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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Background 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. o, September 19, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Request for the EQC to: 

(1) Adopt Administrative Rule 340-53-005 through 035, 
Development and Management of the Statewide Sewerage 
Works Construction Grants Priority List, and 

(2) Approve the FY 1981 Construction Grants Priority List 
Developed In Accordance With the aforementioned 
Administrative Rule. 

1. Federal regulations, 40-CFR 35.915, require that federal grants for 
construction of municipal waste water treatment works as authorized 
by Section 201 of Public Law 95-217 " ••• be awarded from allotments 
according to the state priority list, " 

2. Federal regulations also require that such a priority list" ••• be 
based on the approved state priority system." The state priority 
system must describe the methodology used to rate and rank projects 
that are considered eligible for assistance and must be designed to 
achieve optimum water quality management consistent with the goals 
and requirements of the 1977 Clean Water Act. 

3. Because of advice from legal counsel and other concerns, it was 
proposed that the state priority system be adopted as administrative 
rules. The FY 81 priority list although requiring EQC approval, need 
not be adopted as an administrative rule. 

4. The administrative rule consists of the criteria adopted by the 
Commission in October 1979, edited to conform to administrative rule 
format. Some clarification was added relative to segmenting and 
scheduling of proposed projects. Since changes were minimal, it was 
decided that adoption of the rule and approval of the priority list 
could be carried out concurrently. 
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5. On June 20, 1980, the Commission granted staff the authority to 
conduct a public hearing on the proposed administrative rule and the 
draft FY 81 priority list. On the same date, Notice of proposed 
rulemaking and associated materials was filed with the Secretary of 
State. On June 20, 1980, Public Notice of the proposed rulemaking 
was mailed to the Department's mailing list of interested persons, 
followed by a fact sheet and copies of the proposed rule and priority 
list on July 2, 1980. 

6. On August 5, 1980, in Portland, a,Public Hearing was held concerning 
the proposed administrative rule and proposed FY 81 priority list. 
Oral testimony was taken at the hearing and written testimony was 
accepted prior to and after the hearing, through August 15, 1980. 
A summary of such testimony, along with staff response, is provided 
as Attachments A & B. 

Evaluation and Discussion 

A number of issues have arisen both as a result of testimony and as a 
result of trends in current federal legislation. Following is a discussion 
of these issues: 

1. Distribution of Grant Funds 

Public testimony has indicated concern that very few projects were 
scheduled for construction (Step 3) grants in FY 81 and 82. On the 
July draft, only 4 projects were scheduled for funding prior to FY 83; 
Bend, Douglas County and MWMC in FY 81; Bend, Douglas County, MWMC, 
and Portland Sludge in FY 82. Since the preparation of the draft 
the Douglas County Project has been bypassed and thus does not retain 
its transition status. As a result, it has been dropped to number 
18 on the proposed priority list and is no longer scheduled for 
funding in FY 81 or 82. This would leave only 2 construction projects 
scheduled for grants in FY 81 and one more in FY 82 out of the 138 
projects on the priority list. 

Several reasons exist for this situation. The transition policy 
previously used allowed projects, once initiated, to receive grant 
funds until completed. Even though no new projects were to receive 
transition preference after FY 79, those previously transitioned 
retained that status. Additionally, those projects still retaining 
transition status are among the most costly on the priority list. 
Out of total grant amounts of about $300 million on the FY 81 priority 
list, the five transition projects represent about a third or $100 
million in addition to previous grants for the same projects of about 
$65 million. 

Because of the growing concern, a number of specific policy changes have 
been proposed and are discussed later in this report. These consist of 
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discontinuing the policies of transitioning and combining project 
components and providing a reduced percentage of grant participation if 
allowed by federal law or regulations. These changes would not go into 
effect until FY 82 to allow potential grantees to make suitable 
adjustments. 

The proposed changes will allow some of the highest ranking projects, 
including health hazard related projects, to move into construction in 
FY 82. However, despite the proposed changes, the costliness of some 
projects will continue to create an unbalanced funding situation. 

It is strongly recommended therefore that all available options be examined 
for achieving broader utilization of limited grant funds. Within federal 
constraints on the state's management authority, policies should be 
formulated or revised to insure that limited funds do indeed maximize state 
as well as federal water quality benefits. such policy would be in lieu 
of or in addition to changes already proposed. Options available to the 
state might include: 

1. Restricting eligibility to certain project components. As an example 
combined sewer separation or I/I removal might be considered a fully 
local responsibility. 

2. Limiting the total amount of grant funds to a single applicant in 
a single funding year. Such limitation might be based on a 
percentage of the state's allocation. 

3. Reducing or eliminating grant eligibility for reserve (future growth) 
capacity. 

4. Avoiding "repeat" grants for projects previously constructed with 
grant funds. 

5. Revising the ranking criteria to include additional factors such as 
local financial capability and indirect benefits. 

It is felt that any policy modifications intended to reallocate funds could 
not be put into effect in FY 81 and thus would not affect the funding 
situation in that year. In fact, because of project bypasses and other 
factors, the proposed FY 81 priority list includes only one project on 
the fundable portion of the list. However, in FY 82, because of changes 
already proposed, 14 construction projects would receive grants. 
Additional policy changes could conceivably allow even more projects to 
receive grants sooner. 

2. Transition Policy 

Prior to FY 1980, projects for which a Step 2 grant had been awarded were 
assured of a continued high position on the priority list through the 
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"transition" policy. These projects were identified as transition projects 
and were not ranked according to the approved criteria, but were placed 
in the same relative position at the top of the next year's priority 
list. The criteria adopted in October 1979 modified this policy by 
providing that only those projects classed as transition in FY 79 
would continue to receive transition status in FY 80. By specifying 
that future projects would not be transitioned, this decision 
represented the beginning of the phasing out of the transition 
policy. 

Seventeen projects were transitioned on the FY 80 priority list. Because 
of either grant award or project bypass only five of these transition 
projects remain on the proposed FY 81 priority listi Bend, MWMC, Portland­
Sludge, Roseburg-Rehab., and Portland S.E. Relieving Interceptor. 

In order to insure that limited grant funds are utilized to fund 
projects or components providing the most water quality benefits, 
and to complete the phase-out of the transition policy it is proposed 
that no projects, including the 5 transitioned in FY 81, receive 
transition status in FY 82 and beyond. The elimination of the 
transition policy will require that previously transitioned projects 
for which a grant is not awarded prior to October 1, 1981, will be 
ranked according to the established criteria and thus will be moved 
down on the priority list. 

The elimination of transitioning beginning in FY 82 would have a different 
impact on each previously transitioned project. The assessment of that 
impact is as follows: 

Bend Construction of the treatment works, interceptors, 
collection system, and interim effluent disposal will be 
essentially complete in FY 81. The only component identified 
for grant funding after FY 81 is permanent effluent disposal 
in FY 82. At this time, however, no plan has been approved for 
permanent effluent disposal. 

The estimated cost of the entire Bend project is about $50 million. 
To date about $40 million has been expended including federal grants 
of about $30 million. Additionally, the project has received state 
grant funds of about $7 million. The permanent effluent disposal 
would cost an estimated $2 million and be eligible for a federal grant 
of $1.5 million. To date the project has received federal grants 
totaling 60% of total project costs. 

Since the Bend project is nearly complete and the remaining 
portion, effluent disposal, would rank number 2 on a 
non-transitioned list, the discontinuation of the transition 
policy would probably have no effect on the project. 
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MWMC The estimated cost of the MWMC project is about $115 
million. Total expenditures to date are about $19 million, of 
which about $14 million has been ceritified for EPA grants. 
By the end of FY 81, when the transition policy would be 
discontinued, it is expected that $65 million will have been 
expended representing about 55% of total project costs. The 
federal grant on this completed work will be about $50 million 
or 43% of total project costs. According to the latest 
information from MWMC, components to be completed after FY 81 
are; a portion of the treatment plant, sludge disposal, pump 
stations, and sewer system rehabilitation. The treatment plant 
has a sufficiently high priority point score to receive grant 
funding in FY 82, even if the transition policy is discontinued. 
Grant funds for the other project components might be delayed 
until FY 84 or FY 85. By the end of FY 82, however, the project 
should have received EPA grants representing about 55% of total 
project costs, even if the transition policy is discontinued. 

Portland/Sludge Disposal This project is the final phase of upgrading 
the Portland Columbia Blvd. Sewage Treatment Plant. The first phase 
was expansion of the primary treatment capacity, the second phase 
was adding the secondary treatment process and the third phase was 
solids handling and disposal. Both Phase 1 and 2 were funded at the 
75% level from grant funds. Of Phase 3 sludge disposal, the 
digesters are under construction and predesign has been completed 
on gas utilization. Sludge disposal is awaiting final decision on 
the disposal site and design and construction. 

There is an estimated $13 million of eligible cost rema1n1ng to be 
funded. The City has previously received $14.1 million based on 75% 
of eligible costs of $18.8 million. The $14.1 million awarded to 
date represents a grant level funding of 49% of the total estimated 
eligible cost of about $32 million. If the transition policy is 
discontinued in FY 82, grant funds might not be available to complete 
the project until FY 85 or 86. 

Roseburg/Rehab. This project consists of rehabilitation of Roseburg's 
sewer system. The City is currently not a qualified grant applicant 
but on the assumption that it will qualify in the future, elimination 
of transitioning policy would delay the project for funding until 
about FY 84. 

Steps 1 and 2 have been completed with grant funds. However, 
construction has not started and the project has not received any 
Step 3 grant funds. Based on an estimated total eligible cost of 
$2.5 million, the City has received $193,125 or about 8% overall 
funding for the project. 
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Portland/S.E. Relieving Interceptor This project consists of four 
construction phases. Phases 1 and 2 have been constructed with grant 
funds. Phases 3 and 4 are yet to be constructed. If transitioning 
is dropped, grant funds for these phases would probably be delayed 
until FY 85. 

Based on an estimated total eligible cost of $26 million, the 
has received $8.4 million for construction of Phases 1 and 2. 
amount represents 32% grant funding of the overall project. 

City 
This 

The alternative to discontinuing the transition policy is to continue 
to fund the 5 transition projects before funding any of the ranked 
projects on the list. Comparing the total cost of the transition projects 
of $104 million with the anticipated $117 million in grant funds through 
FY 83 is indicative. It becomes apparent that a continuation of the 
transition policy would delay the funding of other projects, including 
the highest ranking projects in the state until FY 84 or later. Among 
projects that would be delayed are those needed for the elimination 
of certified public health hazards. 

In conclusion, it is recommended that the transition policy not be 
continued next year when developing the FY 82 priority list. 
Furthermore, a provision has been included in the presently proposed 
criteria which indicates such intent and thus allows those effected 
to adjust their programs accordingly. The scheduling of projects 
on the draft FY 81 priority list, as revised, reflects this decision 
for FY 82 and beyond. 

3. Ranking of Treatment Works Components 

Treatment works component is defined in the proposed administrative 
rule as" ••• a portion of an operable treatment works ••• " such as 
a treatment plant, interceptor, rehabilitation program, etc. When 
developing the FY 80 priority list project components were identified 
based on available information. This practice was continued in the 
development of the FY 81 priority list. In FY 80 all components of 
a project were assigned the same priority points, and thus the same 
priority ranking, as the highest ranking component of the project. 
On the FY 81 priority list, this combining of project components was 
continued for most projects, although such combining was only done 
where the total project grant would be less than $10 million. 

It is proposed for FY 82 and beyond, that all identified components 
be ranked separately according to the approved ranking criteria. 
This policy would compliment the proposal for discontinuance of the 
transition policy and thus move toward providing grant funds to 
projects based on water quality benefits reflected in the ranking 
criteria. 
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The impact of the proposed policy would be to lower the ranking of 
project components which provide less water quality benefit while 
maintaining the higher ranking of more beneficial components. This, 
in effect, divides a project into several pieces, possibly spread 
through the priority list. As an example; while a treatment plant 
might have a "B" classification and be scheduled for funding in FY 83, 
an interceptor to serve the same community might have a "C" 
classification and not be scheduled for funds until FY 86. 

If a community were unable or unwilling to wait for a grant for lower 
ranking components and proceeded with local funds, the net result 
would be a grant of something less than 75% based on total project 
costs. If the community was able to wait for grant funding, the 
entire 75% may be available eventually. However, inflation would 
have driven costs up in the meantime. Meanwhile the most pressing 
water quality needs would have been addressed first. 

The alternative to this proposed policy is to continue to allow less 
needed portions of projects to receive preferential ranking through 
combining with higher ranked components to the detriment of more 
greatly needed portions of other projects. 

4. Moratoriums or Limitations on Sewer Connections 

Over the years the Department has imposed a limitation on the number 
of sewer connections that a city can approve as a management tool 
to prevent overloading of the system and resulting degradation of 
public waters. There are many of these connection limitations 
presently in effect throughout the state. These connection 
limitations do become a moratorium when the city has used the number 
of connections allowed by the Department. 

Prior to 1979, the priority criteria did not recognize the 
Department's policy of imposing connection limitations as a means 
of identifying a need for preventive pollution control action. During 
1979, the Department reviewed this lack of recognition and concluded 
that it should be acknowledged in the regulatory emphasis category. 
As a result the FY 80 priority criteria approved by the Commission 
included the assignment of 120 regulatory emphasis points for a 
project which had reached the moratorium level or had a connection 
limitation imposed through either voluntary or involuntary means. 
This level of point assignment is exceeded only by documented public 
health hazard projects requiring immediate corrective action - 130 
points, and projects which received a limited time extension to meet 
the 1977 secondary treatment goals of the Federal Clean Water Act 
- 150 points. 
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The EQC is mandated by federal law to insure that projects which were 
unable to meet the 1977 goals of secondary treatment are brought into 
compliance at the earliest date possible. Further, it has been a 
policy of the Commission to implement the state laws which require 
elimination of documented public health hazards requiring mandatory 
annexation. Therefore, the Department feels that it has provided 
the strongest emphasis possible within the state and federal laws, 
in recognizing connection limitations in determining project priority 
ranking and thus proposes no change. 

5. Reduced Grant Participation 

Present federal law and regulations require that all eligible work 
be funded at 75 percent. Discussion and draft legislation at the 
national level indicate a continuing interest in allowing a reduced 
level of grant funding of as low as 50 percent at the discretion of 
a state. In Oregon, where the need for construction grants far 
exceeds the available funds, such a reduction would appear 
advantageous. Although such a reduction would require a greater local 
share of waste water treatment costs, it would allow many more 
projects to be funded in a shorter length of time thus achieving 
greater water quality benefits sooner. It is proposed therefore that 
the priority criteria specify that grant participation shall be 
limited to 50 percent in FY 1982 and beyond if allowed by changes 
in federal law. Additionally, as recommended in discussion item 1, 
other alternatives for limiting grant participation should be 
examined. Such alternatives would probably be based on reduced 
eligibility rather than on a reduced percentage and would become even 
more crucial if the reduced percentage is not allowed by federal law. 

6. Health Hazard Related Projects 

The approved FY 80 and draft FY 81 priority criteria give 
consideration to a health hazard only when correction will require 
extraordinary measures such as mandatory annexation or district 
formation and where such health hazard has been formally certified 
by the EQC or the State Health Division. Under such conditions, the 
project receives a regulatory emphasis score of 130 out of 150 
points. If additionally, the project will eliminate surface or 
underground water pollution, it receives an "A" classification. 

At the hearing testimony was presented that many areas of the state 
exist which have severe health hazards yet do not satisfy the criteria 
for an "A" classification. Although this is no doubt true, the 
Department must also consider whether surface or groundwater 
degradation exists. Before giving a project the preferred "A" 
classification, the Department must be assured that the public health 
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hazard as well as the water quality degradation actually existi thus 
the requirements for official recognition of the problem. Although 
additional health hazards may exist which would receive an "A" project 
status if adequately documented, the emphasis should be on better 
documentation and "official" recognition of the problem rather than 
a relaxation of the priority criteria. 

7. Collection System Eligibility 

Prior to 1976, collection systems were not eligible for grant funding 
in Oregon. However, during that year Oregon received a larger than 
anticipated allocation of grant funds. Thus the eligibility of 
collection systems was reviewed. 

It was decided that under very limited conditions, certain collection 
systems could be certified for grant funds. The conditions specified 
that collection systems would be eligible for grant assistance where 
such systems are required to comply with a mandatory annexation order 
issued pursuant to ORS 222 or DEQ regulations requiring elimination 
of waste disposal wells. A stipulation which accompanied this 
expansion of eligible categories was that the eligibility of 
collection systems would not be extended unless the Environmental 
Quality Commission found that sufficient federal funds were available 
to permit extension without jeopardizing the construction grant 
program for essential treatment works and interceptor sewers. In 
FY 79, the state's allocation was considerably less than expected. 
In that year the state received $11.2 million (down from $64.9 million 
to $53.7 million) less than was expected. This reduction in funding 
coupled with rapidly rising construction costs and increasing 
inflation caused the Department to review the continued eligibility 
of collection systems. A review of the 5-year planning list concluded 
that for the foreseeable future, federal funds would be inadequate 
to address the current needs for essential treatment works and 
interceptor sewers because funds would not be available for high 
priority projects that were ready to proceed. Based on this 
conclusion, the staff recommended that the EQC approve eliminating 
the eligibility of collection systems for FY 80 and beyond, except 
in those cases where they had been previously certified for a Step 
1 grant. With the continuing uncertainty of the future level of 
funding of the program, it would appear that no change in this policy 
is warranted. It is therefore proposed that collection system 
eligibility be limited to those already so determined on the FY 80 
priority list. 

Based on public testimony and on the preceeding evaluation, modifications 
have been made to the administrative rule as follows: 

1. Section 340-53-015 was modified to indicate transitioning would 
be discontinued in FY 82. 
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2. No specific changes were made in the proposed administrative 
rule relative to ranking of treatment works components. Section 
340-53-015 already provides for limiting components or segments 
included in a project. 

3. Moratoriums or limitations on Sewer Connections; Health Hazard 
Related Projects; and Collection System Eligibility were issues 
reviewed by staff. It was concluded that none of these 
issues warranted revision of the proposed rule at this time. 

4. Section 340-53-020 was amended to indicate that although grant 
participation will be 75% in FY 81, the percentage to be used 

Summation 

in the future will be 50% if allowed by federal laws and 
regulations. Further, the Department is instructed to examine 
other alternatives for reducing the extent of grant participation 
in individual projects for possible implementation beginning 
in FY 82 with the intent of spreading available funds to address 
more of the high priority needs in the state. 

1. Federal regulations require that construction grants be selected from 
a statewide priority list developed according to an approved priority 
system. A proposed administrative rule was drafted which consists 
of the FY 80 criteria modified to administrative rule format with 
clarification of some management concepts. A draft priority list 
was developed based on the proposed rule. 

2. After public notice, distribution to the Department's mailing list, 
and publication by the Secretary of State in July, a public hearing 
was held on the proposed administrative rule and priority list. 

3. Public testimony was received prior to, at, and subsequent to the 
the hearing which in addition to providing data, also addressed 
a number of issues including: 

a. Distribution of grant funds 
b. Project transition policy 
c. Ranking of treatment works components 
d. Moratoriums or sewer connection limitations 
e. Reduced grant participation 
f. Health hazard related projects 
g. Collection system eligibility. 

Attachment A includes a list of attendees and summaries of oral and 
written testimony. An Attachment B includes the staff action on 
testimony. A detail discussion of each of the above issues is 
contained in the body of this report. 
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4. Based on the above testimony and identified issues, staff has revised 
the proposed administrative rule which is included as Attachment D. 
Major changes include the following: 

a. No projects will receive preference as "transition projects" 
after FY 81. 

b. Grant participation will be limited to 50 percent in FY 82 and 
beyond if allowed by changes in federal law and regulations. 

5. Based on modifications to the proposed rule as well as new information, 
the draft priority list was revised. Changes are indicated in Attachment 
B. Attachment C is the revised draft priority list. Attachment E is the 
priority points list. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based on the summation, it is recommended that the Commission: 

1. Adopt the proposed criteria contained in OAR 340-53-010 (Attachment 
D) as aaministrative rule and instruct staff to forward the rule to 
the Secretary of State for filing and to EPA for approval. 

2. Approve the proposed FY 81 construction grants priority list contained 
in Attachment c. 

William H. Young 
Attachments: 

A. Public Hearing Report 
Exhibit 1 - List of Attendees 
Exhibit 2 - Summary of Oral Testimony 
Exhibit 3 - summary of Written Testimony 

B. Evaluation of Public Testimony 
Exhibit 1 - Staff Action on Oral and written Testimony 
Exhibit 2 - Staff Corrections to the Draft FY 81 List 
Exhibit 3 - FY 81 Priority List Deletions and Additions as 

Compared to the FY 80 List 
c. Recommended FY 81 Project Priority List 
D. Administrative Rules 
E. Priority Points List 

WEG:l 
WL240 (1) 
229-5314 
September 10, 1980 



ATTACHMENT A 

PUBLIC HEARING REPORT 

A public hearing was conducted on the administrative rules and FY 81 
priority list on August 5, 1980, at the City Council Chambers, City Hall, 
Portland, Oregon. Mr. Harold L. Sawyer, Water Quality Division 
Administrator, acted in the capacity of Hearing Officer. The hearing was 
opened at 10:10 a.m. with a brief explanation of the purpose of the meeting 
by the Hearing Officer, followed by public testimony until the hearing 
was closed at 11:35 a.m. The record was held open until 5 p.m., 
August 22, 1980, to receive additional written testimony. 

Attachment A consists of the following exhibits: 

EXHIBIT 1 
EXHIBIT 2 
EXHIBIT 3 

List of Attendees 
Summary of Oral Testimony 
Summary of Written Testimony 



Name 
Beryl Taylor 
Dorothy Richards 
Clifford Sanders 
Suzanne Van Orman 
Ron Thom 
Steve Smelser 
John Tye 
Kevin Hanway 
David Abraham 
Charles Anderson 
Leonard Strobel 
Alfred Simonsen 
William Guenzler 
Art Altman 
Claudia Robinson 
Robert Thomas 
Milo Ullstad 
Norman Jenson 

WL240.A (1) 
8/26/80 

EXHIBIT 1 
LIST OF ATTENDEES 

August 5, 1980 Public Hearing 
on 

FY 81 Priority List 

ATTACHMENT A 

City/Representing 
Charleston Sanitary District 
Charleston Sanitary District 
City of West Linn 
City of Oregon City 
City of Oregon City 
City of Oregon City 
City of Oregon City 
Portland Home Builders Association 
Clackamas County Environmental Services 
City of Gladstone 
City of Gladstone 
City of Oregon City 
City of Cottage Grove 
MWMC/BCS 
Wauna Westport Sanitary District 
Crescent Sanitary District 
City of Corvallis 
Rural Communities Assistance Program 



EXHIBIT 2 

SUMMARY OF ORAL TESTIMONY 
SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS 

ADMINISTRATIVE RULE 
AND 

PRIORITY LIST 

August 5, 1980 

Beryl Taylor, Charleston Sanitary District 

ATTACHMENT A 

/ 

Mr. Taylor stated that Charleston has constructed a million gpd system 
consisting of pumping stations interceptor lines and a treatment plant. Although 
the system was designed for 5,000 people only 288 people are hooked up because 
of inability to fund a collection system. The voters must be asked to authorize 
additional funds. A 1979 DEQ survey concluded that from 30-80 percent of septic 
tanks were failing; this was confirmed by Health Division in 1980. 

Mr. Taylor was concerned that the South Slough Estuarine Sanctuary may become 
contaminated by human waste and that the shellfish harvesting may also suffer. 
Under present rules the Charleston collection system couldn't get on priority 
list. Mr. Taylor urged that DE';) review and possibly revise the criteria (to fund 
collection systems}. Mr. Taylor warned that all seven fish processing plants in 
the area might go out of business because they are dumping waste fish into inter­
tidal waters. 

In conclusion, Mr. Taylor commented on the prosperity of Greece and Athens due 
to $70 billion in U.S. foreign aid; wouldn't it be nice if Oregon had that money. 

Claudia Robinson, Wauna Westport Sanitary District 

Ms. Robinson urged that the letter classification for the Wauna Westport project 
be increased from "B" to "A". She recounted the history of the project from 1971 
until the present, including official DEQ, Health Division, and County Sanitarian 
recognition that a health hazard exists due to raw sewage discharge into Plymton 
Creek, a tributary of the columbia River. She noted that, although the findings 
did not conform to the specific criteria for letter class "A", it is time to 
correct the problem. A County Service District was formed in 1978. Ms. Robinson 
urged that regulatory emphasis be changed from "90" to "130" because the project 
is needed to alleviate a public health hazard or at least "120"; because of a 
recommended building moratorium. 

David J. Abraham, Tri-City Service District 

Mr. Abraham requested that he receive copies of any testimony received. He stated 
that he represented Tri-City/County Service District including the cities of Oregon 
City, West Linn and Gladstone. He emphasized that because of federal funding 
policies and inflated costs, a new direction is needed in the construction grants 
program; a new direction, he feels, that is not contained in the 1981 criteria 
and priority list. The policy of "blindly" funding Step 3 projects under 
construction misses statewide water quality objectives. He suggested that the 



criteria minimizes the significance of enforcement actions taken by DEQ against 
communities. DEQ has imposed moratoriums against building in Oregon City and 
Gladstone and is presently formulating a building limit policy for West Linn. 

He stressed that these moratoriums are a severe hardship to the communities. Mr. 
Abraham pointed out that the criteria does not recognize a moratorium as a water 
quality problem; a philosophy inconsistent with the effects of a moratorium on 
a community. 

Mr. Abraham discussed the increase in project cost from $12 million in 1978 to 
over $50 million in the final plan of which about $33 million is to be grant 
funded, with corresponding increases in service charges, taxes, and connection 
fees. Mr. Abraham stated that the communities are committed to the program and 
will vote on a bond issue for $25 million in September. 

Mr. Abraham failed to see the equity in policies that impose a moratorium on one 
community and then assign a higher priority on projects where no moratorium exists, 
or where communities benefit from "windfall" priority assignment under the 
criteria. He emphasized that the cities of Oregon City, West Linn and Gladstone 
cannot stand by and let the situation continue as proposed in the criteria and 
it is past time when a new policy should be employed. The problem must be resolved 
with an equitable policy based on statewide need for water pollution abatement. 

Mr. Abraham believes that the goal is achievable with some modifications 
in the proposed criteria. 

1. Projects that correct pollution problems in communities subject to 
DEQ imposed moratorium should have an "A" classification. If problem 
is not severe enough to rate "A", then moratorium is not justified. 

2. Eliminate transition policy for construction projects. Transition 
is not acceptable for achieving the most effective program of water 
pollution abatement on a statewide basis and must be abolished. The 
ranking by DEQ of projects by component is an essential step. The 
elimination of transition policy would rank each component of each 
project according to the most critical water pollution condition. 

Phasing of projects over several years allows communities to develop 
workable financial plans for funding local share of projects allowing for 
inflation or the desirability of waiting for federal funding. 

Mr. Abraham emphasized that the credibility, due to DEQ's past achievements 
in upgrading water quality, is at stake. The burden must be redistributed 
more equitably to all jurisdiction in the state. "Let others in the state 
share an equal burden or at least a more equitable burden." 

Ron Thorn, Oregon City 

City Commissioner, Mr. Thorn, was appearing in opposition to the proposed criteria. 
He reinforced Mr. Abraham's point abut the DEQ imposed moratorium in Oregon City, 
and points out that according to the criteria, Oregon City did not warrant an "A" 
classification because of lack of formal fact finding. He felt, however, that 
Oregon City should have an "A". Development in Oregon City and Gladstone has come 
to a halt as a result of lack of plant capacity. This lack of development 



decreases city income in times when such income is badly needed to provide 
essential services. Additionally, Oregon City is subject to law suits because 
of its failure to issue additional permits. 

Mr. Thom concluded that Oregon City is in a "short tight place" that it 
can't get out of unless the criteria is changed. 

Alfred Simonson, Oregon City 

Mr. Simonson, the City 
Abraham and Mr. Thom. 
time-line is concerned 

Manager of Oregon City, supported the testimony 
He urged reconsideration of funding allocations 
for the Tri-City project. 

Joe Steinkamp, West Linn 

of Mr. 
as far as 

Mr. Steinkamp, speaking as chairman for Tri-City committee for a clean environment, 
urged that DEQ act in good faith in prioritizing projects throughout the state. 
He discussed the activities of his committee in providing grass roots support for 
the Tri-City project and stated that the project is needed for the community to 
take advantage of economic opportunities. 

Mr. Steinkamp supported previous testimony and stated that the DEQ imposed 
moratorium is not fair to community planners and developers. He claimed that 
because of the city's unique position, it should be the Number 1 priority project 
or at least an "A11

• 

Speaking as chairman of West Linn Planning Commission, Mr. Steinkamp expressed 
the difficulty of conducting comprehensive planning under the uncertain sewer 
conditions. He further stated that each city is committed to the regional plan 
and cannot go it alone. Without the project, he said, health hazard may develop 
or might already exist in outlying areas. In conclusion, Mr. Steinkamp pledged 
continuing support for the project. 

Clifford Sanders, West Linn 

Mr. Sanders, City Administrator of West Linn, stated that his city is concerned 
about the priority and scheduling of the tri-city project. Specifically, he was 
concerned that the project which has taken nine years to develop is not scheduled 
for funding until FY 83. Mr. Sanders felt that a community having pollution 
problems sufficient to limit development should warrant the highest priority. 

Steve Smelser, Oregon City 

Mr. Smelser, a home builder in the Oregon City area, related how he has had 

to move his business to new areas of the county as a result of the moratorium. 
He asked that the Tri-City project be moved higher on the priority list or the 
moratorium relaxed. 

Kevin Hanway, Tri-City (Portland Home Builders) 

Mr. Hanway, Staff Attorney for Portland Home Builders Association, supported 
previous testimony and reiterated the adverse effects of the moratorium. He stated 
that a moratorium should rate an "A" classification and that projects should be 
balanced according to pollution abatement benefits. 



Suzanne Van Orman, Oregon City 

Ms. Van Orman discussed her personal interest in the Tri-City project as a 
landowner. She further discussed the process of forming the District and informing 
people about sewage problems. Ms. Van Orman would consider it a "travesty" if the 
prioritization jeopardized the project. A lack of commitment to the project by 
DEQ would damage the agency's credibility but the citizens would have to live with 
the problem. 

John Tye, Oregon City {Compass Engineering) 

Mr. Tye discussed the reduction in development and growth since the moratorium. 
He emphasized the unattainability of complying with LCDC mandated comprehensive 
plans and expressed a wish to have the Tri-City project funded or the moratorium 
relaxed. 

Charles Anderson, Gladstone 

Mr. Anderson, Gladstone Councilman, agreed with previous testimony and discussed 
the inability to develop lands zoned commercial and industrial. He added that 
taxes and revenues from these lands is needed to reduce city tax rates. He 
reiterated the inequity of imposing a moratorium and then assigning higher priority 
to cities without moratoriums. If the project does not rate an "A" the moratorium 
is unjustified. He concluded that the Tri-City project should be placed in project 
class 11 A". 

Leonard Strobel, Gladstone 

Mr. Strobel, Gladstone City Administrater, agreed with previous testimony and 
emphasized the lack of commercial development as a ;result of the moratorium. 
He stated that without the commercial development a shortfall in revenue can be 
expected. Mr. Strobel mentioned the forethought of the three cities in planning 
ahead and his feeling that the large projects could be stretched out further to 
provide money for Tri-City. 

Robert Thomas, Crescent Sanitary District 

Mr. Thomas, Attorney for the District, requested that the project be raised 
on the priority list. He felt that the project class could rate a "C" 
and possibly a "B" and the regulatory emphasis should be at least 120. 
He cited a limitation on subsurface sewage permits caused by a high water 
table and prior saturation. Mr. Thomas said that contamination can be 
measured at the groundwater level. The District has been formed and is 
ready to proceed. He stated that additional documentation will be 
submitted prior to August 15. 

William Guenzler, Cottage Grove 

Mr. Gruenzler, City Engineer, felt that the 1981 criteria went in the right 
direction but not far enough; specifically he noted the need to modify the 
transition policy. He cited MWMC which has components with scores of from B 261.51 
to C 196.58. Under present policy Cottage Grove with B 240.74 would not be funded 
until after MWMC, or ;1974. Mr. Guenzler suggested that individual project 
components be ranked so that the best water quality project receive grant funds 



available. The problems of communities adversely effected by a new transition 
policy would be no more severe than problems faced by communities not now receiving 
funds under the proposed criteria. 

Milo Neil Ullstad, Corvallis 

Mr. Ullstad submitted written testimony in regard to Corvallis Airport project. 
The written testimony recommends changing the stream segment points from 48.00 
to 91.18 because of the discharge point. 

Norman Jenson, Rural Communities Assistance Program 

Mr. Jenson discussed the sewage plight of many small communities and the 
desirability of developing alternative systems for such communities. He 
expressed a desire for DEQ to give special consideration to small communities, 

particularly onsite management. He also recommended a review of the transition 
policy. The written testimony made specific recommendations for wording in the 
administrative rule; all aimed at expediting alternative systems for small 
communities. 

Art Altman, MWMC 

Mr. Altman, BCS Project Manager, discussed the need to change the target 
certification date for "Agripac" because a study has indicated that present plant 
capacity could be stretched by getting Agripac out of the system. MWMC would 
like to move forward first with Agripac. He also stated that priority points 
were not listed for all components of the project. He stated that since many 
components of the project must be constructed at the same time, all components 
should have the same point and letter score. He also pointed out that MWMC was 
ready to proceed with the following, based on grant dollars: Letter June 18, 
1980 

$46.31 million in FY 1981 
$17.463 million in FY 1982 
$10.Sll. million in FY 1983. 
$74.28 

These differ from allocations listed on FY 81 priority list. Additional 
testimony is to be provided later. 

RTE:s 
WL195 (1) 
9/5/80 



ATTACHMENT A 

EXHIBIT 3 

PUBLIC HEARING 

CONCERNING 

FY 81 CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN TESTIMONY 

BCVSA-Whetstone (7/21/80) 

Requested a change in Project Class from D to B for the Whetstone 
Project and the addition of a Step 1 for that project. 

BCVSA-Whetstone (Rogue Valley COG 7/31/80) 

Reconunended increasing priority of BCVSA Whetstone Project from Class 
D to B but limited to Step 1 only. 

City of Canby (B/12/80) 

Request to be placed on the priority list. 

Carmel-Foulweather Sanitary District (7/7/80) 

Requested a high priority for the project. 

Clackamas County Rhododendron-Welches (Memo from DEQ NW Region 8/4/80) 

Provided bacteriological survey of area. 

City of Corvallis (7/25/80) 

Requested a change in the stream segment points for the Corvallis 
Airport based on information that the discharge ultimately reaches 
the Willamette River. 

City of Cottage Grove (8/4/80) 

Reconunended elimination of "transitioning" of pollution projects so 
that severity of water quality problem can receive appropriate 
ranking. 

Charleston Sanitary District (7/18/80) 

Wants the state to certify the District's collection system for grant 
assistance. 

City of Dallas (B/14/80) 

Requested that the I/I segments of the project be eliminated and STP 
improvements added. Included revised cost estimates. 
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City of Eagle Point (7/25/80) 

Requested a change in priority for the Eagle Point project based on 
a change in letter code, stream segment ranking, population emphasis 
and project type. 

City of Eagle Point (7/24/80) 

Made the following general comments: 

1. Large projects should be phased and no project should receive 
more than 5% of the state's allocation. 

2. Fund should be reserved for small cities. 

3. Grant funds should not be used for separation of combined 
sewers. 

4. Only existing point sources should be funded. 

5. Level of required treatment should be reduced. 

6. Funding of STP capacity should be limited to 5-10 years 
growth only. 

7. Problems should be converted at minimum cost to make projects 
cost-effective. 

8. Building moratoriums should be first on the priority list. 

9. Funds should be apportioned as follows: 

Step 1 2% 
Step 2 8% 
Step 3 90% 

Grand Ronde Sanitary District (8/4/80) 

Advised that the project was ready to proceed with planning of the 
project. 

City of Hubbard (no date) 

Requested change of letter code D to C and rescheduling of Step 2 
and 3 based on the city financing Step 1 at their own expense. 

City of Milton-Freewater (7/31/80) 

Expresses concern regarding the formulation of the Priority List, 
and particularly the manner in which the points are assigned via 
stream segment ranking formula. Opines that points assigned to the 
Walla Walla River Basin are in error. 



-3-

Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission (8/14/80) 

1. Commented on problem of forecasting money available from grant 
funds. 

2. Commented on segmenting of the MWMC project and priority points 
assigned to each segment. 

3. Asked for consideration as to how valve engineering would be 
addressed in view of the $10 million limit of segments. 

4. Requested that season~l industrial waste disposal be included 
on FY 81 list. 

5. Suggested that economics should play a role in distribution of 
funds. 

North Roseburg Sanitary District (8/4/80) 

Requests that the North Roseburg Sanitary District be added to the 
priority list and considered for FY 81 funding if the Douglas County 
Metro project is bypassed. 

City of Ontario (7/18/80) 

Requested a Step l grant for reimbursement of prior Step l work and 
additional funds to update their facilities plan. 

City of Portland (8/15/80) 

Expressed concern over proposed inequitable distribution of grant 
funds. 

1. Stated that the rating process assigned to MWMC sludge 
facilities compared with Portland's sludge project was 
inequitable because MWMC's sludge segment was recombined 
with the STP segment. 

2. Recommended limiting the amount of funds for any one project 
to not more than 40% of the state's allotment in any given 
year. 

3. Points out that a disproportionate amount of funds ($40 
million) are committed to MWMC without assurance that these 
funds plus the local share can effectively managed and spent 
before disbursement of the next allotment. 

4. Portland SE Receiving Interceptor, Phase III, is ready for 
Step 3. 

City of Prairie City (7/10/80) 

Requested amendment of grant amounts for this project. 
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Rural Communities Assisance Program (8/1/80) 

Proposed amending administrative rules to include: 

1. 340-53-015 

a. Legal name and address of applicant. 

b. That portion of eligible cost to apply to alternative 
techniques. 

c. That portion of eligible cost to apply to innovative 
techniques. 

d. Indication that the project does or does not satisfy the 
enforceable requirements provision, including funding 
estimates for those portions which do not meet the 
enforceable requirements of the act. (Clean Water Act) 

2. 340-53-020 

a. Exception should be the collection system as defined for 
"Individual System" in 40 CFR 35.918. 

3. Recommended that Step 2, Step 3 and Step 2 & 3 projects utilizing 
innovative and alternative processes and techniques receive 
higher priority in order to be in the fundable portion of the 
priority list. 

4. Recommended that alternative systems for the fundable portion 
be funded from the general allotment rather than the small 
community reserves. 

City of Toledo (7/24/80) 

Requested to be placed on the priority list. 

Tri-City/County (David Abraham 8/15/80) 

Stated that rising construction cost, inflation, and decreasing levels 
of funding require a new direction from past policies and practices 
concerning the prioritizing criteria and management of the state's 
priority list. Does not believe the current criteria and list address 
the critical nature of the problem nor the sufficient direction to 
correct it. Specifically recommends: 

1. Elimination of the transition policy. 
2. Elimination of the combining of segments. 
3. DEQ posed moratoriums should be placed in Project Class A. 

Tri-City/County (Tom Tye 8/5/80) 

Expressed desire to have the Tri-City project funded or the moratorium 
relaxed. 
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Tri-City/County (Homebuilders Association of Metropolitan Portland 8/1/80) 

Requested higher ranking based on DEQ imposed moratorium to ensure 
construction funds. 

Tri-City/County (City of West Linn 8/5/80) 

Urged funding of the project. 

Twin Rocks Sanitary District (Petition from group of property owners 
protesting proposed grant to upgrade the STP 7/28/80) 

Petition proposes that the Twin Rocks effluent be diverted to Rockaway 
for treatment. 

United Sewage Agency (7/17/80) 

Offered suggestions on clarification of DEQ policies not directly 
related to the development of the priority criteria and list. Further 
requested that: 

1. Criteria address the issue of maximum grant dollars/fiscal 
year to one grantee or one project. 

2. A Step 2 for the Rock Creek interceptor be added to the list. 

3. A review of the documentation on the North Plains project 
to determine if the priority should be raised. 

Wauna-Westport Sewer Service District (Advisory Committee 7/80) 

Provided a short history of the problems in the area and the progress 
in addressing these problems. Included an information sheet for a 
survey to determine local support for the project. 

Wauna-Westport Sewer Service District (Mrs. Carol Reeves 7/24/80) 

Requested reconsideration of Project Class from B to A. 

W:::242(l)cs 
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ATTACHMENT B 

EXHIBIT 1 

STAFF RESl'ONSE TO ORAL AND WRITTEN TESTIMONY 

1. BCVSA-Whetstone--Requested a change in Project Class and the addition 
of a step 1. 

Staff Response 

A stream monitoring report made up of samples taken during March 
1980 document evidence of substantial fecal coliform in Whetstone 
Creek. The report was forwarded to DEQ SW Region Office. The 
Region concluded that the documentation adequately supported 
the change. The project class was changed from D to B and a 
Step 1 added to the list. 

2. BCVSA-Whetstone (Rogue Valley COG}--Recommended project class change 
from D to B for Step 1 only. 

Staff Response 

Project Class B was assigned based on Whetstone Creek monitoring 
report. Project class will be further evaluated during 
facilities planning. 

3. City of Canby--Request to be placed on the priority list. 

Staff Response 

Documentation of any violations of the enforceable requirements 
of the Clean Water Act is not evident. The project appears to 
be an expansion for future population growth and an upgrade 
associated with the construction. Project was not added to the 
list. 

4. Carmel-Foulweather S.D.--Requested higher priority. 

Staff Response 

Project reviewed by staff. In the absence of any new 
documentation of the scope and nature of the problem, it was 
decided that the project is properly prioritized. 

5. Clackamas County-Rhododendron-Welches--DEQ NW Region provided 
bacteriological survey. 

Staff Response 

Based on a 1979 bacteriological survey by DEQ staff, the 
Rhododendron interceptor has been assigned project class B. 
In addition, the project has been scoped downward and now 
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consists of the Rhododendron interceptor, a shortened section 
of the original Welches interceptor and elimination of the golf 
club terrace STP. 

6. City of Corvallis--Requested change in stream segment points. 

Staff Response 

Stream segment points are based on where the water quality 
problem is--not the ultimate destination of the discharge. In 
this case, Booneville Slough is identified and appropriately 
assigned 48 points on the FY 81 points list. 

7. City of Cottage Grove--Recommended elimination of "transitioning" 
policy. 

Staff Response 

The staff is recommending in this agenda item that the 
"transitioning" policy remain in effect only through FY 81 and 
that this policy be dropped for FY 82 and beyond. 

8. Charleston, S.D.--Wants state to certify District's collection system. 

Staff Response 

The Charleston S.D. District project consisted of an interceptor and 
collection system to serve the District. 

In 1975, EPA funded construction of the Charleston S.D. 
interceptor/force main and six pump stations which serve Charleston, 
Barview, and parts of Coos Bay southwest of the existing Coos Bay 
STP No. 2. The commitment of federal funds to the project was with 
the understanding that local funds were available to fund the 
collection system since the state was not certifying any collection 
systems at that time. 

After failing to pass a bond issue for $2,300,000 late in 1974, the 
District voters approved a bond issue of $585,000 early in 1975. 
Based on an estimated eligible cost of $2,327,000 for the EPA portion 
of the project, the grant amount was $1,745,000 with the District's 
share, $58,900. It was understood at the time that because the bond 
issue would only provide the local share for the EPA portion of the 
project, that the District would make every effort to provide local 
share financing to complete an operable facility. We are not aware 
that the District has any good faith efforts to keep this commitment. 

