participation,

which would allow more equftable disbursement of availéble funds

—~h

Eliminate funding delays where possible to reduce inflationary costs
9. Eliminate unwarranted Environmental Impact Studies

h. Make every effort to use set-aside funds so they are not lost
i. Reduce the amount of unnecessary program overhead caused by duplicate
construction inspection (i.e., Corps of Engineers involvement is
unnecessary and duplicative)

i Revise the criteria used for prioritizing projects prior to FY 80

Also - recommend that DEQ Director appoint an advisory committee to

review and recommend revisions to the prioritization criteria

k. 60% of expected grant funds (for future fiscal years) should not be

committed to one project

Mr. LaRiviere also read a letter from the City of Eagle Point, which included

the following comments:

a. Larger projects should be phased and funding for any project should be

limited to a maximum of 10% of the State grant allocation/fiscal year

b. A portion of the State's grant allocation should be reserved for small

cities
¢. No grant funds should be used to eliminate combined sewer overflows
d, Only existing point source projects should be funded

e, Effluent standards should not be stricter than 30/30



-k -

f. Growth capacity paid for by grant funds should be limited (5 to 10 years)

g. All waste water treatment problems should be corrected at minimum cost

(i.e., don't build gold-plated showcases)

h. Cities with building moratoriums should receive higher priority on

DEQ's priority list
i. Delay of projects increases costs to all concerned
j. Grant funds should be apportioned:
Step 1 ~ 2%
Step 2 - 8%

Step 3 - 90%

k. DEQ should use unspecified Step 1 and Step 2 funds and give Medford
its requested Step 1 grant

Mr. Lew Powell, Public Works Director - Medford

Mr. Powell presented a written statement on behalf of the City of Medford's
Mayor and City Council. He indicated that the City fully supports the
recommendations of Rogue Valley COG. He also gave several reasons why DEQ
should fund Medford's Step | grant request, using 'discretionary' funds.
Mr. Powell also urged that DEQ:

a. Use the FY 79 funds in accordance with the adopted priority list

b. Reevaluate high cost projects

c. Decide whether a 10/10 effluent is really needed or whether 20/20

is sufficient

d. Determine whether federal grant funding can be less than 75%



- 5 -

Mr. Torleiv Flatebo, representing City of Jacksonville

Mr. Flatebo presented a letter from the City of Jacksonville's Mayor and

City Council. The City hopes to receive Step 2 grant funding in the near
future (i.e., DEQ has already certified this application to EPA for award).
They ‘are very interested in proceeding with design this year and construction

next year, and offered many reasons why DEQ should give them grant assistance.

Mr. Joe Sanders, Mayor - City of Shady Cove

Mayor Sanders requested that the City of Shady Cove's Step 3 grant be
awarded this fiscal year, in accordance with the EQC adopted, EPA approved
FY 79 priority list. Local financing is sufficient if the project proceeds
this year. He also récommended that priorities be established for projects
in the following priority order:

a. Those without sewer services

b. Those with building moratoriums

C. Those with pollution problems

d. Existing system5 needing upgrading and capacity increases, and

e. Larger projects

Mr. Richard 0, Miller, Manager - Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority

Mr. Miller indicated BCVSA fully supports the recommendations of Rogue
Valley COG. He also stated that BCVSA has 2 projects ready to proceed with
construction this year if funds can be made available. These projects are
Westside Trunk (ranked 33 on priority 1ist} and White City (ranked 36 on
priority list). He recommended that if funds are not used by projects
ranked higher than 33 that those funds be made available to the BCVSA

projects.



10.

He also volunteered to serve on the Priority Criteria Advisory Committee if

it s formed.

Mr, Mike Wyatt, Mayor - City of Roseburg

Mayor Wyatt's testimony centered on two issues, (1) FY 79/80 priorities and
(2) long-term policies. in FY 79/80, he indicated that projects to alleviate
health hazards {i.e., forced annexations) and to rehabilitate existing

sewage transport systems should receive top priority. Long term - cities
should be allowed to make full utilization of existing secondary treatment
facilities {(i.e., not be required to upgrade until it's absolutely necessary);
State poliution control bonding should be increased to assist local govern-
ments; Congress should be requested to make multi-year funding commitments
and appropriations that match authorizations; that long-term policies not

be decided until more time is given for local government input.

Mr. Donald Parker, Mayor - City of Prairie City

Mayor Parker summarized a resolution from the Prairie City, Oregon, City
Council, which generally proposes maximum utilization of available funds
and equitable distribution of Timited grant funds. The City's resolution

also included the following specific recommendations:

a. Alternative and innovative faciiities should receive higher priority

than conventional facilities

b. A portion of each year's grant allecation should be set aside for

small cities (3500 or less}.

c. That funds set aside for small communities be used on innovative and

alternative projects first.

d. Grant funds should play a very limited part in financing growth capacity
(e.g., pay for facility sized for present population plus 10%).



e. No grantee should receive more -than 20% of the total grant funding

available to the State in a given fiscal year.

f. Funding of treatment plants beyond secondary should be postponed

indefinitely.

g. Have grant funds used on all actual costs associated with projects,

not just "eligible' costs.

h. Give higher priority to projects that are ready to proceed (i.e.,

local bond issue has been passed).

i. Have economic considerations play a a part in determining how much, or

when, a local government receives funding.

J. Give higher priority to projects resolving a health hazard and that

also. involve a moratorium.
k. No grant funds should be spent on combined sewer separation.
. No new treatment plants should be funded where none exist today.

Mayor Parker also provided a historical overview of the City's facilities planning

process and problems experienced over the years.

1. Mr. Charles Welch, Councilman - City of Prairie City

Mr. Welch supported Mayor Parker's statement and read a recent newspaper

article concerning regulatory actions by DEQ.

12. Mr. Stanley G. Wallulis, City Engineer = City of Prairie City

Mr. Wallulis indicated that DEQ should make maximum uyse of the 4% and 2%
set-asides for rural communities and innovative or alternative technologies.

He also referred to several statements in the Congressional Record, which



i3.

4.

15.

16.

-8 -

indicated Congressional support for land treatment, resource reuse and

recycle, and innovative and alternative technologies (particularly for

small communities).

He also supported the recommendations made by Mayor Parker.

Mr. Bob Anderson, Councilman - City of Prairie City

Mr. Anderson indicated that Congress is unhappy with EPA's management and
monitoring of grant funds, which he feels is demonstrated by present and
projected funding cutbacks. He also referred to Congressional support for

innovative and alternative technologies.

Ms. Ruth Burleigh, Chairperson, Central Oregon |ntergovernmental Council

Ms. Burleigh read 3 position statement into the hearing record. COIC found
Option 3 totally unacceptable, and strongly urged implementation of Option
2. COIC is interested in saving construction projects in progress from

disaster, and Ms. Burleigh referred specifically to the Bend project.

Mr. Chet McMillan, Commissioner - City of Bend

Mr. McMillan expressed particular concern that funds may run out before the
City's sewage treatment plant is built and operating. A great deal of

sewer construction has already been initiated, and the project must continue
to receive funding so that ''collected" sewage can be treated, and treated
effluent can be suitably disposed of. He also referred to the State mandate
to eliminate drill hole waste disposal wells. He indicated that Option 2

is the only acceptable option to the City of Bend.

Ms. Patricia Gainsforth, Board Member - Bend Chamber of Commerce

Ms. Gainsforth indicated that Option 2 is the only acceptable option since
it assures that the City's project will be completed and that businesses

can maintain their economic stability.
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Mr. L. P. Gray, Mayor - City of Hermiston

Mayor Gray indicated that the City is ready to proceed with construction,
after 6 years of planning. A $3 million bond jssue waé approved by the
voters and has been sold. He recommended that the FY 79 priority list (as
adopted by EQC and approved by EPA ) be used as the basis for allocation of
FY 79 grant funds. The City's treatment plant is rapidly deteriorating.

He alsc indicated that Oregon's Congressional delegation should be contacted
to prevent curtailment of future grant allotments and that the State should

provide financial assistance to local governments, particularly if the

State has ''surplus'’ revenues, and federal funding is reduced.

Mr. Ron Peterson, City Manager - City of Monmouth

Mr. Peterson read a memorandum into the record. He indicated that the City
is ready to proceed with project construction as soon as grant funds are
made available. He also stated that the funds promised to the City (via
the FY 79 list) should not be withdrawn, particularly since the joint
outfall line for Monmouth and lIndependence is already under construction,

with EPA grant assistance given to the City of Independence.

Mr. Terry Morgan, Clackamas County Home Builders Association

The Home Builders Association is concerned about the impact of EQC's decision
on growth in Northwestern Clackamas County. He indicated that DEQ has
imposed & quota system on new connections to the Oregon City and Gladstone
sewer system. Additional treatment capacity is needed before growth can
occur, in accordance with the comprehensive plan. He feels that the Tri-
City project in Clackamas County should be fully funded, based on planning

and economic impact considerations.
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Mr. Howard L. Perry of Anderson-Perry & Associates, representing City of

Haines and The Island City 5.D.

Mr. Perry indicated that many small communities are dependent on other
federal grant programs (in addition to EPA) in order to finance a sewerage
system project. |f a community does not receive an EPA grant that it had
planned on, then it will probably lose other grant funds from other agencies -

since the project cannot proceed. Mr. Perry suggested the following:

a. That the EQC use the priority list that has already been established,
but put more emphasis on small commupities that are ready to receive
construction bids (i.e., have passed local bond issues and have completed

project design).

b. That a small communities ""alternative'' project be funded (in total)
out of the 4% set-aside, which leaves the general account for other
projects.

c. That the management philosophy expressed in Option 3 be selected.

d. That facilities being built are sized to handle present and future

needs.

e. Funds should be specifically set aside in the future for Step 1, Step

2 and Step 3 grants, to be assured of a balanced program.

f. That the State should actively pursue additional grant funds from

Congress.

'g. The amount of grant participation to a community should vary according

to financial burden that the community must bear.

h. That the State's 30% grant program be reactivated to allow projects to
proceed that cannot wait for federal grant help.
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Mr. Alton McCully, representing Agripac, Inc.

Mr. McCully indicated Agripac's support for Option 1, based on economic
considerations. He then read a letter into the record, which reflected the
importance of EPA grant assistance in a land-treatment system (to be used
by Agripac). If Agripac had to build the system without grant aid, it
could not afford to stay in business. Even with grant aid, the annual
costs to Agripac would be approximately $3§4,00Q. Present annual costs for
treatment of Agripac's waste water is $100,000. He also indicated that
Agripac had to close one plant where the costs of waste water treatment

were too great.

Mr. Robert L. McWilliams, City Manager - City of Lincoln City

Mr. McWilliams read a prepared statement into the record. He indicated
that the City has submitted plans and specifications for its proposed
project and a Step 3 grant application. Lincoln City is under a building
moratorium by DEQ's action. The City feels that after having been placed
in line for FY 79 construction funding, the EQC would be remiss if it now
took those funds away and used them on another project. He indicated that
the economic base of the community is dependent upon the timely completion
of its proposed sewerage project. In addition, the City's bond issue is

subject to arbitrage if the project is dejayed.

Mr. Michael Randolph, Public Works Director - City of Corvallis

Mr. Randolph summarized a written statement from Mayor Alan Berg, and

offered some additional comments. The City feels that the State should

‘take an active role in grant funding {using State resources) if federal

funds are, in fact, cut back. Local governments need assistance. |If
future federal funds are reduced, the City favors new priority criteria
development by EQC - with emphasis on the elimination of health hazards.
Upgrading of existing treatment facilities should be of lower priority. In
addition, State standards (which are higher than federal) support the

notion that the State should share In the costs.
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Mr. Dayid Abraham, Utilities Director - Clackamas County

Mr. Abraham briefly discussed 3 projects in the County that are affected by
any EQC decision. Mr. Abraham indicated that he would suppliement his
testimony with a letter. The County is opposed to relaxation of water

quality'standardé. The County recommends:

a. Beginning in FY 79, no one project should receive more that 20% of the

~grant funds available to the State in that fiscal year.
b. The State (bond fund) grant program should be reinstated.
c. Present priority criteria and water quality standards should remain
unchanged until the impacts of No. 1 and No. 2 can be accurately

assessed.

d. The EQC should encourage Congress to appropriate grant funds authorized
under P.L. 95-217.

e. If funds are cut back, tertiary treatment requirements should be
delayed in implementation and collection sewer funding should be

terminated.

Mr. William VY. Pye, General Manager - Metropolitan Wastewater Management

Commission

Mr. Pye submitted three letters, and read each of them inte the hearing

record, as follows:

a. Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission, signed by Commission

President A, Mark Westling - MWMC's Jetter provided an overview of

factors affecting policy decisions, EPA's emphasis,. and the local

situation in Eugene and Springfield. MWMC recommended that DEQ:.

(1) Make every effort to continue the flow of grant funds into proj-
ects. under construction, for which local funding is established.
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{2) The State should provide funds to make up shortages in local
funding caused by inflationary increases, assuming federal funds

are curtailed.

(3) Seek changes in EPA regulations to allow early commitment of

local funds and grant recovery for costs already incurred.
(4) Support legislation to make more State funds available to local
governments to make up the gap between authorized federal grant

allotments and appropriated grant allotments.

Lane County, signed by Commission Chairman VYance Freeman

lane County’s letter emphasized that projects under construction
should be completed, since they reflect the Clean Water Goals of 1983.
In addition, Mr. Freeman requested DEQ support of an active State
assistance program in the future, if additional Pollution Control Bond

Authorization is granted by Legislature.

City of Eugene, signed by Mayor R. A. 'Gus' Keller

Mayor Keller offered several reasons why the MWMC project should not
be delayed beyond 1982. |In addition, the following recommendations

were offered:

(1) No option should be selected that would delay the Eugene-
Springfield project.

(2) The State grant program should be reactivated to attempt to keep
projects on schedule and to 'take up the siack' in local funding

(due to delays or reduced federal funds).
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Mr. Thomas L. Cochran, City Manager - City of Springfield

Mr. Cochran indicated the City's concurrence with statements made by Mr. Pye.
Springfield recommends that the EQC support a program intended to meet 1983
Ciean Water Goals and to complete projects already under construction. A
new priority list should be developed which will make maximum effort to
achieve 1983 goals. He also stated that he would be glad to assist in the

development of new priority criteria.

Mr., Bill Whiteman, Mayor - City of Cottage Grove

Mayor Whiteman read a prepared statement into the hearing record. He
challenged DEQ and EQC to manage the limited financial resources to achieve
the best overall water quality possible. He made the following suggestions

involving the priority criteria and the management of the priority list:
a. Reduce EPA grant from 75% to 50%.

b. Do not fund combined sewer separation projects. ‘However, State loan

program should be offered to encourage use of local funds.
c. Stage large projects in small, practical segments.

d. Keep the cost of new systems under control, and give grants only to

those projects with the best BOD per dollar reductions.

Mr. Terry Waldele, Director of Public Facilities,

Metropalitan Service District

Mr. Waldele offered the following.recommendations from MSD's Water Resources

Task Force:

a. The State Environmental Quality Commission (EQE) should request rein-
statement and the expansion (in bond 1imit) of the Pollution Control
Bond Fund that was.authorized by the voters (ORS 468.195 through
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4L68.260). The State should implement a 30% grant program - for those
agencies that wish to move ahead and cannot wait for federal funding.

(New Tegislation may have to be introduced.)

The State Priority List should continue to be reprioritized yearly;
however, projects which have entered Step 2 or 3 work invelving federal
funds shal) be guaranteed continued funding through final construction.
The State should guarantee the funding of the approved portions of
these projects at the 75 percent level using funds from the State

Pollution Control Bond Fund. (Legislation may be required.)

The EPA Sewerage Works Construction Grants for 1979 Fiscal Year funds
should be authorized for projects in amounts shown on the August 25th
approved list.and in the priority listed as far as funds are available,
Beginning'with the 1980 allocation, no one jurisdiction shall receive
more than 20 percent of the total project grant funds available to the

State in any single fiscal vyear.

The State should evaluate the effects of these recommendations on the
funding of the Priority List prior to reprioritizing the list for
Fiscal Year 1980. In the event that conditions dictate an adjustment
to the criteria for prioritizing projects, the following recommended

changes in criteria for project eligibility should be considered.

(1} Postpone the severable components of the treatment plant projects
for tertiary treatment; that is nutrient removal polishing ponds,

mixed media filtration, etc.
(2) Terminate eligibility for funding collection sewer construction.

The MSD Council, EQC, State Legislature, Governor and all affected
agencies should contact the Oregon congressional delegation, federal

and regional EPA administrators and other appropriate parties to
describe the impacts locally of the reduced appropriation under Section
201" of the Clean Water Act and to express the needs for and capability
to use the full levels authorized in the grant program.
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Mr. Joe Niehuser, City of Portland

Mr. Niehuser expressed the City of Portland's full support of the recommenda-

tions offered by M3D's Water Resources Task Force.

Mr. Patrick D. Curran of HGE, Inc., representing 15 Oregon Communities

Mr. Curran suggested the following priority system adjustments:
a. Health hazard annexations should receive highest possible rankings.

b. Projects to eliminate drill hole waste disposal wells should proceed

to completion in recognition of State regulations.
c. Stipulated Consent Orders should receive highest priority emphasis.

d. Orders, Administrative Orders, Federal Orders and judgements should

garner high priority points.

e. NPDES permit violations {(where water quality damage is demonstrated)

should receive substantial attention.

f. At least 15 projects should be funded within a fiscal year allocation,

until funds are exhausted.

Respectfully submitted,

Wayne Qordes

THB: ak Hearings Officer
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"MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Wayne Cordes, Hearings Officer

Subject: Summary of Written Testimony Related to Options for Managing
Reduced Levels of Funding of the Sewerage Works Construction

Program
Respondent Remarks

i. City of lIrrigon Treat cost overruns as new projects.
Emphasize correction of health hazards
in areas of low financial resources.,
Eliminate STPS except for potential
heatth hazards.
Eliminate population points on priority list.
Equalize ratings for upgrade vs. new
construction.

2. City of Albany Give top priority to fund declared health

hazards.

3. Morgan & Shonkwiler Request to fund Tri-City County project
Portland attorneys for because of growth and effect on other
Clackamas County Home Statewide planning goals,

Builders Assoc.
h. City of Coos Bay A request to fund the Coos Bay project.
E. Multnomah County Stated that the East Multnomah Consortium

needs to be completed in an orderly fashion.
Limit grants to 20% of general allotment.
Reinstate State loan and grant program.
Allocate this year's funds as soon as

possibie,
6. Springfield Chamber Do everything possible to insure restoration
of Commerce of federal funding.
7. City of Giadstone Proposes phasing of projects.
Support Tri-City/County Project.
8. Oregon City Plumbing Support for Tri-City/County project.
Oregon City
0‘ - - -
QE 9. City of West Linn Support for Tri-City/County project.
Containg
Recyclad

Materials
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Metropolitan Wastewater
Management Commission

Precision Roof Trusses, inc.

Clackamas

Stassens Realtors
Oregon City

Wallulis & Associates
Pendleton

State Department of
Economic Development

Mr. Robert McWitliams,
City Manager, City of
Lincoln City

City of Oregon City

City of Newport

City of Newberg

Representative Robert
A. Brogoitti, Dist. 58

City of Heppner

City of Canby

Recommend avoiding rescheduling of
Eugene-Springfield project.

Support for Tri-City/County Project.
Support for Tri-City/County Project.

Supports use of innovative/alternative
set~aside for small communities.

Support for funding Island City project.

Changing FY 79 List not in best interest. -

Support for Tri-City/County Project.

Proposes State appropriation to meet deficit.
Need more local financing effort.

Fund treatment plants only.

Opposed to federal funding of combined

sewer separation.

Proposes to raise money at local or state
level.

Opposes options 1, 2 and 3.

Recommends set-aside for small communities.
Supports phased projects.

Supports relaxed WQ standards,

Distribute fuhds according to ability to pay.
Readiness to proceed should be factor.

Support for Istand City project.

Requests approval of Step | for their
project.

Fund treatment plants only.

Small communities should receive their

share of funding.

Support for phased construction.

Limit funding of growth capacity to 10 years.
State should provide matching dollars.
Provide funds to unsewered communities only
when they have critical health problems,

Use only secondary treatment standards.
Establish evaluation system for rapid growth
to ease critical situations or avoid
moratoriums.
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HGE, Inc.
Coos Bay Engineers

City of St. Helens

City of LaGrande
City of Lake Oswego
Senator Dell Isham

District #2

City of Prairie City

City of Rainier

City of Lowell

North Umpqua S.D.

City of Monrce

...]9_

Support for Coos Bay Project, involving
infiltration/inflow probiem.

Favor Option #3 and support for St.
Helens! Project.

Encourages funding of {sland City Project.
Opposed to changing FY 79 list.

ist letter - support for funding Lincoln
City Project. 2nd letter - opposed to
Option #2,

Prioritize alternative treatment facilities
higher than conventional facilities.

Set aside funds for small communities.

Tie grant amounts to existing population
and waste loading.

Limit grant amount to 20% of funds
available to State.

Postpone treatment requirements higher than
secondary,

Recognize all costs.

Give preference to ready to proceed with
local bond issue passed.

Evaluate economic impact.

Give higher priority to health hazard

and moratorium.

Do not fund combined sewer separation.

No new construction, emphasize upgrading.
Reactivate 30% grant program and expand
bonding authority.

Supports Option 3.

Develop separate list for small communities.
Limit growth capacity funding.
Reduce WQ standards.

Reduce funding interceptors,

Opposes changes to FY 79 list.

Opposes changing criteria FY 80 and beyond.
Opposes changing priority to emphasize
construction,

Opposes delay of small projects.

Opposes special consideration for small
communities with health hazard anhexations
or other existing financial hardships.
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38.
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North Roseburg S.D.

Brooks Resources - Bend

City of Cannon Beach

Honorable Tony Gbrsline,

Mayor, City of Brownsville

Carmel~Foulweather S$.D.

S.W. Lincoln County S.D.

Mr. & Mrs. Nils Blomback
Hammond

Mr. Jack R. Hams,
Cannon Beach

Town of Hammond

M, Kasper
Portland

Fowler Manufacturing
Hillshoro

- 20 -

Opposes changes to criteria and priority
list for FY 79.

Opposes changes to criteria for FY 80 and
beyond.

Opposes emphasizing construction in

FY 80 and beyond.

Support Roseburg Metro Project,
Appeal to Congress for funding,

Recommend finishing what is started before

~going to new projects.

Require all cities to have waste meters.
Require communities to abate /1.
Recommend reducing WQ standards.
Recommend reserve funding for large and
unique projects. ‘ '

Recommend high priority for innovative/
alternative systems,

Supports Option #3.

Supports Brownsvilie's Project and
funding from small communities and
alternative treatment set-asides.

Urging funding of their project and
Option 3.

Recommend consider setting aside money
for small communities.

Urging funding of their project and
Option 3.

Recommend consider setting aside
money for small communities.

Supports Hammond Project and recommends
Option 1 or 3,

Support for Hammond Project.

Ist letter - support for Options 1 or 3, so
that there will be no delay [n the Hammond
Project. -2nd letter - Mayor & City

Council support for funding Hammond's
Project.