Because local financing has been difficult to arrange over the past 
few years, the Department has not pressed the District to complete 
the project. Since the Department is not currently funding collection 
systems, it is an obligation of the District to seek other sources 
of funding to complete the project as soon as possible. 

6. City of Dallas--Requested elimination of I/I segment and addition 
of STP improvement segment. 
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Staff Response 

Staff review of the project agreed with the revised definition 
of the project. Changes were entered. 

7. City of Eagle Point--Requested review of priority assignment. 

1. Letter code is correctly assigned based on meeting effluent 
standards. Water quality problems in Little Butte Creek 
were not documented. 

2. Eagle Point is correctly assigned 120 points based on an 
involuntary moratorium. 

3. Stream segment points are correctly assigned based on Little 
Butte Creek. Ultimate destination is not a factor. 

4. Population emphasis points were changed as requested. 

5. This interceptor project is correctly assigned 8 points. 

8. City of Eagle Point--General Comments. 

1. It is proposed that large projects be segmented in FY 82. 
Each project will be prioritized and limited to a grant 
of $10 million although an applicant may have several 
projects. It is also proposed that transitioning will be 
dropped for FY 82 and projects funded at the 50 percent 
level if the law is changed to permit funding at this 
level. 

2. The state sets aside 4 percent of the state's allocation for 
alternative systems for small communities and 10 percent 
for Step 1 and 2 projects. 

3. Grant funds are not being used to separate combined sewers. 

4. 201 grant funds are only being used to minimize or eliminate 
surface or underground water pollution as required by law. 
This requirement may or may not meet Mr. Wiegand's 
definition of non-point sources. 

5. With the increase in population throughout the state and 
increased demands on public waters, it is not reasonable 
to expect a reduction in required levels of treatment. 

6. Limiting the funding of treatment capacity has been 
considered previously. With the present level of funding, 
only a few of the top projects will be under construction 
for the next few years. Therefore, there is little dollar 
advantage at this time to limiting funding to 5-10 years 
growth capacity. This Department does not, however, rule 
out this option for future consideration. 
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7. The Department and EPA make every effort to prevent "gold­
plating" of any project. Projects will be monitored even 
more closely by the Corps of Engineers now that they have 
assumed delegation of the Step 3 activities. 

8. A moratorium or connection limitation does not identify 
the scope and nature of a water quality problem but does 
identify the need for preventive pollution control action. 
Both of these receives 120 points in regulatory emphasis. 
They are exceeded only by documented public health hazards 
requiring immediate corrective action (130 points) and 
projects receiving limited time extension to meet the 
secondary treatment goals of the Clean Water Act (150 
points). Therefore, the point assignment is appropriate. 
There isn't any requirement for moratorium projects to 
"wait" for federal assistance to solve their problems. 

9. The state's allotment is broken down as follows: 

Reserve for grant increases 10% (5% required) 
Reserve for Step 1 and 2 10% (optional) 
Reserve for alternative systems for 
small communities 4% (required) 
Reserve for I/A technology 3% (required) 
General Account 73% 

9. Grande Ronde S.D.--Project ready to proceed. 

Staff Response 

The availability of funds will determine if Step 1 for this 
project can be funded this year. 

10. City of Hubbard--Requested change of letter code from D to C and 
elimination of Step 1. 

Staff Response 

Staff review of monitoring reports and inspections supports 
the change to letter code C. Step 1 was dropped from the list. 

11. City of Milton-Freewater--Walla Walla River Basin ranking is in error. 

Staff Response 

The city claims, as they have in the past, that the Walla Walla 
River Basin ranking is in error because it does not take in the 
full population of the basin. This is true only if the basin 
population includes population within the State of Washington. 
The Walla Walla Basin is not unique in this respect. The Klamath 
and Owyhee Basins also have significant out-of-state population 
and to a lesser extent, so do other basins. DEQ's present policy 
is to not cross the state line when counting population for any 
basin. The Department has responded to Mr. Loveland in past 
reports. However, a letter has been prepared addressing DEQ 
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policy on computing basin ranking. 

12. Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission--General Comments. 

1. The problem of forecasting the availability of funds is 
appreciated at all levels of the program. Each year EPA 
provides a 5-year funding level for planning. This provides 
the basis for determining the fundable portion of the 
priority list. For FY 81-85, EPA provided the following: 

FY 81 $3.7 billion 
FY 82 4.0 
FY 83 4.4 
FY 84 4.7 
FY 85 5.0 

Based on these expected budget authorizations, the projects 
are scheduled for funding in priority order when ready to 
proceed. There is no assurance that this level of funding 
will be available. Actual budget authorizations will most 
likely be less than planned causing further variations. 

2. For FY 82, it is proposed that all projects components be 
prioritized separately. In addition, it is proposed that 
combining of components be eliminated. Under this policy 
each component will stand on its own in respect to: 

a. Severity of the pollution problem 
b. Existing population affected 
c. Need for preservation of high quality water, and 
d. Specific category of need. 

3. Limiting projects to a $10 million grant does not circumvent 
value engineering since it is not representative of the 
total cost of the project nor the total grant available 
to an applicant--the basis for determining the value 
engineering need. 

4. The seasonal industrial waste component will be scheduled 
funding as requested. 

5. Economic needs cannot be used as a criteria for disbursement 
of funds. Federal regulations specifically exclude the 
state from considering the project areas development needs 
not related to pollution abatement, the geographical 
region within the state, or future population growth 
projections for project rating criteria. 

13. North Roseburg S.D.--Requested project be added to the FY 81 priority 
list. 

Staff Response 

The approved facilities plan identifies the Douglas County 
Metropolitan Project as the most cost-effective, environmentally 
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sound alternative. Bypassing of this project during FY 80 does 
not preclude implementation of the project during FY 81. 
However, should the grantee request that the project be dropped 
from the priority list because it is not implementable, other 
alternatives must be considered to solve the water quality 
problems in the area. At that time enforcement action will need 
to be considered and other construction possibilities will need 
to be examined for implementability. 

14. City of Ontario--Requested funding to upgrade their facility plan. 

Staff Response 

The availability of funds will determine if a Step 1 for this 
project can be funded this year. The city should be advised 
that reimbursement for previous work is no longer possible under 
current federal regulations. The city must be prepared to repay 
the state loan from local funds. 

15. City of Portland--General Comments. 

1. For FY 82 it is proposed that project 
prioritized and funded individually. 
proposed that combining of components 

components be projects 
Additionally, it is 
be eliminated. 

2. The reduced level of funding, inflation and increased 
construction costs have been the most disrupting factors 
to the state's program. It is proposed that projects be 
limited to $10 million but there is not a proposal to limit 
any one jurisdiction. The Department feels that funding 
projects at the 50 percent level if the law permits would 
be a better way to fund more projects. 

3. MWMC has adequate bonding approval from the voters to cover 
the local share. The staff's review of the project 
indicates project management services are adequate to 
effectively use the funds available for FY 81. 

4. The Department is equally anxious to construct Segment III 
of the SE relieving interceptor. The staff will notify 
the city if funds become available. 

16. City of Prairie City--Amendrnent of dollar amounts. 

Staff Response 

Dollar amounts have been changed as requested. 

17. Rural Communities Assistance Program--General Comments. 

1. The information requested to be placed on the priority list 
is too detailed and not directly pertinent. This 
information is contained in the grant information control 
system. All projects identified as small communities with 
alternative systems identified in the facilities plan are 
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asterisked on the priority list. 

2. Individual systems conveying partially treated waste are 
not considered collection systems but part of the treatment 
chain and are eligible for state certification. The 
Department does not deem it necessary to restate this 
federal eligibility in the prioritizing criteria. 

3. Assigning a higher priority for small community projects 
using I/A processes and techniques is not necessary because 
the small community set-aside can be used in priority order 
without there being projects on the fundable portion of 
the list. Additionally, the criteria allows the Step 1 
and 2 set-aside to be applied to the conventional treatment 
part of the project. 

4. In the absence of federal regulations specifying that small 
communities with alternative systems on the fundable portion 
be funded from the general allotment, the Department has 
reserved the option of funding from the general allotment 
or from the 4 percent set-aside. This policy provides us 
with the greatest flexibility in determining the funding 
source. The primary source will be the 4 percent set-aside 
because it is the most difficult to utilize. 

18. City of Toledo--Requested to be placed on the priority list. 

Staff Response 

There is not adequate documentation of a water quality problem 
or violations of the enforcement requirements of the Act to 
justify adding this project to the list. 

19. Tri-City/County--General Comments. 

1. It is proposed that the "transition" policy not be in effect 
in developing the priority list for FY 82. 

2. It is also proposed that Segments not be combined in 
FY 82. Each segment will prioritized and identified 
individually on the FY 82 priority list. 

3. A moratorium in itself does not identify the scope and 
nature of a water quality problem, but does identify the 
need for preventive pollution control action. A moratorium 
receives 120 regulatory emphasis points exceeded only by 
public health hazards and limited time extensions to meet 
the Clean Water Act. Project Class A is directly related 
to a certified public health hazard. 

20. Tri-City/County--Mr. Tye requested the project to be funded or the 
moratorium relaxed. 

Staff Response 
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The two requests cannot be considered jointly. The Department 
is anxious to see the project funded, but the decrease in the 
level of federal funds, increasing construction cost and 
inflation have delayed the initial anticipated funding date. 
The project will be funded as soon as funds become available. 
There isn't any requirement for moratorium projects to "wait" 
for federal assistance to solve their problems. 

21. Tri-City/County--Home Builders Association requested higher ranking. 

Staff Response 

The project is appropriately ranked according to proposed ranking 
criteria. 

22. Tri-City/County--West Linn urged funding of the project. 

Staff Response 

The Department will fund the project as soon as funds become 
available. 

23. Twin Rocks S.D.--Proposed elimination of the grant to upgrade the 
Twin Rocks S.D. 

Staff Response 

Diverting the District's sewer flows to the City of Rockaway 
may be appropriate if the District property owners have annexed 
to the city. The state will not certify a grant to upgrade the 
Twin Rocks S.D. plant until this alternative has been considered. 

24. United Sewerage Agency--General Comments. 

Staff Response 

1. The Department has declined to limit the grant 
dollars/fiscal year to one grantee or project as a means 
of funding more projects for FY 81. Instead, the Department 
has elected to fund projects at the 50 percent level if 
the law is changed to permit this action. 

2. A Step 2 for the USA Rock Creek interceptor has been added 
to the list. 

3. Based on a survey conducted by DEQ in April 1980, the 
USA-North Plains project has been assigned letter code D. 

25. Wauna-Westport Sewer Service District--Requested reconsideration of 
project class. 

Staff Response 

Communications from the Citizens Advisory Committee and 
Mrs. Carol Reeves requested the project be assigned letter class 
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A based on the threat to public health. Assignment of letter 
class A requires the administrator of the Health Division or 
the EQC to certify findings of fact that water pollution of 
beneficial use impairment exists and that there is a hazard to 
public health. It is the degree of the threat to public health 
which is in question here. Without field investigations, public 
notice and hearing and written findings of fact to document the 
public health hazard, the presently assigned letter code of B 
is correct. 

WC242.A(l}c 



ATTACHMENT B 

EXHIBIT 2 

STAFF CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT FY 81 LIST 

The priority point scores for the following projects were changed from 

the FY 80 priority list to reflect more recent information: 

Ranking Reason for 

Project Category Change Change 

BCVSA/Whetstone Project Class D to B Water Sampling 

Stream Segment 83.50 to 46.00 Corrected Stream 

Dallas/City Project Type 7 to 10 Add. of STP 

Eagle Point/City Pop. Emphasis 6.80 to 6.87 Revised Pop. 

Hubbard/City Project Class D to C New Information 

USA/North Plains Project Class E to D New Information 

NOTE: Changes were made in project components or segments for 
many projects. All "Est. Grant Amounts" were updated. 

WL261 (1) 



ATTACHMENT B 

EXHIBIT 3 

PROJECTS DELETED 

The following projects which appear on the FY BO priority list were not 
included on the FY 81 priority list. 

PROJECT 
NUMBER 

475 

476 

559 

517 

523 

527 

430 

652 

558 

545 

532 

605 

WC259(l)cl 
9/4/80 

PROJECT NAME 

La Grande/Island City 

Geruias/City 

Lincoln/City 

Hermiston/City 

St. Paul/City 

BCVSA/Westside 

Dayton/City 

BCVSA/Jacksonville 

BCVSA/White City 

Prineville/Loughlin 

Tillamook/Hwy 101 S.D. 

Portland/Elk Rock 

REASON FOR DELETION 

Awarded 

Awarded 

Certified 

Awarded 

Certified 

Certified 

Awarded 

Certified 

Certified 

Bypassed 2nd time 

Need not identified 

Constructed locally 



ATTACl!MENT c 

MDNICIPAL Wl\STE WATER "iVRKS CONSTRDCrION GRANI'S FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITI! LIST 

Federal regulations governing the Federal Municipal Wastewater Treatments Work Construction Grants Program require that such 
grants be awarded from an approved statewide priority list. This FY 81 priority list is intended to satisfy those require­
ments and was developed based on ORS 340-53-005, Developnent and Management of the Statewide Sewerage Works Construction 
Grants Priority List. The priority list includes all known projects potentially eligible for a grant along with document­
ation including estimated grant amount and target certification date. When estimating certification dates a number of 
assi.nnptions were made. 

1. Grant funds available, based on EPA guidance, will be as follows: 

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 and Beyond 

National (billion $) 3.7 4.0 4.4 4.7 5.0 

Total Oregon (million $) 48 52 57 61 65 

General Allotment (million $) 35 39 43 46 49 

2. Cost estimates have not been adjusted to account for inflation when delayed beyond the ready to proceed date. 

3. Step 1 and 2, and Small camnunity Alternative projects may be funded frcm applicable special reserves. 

4. In FY 82 and beyond, all projects and project components will be reranked and scheduled according to their priority 
point score. Projects or ccrnponents not awarded by October 1, 1981 will no longer maintain a transition status. 

Federal funds available, project oosts, and grant amounts are estimates only and will be updated annually with corresponding 
revisions in target certification dates. Thus, projects identified for potential funding in FY 82 and beyond may be further 
delayed when next year's list is prepared. 

RTE:b 
WF96.A 



PROJEX:'.l'S CERl'IF 1ED FRCM 1979 OR 1980 FONDS 
EST. 

PROJB::T PROJE:T REllDY ro TARGET GRANT PRIORI'I.Y 
RANK w. PROJE::T NAME CCMPONENr STEP SEGIEN!' PRO k@I CERT. l\MJllNT POINTS 

T 355 CORVALLIS / CITY SLUDGE 3 ~ be awarded from FY 80 804 
Funds 

T 486 BEND / CITY STP 3 n 255 
TEMP EFF. DISP. 3 " 750 

I SOU'IHFAST INT/COLL 3 " 1,900 
/ NORTHWEST INT/COLL 3 " 1,575 

T 62W MWMC I El\ST BANK INT 3 12,889 
I REX;IONAL STP 2 1 of 2 " 908 

3 1 of 6 " 5,850 
SLUDGE 2 1 of 2 n 53 

3 1 of 4 n 330 
PUMP STA. jfl 2 1 of 2 " 115 

T 557 PORTLl\ND / CITY SL GAS.UT 2 2 of 2 n 290 
SL DISP 2 " 437 

T 475 IA GRANDE / ISL CITY INT 3 " 976 

T 476 GERVAIS / CITY STP/INT 3 n 492 

T 559 LINOOIN CUY / CITY INT 3 " 1,582 

T 517 HERMISTOO / CITY INT 3 n 2,218 

T 523 ST. PAUL / CITY SYSTEM 3 " 640* 

T 527 BCVSA / WESTSIDE INT 3 " 921 

T 430 DAYTOO / CITY STP IMP 3 " 464 

T 652 BCVSA I JACKSCMIILLE INT 3 " 314 

T 558 BCVSA / WHITE CITY REHAB 3 " 869 

*Small CormnunityUtilizing Alternative System 
Note: All estimated grant amounts in thousands of dollars 



MJNICIPAL WASTE WATER~ CONSllWCTIOO GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PROJECr PROJECr RE!IDY TO ~ GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK w. PROJECr NAME CXH'ONENT STEP SEXlMFNl' PRO"e:m CERT. llM'.lllNT POINTS 

T 486 BEND / CITY EFF DISP. 3 FY 82 FY 82 1,500 A227 .97 

T 624 MWM:: / REGIONAL STP 2 2 Of 2 FY 80 11/80 185 B261.51 
3 

2 Of 6 FY 80 4/81 6,200 
3 of 6 FY 80 4/81 8,600 
4 Of 6 FY 80 4/81 6,020 
5 of 6 FY 80 FY 82 2,300 
6 Of 6 FY 81 FY 82 4,700 

PUMP STA ll 1 2 2 Of 2 FY 81 12/80 75 Bl98.61 
3 1 of 2 FY 81 3/81 875 

2 Of 2 FY 81 FY 82 7,000 

SLUDGE 2 2 Of 2 FY 82 6/81 400 C201.51 
3 2 Of 4 FY 81 8/81 700 

3 Of 4 FY 83 FY 85 7,000 
4 Of 4 FY 83 FY 85 3,600 

PUMP STA ll 2 2 3/81 288 Cl97.70 
3 FY 82 FY 85 4,000 

I EUGENE REHAB 2 FY 81 11/80 150 C200.21 
3 FY 81 6/81 2,300 

/ SPRINGFIELD REHAB 2 FY 81 11/80 100 Cl99.43 
3 1 of 2 FY 81 6/81 1,500 

2 of 2 FY 81 FY 85 1,900 

I 1\GRIPAC EFF. DISP. 2 FY 81 11/80 246 Cl96.58 
3 1 of 2 FY 80 11/80 390 

2 of FY 81 3/81 5,610 

T 557 PORTU\ND / CITY SL. Gl\S U. 3 FY 81 FY 86 2,700 Cl59.40 
SL. DISP. 3 FY 81 FY 86 7,300 



MllNICIPAL WASTE WATER w;JRKS CONS'l1«JCI'llE GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PROJECI' PROJEC1' READY TO TABGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK J:iD. PR00EX:T NAME CGIPONENT STEP SID!ElSIT PRIXEED CERT. 1IM'.llJNT POINTS 

/.!. 
T 616 ROSEBURG / CITY REHAB 3 FY' 82 FY' B4 1,700 BlB4.B4 

T 342 PORTU\ND / SE REL. INT 3 3 Of 4 FY' 79 FY' B5 B,500 C201.B5 
4 Of 4 FY' 79 FY' B5 3,000 

1 622 PORTU\ND / SW 45TH INT 3 FY' BO FY' B2 400 A237.29 

2 664 ALBANY I DRAPERVILLE INT/OOLL 2 FY' BO FY Bl 320 A232. 74 
3 FY' 81 FY' 82 1,800 

3 464 TERREBONNE / TOWN SYSTEM 1 FY' 81 FY' 81 3B A224.45 
2 FY 82 FY 82 190 
3 FY' 83 FY' 83 560 

4 627 MEDFORD / FOOTHILLS INT/COLL 3 FY' 81 FY' B2 430 A223.66 

5 467 SILVERl'OO / NORWAY INT/COLL 3 FY' 81 FY 82 620 A222.25 
/ CITY STP IMP 3 F'l Bl F'l 82 2,300 

REHAB 3 FY Bl FY 82 180 

/.!. 
6 560 ROSEBURG / RIFLE RANGE INT/COLL 3 FY' 81 FY 82 210 A217.6B 

7 579 MADRl\S / FRINGE INT/COLL 2 FY' 81 FY 81 230 A20B.40 
3 FY' 82 FY 82 2,100 

8 516 K FALIS / STEWART-LEN INT/COLL 3 FY' 83 FY 82 2,100 A208.00 

9 665 CORVALLIS / SW ANNEX INT/COLL 2 FY Bl FY 81 26 A200.96 
3 F'l 81 FY' B2 500 

10 569 MONROE / NORTH INT/COLL 3 FY' 81 FY 82 91 Al94.51 
/ CITY STP EXP 3 FY' 81 FY 82 69 

REHAB 3 F'l Bl FY' 82 350 

11 502 HAMM:lND (WRNTN) / CITY FPR 1 FY BO FY' 81 84 AlB4.97 

/.!. 
Although included on the priority list, this project is not presently eligible for funding because of lack of a 
qualified applicant. 



MilNICIPAL WASTE WATER l«lRKS CONSTROCTIOO GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

~ ~ READY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK w. ~~ CCM'OllENl' STEP SlDIEN1' PROCEED CERI'. AMXlNT POINTS 

12 521 COTJ'AGE GROVE / CITY STP IMP 3 FY 81 FY 82 2,900 B240.74 
REHAB 3 FY 81 FY 82 190 
INT 3 FY 81 FY 82 90 
I/I OORR 3 FY 81 FY 82 190 

13 493 TRI -CITY O'.J. I RffiIONAL STP 2 FY 80 FY 81 1,300 B232.55 
3 1 Of 4 FY 81 FY 82 5,200 

2 Of 4 FY 82 FY 83 8,400 
3 Of 4 FY 83 FY 84 7,500 
4 of 4 FY 83 FY 84 4,300 

REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 81 43 
3 FY 81 FY 82 1,100 

INT/P S'l2\. 2 FY 80 FY 81 750 
3 1 of 2 FY 81 FY 82 4,600 

2 of 2 FY 82 FY 83 4,000 

604 I KELLOGG SLUDGE 2 FY 81 FY 81 340 
3 FY 82 FY 82 1,300 

14 611 U~ /ROCK CR INT 2 1 Of 2 FY 80 FY 81 10 B231.63 
2 Of 2 FY 80 FY 81 130 

3 1 Of 3 FY 81 FY 82 130 
2 Of 3 FY 81 FY 82 570 
3 Of 3 FY 81 FY 82 1,100 

15 493 TRI-CITY co. I RffiIONAL I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 81 4 B228.78 
3 FY 81 FY 82 100 

16 431 BAKER/ CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 81 500 B216.87 
3 FY 81 FY 83 3,500 

17 681 SE!ISIDE / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 82 410 B213.68 
3 FY 81 FY 83 4,500 

REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 82 80 
3 FY 81 FY 83 870 



KINICIPAL WASTE WATER 1DRKS CONSTlllJCTION GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITi' LIST 
EST. 

Pm:JJOC:T PBOJl'X:T READY '10 ~ GBANT PRIORITi' 
RANK NJ. PROJEx:T NllME CXM?ONENr S'.IEP SinmNT PRJCEED CERT. l!M)ONT POINTS 

/2 
18 487 - OOUGL!IS ill. / METRO STP 2 FY 82 FY 82 650 B213.54 

3 1 of 2 FY 83 FY 83 5,700 
2 Of 2 FY 83 FY 84 3,300 

I NORI'H BANK INT 2 FY 82 FY 82 45 
3 FY 83 FY 83 3,500 

19 445 OONALD / CITi' SYSTEM 3 FY 81 12/80 1,300* B212.95 

20 646 SALEM/ CITY FPR 1 1 Of 2 FY 80 · FY 81 450 B203.36 
2 Of 2 FY 81 FY 82 300 

21 494 NEW3ERG / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 82 360 B201.57 
3 FY 81 FY 83 3,300 

REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 82 65 
3 FY 81 FY 83 590 

22 682 USA / HILISOORO INT 1 FY 80 FY 81 94 B200.33 
2 FY 81 FY 82 170 
3 FY 82 FY 83 1,700 

23 494 NEiiBERG / CITY I/I ())RR 2 FY 80 FY 83 46 Bl.98.57 
3 FY 81 FY 84 420 

24 642 GRAND RONDE / ARFA SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 81 23 Bl.94.02 
2 FY 81 FY 83 54 
3 FY 81 FY 84 840 

25 426 MOLT CD. / INVERNESS INT 2 FY 80 FY 83 580 Bl92.89 
3 FY 81 FY 84 2,300 

653 I El\ST OJNSOR. FPR 1 FY 80 FY 81 220 

26 567 HAPPY VALLEY / CITY INr 2 FY 81 FY 83 110 Bl90.32 
3 FY 82 FY 84 2,600 

fl 
A request has been received to remove the Douglas County project frcan the priority list. It is being retained , 
however, to indicate the continuing need for grant funds in the area but not to suggest that Douglas County will 
be the applicant, or to lllnit options for meeting the area's need. 



MUNICIPAL WASTE WAT.ER W'.lRKS CXlNSTR!JCl'ICN GRANl'S, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PROJECr PROJECr REllDY TO TARGET GRllNT PRIORITY 
RANK ro. PROJECr Nl\ME c:x::MPCJNENI' STEP SEGIENT PRO "Bk" CERT. 1IMJCJNT POINI'S 

27 628 COOS BAY / CITY NO. 1 STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 81 85 B187.91 
2 FY 81 FY 83 240 
3 FY 82 FY 84 1,000 

28 467 SILVERI'CN / CITY INTS 3 FY 81 FY 84 1,300 B187.57 

29 592 DALil\S / CITY REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 83 29 B170.82 
3 FY 81 FY 84 160 

30 638 CIATSOP PLAINS / ARFA INT 2 FY 81 FY 83 170 B170.49 
3 FY 82 FY 84 2,100 

31 449 FALIS CITY / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 81 40 B167.52 
2 FY 80 FY 83 190 
3 FY 81 FY 84 940 

32 639 COVE ORCHARD / ARFA SYSTEM 2 FY 80 12/80 30* B152.08 
3 FY 81 FY 82 250 

33 629 DRAIN / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 81 51 B150.23 
2 FY 80 FY 83 200 
3 FY 81 FY 84 2,600 

34 607 BCVSA / WBETSIDNE INT 1 FY 80 FY 81 65 Bl49.60 
2 FY 81 FY 84 180 
3 FY 82 FY 85 1,000 

35 437 WAUNA-WESTPORr / SAN. DIST. SYSTEM 2 FY 81 12/80 140* B143.69 
3 FY 81 FY 82 830 

36 526 CIK!Kl\Ml\S CO. / RHOOO-WLCH INTS 3 FY 81 FY 84 890 Bl42.15 

37 537 SW LINCllLN / SAN. DIST. SYSTEM 1 FY 79 FY 81 61 B138.62 
2 FY 80 FY 83 320 
3 FY 81 FY 84 1,900 

38 619 ASTORIA / WILLIAMSPT INT 2/3 FY 79 FY 84 800 B138.60 



M!JNICIPAL WASTE WATER w:>RKS aJNSmDICN GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PROJ1!x::T PROJ1!x::T RE!IDY TO TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK NO. PROJ1!x::T NAME a:M'ONENr STEP sm.IENr Pro e:e:i• CERT. AMJllNT POINTS 

39 592 DALLl\S / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 83 130 Bl31.82 
3 FY 81 FY 84 1,440 

40 583 IONE/ CITY SYSTEM 2 FY 80 FY 83 65 Bl25.27 
3 FY 81 FY 84 420 

41 588 MT. ANGEL / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 83 22 C248.92 
3 FY 81 FY 84 240 

I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 83 7 
3 FY 81 FY 84 76 

42 667 S. SUBURBAN / SAN. DIST. STP IMP 2 1 Of 2 FY 80 FY 82 70 C234.53 
2 Of 2 FY 80 FY 83 440 

3 FY 81 FY 84 6,900 

43 565 S'lll\NFIELD / CITY STP EXP 2 FY 81 FY 83 70 C233.59 
3 FY 82 FY 84 900 

I/I CORR 2 FY 81 FY 83 7 
3 FY 82 FY 84 85 

44 472 ELGIN / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 83 71 C227.81 
3 FY 81 FY 84 580 

45 472 ELGIN / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 84 10 C224.81 
3 FY 81 FY 85 100 

46 615 C:l\RIJl'CN I CITY STP IMP 2 FY 79 FY 84 47 C222.93 
3 FY 80 FY 85 870 

47 515 SCIO / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 81 FY 84 46 C215.75 
3 FY 82 FY 85 480 

48 499 PR11IRIE CITY / CITY STP IMP 3 FY 81 FY 81 950* C211.10 
INT 3 1 Of 2 FY 81 FY 81 430 

49 631 VERNONill / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 81 45 C205.06 
2 FY 81 FY 84 78 
3 FY 81 FY 85 700 



MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER l«JRKS 0JNS'l1WCI'ION GRllNTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PRO.JE:!'r PRO.JE:!'r RE!IDY 'ID '12\BGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK w. PROJB::T NllME CXM'ONENT STEP SEn!ENl' PBO e:e:11 CERI'. AM:XJNT POINTS 

50 511 CANNON BFJ\CH / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 81 08/81 160* C204.08 
3 FY 81 FY 82 890 

51 655 PORTU\ND / <XJ. BLVD. REL. INT 1 FY 80 FY 81 33 C202.05 
2 FY 80 FY 84 130 
3 FY 81 FY 85 1,800 

52 677 USA / CEDAR MILL INT 2 FY 80 FY 84 85 Cl99.73 
3 FY 81 FY 85 660 

53 575 USA I Gl\STON INT 2 FY 80 FY 84 83 Cl97.73 
3 FY 81 FY 85 910 

54 513 CRESSWELL / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 84 77 Cl97.69 
3 FY 81 FY 85 970 

INT 2 FY 80 FY 84 45 
3 FY 81 FY 85 160 

55 506 SHERIDAN / CITY REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 84 30 Cl94.62 
3 FY 81 FY 85 500 

56 668 CORVALLIS / CITY cso 1 FY 80 FY 81 83 Cl92.66 
2 FY 81 FY 84 400 
3 FY 81 FY 85 2,600 

57 615 CARLTON / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 79 FY 84 15 Cl89.93 
3 FY 80 FY 85 110 

58 554 ENTERPRISE / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 84 76 Cl81.27 
3 FY 81 FY 85 230 

I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 84 6 
3 FY 81 FY 85 72 

59 429 El\.GLE POINI' / CITY INT 2 FY 80 FY 84 42 Cl80.87 
3 FY 81 FY 85 620 



MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER~ CXlNSTRDCl'ICtl GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PROOB'.!T PROOB'.!T READY ro TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK w. PROOB'.!T NAME CGlPONENl' STEP SBlMENT PRQ:e:eu CERT. llMJ!JNT POINTS 

60 514 OAKRIDGE / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 84 80 Cl78.00 
3 FY 81 FY 85 950 

REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 84 12 
3 FY 81 FY 85 140 

61 573 LOWELL / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 84 40 176.42 
3 FY 81 FY 85 1,000 

REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 84 10 
3 FY 81 FY 85 200 

62 514 OAKRIDGE / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 84 10 Cl75.00 
3 FY 81 FY 85 100 

63 594 ES'.mCADA STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 84 170 Cl74.61 
3 FY 81 FY 85 740 

I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 84 4 
3 FY 81 FY 85 65 

64 516 K FALIS RffiIONAL STP EXP 2 FY 80 FY 84 170 Cl74.52 
3 FY 81 FY 85 560 

I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 84 53 
3 FY 81 FY 85 300 

65 573 LOWELL / CITY I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 84 15 Cl73.42 
3 FY 81 FY 85 120 

66 661 GRANTS PASS / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 81 25 Cl67.70 
2 FY 81 FY 84 60 
3 FY 82 FY 85 460 

67 620 PHILOMA'lH / CITY STP IMP . 1 FY 80 FY 81 22 Cl66.12 
2 FY 81 FY 84 69 
3 FY 82 FY 85 640 

68 533 FLORENCE / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 81 FY 84 120 Cl59.48 
3 FY 82 FY 85 2,500 

REHAB 2 FY 81 FY 84 60 
3 FY 82 FY 85 210 



MllNICIPAL WASTE WATER "iDRKS ClJNSTRDCl'ICN GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PROJE::T PROJE::T READY ID TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK w. PROJE::T NAME CXJ.!PCl'mil'I' STEP SEnmllT PROCEED CERT. llM'.J!JNT POINTS 

69 576 USA / BANKS INT 2 FY 80 FY 85 150 C151.31 
3 FY 81 FY 86 1,400 

70 617 OAKLl\ND / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 85 62 C150.09 
3 FY 81 FY 86 330 

71 643 HUBBARD / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 81 FY 85 380 Cl48.44 
3 FY 82 FY 86 2,300 

72 672 BROOKlNGS / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 81 45 Cl47.09 
2 FY 80 FY 85 100 
3 FY 81 FY 86 850 

73 539 ST. HELENS / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 81 FY 85 660 Cl45.82 
3 FY 82 FY 86 4,000 

I/I CORR 2 FY 81 FY 85 60 
3 FY 82 FY 86 1,125 

74 586 RAINIER / CITY REHAB 2 FY 80 FY 85 260 Cl41.61 
3 FY 81 FY 86 1,500 

75 648 HEPPNER / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 81 29 Cl40.48 
2 FY 80 FY 85 300 
3 FY 80 FY 86 1,100 

76 618 N.Em'ORT / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 85 110 Cl39.71 
3 FY 81 FY 86 2,200 

I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 85 12 
3 FY 81 FY 86 88 

77 469 MJDOC PT. I ARFA SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 81 28 Cl39.40 
2 FY 81 FY 85 61 
3 FY 81 FY 86 430 

78 473 DUFUR / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 85 47 Cl35.56 
3 FY 81 FY 86 310 

I/I CORR 2 FY 80 FY 85 7 
3 FY 81 FY 86 53 



MIJNICIPAL WASTE WATER 'iDRKS CXJNSTRUCl'ICN GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

P.ROJB:T PROJrr RF.ADY TO 'l2IRGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK w. PROJrr NllME CGIPONENl' STEP SEG!ENI' PROCEED CERT. l\MJIJNT POINTS 

79 519 JOSEPH / CITY STP IMP 2 FY BO FY B5 B3 Cl33.96 
3 FY Bl FY B6 350 

BO 51B ONTARIO / CITY STP IMP 2 FY BO FY B5 lBO Cl33.90 
3 FY Bl FY B6 720 

Bl 572 THE DALLES / FOLEY LAKES INT 2/3 FY Bl FY B6 510 Cl31. 75 

B2 651 FOSSIL / CITY STP IMP 1 FY BO FY Bl 20 Cl25.63 
2 FY Bl FY B5 290 
3 FY Bl FY B6 1,100 

B3 651 MIIII'CN-FREWI'R / CITY STP IMP 2 FY BO FY B5 290 Cl25.33 
3 FY Bl FY B6 1,500 

INT 2 FY BO FY B5 12 
3 FY Bl FY B6 7B 

B4 595 HAISEY / CITY STP IMP 1 FY BO FY Bl 39 Cll3.72 
2 FY Bl FY B5 6B 
3 FY Bl FY B6 950 

B5 635 ATHENA / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 81 17 Cl00.00 
2 FY 81 FY B5 170 
3 FY 81 FY 86 750 

86 522 USA / N. PIAINS INT 1 FY 80 FY 82 28 
2 FY 80 FY 85 120 Dl97 .63 
3 FY 81 FY 86 700 

87 582 IRRIGCN / CITY SYSTEM 2 FY 81 12/81 so* Dl96.09 
3 FY 81 FY 82 1,100 

88 506 SHERIDAN / WEST AREll. INT 2/3 FY 80 FY 86 500 Dl89.51 

89 670 TRI CITY / MYRTLE CR STP IMP 1 FY BO FY 82 57 D 184.89 
2 FY 81 FY 85 97 
3 FY 82 FY 86 790 



MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER WJRKS CXJNSTRUCl'IClil GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

P.ROJEX:T PROJECl' READY TO '12\RGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK w. P.ROJEX:T NAME CCMPONENl' STEP SJ;X;MENT PRO F:Bll cmr. lllDlNT POINTS 

90 673 WINSTCJll-GR I U\NDERS L1INE INT 1 FY 80 FY 82 10 Dl77 .56 
2/3 FY 80 FY 86 160 

91 674 BORING / ARE'A SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 35 Dl73.85 
2 FY 85 FY 85 72 
3 FY 86 FY 86 410 

92 516 K FALIS / PELICAN CITY INT 2/3 FY 80 FY 86 560 Dl67.91 

93 592 DALLAS / NORTHEl\ST INT 2/3 FY 81 FY 86 940 Dl65.47 

94 634 USA / DUR!Il\M SLUDGE 3 FY 80 FY 86 6,900 Dl63.89 

95 662 SODAVILLE / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 21 Dl61.65 
2 FY 81 FY 85 46 
3 FY 82 FY 86 510 

96 662 N. POWDER / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 85 37 Dl54.29 
3 FY 81 FY 86 89 

97 675 WALLOWA / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 82 17 Dl50.66 
2 FY 81 FY 85 120 
3 FY 81 FY 86 500 

98 597 YCNCALIA / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 82 29 Dl49.86 
2 FY 81 FY 85 52 
3 FY 81 FY 86 630 

99 541 SISTERS / CITY SYSTEM 2 FY 80 11/80 220* Dl47.81 
3 FY 81 FY 82 1,600 

100 617 OAKU\ND / UNICN GAP INT 2/3 FY 80 FY 86 110 Dl44.56 

101 649 CllMl\S VALLEY I ARE'A SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 9 0144.35 
2 FY 81 FY 85 25 
3 FY 81 FY 86 100 

102 602 NESKOWIN / SAN. AUTH. SYSTEM 2 FY 81 01/81 190* Dl42.80 
3 FY 82 FY 82 1,800 



MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER "l«)RKS CDNSTRIJC'l'IOO GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PROJEX:T PROJB::T READY ro 'mRGET GR1\NT PRIORITY 
RANK R). PR0JB::T NAME CXM'ONENT STEP SEX>MENT PROCEED CERI'. llMJ!JNT POINTS 

103 447 MIIL CITY / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 25 Dl41. 73 
2 FY 81 FY 85 54 
3 FY 81 FY 86 770 

104 536 LAPINE I 'Il'.lWN SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 50 D129.95 
2 FY 81 FY 85 250 
3 FY 81 FY 86 740 

105 456 MERLIN / COLONIAL VALLEY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 19 D126.71 
2 FY 81 FY 85 62 
3 FY 81 FY 86 770 

106 496 JUNCTICN CITY / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 85 68 0108.13 
3 FY 81 FY 86 850 

107 443 TURNER / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 17 D107.30 
2 FY 81 FY 85 330 
3 FY 81 FY 86 990 

108 499 PRAIRIE CITY / CITY INT 3 2 Of 2 FY 81 FY 86 90 D107.10 

109 521 ALBANY / NORTH AREA INT 1 FY 81 FY 85 80 0105.34 
2/3 FY 82 FY 86 1,100 

110 671 PILOT ROCK / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 82 15 Dl00.50 
2 FY 81 FY 85 300 
3 FY 81 FY 86 900 

111 645 PRINEIJILLE / CITY STP IMP 2 FY 80 FY 86 62 D97.06 
3 FY 81 FY 87 670 

112 442 MllPLE!'CN I AREA SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 42 D67.83 
2 FY 81 FY 86 83 
3 FY 81 FY 87 780 

113 458 CORVALLIS / AIRPORT STP EXP 2 FY 80 FY 86 54 El83.09 
3 FY 81 FY 87 500 



MllNICIPAL WASTE WATER WJRKS CllilSTRUCl'IOO GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PROJEX:T PROJEX:T READY ro 'l2IRGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK R). PROJEX:T Nl\ME O>IPONENl' STEP SIDIENT PBOCEED CERT. AMJaNT POINTS 

114 660 VENETA / CITY STP EXP 1 FY 80 FY 82 20 El61.42 
2 FY 81 FY 86 42 
3 FY 81 FY 87 560 

115 542 Cl\RMEL FOUL / SAN. DIST. SYSTEM 2 FY 80 FY 86 110 El44.00 
3 FY 81 FY 87 740 

116 647 1WIN ROCKS / SAN. DIST. STP EXP 2 FY 80 FY 86 83 El43.63 
3 FY 81 FY 87 330 

117 516 K FALIS / RIVERSIDE INT 2/3 FY 80 FY 87 1,100 El27.81 

118 601 WllLLOWA L!\KE I SAN. AUT!I. SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 11 Ell0.67 
2 FY 81 FY 86 38 
3 FY 81 FY 87 450 

119 676 ADAIR-VILL / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 82 15 El06.66 
2 FY 81 FY 86 30 
3 FY 81 FY 87 370 

120 637 BROOKS / AREA SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 15 El05.78 
2 FY 81 FY 86 340 
3 FY 81 FY 87 2,300 

121 613 USA / REEDSVILLE INT 2 FY 80 FY 86 110 El05.48 
3 FY 81 FY 87 600 

122 610 USA / SUNSEI' INT 2 FY 80 FY 86 90 El04.08 
3 FY 81 FY 87 510 

123 460 AIBANY / NE KNOXBUTI'E INT 1 FY 80 FY 82 50 El02.27 
2 FY 81 FY 86 130 
3 FY 81 FY 87 750 

124 540 MERRILL I CJ.TY STP EXP 1 FY 80 FY 82 21 E91.91 
2 FY 81 FY 86 66 
3 FY 81 FY 87 740 



MllNICIPAL WASTE WATER "IDRKS CDNSTRIJCTICN GRANTS, FISCAL YEAR 1981 PRIORITY LIST 
EST. 

PROJEx:T PROJEx:T REllDY ro TARGET GRANT PRIORITY 
RANK m. PROJE::T Nl\ME CCMPONENl' STEP SJlloll!Nl' PRO :F:e!I cmr. .!IMJaNT POINTS 

125 678 LYONS-MEHAM!I. / REJIONAL SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 29 E91.48 
2 FY 81 FY 86 54 
3 FY 81 FY 87 620 

126 644 ODEL / SAN. DIST. STP EXP 1 FY 80 FY 82 21 E91.16 
2 FY 81 FY 86 66 
3 FY 81 FY 87 740 

127 477 DETROIT / CITY SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 15 E90.85 
2 FY 81 FY 86 60 
3 FY 81 FY 87 430 

128 679 IDANHA / CITY' SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 15 E90.41 
2 FY 81 FY 86 75 
3 FY 81 FY 87 640 

129 680 ~TES I CITY' SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 15 E90.22 
2 FY 81 FY 86 60 
3 FY 81 FY 87 540 

130 551 SANDY / CITY STP EXP 1 FY 80 FY 82 18 E85.36 
2 FY 81 FY 86 51 
3 FY Bl FY 87 1,040 

131 471 TANGENT SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 15 E72.54 
2 FY 81 FY 86 130 
3 FY 81 FY 87 1,300 

132 663 SCAPPOOSE / CITY STP IMP 1 FY 80 FY 82 33 E65.00 
2 FY 81 FY 86 83 
3 FY 81 FY 87 840 

133 546 CRESCEm' / SAN. DIST. SYSTEM 1 FY 80 FY 82 15 ES6.08 
2 FY 81 FY 86 70 
3 FY 81 FY 87 620 

R'IE:b 
WF96 
September 5, 1980 



Purpose 

MUNICIPAL WASTE WATER TREATMENT WORKS 

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PROGRAM 

DIVISION 53 

ATTACHMENT D 

Development and Management of The Statewide 

Sewerage Works Construction Grants Priority List 

340-53-005 The purpose of these rules is to prescribe procedures 

and priority criteria to be used by the Department for develop­

ment and management of a statewide priority list of sewerage 

works construction projects potentially eligible for financial 

assistance from U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's Municipal 

Waste Water Treatment Works Construction Grants Program, 

Sec. 201, P.L. 95-217. 

Definitions 

340-53-010 As used in these regulations unless otherwise required 

by context: 

(1) "Department" means Department of Environmental Quality. 

Department actions shall be taken by the Director as defined 

herein. 

(2) "Commission" means Environmental Quality Commission. 

(3) "Director" means Director of the Department of 

Environmental Quality or his authorized representatives. 