Requests that Rippling River Project in
Mt, Hood Corridor not be funded at this
time,

Suggests that removing Infiltration from
building connections would be most
cost-effective repair.
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City of Scio

City of Silverton

City of Donatld

Consultants Northwest

Wm. C, Adams

. Yachats

Mr. Jerry Hiller
Corvallis

...2]._

Urges adoption of Option 3.

Support for Scio Project.

Supports Option #3.

Recommends higher priority on Silverton
Project because of 1/] problems, raw
sewage bypass, undersized lines, health
hazard annexation, deteriorating STP.
No project should receive more than

20% of a given year's allotment.
Economical considerations should play

a part in priority assessment.

Opposes any change which will fund only
large projects.

Requests funding of Donald Project

for FY 1979-80,

2/9 - Do not exceed grant amounts shown
on priority list.

Fund only those ready to proceed.

Fund those which have a moratorium.

Seek additional federal funding for MWMC.
Support for Dayton Project.

2/12 - Delay of Dayton's Project would
jeopardize ability to proceed.

2/26 - Reiterated 2/9 letter
recommendations.

3/8 - Do not change FY 79 list.

Do not change program guidelines.
Proposes limiting design to shorter life
cycle.

Proposes changing basin standards.
Proposes limiting project funds to 20%
of any one year allocation.

Reduce paperwork.

Comprehensive planning is futile

without implementation of public services.
Recommend special federal allocation

. for major projects (MWMC) .

Recommends contact EPA and ask for reappro-
priation of unused funds from other States
to Oregon.

Expressed Interest in funding S.W.
Lincoln County Project. Wants normal
operation and orderly expansion,

Wants annexation of S.W. Corvallis Health
Hazard area to Corvallis to receive
high priority ranking.
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Lincoln City
City of Detroit

City of Carlton

Boise Cascade
LaGrande

City of Powers

City of Brownsviile
Tri-City Building Center
Clackamas

Sun Tree Realtors
Milwaukie

Wallace Construction Co.
Oregon City

Mr., $. R. Smelser of

Smelser Home

City of Rockaway

Representative Ted Bugas
District #2

Mr. J. Val Toronto

City of Haines

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture

"FmHa

Does not want Option 2 adopted,

FY 79 1ist should not be changed.

Opposes any modification of the
current priority ranking list.

Wants funding for Step 1l this year.

Support for funding Istand City
Sewer Project.

Wants small cities to get top priority.

Urges funding of Brownsville Project
as now scheduled.

Urges funding for Tri-City/County Project.
Urges funding for Tri-City/County Project.
Urges funding for Tri-City/County Project.

Tri-City/County Project should be funded
as #1 priority.
Moratoriums should have #1 priority.

Ist letter does not want any change in
Step 11 dollars for Rockaway's Project.
Wants the State to look into reallocation
of unspent EPA dollars. 2Znd letter does
not want Option 2 adopted.

Recommends Options #1 or #3.

Ist letter recommends State not eliminate
planning grants (Step 1). 2nd letter
increase 0 & M and emphasize phase
construction.

Encourages full funding of Step i1 from
innovative and alternative set-asides
for Haines Project.

Request funding of projects for which
they have committed or reserved their
own funds.
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City of Gold Hill

Mr. Steve Hutchinson
for Harper & Associates
Gresham

City of Salem

CH.M Hill
Corvallis

Home Builders Association
Metropolitan Portland

County Court of Union
County, La Grande

Union County Development
Area Board of Directors
La Grande

La Grande Indﬁstria]
Development Corporation
La Grande

Eastern Oregon State
College - La Grande

Representative Paul
Hanneman - District 3

City of Falls City

Central QOregon
Recreation Assn.

.-23...

Wants funding for Gold Hill Project.

Support for funding of the Clackamas
County (Rhododendron-Welches)
Project,

Support for Option #3.

Recommends funding maximum of 15% to any
one jurisdiction for documented hardship.
Fund Step | grants.

Continue funding |/} correction.
Reconsider effluent limitations for
suspended sclids.

Urging contact Congressional delegation
for their support to insure sufficient
grant funds.

Amend Public Law so that action

oriented States would receive bigger
share.

Proposes reinstating state grant program.
Relate discharge requirement to point
sources for each basin.

Investigate ways to reduce costs.

Need to reevaluate tiwmetables in permits
because of funding delays.

Expressed interest in Clackamas County.
(Oregon City)

Support for funding of lIstand City
Project. '

Support for funding of Island City
Project.

Support for funding of Island City
Project.

Support for funding of Island City
Project.

Recommends limit of 20% of total fiscal
year EPA funds to any one project.

Recommends that eligibte projects
meeting requirements of the 4% set-aside
for innovative/alternative technology

he given highest priority consideration.

Strongly favored Option 2, and offered
four reasons for this choice.

ﬁspectfu lz;/ub itted,

ayge

ordes

Hearings Officer

" THB:em
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MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, March 30, 1979,_@90 Meeting
Bvans Products Company, proposed new glass wool plant ~
citizens petitions

Background

The Air Quality Division has prepared and forwarded to me for my signature
an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit regarding an Evans Products Company,
Corvallis, proposal for a glass wool production facility. The staff report
and permit has been provided for your reference (Attachment I).

During its processing of this matter, the Department has received four
petitions totaling some 3,114 signatures and about 114 letters. The sheer
magnitude of this input is impressive and leads me to advise you of this
matter, especially with regard to the petitions. Sample pages of the
petitions with signature totals are attached. Of specifi¢ interest here
is the petitioner's reguest for an additional public hearing.

Evaluation

The Department did participate in a joint city, county and state
informational hearing in Corvallis on January 18, 1979, and a 45-day
comment period was provided for the originally proposed permit, The permit
currently under my consideration is no less restrictive, and requires
additional source testing and fiberizer shutdown during scrubber upsets

or malfunctions. These additional requirements are direct results of
public input.

Legal counsel has addressed the petitioners' request for another hearing
and advised that the Department seems to have fulfilled its statutory
obligation for providing public input opportunity (Attachment II).
Although not required, either the Department or Commission could decide
to hold another hearing with testimony either unlimited or limited to new
information.

In my personal review of this matter, I was impressed by the magnitude
of the written materials received. However, I do not anticipate the
development of any new information from additional hearings. I am
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March 30, 1979

Page 2

concerned about the Department causing delay of thisg project since our
efforts indicate no adverse environmental or public health impacts will
occur,

Please be advised that I am inclined to sign the permit as it is now before
me without further hearings unless the Commission otherwise instructs me.
My issuance of the permit would not supercede resclution of the building
permit appeal process now before the County Planning Commission (see Land
Use Bection of attached staff report).

Summation

1. Petitioners have requested an additional public hearing regarding
an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for an Evans Products Company
proposed glass wool facility.

2. A public informational hearing was held in Corvallis on January 18,
1979 regarding this matter.

3. It appears that adequate opportunity for public comment has heen
provided.

4. No new information is expected from an additional hearing,

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the petitioners' request
for an additional public hearing be denied.

34

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

¥. A. Skirvin:vh

229-6414

March 20, 1979

Attachments: Attachment I —- Staff report and permit
Attachment If —-- Letter from legal counsel



ATTACHMEDNT I

Staff Report and Permit
With Associated Attachments



STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO
TO: W. H. Young DATE: March 20, 1979
FROM: Air Quality Division

SUBJECT: Evans Products Company, Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for
New Glass Wool Plant.

Background

Evans Products Company has applied for an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
to install and operate a glass wool plant (Application No. 1434). The
proposed facility will be located at 1551 Southeast Crystal Lake Drive,
Corvallis. The site is essentially adjacent to the Company's hardboard
plant and about 1/4 mile from their battery separator plant.

The product from the proposed facility will be a specialty item for their
own use in making battery separators. The Company has developed the
technology for both the production and use of this material. Glass wool
has been and is being produced by a pilot plant (1/2 scale of the proposed
facility) at their Lewisburg plant (formerly Permaglas Company). The pilot
plant effort has been ongoing for about five years,

Because of the relatively short distance and the relationship between the
proposed facility to the battery separator plant, the staff prepared a
modification to the permit for the existing facility with conditions
addressing the proposed facility.

A public notice regarding the permit modification was issued by the
Department on January 5, 1979. This notice also appeared in the January
15, 1279 Secretary of State's Bulletin. A joint public informational
hearing was held in Corvallis on January 18, 1979 with the City of
Corvallis, Benton County and the Department participating. (The proposed
permit modification, public notice and minutes of this hearing are
contained in Attachment 2-a through 2-d). Several witnesses indicated

a concern for potential community health problems and regquested additional
time to prepare written comments., The Department advised those present
that the 30 day comment period would be held open an additional two weeks.
The comment period was closed on February 20, 1979.

During the hearing it became apparent that the combined permit had

complicated the issue., Therefore, it was decided to prepare a permit
specific to the proposed facility. This has been done. The proposed
permit is hereby submitted for your consideration (see Attachment 1).
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Evaluation
Process Description

The proposed process is briefly described as follows. Silica sand,
limestone, soda ash and borax will be weighed, mixed and fed to an
electric (resistance heated) furnace. The raw materials will react in
the furnace to form molten glass, Liquid glass will be passed through
fiberizers to form pure glass wool (no binders or resins). Air cooling
will sclidify the fibers which will deposit on a traveling wire screen.

The fiber mat will be compacted, placed on pallets and stored prior to
subsequent shipment to the battery separator plant,” The cooling air will
be the only significant atmospheric exhaust from this process,

The cooling air will contain glass particles (single and multiple fibers,
4-6 micron diameter and 50 to 100+ microns in length). Evans Products
proposes to treat this exhaust stream with a scrubber having an efficiency
of about 920%. The Company indicates that the resulting mass emission rate
will be 0.77 lbs/hr. Scrubber water will be treated and recirculated.

The solids collected by the scrubber will be sent to the local DED approved
landfill. :

Control Technology

The Department has contacted US-EPA, Ohio-EPA (state agency), Kansas
Officials and Owens-Corning regarding the technology of control applied

to this type of facility. This effort was made in response to a hearing
witness who stated that baghouses and precipitators could be applied and
others requesting 99% efficiency equipment, The inguiry revealed that
neither baghouses or precipitators are being applied to exhausts containing
pure glass fibers.

A company in Kansas City, Kansas does have a wet precipitator installed
on a resin coated glass fiber exhaust stream. The equipment is new, not
performing satisfactorily and no emission data was obtained.

The only data for a pure glass facility was obtained from officials in
Ohio. There a plant producing 400 l1lbs/hr. is emitting 13 lbs/hr. The
Ohio official stated that the data may not be precise due to source testing
problems {large exhaust volume and difficult to measure). The control
device was described as a spray type penthouse scrubber.

US-EPA is currently developing New Source Performance Standards for glass
forming and melting furnaces. Their current plans are to exempt electric
resistance type furnaces due to low emission rates., They are not
considering fiberizer operations and have no plans to do so. (Nationally,
most glass is now melted or formed in direct fired, gas or oil, furnaces
which emit significant quantities of particulates.)
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US-EPA may also exempt small furnaces ({size not indicated). Typical
furnace size in the insulation industry ranges from 15,000 to 30,000
ibs/hr., 15 to 30 times the size of the proposed facility. The emission
limit of 0.8 lb/hr. in the proposed permit has not been changed since the
hearing.

Potential Health Effects

Numerous hearing witnesses and written comments have expressed a concern
for the potential health effects to the neighborhood residents and the
community as well.

The Department has conducted a literature review, contacted government
and industry health experts and employed a screening technique to evaluate
the potential health threat.

Numerous studies have been and are being conducted on workers in the fiber
glass industry. Also, studies have been made on laboratory animals.

That fiber glass can irritate skin, eyes, the nose, and upper respiratory
tract and that individual sensitivity is variable are well accepted. Some
of these effects are related to the resins and binders in insulation
materials. That an individual should minimize exposure to glass fibers

so as to avoid these effects is also well excepted as a good general health
practice.

With regard to lung effects, the data base involves occupational exposures
and lab animals. Environmental exposures have not been studied. This
should not be alarming since the environmental exposures are expected to
be much less than occupational exposures.

Occupational health experts currently do not consider glass fibers to be
cancer causing or similar to asbestos. The YIOSH threshold limit value
(TLV) is 10 milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m ) as an 8 hour average for
fibers smaller than 5 to 7 microns in diameter.

Post mortem studies of fiber glass workers have revealed no excess
pulmonary malignancies and a slight excess of non-malignant respiratory
deaths. Pulmonary function and x-ray tests of fiber glass workers with
exposures up to 25 - 30 years have not revealed any significant problems.

A Japanese scientist, Dr. Sano, reported on some work in which he was
involved at a November 1978 Asbestos Education Task Force meeting. Some
media reports of his report, most recently Business Week, January 22, 1979,
indicated that Dr. Sano, et. al., had found fiber glagg to be carcinogenic.
The Department recently obtained a copy of Dr. Sano's report and additional
information which indicates that the cause of his patient's lung damage
was asbestos.
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Lab animals have developed tumors from injected and implanted glass fibers.
However, the methods of introduction and dosages have been reviewed and
guestioned by experts.

Major studies of workers are known to be ongoing. The data is not expected
for 1 to 2 years. These efforts appear to be for the purpose of broadening
the data base so as to add meaning to previous works as opposed to
revealing any suspected problems.

As a means to evaluate the potential for environmental and public health
effects, the Department calculated worst case condition ground level
impacts and compared the results to the NIOSH TLV. Although such a
condition is considered to be nonexistant, the method is deemed valid as
a screening technique. An 8 hour maximum concentration was calculated

£o be approximately 5 micrograms per cubic meter for an unobstructed case
of meteorology. Since the TLV is an 8 hour average, 40 hours per week,
i.e., long term exposure level, the Department adjusted the predicted 8
hour maximum to make a more valid comparison. A somewhat arbitrary, but
conservative, decision was made that a longer term maximum, i.e., 160 hours
per month would be 10% of 5 or 0.5. Thus the ratioc of the TLV to a
conservative predicted environmental concentration is 10,000 to 1. As

a simple rule of thumb, the ratio of TLV's to acceptable environmental
levels has been 100 to 1. From this the Department concluded that since
the conservatively predicted level wag less than 12 of an acceptable
environmental level, the proposed facility will not cause adverse
environmental or public health effects in the nearby neighborhood. Since
predicted impacts decrease with digtance, this conclusion also applies

to the entire community.

Emission Monitoring

Several written and oral comments have been received requesting apropriate
compliance monitoring. The proposed permit requires four source tests
during the first year of operation and one each year thereafter during

the duration of the permit., Also required is daily recording of scrubber
water pressure and as performed recording of scrubber maintenance. The
combination of these requirements coupled with Department inspections is
considered a suffieient level of compliance assurance.

Although not required in the permit, the Company and the Department have
agreed that size distribution measurements will be made as soon as possible
after start-up.

The proposed permit prohibits fiberizer operation during scrubber upsets
or malfunctions. Fiberizers can be shut down within a short time frame
{(minutes) should it be necessary.
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Pegitions

The Department's record of this matter includes four petitions submittd
by Corvallis citizens. A sample page Petition, with signature totals
indicated on each is attached. A petition with 789 signatures supported
permit issuance as long as the Company meets DEDQ standards (Attachment
3). A second with 28 signatures requested that Corvallis be kept free
of polluted air (Attachment 4). A third with 3926 signatures indicated a
desire for a clean, healthy, liveable city and an adamant opposition to
operation of the proposed facility (Attachment 5). A fourth with 1,901
signatures requested another hearing because of the preparation of a
specific permit and an incomplete tape recording of the January 18, 1979
hearing (Attachment 6).

The Department has considered the petitioner's requests along with the
hearing and written comments. The permit being considered for issuance
is equally restrictive as the one considered at the hearing and contains
additional requirements as requested by the public.

With regard to the request for an additional hearing, the Department does
not believe any new information would be developed by such a proceeding.
Further, the 45 day comment period did adequately provide for public imput
as evidenced by the substantial amount of letters and the petitions which
were received.

Having fulfilled its public notice/input requirements and in the absence
of adverse environmental and public health impacts, the Department is
obligated by statute to proceed with timely issuance of the permit. There
is a recognized need to advise those who have registered interest and/or
concern of the Department's findings and actions in this matter. This
will be done by direct written response to the City Council, County
Commissioners, County Health Department and Evans Products Company. The
staff will be available for discussions with individuals or groups.
Substantial local media coverage is also expected.

Land Use

The proposed facility will be located on light industrial zoned land in
Benton County outside the Corvallis City limits but within the urban growth
boundary. A building permit was issued June 26, 1978 and the main building
has been constructed. No production eguipment has been installed.

An appeal of the building by the Corvallis City Council permit will be
heard by the County Planning Commission on April 1Q, 1979. The Department
has no insight on the time frame of this appeal process and considers it
to be a matter appropriate for local jurisdiction, and decision.
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Department Record

In addition to this report, and the items attached, the Department record
in this matter includes approximately 115 letters, the permit application,
staff PTMAX calculations, staff literature review, health effects
literature and local newspaper clippings. These items will be maintained
on file at the Department offices and made available for review by
interested parties upon request.

Summation

1.

Evans Preducts Company has applied for an Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit for a proposed glass wool facility to be located at 1551
Southeast Crystal Lake Drive, Corvallis.

The proposed facility will be twice the scale of a pilot plant
currently located near Lewisburg.

A public information hearing was held on January 18, 1979 in Corvallis
regarding a proposed permit for the Company's existing battery
separator plant and the proposed facility.

Extensive written and oral public comments have been received and made
a part of the record.

In reviewing the comments and literature and conferring with public
health and other environmental officials, the Department has found
that:

a. The proposed control technology equals or exceeds that being
applied elsewhere.

b. A higher degree of control is neither available nor warranted, and
c. The proposed facility will not cause adverse environmental and
public health effects in either the nearby neighborhocod or the

community as a whole.

A permit specific to the proposed facility has been prepared and
contains:

a. Emissions limits equally restrictive to the originally proposed
permit, and

b. Additicnal source testing and control equipment monitoring.

Although requested by petition, additional public hearings are not
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considered warranted due to the unlikelihood of developing new
information.

8. The Department considers the appeal of the building permit to be a
matter of local jurisdiction and decision.

9. The Department record in this matter is extensive and will be made
available to interested parties for review upon request.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the permit (Attachment A) for Evans Products
Company's proposed glass wool plant be issued.

FAS:jl
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AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

Department of Environmental Quality
522 SW Pifth, Portland, OR 97204
Mailing Address: Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207
Telephone: (503) 229-5696

Issued in accordance with tﬁe provisions of ORS 468.310

ISSUED TO: REFERENCE INFORMATION:
Evans Products Company Application No. 1434
Fiber Products Group
Box E
Corvalliis, OR 97330 Date Received: 10/27/78
PLANT SITE:

1551 Southeast Crystal Lake Drive
Corvallis, OR 97330

ISSUED BY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

WILLIAM B. YOUNG, Director Dated

Source(s) Permitted to Discharge Air Contaminants:

Name of Air Contaminant Source Standard Industry Code as Listed

Glass Wool Manufacturing 3296
{(New source not listed in Table A

which would emit 10 or more tons/vr

uncontrolled)

Permitted Activities

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the
permittee is herewith allowed to discharge exhaust gases containing air
contaminants including emissions from those processes and activities
directly related or associated thereto in accordance with the requirements,
limitations and conditions of this permit from the alr contaminant
source{s) listed above.

The specific listing of requirements, limitations and conditions contained
herein does not relieve the permittee from complying with all other rules
and standards of the Department.
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Performance Standards and Emigsion Limits

ll

The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air
contaminant generating processes and all contaminant control equipment
at full efficiency and effectiveness, such that the emissions of air
contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels.

Particulate emissions from the fiberizer scrubber shall not exceed

any of the following:

a. 0.8 pounds per hour; and

" b, An opacity equal to zero percent (0%).

Special Conditions

3.

4.

The permittee shall not operate the fiberizer during any scrubber
upset or malfunction.

The permittee shall demonstrate that the fiberizer secrubber is capable
of operating in compliance with Condition 2a by performing a source
test for particulate emissions. All test data and results shall be
submitted to the Department for review by no later than 60 days after
fiberizer startup. <Compliance shall have been demonstrated upon
written approval, by the Department, of the test data and results.

All tests shall be conducted in accordance with the testing procedures
on file at the Department or in conformance with applicable standard
methods approved in advance by the Department.

Monitoring and Reporting

5-

The permittee shall repeat the test as required in Condition 4 at
quarterly intervals during the first year of normal operation and
once each year thereafter. All data and results shall be submitted
to the Department within 30 days after each test.

The permittee shall effectively inspect and monitor the operation
and maintenance of the plant and associated air contaminant control
facilities. A record of all such data shall be maintained for a
period of one year and be available at the plant site at all times
for inspection by the authorized representatives of the Department.
At least the following parameters shall be monitored and recorded
at the indicated interval.

Parameter Minimum Monitoring Frequency
a. Srubber water pressure Daily
b. A description of any As Performed

maintenance to the air
contaminant control system,
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The permittee shall report to the Department by January 15 of each
year this permit is in effect the following information for the
preceding calendar year,

a. Hourz of fiberizer operation on a monthly basis.

b. Quantities and types of fuels used on a monthly basis.

Fee Schedule

8.

The Annual Compliance Determination Fee for this permit is due on
December 1 of each year this permit is in effect. An invoice
indicating the amount, as determined by Department requlations, will
be mailed prior to the above date.

General Conditions and Disclaimers

Gl.

G2.

G3.

G4,

G5.

G6.

The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality
representatives access to the plant site and pertinent records at
all reasonable times for the purposes of making inspections, survevs,
collecting samples, obtaining data, reviewing and copying air
contaminant emission discharge records and otherwise conducting all
necessary functions related to this permit.

The permittee is prohibited from conducting open burning except as
may be allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23-025 through 23-050.

The permittee shall:

a. Notify the Department in writing using a Departmental ™otice
of Construction" form, and

b. Obtain written approval.
before:

a. Constructing or installing any new source of air contaminant
emissions, including air pollution control equipment, or

b. Modifying or altering an existing source that may significantly
affect the emission of air contaminants.

The permittee shall notify the Department at least 24 hours in advance
of any planned shutdown of air pollution control equipment for
scheduled maintenance that may cause a viclation of applicable
standards,

The permittee shall notify the Department by telephone or in person
within one (1) hour of any malfunction of air pollution control
equipment or other upset condition that may cause a violation of the
applicable standards. Such notice shall include the nature and
quantity of the increased emissions that have occurred and the
expected duration of the breakdown.

The permittee shall at all times conduct dust suppression measures
to meet the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissions” and
"™uisance Conditions™ in OAR Chapter 340, Sections 21-050 through.
21-060.
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G8.

G9.

Gl0.

Gl1,
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Application for a modification of this permit must be submitted not
less than 60 days prior to the source modification. A Filing Fee
and an Application Processing Fee must be submitted with an
application for the permit modification.

Application' for renewal of this permit must be submitted not less
than 60 days prior to the permit expiration date. A Filing Fee and
an Annual Compliance Determination Fee must be submitted with the
application for the permit renewal.

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in
either real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor
does it authorize any injury to private property or any invasion of
perscnal rights, nor any infringement of Federal, State, or local
laws or regulations.

This permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by law.