(4) "Municipality" means any county, city, special service 

district, or other governmental entity having authority to 

dispose of sewage, industrial waste, or other wastes, any Indian 

tribe or authorized Indian Tribal Organization or any combination 

of two or more of the foregoing. 
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(5) "EPA" means U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

(6) "Treatment Works" means any facility for the purpose of 

treating, neutralizing or stabilizing sewage or industrial wastes 

of a liquid nature, including treatment or disposal plants, 

the necessary intercepting, outfall and outlet sewers, pumping 

stations integral to such plants or sewers, equipment and 

furnishings thereof and their appurtenances. 

(7) "Grant" means financial assistance from the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency Municipal Waste Water 

Treatment Works Construction Grants Programs as authorized 

by Sec. 201, P.L. 95-217 and subsequent amendments. 

(8) "Project" means a potentially fundable entry on the 

priority list consisting of Step 1, Step 2, or Step 3, of 

treatment works or components or segments of treatment works 

as further described in Section 340-53-015, Subsection (4). 

(9) "Treatment Works Component" means a portion of an operable 

treatment works described in an approved facility 

plan including but not limited to: 

(a) Sewage treatment plant 

(b) Interceptors 

(c) Sludge disposal or management 

(d) Rehabilitation 

(e) Other identified facilities. 

A treatment works component may but need not result in an 

operable treatment works. 

(10) "Treatment Works Segment" means a portion of a treatment 

works component which can be identified in a contract or 

discrete sub-item of a contract and may but need not result 

in operable treatment works. 
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(11) "Priority List" means all projects in the state potentially 

eligible for grants listed in rank order. 

(12) "Fundable portion of the list" means those projects on 

the priority list which are planned for grant award during the 

current funding year. The fundable portion of the list shall 

not exceed the total funds expected to be available during the 

current funding year less applicable reserves. 

(13) "Facilities Planning" means necessary plans and studies 

which directly relate to the construction of treatment works. 

Facilities planning will demonstrate the need for the proposed 

facilities and that they are cost-effective and environmentally 

acceptable. 

(14) "Step 1 Project" means any project for development of a 

facilities plan for treatment works. 

(15) "Step 2 Project" means any project for engineering design 

of all or a portion of treatment works. 

(16) "Step 3 Project" means any project for construction or 

rehabilitation of all or a portion of treatment works. 

(17) "Eligible Project Costs" means those costs which could 

be eligible for a grant according to EPA regulations and 

certified by the Department and awarded by EPA. 

(18) "Innovative Technology" means treatment works utilizing 

conventional or alternative technology not fully proven under 

conditions contemplated but offering cost or energy savings 

or other advantages as recognized by federal regulations. 
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(19) "Alternative Technology" means treatment work or components 

or segments thereof which reclaim or reuse water, recycle waste 

water constituents, eliminate discharge of pollutants, or recover 

energy. 

(20) "Alternative system for small communities" means treat­

ment works for municipalities or portions of municipalities 

having a population of less than 3,500 and utilizing alternative 

technology as described above. 

(21) "Funding Year" means a federal fiscal year commencing 

October 1st and ending September 30th. 

(22) "Current Funding Year" means the funding year for which 

the priority list is adopted. 

(23) "State Certification" means assurance by the Department 

that the project is acceptable to the state and that funds are 

available from the state's allocation to make a grant award. 

Priority List Development 

340-53-015 The Department will develop a statewide priority list 

of projects potentially eligible for a grant. 

(1) The statewide priority list will be developed prior to the 

beginning of each funding year utilizing the following 

procedures: 

(a) The Department will determine and maintain sufficient 

information concerning potential projects to develop the 

statewide priority list. 

(b) The Department will develop a proposed priority list 

utilizing criteria and procedures set forth in this section. 
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(c) A public hearing will be held concerning the proposed 

priority list prior to Commission adoption. Public notice and 

a draft priority list will be provided to all interested parties 

at least thirty (30) days prior to the hearing. Interested 

parties include, but are not limited to, the following: 

(A) Municipalities having projects on the priority list. 

(B) Engineering consultants involved in projects on 

the priority list. 

(C) Interested state and federal agencies. 

(D) Any other persons who have requested to be on the 

mailing list. 

Interested parties will have an opportunity to present oral 

or written testimony at or prior to the hearing. 

(d) The Department will summarize and evaluate the 

testimony and provide recommendations to the Commission. 

(e) The Commission will adopt the priority list at a 

regularly scheduled meeting. 

(2) The priority list will consist of a listing of all projects 

in the state potentially eligible for grants listed in ranking 

order based on criteria set forth in Table "A". Table A describes 

five (5) categories used for scoring purposes as follows: 

(a) Project Class 

(b) Regulatory Emphasis 

(c) Stream Segment Rank 
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(d) Population Emphasis 

(e) Type of treatment component or components. 

The score used in ranking a project consists of the project class 

identified by letter code plus the sum of the points from the 

remaining four categories. Projects are ranked by the letter 

code of the project class with "A" being highest and within the 

project class by total points from highest to lowest. 

(3) The priority list entry for each project will include the 

following: 

(a) Priority rank consisting of the project's sequential 

rank on the priority list. The project having the highest 

priority is ranked number one (1). 

(b) EPA project identification number 

(c) Name and type of municipality 

(d) Description of project component 

(e) Project step 

(f) Project segment code number 

(g) Ready to proceed date consisting of the expected date 

when the project application will be complete and ready 

for certification by the Department. 

(h) Target certification date consisting of the 

earliest estimated date on which the project 

could be certified based on readiness to proceed 
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and on the Department's estimate of federal grant funds 

expected to be available. In the event actual funds made 

available differ from the Department's estimate when the 

list was adopted the Department may modify this date without 

public hearing to reflect actual funds available and revised 

future funding estimates. 

{i) Estimated grant amount based on that portion of 

project cost which is potentially eligible for a grant as 
set forth in Section 340-53-020. 

{j) The priority point score used in ranking the projects. 

Transition projects will be so designated. 

(4) The Department will determine the scope of work to be 

included in each project prior to its placement on the priority 

list. Such scope of work may include the following: 

{a) Development of a facilities plan {Step 1), or 

{b) Design {Step 2) or construction {Step 3) of complete 
treatment works, or 

{c) Design or construction of one or more treatment works 

components, or 

{d) Design or construction of one or more treatment works 

segments of a treatment works component. 

(5) When determining the treatment works components or segments 

to be included in a single project, the Department will consider: 

{a) The specific treatment works components or segments 

that will be ready to proceed during a funding year, and 
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(b) The operational dependency of other components or 

segments on the components or segment being considered, and 

(c) The cost of the components or segments relative to 

allowable project grant. In no case will the grant for a 

single project, as defined by 340-53-010(8) exceed ten (10) 

million dollars in any given funding year. Where a grant 

would exceed this amount the scope of work will be reduced 

by limiting the number of components or dividing the 

components into segments. The total grant for treatment works 

to a single applicant is not however limited by this 

subsection. 

The Department shall have final discretion relative to scope 

of work or treatment works components or segments which 

constitute a project. 

(6) Components or segment not included in a project for a 

particular funding year will be assigned a target certification 

date in a subsequent funding year. Within constraints of 

available and anticipated funds, projects will be scheduled so 

as to establish a rate of progress for construction while 

assuming a timely and equitable obligation of funds statewide. 

(7) A project may consist of an amendment to a previously funded 

project which would change the scope of work significantly and 

thus constitute a new project. 

(8) On the FY 1981 priority list, projects for which a Step 2 

grant was certified prior to September 30, 1979, are designated 

as transition projects and will not be ranked according to the 

criteria. These projects will be placed at the top of the funding 

year priority list and will maintain the same relative position 
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that they occupied on the preceding year's priority list. 

However, if a project has been bypassed in accordance with Section 

340-53-035 (2) it will no longer retain its transition status 

and will be ranked the following year according to the 

criteria. In FY 1982 and subsequent years all projects will 

be ranked and scheduled according to the criteria. 

(9) FY 80 Fundable List - Since the freeze on FY 80 funds pre­

cluded their utilization prior to adoption of the FY 81 priority 

list, those projects expected to awarded FY 80 grant funds will 

appear at the beginning of the FY 81 list with the notation that 

these projects will be awarded grants from FY 80 funds. 

(10) The Director may delete any project from the priority list 

if: 

(a) It has received full funding 

(b) It is no longer entitled to funding under the approved 
system. 

(c) EPA has determined that the project is not needed to 

comply with the enforceable requirements of the Clean water 
Act or the project is otherwise ineligible. 

(11) If the priority assessment of a project within a regional 

208 areawide waste treatment management planning area conflicts 
with the priority list, the priority list has precedence. The 

Director will, upon request from a 208 planning agency, meet to 

discuss the project providing the request for such a meeting 

is submitted to the Director prior to Commission approval of 

the priority list. 
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Eligible Costs and Limitations 

340-53-020 For each project included on the priority list the 

Department will estimate the costs potentially eligible for 

a grant and the amount of the grant. 

(1) Where state certification requirements differ from EPA 

eligibility requirement the more restrictive shall apply. 

(2) Except as provided for in subsection (3), eligible costs 

shall generally include Step 1, Step 2, and Step 3 costs related 

to an eligible treatment works, treatment works components or 

treatment works segments as defined in federal regulations. 

(3) The following will not be eligible for state certification: 

(a) The cost of collection systems except for those which 

serve an area where a mandatory health hazard annexation is 

required pursuant to ORS 222.850 to 222.915 or where 

elimination of waste disposal wells is required by 

OAR 340-44-019 to 44. In either case, a Step 1 grant for 

the project must have been certified prior to September 30, 

1979. 

(b) Step 2 or Step 3 costs associated with advanced 

treatment components. 

(c) The cost of treatment components not considered by the 

Department to be cost effective and environmentally sound. 

(4) The estimated grant amount shall be based on a percentage 

of the estimated eligible cost. The percentage required by federal 

law and regulations for FY 1981 is seventy-five (75) percent of 

the estimated eligible cost. After FY 1981 the Commission may 
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reduce the percentage to fifty (50) percent if allowed by federal 

law or regulation. The Department shall also examine other 

alternatives for reducing the extent of grant participation in 

individual projects for possible implementation beginning in 

FY ]982. The intent is to spread available funds to address more 

of the high priority needs in the state. 

Establishment of Special Reserves 

340-53-025 From the total funds allocated to the state 

the following reserves will be established for each funding year: 

(1) Reserve for grant increases of ten (10) percent, 

(2) Reserve for Step 1 and Step 2 projects of ten (10) percent. 

(3) Reserve for alternative components of projects for small 

communities utilizing alternative system as required by federal 

law or regulations. For FY 81 federal regulations require 

four (4) percent. 

(4) Reserve as required by federal law or regulations for 

additional funding of projects involving innovative or 

alternative technology. Current federal regulations require 

three (3) percent for FY 81. 

(5) The balance of the state's allocation will be the general 

allotment. 

(6) The Director may at his discretion transfer funds from the 

Step 1 and 2 reserve to the following reserves: 

{a) The reserve for grant increases 

{bl The general allotment with first demand for 

conventional components of small community projects 

utilizing alternative systems. 
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Priority List Management 

340-53-030 The Department will select projects to be funded 

from the priority list as follows: 

(1) After Commission adoption and EPA acceptance of the 

priority list, allocation of funds to the state and determination 

of the funds available in each of the reserves, final 

determination of the fundable portion of the priority list will 

be made. The fundable portion of the list will include the 

following: 

(a) Sufficient projects selected according to priority rank 

to utilize funds identified as the state's general 

allotment, and 

(b) Additional projects involving alternative systems for 

small communities as necessary to utilize funds available 

in that reserve. 

(2) No project will be funded unless it is included in or added 

to the fundable portion of the list except for projects funded 

from the Step 1 and 2 reserve. 

(3) Projects to be funded from the Step 1 and 2 reserve will 

be selected according to their ranking relative to other projects 

to be funded from that reserve. The projects to be funded from 

this reserve will be selected from beyond the fundable portion 

of the list to the limit of funds available in the reserve. 

(4) Projects included on the priority list but not included 

within the fundable portion of the list will constitute the 

planning portion of the list. 
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Priority List Modification and Bypass Procedure 

340-53-035 The Department may modify the priority list or bypass 

projects as follows: 

(1) The Department may add to or rerank projects on the priority 

list after the adoption of the priority list but prior to the 

approval of the priority list for the next year providing: 

(a) Notice of the proposed action is provided to all 

affected lower priority projects. 

(b) Any affected project may within 20 days of receiving 

adequate notice request a hearing before the Commission. 

(2) The Department will initiate bypass procedures when any 

project on the fundable portion of the list is not ready to 

proceed during the funding year. 

(a) The determination will be based on quarterly progress 

reports. 

(b) Written notice will be provided to the applicant of 

intent to bypass the project. 

(c) An applicant may request a hearing on the proposed 

bypass within 20 days of adequate notice. If requested 

the Director will schedule a hearing before the Commission 

within 60 days of the request. 

(d) If a project is bypassed it will maintain its priority 

point rating for consideration in future years. If, 

however, a project is designated as a transition project 

as described in Section 340-53-015 (7), it will not retain 



-14-

its transition status after being bypassed and will be 

ranked the following year according to the criteria. If 

a project is bypassed for two consecutive years the 

Commission may remove it from the priority list. 

(e) Department failure to certify a project not on the 

fundable portion of the list or for which funds are 

otherwise unavailable will not constitute a "bypass". 



TABLE A 

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY CRITERIA 

PROJECT CLASS 

Letter Code Description 

A Project will minimize or eliminate surface or under­

ground water pollution where: 

1. Water quality standards are violated repeatedly or 

2. Beneficial uses are impaired or may be damaged 

irreparably. 

In addition: 

1. The EQC by rule OAR 340-44-005 to 440-040, had 

mandated elimination of discharge or inadequately 

treated waste to disposal wells or 

2. The Administrator of the Health Division or the EQC 

has certified findings of fact which conclude that 

(a) Water pollution or beneficial use impairment 

exists and 

(b) Hazard to public health exists. 

Documentation required includes: 

1. Field investigations, and 

2. Public Notice and hearing and 

3. Written findings of fact. 
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Letter Code Description 

B. Project will minimize or eliminate surface or underground 

water pollution where: 

1. Water quality standards are violated repeatedly or 

2. Beneficial uses are impaired or may be damaged 

irreparably. 

Documentation required includes: 

1. Actual written documentation of existing water use 

impairment or 

2. Actual written documentation of repeated violation 

of standards. 

C. Project is required to insure treatment capability to comply 

with water quality standards including: 

1. Minimum federal effluent guidelines established by rule 

pursuant to PL 95-217 or 

2. Effluent standards established in an issued WPCF or 

NPDES permit or 

3. Treatment levels or effluent standards that would be 

placed in a permit to comply with state or federal 

regulation {for a source not presently under permit). 

Documentation required includes: 

Actual written documentation of the applicable guideline, 

standard, permit condition, or other regulatory 

requirement. 
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Letter Code Description 

D. Project is necessary to minimize or eliminate pollution 

of surface or underground waters from: 

1. Nonpoint sources where malfunctioning subsurface sewage 

disposal systems in developed areas are a contributing 

factor or 

2. Point sources where infrequent discharges above 

permitted levels are a contributing factor. 

Documentation required includes: 

1. Sufficient information to suggest a problem, but 

2. Insufficient data to conclusively demonstrate the 

problem. Facility planning is expected to provide 

additional documentation. 

E. Project is desirable for prevention of potential water 

pollution problem. 

Documentation required includes: 

1. Recognization that a problem could develop in the 

future, but 

2. Lack of information to suggest a present water quality 

problem. 

Regulatory Emphasis 

Points Description 

150 Project received a limited time extension to meet the 1977 

secondary treatment goals of the Clean Water Act. 
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Points Description 

Documentation requirea includes: 

1. Aadendum to the NPDES permit extending the compliance 

date, or 

2. Stipulated consent agreement indicating 

noncompliance. 

Finaing must have been made prior to January 1, 1978. 

130 Project is necessary for immediate correction of a public 

health hazard through extraordinary measures such as: 

1. Annexation, or 

2. Service district formation. 

Documentation required includes: 

1. EQC order, or 

2. Certification of public health hazard by the 

Administrator of the Health Division pursuant to ORS 

431.705 et.seq. or 222.850 et.seq. 

120 Project is necessary to eliminate a voluntary or involuntary 

moratorium, including: 

1. Involuntary connection limitation to a centralized 

facility, or 

2. EQC rule that restricts issuance of subsurface disposal 

permits for a specific geographic area or 
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Description 

Voluntary limitations on connection to a centralized 

facility or construction of subsurface disposal 

systems. Voluntary moratorium must meet the following 

conditions: 

a. The moratorium was formally enacted prior to 

August 1, 1979, and 

b. It attempts to limit flow to a central facility 

which is at or beyond 90 percent capacity, and 

c. The jurisdiction has a medium to high growth rate 

and therefore requires preventive pollution 

control action. 

Documentation required includes: 

1. Rule or order establishing involuntary moratorium, or 

2. Order, ordinance, or other documentation of voluntary 

moratorium. 

90 Project is necessary because of the potential for regulatory 

action identified by: 

1. NPDES permit limitations or conditions which would 

be included in a permit when issued or amended, or 

2. DEQ approval of a facility plan including a 

determination of such potential, or 

3. A sanitary survey conducted by the Health Division or 

the DEQ. 
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Points Description 

Documentation required includes: 

DEQ written concurrence based on the above. 

50 Project is needed because of probable water quality problems 

identified through preliminary screening of problem and 

water quality concerns. 

Documentation required includes: 

Written suggestion by DEQ. 

0 No immediate need for the project has been identified. 

Background information is either insufficient or unavailable 

to document the existence of present water quality problems. 

STREAM SEGMENT RANK 

Stream Segment ranking points shall be assigned based on the 

formula: 

n 
where: 

BR = Basin Rank (1 to 19) based on the total population 

within the Oregon portion of the river basin. 

The basin having the greatest population is ranked 

number 1. 

n = Number of stream segments in the particular basin. 

SR = Segment rank within basin as indicated in the 

statewide water quality management plan. 

Following is a listing of basin ranks, stream segment ranks, 

and computed stream segment ranking points: 



Basin Rank 

Basin 

Willamette 

Rogue 

Umpqua 

Deschutes 

South Coast 

North Coast/Lower Columbia 

Klamath 

Umatilla 

Mid Coast 

Hood River 

Grande Ronde 

Malheur River 

Sandy 

Powder 

John Day 

Walla Walla 

Malheur 

Goose and Summer Lakes 

Owyhee 
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1978 
Population 

1,672,000 

180,100 

84,700 

76,600 

76,300 

66,440 

58,200 

50,000 

44,630 

34,200 

30,100 

22,480 

18,530 

17,200 

12,250 

10,300 

7,650 

6,900 

3,420 

No. of 
Stream 
Segments 

23 

4 

3 

4 

5 

18 

5 

3 

10 

4 

3 

1 

3 

4 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

Basin 
Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 



Stream Segment Ranking Points 

Segment 

No. 1, Willamette Basin 

Tualatin 

Willamette (River Mile 

Willamette (River Mile 84-186) 

South Yamhill River 

North Yamhill River 

Yamhill River 

Pudding River 

Molalla River 

S. Santiam River 

Santiam River & N. Santiam 

Coast Fork Willamette River 

Middle Fork Willamette River 

Clackamas River 

McKenzie River 

Rickreall Creek 

Luckiamute River 

Marys River 

Calapooia River 

Long Tom River 

Columbia Slough 

Thomas Creek 

Remaining Willamette Basin Streams 

No. 2, Rogue Basin 

Bear Creek and Tributaries 

Applegate River 

Middle Rogue 

Remaining Rogue Basin Streams 

Segment Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

l 

2 

3 

4 

Points 

95.73 

93.45 

91.18 

88.91 

86.64 

84.36 

82.09 

79.82 

77.55 

75.27 

73.00 

70.73 

68.45 

66.18 

63.91 

61.64 

59.36 

57.09 

54.82 

52.55 

50.27 

48.00 

83.50 

71. 00 

58.50 

46.00 
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Segment Segment Rank 

No. 3, Umpqua Basin 

South Umpqua River 

Cow Creek 

Remaining Umpqua Basin Streams 

No. 4, Deschutes Basin 

Crooked River 

Deschutes River (River Mile 120-166) 

Deschutes River (River Mile 0-120) 

Remaining Deschutes Basin Streams 

No. 5, South Coast Basin 

Coos Bay 

Coos River 

Coquille River (River Mile 0-35) 

Coquille River (River Mile 35-Source) 

Remaining South Coast Basin Streams 

No. 6, North Coast/Lower Columbia Basin 

Lewis and Clark River 

Klatskanine River 

Wilson River (River Mile 0-7) 

Trask River (River Mile 0-6) 

Sk ipanon River 

Nestucca River (River Mile 0-15) 

Nehalem River 

Wilson River (River Mile 7 +) 

Trask River (River Mile 6 +) 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Points 

77.33 

60.67 

44.00 

79.50 
67.00 

54.50 
42.00 

80.00 

70.00 

60.00 
50.00 

40.00 

85.22 
82.44 

79.88 
76.88 

74.10 
71.32 

68.54 

65.76 

62.98 



-24-

Segment Segment Rank 

Nestucca River (River Mile 15 +) 

Nehalem Bay 

·Tillamook Bay 

Tillamook River (River Mile 0-15) 

Nestucca Bay 

Necanicum River 

Tillamook River (River Mile 15+) 

Netarts Bay 

Remaining North Coast/ 

Lower Columbia Basin Streams 

No. 7, Klamath Basin 

Lost River 

Klamath River (River Mile 210-250) 

Williamson 

Sprague 

Remaining Klamath Basin Streams 

No. 8, Umatilla Basin 

Umatilla River 

Columbia River (Umatilla Basin) 

Remaining Umatilla Basin Streams 

No. 9, Mid Coast Basin 

Siuslaw Bay 

Yaquina Bay 

Siletz River 

Yaquina River 

Alsea River 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

l 

2 

3 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Points 

60.20 

57.42 

56.64 

51. 86 

49.08 

46.30 

43.54 

40.74 

38.00 

76.00 

66.00 

56.00 

46.00 

36.00 

67.33 

50.67 

34.00 

77.00 

72.00 

67.00 

62.00 

57.00 



-25-

Segment Segment Rank 

Siuslaw River 

Alsea Bay 

Salmon River 

Siletz Bay 

Remaining Mid Coast Basin Streams 

No. 10, Hood Basin 

Hood River Main Stem 

Columbia River (Hood Basin) 

Hood River East, 

(Middle and West Forks 

Remaining Hood Basin Streams 

No. 11, Grande Ronde Basin 

Grande Ronde River 

Wallowa River 

Remaining Grande Ronde Basin Streams 

No. 12, Malheur Basin 

Malheur River 

No. 13,,Powder Basin 

Snake River (Powder Basin) 

Powder River 

Burnt River 

Remaining Power Basin Streams 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Points 

52.00 

47.00 

42.00 

37.00 

32.00 

67.50 

55.00 

42.50 

30.00 

61. 33 

44.67 

28.00 

26.00 

61. 50 

49.00 

36.50 

24.00 



-26-

Segment Segment Rank 

No. 14, Sandy Basin 

Columbia River (Sandy Basin) 

Sandy River 

Remaining Sandy Basin Streams 

No. 15, John Day Basin 

John Day River 

Remaining John Day Basin Streams 

No. 16, Walla Walla Basin 

Walla Walla River 

Remaining Walla Walla Basin Streams 

No. 17, Malheur Lake Basin 

Silvies River 

Donner & Blitzen River 

Remaining Malheur Lake Basin Streams 

No. 18, Goose and Summer Lakes Basin 

Chewaucan River 

Remaining Goose and Summer Lakes 

Basin Streams 

No. 19, Owyhee Basin 

Owyhee River 

Remaining Owyhee Basin Streams 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2 

Points 

55.33 

38.67 

22.00 

45.00 

20.00 

43.00 

18.00 

49.33 

3267 

16.00 

39.00 

14.00 

17.00 

12.00 



-27-

Population Emphasis 

Population emphasis points shall be assigned on the basis of the 

formula: 

Points = Population Served 2 log 10 

where: 

Population Served represents the existing Oregon population that 

would be initially served by the project if it were in operation. 

PROJECT TYPE 

Description 

Secondary Treatment and BPWTT 

Major Sewer System Rehabilitation 

Interception of Existing Discharge 

Infiltration/Inflow Correction 

Interceptor to Serve Existing Development 

Treatment More Stringent than Secondary 

Correction of Combined Sewer Overflows 

Interceptor to Serve New Development 

New Collectors 

RTE:l 
OAL22 (1) 
September 8, 1980 

Points 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

3 

2 

1 



COMMUNITY/PROJECT 

ADAIR VILL CITY 

ALBANY DRPRVL 

ALBANY NE KNOXBUTTE 

ALBANY NORTH AREA 

ASTORIA WILLIAMS PT 

ATHENA CITY 

BAKER CITY 

BCV SA WHETSTONE 

BEND CITY 

BEND CITY 

BORING AREA 

BROOKINGS CITY 

BROOKS AREA 

CAMAS VLY AREA 

WS5931.B (2) 

PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION 

STP IMP 

INT 
COLL 

INT 

INT 

INT 

STP IMP 

STP IMP 

INT 

EFF DISPOSAL 

NW INT 

SYSTEM 

STP IMP 

SYSTEM 

SYSTEM 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT 
STEP 

PROJECT 
CLASS 

REG. 
EMPH. 

POP. 
EMPH. --

1 E 0 5.48 

2 A 130 5.56 
2 

1 E 0 5.09 

1 D 0 6.16 

2/3 B 90 4.60 

1 c 50 6.00 

2 B 150 7.87 

1 B 90 6.60 

3 A 130 8.47 

3 A 130 7.07 

1 D 90 5.40 

1 c 90 7.09 

1 E 0 4.60 

2 D 90 4.35 

-1-

STREAM 
SEG. 

91.18 

91.18 

91.18 

91.18 

38.00 

34.00 

49.00 

46.00 

79.50 

79.50 

68.45 

40.00 

91.18 

40.00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

6 

7 

8 

6 

10 

10 

8 

10 

6 

10 

10 

10 

10 

ATTACHMENT E 

TOTAL 
POINTS 

El06.66 

A232.74 

El02.27 

Dl05.34 

Bl38.60 

Cl00.00 

B216.87 

Bl49.60 

A227.97 

A222.57 

Dl73.85 

Cl47.09 

El05.78 

Dl44.35 

PRIORITY 
NUMBER 

119 

2 

123 

109 

38 

85 

16 

34 

T 

T 

91 

72 

120 

101 

6/26/80 



PROJECT 
COMMUNITY/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

CANNON BCH CITY STP IMP 

CARLTON CITY I/I CORR 

CARLTON CITY STP IMP 

CARMEL FOUL SAN DIST SYSTEM 

CLACK CO RHODO-WLCH INT 

CLTSOP PL AREA INT 

COOS BAY CITY NO 1 STP IMP 

CORVALLIS AIRPORT STP EXP 

CORVALLIS CITY cso 

CORVALLIS SW ANNEX INT 
COLL 

COTTAGE GV CITY STP IMP 
I/I CORR 
INT 
REHAB 

COVE ORCH AREA SYSTEM 

CRESCENT SAN DIST SYSTEM 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

2 c 150 6.08 

2 c 90 6.29 

2 c 120 6.29 

2 E 90 6.00 

3 B 90 5.48 

2 B 120 6 .49 

1 B 90 7.91 

2 E 120 5. 09 

1 c 90 8.48 

2 A 130 5.60 
2 

3 B 150 7.74 
3 
3 
3 

2 B 90 4.08 

1 E 0 4.08 

-2-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER 

38.00 10 C204.08 50 

86.64 7 Cl89.93 57 

86.64 10 C222.93 46 

38.00 10 El44.00 115 

38.67 8 Bl42.15 105 

38.00 6 Bl70.49 30 

80.00 10 Bl87.91 27 

48.00 10 El83.09 113 

91.18 3 Cl92.66 56 

59.36 6 A200.96 9 

73.00 10 B240.74 12 

48.00 10 Bl52.08 32 

42.00 10 E 56.08 133 

6/26/80 



PROJECT 
COMMUNITY/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

CRESWELL CITY STP IMP 
INT 

DALLAS CITY STP IMP 

DALLAS CITY REHAB 

DALLAS N.E. INT 

DETROIT CITY SYSTEM 

DONALD CITY SYSTEM 

DOUG CO N. BANK INT 
METRO STP 

DRAIN CITY STP IMP 

DUFUR CITY STP IMP 
I/I CORR 

MULT CO INVERNESS INT 
E. MULT CO CONSORTIUM FPR 
EAGLE PT CITY INT 

ELGIN CITY I/I CORR 
REHAB 

ELGIN CITY STP IMP 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

2 c 90 6.51 
2 

2 B 50 7.91 

2 B 90 7.91 

2/3 D 90 5.56 

1 E 0 5.58 

3 B 150 4.95 

2 B 120 8.51 
3 

1 B 90 6.23 

2 c 90 5.56 
2 

2 B 130 8.89 
1 
2 c 120 6.87 

2 c 150 6.48 
2 

2 c 150 6.48 

-3-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER --

91.18 10 Cl97.69 54 

63.91 10 Bl31.82 39 

63.91 9 Bl70.82 29 

63.91 6 Dl65.47 93 

75.27 10 E 90.85 127 

48.00 10 B212.95 19 

77.33 8 B213.84 

44.00 10 Bl50.23 33 

30.00 10 Cl35.56 78 

48.00 6 Bl92.89 25 

46.00 8 Cl80.87 59 

61.33 7 C224.81 45 

61.33 10 C227.81 44 

6/26/80 



PROJECT 
COMMUNITY/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

ENTERPRISE CITY STP IMP 
I/I CORR 

ESTACADA CITY STP IMP 
I/I CORR 

FALLS CITY CITY SYSTEM 

FLORENCE CITY STP IMP 
I/I CORR 

FOSSIL CITY STP IMP 

GATES CITY SYSTEM 

GRANTS PS CITY STP IMP 

GRD RONDE AREA SYSTEM 

HALSEY CITY STP IMP 

HAMMOND WRNTN FPR 

HAPPY VAL CITY INT 

HEPPNER CITY STP IMP 

HUBBARD CITY STP IMP 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

2 c 120 6.60 
2 

2 c 90 6.16 
2 

1 B 90 5.88 

2 c 90 7.48 
2 

1 c 90 5.63 

1 E 0 4.95 

1 c 90 9.20 

1 B 90 5.11 

1 c 50 5.72 

1 A 130 6.97 

2 B 130 6.32 

1 c 90 6.48 

2 c 50 6.35 

-4-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER --

44.67 10 Cl81.27 58 

68.45 10 Cl74.61 63 

61.64 10 Bl67.52 31 

52.00 10 Cl59.48 68 

20.00 10 Cl25.63 82 

75.27 10 E 90.22 129 

58.50 10 Cl67.70 66 

88.91 10 Bl94.02 24 

48.00 10 Cll3. 72 84 

38.00 10 Al84.97 11 

48.00 6 Bl90.32 26 

34.00 10 Cl40.48 75 

82.09 10 Cl48.44 71 

6/26/80 



PROJECT 
COMMUNITY/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

IDANHA CITY SYSTEM 

IONE CITY SYSTEM 

IRRIGON CITY SYSTEM 

JOSEPH CITY STP IMP 

JUNCTION CY CITY STP IMP 

K-FALLS PELICAN CY INT 

K-FALLS REGIONAL STP EXP 
I/I CORR 

K-FALLS RIVERSIDE INT 

K-FALLS STEW-LENN INT 
COLL 

LAPINE TOWN SYSTEM 

LOWELL CITY II CORR 
REHAB 

LOWELL CITY STP IMP 

LYONS MEMA AREA SYSTEM 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

1 E 0 5.14 

2 B 90 5.27 

2 D 130 5.42 

2 c 90 5.96 

2 D 0 6.95 

2/3 D 90 5.91 

2 c 90 8.52 
2 

2/3 E 50 5.81 

3 A 130 6.00 
3 

1 D 50 2.95 

2 c 90 5.69 
2 

2 c 90 5.69 

1 E 0 6.21 

-5-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER --

75.27 10 E 90.41 128 

20.00 10 Bl25.27 40 

50.67 10 Dl96.09 87 

28.00 10 Cl33.96 79 

91.18 10 Dl08.13 106 

66.00 6 Dl67.91 92 

66.00 10 Cl74.52 64 

66.00 6 El27.81 117 

66.00 6 A208.00 8 

67.00 10 Dl29.95 104 

70.73 7 Cl73.42 65 

70.73 10 Cl76.42 61 

75.27 10 E 91. 48 125 

6/26/80 



PROJECT 
COMMUNITY/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

MADRAS FRINGE INT 
COLL 

MAPLETON AREA SYSTEM 

MEDFORD FOOTHILLS INT 
COLL 

MERLIN COL VLY SYSTEM 

MERRILL CITY STP EXP 

MILL CITY CITY SYSTEM 

MLTN FRWTR CITY STP IMP 
INT 

MODOC PT TOWN SYSTEM 

MONROE NORTH STP INT 
COLL 

MONROE CITY STP EXP 
REHAB 

MT. ANGEL CITY STP IMP 
I/I CORR 

MWMC AGRIPAC EFF DISPOSAL 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

2 A 130 5.40 
2 

1 D 0 5.83 

3 A 130 4.16 
3 

1 D 50 8.21 

1 E 0 5.91 

1 D 50 6.46 

2 c 90 7.33 
2 

1 c 90 3.40 

3 A 130 3.69 
3 
3 
3 

2 c 150 6.83 
2 

2 c 90 5.40 

-6-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER --

67.00 6 A208.40 7 

52.00 10 D 67.83 112 

83.50 6 A223.66 4 

58.50 10 Dl26.71 105 

76.00 10 E 91.91 124 

75.27 10 Dl41. 73 103 

18.00 10 Cl25.33 83 

36.00 10 Cl39.40 77 

54.82 6 Al94.51 10 

82.09 10 C248.92 41 

91.18 10 Cl96.58 T 

6/26/80 



PROJECT 
COMMUNITY/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

MWMC EUGENE REHAB 

MWMC REGIONAL PS lll 

MWMC REGIONAL PS ll2 

MWMC REGIONAL STP 
SLUDGE 

MWMC SPRINGFIELD REHAB 

N. POWDER CITY STP IMP 

NESKOWIN SAN AUTH SYSTEM 

NEWBERG CITY I/I CORR 
REHAB 

NEWBERG CITY STP IMP 

NEWPORT CITY STP IMP 
I/I CORR 

OAKLAND CITY STP IMP 

OAKLAND UNION GAP INT 

OAKRIDGE CITY II CORR 
REHAB 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

3 c 90 10.03 

2 B 90 9.50 

2 c 90 8.52 

2 B 150 10.33 
2 

3 c 90 9.25 

2 D 90 5.29 

2 D 90 4.80 

2 B 90 8.12 
2 

2 B 90 8.12 

2 c 90 7.71 
2 

2 c 90 6.09 

2/3 D 90 4.56 

2 c 90 7.27 
2 

-7-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER 

91.18 9 C200.21 T 

91.18 8 Bl98.61 T 

91.18 8 Cl97.70 T 

91.18 10 B261.51 T 

91.18 9 Cl99.43 T 

49.00 10 Dl54.29 96 

38.00 10 Dl42.80 102 

93.45 7 Bl98.57 21 

93.45 10 B201.57 23 

32.00 10 Cl39.71 76 

44.00 10 Cl50.09 70 

44.00 6 Dl44.56 100 

70.73 7 Cl75.00 62 

6/26/80 



COMMUNITY/PROJECT 

OAKRIDGE CITY 

ODELL SAN DIST 

ONTARIO CITY 

PHILOMATH CITY 

PILOT ROCK CITY 

PORTLAND CITY 

PORTLAND COL. BV RLVG 

PORTLAND SE RELVG 

PORTLAND SW 45th 

PRAIRIE CY CITY 

PRAIRIE CY CITY 

PRINEVILLE CITY 

RAINIER CITY 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
DESCRIPTION STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

STP IMP 2 c 90 7.27 

STP EXP 1 E 50 6.16 

STP IMP 2 c 90 7.90 

STP IMP 1 c 90 6.76 

STP IMP 1 D 50 6.50 

SLUDGE - GAS UT 2 c 90 11.40 
DISP 

INT 1 c 90 10.60 

INT 3 c 90 10.40 

INT 3 A 130 5.56 

INT 3 D 50 6.10 

STP IMP 3 c 150 6.10 
INT 3 

STP IMP 2 D 0 7.56 

REHAB 2 c 90 6.61 
I/I CORR 2 

-8-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER --

70.73 10 Cl78.00 60 

30.00 5 E 91.16 126 

26.00 10 Cl33 .90 80 

59.36 10 Cl66.12 67 

34.00 10 Dl00.50 110 

48.00 10 Cl59.40 T 

93.45 8 C202.05 51 

93.45 8 C201.85 T 

95.73 6 A237. 29 1 

45.00 6 Dl07.10 108 

45.00 10 C211.10 48 

79.50 10 D 97.06 111 

38.00 7 Cl41.61 74 

6/26/80 



PROJECT 
COMMUNITY/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

ROSEBURG CITY REHAB 

ROSEBURG RIFLE RNG INT 
COLL 

S. SUB SAN DIST STP IMP 

SALEM CITY FPR 

SANDY CITY STP EXP 

SCAPPOOSE CITY STP IMP 

SCIO CITY STP IMP 

SEASIDE CITY STP IMP 
REHAB 

SHERIDAN CITY REHAB 
I/I CORR 

SHERIDAN WEST AREA INT 

SILVERTON CITY INTS 

SILVERTON NORWAY INT 
COLL 

SILVERTON CITY STP IMP 
REHAB 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

3 B 90 8.51 

3 A 130 4.35 
3 

2 c 150 8.53 

1 B 90 9.91 

1 E 0 6.91 

1 E 0 7.00 

2 c 150 5.48 

2 B 150 7.38 
2 

2 c 90 6.71 
2 

2/3 D 90 4.60 

3 B 90 7.48 

3 A 130 4.16 
3 
3 
3 

-9-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER 

77.33 9 Bl84.84T T 

77.33 6 A217.68 6 

66.00 10 C234.53 42 

93.45 10 B203.36 20 

68.45 10 E 85.36 130 

48.00 10 E 65.00 132 

50.27 10 C215.75 47 

46.30 10 B212.68 17 

88.91 9 Cl94.62 55 

88.91 6 Dl89.51 88 

82.09 8 Bl87.57 28 

82.09 6 A222.25 5 

6/26/80 



PROJECT 
COMMUNITY/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

SISTERS CITY SYSTEM 

SODAVILLE CITY SYSTEM 

ST. HELENS CITY STP IMP 
I/I CORR 

STANFIELD CITY STP IMP 
I/I CORR 

SW LINCOLN SAN DIST SYSTEM 

TANGENT CITY SYSTEM 

TERREBONNE TOWN SYSTEM 

THE DALLES FOLEY LKS INT 

TRI CITY MYRTLE CREEK STP IMP 

TRI CY CO REGIONAL STP 
INTS 

ORE CITY REHAB 
GLADSTONE REHAB 

TRI CY CO ORE CITY I/I CORR 
WEST LINN I/I CORR 
GLADSTONE I/I CORR 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

2 D 90 5.81 

1 D 90 4.56 

2 c 90 7.82 
2 

2 c 150 6.26 
2 

1 B 90 6.62 

1 E 0 5.45 

1 A 130 4.95 

2/3 c 90 5.75 

1 D 90 7.56 

2 B 120 9.10 
2 
2 
2 

2 B 120 8.33 
2 
2 

-10-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER 

42.00 10 Dl47.81 99 

57.09 10 Dl61.65 95 

38.00 10 Cl45.82 73 

67.33 10 C233.59 43 

32.00 10 Bl34.62 27 

57.09 10 E 72.54 131 

79.50 10 A224.45 3 

30.00 6 Cl31. 75 81 

77.33 10 Dl84.89 89 

93.45 10 B232.55 13 

93.45 7 B228.78 15 

6/26/80 



PROJECT 
COMMUNITY/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

TURNER CITY INT 

TWIN ROCKS SAN DIST STP EXP 

USA BANKS INT 

USA CEDAR MILL INT 

USA DURHAM SLUDGE 

USA GASTON INT 

USA HILLSBORO INT 

USA N. PLAINS INT 

USA REEDVLLE INT 

USA ROCK CREEK INT 

USA SUNSET INT 

VENETA CITY STP EXP 

VERNONIA CITY STP IMP 

WALLOWA CITY STP IMP 

WALLOWA LK SAN AUTH SYSTEM 

WS5931.B (2) 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT PROJECT REG. POP. 
STEP CLASS EMPH. EMPH. 

2 D 0 6.12 

2 E 90 5.63 

2 c 90 5.31 

2 c 90 6.00 

2 D 50 10.16 

2 c 90 4.00 

1 B 90 6.60 

1 E 50 5.90 

2 E 0 7.75 

2 B 120 7.90 

2 E 0 6.35 

1 E 90 6.60 

1 c 120 6.52 

1 D 90 5.99 

1 E 50 6.00 

-11-

STREAM PROJECT TOTAL PRIORITY 
SEG. TYPE POINTS NUMBER 

91.18 10 D107 .30 107 

38.00 10 E143.63 116 

48.00 8 C151.31 69 

95.73 8 Cl99.73 52 

95.73 8 D163.89 94 

95.73 8 C197.73 53 

95.73 8 B200.33 22 

95.73 6 D197.63 86 

95.73 2 E105.48 121 

95.73 8 B231.63 14 

95.73 2 E104.08 122 

54.82 10 E161.42 114 

68.54 10 C205.06 49 

44.67 10 D150.66 97 

44.67 10 Ell0.67 118 

6/26/80 



COMMUNITY/PROJECT 

WAUN-WESPT SAN DIST 

WINSTON-GR LANDERS LN 

YONCALLA CITY 

RTE:s 

WS5931.B (2) 

PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION 

SYSTEM 

INT 

STP IMP 

STATE OF OREGON 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

FY 81 PRIORITY POINTS LIST 

PROJECT 
STEP 

PROJECT 
CLASS 

REG. 
EMPH. 

POP. 
EMPH. --

2 B 90 5.69 

1 D 90 4. 23 

1 D 90 5.86 

-12-

STREAM 
SEG. 

38.00 

77.33 

44.00 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

10 

6 

10 

TOTAL PRIORITY 
POINTS NUMBER 

Bl43.69 35 

Dl77.56 90 

Dl49.86 98 

6/26/80 



• 

.J!CTOR' 
GQ\l'...I . 

Environmental Quality Comn1ission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTU\ND, OR 97204 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Peter Bosserman, Air Quality Staff 

Subject: Agenda Item No. P, September 19, 1980, EQC Meeting 

An Amendment to Volatile Organic Compound Rule 340-22-120 

Background 

A September 5, 1980 draft of the Volatile Organic Compound rules were 
mailed to the Commission, with the recommendation to adopt. Copies were 
also sent to the plants affected •. One of the gasoline bulk plants noted 
a flqw in the 340-22-120 rule, phoned me Tuesday, and confirmed that with 
the attached letter. 

As written 340-22.:.120 requires bulk plants, in the Portland AQMA, with 
a through-put of over 4000 gallons of gasoline per day, to put in vapor 
b:ilance on the loading rack and delivery truck, ev.en if 8.1i the accounts 
they serve are exempt from vapor balance, because of handling less than 
10,000 gallons per month each, as allowed by 340-22-110(2) (c). Since·these 
bulk plants would capture no vapor at the service stations, it was not 
intended to have them install vapor balance on their gasoline-delivering 
racks and trucks. 