Notice provision: Section 113(d) (1) (E} of the Federal Clean Air Act,

as amended in 1977, requires that a major stationary source, as
defined in that act, be notified herein that "it will be required

to pay a noncompliance penalty under Section 120 (of that act) or

by such later date as is set forth in the order (i.e., in this permit)
in accordance with Section 120 in the event that such source fails

to achieve final compliance by July 1, 1979."

v



POBERT N ayRAuS MAILING ADDRESS: P.Q. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, CREGON 97207

 ATTACHMENT
Department of Envircnmental Quality

22 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. FORTLAND, OREGON

NOTICE FOR ISSUANCE OF AXR COMTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

January 5, 1979

The persons described below have applied to the Department of Environmental
Quality for Air Contaminant Discharge Permits in accordance with Oregon
Revised Statutes, Chapter 468.310, and 468.320 and Oregon Administrative
Rules, Chapter 340, Sections 20-033.02 through 20-033.20.

The Department has completed the preparation of Air Contaminant Discharge
Permits for these sources and is providing this notice in order to encour-
age anyone desiring to submit information concerning the applicants or

the proposed permits which might aid or assist the Department in making

an adequate review. Written comments must be submitted prior to

February 5, 13879.

The permit program is not a permissive activity, but rather requires an
applicant to file an application to allow operation under specified condi-
tions and rules., Any permit proposed or issued contains restrictive emis-
sion limits,.compliance schedules as applicable, and specific conditions
relative to operation.

The purpose of the program is to draw all these requirements together and
issue one permit which allows the state to conduct a more rigorous air
quality control program than might be practicable otherwise. After the
above date, the Department will issue the proposed permits.

Comments submitted at this time relative to the attached applications
should be addressed to:

Department of Environmental Quality
Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Program
' P. O. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

The full context of the applications which may include maps, plans, other
voluminous printed material not readily duplicable, and a copy of the pro-
posed permits, are available for public inspection at the main office of
the Department, P. C. Box 1760, Poriland, 229-5696, or f£rom the appropriate
regional office (listed on back). Please write or phone the main office

of the Department, (Attention: Mr. ¥. A. Skirvin, P. 0. Box 1760, Portland, .
229~6414), if additional information is wanted.



NOTICE FOR ISSUANCE OF AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

January 5, 1979

SYNOPSIS

The Department of Environmental Quality intends to issus Air Contaminant
Discharge Permits to the following sources:

Venell Farms
Corvallis, Oregon
Prepared Feed

Permit Renewal
Pegrmi o=

~~Bvans Products Company
Corvallis, Oregon
Fiber Glass Plant
Initial Permit, New Source
Permit No. 02-2515

Roek-Creek Sand-§Gravel, Inc.
Clackamas, Cregon

Rock Crusher

Permit Renewal

Permit No. 03-1538

Scappoose Sand & Gravel Company
Scappoose, Oredgaon

Rock Crusher

Permit Renewal

Permit No., 05-1954

Coos County Solid Waste Dept.
Coquille, Oregon

Incinerator

Permit Modificatien

Permit No. 06-0095

O'Neil Sand & Gravel, Inc.
Albany, Oregon

Rock Crusher

Initial Permit, Existing Source
Permit No., 07-0018

Scroggin Feed & Seed
Lebanon, Oregon
Grain Mill

Permit Renewal
Permit No. 22-5148

Cascade Construction Company
Portland, Oregon

Asphalt Plant

Permit Renewal

Permit No., 26-1762

K. F, Jacobsen & Co., Inc.
Portland, Oregon

Asphalt Plant

Permit Renewal

Permit No. 26-~1764

Oregon Asphaltic Paving Company
Portland, Oregon

Asphalt Plant

Permit Renewal

Permit No. 26-1765

Oregon Asphaltic Paving Company
Portland, Oregon

Asphalt Plant

Permit Renewal

Permit No. 26~1766

Willamette Industries Inc.
Dallas, Oregon

Plywood Plant & Sawmill
Permit Renewal

Permit No. 27-0177

Rogers Asphalt Paving Company
LaGrande, Qregon

Asphalt Plant

Permit Renewal

Permit No. 31-0001

Banks Lumber Company
Banks, Oregon

Sawmill -
Permit Renewal

Permit No. 34-2365

Peter Riewit Sons' Company
Portable Plant

Asphalt Plant

Permit Renewal

Permit No. 37-0095

Weathers Crushing, Inc.
Portable Plant

Rock Crusher

Initial Permit, Existing Source
Permit No. 37-0210

Any comments of information required may be submitted to the Department
of Environmental Quality or appropriate regional office. It is intended
that these permits be issued after February 5, 1979.




ATTACHMENT 2b

STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO
ALR QUELITY e
1o RPotts DATE:  January 15, 1979
FROM: FASkirvin
SUBJECT: Changes in Proposed Permit for Evans Products Company; El 0D2-2515

The following are changes that must be inciuded in the above-referenced

permit prior to issuance. Delete language in Condition 4 and replace
with--

k. Particulate emissions from the giass wool manufacturing
system shall not exceed 0.8 pounds per hour.

NOTE: This also requires exclusion of this source from at least Condition 2.a.
and 2.b. and possibly 2.c.

Add new Condition 9--
Ho
9. The permittee shall demonstrate that,glass wool
manufacturing system scrubber Is capable of operating
in continuous complid%e with Condition 4 by performing a
source test for particulate emission mass concentration,
mass rate, size distribution and chemical composition.
All test data and results shall be submitted to the
Department for review by no later than 60 days after
start-up. Compliance shall have been demonstrated upon
written approval, by the Department, of the test data
and results. Al) tests shall be conducted in accordance
with the testing procedures on file at the Department
or in conformance with applicable standard methods
approved in advance by the Department.

Adjust other condition numbers as appropriate.

| will forward any additional changes made as a result of the public
informational hearing to be held on January 18, 1979 in Corvallis.

IS

A oaRys
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Permit Number: 02-2515
Fxpiration Date: 7/1/83
Page 1 of 5 Pages

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT

Department of Environmental Quality
522 8¢ Fifth, Portland, OR 87204
Mailing Address: Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207
Telephones (593) 226-5696

Issued in accordance with the provisions of ORS 468,310

ISSUED TO: REFERENCE INFORMATION:
Lvans Products Company Application No. 1127 & 1434
Dox B
Corvallis, Or 97330 Date Received: 12/15/77 &
10/20/78
PLANT SITE:

1115 5T Crystal Lake Drive
Corvallis, OR

IS5UED BY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

WILLIAM H. YOUNG, Director Dated

Source (s} Permitted to bischarge Alr Contaminants:

Hame of Air Contaminant Source Standard® Industrv Code as Listed

Battery Separator Manufacturing 24q¢0
New scurce not listed in Table A

which would emit 10 or more tons/vr

uncontrolled 3296

Permitted Activities

Until such time as this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the
permittee is herewith allowed to discharge exhaust gases containing air
centaminants including emissions from those processes and activities
directly related or asscociated thereto in accordance with the requirements,
limitations and conditions of this pernit from the air contaminant
source (8} listed above.

The specific listing of requirements, limitations and conditions contained
herein does not relieve the permittee from complying with all other rules
and standards of the Department. :
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Permit Number: 02-2515
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Performance Standards and Dmission Limits

1.

The permittee shall at all times maintain and operate all air
contaminant generating processes and all contaminant control eguipment
at full efficiency and effectiveness, such that the emissions of air
contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels.

Particulate emissions from any single air contaminant source (except
for the hoiler) shall not exceed any of the follaowing:

a. 0.2 grains per standard cublc foot for sources existing prior
to June 1, 1970;

b. 0.1 grains per standard cubic foot for sources installed;
constructed, or modified after June 1, 1970; and .
c. An opacity equal to or greater than twenty percent (20%) for
a period aggregating more than three (3} minutes in any one (1)
hour.

Particulate matter which iz larger than 250 microns and which may
be deponited upon the real property of ancther person shall not be
emitted.

The emission control ecuipment on the gloss wool manufacturing system

.shall collect %0% or more of the glass fiber in the system exhaust,

The permittee shall operate and control the steam generating hoiler (s)
in accordance with the following list of boiler operating parameters
and emission limitations:

Maximum Emission Timits

Boiler TFuel Opacity Particulates Maximum
Identification Used {1} {2) {3)Capacity
York Shipley NG/PS300 20% 0.1 gr/sCF 14.7 mil.BTU/hx

(1) Maximum opacity that shall not be equalled or excecded for a
noriod or periods aggregating more than three minutes in any
one hour, excluding uncombined water vapor.

{2} Particulate emission limitation is stated in grains per standard
cubic foot, corrected to 12% carbon dioxide.

(3) BTU/hr or maximum hourly average steam production (pounds per
hour) .

The permittee shall not use any residual fuel oil containing more
than 1.75 percent sulfur by weight.

The permittee shall not allow the emission of odorous matter as
measured off the permittee's property in excess of:

a. A scentometer no. 0 odor strength or equivalent dilution in
regidential and commercial areas.

b. A scentometer no. 2 odor strength or eguivalent dilution in all
other land use areas.

C. Or to cause a public nuisance.
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A violation of Condition 7 a or 7b shall have coccurred when two
measurements made hy the Department within a period of one hour,
separated by at least 15 minutes exceed the limits.

The fume incinerators shall be operated at the following minimum
temperatures whenever the respective production lines are operating:

& Ross (VRI) - 800 degrees F
b. Wasteco (VRZ2) - 1200 degrees F
C. Kleen Air (VR3) - 1300 degrees F

Monitoring and Reporting

9.

10,

The permittee shall effectively inspect and monitor the operation
and maintenance of the plant and associated air contaminant control
facilities. A record of all such data shall bhe maintained for a
period of one year and he avallable at the plant site at all times
for inspection by the authorized representatives of the Department.
At least the following parameters shall be monitored and recorded
at the indicated interval.

Parameter finimum Monitoring Frecuency

a. A description of any As Periormed

nmaintenance to the air

contaminant control systems.
The permittee shall report to the Department by January 15 of each
vear this permit is in effect the following information for the
preceding calendar vear.
a. Plant production on a monthly basis.
b. The amount of wood waste utilized, and

c. Ouantities and types of fuels used on a monthly basis.

Fee Schedule

11.

The Annual Compliance Determination Fee for this permit is due on
June 1 of each year this permit is in effect. An invoice indicating
th amount, as determined by Department regulations, will be mailed
prior te the ahove date.
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General Conditions and Disclaimers

Gl.

o]
D
.

G3.

Ga.

GG,

G7.

GB.

The permittee shall allow Department of Environmental Quality
representatives access to the plant site and pertinent records at
all reasonable times for the purposes of making inzpections, surveys,
collecting samples, obtaining data, reviewing and copying air
contaminant emission Jdischarge records and otherwise conducting all
necessary functions related to this permit,

The permittec is prohibited from conducting open bhurning except as
may be allowed by OAR Chapter 340, Sections 23~025 through 23-05G.

The permittee shall:

i Notify the Department in writing using a Departmental, "Notice

of Construction" form, and
b, Obtain written apnroval.
hefore:

a. Constructing or installing any new source of air contaminant
emissions, including air pollution control equipment, or

b, Modifying or altering an existing source that may significantly
affect the emission of air contaminants.

The permittee shall notify the Department at least 24 hours in advance
of any planned shutdown of air pollution control eguipment for
scheduled maintenance that may cause a violation of applicable
standards.

The permittee shall notify the Department hy telephone or in person
within one (1) hour of any malfunction of air pollution control
equipment. or other umset condition that may cause a violation of the
air guality Standards. Such notice shall include the nature and
quantity of the increased emissions that have occurred and the
expected duration of the breakdown,

The permittee shall at all times conduct dust supprecsion measures
to meet the requirements set forth in "Fugitive Emissiong" and
"Huisance Conditions” in OAR Chapter 340, Sections 21-050 through
21-060,

Application for a modification of this permit must be submitted not
less than 60 davs prior to the source modification. A Filing Fee
and an Application Processing Fee must he submitted with an
application for the permit modification.