The Staff and EPA reached a compromise ove.r th~ 11 Bubble rule", 340-22-108, 
which EPA disapproved. Oregon would not submit 340-22-108 as part of the 
State "Irt1plementation Plan, but would submit each case to EPA where 
340-22-108 was used. 

Recommendation 

Therefore, the Director hereby modifies his recommendation.contained on vage 
1,3 of his memorandum to the Cormnission regarding Agenda Item P, September 19, 
1980, EQC Meeting by recommending that proposed OAR 340-22-120{1) (c) be modified 
as follows, and be adopted as so modified (additions to the proposed rule .are 
shown by underlining) : 

340-22-120 (1) (c) 

If a bulk gasoline plant which is located in the Portland AQMA, transfers less 
than 4 ,000 gallons .of gasoline per day (annual through-put divided by the days 
worked), or if each of the dispensing facilities to which the plant delivers 
receives less than 10,000 gallons per month, then capture .of displaced vapors 
during the filling of delivery vessel(s) from the bulk plant is exempt from 
340"'22-120 (1) (b) and the bulk plant's customers are exempt from 340-22-110 (1) 
(b) and (c). If a bulk gasoline plant is located in the Medford-Ashland AQMA, 
or in t11e· Salem SATS, capture of displaced vapors during the filling of delivery 
vessel(s) from the bulk plant is exempt from 340-22-120(1) (b) and the bulk plant's 

.r---. customers are exempt from 340-22-110 (1) (b) and (c). 

'<::_,,) 
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Also the Director recommends that 340-22-108 not be submitted to EPA as part 

ofthe_/t~e;;t~i~n,::1~-LJ ~) rL-~ 1 ~ ~ 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. P, September 19,1980, EQC Meeting 

Adoption of Changes to Volatile Organic Compound Rules 
(340-22-100 to -220) and to Permit Fee Rules (340-20-155) 
as Amendments to the State Implementation Plan 

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Background Three areas of Oregon exceed the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard for ozone. These three areas, Portland, Salem, and Medford, need 
reductions of the ozone precursors, Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), in 
order to make progress towards attainment of ozone standards. The Clean 
Air Act and EPA guidance allows areas to get an extension of the December 
31, 1982, compliance date for the ozone standards provided Reasonable 
Available Control Technology (RACT) regulations are established. EPA 
guidance indicates that adoption of certain RACT rules in 1980 would meet 
the RACT requirements. 

Problem Statement The VOC rules, as adopted by the Environmental Quality 
Commission (EQC) on June 8, 1979, must be amended to correct thirteen 
deficiencies specified in EPA's June 24, 1980, conditional approval of the 
State Implementation Plan (SIP). Also, the Department has agreed to pass 
rules each year as EPA publishes guideline documents for existing sources 
of voe. This second round of voe rules must be passed in 1980 as required 
by EPA and Oregon's SIP. 

Authority for the Commission to Act comes from Oregon Revised Statutes 
468.020 and 468.295(3) where the Commission is authorized to establish 
emission standards for certain areas of the state for different classes of 
air contaminant sources. 

A Statement of Need for Rulemaking is the first attachment of this 
memorandum. 
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ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

Changes required by EPA to Existing Rules To satisfy the conditions of 
EPA's June 24, 1980, (Federal Register page 42269) approval of our SIP, 
Oregon must address the changes requested by EPA by December 24, 1980. 

Request 1 "The definition of delivery vessel, 340-22-100(9) must 
be modified to include the transport of gasoline from terminals to 
bulk plants." 

DEQ Action See rewritten definition, 340-22-102(11), where words 
which limited the applicability in the original definition were 
deleted. 

Request 2 "The 90 percent vapor capture requirement (-100 and 
-115) has not been shown to be equivalent to a vapor tight balancing 
system. Replacement of the 90 percent rule with an equipment 
specification rule or a demonstration of equivalency is needed." 

DEQ Action Rules 340-22-110 and -120 are rewritten to be simply 
equipment specification rules. 

Request 3 "Conflicting exemptions from requirements for vapor 
capture contained in -110(2) (c) and -115(5) need to be resolved," 

DEQ Action Rule 340-22-110(2) (c) was expanded to include former 
-115(5). Former -115(5) is being deleted. No conflicting exemptions 
remain. 

Request 4 "OAR 340-22-115(5): Exempting delivery vessels and 
storage tanks at gasoline dispensing facilities from vapor capture 
requirements, where the source (gasoline dispensing facility) receives 
250,000 gallons of gasoline or less per year from a bulk plant, has 
not been shown to be RACT. The State must either: (a) Demonstrate 
that exempting gasoline dispensing facilities and delivery vessels 
from vapor capture requirements is RACT so long as the gasoline is 
from a bulk gasoline plant and the dispensing facility receives no 
more than 250,000 gallons of gasoline or less per year, or (b) 
restrict the gasoline dispensing facility size cut-off exemption from 
250,000 gallons per year to the recognized CTG (Control Technology 
Guideline} exemption of 10,000 gallons per month." 

DEQ Action EPA Region X draws no distinction here between the 
urban area of the Portland AQMA, which has a population of over 
1,000,000 and the rural areas of Salem and Medford, which have 
populations under 200,000. The Medford and Salem areas are rural, 
and Medford will attain the ozone standards by 1982, without vapor 
balance on the delivery side of bulk plants, and without vapor balance 
at bulk plant customer's service stations. EPA's national policy 
is to exempt small rural sources (under 100 tons of voe per year where 
the area population is under 200,000) from gasoline marketing voe 
rules. Therefore rules 340-22-110 and -115 have been rewritten to 
exempt gasoline marketing from vapor balance, when delivered from 
bulk plants, in the Medford and Salem rural areas. 
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Because the Portland AQMA will not attain the ozone standard by 1982, 
and because most gasoline in Portland is delivered direct from 
terminals, the stringent rule requiring vapor balance for stations 
over 10,000 gallons per month will be kept. Where this tends to be an 
economic hardship, individual bulk plants and their customers will be 
informed about how to apply for variances to delay the effect of the 
rule. See alternatives and discussion in Issue 3 at the back of this 
memorandum. 

Request 5 "OAR 340-22-122 (1): Permitted exceptions to the 
requirement for vapor capture during the filing of tank trucks at bulk 
gasoline terminals were not identified. The specified exceptions must 
be provided." 

DEQ Action See 340-22-130(3) (a) where the exception is limited to 
a switch from gasoline to diesel and certain other delivery service. 

Request 6 "OAR 340-22-125 contains no limitations on the use of 
solvents in emulsified asphalt. EPA has published a list of 
emulsified asphalt uses with corresponding maximum solvent contents. 
This guidance should be used in establishing limits on the addition of 
solvents to emulsified asphalt." 

DEQ Action See added solvent limits in emulsified asphalt in 
340-22-140(4), taken from October 4, 1979, EPA memo from R. G. Rhoads 
to Region X, and translated into industry terms with the consultation 
of Chevron U.S.A., Shell Oil Co., and the Asphalt Institute. 

Request 7 "OAR 340-22-140 does not specify that the term "coating 
line" includes the coater, flash-off area, and dryer." 

DEQ Action See added section 340-22-170(3), extracted from EPA 
model rule XX.9120(c), describing what is included in a coating line. 

Request 8 "OAR 340-22-140 provides no documentation that the less 
restrictive emission requirements permitted for "inert gas process 
paper coating" are in fact RACT." 

DEQ Action Data from 3M's October 11, 1978, meeting with DEQ, and 
3M's testimony at the October 16, 1978,VOC public hearing, shows that 
a 4.7 pounds per gallon plant site basis requirement for inert gas 
process paper coating is 65 percent control, more restrictive than 
EPA's RACT value of 2.9 pounds per gallon on a coating line basis, 
which is 57 percent control. This data was officially submitted to 
Region X by the Department on March 13, 1980. Further computations 
and coordination resulted in a meeting between EPA,DEQ, and 3M Company 
in Seattle on May 15, 1980. It was finally agreed that the rule would 
be changed to EPA's 2.9 rule, with the inert gas process value of 4.6 
pounds per gallon allowed under an equivalency clause in 
340-22-170(5). 
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Requests 9,10,11 

9. "OAR 340-22-145: The cold cleaner rule fails to provide 
specific requirements for agitated solvents, heated 
solvents, and solvents with higher vapor pressures." 

10. "OAR 340-22-146: The open top vapor degreaser rule does not 
require both a powered cover and specific freeboard ratio." 

11. "OAR 340-22-147: The conveyorized degreaser rule does not 
require a major control device for those degreasers with an 
air/vapor interface greater than two square meters." 

DEQ Action The requested specific requirements for agitated and 
heated solvents, and solvents with higher vapor pressures, have been 
added. See proposed additions to the rule: 340-22-180(d), (e), and 
(f). See rewritten 340-22-183(a) (ii) where both a powered cover and a 
specific freeboard ratio are now required. See 340-22-186(f) where a 
major control device is required for conveyorized degreasers with an 
air/vapor interface greater than 2 square meters. 

Request 12 
State for EPA 
42272. 

"VOC source test methods have not been submitted by the 
approval;" see the June 24, 1980, Federal Register, page 

DEQ Action The state is preparing a set of source test methods to 
be submitted before December 24, 1980 to EPA for approval. 

Request 13 Required increments of progress, as required by 40 CFR 
51.15 were omitted. The public participation requirements found in 
40 CFR 51. 4 are also applicable and must be satisfied." 

DEQ Action See the increments of progress added to 340-22-107(3). 
These were publicized and comments were received at the May 21, 1980 
hearing. This satisfies the requirements of 40 CFR 51.4 and 51.15. 

CHANGES TO THE RULES BY THE STAFF 

The Cutback Asphalt rule is being clarified by expressing the rule in 
universally accepted standard trade terms, slow curing (SC), medium curing 
(MC), etc., rather than in scientific terms which are not familiar to the 
industry. The voe rules are being renumbered at the request of the 
Secretary of State's codifier, and the definitions listed in alphabetical 
order. 

Various other clarifications are being proposed by the staff to make the 
rules easier to understand. 

ADDITIONS TO THE RULES--EPA's SECOND ROUND OF voe RULES 

The second round of voe rules are proposed as below, generally following 
the model rules (EPA-450/2-79-004) provided by EPA, and the ten published 
EPA guideline documents. 
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EPA 
Guideline Document 

1. EPA-450/2-78-036 

2. EPA-450/2-78-015 

3. EPA-450/2-78-035 

4. EPA-450/2-78-032 

5. EPA-450/2-78-029 

6. EPA-450/2-78-030 

7. EPA-450/2-78-033 

8. EPA-450/2-78-047 

9. EPA-450/2-78-050 

10. EPA-450/2-78-051 

Category 

Refinery 
Leaks 

Misc. Parts 
Painting 

Oregon 
Rule No. 

340-22-153 

340-22-170, 

Remarks 

Only one plant 
affected 

Many affected 
last five sources 
items in Table 1. 

Vegetable none Withdrawn by 
EPA: no plants Oils 
in Oregon, negative 
declaration to EPA. 

Flat Wood 340-22-200 Two plants in 
Medford. Coating 

Pharmaceu- none Negative declaration 
to EPA, no plants ti ca ls 
in Oregon 

Rubber Tires none Negative declaration 
to EPA, no plants 
in Oregon 

Rotogravure 340-22-210 One plant in Oregon 
and Flexography 

Large Tank 
Second Seals 

Pere Dry 
Cleaning 

Tank Truck 
Leak Tests 

340-22-160(4) Gasoline and 
methanol storage 

340-22-220 Many dry cleaners 

340-22-137 Many gasoline 
delivery trucks 

ADDITIONS TO THE RULES BY THE STAFF 

The staff proposed statewide VOC rules for major sources. The testimony 
and possible alternatives for this rule are discussed later in this 
memorandum. The issue of allowing other voe pollution control devices 
(besides afterburners) to be idle during winter months is also discussed 
later in this memorandum. 

By additions to Table A of 340-20-155(1), permit fees are proposed for the 
larger sources of voe. These fees will cover part of the Department's cost 
of administering the voe rules. 

An alternative control system rule, 340-22-108, is proposed as promised to 
the Commission in Agenda Item A2, issue 10, on June 8, 1979. For VOC 
sources, the Department (with EPA approval) could allow a plant to exceed a 
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voe rule in process "X" if it was compensated for by capture of an equal 
amount of voe in process "Y"; this is also known by the term "bubble 
concept." Of course this exemption from a rule through the bubble concept, 
could later be revoked, by the Commission following due process, through 
additional rules requiring further VOC reductions in the process "Y". 
EPA, Region X, wrote in a May 21 letter that 340-22-108 was inconsistant 
with EPA's bubble policy, as it did not include limitations of that policy. 
The staff points out that EPA must approve each and every case under 
340-22-108, so EPA should not reject the rule. See major issue 6 where 
this is discussed on page 11 of this memorandum. 

The staff added a list of exempt degreasing fluids at the beginning of the 
degreaser rules, 340-22-180, to clarify the rule and to promote the most 
cost effective way (switching to a non-reactive fluid) of complying with 
the rule. 

COSTS AND voe REDUCTIONS 

The costs and VOC reductions resulting from the proposed Round II rules are 
summarized as follows: 

voe 
Annualizeda Reductions 

Rule Category sources Costs $/yr Tons/year 

340-22-137 Delivery vessel 170 221,000 (4,000 
Leak Testing indirectly)b 

340-22-153 Refinery Leaks 1 11,500 negligible 

340-22-160(4) Large Tank Second 9 99,000 216 
Seals 

340-22-170 Misc. Parts 31 1,271,000 1,000 
Painting 

340-22-200 Flat Wood Coating 2 401,600 188 

340-22-210 Rotogravure and 1 72,800 150 
Flexography 

340-22-220 Perchloroethylene 185 92,500 200 
Dry Cleaning 

acosts were figured from data in the Control Technology Guideline 
documents, except the Department staff generated the costs for 
Delivery Vessel Leak Testing. 

bAssures capture of 4,000 TPY through annual tests; the 4,000 TPY 
reduction was accomplished in the first round of voe rules. 
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RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

The second round EPA Guideline documents were published in June and 
December 1978. Many of the businesses affected had inputs to those 
documents through their trade associations. The staff has explained these 
rules to the Association of Oregon Industries (August 21, 1979, February 7, 
and June 17, 1980), to the Oregon Dry Cleaners Association (September 30, 
1979), to the Oregon Oil Jobbers Association (November 17, 1979 and March 
19, 1980), to the Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings Technology (Spring 
1979 and February 19, 1980), and Western Oil and Gas Association Oregon 
committee (September 1979 and June 18, 1980). 

The staff has met individually with most of the larger industries affected. 

Members of the Department's air quality staff have reviewed the rules, as 
have members of the Northwest Region and Willamette Valley offices. 
Comments from LRAPA have been received. 

Presentations on the overall voe control program were given to the Portland 
Air Quality Advisory Committee on October 9, 1979, and March 11, 1980. 

A public hearing was held May 21, 1980, on these rules. See the attached 
hearings report. 

ISSUES AND RESOLUTION 

The Department has identified 8 major issues from all the testimony and 
comments received. The other testimony and comments are considered minor 
and are dealt with in an attachment to the Hearing's Report appended to 
this report. 

Issue 1: Statewide voe Rule 

Rule 340-22-104 was rewritten for the May 21, 1980, hearing to include 
major (100 tons per year) voe sources in areas of the State now exempted 
from voe rules, and to explain that small sources (under 100 tons per year) 
of voe must comply with these rules only in the Portland, Medford, and 
Salem areas. 

The reasons for statewide voe rules for major sources are found in an EPA 
May 4, 1979, memo, from Rhoads to Devine, giving EPA policy concerning the 
need for emission offsets in rural areas for ozone. In the fourth 
paragraph, a major rural source is exempt from offsets if the State has 
adopted Statewide voe RACT regulations. In the sixth paragraph it is noted 
that preconstruction monitoring can be avoided "(l) If the State has 
adopted Statewide voe RACT regulations, the State must, after issuing the 
construction permit, then require the source to perform air quality 
monitoring during the construction of the new facility or (the state) 
perform the monitoring itself." The Department believed the benefit of a 
Statewide RACT rule for existing sources (to allow new or expanded sources 
to locate in attainment areas without offsets) far outweighed the burden of 
control of a small number of existing sources. 
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Testimony was received from 13 persons opposing any statewide voe rule; no 
one spoke in favor of it. Testimony could be summed up as: 

a. Don't visit the sins of Portland on Coos Bay (Glen Odell) 
b. A statewide rule would impose an unnecessary cost burden, not 

required by EPA, and would be a misguided strategy doomed to fail 
(Oil Companies). 

c. There are some sources out there affected that aren't in the 
Department's emission inventory (AOI), or included in the cost 
sununar ies. 

d. The cost to change some methanol tanks and gasoline loading 
tanks are extremely high (Resin and Oil companies). 

e. The industries testifying preferred pre-construction monitoring 
and offsets near non-attainment areas for new or major 
expansions, rather than state-wide voe rules for existing major 
sources. 

Alternatives 

A. Delete the statewide, major source, voe rule. 
B. Let the staff, Association of Oregon Industries, and Western Oil and 

Gas Association, study it and report back to the Commission; pass the 
other rules without it. 

C. Adopt the statewide rule as slightly amended and offered at the 
May 21, 1980 hearing (May 20, 1980 draft). 

Resolution Refer the statewide rule to a study committee as in B above. 
The other rules, required by EPA, can stand without it. 

Issue 2: Control Off in Winter 

In the rule covering exemptions, 340-22-106(1), to conserve energy, the 
staff considered the possibility of allowing other voe pollution control 
devices (besides afterburners) to be idle during the winter months. This 
addition was discussed in an exchange of letters with EPA (see document 13 
in the Statement of Need). EPA is agreeable to such a program on a case by 
case basis only. Facts supporting the need for this change need to be 
gathered, and considerable staff time is needed to draft a rule, obtain EPA 
review, and to obtain review and understanding by the Department air 
quality and field staff. 

Considerable testimony was received from industry, favoring this change. 
The painting industry testified to the need for using more solvents in 
winter than allowed by 340-22-170, and having that exempted by 
340-22-106(1) language. Such a request appears to be outside the context 
of EPA's letter on this subject. 

If Oregon adopts extremely broad and unspecific wintertime exemptions, SIP 
approval by EPA is probably severely jeopardized, as EPA desires are already 
specifically stated. 
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Alternatives 

A. Ignore industry testimony, do not pursue possibilities opened by EPA's 
letter, make no change in 340-22-106(1) where only natural gas fired 
afterburners are allowed to lay idle in the winter months. 

B. Defer changing this exemption until an industry/DEQ committee has had 
a chance to propose rule language compatible to EPA's letter on the 
subject, and until EPA has reviewed such a rule change. 

c. Adopt a simple rule change, such as inserting "and other voe pollution 
control devices" twice in 340-22-106(1) following the word 
11 afterburners 11

• 

Resolution Def er expansion of the winter exemption rule to a study 
committee as in B above. Alternative C seems certain to receive 
disapproval of the VOC rules and SIP by EPA. Alternative A ignores the 
needs expressed in much testimony. 

Issue 3: Vapor Balance for Bulk Plants and Their Customers 

Testimony from Oregon's rural areas indicates that requiring vapor balance 
of bulk gasoline plants and their medium sized customers (120,000 to 
250,000 gallons per year) is so costly that it puts them out of business. 
As EPA national policy would let sources under 100 tons of voe per year 
be exempt in rural areas (Medford and Salem), the rules can be rewritten 
to impose vapor balance only on Portland area bulk plants larger than 4,000 
gallons per day, and on their customers over 10,000 gallons per month. 
An EPA memo, G.T. Helms to Jim Sydnor, December 21, 1979, authorizes this 
approach. 

Alternatives 

A. Exempt bulk plants and their customers from vapor balance, citing that 
costs to vapor balance put bulk plants and their customers out of 
business and therefore such vapor balance is not RACT. 

B. Exempt bulk plants and their customers from vapor balance only in 
Medford and Salem; impose it in Portland. Cite EPA's rural policy. 

C. Impose vapor balance on bulk plants (except for those under 4,000 
gallons per day) and their customers (except for those under 10,000 
gallons per month) as cited in the Control Technology Guideline 
Documents. 

Resolution Adopt B in response to testimony from rural areas, but let 
hardship cases in Portland (who did not individually testify, as only major 
oil corporate persons testified for relief for these parties, without 
submitting costs) be allieviated by variances as necessary. This change 
meets EPA requirements for SIP approval. 
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Issue 4: 4.0 lb/gal Air Dried Paint Rule 

Twelve persons testified in favor of the Department's proposal to allow 
4.0 lb. solvent per gallon of air-dried paint, rather than the 3.5 found in 
EPA's Control Technology Guideline document. These persons generally said 
that paint conforming to a 3.5 rule in 340-22-170 would not work on their 
product or for a customer. Weather data showed rain and cool weather in 
the oxidant season, which can cause failure of a paint formulated to a 
3.5 rule. 

On the other hand, Washington State adopted a 3.5 rule in July, 1980. 
San Francisco area adopted a 2.8 rule earlier this year. The Washington 
rule comes into effect in July 1982, while California rules come into 
effect in January 1982. Formulations to meet a 3.5 rule are thus being 
developed on the West Coast, before the proposed Oregon rule would come 
into effect in December 1982. 

Alternatives 

A. Per EPA's document, make air dried paint for miscellaneous products in 
Table 1 of 340-22-170 conform to a 3.5 lb. voe per gallon of paint, 
less water. 

B. Per testimony, relax air dried paint rule to 4.0 lb. 

Resolution 

Adopt A per EPA guidance and per actions of other West Coast regulatory 
agencies. 

Issue 5: Exempt Small Paint Sources 

The Department followed EPA's rule guideline document and set the exemption 
point for miscellaneous paint sources at 15 lb. per day of voe emitted. 
This could be as little as three gallons per day, or about one ton per 
year. Testimony was received that many small firms would have to buy 
expensive painting equipment to meet these rules, that they wouldn't have 
much effect on ozone violations, therefore they ought to be exempt. 

The staff reasoned that formulations of high solids paint being developed 
for large firms could be sold and used at smaller firms. Since so many 
gasoline service stations were being regulated (the smallest of which emit 
only one ton per year of VOC), that being a small source didn't of itself 
constitute an adequate basis for exemption. It is noted that Washington 
State and California agencies are establishing exemption points of about 
15 lb. per day. 

Alternatives 

A. Adopt a 1 ton per year (15 lb per day) exemption point for air dried 
rule. 
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B. Adopt a 10 ton per year exemption point. 

c. Adopt a 20 ton per year exemption point. 

Resolution Adopt A per EPA guidance; if too many variances come in for 
1 to 20 ton per year sources, consider a rule change next year. In the 
meantime, see if small sources can meet the rule by formulation change 
only. 

Issue 6: Alternative Controls ("Bubble Rule"} 

Proposed rule 340-22-108 is titled Alternative Controls, and is also known 
as the" bubble rule", because its effect is as though a bubble had been 
blown over a whole plant site, and a certain sum is allowed to escape the 
bubble, with the plant having the flexiblility to choose the most cost 
effective control scheme. The important feature is that the plant is held 
only to the total, and individual sources are allowed to exceed their 
individual voe rules, if compensation is made by emitting less from other 
processes. 

The Department chose to draft a simple, half page rule; but it includes a 
requirement to secure EPA approval in each case. EPA's Region X testimony, 
a two page May 21, 1980, letter, says "we would not be able to approve 
it as a SIP revision because it is inconsistent on almost all points with 
EPA's "Bubble Policy". The Oregon rule has nearly no restrictions, but 
does require securing EPA approval on a bubble proposal. The Department 
would pass EPA's "Bubble Policy" (December 11, 1979, FR pp 71780 to 71788) 
to applicants working up bubble proposals. Since it is only a policy, 
and not a rule or a law, some flexibility is available. In the first page 
of EPA' s policy it states "EPA will consider additional comment on these 
same issues in individual proceedings." EPA, at the headquarters level, 
seems to be more flexible on this policy. EPA's "Bubble Policy" seems 
so restrictive that it renders the idea unworkable; therefore the 
Department would rather not make the state rule unworkable with these 
federal additions. It is better to refer each case to EPA, if it is DEQ 
approved, for a case-by-case review. 

Testimony from four parties favored the simple Oregon bubble rule. They 
especially stressed the need for a bubble rule concurrent with adoption of 
the miscellaneous paint rule and the flexographic press rule; these new 
rules would be very costly, perhaps impossible, without a companion bubble 
rule. 

Alternatives 

A. Adopt the simple 340-22-108 as written and proposed for hearing in 
April,1980. Ask EPA to reconsider its disapproval. 

B. Tack on numerous prohibitions from the federal "bubble policy", 
negotiate Region X approval, then pass the rule at a later date. 

C. Delay passage of a bubble rule indefinitely. 
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Resolution: Adopt A as the best course for the State of Oregon and 
negotiate a reconsideration from EPA, Region X staff, in Seattle. 

Issue 7: Gasoline Delivery Truck Leak Test 

In rule 340-22-137(1) (b} the staff set the permissible leak rate at 1 inch 
of water pressure loss in five minutes. The staff observed a new truck 
easily meeting this leak rate. The Department has on file California tests 
specifying a one inch leak rate. However the EPA Control Technology 
Guideline Document and model rule allow a 3 inch loss rather than 1 inch. 
Union Oil submitted a draft of EPA's "Standards of Performance for New 
Stationary Sources, Bulk Gasoline Terminals", where on page 37 a 3 inch 
loss in five minutes is allowed. H. R. Solomon of Chevron U.S.A. submitted 
leak test data for a portion its Southern California fleet, demonstrating 
inability to meet the 1 inch test with trucks in service (as opposed to new 
trucks}; Chevron testified in favor of a 3 inch rule. 

Alternatives 

A. Keep leak test at 1 inch like California; 

B. Relax leak test to 3 inches as advised by EPA and testimony from 
industry. 

Resolution Select B at 3 inches in light of testimony. 

Issue 8: Special Treatment of Methanol 

Much testimony was received objecting to the way rule 340-22-160(1) singles 
out methanol for special treatment. Other voe liquids of true vapor 
pressure, as stored, less than 1.52 psia, are exempted from this rule. 
Methanol has a vapor pressure which is less than 1.5 psia in winter, but 
often exceeds 1.5 psia on hot summer days. Large methanol storage tanks 
are located at resin manufacturing plants in Albany, Eugene, Coos Bay, La 
Grande, and White City, but there are none in Portland or Salem. If a 
statewide rule is not adopted, then all the testimony is moot; the plant 
in White City (Medford air shed} is capturing emissions from its methanol 
tanks and did not object to this rule. 

Alternatives 

A. Delete reference to methanol in rule 340-22-160(1). 

B. Do not change the rule. 

Resolution Select B. If no statewide rule is adopted, there are no 
objections. If a statewide rule is adopted consider alternative A. 

SUMMATION 

1. The Department's Volatile Organic Compound rules need to be amended 
to correct thirteen deficiencies cited by the Environmental Protection 
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Agency's June 24, 1980 conditional approval of Oregon's State 
Implementation Plan. The attached, amended rules are proposed to 
correct these deficiencies. 

2. Oregon agreed to adopt in 1980 an additional set of rules to regulate 
more sources of Volatile Organic Compounds per published federal 
guideline documents. These proposed rules are: 

a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

Refinery Leaks 
Painting Miscellaneous Parts 
Flat Wood Coating 
Rotogravure and Flexography 
Large Tank Second Seals 
Pere Dry Cleaning 
Tank Truck Leak Tests 

340-22-153 
340-22-170 
340-22-200 
340-22-210 
340-22-160(4) 
340-22-220 
340-22-137 

3. The large sources of Volatile Organic Compounds are proposed to be 
added to Table A of 340-20-155, so that standard fees for permits 
can be charged to cover part of the Department's administrative costs. 

4. Two rules are recommended for further staff and industry study before 
consideration by the Commission. 

a. a statewide rule affecting major sources (more than 100 tons per 
year) 

b. a rule allowing "other voe pollution control devices" to be 
turned off in the winter season. 

5. After generally favorable testimony, except for EPA's brief negative 
letter, the staff recommends that the Commission adopt a simple 
Alternative Control ("bubble concept") rule, 340-22-108. 

6. The proposed revised draft of the existing voe rules will make their 
numbering conform to that required by the Secretary of State's 
codifier and will make their meaning more clear. 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the 
attached proposed amended rules (OAR 340-22-100 to -220) and the attached 
proposed amendments to Table A of rule OAR .340-20-155, and direct the 
Department to submit them to EPA as a revision to the State Implementation 
Plan. 

William H. Young 
4 Attachments: Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement 

Proposed rules OAR 340-22-100 to -220 
Proposed rules OAR 340-22-155 Table A 
Hearing Officers Report 

PBBosserman:a 
229-6278 
September 5, 1980 



STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Legal Authority 

ORS 468.020, 468.295(3), 468.065(2), and 468.325 

Need for the Rule 

To reduce Volatile Organic Compounds being discharged into the atmosphere 
where they are causing ozone to form and concentrate in excess of federal 
(40 CFR 50.9) and state (OAR 340-31-030) ambient air quality standards. 
The rules require specific types of sources of voe to install control 
equipment and/or adopt maintenance and operating practices which will 
reduce VOC emissions to the atmosphere. Revision of 340-20-155 Table A, 
permit fees, is necessary to cover part of the Department's cost of 
administering these rules. 

Principle Documents Relied Upon 

1. "Control of Volatile Organic Compound Leaks from Petroleum Refinery 
Equipment," EPA-450/2-78-036, June 1978. 

2. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary 
Sources--Volume VI: Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts 
and Products," EPA-450/2-78-015, June 1978. 

3. "Control of Volatile Organic Emission from Manufacture of Vegetable 
Oils," EPA-450/2-78-035, June 1978. 

4. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary 
Sources--Volume VII: Factory Surface Coating of Flat Wood Paneling," 
EPA-450/2-78-032, June 1978. 

5. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Manufacture of Synthesized 
Pharmaceutical Products," EPA-450/2-78-029, December 1978. 

6. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Manufacture of Pneumatic 
Rubber Tires," EPA-450/2-79-030, December 1978. 

7. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Existing Stationary 
Sources--volume VIII: Graphic Arts--Rotogravure and Flexography," 
EPA-450/2-78-033, December 1978. 

8. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Petroleum Liquid Storage 
in External Floating Roof Tanks," EPA-450/2-78-047, December 1978. 

9. "Control of Volatile Organic Emissions from Perchloroethylene Dry 
Cleaning Systems," EPA-450/2-78-050, December 1978. 
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10. "Control of Volatile Organic Compound Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks 
and Vapor Collection Systems," EPA-450/2-78-051, December 1978. 

11. "Guidance to State and Local Agencies in Preparing Regulations to 
Control Volatile Organic Compounds from Ten Stationary Source 
Categories," EPA-450/2-79-004, September 1979. 

12. "Approval of Oregon State Implementation Plan; Proposed Rulemaking," 
Federal Register, January 21, 1980, pp 3929 to 3938, see EPA 
conditional approval of voe rules on page 3932 and compliance 
schedules on page 3933. 

13. Letters: Patterson of DEQ to Schultz of EPA Region X on October 5, 
1979; Hofer of EPA reply, Octoberr 30, 1979; winter idling of voe 
controls when no ozone standard violations occur. 

14. Agenda Item A2, June 8, 1979, EQC Meeting, Adoption of voe Rules (OAR 
340-22-100 to -150) as Amendments to the SIP. 

15. EPA October 4, 1979, Memo, "Clarification for Final SIP Actions on 
Asphalt Regulations," from Richard G. Rhoads, Director of Control 
Programs Development Division, to Director, Air and Hazardous 
Materials Division, Regions I-X. 

16. Seton, Johnson and Odell, letter March 4, 1980, Glen Odell to Peter 
Bosserman, suggested changes to Miscellaneous Painting Rule. 

17. EPA May 4, 1979, Memo, "Need for Emission Offsets in Rural o3 
Nonattainment Areas," from Richard G. Rhoads, to Thomas Devine, 
Director, Air and Hazardous Materials Division, Region IV. 

18. DEQ Memo, Bosserman to Kowalczyk, Feburary 25, 1980, "Source of Costs 
and VOC Reductions." 

19. Agenda Item E, April 18, 1980, EQC Meeting, "Request for Authorization 
to Conduct a Public Hearing to Amend the State Implementation Plan 
Regarding Volatile Organic Compound Rules and Permit Fee Rules (340-22 
and 340-20-155)". 

20. Memorandum to the Environmental Quality Commission from Kessler and 
Bosserman, "Summary of May 21, 1980, Hearing Testimony Regarding 
Changes and Additions to voe Rules, OAR 340-22-100 to -220 and to 
Permit Fees OAR 340-20-155." 

21. "Oregon; Approval and Promulgation of the Implementation Plan," 
Federal Register, June 24, 1980, pp 42265 to 42279. 

22. EPA memo, G. T. Helms to Jim Sydnor, December 21, 1979, Telephone 
Conference on State of Virginia VOC Regulations. 
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Fiscal Impact Statement 

The regulated sources would have to pay permit fees per the attached 
additions to Table A in OAR 340-20-155(1). 

The rule amendments would force certain medium size gasoline stations to 
install about $1,000 of equipment where they were formerly exempt. 

Any industries with large conveyorized degreasers would have to add carbon 
absorption or equivalent for about $100,000 to capture escaping voe vapors. 
The staff has not yet found any industries affected. 

The cost impacts of the added voe rules are detailed in the control 
technology guidelines documents, documents 1 through 10 above. A summary 
of the costs of Oregon industry and commerce, and the voe reductions 
realized, are listed in the Department's memorandum to the EQC, 
September 19, 1980, recommending adoption of these rules. Typical examples 
are offered here: 

1. Refinery Leaks, one small refinery, estimate one tenth the cost of 
the medium size refinery costed by EPA, $11,500 per year. 

2. Misc. Painting, switch to waterborne coatings, manual two-coat 
operation, medium size 8,000,000 square feet per year painted, $41,000 
per year. 

3. Vegetable Oil--EPA withdrew requirement, no plants in Oregon. 

4. Flat Wood Coating, two plants in Medford, $200,800 per year for 2 
shifts, 4,000,000 panel per year, shifting to waterborne coatings. 

5. Pharmaceuticals--no processes of this type in Oregon. 

6. Rubber Tires--no processes of this type in Oregon. 

7. Rotogravure and Flexography, carbon absorber, 3860 tons ink per year, 
1,200 ppm, $72,800 per year. 

8. Large Tank Second Seals, 55,000 barrel external floating roof tank, 
rim mounted secondary seal, $3,300 per year per tank. 

9. Pere Dry Cleaning, commercial plant, 11 kilogram washer 1oad capacity, 
add carbon absorber, $500 per year net cost. 

10. Tank truck leak tests, EPA did not provide costs, P. Bosserman 
estimate: $500 annual test fee, downtime penalty $300, hardware and 
labor fix up cost $500 per year average; $1,300 per year truck 
annualized cost. 

PBB:a 
AA0913.A 



Proposed Draft of Changes and Additions to Oregon Administrative 
Rules, Chapter 340, Affecting Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 

Introductory Note: Changes and additions are underlined. 
Deleted portions are bracketed. Rule numbers changes are the 
same as being done by the Oregon Secretary of State's codifier. 

Add to Table A in 340-20-155(1) which requires permits of sources 
listed in Table A: 

Air 
Contaminant 
Source SIC 

Application 
Processing 

Fee 

Compliance 
Determination 

Fee 

Permits are required for sources 64 thru 72 in the Portland and 
Medford AQMA's and the Salem SATS. 

64. Bulk Gasoline Plants 
5100 

65. Bulk Gasoline Terminals 
5171 

66. Liquid Storage, 
tanks 39,000 gallons 
or more capacity 
(not elsewhere included) 
4200 

67. Can Coating 
3411 

68. Paper Coating 
2641 or 3861 

69. Coating Flat Wood 
2400 

70. Surface Coating, 
Manufacturing 
a) 1-20 tons VOC/yr 
b) 20-100 tons voe/yr 
c) over 100 tons VOC/yr 
3300, 3400, 3500, 3600, 3700, 

71. Flexographic or 
Rotogravure Printing, 

55 

1000 

50 
per 

tank 

1500 

1500 

500 

25 
100 
500 

3800, 3900 

over 60 tons VOC/yr--per plant 50 
2751 or 2754 per 

press 
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150 

500 

100 
per 

tank 

900 

900 

300 

85 
200 
400 

150 
per 

press 



72. New sources of voe not listed **** 
herein which have the capacity 
or are allowed to emit 10 or 
more tons per year of voe. 

Air 
Contaminant 
Source SIC 

;i.o. Sawmill and/or plan[~ing 

28. Synthetic resin manufacturing 

36. Blending, compounding or re­
refining of lubricating oils and 
greases 

44. Incinerators 
a) 1000 lbs/hr and greater capacity 
b) 40 lbs/hr to 1000 lbs/hr capacity 

55. Electric power generation 

58. [2] b) 5 million or more but less 
than 250 m[t] i llion BTU/hr (heat 
input) -

**** 

Standard 
Industrial 
Classification 
Number 

2421 

28 [~] 21 

2992 

4953 

4911 * 

4961** 

61. New sources not listed [-abeve] **** 
herein which would emit 10 or 
more tons per year of any air 
contaminants including but not 
limited to particulates, SOx or 
NOx [or~hytlroear-eons], if the 
source were to operate uncontrolled. 

62. New sources not listed [-aeove] herein **** 
which would emit significant 
malodorous emissions, as determined 
by Departmental or Regional Authority 
review of sources which are known to 
have similar air contaminant emissions. 

63. Existing sources not listed [above] herein **** 
for which an air quality problem is 
identified by the Department or 
Regional Authority 
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General Emission Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds 

OAR 340-22-100 Introduction 

(1) These rules regulate sources of voe which contribute to 
the formation of photochemical oxidant, mainly ozone. 

(2) Since [eH±eaae] ozone standards are not violated in Oregon 
from November through March (because of insufficient solar 
energy),[ehese-ftties-aiiew-eeHefei-ee¥±ees] natural gas­
fired afterburners may be permitted, on a case-by-case 
basis, to lay idle during the winter months. [S±aee-mttefi 
ef-ehe-seaee-±s-eeas±eefee-±a-aeea±ameae-w±eh-eseRe 
seaaeafes7-settfees-±a-HeieaRll-afeaa-afe-e*em~eee-ffem-eheee 
fttiee.] 

(3) Sources regulated by these rules are: 

a. 

b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
i . 
j . 
k. 
1. 
m. 

New Sources [e¥ef-iee-eeRs-e£-V9€-fef-yeaf] and all 
existing sources in the Portland and Medford AQMA's 
and in the Salem SATS for categories b thru !!!. below. 
Gasoline stations, underground tank filling 
Bulk Gasoline Plants and Delivery Vessels 
Bulk Gasoline Terminal Loading 
Cutback Asphalt 
Petroleum Refineries, Petroleum Refinery Leaks 
VOC Liquid Storage, Secondary Seals 
Coating including paper coating and misc. painting 
Degreasers 
Asphaltic and Coal Tar Pitch in Roofing 
Flat wood coating 
Rotogravure and Flexographic Printing 
Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning 

(3) A6327.B4 9/05/80 



Definitions 

340-22-[±99] 102: As used in these regulations, unless otherwise 
required by context: 

ill "Air dried coating" means coatings which ~ dried 
£y_ the use of air at ambient temperature. 

[:;I] ill "Bulk gasoline plant" means a gasoline storage and 
distribution facility which receives gasoline from 
bulk terminals by railroad car or trailer transport, 
stores it in tanks, and subsequently dispenses it via 
account trucks to local farms, businesses, and service 
stations. 

[ll] ill "Bulk gasoline terminal" means a gasoline storage 
facility which receives gasoline from refineries 
primarily by pipeline, ship, or barge, and delivers 
gasoline to bulk gasoline plants or to commercial or 
retail accounts primarily by tank truck. 

(4) "Carbon Bed Breakthrough" means the initial indication 
of depleted adsorption capacity characterized by a 
sudden measureable increase in voe concentration 
exiting a carbon adsorption bed or column. 

(5) "Certified Underground Storage Device" means vapor 
recovery equipment for underground storage tanks as 
certified by the State of California Air Resources 
Board Executive Orders, copies of which are on file 
with the Department, or equivalent approval by other 
air pollution control agencies. 

(6) "Class II hardboard paneling finish" means finishes 
which meet the specifications of Voluntary Product 
Standard PS-59-73 as approved by the American National 
Standards Institude. 

(7) "Clear coat" means a coating which lacks color and 
opacity or is transparent and uses the undercoat as 
a reflectant base or undertone color. 

(8) "Coating Line" means one or more apparatus or 
operations which include a coating applicator, flash­
off area, and oven or drying station wherein a surface 
coating is applied, dried, and/or cured. 

[(±9)] ill "Cutback asphalt" means a mixture of a base asphalt 
with a solvent such as gasoline, naphtha, or kerosene. 
Cutback asphalts [eBH ee] are rapid, medium, or slow 
curing (known as RC, MC, SC);" as defined in ASTM 
D2399. 
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(10) "Day" means ~ 24-hour period beginning at midnight. 

[ (9)] (11) "Delivery vessel" means any tank truck or trailer used 
for the transport of gasoline from sources of supply 
to stationary storage tanks. [ef-~aee~iHe-ais~eHe~R~ 
faei~ieiee-aHa-ehe-aeeaehea-~a~er-reee~ery~sys~em.] 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

"Dry cleaning facility" means any facility engaged 
in the cleaning of fabrics in an essentially nonaqueous 
solvent by means of one or more washes in solvent, 
extraction of excess solvent by spinning, and drying 
by tumbling in an airstream. The facility includes 
but is not limited to any washer, dryer, filter and 
purification systems, waste disposal systems, holding 
tanks, pumps, and attendant piping and valves. 

"Extreme performance coat,ings" means coatings designed 
for extreme environmental conditions such as exposure 
to any one of the following: the weather all of the 
time, temperatures consistently above 95°c, detergents, 
abrasive and scouring agents, solvents, corrosive 
atmosphere, or similar environmental conditions. 

"Flexographic Printing" means the application of words, 
designs and pictures to a substrate by means of a roll 
printing technique in which the pattern to be applied 
is raised above the printing roll and the image carrier 
is made of rubber or other elastomeric materials. 

[ (±±)] (15) "Freeboard ratio" means the freeboard height divided 
by the width (not length) of the degreaser's 
air/solvent area. 

(16) "Forced air dired coating" means a coating which is 
dried by the use of warm air at temperatures up to 
goo c (194° F ). 

[ (5)] (17) "Gasoline" means any petroleum distillate having a 
Reid vapor pressure of 27.6 kPa (4.0 psi) or greater 
which is used to fuel-rnternal::"""Combustion engines. 

[ (±d)] (18) "Gasoline dispensing facility" means any site where 
gasoline is dispensed to motor vehicle, boat, or 
airplane gasoline tanks from stationary storage tanks. 

(19) "Gas service" means equipment which processes, 
transfers or contains a volatile organic compound or 
mixture of volatile organic compounds in the gaseous 
phase. 

(20) "Hardboard" is a panel manufactured primarily from 
inter-felted ligno-cellulosic fibers which are 
consolidated under heat and ressure in a hot ress. 
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(21) "Hardwood plywood" is plywood whose surface layer is 
a veneer of hardwood. 

(22) "LAER" means 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 
pollutant in excess of the amount allowable under 
applicable new source standards of performance 
(OAR 340-25-535). 

(23) "Leaking component" means any petroleum refinery source 
which has a volatile organic compound concentration 
exceeding 10,000 parts per million (ppm) when tested 
in the manner described in method 31 and 33 on file 
with the Department. These sources include, but are 
not limited to, pumping seals, compressor seals, seal 
oil degassing vents, pipeline valves, flanges and other 
connections, pressure relief devices, process drains, 
and open-ended pipes. Excluded from these sources 
are valves which are not externally regulated. 

(24) "Liquid service" means equipment which processes, 
transfers or contains a volatile organic compound or 
mixture of volatile organic compounds in the liquid 
phase. 

[ (J)] (25) "Modified" means any change in the method of operation 
of, or addition to, or physical change of a stationary 
source which increases the[~eeeHe~a!] allowable 
emission rate of any voe regulated (including any not 
previously emitted and taking into account all 
accumulated increases in[~eeeH~~a!] allowable emissions 
occurring at the source since regulations were adopted 
under this section, or since the time of the last 
construction approval was issued 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) . 
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[{irl ~ A physical change shall not include routine 
maintenance, repair 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: 

JAL An increase in the production rate, if such 
[iReFease] does not involve ~ physical change 
or exceed [~ee-e~eFa~4R~-aes4~R-ea~ae4~y 
91"-~ee-se~Fee] permit limits; 

[{er] J.!!l An increase in the hours of operation; 

[{erl ill 

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 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 
order or rule under Section 125 of the 
Federal Clean Air Act, 1977; 

any 

[{~rl (F) Change in ownership of the source. 
(26) "Naturalf inish hardwood plywood panels" means panels 

whose original grain pattern is enhanced by essentially 
transparent finishes frequently supplemented by fillers 
and toners. 

[ .. (J.J.} l J11l. "Opera tor" means any person who leases, operates, 
controls, or supervises a facility at which gasoline 
is dispensed. 

[{±4r] (28) "Owner" means any person who has legal or equitable 
title to the gasoline storage tanks at a facility. 

(29) "Packaging rotogravure printing" means rotogravure 
printing upon paper, paper board, metal foil, plastic 
film, and other substrates, which are, in subsequent 
operations, formed into packaging products and labels 
for articles to be sold. · 
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(30) "Person" means the federal government, any state, 
individual, public, or private corporation, political 
subdivision, overnmental a enc , munici alit 
in ustry, co-partnership, association, firm, trust, 
estate, or any other legal entity whatsoever. 

(31) "Petroleum refinery" means any facility engaged in 
producing gasoline, aromatics, kerosene, distillate 
fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, asphalt, 
or other products through distillation of petroleum, 
crude oil, or through redistillation, cracking, or 
reforming of unfinished petroleum derivatives. 
"Petroleum refinery" does not mean a re-refinery of 
used motor oils or other waste chemicals. "Petroleum 
refinery" does not include asphalt blowing or 
separation of products shipped together. 

[f4t--llPeeeAeia±-ee-emiell-meaAs-ehe-ea~aei±iey-ae-maH~mum 
ea~aeiey-ee-emie-a-~e±±HeaAe-iA-eae-aeseAee-e~-a~F 
~e±±HeieA-eeAere±-e~Hi~meAe~--llAiF-~e±±HeieA-eeAere± 
e~Hi~meAell-iAe±Haes-eeAere±-e~Hi~meAe-waiea-is-Re&T 
asiae-frem-aiF-~e±±HeieA-eeAeFe±-±aws-aAa-Fe~H±aeieReT 
viea±-ee-~FeaHeeieR-ef-eae-Aerma±-~reaHee-e~-eae-eeHFee 
er-ies-Aerma±-e~eFaeieR~--ARAHa±-~eeeAeia±-saa±±-ee 
easea-eA-efie-ma~imHm-aAAHa±-Faeea-ea~aei±iey-a~-&ae 
seHPee7-HA±ess-eae-seHree-is-eHejeee-ee-eR~ereeae±e 
~ermie-eeAaieieAs-waiea-±imie-aAAHa±-aeHFs-0~ 
e~eraeieA~--BAfereeae±e-~ermie-eeAaieieAs-eR-eae-eype 
eP-ameHAe-af-maeePia±s-eemeHseea-eF-~Faeessea-may-ee 
Hsea-iA-aeeermiAiA~-eae-~aeeAeia±-emissiaR-Faee-0~ 
a-seHFee.] 

(32) "Plant site basis" means all of the sources on the 
premises (contiguous land) covered in one Air 
Contaminant Discharge Permit unless another definition 
is specified in a Permit. 

(33) "Printed interior panels" means panels whose grain 
or natural surface is obscured by fillers and basecoats 
upon which a simulated grain or decorative pattern 
is printed. 

(34) "Printing" means the formation of words, designs and 
pictures, usually by a series of application rolls 
each with only partial coverage. 

(35) "Publication rotogravure printing" means rotogravure 
printing upon paper which is subsequently formed into 
books, magaz~nes, catalogues, brochures, directories, 
newspaper supplements, and other types of printed 
materials. 
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(36) "Roll printing" means the application of words, designs 
and pictures to a substrate by means of hard rubber 
or steel rolls. 

[{2}] (37) "Stationary Source" means any structure, building, 
~~ facility, or [e~H4~ffieR~] installation, [e£-e~e£a~4eR 

{e£-sema4Rat4eR-tee£eeft-wa4ea-4e-±eea~ee-eR-eRe-e£ 
me£e-eeRt4§HeHe-e£-aejaeeRt-~£e~e£~4ee7-wa4ea-4e-ewRee 
e;-e~e£atee-a¥-~Re-eame-~e£eeR-~e£-~e£eeRe-HRee£-eeffiffieR 
eeRt£e±t7 -aRe] which emits or may emit any voe. 
[llSeH£eell-aeee-Ret-4Re±Hee-V96-~e±±H~4eR-eeR~£e± 
e~Hi~ffieRt-,] 

(39) 

(41) 

"Splash filling" means the filling of a delivery vessel 
or stationary storage tanks through a pipe or hose 
whose discharge opening is above the surface level 
of the liquid in the tank being filled. 

"Structure, building, facility, or installation" means 
any grouping of pollutant-emitting activities which 
are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent 

ro erties and which are owned or o erated b the same 
person (or by persons under common control • 

"Submerged fill" means[tae-f4±±4R§-ef-a-ee±4'ife£y-'ifesse± 
e£-stat4eRa£¥-taRk-te£eH§fi-a-~4~e-e£-fieee-wfieee 
~4seea£§e-e~eR4R§-eH~eRes-te-w4te4R-6-4Refies-e€-~fie 
bettem-e£-4s-eRt4£e±y-sHBffie£§ee-wfieR-tee-~4~e-Re£ffia±±y 
Hsea-te-w4tea£aw-±4~H4a-€£effi-tfie-taRk-eaR-Re-±eR§e£ 
w4tee£aw-aRy-±4~H4a7] any fill ~ 2E. hose, the 
discharge opening of which is entirely submerged when 
the liquid level is 6 inches above the bottom of the 
tank; or when applied to a tank which is loaded from 
the side, shall mean any fill pipe, the discharge of 
which is entirely submerged when the liquid level is 
18 inches or is twice the diameter of the fill pipe, 
whichever is greater, above the bottom of the tank. 

"Thin particleboard" is a manufactured board 1/4 inch 
or less in thickness made of individual wood particles 
which have been coated with a binder and formed into 
flat sheets by pressure. 

(42) "Tileboard" means panelling that has a colored 
waterproof surface coating. 

(43) "True Vapor Pressure" means the equilibrium pressure 
exerted by a petroleum liquid as determined in 
accordance with methods described in American Petroleum 
Institute Bulletin 2517, "Evaporation Loss from 
Floating Roof Tanks," 1962. 
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[ . .(;Hi ) l J.i!l "Vapor balance system" means a combination of pipes 
or hoses which create a closed system between the vapor 
spaces of an unloading tank and a receiving tank such 
that vapors displaced from the receiving tank are 
transferred to the tank being unloaded. 

"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 Compounds are carbon monoxide, 
carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides or 
carbonates, ammonium 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. 

LIMITATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW AND EXISTING SOURCES 

OAR 340-22-104 

(1) Not withstanding the emission limitation in these rules, 
all new or modified stationary sources, located within the 
areas cited in (2) below, with allowable voe emission 
increases in excess of 90,720 kilograms (100 tons) per year, 
shall meet the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER). 

(2) All new and existing sources inside the following areas 
shall comply with the General Emission Standards for 
Volatile Organic Compounds: 

(a) Portland-Vancouver Air Qualit Maintenance Area 
b) Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area 

(c) Salem Area Transportation Study (SATS) Area 

(3) voe sources located outside the areas cited in (2) above 
are exempt from the General Emission Standards for Volatile 
Organic Compounds. 
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[GAR-34Q-~~-±Q4-iR-areas-wfiefe-€fiese-fH±es-£er-V9€-afe 
app±4eae±e7-a±±-Rew-er-mes4£4ee-seBfees7-w4€fi-~e€eR€ia±-¥e±a~4±e 
ef9aR4e-eem~eBRe-em4ssieRs-4R-e*eess-e£-9Q7+~Q-ffi±e9£ams-~±gg 
teRst-~er-yeaf7-sfia±±-mee~-~fie-bewes~-Aefi4e¥ae±e-Em4ss4eR-Ra~e 
~bAERt7] 

[~ewest-Aefi4e¥ae±e-Em4ss4eR-Ra€e-e£-bAER-meaRs-€fie-£a~e-e£ 
em4ss4eRs-wfi4efi-£e£±ee~s~J 

[{At ~fie-mest-s€r4R9eR~-em4ss4eR-±4m4~a~4eR-wfi4efi-4s-eeR~a4Ree 
4R-tfie-4m~±emeR~a~4eR-~±aR-e£-aRy-s~a~e-£e£-SBefi-e±ass-e£ 
eate9ery-e£-seHfee7-BR±ess-~fie-ewRef-ef-e~e£a€er-e£-~fie 
prepeses-seBfee-aemeRS~fa~es-tfiat-sBefi-±4m4~a~4eRs-a£e-Re€ 
agfi4evae±e7-er-Ret-ma4Rta4Rae±e-£er-€fie-~fe~esea-seH£ee 
Sf] 

[{~t ~fie-mest-etr4R§eRt-em4ss4eR-±4m4~a€4eR-wfi4efi-4s-aefi4e¥ee 
aRs-ma4R~a4Rea-4R-~faet4eea-ey-sBefi-e±ass-er-eate9e£y-e£ 
S9Bfee7-WR4efie¥ef-iS-ffi9fe-S€£4R9eR~7] 

[~R-Re-eveRt-sfia±±-tfie-a~~±iea€4eR-e£-bAER-a±±ew-a-~re~ese6-Rew 
er-me84£4es-seBree-€e-em4~-aRy-~e±±HtaR€-iR-e*eess-e£-~fie-ameHR€ 
a±±ewae±e-HRseE-a~~±ieae±e-Rew-seBfee-s€aRaaras-e£-~e££e£maRee 
{GAR-34Q-~5-5~5t7] 

Exemptions 

OAR 340-22-[±Q5] 106 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. 

[GAR-34Q-~~-±Q6-seHfees-aEe-e*eIB~€es-££em-~fie-6eRefa±-Em4ss4eR 
gtaRsar8s-£er-Ve±a€4±e-Gr§aR4e-6em~eHRas-4£-€fiey-afe-eB€s4ee 
tfie-£e±±ew4R9-afeas~ 

1) Pert±aRs-VaReeH¥er-A4r-eBa±4€y-MaiRteRaRee-Area 
2) Mes£efs-Aefi±aRs-A4r-eBa±4ty-Ma4R~eRaRee-Area 
3) Sa±em-Area-~raRs~e£~a€4eR-S€Hsy-BeHRea£y] 
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[~Qs~4R§] Compliance Determination 

340-22-107 

ill 

ill 

ill 

Certification and Test procedures are listed in each 
specific section and on file with the Department [aRe-a~Q 
~aft~y-tfie-eeftif ieatieR-aRe-teet-~EeeeeHEee-Heee-ey-tfie 
ea~ifeERia-Aif-ReeeHEeee-Beafe-ae-ef-AH§Het-9r-±9+8J. 
Applicants are encouraged to submit designs approved by 
[~ae-Ga±4~erR4a-A4r-ReseHEees-Beare7-tfie-Bay-Area-Atr 
QQa±4ty-MaRa§emeRt-B4stE4et7 -tfie-SeHte-Geast-A4r-eHa±4ty 
MaRa§emeRt-B4str4et7 -er-tee-SaR-Bte§e-eeHRty-A4r-Pe±±HtteR 
g4s~r4et] other air pollution control agencies where voe 
control equipment has been developed. Construction 
approvals and proof of compliance will, in most cases, be 
based on Departmental evaluation of the source and 
controls. 

The person responsible for an existing emission source 
[eHeteet-te-34G-~~-~ee-tfiEeH§A-34G-~~-~5G] 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 voe rules 
adopted by the Commission on December 15, 1978. For sources 
required to comply with the voe rules amended by the 
Commission on June 8, 1979, compliance schedules shall be 
submitted no later than October 1, 1979. See the following 
table for later compliance dates. Compliance shall be 
demonstrated no later than the date specified in the 
individual sections of these rules and as shown below. 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. 

The following compliance schedule increments of progress 
shall be completed: 

340-22 Rule 
Section 

Sutmit Plans 
to Dept. 

Purchase 
Orders 

Begin 
Construction 

Complete Demonstrate 
Construction _£gn.Elianc~-

-110 
Gasoline 
dispensing 

!QLOl/79 
(a) 
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340-22 Rule Sul:mit Plans Purchase Begin Canplete Demonstrate 
Section to Dej2t. Orders Construction Construction Caupliance 

-120 
Bulk Elants(a)lOLOl/79 

-130 
01Lo1L80 12,01L8o 04Lo1L81 o4Lo1L81 

Gasoline 
terminals 

05Lo1L19 04Lo1L80 12Lo1L80 04Lo1L81 04Lo1L81 

(a)-110 1-120 
va]?C?r balance 10L01L82 
newly i::_~'d._ 

12L31L82 03/15L83 Q.4.LQ.!;:'.83 Q.!-".Q1-L83 

Sej2t_, __ ].~ 1980 
-137 

Delivery 11/Q!L'.80 11L20;80 02L15L81 03Lo1L81 04/01L81 
vessel 

-140 
Cutback NLA NLA NLA NLA 04Lo1179 
as12halt 
(4) Emulsified NLA NLA NLA NLA 04Lo1L81 
~ 

-150! -153 
Oil refinery 

-160 
11Lo1L80 NLA NLA NLA 10Lo1L80 

Liquid lOL01il9 12L01L'.B_Q. 02Lo1L81 o4Lo1L81 04Lo1L81 
stora9e, 
Secondary 11Lo1L80 01Lo2L81 01Lo1L81 12L31L81 12L31L81 
seals 

-170 
Surface 
coatin9: 
Can~ J2a]?er 05Lo1179 11Lo1L81 05Lo1L82 12Lo1L82 12L31L82 
coati!:!S!, 
misc J2roducts 07L01L81 10Lo1L81 01Lo2L82 llLOl/82 12L31L82 
~metal 12arts 

-180 
Degreasers: 
Operati!:!S! 05Lo1L19 lOLOl/79 02Lo1L80 04Lo1L80 o4Lo1L80 
~ocedures, 

d-on 11Lo1L80 04Lo1L81 01Lo1L81 01Lo2L82 04;01L82 
controls 

-190 
Roofin9 NLA NLA NLA NLA o4Lo1L80 
tar 

-200 
Flatwood 11Lo1L80 01Lo2L81 01Lo2L82 11Lo1L82 12L31L82 
coating 

-210 
Printin9 11Lo1L80 04Lo1L81 09Lo1L81 04Lo1L82 01Lo1L82 
roto & flex 
---22_0_ 
Pere dry 
cleaning 

11Lo1L80 02Lo1L81 o4Lo1L81 10Lo1L81 Ol/01L82 
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Applicability of Alternative Control Systems 

340-22-108 

(1) A source may install and operate alternative control 
systems or changes in process on a plant site basis 
and be exempt from these rules provided: 

(a) An application for an alternative control system 
is submitted in writing: and, 

(b) An application and supporting documentation 
demonstrates that the volatile organic compound 
reduction in emissions is equal to or greater 
than that required by the General Emission 
Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds: and, 

(c) Approval is granted in writing by the Department. 

(d) The alternative control system is approved by 
the Environmental Protection Agency. 

(2) Alternative Control Systems shall be approved for a 
specified period of time, however, such approval shall 
not exem t the source from com 1 in with subse uent 
ru e mod1f1cations or air quality control strategies 
required, provided further the source may provide new 
alternative control systems to meet the new 
promulgation or requirements. 
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Small Gasoline Storage [lJlan-ks- (l:JnEler 4.CJ 1 0{l0~Ga~lorrn eapaeity+] 

340-22-110 

(1) No person may transfer or cause or allow the transfer 
of gasoline from any delivery vessel which was filled 
at a Bulk Gasoline Terminal 2!. nonexempted Bulk 
Gasoline Plant into any stationary storage 
tank [ l:!R±ess: 

{a+--~ae-taRff-4s-£4±±ee-ey-s1:1effie£§ee-£4±±. 
{b+--~ae-e4sp±aeee-yape£s-££effi-tfie-taRff-a£e~ 

{4+--~£aRsfe££ee-te-tfie-ee±4Ye£y-yesse±-ey-ffieaRs 
Q~-a-yape£-ea±aRee-system-tfiat-p£eYeRts 
•e±ease-te-tfie-atffiespfie£e-ef-Re-±ess-tfiaR 
9Q-pe•eeRt-ey-we4§fit-e£-tfie-yape£s-e4sp±aeee. 

{44+--P£eeessee-ey-a-Yape£-eeRt£e±-system-tfiat 
p•e¥eRts-£e±ease-te-tfie-atmespfie£e-ef-Re 
±ess-tfiaR-9Q-pereeRt-ey-we4§fit-e£-tfie-Yape£s 
El4sp±aeee. 

{444+--P£eeesseEl-ey-a-systeffi-eemeRst£atee-te-t£e 
sat4sfaet4eR-ef-tfie-Bepa£tmeRt-te-ee-e£ 
eq~4Ya±eRt-effeet4YeRess-te-~4+-aRe-~44+ 
abeYe-;-

{~+--~ae-taRff-4s-e~1:14ppee-w4tfi-a-system-te-eRs1:1£e-tfiat 
tae-Yape£-eapt1:1£e-£et1:1£R-±4Re-w4±±-ee-eeRReetee 
El~£4R§-t£aRsfer";"] 

of less than 40,000 gallon capacity unless: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

The tank is filled by Submerged Fill, and 

A vapor recovery system is used which consists 
of a eertif ied Underground Storage Tank Device 
capable of collecting the vapor from volatile 
or9anic liquids and gases so as to prevent their 
emission to the outdoor atmosphere. All tank 
gauging and sampling devices shall be 9as-tight 
except when gauging or sampling is taking place, 
or 

The vapors are processed by a system demonstrated 
to the satisfaction of the Department to be of 
equal effectiveness. 
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(2) Exemptions. This section will not apply to: 

(a) Transfers made to storage tanks of gasoline 
dispensing facilities equipped with floating roofs 
or their equivalent. 

(b) Stationary gasoline storage containers of less 
than 2,085 liters (550 gallons) capacity used 
exclusively for the fueling of implements 
of[hHseaRary] farming, provided the containers 
use submerged fill. 

{c) Stationary gasoline storage tanks located at a 
gasoline dispensing facility that are filled by 
a delivery vessel which was filled at ~ exempted 
bulk gasoline plant provided that the storage 
tanks use submerged fill. However, in the 
Portland-Vancouver AQMA, no person shall deliver 
gasoline to a [seHree] gasoline dispensing 
facility at a rate exceeding [~497999-§a±±eRs 
~er-year] 10,000 gallons ~month from a bulk 
gasoline plant, unless[99-~ereeR€-ey-we4§£€-e£ 
€£e-§ase±4Re-Ya~e£s-a4s~±aeea-aH£4R§-€£e-£4±±4REJ 
e~-tRe-ee±4ve£y-€£Hek-aRe-eH£4R§-€£e-£4±±4R§-e£ 
t£e-seHree.Ls-€aRk-ls7-are-~reveR€ee-££em-ee4REJ 
£e±easea-ee-e£e-ae111esr£e£e~J the gasoline vapor 
is handled as required £y_ rule 340-22-110(1) (a), 
ill or l£h 

(3) The owner, operator, or builder of any stationary 
storage container subject to 340-22-110 shall comply 
by April 1, 1981, except where added equipment is 
required £y_ rule changes adopted in 1980, compliance 
is delayed to April 1:.L. 1983. 

(4) Compliance with 340-22-110(1) (b) shall be determined 
by verification of use of equipment identical to 
equipment most recently approved and listed for such 
use by the Department or by testing in accordance with 
Method 30 on file with the Department. [~£~s-111eeaee 
111ay-ee-reY~sea-ey-ehe-Be~are111eRe-fer-~111~reve111eRe-easee 
H~eR-eff~er~eRee-aRa-Rew-aaea~--Hewever7-Re-reY~s~eR 
sha±±-a~~±y-ee-a-eem~±~aRee-eese-seaeaH±ea-~r~er-ee 
efie-H1aff~R§-ef-efie-reV~S~SR7-HR±ess-efie-SWRer-eSR€HrSr] 
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[Bu~ Ga.:soline Plants and Delivery Vessels 

340-22~15 

(l)'\,No person shall transfer or allow the transfer of 
'"asoline to or from a bulk gasoline plant unless: 

(17) 

(~ Each stationary storage tank is equipped with 
\a submerged fill line. 

(b) ~he displaced vapors from filling each stationary 
~~saline storage tank are: 
(i\_ Processed by a vapor control system or a 

\, vapor balance system that prevents release 
\+o the atmosphere of no less than 90 percent 

b\(, weight of the vapors displaced; or 
(ii) Pr~cessed by a system demonstrated to the 

sat't,,:ifaction of the Department to be of 
equi ~-alent effectiveness to ( i) above. 

"t:-y, 
'\ __ 

(c) All connectr~ns or fitting to vapor lines, 
connecting p1~es or hoses on the storage tank 
or loading or "1!!,nloading delivery vessel are vapor 
tight and will aptomatically and immediately close 
when disconnectea,, 

(d} Each stationary g~woline storage tank is equipped 
with pressure relie~ valves set to release at 
no less than 3.4 kPa\(.50 psi) or some other 
setting approved in wt\i ting by the Department. 

(e) Each delivery vessel 16'E!ded at a bulk gasoline 
plant is filled by subme'rged filling. 

(f) Each delivery vessel is u'tqloaded in a manner that 
hatches are not opened at 'apy time during 
unloading except where neces,sary for the proper 
operation of the vapor recov~~y system. 

(g) Gasoline is handled in a manne\ to prevent 
spillage, discharging into sew~~s, storage in 
open containers, or handled in al\y other manner 
that would result in evaporation.-\ If an accident 
occurs, it shall be reported in aco~rdance with 
340-21-065 to -075. \ 

(h) The vapor-laden delivery vessel is de'sJgned and 
maintained to be vapor tight at all til\~s.) -'s 
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Bulk Gasoline Plants and Delivery Vessel(s) 

340-22-120 

(1) No person shall transfer or allow the transfer of 
gasoline to or from a bulk gasoline plant unless: 

(a) Each stationary storage tank and each delivery 
vessel uses submerged fill when transferring 
gasoline; 

(b) The displaced vapors from filling each tank and 
each delivery vessel are prevented from baing 
released to the atmosphere through use of a vapor 
tight vapor balance system, or equivalent system 
as approved in writing by the Department. 
Exceptions and limitations are as follows in (c), 
(d), and (e). 

(c) If a bulk gasoline plant which is located in 
the Portland AQMA, transfers less than 4,000 
gallons of gasoline per day (annual through-put 
divided by the days worked), capture of displaced 
vapors during the filling of delivery vessel(s) 
and the bulk plant's customers are exempt from 
340-22-110 (1) (b) and (c). If a bulk gasoline 
plant is located in the Medford-Ashland AQMA, 
or in the Salem SATS, capture of displaced vapors 
during the filling of delivery vessel(s) from 
the bulk plant is exempt from 340-22-120(1) (b) 
and the bulk plant's customers are exempt from 
340-22-110 (1) (b) and (c). 

(d) Each stationary gasoline storage tank may release 
vapor to the atmosphere through a pressure relief 
valve set to release at no less than 3.4 kPa (.50 
bsi) or some other setting approved in writing 

y the Department. . 
(e) Gasoline is handled in a manner to prevent 

spillage, discharging into sewers, storage in 
open containers, or handled in any other manner 
that would result in evaporation. If more than 
five gallons are spilled, the operator shall 
report the spillage in accordance with 340-21-065 
to -075. 

(2) The owner(s) or operator(s) of bulk gasoline plants 
and delivery vessels subject to 340-22-120 shall comply 
with the provisions of this rule by April 1, 1981, 
except where added equipment is required by rule 
changes adopted in 1980, compliance is delayed to April 
1, 1983. 
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(3) Compliance with 340-22-120(1) (b) shall be determined 
by verification of use of equipment approved by the 
Department and/or by testing and monitoring in 
accordance with a licable ortions of 340-22-137 
an or Method 31 and or 32 on file with the 
Department. 

(4) The owner or operator of a gasoline delivery vessel 
shall maintain the vessel to be vapor tight at all 
times, in accordance with 340-22-137(1), if such vessel 
is part of a vapor balance system required by these 
rules. 
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Bulk Gasoline Terminals 

340-22-[±~9] 130 l.!l 
After April 1, 1981, no [persea] terminal owner .£!.operator, 
shall [eaHse] allow volatile organic compounds (VOC) to be 
emitted into the atmosphere in excess of 80 milligrams of voe 
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 76,000 liters (20,000 gallons) per 
day of gasoline. The daily throughputs are the annual throughput 
divided by 365 days. 

(a) The owner or operator of a gasoline loading terminal shall 
only allow the transfer of gasoline between the facility 
and a truck tank or a truck trailer when a current leak test 
certification for the delivery vessel is on file with the 
terminal or a valid inspection sticker is displayed on the 
delivery vessel. 

(b) The owner or operator of a truck tank or a truck trailer 
shall not make any connection to the terminal's gasoline 
loading rack unless.the gasoline delivery vessel has been 
tested in accordance with OAR 340-22-137(1). 

Compliance with 340-22-[±~9] 130 shall be determined by testing 
in accordance with Method 33 on file with the Department. [~fi4s 
meekee-may-ee-reY~see-ey-eke-Beparemeae-fer-~mprevemeae-easeg 
ttpea-eRper~eaee-aae-aew-eaea~--HeweYer7-ae-reY~s~ea-ska±±-app±¥ 
ee-a-eem~±iaaee-ee~e-~e8eea±ee-~rier-ee-efie-ma*ia~-e~-eae 
revisiea7~tta±ess-eke-ewaer-eeaeHrST] 

Bulk Gasoline terminals shall comply with the following within 
the limits of 340-22-130(1): 

[~±}] (a) All displaced vapors and gases during tank truck 
~- gasoline loading operations are vented only to the 

vapor control system, except [as-~ermieeee-~a-wrie~R~ 
ey-eke-Be~aremeae.J when gasoline delivery vessels 
are switched to diesel delivery service.£!. to delivery 
of other voe with Reid vapor pressure less than 4.o 
psi a. 

[~~}] (b) The loading device must not leak when in use. The 
loading device shall be designed and operated to allow 
no more than 10 cubic centimeters drainage per 
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disconnect on the basis of five consecutive 
disconnects. 

[{J+J (c) All loading and vapor lines are equipped with fittings 
~- which make vapor-tight connections and which close 

automatically and immediately when disconnected. 

[{4+l (d) Gasoline is handled in a manner to prevent its being 
~- discarded in sewers or stored in open containers or 

handled in any manner that would result in 
evaporation. If [aR-aee4eeR~-eee~rs7-4~-sflaii-ee 
Ee~er~ee] ~ than 2 gallons ~ spilled, the operator 
shall report the spillage in accordance with 340-21-065 
to.-075. 

The vapor collection system is operated in a manner 
to prevent the pressure[4R-~fle-Ya~er-eeiiee~4eR-sys~em 
~G-e*eeee] therein from exceeding the tank truck or 
trailer pressure relief settings. 

TESTING VAPOR TRANSFER AND COLLECTION SYSTEMS 

340-22-137 

(1) After April 1, 1981, no person shall allow a vapor-laden 
delivery vessel subject to 340-22-120(4) to be filled 
or emptied unless the delivery vessel: 

(a) Is tested annually according to the test method 32 on 
file with the Department. 

(b) Sustains a pressure change of no more than 750 pascals 
(3 in. of H20l in 5 min when pressurized to a gauge 
pressure of 4,500 pascals (18 in. of H20l or evacuated 
to a au e ressure of 1,500 ascals (6 in. of 

ur1n the testin re uired 1n subsection (1) (a) 
of this rule; and 

(c) Displays a sticker near the Department of 
Transportation Certification plate required by 49 
CFR 178.340-lOb, which: 

(A) 

( B) 

truck last passed the test require in sections 
(1) (a) and (b) of this rule; 

Shows the identification of the sticker; and, 

(C) Expires not more than one year from the date of 
the leak-test test. 
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(2) After April 1, 1981, the owner or operator of a vapor 
collection system subject to this regulation shall design 
and operate the vapor collection system and the gasoline 
loading equipment in a manner that prevents: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Gauge pressure from exceeding 4,500 pascals 
in. of H20) and vacuum from exceeding 1,500 
pascals \6 in. of H O) in the gasoline tank 

2 
being loadedi 

(18 

truck 

A reading equal to or greater than 100 percent 
of the lower explosive limit (LEL, measured as 
propane) at 2.5 centimeters from all points on 
the perimeter of a potential leak source when 
measured by the method 31 and 33 on file with the 
Department, or unloading operations at gasoline 
dispensing facilities, bulk plants and bulk 
terminalsi and 
Visible liquid leaks during loading or unloading 

RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING 

(4) The owner or operator of a source of volatile organic 
compounds subject to this regulation shall maintain records 
of all certification testing and repairs. The records must 
identify the gasoline tank truck, vapor collection system, 
or vapor control system; the date of the test or repairi 
and, if applicable, the type of repair and the date of 
retest. The records must be maintained in a legible, readily 
available condition for at least two years after the date 
of testing or repair was completed. 

(5) Copies of all records and reports under rule 340-22-130(4) 
and (5) shall immediately be made available to the 
Department, upon verbal or written request, at any reasonable 
time. 
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CUTBACK AND EMULSIFIED ASPHALT 

340-22-[±~5] 140 

(1) After April 1, 1979,[a±±-aeee-aRa-a~~±4ea~4eRe) use 
of ~cutback asphalt[~) for paving roads £ parkiilg 
areas [are] is prohibited during the months of April, May, 
June, July, August, September, and October, except as 
provided for in 340-22-[±~5] 140 (2). 

(2) [~fie-fe±±ew4R§-Hses-aRa-a~~±4eae4eRs-ef-eHeeaek-aspaa±&s 
sfia±±-ee-a±±ewea-aHr4R§-a±±-ffieReas-prev4aea-eae-eH&9ask 
er-e±eRa4R§-peere±eHffi-a4se4±±aee-fias-a-eeea±-vaper-pressH~e 
~SHffi-ef-efie-pare4a±-pressHres-ef-efie-eeRse4eHeRes~-±ess 
&aaR-~effiffi-ef-H§-ae-~eQe~J Slow curing ~ and medium curing 
l!1QI cutback asphalts are allowed during all months for 
the following uses and appl1cat1ons: 

(a) Solely as a penetrating prime coat for aggregate bases 
prior to pavingi 

(b) For the manufacture of medium-curing patching mixes 
to provide long-period storage stockpiles used 
exclusively for pavement maintenancei or, 

(c) For all uses when the National Weather---service forecast 
of the high temperature during the 24-hour period 
following application is below l0°c (50°FJ. 

(3 rades of cutback as halt are alwa s 

(4) Use of emulsified asphalts is unrestricted if solvent 
content is kept at or less than the limits listed below. 
If these limits are exceeded, then the asphalt shall be 
classified as medium curing (MC) cutback asphalts, and shall 
be limited to only the uses permitted by 340-22-140(2). 

Grades of Emulsion Per Maximum Solvent 
AASHTO Des1gnat1on M 208-72 Content by Weight 

(a) CRS-1 3% 
(b) CRS-2 3% 
(c) CSS-1 3% 
(d) CSS-lh 3% 
(e) CMS-2 8% 
(f) CMS-2h 8% 
(g) CMS-2S 12% 

Solvent content is determined by ASTM distillation test D-244. 
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PETROLEUM REFINERIES 

340-22-[±69] 150 

After April 1, 1979, these regulations shall apply to all 
petroleum refineries. 

(1) Vacuum-Producing Systems 

{a) Noncondensable voe from vacuum-producing systems shall 
be piped to an appropriate firebox, incinerator, or 
to a closed refinery system. 

{b) Hot wells associated with contact condensers shall 
be tightly covered and the collected voe introduced 
into a closed refinery system. 

(2) Wastewater Separators 

{a) Wastewater separators forebays shall incorporate a 
floating pontoon or fixed solid cover with all openings 
sealed totally enclosing the compartmented liquid 
contents, or a floating pontoon or double deck-type 
cover equipped with closure seals between the cover 
edge and compartment wall. 

{b) Accesses for gauging and sampling shall be designed 
to minimize voe emissions during actual use. All 
access points shall be closed with suitable covers 
when not in use. 

(3) Process Unit Turnaround 

{a) The voe 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 following 
depressurization for turnaround shall be less than 
5 psig before venting to the ambient air. 

(4) Maintenance and Operation of Emission Control Equipment 

Equipment for the reduction, collection, or disposal of 
voe shall be maintained and operated in a manner 
commensurate with the level of maintenance and housekeeping 
of the overall plant. 
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PETROLEUM REFINERY LEAKS 

340-22-153 

(1) After October 1, 1980, all persons operating petroleum 
refineries shall comply with the following rules concerning 
leaks: 

(a) The owner or operator of 'a petroleum refinery complex, 
upon detection of a leaking component, which has a 
volatile organic compound concentration exceeding 10,000 
ppm when tested in the manner described below shall: 

(A) Include the leaking component on a written list of 
scheduled repairs; and, 

(B) Repair and retest the component within 15 days. 

(b) Except for safety pressure relief valves, no owner or 
operator of a petroleum refinery shall install a valve 
at the end of a pipe or line containing volatile organic 
compounds unless the pipe or line is sealed with a second 
valve, a blind flange, a plug, or a cap. The sealing 
device may be removed only when a sample is being taken 
during maintenance operations. 

(c) Pipeline valves and pressure relief valves in gaseous 
volatile organic compound service shall be marked in 
some manner that will be readily obvious to both refinery 
personnel performing monitoring and the Department. 

(2) TESTING PROCEDURES: 

Testing and calibration procedures to determine compliance 
with this regulation must be approved by the Department and 
consistent with Appendix B of "Control of Volatile Organic 
Com ounds Leaks from Petroleum Refiner E ui ment " 

PA- 5 2-78-036. 

(3) MONITORING, RECORDKEEPING, REPORTING 

(a) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery shall 
maintain, as a minimum, records of all testing conducted 
under this rule; plus records of all monitoring conducted 
under paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section. 

(b) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery subject 
to this regulation shall: 

(A) Monitor yearly by the methods referenced in 340-22-153 
(2) all: 
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(i) Pump seals; 
(ii) Pipeline valves in liquid service; and 

(iii) Process drains. 

(B) Monitor quarterly by the methods referenced in 
340-22-153(2) all: 

(i) Compressor seals, 
(ii) Pipeline valves in gaseous service; and, 

(iii) Pressure relief valves in gaseous service. 

(C) Monitor weekly by visual methods all pump seals; 

(D) Monitor immediately any pump seal from which liquids 
are observed dripping; 

(E) Monitor any relief valve within 24 hours after it 
has vented to the atmosphere; and 

(F) Monitor immediately after repair of any component 
that was found leaking. 

(c) Pressure relief devices which are connected to an 
operating flare header, vapor recovery device, 
inaccessible valves, storage tank valves, or valves 
that are not externally regulated are exemf t from the 
monitoring requirements in 340-22-153 (3) (b . 

(d) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery, upon 
the detection of a leaking component, shall affix a 
weatherproof and readily visible tag bearing an 
identification number and the date the leak is located 
to the leaking component. This tag shall remain in 
place until the leaking component is repaired. 

(e) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery, upon 
the comeletion of each yearly and/or quarterly 
monitoring procedure, shall: 

(A Submit a re ort to the De artment on the 15th da 
of January, April, July, and Septem er, isting 
the leaking components that were located but not 
re~aired within the required time limit in 340-22-
15 (3) (I) (a); 

(B) Submit a signed statement attesting to the fact 
that, with the exception of those leaking components 
listed in 340-22-153 (3) (e) (A), all monitoring and 
repairs were performed as stipulated. 

(f) The owner or operator of a petroleum refinery shall 
maintain a leaking component monitoring log which shall 
contain, at a minimum, the following data: 
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(A) The name of the process unit where the component 
is located; 

(B) The type of component (e.g., valve, seal); 
(C) The ta number of the com onent· 
D T e ate on which a leakin com onent is 

discovere ; 
(E) The date on which a leaking component is repaired; 

and 
(F) The date and instrument reading of the recheck 

procedure after a leaking component is repaired. 
(G) A record of the calibration of the monitoring 

instrument. 
(H) Those leaks that cannot be repaired until 

turnaround, (exceptions to the 15 day requirement 
of 340-22-153 (1) (a) B). 

I) The total number of com onents checked and the total 
number of components foun ing. 

(g) Copies of all records and reports required by this 
section shall be retained by the owner or o~erator for 
a minimum of two years after the date on which the 
record was made or the report submitted. 

(h) Copies of all records and reports required by this 
section shall immediately be made available to the 
Department upon verbal or written request at any 
reasonable time. 

(i) The Department may, upon written notice, modify the 
monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting requirements. 

( 4) EXEMPTIONS 

Rule 340-22-153 does not apply to components handling liquids 
with a true vapor pressure of less than 10.5 KPa (1.52 psia). 

Liquid Storage 

340-22-[;!:35] 160 (1) 

After April 1, 1981, [a;!:;!:] owners 2£ operators which have tanks 
storing methanol [aRa] or other volatile organic compound 
liquids with a true vapor pressure, as stored, greater than 10.5 
kPa (kilo Pascals) (1. 52 psi a) , but less than 76. 7 kPa (11. l 
psia) and having a capacity greater than 150,000 liters 
(approximately 39,000 gallons) shall comply with one of the 
following: 

[~~}] ~ Meet the equipment specifications and maintenance 
requirements of the federal standards of performance 
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for new stationary sources--Storage Vessels for 
Petroleum Liquids, 40 CFR 60, Subpart K, and Ka, as 
amended by [~Fe~esee-r~±e-ehafl~e7 ] Federal Register, 
[May-±8 7-±9~87-~a~es-~±6±6-ehre~gh-~±6~5] April 4, 
1980, pages 23379 through 23381. ~ 

Be retrofitted with a floating roof or internal 
floating cover using at least a nonmetallic resilient 
seal as the primary seal meeting the equipment 
specifications in the federal standards referred to 
in 340-22-[±35f±rl 160(a) above, or its equivalent. 

Is fitted with a floating roof or internal floating 
cover meeting the manufacturers equipment 
specifications in effect when it was installed. 

[349-~rl-±39] 

(2) All seals used in 340-22-[±35frlr-aHa-f3rl 160(1) (bl and 
~- J..£2._ above are to be maintained in good operating condition 

and the seal fabric shall contain no visible holes, tears, 
or other openings. 

Jll. All openings, except stub drains and those related to safety 
(such~ slotted~ wells), 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; 
except for slotted ~ wells which must have floating seals 
with ~ half inch edge ™ or less. 

(4) SECONDARY SEALS 

(a) APPLICABILITY 

Rule 340-22-160(4) (c) applies to all voe liquid storage 
vessels equipped with external floating roofs, having 
capacities greater than 150,000 liters (39,000 gal). 

(b) EXEMPTIONS 

Rule 340-22-160(4) (c) does not apply to petroleum 
liquid storage vessels which: 

(A) Are used to store waxy, heavy pour crude oil; 

(B) Have capacities less than 1,600,000 liters !420,000 

(C) Contain a voe liquid with a true vapor pressure 
of less than 10.5 kPa (1.5 psia); 
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(D) Contain a voe liquid with a true vapor pressure 
less than 27.6 kPa (4.0 psia); and, 

(i) Are of welded construction; and, 

(ii) Presently possess a metallic-type shoe seal, 
a liquid-mounted foam seal, a liquid-mounted 
liquid filled type seal, or other closure 
device of demonstrated equivalence approved 
by the Department; or, 

(El Are of welded construction, equipped with a 
metallic-type shoe primary seal and has a secondary 
seal from the top of the shoe seal to the tank 
wall (shoemounted secondary seal). 

(c) After December 31, 1981, no owner of a voe liquid 
storage vessel subject to 340-22-160 shall store voe 
liquid in that vessel unless: 

(A) The vessel has been fitted with: 

(i) A continous secondary seal extending from the 
floating roof to the tank wall (rim-mounted 
secondary seal); or 

(ii) A closure or other device which controls voe 
emissions with an effectiveness equal to or 
greater than a seal required under part (A) 
(i) of this section as approved in writing 
by the Department. 

(B) All seal closure devices meet the following 
requirements: 

(i) There are no visible holes, tears, or other 
openings in the seal(s) or seal fabric: 

(ii) The seal(s) are intact and uniformly in place 
around the circumference of the floating roof 
between the floating roof and the tank wall; 
and, 

(iii) For vapor mounted seals, the accumulated area 
of gaps exceeding 0.32 cm (1/8 in.) in width 
between the secondary seal and the tank wall 
are determined by the method in 340-22-160 
(4) (d) and shall not exceed 21.2 cm2 per 
meter of tank diameter (1.0 in. 2 per ft. of 
tank diameter). 
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(e) All openings in the external floating roof, except 
for automatic bleeder vents, rim space vents, and 
leg sleeves, are: 

(i) equipped with covers, seals, or lids in the 
closed position except when the openings are 
in actual use; and, 

(ii) equipped with projections into the tank which 
remain below the liquid surface at all times. 

(D) Automatic bleeder vents are closed at all times 
except when the roof is floated off or landed on 
the roof leg supports; 

( E) 

(F) 

Rim vents are set to open only when the roof is 
being floated off the leg supports or at the 
manufacturers recommended setting; and, 

Emergency roof drains are provided with slotted 
membrane fabric covers or equivalent covers which 
cover at least 90 percent of the area of the 
opening. 

(G) The owner or operator of a voe liquid storage 
vessel with an external floating roof subject to 
340-22-160 (4) (c) shall: 

(i) 

(ii) 

perform routine inspections once per year 
in order to ensure compliance with parts (A) 
through (F) of this section and the 
inspections shall include a visual inspection 
of the secondary seal gap; 

measure the secondary seal gap annually in 
accordance with 340-22-160(4) (d) when the 
floating roof is equipped with a vapor-mounted 
primary seal; and, 

(iii) maintain records of the types of voe liquids 
stored. 

(H) The owner or operator of a voe liquid storage 
vessel with an external floating roof not subject 
to this regulation, but containing a voe liquid 
with a true va or ressure reater than 7.00 kPa 

• psi), shall maintain records of the avera~e 
monthly storage temperature, the type of liqui , 
and the maximum true vapor pressure for all voe 
littuids with a true vapor pressure greater than 
I. kPa. 