Application for renewal of this permit must be submitted not less
than 60 days prior to the permit expiration date. A Filing Fee and
an Annual Compliance Determination Fee must be submitted with the
application for the permit renewal.
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G9. The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in
either real or personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor
does it authorize any injury to private property or any invasion of
personal rights, nor any infringement of Federal, State, or local
laws or regulations.

G10. This permit is subject to revocation for cause as provided by law.

Gll. Notice provision: Section 113{d){1)(E) of the Federal Clean Air Act,
as amended in 1977, requires that a major stationary source, as
defined in that act, be notified herein that "it will be required
te pay a nencompliance penalty under Section 120 {of that act) or
by such later date as is set forth in the order (i.e., in this permit)
in accordance with Section 120 in the event that such source fails
to achieve final compliance by July 1, 1978."
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Permit Number: 02-2515
Application No.: 1434
Date: 10/27/778

Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Control Division

AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Evans Products Company
1115 SE Crystal Lake Drive
Corvallis, OR 97330

Background

1. Bvans Products Company has added a new glass wool manufacturing
facility at its battery separator manufacturing plant located at 1115
SE Crystal Lake Drive.

2. The annual production capacity is approximately 4,000 tons of glass
wool {no binders are used).

3. Existing visible and particulate emission sources at the new'glasé
wool manufacturing facility consist of the following:
a. The exhaust from the glass fiber forming chamber.
b. Air vents on raw material automatic bag dumper and on equipment

transferring material to the electric furnace.

4. The emission contrel system includes spray chambers and cyclones in
series in the glass wool exhaust system.

5. The estimated annual rate of air contaminant emissions is 3 tons of
glass fiber.

6. The plant is operated 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, and 52 weeks
per year.

Evaluation

7. Operation of the facility in compliance with Department of
Environmental Quality emission limitations will be verified by the
Department.

8. The proposed permit is a new permit for a new source.

9. It is recommended that the proposed permit be approved for issuance

to Evans Product Company.

Laa e




ATTACHMENT 2d

Quality

January 18, 1978 7:30 p.m.
Lincoln Elementary Schoecl, Corvallis

Present: Benton County Commissioners Barbara Ross and Larry Callahan
Corvallis City Council Members, Inge McNeese, Gian Coberly,
Sandra Nored, Paul Davis, Orin Byers, Myron Crapsey, Frank
Tucker and Lavern Ratzlaff
Corvallis Mayor Alan Berg Gary Crowson, Benton County
Frtiz Skirvin, Qepartment of Envirconmental Quality (DEQ)

1.1 Call to order and introductions:

Mayor Berg called the hearing to order and introduced the Commissioners
and the City Council members. He announced that Commissioner Barbara
Ross would co-chair the meeting.

1.2 Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ):

Mr. Skirvin outlined the DEQ process for application and approval of an
air contaminant discharge permit. He explained that public notification
of an application is given to approximately 300 - 500 agencies with a
thirty-day waiting period for pabticseomment. The deadline for Evans
Products public comment is February 5, 1979. The permit information

was also published in the Secretary of State's bulletin January 15, 1979,
The application was processed as a modification of the existing permit
for the Evans battery separator plant. (See Attachment A.)

1.3 Evans Products:

Allan Gnann, -ceramics engineer, said the new plant will produce about

10 to 12 tons of glass wool per day bhased on a 24-hour operation. The
glass wool will be used for manufacturing filters and also in the battery
separator plant. Their plant in Lewisburg has been supplying the product
for the past 3 years and the plant will be manufacturing roofing products.
Mr. Gnann stressed the plant will not be producing "fiberglass" but glass
woo]l which is substantially smaller - about 4 to 5 micrometers thick. He
also passed out a fact sheet. (See Attachment B)

Jim Needham,-project engineer, presented several slides outiining the
manufacturing process and the pollution control devices Evans Products
has designed for the glass wool that will remove approximately 90% of
the particulates _from the atmosphere. The emissions will be reduced %o
3/4 pounds pen@&gy”or 6,000 pounds per year. The particulates will be
invisible because of their minute size.

Mr. Gnann said there has been no evidence compiled that indicates that
exposure to fiberglass or glass wool is a health hazard or a carcinogenic
agent. He said the Department of Health, Education and Welfare classifies
fiberglass as a "nuisance dust." The DEQ permit will allow up to .8 pounds
of discharge per day. £

1.4 Benton County Building Official:

Gary Crowson presented information on the building size, location, zoning
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Minutes Page 2
Evans Products Hearing
January 18, 1979

other pertinent information on the building permit that he issued June 26,
1978. (See Attachment C.)

City of Corvallis:

Mayor Berg said there would be no comments from the City of Corvallis at this
time.

Questions from the audience:

Responses to several questions from citizens produced the following additional
information:

a. The City of Corvallis, Benton County and the DEQ will receive minutes
of tonight's hearing. This is not an "official” DEQ public hearing.

b. There is a sizeable drainfield and a 3,000 septic tank that will be more
than adequate for the new building.

¢. Written testimony will be accepted by the DEQ through February 5 at:
P. 0. Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207 A final decision on the permit
will be made approximately 15 days after that date.

d. The diameter of the glass particulates are between 4 and 5% microns. A
micron is about(tn& 39 millionthsof an inch. The length varies and is
difficult to measure.

e. The DEQ permit requires Evans to do a source test of their filtering
system. The new plant will be twice the size of the Lewisburg facility
but the increase in pollution will be 50%.

e

Evans said additional poliution control could be added, but the costs
would be very high. ‘

g. There will bezgdor from the new plant. City services will not be required.

h. The DEQ has not received any evidence that fiberglass presents a health
hazard.

Questions from the Commissioners and City Council:

Councilperson McNeese questioned the 1,000 pounds per houf production figure
for the new plant compared to the Lewisburg figure of 200 pounds. Evans
said the Lewisburg figure was inaccurate and should be 500 pounds an hour.



Minutes ' Page 3
Evans Products Hearing
January 18, 1979

Public Testimony:

Gerry Ansel, representing Open Door, spoke in favor of the permit and said
his firm s located adjacent to Evans Products. He has had work experience
with poilution control and said to date there is no documentation that
fiberglass presents a heaith hazard.

Louise Parsons expressed concern about the short time available to gather
research and make contacts. She asked for a similar hearing at the DBEQ
level. She asked that separate permits be issued.

Michzel long, Evans employees and an employee in the fibergliass industry for
over 14 years, said the fibers are dissolved in the alkaline or acidic body
fluids and are not a health hazard. Approximateily 25-30 persons supported
his views.

Frances St. John, Evans employee, said she had experienced no adverse health
effects and felt housework presented more hazards than her work.

Elizabeth Frenkel, representing the League of Women Voters, expressed concern
about the governmental process involved in issuing the building permit and
said a public hearing should have been held before issuing the permit.

She said the Benton County Zcning Ordinance Section 11.03 does not allow

a dust or noise nuisance.

Nancy Baker testified she believes there is a health hazard and said there
is a warning printed on fiberglass insulation.

Kenneth Kidd said there was a bad odor around the Owens-Corning plant in
California and he referred to an article that correlated the known health
problems caused by inhallation of asbestos with fiberglass inhaliation.

Herbert Mortz also testified about the health hazard and read an article
into the record entitled "Insulate your Lungs - Use Fiber Glass' (See
Attachment D.) He recommended additional filtaring equipment such as
electrostatic precipitators be required by the DEQ.

Paul Brewster, Evans employee, said 0SHA had made several inspections of
the working conditions at Evans Products and said the plant met all the
safe working standards and criteria for the State of QOregon. He said a
regularly scheduled ''sputum' test is being set up voluntarily for
employees of the battery separator plant.

Billie Moore expressed concern about the possible health problems and
also additional noise in the area. She said the Willamette Valley does
not tolerate targe amounts of poliution and this will be another source

of pollution.
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Lois Kenagy asked for a DEQ public hearing and additional time for citizens
to submit written testimony. She feels the county building permit was
incorrect in Tisting the new plant as light industrial - it is heavy
industrial. The matter should have been considered a conditional use before
the Planning Commission. She also said the c¢ity should annex the property
because it is within the urban growth boundary. This matter should have been
addressed at the Benton Government Committee and the city/county agreement
probably needs to be amended.

Barbara Boucot presented excerpts from several publications addressing
the adverse effects of working around fiber glass particies. She also
obtained statements from three experts in pulmonary disease and enfiron-
mental medicine that point to the long period of time needed to determine
a hazard. All three urged caution untii better information is available
and feel exposure to respirable glass fibers should be kept at a minimum.
(See Attachment E.) She requested the following action:

1. Contain the effluent and otherwise dispose of the particles.
Adhere to OSHA standards for suspected carcinogens.

3. Medical surveiilance and recordkeeping for 40 years or 20 years
after termination of employment.

Ray Hewitt, a close neighbor, addressed the problems he has had with
debris from Evans Products blowing onto his property. He asked if now
he will also have to contend with blowing soda ash and silicate sand.
Evans Products responded and said all the materials will be covered

to prevent littering.

Victor Dallons asked that more efficient filtering systems be installed
to remove up to 98% of the particulates such as electrostatic precipitators.

Eleanor Griffiths said she supports the testimony of Kenagy and Boucot.
She said she had asked Benton Government Committee last spring to address
this issue and they not comply with her request. There should have been
a public hearing before the building permit was issued. She feels the
Jjoint City/County agreement needs to be revised and she supports the
annexation of Evans Products by the City of Corvallis.

Marilyn Koenitzer said she supports the testimony of Kenagy, Boucot and
Griffiths. She objected to the present process and asked that the deadline
for testimony be extended for thirty days. She asked that the building

permit be revoked because the plant will be a heavy industrial use and it

is not permitted in a 1ight industrial zone. She made other comments outlined
below: :

1. William Morton, Environmental Scientist at the University of Oregon,
sajd fiberglass standards should be the same as for asbestos,
birillium and lead.

2. No effluent should be allowed to leave the furnace into the air.

3. Small particles are more hazardecus than large ones - the size
requirement should be tightened.

4. Need noise controls,
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5. Long term records should be kept.
6. Production should stop if poliution congtrol devices break down.
7. Requested soil testing and the known dispersion area.

James Compton, employee of Evans Products, spoke 1n7favor of the new plant:

1. Silicate sand is a previousiy prepared product. He outlined the
pProcess. _

2. The process is totally contained and does not smell. The odor
referred to earlier around the California plant results from

the manufacturing of complete products, boards, etc. that
require other materials.

3. Llegal definitions of heavy and Tight industry should be used.

4, He said the emission of 3/4 1bs. per hour is very small in comparison
with other pollutants in the area.

8. Clesing statements

Mr, Skirvin said presently asbhestos and fiber glass are not in the same
category and if Evans Products meets the permit requirements, the DEQ has
to issue the permit. They plan to emit .77 pounds of particulates per
hour and the DEQ allows up to .8 on the proposed permit.

Orin Byers, Council member, said he feels a dispersion test should be done
at the Lewisburg plant and asked if the results shouid be a determining
factor in issuing the permit.

Inge McNeese, Council member, requested that the City Council cali a
special meeting Monday evening to take official action. She asked
that the joint group go on record to request a 30 day extension of the
DEQ deadline for testimony.

The request was made in the form of a motion, seconded by Orin Byers, but
no action was taken on the motion.

Mr. Skirvin said the deadline for testimony would be extended to February 18.

/{-7

The meeting was adjourned at 10:55 ‘a<m.

Tl TF Gt (Ml fotn)

Barbara Ross, Chairfan DeAnne Eilers, County Recorder
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Glass Wool Plant Data

Procesgs Eocaipment Operabing Paramzbars

Natural Gas Input 11,000 CFE
Glass Wool Producticn Rate ' 1,000 1b/hr.
Exitaust from Wool Collection System 64,000 SCFM max.

35,000 SCFM min.

Contrgl Eguioment Soecifications ~{Evans Products Design)

I., II., ITII. are parallel systems operating at increasingly
nigher static suctions.

Scrubber dimensicns: {water spray - high velocity)
Water tlax. Air
Housing Sprav Flow
T, 23" x 15" x 45" leng 300 GPM 32,000 SCFM
II. 24" x 12" x 45" long 130 GPM 19,000 3CFM
ITI.20" x 10" x 45" long 120 GPM 13,000 SCFM

Cyclone Separator Dimensions:
I. 63" dia. x 20' :tall
Ir. so" " x 18! "
I13.39" " x 12! "

Estimated particulate loading in exhaust air going to
Scrubbers - .0l4 grains/ft.3

Estimated efficiency of scrubbers and cyclones separators greater
than 90% due to fibrous nature of particulate (based on observa-
tion of existing spray scrubber w/o cyclone and information in
AIR POLLUTION ENGINEERING MANUAL E.P.A. May 1972).




FACT SHEET: JOINT INFORMATIONAL PUBLIC HEARING - 1/18/79

Evans Products Company
Fiber Products Group

Jim Needham
Alan Gnann

Proposed Plant:

Plart Capacity:

Air Contaminant Discharge:

Air Contaminant Control
Devices:

Additional County Tax
Contribution:

Lewisburg Relocation Plans:

T raffic Reduction:

Watapr:

Health and Envirconmeantal
Considerations:

Labor:

Glass Wool Manufacturing Facility
1851 S.E., Crystal Lake Drive

1000 tbs. woot/hr,

0.75 lbs./hr.
.0014 grains /cubic foot (air)
3.2 milligrams/cubic meter (air)

3 cyclone scrubbers.,

approximately $25,000 — $35,000 /yr,

Asphalt roofing operation to remain in Lewisburg.,

Reduction in through town truck traffic,
approximately 30 — 40 trips per week,

No city water to be utilized.

Extensive medical and government information
indicates that the proposed plant will be operated
well within acceptable standards.

NO net increases.



= 70

“GLES psusd Tvond

EVANS FEOLetcrS
LA T

]

-0 O TN Berrt Lo/

o FEEER

|

?

v
=1 et
]

FETT™

0

e —
H2TER

XiLo

1a8ge &, aveirl
(R

val 1oy o

L

Cewarenr
“"e

CXIrrsL taver

B Pt LT comrrhan i o et

am

o

AVENYE

semrs s

weR 4
Yol

e

TP
1

TWGOC,

r ok it w1

Gk

T S Ay .24 L

i
I DN

A e

36C SW. AVERY AVENUE

GENERAL INFGRMATION

EVANS PRODOUCTS
FIDERGLASS MANUFACTURING PLANT
AND STORAGE WAREHOUSE

g'_;]rnlnn ﬂlmmig 13;1!1!& ;Tﬂnrl:s Ei]ryurimmi

FPHONE 757-6B21 CORVALLIS. OREGON 97330

BUILDING: Engineered pre-fabricated metal structure 80'by300°
for 24,000 sqguare feet floor area. Auxillery mechanical build-

ing 20'xB4' for 1680 square feet floor sarea.

Total floor area is 25,680 square feet. The building is protected
throughout with an Avtomatic Fire-Extinguishing Sprinkler System.

LOCATION: Northeast side of Crystal Lake Drive adjacent to Cor-
vallis City Limits near intersection with Bethel Street.

isapproximately 8 acres in area. Tax Lot 300,
ship 12 South, Range 5 West, W.M..

ZONING: County Light Industrial (M-1) District.

Section 2D, Town-

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDRIES: Within Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary.

Proposed Land us is light Industrial {M-1).

FLCOD PLAIN: The building site is located approximately 1207
West of the Floed Plain area of the Willamette River and is
between 9' feet to 15 feet above the highwater mark coxr 100 vear

flood level.

WILLAMETTE RIVER

GREENWAY PROGRAM: The City of Corvallis has recommended a strip
of land 150 feet wide, measured from the ordinary low water line
to be reserved for the Greenway Program in this area.

The building site is located approximately 500 feet from the

average water line.

Provisions of both the City and County Zoning Ordinances for the
Light Industrial (M-1) Zone Districts provide permitted uses
for the manufacture, repalr or storage of articles from the

following listed previously-prepared materials:
cloth, cork, feathers felt, fiber, fur, glass,

bone, cellophane,
hair, horn,

paper, plastic, preciocus or semi-precious stone or meital, shell,

textiles, wax, wire, or yarn.

The building permit for the main structure was issued June 26,
1278 by the Building Division of the Benton County Public Works

Department.

The permit for the Auxilary Building was issued. December 11, 1978.
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insulate ‘your
use fiber gl

- You ktow aboul achestios. You
K that this heat-resistant mirscle
miterind of oncounted commercial uses
is now comsidered fo e the most dan-
perons sibstance o common mdusisial
s, Yo Rirosw that Il of sl asbesios
workers will sulfec from debiliuriog
fung disenses and enc-third will devel-
op catcer. And you know thal asbestos
has come te he replaced in many »p-
plications by o new miracle maferial
culled filroos plase,

Yo ke
JUEIC

aboud fiher

Unlike ninurally puctrring min-
erats, Bhoss glass is a materiad of the
mefern ape. spom ke cotton enndy
from molten sifica sanil, 1t i hesy
Loown as an insulation product, an
effective barrier apainat both ficxl and
cohl. Even now o dosen states and the
fedel tvernment are considering in-
ventive fa eredits 1o homrenwners who
will fnstad) #Uin their walls and aftics. M
alve has 35000 wther product applica-
Tiems .

Mack in the 19505, ws fiber plies
first came inlo commaon use, workers
freaqprently exposed o the materiad he-
am vanptabring of hothersome fching.,
rashes, cenpghing and burning of the
eyes. Ny 19nE, pecupational beahh
duclors were discussing 2 new type of
Irgs sliserder Tound amopg workers in
the fiber pliss inddustry; they calfed @t
fiber plass pactmisceniosis. But sich
Teports were countered by other stud-
ivs, many commissioned by the indus-
1y, ch shenved that chest disenses
sinang their empluyees were ncither
msare por Jess prevalent thin among the
rest ol the popnlation,

In 1965, Dy, Meard Stamton, a
maihologist 2t the National- Instinge of
Flenlth in Tethesdi Maryland, was im-
planting nsbestes fy the chest cavities
of Temale (hbarne-Mendel rats, Th sy
the Bhers are hristle, Stanton honded
them (o a tiny wquare of ordinary iber
shsy invlulion, o material he consid.
wrcd toralfy benipn.

i sirithle mmber of ro-
stents soon developed caneer was hard.
Ty o surprise: similar findings had been
reporied smong human beings s early
as 1S S Bl Stanton slegged

away. i fam soldier in o gentleman™s
war, Tough in the pages of esoleric
modival journais

Stanton’s  cyperiments bad
shown that ashestos fbers ettesed vev-

eritl types of cancers, including a rare ©

bt fad msdfpnancy known ay meso-
thelinma—a divease Toond vnly among
wshestos workers and their Tamilics,
Mesothelinma, & cnncer of the Jung
cavily, Takes 20:W years 1o mature,
then kifls within ping months,) But
seienlists were unsure fiow nshestos
epurks chnger: whether the discase
whs cavsed by the chemical composi-
tivn of the filber, of arfses as a resull of
vemstant irtitalion once Irapped in the

g, If the fir<t theory were o prove -~

true. then asbestos contld be considered
3 endives bot iselated threat, But il the
cineer % erealed simply by physical ir-
Titatinn, then any respirible fiber of
like shape and size could cause the dis-

case, Tl would include a lang Yist of ©

upable symhetics inchaling icetsles,
reeylivs, nylon, polyesters, szyan amd
feMun, And fiber glass,

Tn 1969, Br. Stanten ardered
L2 rats from NOT's Animat Produc-
tivp Section amf repented his earlicr ox-
reriment, but his time he implanted
finety gpround fiker gl in the rodents
instend of ashesios, The animals lived
T the relstively old ape of Two, were
killed and autopsisd. Up ta IR pereent
were [ound 10 have mesotheliona.

In (974, Starton, a well-ordered
scicntist whe tves inn world of praba-
bititiex and  currefation  coclicients,
wrote a caslinus but hauning cditorial
for the Fournal of the National Canger
Institrete, which concluded, ~* Vipilance
in detecting the presenve of such fihers
in the enviranment and in the tissoes of
man iy well proft os all” Mean-
while, however, rescirch  commis-
stned by the medical depariments of
the fiber plass industry cortimres In
thownpride  the hisards of the sube
Slance .

The induntry  has  contended
that. with the cxception of finely
wound Fhers, the ghiss particles are
oo larpe to cver reach the lings, In
Berkeley, Califaria. o physician by
the anme of W bk Cooper won-
deted i thal was true. S ot the same

time (hat Moarl Stamtan was killing rats
in Berhesda, Cooper was pinning dust
volleetor devices tn the shirts ol fnsula-
tion workers at a Universily of Cafifor-
nizr cunstruction profect.

To pass throngh the breathing
siges—isoiding he fing bair-lhe
cilin al sticky muocoirs whick lines 1he
nose, triackea and the bronchinl trec 1o
the pgrapc-like alveolar saes which
make up the g particle must be
extremely narcow, 1.5 microns in diant-
eter ur 01 of an inch. Such « fiber
vinnot be seen by the maked eyesilis
oo small b glimpse even under an or-
dinary mivroscope.

When Cooper collecled s
filters from the insulation workers. he
Givcovered that of alf the fbers That
mded through the sir on s tepical con.
strugtion site. 20 percent could pas
it the lnngs.

Only onc study has been com.
pleted by the Natiooal Institote Tor Oc-
cupationil Safety and Health (NTOSIY
ameng fber glass workees, 1 showed o
marked fncrease of denths from lung
disease but moinerenase of cancer, The
seientists concluded, bowever, thal be-
winrve of the bag lime betw cen oxpnsure
amd overt malignancy. “u pofential car-
cinegenic offect of these fibers may not
wanifest ftsell in the workers for sever-
abmllitienal years ”

As @ result, NS §s recom-
mending  Teders!  standards.  which
wottkd inclde annual physical exsms
for liher phass workers, posted wirning
nulives. protective chvthing, and vse of
cither respirators or ventifation sys-
tems todraw off the disst,

Bt there hias been curivnisty i
fle publie discussion as (e the potential
terards that may swait the country's
do-it-yoursedd homeowners, who are
tow heing encoursped la el ol the
fiber phess insulation in their enclved
altics. Other than encousaging us
wear old clothes, certain{y promotions
vn behalf of power companies and the
insulution industry avoid the issue, The
Juhins-Manvilte Corp. has noe warping
fabids on its home insulation proe
duets—nor dees it plan o adid oy,
CPisewssions of bazards have been
Righly over-cxagrermed.”” suys n com-
pany spokevnan, ¢
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2. The current fibers used are longer and marrcwer, therelore more ’ ) EXTRAGT OF STATEMENT BY BARBARA BOUCUT AT EVANS FROIUCTS HE’\RJ]?“G\ LAST THURSDAY
: AN 24 qa7g
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respirable.