(30) A6327.B4 9/05/80 



(I) 

(J) 

( K) 

( L) 

The owner or operator of a voe liquid stora5e 

Copies of all records and reports under paragraphs 
(G) (H), and (I) of this section shall be retained 
by the owner or operator for a m1n1mum of two years 
after the date on which the record was made 
or the report submitted. 

Copies of all records and reports under this 
section shall immediately be made available to 
the Department, upon verbal or written request, 
at any reasonable time. 

The Department may, upon written notice, require 
more frequent reports or modify the monitoring 
and recordkeeping requirements, when necessary 
to accomplish the purposes of this rule. 

(d) SECONDARY SEAL COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 

(A) The owner or operator of any volatile organic 
compound source required to comply with 340-22-
160 (4) shall demonstrate compliance by the methods 
of this section or an alternative method approved 
by the Department. 

(B) A person proposing to conduct a volatile organic 
compound emissions test shall notify the Department 
of the intent to test not less than 30 days before 
the proposed initiation of the tests so the 
Department may observe the test. The notification 
shall contain the information required by, and be 
in a format approved by the Department. 

(C) Compliance with 340-22-160 (4) (c) (B) (iii) shall be 
determined by: 

(i) Physically measuring the length and width of 
all gaps around the entire circumference of 
the secondary seal in each place where a 0.32 
cm (1/8 in.) uniform diameter probe passes 
freely (without forcing or binding against 
the seal) between the seal and tank wall; and, 

(ii) Summing the area of the individual gaps. 
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SURFACE COATING IN MANUFACTURING 

340-22-[3:49] 170 

ill After December 31, 1982, [~ee-e~era~4eR-e€] no person 
shall operate a coating line [sea3:3:-Re~-effi4~] which 
emits into the atmosphere volatile organic compounds 
greater than the [€e3:3:ew4R~] amounts in Table 1 per 
volume of coating excluding water as delivered to the 
coating applicators. The limitations shall be based 
on a [~4-eeHr] daily average [6Hr4R~-~ee-ffieR~es-e£ 
Apr43:-~ereH~e-9e~eeer7-aRa-eR-a-ffieR~h3:~-aYera~e-£er 
tAe-e~Aer-ffiSR~es]. Daily monitoring and monthly 
reporting of emissions are required after July 1, 
1980, for sources emitting more than 1,000 tons per 
year of voe, unless exempted as unnecessary by the 
Department in writing. 

( 2) EXCEPTIONS 

(a) Rule 340-22-170 does not apply to airplanes painted out 
of doors in open air; automobile and truck refinishing; 
customized top coating of automobiles and trucks, if 
production is less than 35 vehicles per day; marine 
vessels and vessel parts painted out in the open air; 
flat wood coating; wood furniture and wood cabinets; 
wooden doors, mouldings, and window frames; machine 
staining of exterior wood siding; high temperature 
coatin s (for service above 500 F); lumber markin 
coatings; pota e water tan insi e coatings; high 
performance inorganic zinc coatings, air dried, applied 
to fabricated steel; traffic markings paint. 

(b) Rule 340-22-170 does not apply to: 

( 3 2) 

(1) Sources whose emissions of volatile organic 
compounds are less than 6.8 kilograms (15 pounds) 
ter day and less than 1.4 kilograms (3 pounds) per 

our, or 

(2) Sources used exclusively for chemical or ~hysical 
analysis or determination of product quality and 
commercial acceptance (such as research facilities, 
pilot plant operations, and laboratories) unless; 

(i) the operation of the source is an integral 
part of the production process; or, 

(ii) the emissions from the source exceed 363 
kilograms (800 pounds) in any calendar month. 
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(3) APPLICABILITY 

Rule 340-22-170 applies to each coating line, which 
includes the application area(s), flashoff area(s), air 
and forced air drier(s), and oven(s) used in the surface 
coating of the metal parts and products in Table 1. 

(4) STRINGENCY 

If more than one emission limitation in 340-22-170 applies to 
a specific coating, then the least stringent emission limitation 
shall be applied. 

Table 1 

Limitation 
Process grams/liter lb/gal 
Can Coating 

Sheet basecoat (exterior and interior) 
and over-varnish; two-piece can exterior 
(basecoat and over-varnish) 

Two- and three-piece can interior body 
spray, two-piece can exterior end 
(spray or roll coat) 

Three-piece can side-seam spray 
End sealing compound 

Coil Coating 
Fabric Coating 
Vinyl Coating 
Paper Coating 

[oGr---Ine-r-tGas Proce·S·S Paper Coating· 

Auto & Light Duty Truck Coating 
Prime 
Topcoat 
Repair 

Metal Furniture Coating 
Magnet Wire Coating 
Large Appliance Coating 

Miscellaneous Products and Metal Parts 

Clear Coatings 
Force Air Dried or Air Dried 
Extreme Performance Coatings 
Other Coatings (i.e. powder, oven dried) 
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510 

660 
440 

310 
350 
450 
350 
567* 

230 
340 
580 

360 
200 
340 

520 
420 
420 
360 

4.2 

5.5 
3.7 

2.6 
2.9 
3.8 
2.9 

* 4,1--1 

1. 9 
2.8 
4.8 

3.0 
1. 7 
2.8 

4.3 
3.5 
3.5 
3.0 



[34D-~~-!1:4!1:] ~ COMPLIANCE DETERMINATION 

Compliance with 340-22-[±4G] 170 shall be determined by testing 
in accordance with Method [±8"]2"5 or Method 34 (material balance 
method) on file with the Department. These methods may be 
revised by the Department for improvement based upon experience 
and new data. However, no revision shall apply to a compliance 
test scheduled prior to the making of the revision, unless the 
owner concurs. Compliance determination of surface coated 
product(s) ~ursuant to the requirements of Table l 9a~ be based 
upon an equivalency aetermination (See EPA May 2L_ l.J!_ memo 
"Procedure to Calculate Eguivalency with the CTG Recommendations 
for Surface Coating" on file ~~Department) of the ~ 
of voe ~ volume of solids applied including transfer efficiency 
~applicable, 2!l a plant site or ~process basis. 

DEGREASERS 

340-22-[!1:49] 180 

~ cleaners, open top vapor degreasers, and conveyorized 
de~reasers are exempt from the following rules if they use fluids 
which are not photochemically reactive. These fluids are: 

C2Cl3F3 trichlorotrifluorethane, also known as Freon 113 or 
Freon TF 

CH2Cl2 methylene chloride 

1L. lL. l-c2g3Cl3 methyl chloroform, also known as 1-1-1 
trichloroethane or Chlorothene VG. 

COLD CLEANERS: 

(1) The owner or operator of all cold cleaners shall comply 
with the following equipment specifications after April 
1, 1980: 

(a) Be equipped with a cover that is readily opened and 
closed. 

(b) Be equipped with a drainrack that returns the drained 
solvent to the solvent bath. 

(c) Have a freeboard ratio of at least 0.5. 
(d) Have a visible fill line. 

(2) 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: 
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(a) The solvent level shall not be above the fill line 
(b) The spraying of parts to be cleaned shall be performed 

only within the confines of the cold cleaner 
(c) The cover of the cold cleaner shall be closed when 

not in use or when parts are being soaked or cleaned 
by solvent agitation 

(d) Solvent-cleaned parts shall be rotated to drain 
cavities or blind holes and then set to drain until 
dripping has stopped. 

(e) Waste solvent shall be stored in covered containers 
and returned to the supplier or a disposal firm 
handling solvents for final disposal. 

(3) The owner or operator shall maintain cold cleaners in good 
working condition and free of solvent leaks. 

(4) If the solvent has a volatility greater than 2.0 kPa (0.3 
psi) measured at 38°c (l00°F), or if the solvent is agitated 
or heated, then the cover must be designed so that it can 
be easily operated with one hand. 

(5) If the solvent has a volatility greater than 4.3 kPa (0.6 
psi) measured at 38°c (l00°F), then the drainage facility 
must be internal, so that parts are enclosed under the cover 
while draining. The drainage facility may be external for 
applications where an internal type cannot fit unto the 
cleaning system. 

(6) If the solvent has a volatility greater than 4.3 kPa (0.6 
psi) measured at 38°c (l00°F), or if the solvent is heated 
above 5o0 c (120°F), then one of the following solvent vapor 
control systems must be used: 

(a) The freeboard ratio must be egual to or 9reater than 
0.701 or 

(b) Water must be kept over the solvent, which must be 
insoluble in and heavier than water; or 

(c) Other systems of eguivalent control, such as a 
refri9erated chiller. 

OPEN TOP VAPOR DEGREASERS 

340-22-[!46] 183 

(1) The owner .£!.. operator of all open top vapor degreasers 
shall comply with the following equipment 
specifications after April 1, 1980: 

(a) Be equipped with a cover that may be readily 
opened and closed. When a degreaser is equipped 
with a lip exhaust, the cover shall be located 
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below the lip exhaust. The cover shall move 
horizontally or slowly so as not to agitate and 
spill the solvent vapor. The degreaser shall 
be equipped with at least the following three 
safety switches: 

(A) Condenser-flow switch and thermostate--(shuts 
off sump heat if coolant is either not 
circulating or too warm). 

(B) Spray safety switch--(shuts off spray pump 
or conveyor if the vapor level drops 
excessively, e.g., greater than 10 cm (4 
in.)). 

(C) Vapor level control thermostat--(shuts off 
sump heat when vapor level rises too high). 

(b) Have[eRe-ef]the following: 

fil [-fAr] 

fil [-fBr] 

A closed design such that the cover opens 
only when the part enters or exits the 
degreaser, and either 
A freeboard---ratio equal to or greater 
than 0.75 ,or 
A freeboard, refrigerated or cold water, 
chiller. 

(c) Post a permanent and conspicuous pictograph or 
instructions clearly explaining the following 
work practices: 

(A) Do not degrease porous or absorbent materials 
such as cloth, leather, wood, or rope. 

(B) The cover of the degreaser should be closed 
at all times except when processing 
workloads. 

(C) 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). 

(D) Rack parts so as to facilitate solvent 
drainage from the parts. 

(E) Workloads should not occupy more than one­
half of the vapor-air interface area. 

(F) When using a powered hoist, the vertical 
speed of parts in and out of the vapor zone 
should be less than 3.35 meters per minute 
(11 feet/min.) 

[-f~r--~ee-¥ape£-±e¥e±-see~±e-Re~-e£ef!-me£e-~eaR 
teR-~eR~4me~e£s--f4-4Reeesr-weeR-~ee-we£k±eae 
eR~e£s-~ee-¥ape£-~eRe.] 
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fil[(Hr] 

(H) [f'Er] 

ill [-ta+J 

ill [ -tKr] 

fil [-fMr] 

Degrease the workload 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. 

(2) 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. 

(3) Sump drainage and transfer of hot or warm solvent shall 
be carried out using threaded or other leakproof 
couplings. 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

Still and sump bottoms shall be kept in closed 
containers. 

Waste solvent shall be stored in covered containers 
and returned to the supplier or a disposal firm 
handling solvents for final disposal. 

Exhaust ventilation shall not exceed 203m /min per 
m~ (65 cfm per ft2) of degreaser open area, unless 
necessary to meet OSHA requirements. Ventilation fans 
shall not be used near the degreaser opening. 

CONVEYORIZED DEGREASERS 

340-22-[:j,4.:;t] 186 

(1) The owner or operator of [a:i::i:J conveyorized cold cleaners 
and conveyorized vapor degreasers shall comply with the 
following operating requirements after April 1, 1980: 
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(a) Exhaust ventilation should not exceed 20 cubic meters 
per minute of square meter (65 cfm per ft2) of 
aegreaser opening, unless necessary to meet OSHA 
requirements. Work place fans should not be used near 
the degreaser opening. 

(b) Post in the immediate work area a permanent and 
conspicuous pictograph or instructions clearly 
explaining the following work practices: 

(A) Rack parts for best drainage. 
(B) Maintain vertical speed of conveyored parts to 

less than 3.35 meters per minute (11 feet/min.) 
(C) 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. 

(2) 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. 

(3) Sump drainage and transfer of hot or warm solvent shall 
be carried out using threaded or other leakproof 
couplings. 

(4) Still and sump bottoms shall be kept in closed 
containers. 

(5) Waste solvent shall be stored in covered containers 
and returned to the supplier or a disposal firm 
handling solvents for final disposal. 

(6) 

(a) Carbon adsorption system, exhausting less than 
25 ppm of solvent averaged over a complete 
adsorption cycle (based on exhaust ventilation 
of 15 m2 min er m2 of air va or area when 
down-time covers are open 

(b) Refrigerated chiller with control effectiveness 
equal to or better than (a) above, or 
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l£L ~ system with control effectiveness equal to 2!. 
better than ~ above. 

Asphaltic and Coal Tar Pitch Used for Roofing Coating 

340-22-[~§Q] 190(1) 

A person shall not operate or use equipment after April 1, 1980, 
for melting, heating, or holding asphalt or coal tar pitch for 
the on-site construction, installation, or repair of roofs 
unless the gas-entrained effluents from such equipment are 
contained by close fitting covers. 

(2) A person operating equipment subject to this rule shall 
maTntain the temperature of the asphaltic or coal tar pitch below 
285 degrees Centigrade (550 degrees Fahrenheit), or 17 degrees 
Centigrade (30 degrees Fahrenheit) below the flashpoint whichever 
is the lower temperature, as indicated by a continuous reading 
thermometer. 

ll.L 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 lid or cover. 
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FLAT WOOD COATING 

340-22-200 

(1) This rule applies to all flat wood manufacturing and surf ace 

(a) Printed interior panels made of hardwood plywood and 
thin particle board: 

(b) Natural finish hardwood plywood panels: or, 

(c) Hardboard paneling with Class II finishes. 

(2) This rule does not appl¥ to the manufacture of exterior 
siding, tileboard, particleboard used as a furniture 
component, or paper or plastic laminates on wood or 
wood-derived substrates. 

(3) After December 31, 1982, no owner or operator of a flat 
wood manufacturing facility subject to this regulation shall 
emit volatile organic compounds from a coating application 
system in excess of: 

(a) 2.9 kg per 100 square meters of coated finished product 
(6.0 lb/1,000 sguare feet) from printed interior 
panels, regardless of the number of coats applied; 

(b) 5.8 kg per 100 sguare meters of coated finished product 
(12.0 lb/1,000 sguare feet) from natural finish 
hardwood plywood panels, regardless of the number of 
coats applied: and, 

(c) 4.8 k s uare meters of coated finished reduct 
(10.0 s uare feet) from Class II finishes on 
hardboard panels, regardless of the number of coats 
applied. 

(4) The emission limits 340-22-200(3) shall be achieved by: 

(a) The application of low solvent content coating 
technologyi or, 

(b) An incineration system which oxidizes at least 90.0 
percent of the nonmethane volatile organic compounds 
entering the incinerator (VOC measured as total 
combustible carbon) to carbon dioxide and water: or, 

(c) An equivalent means of VOC removal. The eguivalent 
the De artment. 
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(5) A capture system must be used in conjunction with the 
emission control systems in 340-22-200(4) (b) and (c). The 
design and operation of a capture system must be consistent 
with good engineering practice and shall be required to 
provide for an overall emission reduction sufficient to 
meet the emission limitations in 340-22-200(3). 

COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION 

(6) The owner or operator of a volatile organic compound source 
required to comply with this rule shall demonstrate 
compliance by the methods of 340-22-200(8), or an 
alternative method approved by the Department. 

(7) A person proposing to conduct a volatile organic compound 
emissions test shall notify the Department of the intent 
to test not less than 30 days before the proposed initiation 
of the tests so the Department may observe the test. 

(8) (a) Test procedures to determine compliance with 
340-22-200(3) must be approved by the Department and 
be consistent with: 

(A) EPA Guideline Series document, "Measurement of 
Volatile Organic Compounds," EPA-450/2-78-041; 
and, 

(B) Appendix A of "Control of Volatile Organic 
Emissions from Existing Stationary Sources -
Volume II: Surface Coating of Cans, Coils, Paper, 
Fabrics, Automobile, and Ligh-Duty Trucks," 
EPA-450/-77-008. 

(b) The Department may accept, instead of the coating 
analysis required by 340-22-200 (8) (a) (B), a 
certification by the coating manufacturer of the 
composition of the coating, if supported by actual 
batch formulation records. 

(9) If add-on control equipment is used, continuous monitors 
of the following parameters shall be installed, periodically 
calibrated, and operated at all times that the associated 
control equipment is operating: 

(a) exhaust 9as temperature of all incinerators; 

(b) temperature rise across a catalytic incinerator bed; 
and 

(c) breakthrou9h of voe on a carbon absorption unit. 
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ROTOGRAVURE AND FLEXOGRAPHIC PRINTING 

340-22-210 

(1) After July 1, 1982, no owner or operator of a packaging 
rotogravure, publication rotogravure or flexographic printing 
facility, emitting more than 90 mg/year (100 ton/year), 
employing ink containing solvent may operate, cause, allow 
or permit the operation of the press unless: 

(a) The volatile fraction of ink, as it is applied to the 
substrate, contains 25.0 percent by volume or less of 
organic solvent and 75 percent by volume or more of 
water; or, 

(b) The ink as it is applied to the substitute, less water, 
contains 60.0 percent by volume or more nonvolatile 
material; or, 

(c) The owner or operator installs and operates: 

(A) A carbon adsorption system which reduces the volatile 
organic emissions from the capture system by at least 
90.0 percent by weight; 

(B) An incineration system which oxidizes at least 90.0 
ercent of the nonmethane volatile or anic com ounds 
voe measured as total combustible carbon) to carbon 

dioxide and water; or, 

(C) An alternative volatile organic compound emissions 
reduction system demonstrated to have at least a 
90.0 percent reduction efficiency, measured across 
the control system, and has been approved by the 
Department. 

(2) A capture system must be used in conjunction with the 
emission control systems in subsection (1) (c). The design 
and operation of a capture system must be consistent with 
good engineering practice, and shall be re9uired to provide 
for an overall reduction in volatile organic compound 
emissions of at least: 

(a) 75.0 percent where a publication rotogravure process 
is employed; 

(b) 65.0 percent where a packaging rotogravure process is 
employed; or! 

(c) 60.0 percent 
employed. 

where a flexographic printing process is 
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(3) COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION: 

(a) Upon request of the Department, the owner or operator 
of a volatile organic compound source shall demonstrate 
compliance by the methods of this section or an 
alternative method approved by the Department. All tests 
shall be made b or under the direction of a 

air pollution testing. 

(b) A person proposing to conduct a volatile organic compound 
emissions test shall notify the Department of the intent 
to test not less than 30 days before the proposed 
initiation of the tests so the Department may observe 
the test. The notification shall contain the information 
required by, and be in a format approved by, the 
Department. 

(c) Test procedures to determine compliance with 340-22-210 
must be approved by the Department and consistent with: 

( i) 

(ii) 

(iii) 

EPA Guideline Series document, "Measurement 
of Volatile Organic Compounds," EPA-450/2-78-
041; and 

Appendix A of "Control Volatile Organic 
Emissions from Existing Stationary Sources 
Volume II: Surface Coating of Cans, Coils, 
Paper, Fabrics, Automobiles, and Light-Duty 
Trucks," EPA-450/2-77-008. 

The Department may accept, instead of ink-
solvent analysis, a certification by the ink 
manufacturer of the composition of the ink 
solvent, if supported by actual batch 
formulation records. 

(d) If add-on control equipment is used, continous monitors 
of the following parameters shall be installed, 
periodically calibrated, and operated at all times that 
the associated control equipment is operating: 

(A) Exhaust gas temperature of all incinerators; and 

(B) Breakthrough of voe on a carbon adsorption unit. 
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PERCHLOROETHYLENE DRY CLEANING 

340-22-220 

(1) After January 1, 1982, the owner or operator of a 
perchloroethylene dry cleaning facility shall; 

(a) Vent the entire dryer exhaust through a properly 
functioning carbon adsorption system or equally 
effective control device; 

(b) Emit no more than 100 ppmv of volatile organic compounds 
from the dryer control device before dilution; 

(c) Immediately repair all components found to be leaking 
liquid volatile organic compounds. 

(d) Cook or treat all diatomaceous earth filters so that 
the residue contains 25 kg or less of volatile organic 
compounds per 100 kg of wet waste material; 

(e) Reduce the volatile organic compounds from all solvent 
stills to 60 kg or less per 100 kg of wet waste 
material; 

(f) Drain all filtration cartridges, in the filter housing, 
for at least 24 hours before discarding the cartridges; 
and 

(g) When possible, dry all drained cartridges without 
emitting volatile organic compounds to the atmosphere. 

EXEMPTIONS 

(2) The requirements of 340-22-220(1) (a) and (b) are not 
applicable to: 

(a) coin-operated facilities, 
(b) facilities where an adsorber cannot be accomodated 

(c) 
because of inadequate space, or 
facilities with insufficient steam capacity to desorb 
adsorbers. 
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COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATION 

(3) Compliance to this rule shall be demonstrated as follows: 

(a) Compliance with 340-22-220 (1) (a), (f), and (g) shall 
be determined by means of a visual inspection. 

(b) Compliance with 340-22-220(1) (c) shall be determined 
by means of a visual inspection of the following 
components: 

(1) Hose connections, unions, couplings and valves; 

(2) Machine door gaskets and seatings; 

(3) Filter head gasket and seating; 

( 4) Pumps; 

(5) Base tanks and storage containers; 

(6) Water separators; 

(7) Filter sludge recovery; 

(8) Distillation unit; 

(9) Diverter valves; 

(10) Saturated lint from lint basket; and 

(11) Cartridge filters. 

(c) Compliance with 340-22-220-(1) (b) shall be determined 
QYl. 

(1) A test consistent with EPA Guideline Series 
document, "Measurement of Volatile Organic 
Compounds," EPA-450/2-78-041; or 

(2) The proper installation, operation, and maintenance 
of equipment which has been demonstrated to be 
adequate to meet the emission limits of 100 ppmv. 

(d) Compliance with 340-22-220(1) (d) and (e) shall be 
determined by means of the procedure in the "Standard 
Test Method for Gasoline Diluent in Used Gasoline 
Engine Oils By Distillation," ANSI/ASTM D 322. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Rhea Kessler, Hearings Officer and 
Peter B. Bosserman, VOC Rules Author 

(Jf.J.'(). 
Subject: Summary of May 21, 1980, Hearing Testimony 

Regarding Changes and Additions to VOC Rules, 
OAR 340-22-100 to -220 and to Permit Fees 
OAR 340-20-155 

After introductory remarks by Rhea Kessler, the following testimony began 
at 1 p.m. in the Fish and Wildlife Auditorium at 506 SW Mill in Portland: 

1. Peter B. Bosserman, Senior Environmental Engineer, State of Oregon, 
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 

Bosserman entered into the record a four page letter (appended to this 
MEMORANDUM) from his section, detailing information gathered between 
April 6, and May 21, 1980. This informationm clarified changes 
previously proposed, and brought to light minor wording changes which 
would make the intent and adminstration of the rules by DEQ more clear 
to the persons being regulated. 

a. Gasoline Bulk Plants. Reversion of rules 340-22-110 to -120 
to the requirements of those rules as adopted on June 8, 1979, 
was considered for the Medford and Salem areas only. 

b. Painting. A 4.0 lb/gal solvents in air-dried paint rule was 
published for EPA approval. EPA will need considerable data 
to permit this value, less stringent than EPA's preferrred 
value of 3.5 lb/gal solvents in air-dried paint. 

c. Paper Coating. The staff summarized changes being negotiated 
with EPA and 3M Company. 

d. In respnse to a letter and requests from Gasoline Terminals, 
the staff is clarifying whom the 340-22-130(1) rule will hold 
responsible for hook-up vapor return hoses. 

e. Statewide Rule. The staff detailed several changes in the 
Statewide voe Rule which would meet some industry objections. 
Industry has alluded to sources affected, which industry has 
not yet identified. 
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f. Alternative Control. The staff described possible effects 
of the December 11, 1979, federal Policy Statement (FR 
71780-88) on Oregon's proposed Alternative Control Rule, 
340-22-108. 

Bosserman verbally stated that this letter, which was distributed to 
all parties at the hearing, was intended to stimulate testimony on 
the rules, and should be construed to be the present thinking of the 
staff on these technical matters, and not any final decision by the 
staff on what should be proposed to the Environmental Quality 
Commission (EQC}. 

2. State Representaive Clayton C. Klein, Jr., (D} Medford 

Klein advocated no change from the gasoline marketing rules adopted 
June 8, 1979, by the EQC, for the gasoline bulk plants and service 
stations in the Medford AQMA. The changes proposed in the 4/03/80 
draft of voe rules 340-22-110 and -120 will cost far too much for the 
few tons of VOC per year captured. Klein stands fast in support of 
the rule, as marked up on 5/21/80. He urged the DEQ to stonewall 
the federal EPA on this issue; Oregon's congressional delegation will 
help. Klein observed that voluntary or mandatory auto 
inspection/maintenance is preferred over extending vapor balance, from 
a cost effective standpoint. Klein requested that the hearing record 
be held open for 30 days, as he wanted at least that much time to make 
sure that DEQ had enough data "to stick by your guns" and not move 
off the existing rule adopted June 8, 1979. Klein said that the vapor 
balance additions added by DEQ to satisfy EPA criticism was an 
unnecessary and expensive burden to the bulk plants, service stations, 
and the public. Klein said that some service stations and bulk plants 
would close, because of these proposed additions; and that their 
federal allocations would be lost, causing future gasoline shortages 
in Jackson County to be unnecessarily severe. Klein said Mr. Winkelman 
(the next person testifying} would give further details, but that more 
reductions should be realized from the automobile population. 

3. Mel Winkelman, Chevron agent, independent owner and operator of a 
Medford bulk gasoline plant, spoke for the gasoline marketing industry 
of Medford. Mr. Winkelman said that since the Medford area was figured 
by DEJ;l to attain the standard by 1982, then EPA could approve the 
gasoline marketing rule of June 8, 1979 for Medford, even though they 
perhaps couldn't for Portland, where the ozone will be violated past 
1982. 

Rather than do more vapor balance, the bulk plant owners would rather 
spend money on automobile inspection and maintenance, if DEJ;l thinks 
more reductions are needed. 
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Mr. Winkelman provided cost estimates from Chevron's Seattle 
engineering group of $130,000 to retrofit Medford bulk plant's tanks, 
loading ranks, and delivery truck with vapor balance and an incinerator 
to destroy the captured vapors. Since he could not pay for these costs 
out of profits, he would not install them, and elect to stop delivery 
to customers over 10,000 gallons per month, if that rule were adopted. 
He presented a list of 12 service stations in the Medford AQMA which 
receive over 10,000 gallons in any month, but less than 240,000 gallons 
a year. These are the stations which, when cut off from their gasoline 
from bulk plants, would face going out of business. Mr. Winkelman 
handed over a May 16, 1980, letter from Hawk Oil Co., the Exxon bulk 
plant in Medford. This letter described a minimum cost of $18,000 
for one of these gas stations to install a large tank with vapor 
balance fittings, in order to receive terminal delivered gasoline. 
This cost is not within the financial capability of these types of 
"MA and PA" service stations. 

Both Winkelman and Hawk Oil point out that is not cost effective for 
the Medford bulk plants to spend a million dollars to capture less than 
5% of the gasoline vapors generated in the Medford AQMA, or less than 
15 tons of voe per year from filling those twelve service stations 
and filling the account trucks to serve them. The money would be 
better spent on automobile Inspection and Maintenance. 

Winkelman pointed out that since the proposed rule would force those 
twelve "MA & PA" stations out of business, then that two million 
gallons of gasoline would be lost to users in the Medford area. 

Mr. Winkelman also handed over a May 20, 1980, letter from Wm. 
Cornitius, Medford Shell bulk plant owner. All three of these bulk 
plant owners urged, that if vapor balance was imposed on their 
customers, then its effective date should be put off at least two 
years, to see if it was really needed. 

4. Kenneth o. Dunder, Georgia - Pacific chemist, spoke against regulating 
Methanol storage emissions anywhere, especially in Albany or Coos Bay 
(ozone attainment areas). His remarks are attached as presented. 
In oral testimony, he added that only cooling tower water is used 
at Albany to condense methanol vapors tending to be vented. 

5. John Hartup, Chevron U.S.A., chairman of Western Oil and Gas 
Association's terminal managers committee, presented oral testimony, 
which was also written and is attached. In oral testimony he 
highlighted items 2, 3, 8, 9, 12, 13, 17, and 20 of the 22 item, 13 
page testimony, dated May 19, 1980. He urged changes in gasoline 
marketing rules. 

6. Les Krohn, Union Oil Manager of Environmental Control, presented his 
written testimony orally, which is attached, four pages. He covered 
three points in gasoline marketing. 
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7. Bryon Stoddard, Staff Engineer, Shell Oil, Houston, presented his 
written testimony orally, which is attached, four pages. He covered 
three points in gasoline marketing. 

8. Lee Manley, Project Engineer, Southern Pacific Pipelines, presented 
verbal testimony about their Eugene and Albany gasoline terminals. 
Controls at the Eugene terminal would not recover enough gasoline to 
pay for the cost of controls. Unless the Department redefines major 
source at 125 tons voe per year, Southern Pacific Pipelines would close 
the Albany terminal; the cost of control would make it uncompetitive 
with truck delivered gasoline. The company estimates costs at 15 to 
20¢ per barrel of gasoline loaded. 

9. Jon C. Anderson, Manager, Wagner Mining Equipment Co., presented his 
written testimony orally, which is attached. His remarks addressed 
the proposed rules on air-dried painting; urged the 4.0 lb/gal rule, 
requested a 20 TPY exemption point, wanted later interim compliance 
schedule dates, and favored the "bubble" rule. 

10. Thomas C. Donaca, General Counsel, Associated Oregon Industries, 
presented oral testimony, which was typed and received May 23, as 
attached, three pages. His eight comments included testimony against 
the statewide rule. He was concerned about the substantive changes 
in the proposed rules presented at the hearing by Peter Bosserman and 
questioned whether these procedures met the notice and hearing 
requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act. 

11. F. Glen Odell, Consultant, presented written and oral 
two of his clients, FMC Corp., and Freightliner Corp. 
later he provided a typed copy of his oral testimony. 
attached: 

a. Freightliner May 14, 1980, letter 

testimony from 
Several days 
These are 

b. Seton, Johnson & Odell, Inc. May 21, 1980, letter on behalf 
of FMC Corp., plus attached April 4, 1980 report 

c. Seton, Johnson & Odell, Inc. May 22, 1980 letter with attached 
data showing rainy summer days. Odell was against statewide 
rules and for less stringent air-dried paint rules. 

12. Dr. James E. Walther, Supervisor of Air Programs, Crown Zellerbach 
Corp., presented his written testimony orally, which is attached. 
Additionally, he remarked that the north Portland plant wanted to 
reduce highly reactive tolene emissions from paper coating rather than 
less reactive alcohol emissions from their flexographic printing 
presses, under the proposed bubble rule. If this was not possible, 
a longer compliance time would be needed in 340-22-210. 

He emphasized that the Department's alternative control rule, 
340-22-108, should be approved without the suggested amendments of 
May 21, 1980; the State should do what it considers best, then if EPA 
doesn't like it, they will have to say why. He also questioned the 
Department's procedure used in introducing changes in the proposed 
rules during the hearing. 
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13. C. T. Metcalf, Product Applications Engineer, Shell Oil Co., spoke 
in favor of the property specification type rule shown in 340-22-140, 
and was against in-use specifications, as provided in EPA guidance. 

He testified that the "Other" category at 8% solvent limit, in 
340-22-140(4) (h), was not needed. 

He testified that asphalt users don't blend in any more solvent than 
necessary. In hot, sunny weather, emulsified asphalt (grade CRS or 
CSS) is laid down with no solvents at all. 

14. Tom Buglione, Production Manager, Willamette Industries, presented 
his written testimony orally, which is attached. 

In summary, he opposed any statewide rule, and desired the state ozone 
standard of .OB ppm be revised upward to the federal standard of .12 
ppm. 

15. Stephen R. Norton, Chairman of Environmental Committee, Pacific 
Northwest Society for Coatings Technology, an employee of Tenneco 
Chemicals, first presented a letter from Norris Paint and Varnish, 
which is attached. Norris expressed dissatisfaction with the obscure 
way the standard was expressed. An exemption for traffic marking paint 
was requested. 

Mr. Norton had his remarks typed and submitted them later, along with 
reference previous letters and companion letters which are attached: 

a. Norris Paint & Varnish Co. May 20, 1980, letter 
b. Norton May 21, 1980, letter 
c. Mccloskey varnish Co. June 2, 1980, letter 
d. Union Carbide Corp. May 28, 1980 letter 
e. Rohm & Haas Co. May 23, 1980, letter 
f. Rohm & Haas Co. May 28, 1980, letter 
g. Norton Feb. 23, 1980, letter with attachments 
h. Reliance Universal Inc. Feb. 25, 1980, letter 
i. Forrest Paint Co. Feb. 21, 1980, letter 
j. Norton June 17, 1980, letter with attached meteorological data 

As no one else asked to testify, the hearing was adjourned at 3:30 
p.m., with the announcement that the hearing record would be kept open 
for 30 days. The following written testimony has been received. 

16. Clement Mesavage, Enviromental Affairs, GATX asked that methanol not 
be singled out for more stringent treatment in 340-22-160(1) in his 
two page letter, May 9, 1980, attached. 

17. R. w. Berwald, Engineering, Borden Chemical, proposed two ways of 
reducing methanol emissions in his single page, May 12, 1980, letter, 
attached. 
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18. Wm. S. Hahn, Olympic Stain, asked exemption for architectural 
coatings applied by machine staining in his May 16, 1980, letter, 
with 6 page addition, attached. 

19. Stephen M. Malm, Hyster Co., asked for exemption of custom coatings 
at their fork lift plant, and passage of the alternative control rule, 
in his May 16, 1980, four page letter, attached. 

20. H. R. Soloman, Chevron U.S.A., presented 17 comments in eight pages 
of his May 19, 1980, letter, attached. Chevron opposes a statewide 
rule, and made other comments concerning gasoline marketing. 

21. G. L. Beuker, District Engineer, The Asphalt Institute, supported the 
property specification type rule in 340-22-140(4), concerning 
emulsified asphalt, in his seven pages of letters, dated April 3 and 
23, 1980, attached. He also asked for classification of SC grades 
as road oils rather than cutback asphalts. In his June 23, 1980, 
letter, two pages, attached, he asked for exemption of SC cutbacks 
and road oils for use as dust palliatives. 

22. Bob B. Wallan, Chevron U.S.A., in his July 1, 1980, one page letter, 
attached, opposed any exemption of SC grade or road oils from the voe 
rules, for use as dust palliatives. 

23. Richard R. Theil, Chief, Air Programs Branch, EPA, Region X office, 
Seattle in his May 21, 1980, three page letter, attached, said that 
he would not be able to aspprove 340-22-108, the Alternative Control 
or "bubbble" rule because "it is inconsistent on almost all points 
with EPA's Bubble Policy". 

24. Tim Ayers, head chemist, Laurence - David, requested a simple pounds 
of solvent per gallon of coating rule, without the "excluding water" 
phrase, in his April 22, 1980, one page letter. 

25. James E. Hudson, general manager, Grange Cooperative Supply Assoc., 
Medford, asked that vapor balance type controls not be imposed on 
bulk plant delivery or their small customers, in his May 20, 1980, 
one page letter attached. 

26. Ralph w. Hanley, City Manager, Salem, opposed the restrictions on slow 
cure (SC) and medium cure (MC) cutback asphalt in 340-22-140, in his 
May 5, 1980, one page letter, attached, sent thru Sue Hollies of Mid­
Willamette Valley Council of Governments. 

27. Sandra Diedrich, Director, Coos - Curry Council of Governments, opposed 
inclusion of Coos and Curry Counties in VOC rules, in her May 20, 1980, 
one page letter, attached. 

28. Donald R. Arkell, Program Director, Lane Regional Air Pollution 
Authority, Eugene, opposed statewide VOC rules in his one page, May 
22, 1980, letter, attached. 
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29. Paul H. Payne, Technical director, Norris Paint & Varnish Co., asked 
for exemption of traffic markings paint from voe rules in his two page, 
May 29, 1980, letter, attached. 

30. Gerald G. Palmer, Environmental Specialist, Simpson Timber Co., opposed 
the statewide voe rule and requested that methanol be considered an 
exempt volatile organic compound because of its low photochemical 
reactivity, in his two page, June 13, 1980, letter, attached. 

31. J.M. Hatfield, Technical Director, Reliance Universal, Inc., had six 
comments on coating rules in his two page, June 10, 1980, letter, 
attached. He also opposed any statewide voe rule. 

32. Dr. James E. Walther, Supervisor of Air Programs, Crown Zellerbach 
Corp., sent additional testimony, five pages, by a June 16, 1980, 
letter, attached. 

33. Peter B. Bosserman, DEQ Engineer, met with Western Oil and Gas 
Association's gasoline terminal managers on June 18, 1980, over slotted 
gage wells, responsibility for vapor balance, etc. An eight page 
record of that meeting is attached. 

34. D. J. Fogelquist, Western Oil and Gas Association, wrote June 19, 1980, 
that EPA had given Washington State conditional approval in the June 
5, 1980, Federal Register, pg. 37824, on a voe rule which exempts 
service stations with a throughput of less than 200,000 gallons per 
year. Oregon's present voe rules have an exemption point of 240,000 
gallons per year, but the hearing was held on a value of 10,000 gallons 
per month. 

35. Michael J. Dougherty, Union Oil, wrote July 14, 1980, that EPA's draft 
New Source Performance Standard for Gasoline Terminals accepts a 
pressure decay of 3 inches in 5 minutes for tank truck leak testing. 
He urged this value rather than 1 inch, as found in proposed 
340-22-137 (1) (b). 

Recommendation 

This report was authored by Peter Bosserman, the voe rules author. Rhea 
Kessler presided over the May 21, 1980, hearing. The recommendations 
on the major issues in this testimony are authored by the air quality staff 
and are presented as 8 issues at the end of the Memorandum to the 
Commisssion at their September 19, 1980, meeting. This disposition and 
recommendations concerning the other testimony is addressed in the attached 
memorandum, authored by Peter B. Bosserman. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Staff Response to Testimony on 
voe Rules, OAR 340-22-100 to -220, 
and Permit Fees, OAR 340-20-155 

The testimony from thirty-five persons is discussed in the same order 
it is listed in the hearings report, with separate comments listed as a., 
b., c., etc. 

1. Bosserman a., b., e., f., are major issues, see Memorandum to the 
Commission, last part, ISSUES. 
c. Paper Coating - there was no adverse testimony to these small 

changes in the paper coating rule 340-22-170 to address EPA 
concerns. 

d. Vapor Balance Responsibility - Here the Department outlines a very 
stringent rule, holding all parties responsible. Other testimony 
wanted only one party responsible. The gasoline terminal rule 
340-22-130 was re-written to model the Washington State rule, which 
the terminal operators felt was fair. See also testimony #33. 

2. & 3. Testimony by Clayton Klein, Mel Winkelman, Hawk Oil, and Wm. 
Cornitius - was on vapor balance in gasoline marketing. This is 
discussed in major issue 3, except that later compliance for 
additional vapor balance imposed in 1980 was delayed to April 1, 
1983, as requested in the testimony. 

4. Dunder - spoke against methanol controls for his plants in Albany 
and Coos Bay. See major issues 1 and 8 for consideration. 

5. Hartup had twenty-two concerns in gasoline marketing, presenting 
Western Oil and Gas associations concerns, as follows: 

a.(l) Are the proposed fees one-time or annual? See Table A of OAR 
340-20-155. The Application Processing fee is the second column 
in Table A, and is the first column in the proposed rules; it 
is a one-time fee (for acquiring a permit or permit 
modification). The Annual Compliance Determination Fee is the 
third fee column in Table A, and is the second column in the 
proposed rules; it is an annual fee. 
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b. (2) A workshop is proposed for the statewide rule; Hartup is against 
a statewide rule; see major issue 1. 

c. (3) Objections are raised to being so directly tied to California 
approvals and test procedures. The Department has no objection 
to equivalent equipment or tests approved by other air pollution 
control agencies; therefore the language in 340-22-102(5) and 
340-22-107(1) is broadened to include other agency approvals 
and test procedures. The Department would be the judge of 
equivalency in each and every case, however. 

d.(4) Objections were stated to boats and airplanes in 340-22-102(18). 
This inclusion of boats and airplanes in "gasoline dispersing 
facility" was specifically intended in the voe rules as adopted 
on December 15, 1978, and amended on June 8, 1979. It causes 
marinas and light-plane airports to be included in rules 340-22-
110 to,-137, as gasoline vapor is emitted from storage tanks 
at those sources also. 

e.(5) Hartup wants "unless there is an increase in emission" deleted 
from 340-22-102(25) (a). Granted that there may be a temporary 
increase in emissions during maintenance and repair. But this 
temporary increase always occurs during these repetitive actions, 
therefore no unanticipated increase occurs. By leaving this 
phase in, the Department is forbidding changes in maintenance 
and repair procedures which would cause emissions greater than 
procedures anticipated to happen when the facility was put under 
permit or given approval to construct. 

f.(6) Hartup suggests change of the word stripping in 340-22-102(31). 
This was made. The second part of this comment is a request 
to separate a refinery from adjacent facilities, under control 
of the same owner. Because it applies to only one site in 
Oregon, the effect of this clarification will be observed in 
the respective Air Contaminant Discharge Permits of these 
adjacent facilities, rather than making the rule longer. 

g. (7) Hartup objects to 340-22-110(1) (b) as it seems to require 100% 
control. In 340-22-110(4) Method 30 is referenced as the test 
method. It clarifies that 90% control is required. 

h.(8) Hartup wants bulk plants of less than 20,000 gal/day and their 
customers exempted from vapor balance. See major issue 3. 
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i. (9) Hartup notes that builders are co-responsible for 340-22-110(3). 
This is unique in Oregon OAR, and Hartup wants it deleted. This 
rule was adopted this way both on December 15, 1978, and on June 
8, 1979. Very few commercial buyers of tanks storing gasoline 
for their commercial vehicles are aware of the voe rules. 
Likewise new and small independent gas station owners are not 
familiar with the rules. Contractors and equipment 
salesmen are familiar with the voe rules. Therefore this rule 
included builders so that they would be held responsible for 
installing tanks in violation of the VOC rules. Testimony was 
not received from builders against this; it strengthens the 
builders case for putting in conforming tanks. 

j.(10) Hartup objects to reporting spills as small as 5 gallons of 
gas. This remark must have come from someone in Western Oil 
and Gas Association who did not attend the September 1979 
meeting with the Portland committee of that organization. At 
that meeting, this 5 gallon limit was set, in place of EPA 
requested language "if an accident (spill) occurs, it shall 
be reported". 

k. (11) Hartup objects to absolutes such as all" and "only" in the 
rules. Since better (but unknown) language is requested, the 
Department would be open to a conference or exchange of letters 
to improve such language. 