Information from three papers dealing with the fiber glass prohblem Wit Ol

1. Bayliss, Dement, Wagoner, and Blejer, Mortality Patterns lﬁa{l}ﬁ“r{:go['q}hi'ou él‘e@ﬁ!tﬂs

b. Roth fiber-induced [{1brosis and carcinogenicity require long latent

reriods Lo develop, sometimes, as in the case of mesothelioma, as much

Production Horkers: Wew York Academy of Science, n. 4. {after 1974}.
as J0 years,
They found an excessive risk of non-malignant respiratory disease among
c. Epidemiclogleal siudies to date have dealt with workers exposed to

production workers in a fiter glass plant that showed up after 10 years since
thicker, less respirable fibers.
the beginning of employment, These workers had been exposed to small cohcen-
(Flease see copy of their article for their coneclusion, which I read at the
trations of large diameter fibers., The authors note that small diameter fibexs
hearing. )
produce much higher concentration of fibters by many orders of magnitude and

Statements solicited by me from three experts in pulmonary disease and envirormental are much more capable of deep lung penetration. They remark that plants pro-
madicine:

ducing small-diameter fibers have not been in operation long enough (since the
The experts arer Dr. Katbarine Biurgis, a member of the National Advisory DGoard to
early 1960's) io permit evaluation of any potential pathenogenic lung effects,
The National Institutes of Health, and former Chalrman of the Department of Environ-

including carcincgeniclty, that result from inhalation and exposurse to small-
mental Hedicine at the Medical College of Pernsylvania as well as editor of the

dlameter glass fibers.
Archives of Envirommental Health; Dr. Marvin Kuschner, Dean of the School of Medielne

2, The Pulmonary Hesponse to Fiberglass Dust: Report of the Committee on Environ-

at the New York State Universliiy at Stony Brook and a partici pant 1n the NICOSH sym-
mental Health of the American College of Chest Physicians (Gross, Paul, et al.}.
posium on flber glass in 1974; and Dr. William Weiss, Chaixman of the Department of '
"There is no evidence to indicate that inhaling fiber glass is associated with
Environmental Medicine, Hahnemann Medical College, Philadelphla.
elther permanent respiratory impalrment oxr carcinogenesis; however, the final
ALl three are of the opinion that we do not yet have a definitive answer re-
verdict as far as the latter is concerned must await the findings of long-
garding the extent of the healih hazard posed by flber glass manufacture. All three N
term mortalily studies.”
rolnt to the long perled of time needed to determine that hagard nd all thre
& p y a ee urge 3. Rom and Langer, Carcinogenicity of Flbrous Giasst communication in Western

cantion until betler information becomes avallable. In the meantime, ihey believe
Jouvrnal of Hedicine, May 1977.

exposures to respirable glass fibers should be kept at a minimum. ; y
The medical literature has numerous references to the carcinogenicity of fitrous

Recommendationse glass in experimental investigation. A number of medical researchers have been

1. Contain the effluent, and recycle or otherwise dispose of the fiber glass particles able to induce mallgnant tumors in laboratory animals using fibrous glass.
thus collected. This has been done in other industries. The authors believe the question of whether fibrous glass is a carcinogenic
2. Adhere to the OSHA proposed standards for Ca tegory TT substances (substances substance for humans is wresolved, and they polnt to the following:
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not fiber glass is to be considered an inert dust or has a significant carcivnogenic
--and after this conlerence I will add fibrogerlc--potential." 1t was further
suggested that the fiber glass industry presented a sttuation in which we should
be dealing with potential problems instead of waiting until we have to act as

Tiremen rushing in te try to clear up the damage.
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for which there is suggestive evidence for prodnctionof cancer). These inciude
an adequate program of medical surveillance and recordkeeping of all monitoring in
the workplace and of all employees who are exposed to any toxlc substance. The
records should be kept for 40 years, or 20 years after terminatlon of employment,

whichever is longer.

END OF EXTRACT

Since last Thursday I have had time to go through the proceedings of a symposiunm

sponsored by NIOSH, titled Occupational Exposure te Fibrous Glass, and published in

1976, This paper demonstrated the state of the art at that time, and it formed the
basis of OSHA's Tegulationsz.
Some of the information I found is Misted belowe
1. At the time of the synposium (1974) WIOSH had a priority list of 400 to 500 toxic
substances and physical agents, on which fiber glass was ranked 40,
2. The presence of glass fibers in human tissue is very difficult to detect with
crdinary lab procedures. However, under phase contrast 1llumination at 1000x to
2000x the Tibers are visible, and one contributor {Schepers, p. 265 ff.) presented
a series of cases showing that fibrous glass can and does cause damagme to human lungs
under certain conditions. This same investigator found a helghtening effect that
increased potential Iung damage when exposure to extremely slender glass fibers is
comblned with exposure to sillea.
3. The mortality study by Bayliss and olhers (noted In the Extract and alse in the
symposium) indicates that the risk to fiber élass workers aflter ten years from the
siart of work for non-malignant respiratory disease iz double that found for the
popuvlatien at large. This included a number of cases of emphysema.
4. The summary of Lhe symposium contains the following statement: "The major issue

and still unanswered queslion regarding a suitable envirormental level is whelher or
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We the undersigned are in full support of Evans Prcducts in their

construction of and operation of a Fiber Glass Plan eir -

- right to operate a business for a proflt and 11y as ‘a contribution ~~_
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dlrected by law. :
_ /&77?’{,. £/ m&rp%ec:s /5D \/Zr//

.safmty and pellution standards
dress

4/_:,-,,7”" o e - ; W /“amémafvf;&
S’QM!\ AW : ﬁr Z ref 239G a»rﬂm#us o7
3-_Aw sz A Bl L4l RIA BeR RIK foditdsmennte
. R Clw @w»«l 7050 i 33+ QCJ“ Cdmyz,/jg did.
]F%L%iﬁjLYQ ~,4427*' ‘- '}f5'7 ANV ﬂ«uﬂJ [ -vaﬁé ol
/‘ /7" 7[/54»? el - 25t Pﬁi;/é/ MMW% o0
A7- CL/PLAQ’(){A QMJ? ; o Qe/f 340 (\f—dx'&(]j C’fx, '
[ 2980 Pl itriad (o5 0
s ¢ne0iid Lo MWA M//// AL,
T S f_tv“q 77 Qrml/;s ¢ e

%uw ._/z/nefm — G5 ﬁ/zo" _ﬁe/rfmmu (e
e (aM”‘C} L EES sy //z%’/ YA
e Judy AKedp T2 4 s T
14. (\;L,..._\__ \\M u._m Y 1 S-S =S ¥, O .u;tﬁ,«‘.bu-m-. ST ST
15. ffﬁ,;H,,& /"/Mj, . 'é;&?{ﬁ; - £ ¢ :(.:E[

" 16, (,{c.:—é—(rﬂ / L RS e % ’S/(,m //
17 &Q»m\, \*&&}-\\n | Ci\ct S )%@c\wm %* ( \M\\
18. 1/.’5&"/ 7’/7% A St P S i //7/ u&g

19. /_’f N /5/ /{/ oS N [ fmm{L?L mﬁeﬁ‘éf céa—é»ﬁ.da
20/;4*/2;/’97%/4_5/ = /e /1156”6‘7@

¥

‘ /.
(;:u?éﬂxa fgﬁkhxdsén — ;(Tl II ISng,oiLJ(] < fﬁk ’tuwr?‘% (l_ﬁ:k
22 \v e \\u b i R340 Q\LLﬁt e ¥ € tl; 2 /;“Ca LA
7 -
%"’5 it ’ /// //" =N AP D0 "f\[l /= (’#ﬁ’ /«! /éjz:;r- £, _S?/’L (C‘f’t//*"//’
g - - " ‘)/ s

24. wd;J Cagrels 2 YIS W) e laim . S,
25- {/\'r\nr\ r\r‘l\.\-f\.}L A (AT At S 5 ::) 3 © S ) vo ] C/P\‘G\J\’\’ f ML\.{) ) t,: L{
ce? Eﬁvironmental Qualit} Commission ' City of orvallis, Attn:C.Mgr

Benton County Board of Commisioners ttn: Chairm:
an Gaz tt i
City of Corvallis, Attm: A.Betg, Mz TreTHines, Attni Editor



To Whom It May Concern:

‘Department of Env1ronmental Quallty

ATTACHMENT 4

January 29, 1979 ) o ] F*Ld: [E
o S 58051579 |

EY

P.. 0. Box L700
Portland, OR 97207

We live in the community of Corvallis, Benton County, Qregon. We chose
to live here for many reascons, one of which is the relatively clean and
stimulating air, With the ocean nearby, and the mountains within reach,

this pollution free valley has become our home.

This letter #s- being written in protest 'of the promotion projects being

- made By Evans Product Company and Venell Farms. Both acknowledge the

pollution that their companles will. produce - Evans Products, the ''glass

-fibers,” and Venell, "organic byproducts from grain farming”. The intro-
-duction of these hazards into our air has been determined as a threat to

our future health.

We feel your Department will help in protecting what nature gave us. Once
lost to companies and others who see only mopey and community growth as
goals of life, we will never recover it, Please keep Corvallis free of
polluted air, for the beéhfits of ourselves and those we love.

Sincerely,
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Wé; the undersigned, as members and shoppers of the Flrst Alternative
Inc, are opposed'to the opening and operation of the Evan's
Products' glass wool plant on Crystal Lake Drive in Corvallis,

As a food coopérative we are interested in obtaining and providing
for each other lbw prices and nutritious food, Our large membership
{ 2300 )} and non-member shoppers ( at least dauble that ) seems

to indicate a strong interest in high quality, healthy food,

We are very concerned with the potential health'hazard of glass

wool and are concerned that this plant will be located near us and a
residential zone, We are very concerned that the DEQ's standard's
for particle emission are not strong enough for our protection
'iﬁﬁthe case of microdiameter fibers such as glass wool, We

are extremely concerned that the glass wool will be an irritaht

with short term eprsure and pose a longer term/;;;;;;-;;;;£§;>

. An additional burden on our Corvallis alir quality is undesireable.

We see Corvallis as a very liveable city, one that is gquiekly

growing, in part bac'” her cleaq.air. We a clean,

healthly livegble city and are adamantly opposed to thisplant's

. operatién. /orﬁc 5/@/;/,4 77/,@:'3 39¢(%// \
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ATTACHMENT 6
" TO: THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION and THE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

We, the undersigned, residents of the City of Corvallis and Benton County, request that a formal hearing by the
Department of Environmental Quality be heid in Corvaliis after February 18, 1979 for the Air Discharge Permit
under consideration by the Department of Environmental Quality for the Evans Products Fiberglass Manufacturing
Facility under construction on Crystal Lake Drive, Corvallis.

At the time of the informal hearing on January 18, 1979 the ai i ined with an odor
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ATTACHMENT II



‘ ATTACHMENT IT
JAMES A. REDDEN

ATTORNEY GENERAL

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

PORTIAND DIVISION
500 Pacific Building
520 S.W, Yamhill
Portland, Oregon 97204
Telephone: (503) 229-5725

March 20, 1979

Frederic A. Skirvin

Department of Environmental Quality
Yeon Building

522 SW Fifth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204

Re: Evans Products, Corvallis, Oregon
Proposed Fiberglass Plant

Dear Fred:

Pursuant to your request, this confirms our March 2,
1979 conference regarding the subject matter. At that
conference, you showed me numerous petitions signed by
many people requesting various kinds of action by the
Department and Commission. You also described the hearings
which have been held regarding Evans Products' application
for an air contaminant discharge permit for its proposed
Corvallis, Oregon fiberglass plant.

Some of the petitioners have requested that the Com-
mission itself hold a hearing regarding the proposed issu-
ance of the permit. As you explained to me, a hearing has
already been held before a joint hearing panel and much
testimony has already been gathered. T am not familiar with
any authority which would require that another hearing be
held. On the other hand, the Department and Commission
could choose to hold another hearing and could limit any
such hearing to receipt of information which has not already
been presented in the prior hearings. The decision to sche-
dule such a hearing, or to not schedule such a hearing, would
in either case be within the discretion of the Department
and the Commission. Essentially, it is a policy question,
not a legal guestion.

Please call me if you have any questions.

sipeesdit./

fabeft”L.éHaskins
Assistant Attorney General

RLH/sg