1.(12) Hartup requests a conference over responsibility for vapor 
balance at terminals, which was held June 18, 1980. 

m.(13) Hartup requests a less stringent test of 3 inches drop in 340-22-
137 (1) (b). See major issue #7. 

n. (14) Hartup requests permission for alternate test methods in 340-22-
137. This would be allowable under proposed 340-22-108, as 
a different process of ascertaining leak rates. If such 
alternate methods are proposed, they can be easily added to 
Methanol 31 or 32. 

o. (15) Hartup requests "visible liquid leaks" be changed to 3 drops 
or more per minute. The Department is of the opinion that 
visible liquid leaks are so obvious that they need no exemption 
point, as is proposed. 

p. (16) Hartup requests a longer period between tests, following a good 
record in 340-22-137. The Department sees a lot of testimony 
on the l" or 3" leak test, that such a good record never 
happens. Therefore, the Department will keep the annual test, 
until trucks are made differently. 
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q. (17) Hartup wants record retention of two years rather than four 
in 340-22-153(3). Since this is consistent with the Control 
Technology Guidelines document, it was changed. 

r.(18) Hartup wants 340-22-153(e) deleted as unnecessary reporting. 
The Department does not see any great burden in a refinery 
sending the Department quarterly reports that they are fixing 
leaks per 340-22-153; and listing those leaks that were not 
stopped within 15 days of being found. 

s.(19) Hartup wants low volatile liquids exempted from 340-22-153. 
This is important, as the only refinery in Oregon makes asphalt 
from its single distillation tower. Since asphalt has neglible 
volatility, 340-22-153(4) was added to exempt low volatile 
liquids like asphalt from the leak rule. 

t.(20) Hartup wants exemption from through-put record keeping in 340-
22-160. Because this is implied from its absence in the Control 
Technology Guideline Document, and because through-puts on a 
plant site basis will be required for annual emission inventory 
purposes in each plant's Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, this 
request was granted. 

u. (21) Hartup wants exemption from submitting annual reports about 
seal gaps in floating roof tanks. The Department declines to 
make this exemption as it is central to getting the seal gaps 
checked annually and accomplish the reduction needed by this 
rule, 

v. (22) Hartup wants to have the basis stated for more frequent than 
annual reports, as enabled by 340-22-160(4) (L). The basis for 
more or less frequent reports will be the operator's past 
performance. If gap seals are OK for two years running, less 
frequent monitoring and reporting could be asked for by the 
operator, and granted by the Department. There may be other 
reasons, so the basis is broader, and not amenable to stating 
definitively in the rule. 

6. Les Krohn was against the state-wide rule and wanted exemption from 
vapor balance for 10,000 gallon per day bulk plants and their 
customers. See major issues 1 and 3. He also wanted responsibility 
for vapor balance at terminals put on the truck driver. A compromise 
on this was reached at a June 18, 1980, meeting with the terminal 
managers. See testimony #33, a record of that meeting. 
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7. Byron Stoddard raised issues covered by Hartup and Krohn above. See 
above responses. 

8. Lee Manley, Southern Pacific Pipelines, was against the statewide rule; 
if it were adopted, he wanted exemption for their Albany terminal. 
This is major issue #1 in the attached memorandum, where the statewide 
rule is deferred for study. 

9. Jon Anderson, Wagner Mining Equipment, supported the 4.0 air-dried 
paint rule (see major issue #4); requested exemption of small painters, 
Wagner included (see major issue #5); wanted later interim compliance 
dates (change made); and favored the "bubble" rule (see major issue 
#6). 

10. Thomas Donaca, Associated Oregon Industries, had the following 
testimony on six topics: 

a.(l) He was against the statewide rule and suggested putting it in 
a task force for study; see major issue #1 where this is 
recommended. 

b.(2) He was strongly in favor of "other VOC pollution control devices" 
laying idle in winter in 340-22-106. See major issue #2. 

c. (3) He objected to references in 340-22-107(1) to California. 
Therefore these references are being removed so that the section 
simply encourages use of designs developed elsewhere and approved 
by the air pollution authority in that region. Donaca also urged 
extension of compliance dates in this section where a firm was 
hit hard in the current recession; this would be done under the 
existing variance law, ORS 468.345. 

d.(4) He supported the 20 TPY exemption point for 340-22-170(2) (b}, 
the surface coating rule, rather than the 15 lb/day (about 1 
TPY). See major issue 5, 

e.(5} He objects to 340-22-108(2) where an exemption under a bubble 
rule can be revoked. The purpose of this was to remind any plant 
receiving the benefit of a bubble rule, that such a benefit can 
be revoked in future rule making where the Commission would 
decide on more stringent rules for a class of VOC sources. The 
Department prefers to publish this warning in the rule. One 
can assume from past strategies, that there is generally at least 
five years between strategies. 
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f.(6) Donaca questioned the legality of the Department's opening 
testimony at the hearing, where several variations of the rules 
were discussed. The Department saw this as an advanced version 
of this report, helpful in informing the persons affected of 
where the Department was going. No new rules or major subjects 
were opened by this testimony. 

11. F. Glen Odell, spoke against a statewide voe rule. His arguments were 
accepted; see major issue 1. His suggestion for later milestone 
dates for the misc. paint rule in 340-22-107(3) were implemented. 

Odell presented data for days of rainfall, by month, in Portland, 
Salem, and Medford. He also offered his letters of May 21, May 
22, and his April 4 1980, report to FMC in support of the 4.0 lb. 
of voe per gallon (less water) rule for air dried paint. See 
major issue 4. 

Odell presented a letter from Freightliner Corp. whic~A§upported 
the exemption for customized topcoating of trucks in ~-22-
170 (2) (a) and supported 340-22-108, the bubble rule. See major 
issue 6. 

12. Dr. James E. Walther gave testimony: 
(a) against the statewide rule, see issue l; 
(b) for a simple bubble rule, see issue 6; 
(c) against the printing rule, 340-22-210, which he claimed 
would be difficult to comply with by July 1, 1982. He also cited 
errors made by EPA in claiming that low solvent, water borne 
inks could be used on packaging products. He quoted high costs 
of control. 

The staff acknowledges these difficulties, and recommends a 
bubble rule so that Walther could reduce paper coating emissions 
instead, as Walther testified he would. 
(d) Walther also testified for winter time shut-off of other 
Voe control devices. See major issue 2. 

13. C. T. Metcalf, testified that 340-22-140(4) (h) was not needed, as 
there were no other grades of emulsified asphalt. Therefore, 
that line was deleted. His other testimony supported the way 
rule 340-22-140 was written. 
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14. Stephen R. Norton testified against the standard in 340-22-170(1) where 
it is expressed less water. The Department has in hand a further 
complication, where EPA requires transfer efficiency, also be 
considered. See the May 5, 1980, memo, Richard G. Rhoads to 
Chief, Air Programs Branch, Region I-X, "Procedures to Calculate 
Equivalency with the CTG Recommendations for Surface Coating". 
Between these two complexities, the staff can only wait for EPA 
to publish equivalent rules in terms of mass of voe emitted per 
area of surface coated, which might be easier to follow. 

(b) Norton supported a 20 TPY exemption point in 340-22-170(2) (b), 
rather than 15 lb./day. See major issue 5. 

(c) Norton wanted 340-22-106 to allow high solvent points as "other 
pollution control devices allowed to lay idle'. See major issue 
2. 

(d) Norton supported the 4.0 lb./gal air dried rule with testimony 
and the following letters. See major issue 4. 

(e) John H. Daller's June 2, 1980, letter from Mccloskey Varnish 
stated that they had water base coatings to meet 340-22-170, 
but only in the summer time. 

(f) W. P. Miller's May 28, 1980, letter from Union Carbide said his 
water-based vehicles would not be recommended during the winter 
months. 

(g) N. Roman's May 23, 1980, letter from Rohm and Hass, Philadelphia, 
suggested going to force dry at 140° F for 15 minutes to overcome 
winter drying conditions. 

(h) Nick Mario's May 23, 1980, letter, also from Rohm and Haas, 
supported exemption of wood coatings. 

(i) Paul H. Payne's May 20, 1980, letter, from Norris Paint and 
Varnish objected to the "less water" coatings standard which 
is defended in (a) above. Payne wanted traffic marking paint 
exempted, which was done, as it is more an architectural coating. 
See 340-22-170(2) (a). 

(j) Norton's Feb. 23, 1980, letter, with attached Reliance Universal 
Feb. 25, 1980, letter, and Forrest Paint Feb. 21, 1980, letter 
are entered for the record; and many of their requests were 
complied with in the rule sent to hearing. 

(k) Norton's June 17, 1980, letter again supported the 4.0 lb/gal 
air-dried rule and the 20 TPY exemption point. See issues 4 
and 5. 

16. Clement Mesavage wrote against special treatment of methanol in rule 
340-22-160. The Department gives this special treatment to methanol 
because of the large quantities used in Oregon at resin plants, and 
because of the severity of the ozone problem in Medford and Portland, 
where stored methanol goes above a vapor pressure of 1.5 psia on the 
hot summer days when ozone is forming. See major issue 8. 
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17. R. w. Berwald wrote about different methods of controlling methanol 
emissions (he has plants in Springfield and LaGrande). These plants 
will still be exempt from 340-22-160 as no statewide rule is 
recommended at this time; see major issue 1. However, to answer his 
questions, under proposed 340-22-108, methanol emissions could be 
lowered to provide equivalent control to a floating roof with double 
seal, but not to escape the rule, as long as rule 340-22-160 gives 
methanol special treatment. Secondly, other equivalent control devices 
would be allowed under proposed 340-22-108. 

18. Wm. S. Hahn, asked for exemption of architectural coatings applied 
by machine staining, citing many reasons in his 8 page letter. This 
exemption was given in 340-22-170(2) (a). 

19. Stephen M. Malm, Hyster Co., wrote asking for exemption of custom 
coatings at their fork lift plant. The Department prefers that Hyster 
reduce emissions elsewhere in the plant, beyond that required by rules 
340-22-170, so that under the proposed "bubble rule", equivalent voe 
reductions are made. Mahm supported the "bubble rule", and indicated 
that under that rule, his plant could reduce voe emissions equivalent 
to that required by individual voe rules. 

20. H .• R. Solomon wrote 17 comments as follows: 
a·. against statewide rule; see major issue 1. 
b. wanted the definition of carbon led breakthrough, 340-22-102(4), 
to allow up to a 10% concentration of the inlet VOC. The Department 
has no problem with this EPA approved definition for single voe 
applications. To date, the only carbon beds in Oregon are handling 
mixtures of VOC gases, so the Department, after consultation with the· 
carbon bed users, adopted the present definition. 

(c) did not want vapor balance equipment limited to that approved in 
California in 340-22-102(5). The staff is adding "or equivalent 
approval by other air pollution control agencies" to that definition. 
The California certified list has been helpful and expeditious both 
to applicants and to the Department's reviewing staff so far. 

(d) did not want the definition of Modified, 340-22-102(25) (a) to forbid 
temporary increases of VOC while equipment is worked on. See the 
staff's response to the same comment from WOGA in item 5.e(5) of this 
memorandum. 

(e) did not want EPA approval written into 240-22-108(1) (d), the 
alternative control rule. This EPA approval was required in the 
alternative control model rules of EPA-450/2-79-004, in the December 
11, 1979, federal register, and is therefore considered necessary to 
obtain EPA approval of this needed rule. See major issue 6. 

(f) In 340-22-110(1) (b) Solomon wanted "Certified Underground Storage Tank 
Device" replaced by "Vapor Control System". The present language 
conforms more to the actual way approvals are being processed by the 
staff. 
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(g} In 340-22-110(2) (c) Solomon pointed out that EPA was allowing exemption 
of less than 100 TPY sources in rural nonattainment areas. The staff 
agrees; see major issue 3. He also wanted existing 2000 gallon tanks 
exempted even though the gasoline was delivered from the terminal, 
based upon guidance from EPA-905/2-78-001, April 1978. Vapor balance 
for these tanks is presently being worked out with the dealer in 
Portland serving them and the Department's staff. Since this VOC 
control is going forward, and additional vapor controls are needed 
in Portland, the Department would not want to exempt it now, only to 
reimpose it at some future date. For Oregon, such controls appear 
to be Reasonably Available Control Technology. 

(h) 340-22-120(c) should have vapor balance on the delivery side of bulk 
plants only in urban areas (Portland}. This is being implemented; 
see major issue 3. 

(i) Solomon wants 1.5 changed to 4.0 psia in 340-22-130(3) (a) as that 
defines gasoline. Solomon is correct as the rules author had confused 
true vapor pressure with Reid vapor pressure. 

(j) Solomon wanted the compliance date for leak testing delivery trucks 
to be delayed from April 1, 1981, to April 1, 1982, in 340-22-137(1). 
The staff had always selected the April 1, 1981, date so that the 
vapors captured in the vapor balance systems could be transported by 
the trucks. The rules passed in December 1978 and re-adopted again 
in 1979 required trucks to be vapor tight and tested by method 32, 
by April 1, 1981. So even though EPA-450/2-79-004 allows compliance 
to be delayed to 1982, as granted by Solomon, such a delay would not 
mesh with vapor capture plans for Oregon, as conceived in 1978. 

(k) Solomon presented a page of test data showing that the l" pressure 
drop of testing tank trucks for leaks in 340-22-137(1) (b) was not 
possible. The staff agrees to this, see major issue 7. 

(1) Solomon says 340-22-137(2) (b) covers delivery vessels and may flunk 
a tank truck, even though a 3" leak test of 340-22-137(1) (b) does not. 
Clearly -137(2) (b) refers to the vapor collection system, not just 
to the truck. Since it is the heart of the leak test, EPA must have 
meant it to be a requirement in addition to -137 (1) (b), so the 
Department would not want to change it. Under proposed 340-22-108, 
the Department could recognize alternative ways of leak testing, as 
requested by Solomon. 

(m) Solomon wants "avoidable" added at the beginning of 340-22-137(2) (c), 
per the EPA model rule. The staff left out the word avoidable as it 
would only lead to wrangling with operators claiming that all leaks 
were accidents and unavoidable. The rule is written to prevent leaks. 
Certainly all visible leaks, whether avoidable or unavoidable, should 
be repaired immediately. 

(n) Solomon pointed out that the less stringent retest level of 2 inches 
in 340-22-137(3) could be deleted upon adoption of a 3 inch test 
standard. The staff agrees and deleted the retest standard of 2 
inches. See major issue 7. 
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(o) Solomon wanted 2 years rather than 4 in 340-22-153(3) (g) per the EPA 
model rule. Agreed to; the change was made. 

21. G. J. Beuker wrote requesting redefinition of SC grade to be allowed 
as a dust palliative. The Department obtained EPA approval of our 
cutback asphalt rule; to make such a change at this time would 
jeopardize that approval. Perhaps Mr. Beuker could raise this subject 
again next year. One of the principle uses of dust palliatives cited 
by Beuker was on forest service roads. Nearly all such roads are 
outside the areas where the voe rules apply. Only a few square miles 
of forest land are inside the Medford AQMA. See also Chevron USA's 
Bob B. Wallan's letter, July 1, 1980, against Beuker's proposal. 

22. Wallan, see above. 
23. Richard R. Thiel, EPA, Region X, Seattle, opposed 340-22-108, the 

"bubble rule". See major issue 6. 
24. Tim Ayers commented on the awkward coating standard definition. See 

reply to Norton,item 15(a) of this memorandum. 
25. James E. Hudson, wrote against vapor balance in Medford at bulk plants. 

See major issue 3. 
26. Ralph W. Hanley, wrote against restrictions on cutback asphalt. These 

restrictions were adopted on December 15, 1978, to reduce ozone in 
Oregon. It is hoped that the City of Salem will put up with the 
increased costs associated with the restrictions. 

27. Sandra Diedrich opposed voe rules for Southwest Oregon. See major 
issue 1. 

28. Donald R. Arkell wrote against a statewide rule. See major issue 1. 
29. Paul H. Payne wrote asking for an exemption for traffic marking paint. 

This was granted in 340-22-170(2) (a). See also item 15 i. 
30. Gerald G. Palmer wrote opposing the statewide rule. See major issue 

1. He also was for exempting methanol from voe compounds because of 
its low photochemical reactivity. That methanol is of moderate 
photochemical reactivity is not denied; it was exempt from controls 
in Los Angeles for a decade because of that. More recent smog 
chamber data shows methanol reacting to form ozone on the second 
day of its exposure to sunlight. Since ozone violations in Oregon 
involve multi-day episodes, it was decided in 1978 to control 
moderate and low photochemically reactive compounds also. Only 
those of neglible reactivity were ~xempted. This is in agreement 
with EPA findings and guideline documents. It is doubtful if 
EPA approval could be obtained if methanol were exempted. See 
the voe definition, 340-22-102(45). 
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31. J. M. Hatfield wrote as follows: 
a. against a statewide rule; see major issue 1. 
b. against early compliance schedule interim dates for painting in 

340-22-107(3). These dates were changed to later. It is recognized 
that changing paint formulation makes certain interim dates 
(purchase orders and beginning and completing construction) not 
applicable. 

c. Hatfield asks for reformulation to be defined as a control device 
in the definitions and the exemptions. The Department sees 
reformulation as a process change, whereas an afterburner would be 
a control device. Changing back to high-solvent paint in the winter 
season should be referred to a study committtee; see major issue 2. 

d. Hatfield asks specific exemption for flat wood coating, which is 
covered by 340-22-200, in the exemptions to misc. painting, 
This has been done; see the sixth line of 340-22-120(2) (a) in the 
rules. 

e. Hatfield did not want 340-22-102(16) to restrict the application 
of heat to warm air. This definition describes ambient air which 
has been heated up, by any means, and by any degree, up to 194°F. 
So it would not restrict the addition of heat. 

f. Hatfield wanted a simpler expression or the coating standard; see 
discussion in item 15(a). 

32. Dr. Walther wrote additional remarks for a simple bubble rule (see 
major issue 6), and for longer time to develop new inks for 340-22-210 
(see earlier response to item 12. (c) in this memorandum). 

33. Peter Bosserman wrote up a June 18 meeting with the Portland gasoline 
terminal managers. At that meeting, exemptions for slotted gage wells 
were recommended, as a safety measure. See additions to 340-22-160(3) 
to accomplish this. 

The terminal managers said responsibilty for hooking up vapor balance 
hoses should be handled like the Washington State code, WAC 173-490-
202. Since this way was agreeable, rule 340-22-13bwas rewritten to 
resemble the Washington way of handling vapor return hose hook-up. 

34. D. J. Fogelquist wrote of a Washington State rule exempting service 
stations with a throughput of less than 200,000 gallons per year from 
vapor balance, WAC 173-490-040(5) (a). He urged Oregon to do the same. 
The staff notes that in the June 5, 1980, Federal Register, page 
37824, item d. in the middle of the page, such a condition is 
questioned and put under conditional approval by EPA. EPA expresses 
approval only for a 120,000 gallons per year exemption. 

35. M. J. Dougherty sent a draft of a federal standard which showed a 
leak test rate of 3 inches in five minutes for gasoline tank trucks. 
See major issue 7. 
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY RECEIVED AT AND PRIOR TO THE MAY 21,1980 
PUBLIC HEARING ON THE voe RULE CHANGES ARE TOO LENTHLY TO 

COPY FOR GENERAL DISTRIBUTION, 

COPIES ARE AVAILABLE FOR PERUSAL IN THE OFFICES OF 

THE DEQ AIR QUALITY DIVISION, 4TH FLOOR, YEON BUILDING, 

522 SOUTHWEST FIFTH AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON, CONTACT 

PETER BOSSERMAN. 
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OAR 340-22-100 TO 22-220 
AND 

CHANGES AND ADDITIONS TO PERMIT FEES 

OAR 340-20-155 

RECEIVED MAY 21, 1980 
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May 21, 1980 

To: RJ:iea Ke\,s 1 e,r, Hearings Officer 

J. F~~czyk, Air Quality Division 
""\\ 

Volatite Organic Compounds Rules 

From: lfLAY 2 l 1980 

Subject: 

.- ..... , ...... 

The Department staff hereby enters into the hearings record, rule changes 
which are being considered in response to developments subsequent to 
April 6, 1980, when the Department sent a draft of the rules to the 
Environmental Quality Commission to be authorized for hearing. 

Gasoline Bulk Plants 

Gasoline Bulk Plants i·n the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area 
and in the Salem SATS (Salem Area Transportation Study), and gasoline 
customers of those bulk plants, are all sources releasing less than 100 
tons per year of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC). Under EPA guide! ines, 
the Medford and Salem areas are rural non-attainment areas for ozone. The 
Environmental Protection Agency only requires rules to impose Reasonably 
Available Control Technology in rural non-attainment areas to be applicable 
to sources of 100 tons per year of VOC or greater. Therefore, the Department 
is considering amending the proposed rules to exempt the delivery side.of 
bulk plants and all their customers from vapor balance in the Medford and 
Salem rural non-attainment areas. The reductions from converting those 
operations from splash fill to submerged fill will still be iealized under 
the rules as amended, since these reductions are considered cost effective 
and within the financial capability of the persons involved. 

The rule, April 3, 1980 draft, proposed for this hearing imposed vapor 
balance on all (but the very smallest) bulk plants in Medford, Salem, and 
Portland areas. Based on the EPA rural ozone policy and the general indica­
tions from bulk plant owners in Medford that full control costs would possibly 
force them out of ·business, rule 340-22-120 is now proposed to b'e modified, 
deleting Salem and Medford areas from the vapor balance requirement. 

Painting 

Proposed additions to 340-22-170 to cover surface coating in manufacturing 
miscellaneous parts (painting parts), added a less stringent 4.0 lb/gal rule 
for Air Dried parts, near the end of Table 1. Many Oregon unique exemptions 
were added to the 1 ist provided by the EPA approved model rule in proposed 
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OAR 340-22-170(2) (a). The justifications for the 4.0,rule and some of the 
exemptions are brief and without extensive technical detail 1 ikely needed 
by EPA to consi.der them approvable. Therefore, if further adequate docu­
mentation is not provided as a result of this hearing, and EPA holds firm 
in their position; the Department wil 1 propose to the EQC to revert to the 
EPA 3.5 guideline. Certain exemptions on use of oil stains appear justifiable 
and these·may be added to the list. 

Paper Coating 

The staff is negotiating minor revisions to the paper coating rules of 
340-22-170, with the EPA Region X staff and the 3M Company. The 4.7 lb/gal. 
value in Table l may drop to 4.6; daily monitoring and monthly reporting 
will be required year around; the asterisk.footnote in Table l will have 
the words "monthly average" deleted, and the words "less emissions from 

.storage tanks subject to 340-22-16011 added. These changes appear necessary 
in order for EPA to be convinced that RACT is bein~ applied to this source 
category. 

Gasoline Terminal Responsibility 

The gasoline terminals desired that rule 340-22-130(1) be clarified that 
only the truck operator (or terminal operator, if present) be held responsible 
for hooking up vapor return hoses when getting a load of gasoline. The words 
"no person shall cause" more or less means that according to the Oregon 
Attorney General. Since the Department staff intended the opposite, and is. 
preparing to enforce the rule in less than a year, holding all parties respon­
sible, the Attorney General recommended this wording at the beginn·ing of 
340-22-130(1): 

"After Apri 1 1, 1981, no terminal owner or operator, or truck owner 
or operator, shal 1 al low .... ". 

This would mean that, as a condition of employment and of sel 1 ing and delivering 
gasoline, all parties must take such reasonable action as promulgating operating 
procedures (with threat of dismissal) that vapor return hoses are to be 
connected, and that gaso 1 i ne is so 1 d on 1 y ~ii. vapors are re_t.uL~i:i .. , etc. 

Statewide Rules 

To make the benefit of statewide VOC rules, 340-22-104, more evident, a new 
paragraph would be added: 

"340-22-104(4) 

voe sources, whether new or modified, proposing to locate outside 
the areas cited in 340-22-104(3) (a), (b), and (c), are exempted from 
preconstruction monitoring for VOC and ozone, and are exempt from 
VOC offsets, unless the Department determines that such exemptions 
will cause violations of Federal ambient air standards." 

To remove the ambiguity of the meaning of source, it is redefined; "Plant 
site basis" is defined, and "structure, building, facility, or installation" 
is defined. This all results in it being made clear that a 100 ton per year 
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(TYP) VOC source is the whole plant, not just one smokestack or one process 
or fugitive losses from large storage tanks. 

Associated Oregon Industries has indicated the benefits of the statewide 
rule do not outweigh the costs of control, citing that there are likely 
mor~ sources affected than the Department has identified. If ADI can 
provide some documentation of this case, the Department will reconsider 
its position. 

Alternative Control Rule 

This proposed rule, 340-22-108, is also known as the "bubble rule". This 
rule, 340-22-108 was drafted to meet Oregon needs within what was thought 
to be EPA's guidelines. Subsequent to its drafting, EPA published an 
interpretive ruling on alternative controls, or "bubbling"; see the 
December 11, 1979 Federal Register, pp. 71780 to 71788. The staff was 
unaware of this interpretive ruling until it was alerted to it by the 
Region X staff in April, 1980, after 340-22-108 had been authorized for 
hearing. 

The half page rule 340-22-108 does not have the restrictions and prohibitions 
of the 9 page federal ruling. When EPA reviews the alternative control 
system proposed in Oregon, it will likely use its own rulings as criteria 
for approval (or di sapp rova l) • 

The following features of the federal ruling are being considered for 
addition to the Oregon rule in order to make it approvable by EPA: 

"340-22-108(3) Alternative controls can be proposed within the source 
class covered by each EPA control technology guideline document for 
VOC sources; they may not cross into another control technology 
guideline document, under a single alternative control, where the. 
effect is to leave one category having less than reasonable available 
control technology, as defined in the guide] ine document." 

11 340~22-108(4) Compliance dates later than those specified in each 
rule or later than the final compliance demonstration date listed in 
340-22-107(3), for any alternative control system or changes in 
process, are not al lowed;" 

Delete "on a plalJl" site basis" from 340-22-108(1). 

Housekeeping and Clarification 

Some typing and punctuation errors have been identified in the rules and 
are being corrected. Housekeeping changes in Table A of OAR 340-20-155(1) 
have been identified to make that table compatible with permitting the voe 
sources previously proposed, and to make the Standard Industrial Classifica­
tions numbers proposed compatible with the staff's comp! iance schedule and 
permitting software. Rules 340-22-180 to 190 have been renumbered to conform 
with the Oregon Secretary of State's codifier's standard numbering pol icy. 
The Department is also accepting wording changes that make these intricate 
rules read more easily and be understood better. 

A copy of all proposed rule changes at this time is being ·entered into the 
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hearing record and will be available to interested parties. 

The Department also requests that the hearing record remain open for. 
):5'.'days to allow. any further comments on these or other proposed change5. 
/0 )"... 
1 

PBBosserman:h 
229-6278 
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l•lawk Oil Compal\¥;"~~ 
P.O. BOX 1388. 105050. RIVERSIDE - EVON 

MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 MAY 211980 ,~ 
PHONE 503/772-5275. . . 

~ " .- ' "" ~- -

State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S,W, 5th Avenue 
PO Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

.... . . . 

Thi.s letter is in response to Mr, Bosserman's letter dated March 13, 
1980, regarding the change to 10,000 gallon per month from the original 
240,000 gallon per year exemption from vapor recovery, 

We are the Exxon Jobber serving Southwest Oregon. We serve two markets 
who qualify under the 10,000 gallon rule. One market averaged 9,543 
gallons per month last year, but did purchase over 10,000 during four 
months of 1979. The highest month was 12,334 gallons, which really 
resulted from delivery schedules, for they only purchased 7,765 
gallons the prior month. The other market situation is very similar. 
That market averaged 8,805 per month, but did purchase over 10,000 
gallons five months of 1979. 

We are trying to cooperate with your office, and will be investing 
thousands of dollars on vapor recovery equipment for our two truck 
and trailer transports, and the required plulnbing at the service stations 
they serve. Due to the population size of the Medford-Ashland Air 
Quality Area, we don't feel these investments are required, but we do 
want to do our part in improving the Rogue Valley Environment, However, 
under Federal Laws, our margins are controlled. We sell gasoline to 
these two markets at the same price our dealers pay, and they take full 
transport deliveries. These two markets already cost us over 2p per 
gallon in additional expense, and are economically marginal to serve now, 
To continue serving these two accounts under the 10,000 gallon per month 
rule, would require thousands of dollars in improvements to our bulk 
plant and small delivery trucks. The estimates start from $40,000, and 
some say the actual cost could reasonably double that figure, These 
two markets represent about 3% of our total annual gasoline sales. 
Obviously, with the tremendous investments required, we would simply 
have to stop serving these accounts. Our situation is fairly typical, 
No bulk plant in this area would make these investments, and the 10 or 
12 accounts affected by this 10,000 gallon rule would simply loose their 
supply. 

The real financial burden would be inflicted on our two market owners. 
These are both small "Ma and Pa" type rural stores, Gasoline is critical 
to their overall sales and profitability. The gasoline does cover a 
substantial portion of their overhead, and does bring folks in, who often 
purchase other market items. With their limited total sales, they would 



not survive without their gasoline sales, There is no way to adopt their 
current 550 and 1, 000 gallon underground tanks for vapor recovery. Their 
only alternative would be to install two or three new tanks .. at a cost 
ranging from $10, 000 to $20, 000, plus the related increased inventory 
investments of approximtely $8,000. Financially, this alternative is 
a complete impossibility for these smll accounts, Again, this 10,000 
gallon per month rule, will simply force these folks out of business, 

We understand that the State of Washington recently received EPA 's 
approval for their state program, which included the 240,000 gallon per 
year criteria. As the Southern Oregon distributors mentioned last year, 
we could all live with that rule. EPA reports that nationwide, fuel 
deliveries contribute 1.8% to the total V.O.C. problem. As you know, 
with the mills and the JM paper coating plant, this 1.8% figure would 
be far less in the Medford-Ashland area. The 10 or 12 accounts affect­
ed by the 10, 000 gallon per month rule probably account for no more 
than 5% of the total gasoline deliveries in this area. It is totally 
unreasonable to require these thousands and .thousands of dollars, and 
in reality, force people out of business, to try and attain a completely 
unmeasurable improvement in Environmental Air Quality, 

We wish to continue serving these two stores, Their~ owners have worked 
hard and invested what they have in their business. We, and these 
mrket owners, will greatly appreciate your involved commitment to the 
original 240, 000 gallon per year criteria, Based on all the above, 
your office should be able to reasonably sell this idea to EPA, part­
icularly since they just approved it for our neighbors in Washington. 
Per Mr. Bossermn's letter, the Portland area is the only one that should 
be considered for the 10,000 gallon rule anyway, and I'm sure it's un­
reasonable for them too. Thanks for your efforts. 

Sincerely, 

;:t{f:?i1~ 
President 

MCH/cs 
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POST OFFICE BOX 477 

MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 

PHONE (503) 779-6345 _MAY 211980 

.p 

May 20, 1980 Dii> State of Oregon 
·. . WiTMENT Of' ENVIRONMENTAL QUALJTY 

rru ig r&. ~- a '\VJ ~ . 
Environmental Quality Commission 
Post Office Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97206 

Gentlemen: 

Lill rriA r- 211s~9_ fUJ 
-~& Q~~_ CQHI_&QL 

In October of 1978, it was my privilage to address your commission 
regarding the problems created by the proposed DEQ Rules concerning 
bulk gasoline plants, gasoline trucks and customer's storage tanks. 
The commission adopted regulations at the conclusion of this meeting 
which exempted small distributors and jobbers like myself from these 
very stringent regulations. 

A year and a half has now passed and we are again confronted with new 
rules, amendments and changes which, in effect, completely change the 
regulations covering bulk plants and as adopted by the commission in 
1978. 

In view of the forementioned and considering the fact that the air 
pollutants level has been in the "good" to occassionally "moderate" 
level for th-is past year, I would like to suggest a moratorium be 
placed on adopting standards governing distributors and jobbers for 
two or three years. This would allow time to evaluate what remedies 
are needed, the cost effectiveness of these remedies, and if the problem 
of improving our air is really addressed. Wouldn't we be better off 
concentrating in other areas; ie, auto inspections, improved traffic 
flow, synchronized signals, off street parking on Central and Riverside, 
etc.? 

It is my belief that everyone's interest would be best served if we 
adopted a policy of regulation on an incremental basis; and study the 
results ~s we go. The removal of the wigwams in the area ha.ve signifi­
cantly improved our air quality. Perhaps if some of the other afore­
mentioned (cars, traffic flow) were implemented, we would achieve what 
we are striving for. 

I urge you to consider a moratorium - it offers a great many advantages 
to this community. 

Re/ctfully, 

~hf ~ ~?d~;>( 
William C. Cornitius 

)!' 
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TESTil".Or~Y - l'ROPOSEil ·VOC ST.ANDARliS . . .. "· .. . 
METHANOL. STORAG£ Tk~KS MP.Y 21. l !tSO 

State of Oregon 
DliPARTMENl: Of: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

lfil rnM~Y ~ ~1slo ~ fID 
AIB:. QUAIJI'( 'ONTROi.; 

-----· . ~¥' 

• 

l'i)' ~l!le is Kenneth l>un:ier and I 11m Seniof Development C:hemtst with 
Georgia-Pi!ic::ific's west coast resin development labo'ratory in A1bi:ny. I 
11:ou1d like to present testimony on the proposed regulations to control 
\-Olatile organic carbon emtssions from mctha~l storage tanks in Oregon. 

Georgia-Pacific operates resin manufacturing plants at Coos ~ay and 
Albany. The resins from these plants are used pr:imarily as adhesives for 
;.-ood products such as p1Jlill)Od .and parti~le:boaf'.d. ~r.tll is a basic; raw 
r.:ati;rial used at these plants and there are methanol storage tanks at both 
facilities. 

. 
Georgia-Pacific feels that the jn'Oposed regu1attG.-is should not be 

cdopted for the fo110\.1ng reas-0ns: 

l. The regulations as developed by EPA were not meant to app'ly to 
methanol tanks located .1n attainrr:ent areas for 1'.ydrccarbons. 

2. Methanol has a 1Pw photochemical reactivity. 
3. The cost cf retrofit control for Georl!ia-Pacific is unreas<XlZ!b1e 

and the benefits to air quality ~:c.u1d-he insignificant. 

REG~LATO~Y APPLICPSILITY OF USING EP.A'S fiiGDEL GU1D£L1NE ODC~TS 

The application to methanol storage tanks of the m::ide1 rules contained 
in EPA 9uideline documents as 1isted under item B cf tilt! E!iC's staff re­
port is a misapplication of the intent of t~ guideline. Ttre guidelines 
~;re intended for control cf storage tanks in which the vapor pressure was 
clearly above 1.5 psia. ln order to reach that vapor pressure, methanol 
w:iu1d nave to be at 62° fahrenheit or greater. Uith the generally cool 
clim11te in ~;estern Oregon, it is unlikely that the torq3erature in a storage 
tank •::iuld exceed 62~ for more t.lio.n a few days per ye.ar. 

In EPA's "Reco::1mended Po1icy on Control OTVb1ati1e Dr9i:'11C--co,-iipounds" 
pt:blished in the Federal P.egis.ter, Vohnne 42, nurriber 131, m;t.'tanol is listed 
as a volatile organic c~~pound of low photochemical N:activity. This po1icy 
states that r.1€thano1, ';;im:ing other compounds listed as having low photochem-
ical reactivity, does not cctrtribL1te large quantities of o:ddant under n'3.flY 
atm:isi:.heric conditions. It is only during multi-day stagnations that methant>l 
~~uld yield significant oxidants. EPA further rec~nded that if .resources 
are li~ited and if sources are located in areas where pro'Ul~9ed atu~spheric 
sta;;n:ticns are unc'"r::mcn, priority should be given to contro11 ing more reactive 
\'OC' s first. 
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If.PACT OM GEORGIA-PACIFIC 

~rgia-Pacific's engineering s.taff has ca1culat£il t.l\e methanol emissfons 
frol:l its Coos £!!.y and A1br.ny methanol storage tank facilities. We M.ve Zllso 
estimated the ~s-t cf installing floating roof tanf.'.s to comply with the regulation 
as prop:>sed. A b~k-dow1tof.these calculations and cost estimates is as follows: 

Coos Bay, Oregon 

.Coos Bay presently utilizes two rr.ethano1 stm-age tanks. Tank il has a 
diau.eter of 32 feet, having a total storage capacity of 189.500 ge11~ns and tank 
12 has a 441:; font diameter, having a total stnrage capacity of 393,200 gallons 
of methanol. The tan.'<s coold not be retrofitted m t.l; floating. roofs hecause of 
their typ-e of constuction and age. Emissions frOlll the tanks calculated usfng 
EPA's compi1ation of air po11utant emission factors AP-42 are J.3.6. lbs/day or 
6.1 tons/yr of methsrm1 a:;itted. S:ince these tanks. can fl'Jt be retrofitted .with 
floating rcr;,fs, compl:iance cost was estimahld basei:I on: abandoning the two exist- .. 
ing stcrage ta.'lkS and constucting one new soo.ooo gallon mt!thano1 stDrage tar.!: 
c.t the site. The cost for. ir1stal1ation of thi: new tank is -estimated tO be· ' 
$145,C.OO. - . 

A1bar.v. Oreoon 

. Albany has one 32 foot diam~ter methanol storage ~nk h;;ving n ell.pa.City of 
192,500 gallons. The tank current1y uses a cooled vent cun&ensor to reduce 
r~tr.ano1 enissicns. Since the tank is a n~er installation, it could be retro­
fitted >.it.'1. a floating roof having double seals. HethaMl ewfasions from the 
storage t~.nk at ;,1f>any are ca1cu1ate.d to be 5.1 tens/yr. The cost cf <:omp1iance 
with t;he regulations as prc;posed is based on retrofittfng t.~ existing tank 
with il floating rcof. The cost de-as not allow for loss in producticn \':hile 
the tank is b~ing retrufitted. Retrofitting of the ex\sting tank is estir.;a.ted 
to .fH! $30,000. 

Thi:: inclusion of mi:thano1 storage tanks is not r-cq;rired to ha':'e ai'I c.pprov.able 
SIP since methanol is .over the 1.5 psia E?A guideline fer a few ~ys ;;er year an:l 
is of 1o.i photncherr.ical reactivity, Heti'iano1 ernis::ions fr.ilm Seorgia.:.Pacific's 
Ccns Bay and Albany faci1ity total 11.Z tons/yr. Cost i:;f c:mtro1 by 1nstallh19 
f1oatir1g roof tanks as prcposed under the regulation are es.tir:::;ted to he .$175,000. 
C~orgiu-Pacific feels that this large cost to reduce ~ re1atively small amount 
of low reactivity emissions is net warranted. I.le resp-Ectively rcc~nd that 
"-~thano1 storage tanks be drcp;;a-0 from the regulation as proposed. We ~ou1d be 
!-.ap;;y to meet \.ith the DEQ staff to further docurr£;nt the information prese;;ted. 



_W~st~rn .Oil and Gas Association 
·.United-Afrlines:.Building, 2033 Sixth-Avenue, Suite 255, Seattle, Washingtu11 98121 · 
(206) 682-9255 
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DliP~ State of Oregon 
. EllJ"OFENVIRONMENTALQUAUTY 

{D)&@rgowrgrni 
Ill] MAY 2 l 19_8_Q LO,; 

. A~y~ COIQR.Ql 

Department of Environmental 
State of Oregon 
P-.0. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

May 19, ~980 

Quality 

Attn: Mr. Peter B. Bosserman 

Gentlemen: 

: . .. 

_.....,..,.£QC 
Rearing Se~ 

MAY 2 .L /980 

The Western Oil and Gas Association, a trade association 
representing the companies that conduct much of the petroleum 
operations in the western United States, including the state 
of. Oregon, submits the attached comments relative to proposed 
changes to the Oregon VOC regulations (April 4, 1980 version). 

DJF:vs 
Attachment 

Very truly yours, 

' .. 
. -·~: 
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WESTERN OIL & GAS ASSOCIATION 
COMMENTS ON PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

TO OREGON VOC RULES (4/4/80 Version) 

(1) P .. 1, Table A -- Fees should be specified as to whether they 

are one-time (such as those associated with authorities to 

construct) or annual (like those associated with annual 

operating permits) or other. 

(2) P. 2, Section 340-22-100(3) and P. ~, Section 340-22-104(2) --

I 

The requirement of RACT statewide is unnecessary and unjusti-

fied. The CAAA of 1977 require RACT controls in nonattainment 

areas that cannot meet the Federal primary air quality 

standards by the· end of 1982. The.re is no such requirement 

for attainment areas. Requiring RACT statewide penalizes 

industries in eastern Oregon, coastal Oregon, and other areas 

for Portland, Salem and Medford's po],lution problems. Further-

more, RACT controls in Baker or Coos Bay do nothing to help air 

pollution in Portland, Salem, or :Medford. 

Comments on page 6 of the DEQ memo (dated April 18, 1980) 

accompanying the proposed changes in the voe rules indicates 

that DEQ believes it is doing industry a favor by forcing RACT 

on major sources statewide. The memo is sketchy at best, but it 

appears that DEQ believes that a new major source impacting a 

nonattainment area may be exempted from an emissions offset 

requirement if statewide RACT is in place. The basis for the 
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, staff_ position -appears to be an internal EPA memo. The memo .,:_,, ;_ -

was_ written on May 4, 1979 prior to the Alabama Power decision 

(;June 18, 1979) and the subsequent proposed amendments to EPA's 

offset and PSD regulations (September 5, 1979). The proposed-

- --amendments do not endorse and, in fact in our opinion, do not?.c: 

even allow an interpretation that supports the concept in the 

Rhoads' memo. 

There is a serious question in our minds as to why the DEQ is 

proposing statewide RACT on major 'sources without at the same 

time placing provisions in the regulations that explicitly 

state that no offsets will be required. There is no question 

that DEQ, with the approval of EQC, can impose statewide 

controls if it chooses to do so. However, we don't believe 

DEQ can deliver on the offset exemption. A conversation with 

members of the EPA-Region X-Air Programs' staff last November 

indicated that they, too, were skeptical. We believe that the 

offset exemption would have to be disallowed under the provi­

sions of Sections 173 and 110 of the Clean Air Act (as amended) 

and under the existing and proposed~rovisions -of~ne EPA 

offset and PSD regulations. If (when} the offset exemption 

were disallowed the Oregon businessmen in the -clean air areas 

would have spent millions of dollars for nothing because of an 

ill-conceived DEQ strategy. 

Because of the uncertainty over the validity of the statewide 
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RACT/offset exemption st:i::a_tegy,,_we request that the statewide--·-· -
- . -

RACT requirement for major sources outside of the nonattainment 

areas be deleted from the voe package scheduled for adoption 

at· the EQC meeting on June 20, 1980, and that a workshop be 

held with DEQ-andEPA-X staff· to review the matter. Since 

statewide RACT is not required for SIP approval, our request 

would in no way jeopardize the approvability of the Oregon SIP. 

J (3) P, 3, Section 340-22-102 (5) and P. 10, Section 340-22-107 (1) 

These sections refer to certification of hardware and test 

procedures of various California air pollution control agencies. 

We see no reason for the State of Oregon to be formally and 

directly tied to the actions of California agencies. This 

requirement forces Oregon businessmen to follow administrative 

actions in California to determine if they comply with Oregon 

regulations. 

We believe that the Oregon DEQ regulations should stand 

independently of California agencies. We recommend that 

references to California certifications, test procedures, and 

regulations be ~eleted from the proposed DEQ regulations and 

that DEQ adopt its own criteria subject to public hearing. As 

a practical matter, the California test procedures might serve 

as a starting point in the development of Oregon test procedures 

and California equipment certifications with supporting data 

should be allowed in support of applications for Oregon 
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certification. Ho.,ever,_ we_ d.OJJ.'_t believe that regulatory 

actions in these areas by California a~enc~es should be 

directly and automatically translated into changes in Oregon 

regulations as the current proposal specifies. 
r ;_ 

(4) P. 4, Section 340-22-102(18) -- Defines "gasoline dispensing · 

facility." The inclusion of "boat and airplane gasoline tanks" 

in this definition makes it substantially different from the 

EPA guidelines. We don't understand the reason for this. 

Deliveries to airports and marinas are covered under Section 

340-22-110 as currently proposed even without boats and 

airplanes in the definition. Whether or not this definition 

will cause us problems depends on which future regulations use 

the term "gasoline dispensing facility." To prevent possible 

future problems and to make it consistent with the common 

concept (including EPA's) of a gasoline dispensing facility, we 

recommend deletion of the words "boat, or airplane." 

/ (5) P. 6, Section 340-22-102(25) (a) -- Routine maintenance and repair 

are not considered "modifications ''-.. under this sect-ion "unless . - -

there is an increase in emission." In many cases routine main-

tenance and repairs are likely to result in a temporary increase 

in emissions. We don't believe that such a temporary situation 

should be considered a physical change or modification. EPA's 

Emission Offset Interpretative Ruling supports our position. 

It states "A physical change shall not include routine 
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·maintenance, repair,·and ·replacement." ·This is the.same 

_language as Subsection (25) (a) with the phrase "unless 

there is an increase in emission" -- deleted. We recommend 

that the phrase be deleted. 

(6) P. 7, Section 340-22-102(31) -- Defines "petroleum refinery." 

l .. 

The last sentence addresses "stripping" of products shipped 

together. "Stripping" has a definite meaning in the petroleum 

industry jargon which is something different than the separation 

of products shipped together that is covered in this section. 

To avoid confusion, we recommend that the words "by stripping" 

be deleted so that the last sentence.reads: 

'"Petroleum refinery: does not include asphalt blowing 

or separation of products shipped together." 

In some cases a refinery may be on the same property or 

adjacent property to another facility which is under the control 

of the same corporation but is functionally different from the 

refinery, Under DEQ's proposed definition it is unclear as to 

whether or not the second facility would be considered as part 

of the refinery. We don't believe that it should be and 

recommend that the language be clarified. We believe that the 

following sentence would eliminate this concern if it were 

included in the "petroleum refinery" definition: 
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__ "A_t locations whe+e a -i:ion-refinery facility under the 

control of the same owner is on the same property or 

adjacent property· as a petroleum refinery, the non­

refinery portion of the installation shall not be 

required to comply with the petroleumrefinery'­

regulations." 

(7} P. 14, Section 340-22-110(1) (b) --.discusses vapor recovery· 

requirements for underground gasoline storage tanks. This 

section requires a system" .•• capable of collecting the vapor 

from volatile organic liquids and gases so as to prevent their 

emission to the outdoor atmosphere." (Emphasis added.) We 

view this as a "de facto" requirement for 100% control which we 

- see as unreasonable and unachievable. We recommend that the 

proposed Subsection (b) be deleted and replaced with the 

following: 

"(b) The tank is equipped with a certified underground 

storage tank device to allow vapor-balancing of gaso­

line vapors with the delivery~vessel and t:he"aevice is 

connected and in operation during all gasoline transfers 

to the tank." 

(8} P. 15, Section 340-22-110(2) (c) and P. 17, Section 340-22-120 

(l} (c) -- discuss exemptions for small bulk plants and their 
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~u_s_t9~_e_;r_s ._ . !39_th __ secti.ops_ provide exemptions for the same 

source categories (small bulk plants and their customers) 

but the criteria for exemption are different. Section 

340-22-120(1) (c) grants an exemption for small (~4,000 gal. 

per day} _bulk plants from the requirement for vapor recovery 

at its rack (Section 340-22-120(1) (b)). It also grants an 

exemption for small bulk plant's customers (no throughput 

cutoff) from the requirement for Stage I control (Section 340- -

22-110 (2) (b)). However, Section 340-22-110 (2) (c) contradicts 

the Stage I exemption in Section 340-22-120(1) (c) for the 

customers by imposing a maximum throughput limitation of 

10,000 gallons/month for exemption eligibility. 

We continue to support the position stated by Western Oil & 

Gas at the DEQ hearing on voe rule changes on May 8, 1979. 

Bulk plants with throughputs of 20,000 gallons/day or less 

(annual daily average) should be exempt from vapor recovery 

at their loading racks; i.e., exempt from Section 340-22-120 

(1) (b) • Customers of exempt bulk plants should be exempt 

from the requirements for Stage I controls (Section 340-22-

110 (l) (b). Specifically, we recommend that Section 340-22-110 

(2) (c) be deleted and that the 4,000 gal./day throughput cutoff 

be changed to 20,000 gal./day. 

We believe that this is a reasonable request in view of the 

high control costs and the small amount of voe emissions 
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c controlled. Information on compliance costs and cost effective-

ness were presented to DEQ at the May 8, 1979 hearing, and we 
' 

understand that some member companies will be submitting more 

• ,.,. ' • c· -·-·data at the May -21, 1980 ·hear·ing. It may be worth' pointing ollt' 7 
-·--

( 

( 

that the State can deviate from EPA's presumptive norm, the 

Control Techniques Guidelines (CTG) , where economic considera-

tions justify it. In support of this position, we offer the 

following excerpts from EPA's "General Preamble for Proposed ' 

Rulemaking on Approval of Plan Revisions for Nonattainment 

Areas -- Supplement (on Control Techniques Guidelines)" in the 

September 17, .1979 Federal Register (pp. 53761): 

"The presumptive norm (CTG) is only a recommendation. 

For any source or group.of sources, regardless of 

whether they fall within the industry norm, the State 

may develop.case-by-case RACT requirements independently 

of EPA's reco:rnmendation. EPA will propose to approve 

any submitted RACT requirement that the State shows will 

satisfy the requirements of the Act for RACT, based on 

the economic and technical circumstances of....the. particular 
-- -=·,.,.---·· ~ . 

sources being regulated •.•• For SIPs that must include 

RACT limitations, each CTG will be part of the rulemaking 

record on which EPA's decision will be based. However, 

the CTG does not establish conclusively how issues must be 

resolved. In reviewing an individual regulation, EPA will 

consider not only the information in the CTG, but also 

any material included in the State submittal and in 

public comments on the submittal." 
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We, therefore, request that DEQ pursue the bulk plant/customer·. 

exemptions with EPA on a basis of the compliance cost/cost 

effectiveness information supplied by industry. 

(9) P. 15, Section 340-22-110(3) requires that the build&r of the­

storage tank comply with the Stage I vapor control rule. We ·· 

are not sure of the intent of this requirement, but it seems -

inappropriate to make the tank fabricator responsible for the~ 

proper use of the Stage I system. 

(10) P. 17, Section 340-22-120(1) lei and P. 18, Section 340-22-130• 

(3) (d) require the reporting of all gasoline spills over 5 

gallons. We see. the requirement to report every spill over 

5 gallons as unreasonable. Furthermore, the references to 

" ••• report the spillage in accordance with 340-21-065 to -075" 

are inappropriate. Sections 340-21-065 through 340-21-075 deal 

with requirements for reporting scheduled maintenance and 

upset/breakdown of air pollution control equipment. A 5-gallon 

gasoline spill has nothing to do with deactivation of an air 

pollution control device. 

In our opinion, the added cost to industry and DEQ _of a require­

ment that requires reporting of 5-gallon spills can in no way be 

justified by its impact on air quality which would be immeasur­

able. We recommend that the last sentence of both Section 340-

22-120 (1) (el and Section 340-22-130 (3) (d} be deleted. 
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( - (11) · P. 17-18. Several of the sections contain absolutes such ·as --

"All displaced· vapors •• ·; are vented only to ·• : • " and " 

tig]J.t __ a,t all .... t.:i.mei> .• " .Rec.ent enforcement action in California - --· 

centered on the literal interpretation of such absolutes. We 

-have been working with the agencies to define more reasonable"" 

and qua!}titative. terms. We would welcome the opportunity to ,_ --- ... 

discuss such language with DEQ and review work on new inspection 

methods that WOGA has been looking 'at in California. 

(12) P. 19, Section 340-22-137(1). This section seems to imply that 

the terminal operator or the service station operator must serve 

as a policeman to observe each loading or unloading and enforce 

DEQ's rules for delivery vessel operation. At terminals where 

common carrier drivers do their own loading, this concept is 

unworkable and unacceptable. We would be pleased to work with 

DEQ on the division of responsibility in this matter. 

(13) P. 19, Section 340-22-137(1) (bl requires a pressure test for 

delivery vessels. The DEQ maximum pressure change of 1 inch of 

H2o is much more stringent than the··~3 inches of Hzlr pressure 

change recommended in· the EPA CTG. DEQ offers no justification 

for the more stringent level other than California is trying it. 

We recommend that the 1 inch of HzO pressure change in Section 

340-22-137ll) (b) be revised to 3 inches of HzO in line with 

EPA's CTG. The pressure change in Section 340-22-137(3) should 

also be changed to 3 inches of H2o to be consistent with the CTG. 

(14) P. 20, Section 340-22-137(2) (b). As mentioned in Comment (11) 

above, alternate inspection me,thods have been and are being 
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( 

. __ ,._-Cl.SL ____ P, .. 2QJ. Se.~:t.io.n 340-22-137 (2}.(c). discusses visible liquid leaJ<sr 

"Visible liquid leaks" is not. quantitative. We recommend that· 

the sentence be changed to make it more specific by adding the· 

.words "in excess of three drops per minute from any single 

leak source" after the words "Visible liquid leaks." 

(16). P. 19, Section 340-22-137. The CTG for tank truck and vapor 

collection systems suggests (P. 5) that the operator, after at 

' 

least two complete annual monitoring checks, be allowed to 

request, in writing, a longer period between subsequent leak 

checks. We recommend that language be placed in the proposed 

regulation to permit the DEQ to grant such a request if 

appropriate, based on the operator's data for previous checks. 

(17) P. 23, Section 340-22-153 (3) (a) and P. 25, Section 340-22-153 

(3) (g} discusses record retention for refinery leak inspections. 

Subsection (a) places no time limits on the period of record 

retention for "all testing conducted under this rule." Sub­

section (gl in the same rule specifies a minimum of four years. 

We recommend that the rule be made consistent with the CTG by 

limiting the retention periods in Sections 340-22-153(3) (a) and 

340-22-153 (3) (g) to two years. 
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(· - . ·(1·a·) ... P. 24, Section 340-22.:.153 (e). This s-efction requires. the 

( 

( 

preparation and submittal of a detailed quarterly report on 

inspection and maintenance of leaking components. The informa.:· 

"-"'tio_nc ,required· in :cthese reports.· is inc·luded in the records 

required under Section 340-22-153(f) and is available to DEQ 

inspectors upon request. Therefore, in our opinion, the 

reporting requirement serves no useful purpose and we recommend· 

that Section 340-22-153(e) be deleted. 

(19} P. 25, Section 340-22-153. An exemption for components handling 

non-volatile petroleum liquids (TVP~ 1. 5 psia) should be 

included. These components should exempt from all provisions 

of Section 340~22-153. 

(20) P. 28, Sections 340-22-160 (4) (c) (G) (iii) and (H) require the 

preparation and maintenance of "throughput quantities" for 

external floating roof storage tanks. The requirement for the 

preparation and maintenance of throughput records .is an 

unnecessary burden and is totally unrelated to compliance with 

the secondary seal requirements. This posi ti_c:in _t~- supported by 

the absence of "throughput" in the recordkeeping recommended in 

the CTG (P. '5-4). We recommend that Section 340-22-160 (4) (cl 

(G) (iii} be deleted and that "throughput quantities" be struck 

from Section 340-22-160(c) (H). If throughput data is needed 

for some other reason such as updating emission inventories, 

the information should be requested in writing on an as-needed 

basis. 
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· ( ~ ... • · '(21) '-p~ "29;· SBction· 340-22-160 (4) (c) (I); This· section ·requires · 

( 

that the inspections be submitted to DEQ. This creates an 

unnecessary burden for the tank operators. Consistent with 

. , the. CTG, we recommend·· that these records be maintained for 

inspection of DEQ, at DEQ's request. 

(22) P. 29, Section 340-22-160 (4) (c) (L). If DEQ requires more 

frequent monitoring, it should be justified on a case-by-case·'· 

basis with consideration given to. the tank operator's past 

performance. 

MJD:mf 
5/16/80 



UNION OIL STATEMENT 
BEFORE THE 
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lrllrY 2 l 1980 

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY HEAR I NG ·· . , ., .· .. ' 

ON VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS 
MAY 21, 1980 

...... 

Goon AFTERNOON. MY NAME IS LEs KROHN. I AM MANAGER OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL FOR UNION OIL 76 DIVISION. WE HAVE SEVERAL 

BRIEF COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED CHANGES }O THE OREGON voe REGULATIONS, 

BUT BEFORE I ADDRESS THESE, I WOULD LIKE TO SAY THAT WE SUPPORT THE 

TESTIMONY GIVEN BY THE WESTERN. OIL AND GAS ASSOCIATION (WOGA), WE· 

HAVE THREE POINTS WHICH WERE TOUCHED ON IN THE WOGA COMMENTS THAT 

WE WOULD LIKE TO EXPAND ON, 

FIRST IS THE REQUIREMENT FOR RACT CONTROLS ON ALL MAJOR 

SOURCES (>100 TONS/YR,) STATEWIDE, THE WAY WE READ THE STAFF 

REPORT THAT ACCOMPANIED THE PROPOSED REGULATION CHANGES, THERE · 

APPEARS TO BE AN OBSCURE PROMISE OF AN EXEMPTION FOR NEW •MAJOR 

RURAL souRcEs• FROM EPA's OFFSET POLICY IF RACT IS ADOPTED FOR 

EXISTING MAJOR SOURCES STATEWIDE. WE SEE NOTHING IN THE REGULATION 

ITSELF THAT ADDRESSES THIS EXEMPTION AT ALL, THEREFQREL~Q~R COMMENTS 

ON THIS CONCEPT WILL HAVE TO BE GENERAL BECAUSE THE SPECIFICS OF THE 

EXEMPTION HAVE NOT ·BEEN DEFINED BY DEQ, 

THE FIRST POINT THAT WE WOULD LIKE TO MAKE IS THAT, CONTRARY 

TO A STATEMENT IN THE DEQ STAFF-REPORT, OFFSETS ARE NOT AUTOMATICALLY 

REQUIRED IN AN ATTAINMENT AREA FOR NEW MAJOR SOURCES, THE SOURCE 
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MUST INSTALL BACT AND UNDERGO A PSD REVIEW -- OFFSETS ARE NOT 

MANDATORY EVEN WITHOUT STATEWIDE RACT ON EXISTING MAJOR SOURCES. 

IF THE NEW MAJOR voe SOURCE IS IN AN ATTAINMENT AREA THAT IS 

ADJACENT TO A NONATTAINMENT AREA AND .THE SOURCE WOULD CONTRIBUTE TO 

CONTINUED VIOLATION OF THE OZONE AIR QUALITY STANDARD IN THE NON­

ATTAINMENT AREA, THEN OFFSETS WOULD BE REQUIRED, IF, HOWEVER, THE 

voe SOURCE OWNER CAN DEMONSTRATE THAT THE EMISSIONS WILL HAVE 

VIRTUALLY NO EFFECT UPON ANY OZONE NONATTAINMENT AREA, THEN THE 

SOURCE MAY BE EXEMPTED FROM THE OFFSET REQUIREMENT (EPA OFFSET 

RULING, 1/16/79, FEDERAL REGISTER 44, #11: p, 3283), STATED • 

ANOTHER WAY, IF THE SOURCE CANNOT DEMONSTRATE THAT THERE IS NO 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON A NONATTAINMENT AREA, AN EXEMPTION FROM THE 

OFFSET REQUIREMENT CANNOT BE GRANTED, THIS IS TRUE WHETHER STATE­

WIDE voe REGULATIONS ARE IN PLACE OR NOT. THEREFORE, IN OUR 

OPINION, A BLANKET EXEMPTION FROM OFFSET REQUIREMENTS FOR MAJOR voe 
SOURCES THAT IMPACT NONATTAINMENT AREAS IS PRECLUDED BY FEDERAL 

REGULATION (OFFSET RULING) AND POSSIBLY BY SECTIONS 110 AND 173 OF THE 

CLEAN AIR AcT. WE SEE DEQ's ATTEMPT TO GAIN OFFSET EXEMPTIONS BY 

FORCING STATEWIDE voe REGULATIONS AS A MISGUIDED STRATEGY DOOMED TO. 

FAIL, As ONE OF THE COMPANIES THAT WOULD BE BURDENED WITH PAYING FOR 

THIS FAILURE, WE RECOMMEND THAT THE STATEWIDE voe RACT REQUIREMENT BE 

DELETED AND THAT RACT REQUIREMENTS BE LIMITED ONLY TO THE.NONATTAIN­

MENT AREAS, 

THE SECOND POINT WE WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS IS THE REQUIREMENT 

THAT TERMINAL OPERATORS AND SERVICE STATION DEALERS ENFORCE DEQ's 
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REGULATION FOR DELIVERY VESSELS (SECTION 340-22-137), IN ADDITION 

TO OUR OWN TRA~SPORTS, COMMON-CARRIERS ALSO LOAD'AT UNION OIL 

TERMINALS IN OREGON. DRIVERS LOAD THEIR OWN TRUCKS; TERMINAL 

PERSONNEL ARE NOT DIRECTLY INVOLVED IN THE LOADING OPERATION, AT 

SERVICE STATIONS, DELIVERIES ARE OFTEN MADE DURING HOURS THAT THE 

STATION ISN'T OPEN AND, THEREFORE, IS UNATTENDED, JN OUR OPINION, 

IT IS UNREASONABLE AND UNACCEPTABLE TO REQUIRE A TERMINAL OPERATOR 

OR A SERVICE STATION DEALER TO ASCERTAIN WHETHER A DELIVERY VESSEL 
\ 

(OVER WHICH HE HAS NO DIRECT CONTROL OR KNOWLEDGE) IS IN COMPLIANCE 

WITH DEQ's LEAK TEST REQUIREMENT BEFORE THE VESSEL CAN BE LOADED dR 

UNLOADED, THE PROPOSED REQUIREMENT WOULD TURN OUR TERMINAL OPERATORS 

AND UNION OIL DEALERS INTO UNOFFICIAL DEQ ENFORCEMENT INSPECTORS AND 

COULD WELL REQUIRE THEM TO HIRE ADDITIONAL PERSONNEL TO PERFORM THIS 

FUNCTION, WE BELIEVE THAT THIS IS UNJUSTIFIED AND WE RECOMMEND THAT 

SECTION 340-22-137 BE REVISED SO THAT COMPLIANCE IS THE SOLE 

RESPONSIBILITY OF THE DELIVERY VESSEL OWNER/OPERATOR, 

THE THIRD AND FINAL POINT WHICH WE WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS IS 

THE REQUIREMENT FOR VAPOR RECOVERY ON THE BULK PLANT LOADING RACKS 

AND THE ASSOCIATED RE QUI REM ENT FOR STAG~~L CONTROLS Olll~DELI VER I ES TO 

THE BULK PLANTS' CUSTOMERS, As THE WOGA TESTIMONY POINTS OUT, THE 

EXEMPTION FOR BULK .PLANT RACK VAPOR CONTROLS IN THE PROPOSED RULE 

IS CONFUSING AND CONTRADICTORY. Ir's NOT CLEAR TO us WHICH BULK 

PLANTS ARE EXEMPT, WE BELIEVE THAT SUBMERGED FILL SHOULD BE THE 

ONLY REQUIREMENT FOR THE RACKS AT BULK PLANTS WITH GASOLINE THROUGH­

PUTS OF 10,000 GALLONS PER DAY OR LESS, WE BELIEVE THAT A 10,000 

~-
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GALLON/DAY EXEMPTION CAN BE JUSTIFIED BECAUSE OF THE VERY SMALL 

AMOUNT OF voe EMISSIONS FROM THESE BULK PLANTS. 'LET ME EXPLAIN OUR 

BASIS FOR TAKING THIS POSITION, A BULK PLANT WITH A GASOLINE 

THROU~HPUT OF 10,000 GALLON/DAY THAT IS EQUIPPED WITH A VAPOR 

BALANCE SYSiEM FOR TRANSPORT DELIVERIES TO THE BULK PLANT AND WITH 

SUBMERGED FILL FOR LOADING OF THE BULK PLANT'S TRUCK(s) WILL EMIT 

LESS THAN 10 TONS OF voe PER YEAR. IN THE SEPTEMBER 5, 1979 
I REVISION TO THE FEDERAL PSD/OFFSET REGULATIONS, EPA HAS OFFICIALLY 

RECOGNIZED AN EMISSION LEVEL OF 10 TONS OF voe PER YEAR AS 

nDE MINIMUS,n THAT IS, NOT SIGNIFICANT. UNDER THIS REGULATION, A 

NEW SOURCE WHICH EMITS LESS THAN 10 TONS OF voe PER YEAR IS NOT 

REQUIRED TO UNDERGO A FULL PERMITTING REVIEW OR TO USE BAeT/lAER. 

IT SEEMS REASONABLE TO US THAT, IF A NEW SOURCE CAN COME IN AND 

EMIT UP TO 10 TONS OF VOe/YEAR WITHOUT CONTROLS, AN EXISTING BULK 

PLANT WHICH IS AN IMPORTANT LINK IN THE PETROLEUM DISTRIBUTION 

SYSTEM FOR MANY OREGON INDUSTRIES, PARTICULARLY AGRICULTURE AND 

LOGGING, SHOULD BE ALLOWED THE SAME EMISSION RATE, WE, THEREFORE, 

REQUEST THAT BULK PLANTS WITH GASOLINE THROUGHPUTS OF 10,000 GALLONS/ 

DAY OR LESS BE EXEMPTED FROM THE REQUIREMENT FOR VAPOR BALANCE 

SYSTEMS ON THEIR LOADING RACKS AND THAT ALL CUSTOMERS OF EXEMPT BULK 

PLANTS BE EXEMPT FROM STAGE I VAPOR BALANCE SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS, 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION OF OUR COMMENTS, IF YOU 

HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, J WOULD BE PLEASED TO ANSWER THEM, 



Shell Oil Company 

May 15, 1980 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Division 
Post Office Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Gentlemen: 

1100 Milam 
P.O. Box 3105 

Houston, Texas 77001 

11lAY 211980 

••v.\, :,',., .•. ,':,.' • •• 

The proposed revi.sed regulations for Volatile Organic Compound 
control according to the draft of April 3, 1980, have been re­
viewed and our comments are attached. 

We appreciate the opportunity to be heard and hope that our input 
will be of assistance to you in the development of good regulations. 

Sincerely yours, 

Attachments 



COMMENTS OF SHELL OIL COMPANY 
ON PROPOSED REVISIONS TO OREGON RULES 

FOR CONTROL OF VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS 

The Western Oil and Gas Association is submitting testimony at this hearing 
concerning several sections of the proposed revisions to the rules, and Shell 
hereby endorses these.comments, 

In the interest of avoiding repetition, the comments which follow will be 
limited to only several items which are felt to be worthy of particular 
emphasis. 

First is Section 340-22-104(2), General Requirements for New and Existing 
Sources. This would require certain emission sources to install VOC controls 
even .though located in an attainment area of the State. EPA does not require 
such measures in the State Implementation Plan and we urge that the item be 
deleted, so as not to impose unnecessary cost burdens on the citizens and 
industries of the State. 

Second, is Section 340-22-107, Compliance Determination along with 340-22-102(5), 
Definitions. 

These suggest or describe that concrol equipment certified by the. California 
Air Resource Board is that which will be approved for use in Oregon. In Shell's 
testimony at your hearing on proposed rules on October 16, 1978, we commented 
at some length on this and urged deletion of the reference to certification 
and test procedures of any particular regulatory group. A copy of that testi­
mony is furnished as Attachment A hereto. We suggested substituting the wording: 

"Applicants are encouraged to submit designs which are supported by 
thorough test data or which have been tested and approved for use by 
other state or federal agencies." 

We again urge this change. 

Last, is Section 340-22-137 - Testing Vapor Transfer and Collecti6n Systems. 
Paragraph Cl) (b) would limit allowable pressure change in the testing of 
delivery vessels for tightness to 1 inch water column (w.c.) in 5 minutes. 
This is the same as the limit in the California Air Resources Board (ARB) 
test procedures which became effective July 1, 1979, and which is currently 
the subject of discussions between that agency and transportation and petroleum 
industry representatives as to reasonableness and attainability. 

EPA's Control Techniques Guideline (CTG) on Control of VOC Leaks for Gasoline 
Tank Trucks and Vapor Collection Systems (December 1978) specifies an allowable 
pressure change of 3 inches w.c. rather than l", and we can find no standards 
more stringent than this except those of the California ARB. According to 
information from the discussions mentioned above, there has been little testing 
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for tightness by anyone since the l'' w,c. limit became e£fective. However, our 
tests indicate that such limit .is unreasonably stringent because we believe 
that none of the delivery tank appurtenances available on the market today are 
of sufficient precision or rigidity to maintain such tightness and that an ex­
cessive amount of replacement and repair would' be required to effect compliance. 
We urge that your tightness test standard for delivery vessels be the same as 
that in EPA's CTG, or a pressure change not greater than 3 inches w.c. 

Paragraph (1) of this section in the wording "no person shall allow . . • a 
delivery vessel ... to be filled ... unless" it is tested annually, etc., is 
interpreted as requiring the owner of a loading rack to police his customers' 
tank vehicles for compliance with tightness test and registration regulations. 
This is an unreasonable requirement. Many loa,ding .racks are of the "key-lock" 
type which are not attended by an employee of the owner and where the vehicle· 
driver who does the loading must be held responsible. We urge that the wording 
be. revised and clarified by addition of a section defining responsibilities, 
such as Rule 462(e) of the South Coast Air Quality Maintenance District (Cali­
fornia), entitled "Responsibilities for Operation of Organic Liquid Loading 
Facilities." This is furnished as Attachment B. 

In summary, we believe that the recommendations of the Western Oil and Gas 
Association, as supplemented by the comments above, for revision or further 
development of the proposed revisions to your rules have good practical and 
legal justification. Your consideration is requested. 

# # 

Attachments A & B 



ATTACHMENT A 

"Testi.ng" Section 340-22-107: One portion reads that "Applicants 

are encouraged to submit designs and test data approved by the California 

Air Resources Board, the Bay Area Air Pollution District; and the South Coast 

Air Quality Management District where VOC c~ntrol 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 Resources Board as of 

August 1977." 

We find this instruction to be confusing and believe that it is un­

desirable. It is actually somewhat misleading, in that California statutes 

provide that no gasoline vapor control system may be installed unless it has 

been certified by the State Air Resources Board. Such certification preludes 

approval by any local air pollution district, so that mention of approval by 

the Bay Area and South Coast districts is redundant. Also, there is a major 

question about the practicality of the certification-of-systems approach versus 

the actual spot-performance-test approach. There are indications of a number 

of problems with the California certification system. For example, at present, 

some local districts are suggesting that they may not issue permits to operate 

for some service station recovery systems even though these have been certified 

by the state board. 

It is our observation that some of the most effective and practical 

systems yet demonstrated have not attained California certification because of 

the expense and long time period required, and they may thus not ever be availa­

ble for use there. 

It is recommended that your purpose would be better served by deleting 

reference to the certification and test procedures of any particular area and to 

simply say: "Applicants are encouraged to submit designs which are supported by 

thorough test data or which have been tested and approved for use by other 

federal or s'tate agencies." 



ATIACHMENT B 

(e) Responsibilities for Operation of Organic Liquid Loading Facilities 

(1) The owner or operator of an organic liquid loading facility is 

responsible for complying with the provisions of paragraph (b) 

of the rule, and for maintaining the equipment at its facility 

in such condition that it can comply with the requirements of 

this rule if properly used. If employees of the owner or opera­

tor of the facility supervise or effect the transfer operation, 

the owner or operator of the facility shall be responsible for 

ensuring that the transfer operation complies with all require­

ments of this rule and that the transfer equipment is properly 

used. 

(2) The owner or operator, or driver/operator, of a tank truck, 

trailer, or railroad tank car, is responsible for complying with 

paragraphs (c) and (d) of this rule. 

(3) If the owner or operator, or driver/operator of a tank truck, 

trailer, or railroad tank car connects or disconnects the transfer 

equipment to such tank truck, trailer, or railroad tank car, 

then such owner or operator, or driver/operator is responsible 

for complying with subparagraph (b)(6) of this rule, and is re­

sponsible for operating the loading equipment at !he f~cility in 

such a manner as to comply with the applicable provisions for such 

facility 'specified in paragraph (b) of this rule. 

(4) Where appropriate, the owner of operator of an organic liquid 

loading facility and the owner or operator, or driver/operator of 

a tank truck, trailer, or railroad tank car, may be separately or 

jointly in violation of this rule. 
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STATEMENT OF WAGNER MINING EQUIPMENT COMPJ'.NY 
CONCERNING THE ADOPTION BY THE OREGON DEPART­
MENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY OF A PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT TO THE S.TATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
ANO TO THE STATEWIDE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL 
REGULATIONS CONTAINED IN OAR 340-22-100 TO 
22-220 AND 340-20-155, TABLE A 

I • BACKGROUND 
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Wagner Mining Equipment Company (Wagner), a wholly­
owned subsidiary of PACCAR Inc, owns and operates a plant in 
Portland, Oregon, manufacturing mobile underground mining equip­
ment. It ls submitting this statement, with accompanying exhi­
bits, as part of ·the administrative record in connection with 
the May 21, 1980 hearing before the Oregon Department of Environ­
mental Quality (Department) at which the Department will take 
testimony concerning the adoption of the above captioned rule, 
designed to control emissions of volatile organic compounds 
(VOC 1 s) fron\ nsurface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and 
Products." 

Wagner's plant is located in a semi-rural area on the 
?periphery of the Portland AQMA. In 1979 the Portland area exceeded 
~the national air quality standard for ozone on only one day. · 

The equipment .Jllanufactured by Wagner is painted under 
the nair dried coating method• as defined in proposed 340-22-102 
(1). It is often transported by ocean carrier to other nations. 
Both here and abroad, it is subjected to extremes in environmental 
conditions, which has necessitated strict quality requirements of 
Wagner's surface coating. The coating must inhibit rust, resist 
acid and alkaline air, be durable and accept adhesive-backed non­
skid strips. A descriptive brochure describing some of the eguip­
ment produced· by Wagner is attached hereto. 

II, WAGNER'S POSITION ON THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS 

(a) Wagner strongly supports the Department's inclusion of 
the 4.0 lb./gallon limit proposed in 340-22-170(4} "Table l• for 
•air dried" coating. Wagner has been advised by its paint sup­
pliers that there is no commercially available paint in existence 
now, or in the near future, which could meet both the strict 
quality requirements of Wagner and a 3.5 lb./gallon voe limit. 
At least, at 4.0 lbs./gallon Wagner may be able to comply by ex-

,.;· .. 
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perimentinq with higher solid paint than it is currently using and 
the addition of in-line paint heaters. Water-borne paints would 
be wholly unacceptable. Space in the paint booth is quite limited 
and to use water-borne paint wou.ld necessitate lengthy periods of 
drying at temperatures high enough to damage items such as hydrau­
lic hoses or plastic parts. Al.so, the assembly process at Wagner 
is such that it would be impossible to get the inachine being 
built properly cleaned to the high degree required if one were to 
try to meet Wagner's performance standards with a water-borne 
p11int. 

(b) Wagner disagrees with the Department's decision to 
make the propased regulation applicable to almost all industries 
in the Portland area. The only proposed exception is for indus­
tries elllitting less than 15 lbs./day which amounts to only 3,660 
lbs./year on a five day we'ek bas.is,· Wagner, a small emitter of 
only 12 to 15 tons/year, is being grouped in with large emitters 
simply bec11use it -is on the outer edge of the Portland AQMA. 
Wagner urges the Department to revise its proposed amendments to 
340-22-170(2} (b) (l).to ell:Cept: 

•sources whose emissions of volatile organic compounds 
are less than 20 tons/year, or ••• • 

(c) Wagner disaqre~s with the proposed compliance 
schedule contained in 340-22-107(3). Wagner does not challenge 
the ultimate compliance date but does feel that the dates chosen 
for submitting plans, placing purchase orders and beginning con­
struction are unnecessarily.early. As mentioned above, paint 
technology has not yet evolved to the point where C0111plyin9 paints 
will be commercially available in-1980. The Department is asking 
manufacturers to commit themselves to compliance plans using 
coatings which they can only speculate will be available. A more 
equitable approach would be to shift the date to submit plans to 
July 1, l981J to place purchase orders_ to OCtober l~--c-l.98l. and to 
begin construction to July 2, 1982. Otherwise, the Departlllent 
xnay well be inundated with amended plans if the paint manufacturers 
should fail to meet their hoped for goals. 

(d) Wagner strongly supports the inclusion of 340-22-108 
"Applicability of Alternative Control Systems". This "bubble• 
provision would allow manufacturers to reduce costs and energy 
consumption ~bile working toward et>mpliance by·reducinq VOC's 
from those portions of their operations where they could get the 
most reduction per dollar spent. 

In conclusion, Wagner recognizes its responsibility to 
take reasonable steps to limit emissions of pollutants that may 
be responsible for violations of air quality standards. Once 
the technology has been developed to a point where controls are 
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economically feasible or qualifying coatin95 are COlllltlercially 
available, Wagner will give every consideration to utilisation. 

Dated~ May 21, 1980 

Respectfully sublllitted, 

WAGNER MINING EQUIPMENT COMPANY 

n c. An erson 
Manager, Manufacturing Services 
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Testimony of Thomas C. Donaca, 
General Counsel, Associated Oregon Industries, 

on the 
Proposed Volatile Organic Compound Rules 

May 20, 1980 

EQC 
Hearing Sac!ion 

(1) OAR 340-22-104. We are concerned about the application of 
this proposed amended rule. While we understand the potential 
"carrot" for new industry by being able to eliminate the need 

for offsets in attainment areas as well as the premonitoring 
requirements, we are unsure who will get the "stick." We have 

no totally reliable information on what existing industries may 

have 100 tons per year of VOC and be required to implement RACT. 

The DEQ has had inadequate staff and budget to evaluate all the 
potential sources in present attainment areas statewide. This 
matter need not be in the SIP now, and can be added at any time; 
we suggest that rather than implementing the: rule at this time 
that the Director of Air Quality appoint a Task Force to examine 
the benefits and detriments of the proposed rule and make a 
recommendation within 120 days of the appointment of the Task 
Force members. A study of the type suggested is pertinent at 
this time in order to review the May 13, 1980 Federal Register, 
Requirements for Preparation, Adoption, and Submittal of SIP's; 

etc., page 31307 through 31312 together with the various EPA 
interpretive letters to various EPA regions. 

At this time we recommend the reinstatement of Rule 340-22-104 

as originally approved. However, the balance of the rule is 

redundant as it restates the definition of "LAER" found at 340-

22-102 (22) of these proposed rules. 

(2) OAR 340-22-106. We disagree with EPA's ruling that "other 

voe pollution control devices" be eliminated from this rule. 
If weather conditions are such that ozone will not form then we 
suggest that operation of controls be left to the determination 
of the owner or operator. Apparently EPA does not. recognize 
the practicalities of the situation and has no concern either 
for the economics involved or the energy requirements of pollution 
control devices, particularly when there is no environmental gain. 
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Under the circumstances we suggest that provision for case by 
case exemptions should not wait for the third round hearings. 
The Task Force suggested by us on the statewide;VOC rule should 
be given the responsibility of suggesting the methodology for 
a practical case by case review rule-for early submission in a 
SIP amendment to EPA. 

(3) Rule 340-22-107. We are concerned about the ambiguity of 
subsection (1) relating to procedures of the California Air 
Resources Board and the designs of that body and several other 
local authorities. Are these procedures and designs to be 
officially adopted? If so, are the proposed rules sufficient 

to· accomplish this? If you intend not to adopt design criteria, 
then we suggest the language is gratuitous and should be deleted. 

We recognize that the compliance dates in subsection (2) and (3) 
are EPA mandated, but we suggest you may find the specified 
compliance dates difficult to meet, and you should be prepared 
to work with sources on extension of those dates. Of particular 
importance is the current recession which adds another dimension 
to the difficulty of compliance. 

(4) Rule 340-22-170 (2)(b). We support the request of Wagner 
Mining Company for an increase in the minimum exemptions provided 
by this subsection. The minimum currently provided appears to 
be so low as to present significant enforcement problems in terms 
of determining subject sources. In addition, as automob-ile 
emissions are such a significant contributor it appears to us 
unrealistic to design such a tight limitation which does not 
appear to contribute to any significant decrease in ozone violations. 

(5) Rule 340-22-108. We 
burden of subsection (2). 

fail to 
If the 

standards, why should the owner of 
the "moving target" problem caused 

understand the additional 
alternative system meets the 

such a system be faced with 
by subsection (2) and which 

sources meeting your other written standards are not faced with. 
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Regarding the May 21, 1980 letter to Rhea Kessler, Hearings Officer, 
from J.W. Kowalczyk which was introduced into tpe hearing record, 
we suggest it is an unusual procedure for the staff to enter 
substantive changes in the matter which is the subject of the 

hearing. This procedure may be deemed to avoid the public hearing 

process. The procedural question raised is whether the procedure 

for introducing these proposed changes meet the public notice and 
hearing requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act. If 

these matters are found out of conformity, but are adopted as 
rules in any event, we are concerned with their validity in the 
event of challenge. Some of the matters introduced should have 
the benefit of full public hearing, which is not the same as 
keeping the hearing record open. 
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May 21, 1980 

William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

lYl.AY 211980 

Quality 

Re: Proposed Rules for Volatile Organic Compounds -
Surface Coating 

Dear Mr. Young: 

Seton, Johnson and Odell, Inc. serves as environmental 
consultants to FMC Corporation and has been authorized 
by them to present this statement on their behalf. 

FMC's Portland rail car manufacturing operations in Portland 
are subject to the proposed rules for surface coating 
of miscellaneous metal parts. The coatings are air dried 
and would be subject under the rules to an emission limitation 
of 4.0 lb/gallon. 

On April 7, 1980, Seton, Johnson and Odell transmitted 
to Mr. Bosserman our engineering report "Analysis of Volatile 
Organic Compound Emission Regulations Applicable to Railroad 
Car Manufacturing", dated April 4, 1980 and prepared on 
behalf of FMC. This report documented the following con­
clusions: 

1. Alternate coatings are pre sen toly available--'l'inl:ch 
would allow FMC to comply with a 4.0 lb/gal standard 
and achieve an emission reduction of 35 tons per year 
of voe. 

2. Low solvent coatings are not available for use in 
the railcar industry which would allow FMC to meet 
a 3.5 lb/gallon standard corresponding to the EPA 
Control Technology Guideline. Furthermore, the applica­
tion of these coatings, if they were to become available, 
would likely require extensive building modification 
to the existing FMC plant. The use of add-on control 
devices such as carbon adsorbors or fume incinerators 
would be prohibitively expensive. 

~-
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3. Specifications for coatings applied to railcars are 
rigidly controlled by customers, effectively placing 
FMC and other car manufacturers in the role of painting 
job shops with no control over what materials are 
sprayed. If FMC is prohibit.ed from applying the coatings 
specified by customers, which currently are alkyd 
enamels containing 4.0 to 4.5 lb/gallon of solvents, 
it will be unable to bid for the work, which will 
go to competitive firms without voe restrictions. 
Portland would thus lose a major employer. 

4. In researching the Control Technology Guideline, the 
EPA did not address the unique problems of the railcar 
industry, and there is no record of any contact with 
the industry in the Control Technology Guideline document. 

Based on these conclusions, and given the existence of 
FMC as a unique industry in Oregon, we have recommended 
a special industry category for railcar manufacturing 
within the voe rules. We believe a standard of 4.0 lb/gallon 
is an appropriate figure. 

Regardless of whether a special category is established, 
we support a general standard for air dried coatings of 
4.0 lb/gallon, as proposed. The technology for meeting 
the CTG 3.5 lb/gallon level is simply not proven at this 
time. For the majority of Oregon manufacturers using 
air dried coatings only one technology is possible - high 
solids coatings - and these are still in the development 
stage. Water-borne coatings, even.if developed, will 
be impractical for operations such as FMC which coat very 
large parts which must be stored out of doors immediately 
before and after painting. Water-borne coatings deteriorate 
rapidly if exposed to precipitation or are exposed to 
freezing temperatures before they are completely dried. 
Portland and Seattle have over 150 days each year of measurable 
precipitation, among the highest in the country. 

I appreciate the opportunity to present this statement 
and will be pleased to work with DEQ staff in developing 
an industry-specific emission category for railcar manu­
facturing. 

Yours very truly, 

F. Glen Odell, P.E. 
Principal 

FGO/kgh 
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April 7, 1980 

Mr. Peter B. 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Air Quality Division 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Pete: 

State of Oregon 
.D.liPARI:MENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAU1Y. 

\IB rn~~R~ ]:r!o ~ illJ 
AlR AUAUD: CONTROi,; --. - . -\-

_ _...,., EQC .. 
:Hearing Sectioij' 

In response to the proposed volatile organic compound 
regulations FMC retained Seton, Johnson & Odell, Inc. 
to prepare an engineering report. Enclosed are two 
copies of the report detailing FMC's position with 
respect to the new rules. 

Results of the analysis indicate that FMC cannot meet 
a voe limitation of 3.5 lb/gal for air-dried coatings 
(as suggested by EPA) through the use of RACT. There­
fore a 4.0 lb/gal voe limit is essential. It is 
requested that the Department give serious consider­
ation to the establishment of a special rail car cate­
gory to be inserted into Table 1 of the proposed regu­
lations. 

If you have any questions feel free to contact this 
office. 

Very truly yours, 

Candice L. Hatch 

CLH/cyn 

cc: Jerry Hayes - FMC 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This paper is a statement of FMC Corporation's position relative 

to the DEQ proposed volatile organic. compound regulations. 

Elements of the DEQ rule differ from the EPA recommended rule 

and require technical justification before approval. At this 

stage in the rule-~aking process, FMC considers it appropriate 

to provide support information for the deviations as they apply 

to the rail car industry. Ultimately the goal of both FMC and 

DEQ is the adoption of a realistically achievable regulation. 

seton, johnson & odell inc . 
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2. SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The existing FMC rail car manufacturing and painting facility is 

located in northwest Portland. In a standard production year 

6,200 cars were painted producing 730 tons per year of volatile 

organics. The basic paint is a solvent base alkyd enamel com­

posed of 40% solids by volume. Primer coatings have the highest 

solvent content of approximately 4.2 lb of voe per gallon of 

coating. 

DEQ is in the process of revising its voe regulations. EPA's 

recommended presumptive norm for voe emission 'limits is 3. 5 lb/gal 

for air-dried surface coating of miscellaneous metal products. 

For the same category DEQ is proposing a 4.0 lb/gal in recognition 

of specific problems that Oregon industry would have meeting the 

EPA model rule. 

Evaluation of the control options available to FMC (water-borne 

paints, higher solids (50-55%) paints, incineration and carbon 

adsorption) demonstrated that the 3.5 lb/gal limitation is not 

economically and/or technically feasible at this time. Water-borne 

and higher solids paints would require substantial building and 

process climate controls and would not meet customer paint specifi­

cations. 

Carbon adsorption units have never been applied to coating appli­

cation and flashoff areas in the rail car industry. Only two 

pilot plants are in operation in the automotive industry. Annual 

costs for both adsorption and incineration are prohibitive 

($125,000 to $200,000/year). Incineration has. the added disadvan­

tage of requiring a constant fuel supply to combust the low con­

centration organics, therefore being energy intensive and wasteful. 

Both add-on control devices would necessitate building modifica­

tions to enclose the paint line areas. 

seton, johnson & odell inc ---
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FMC and Seton, Johnson and Odell recommend that the 4.0 lb/gal 

voe limitation be adopted in a separate rail car category. 

Paints will shortly be available in the 44% solids range which 

will meet the regulation as well as satisfy customer paint 

specifications. By forcing use of these formulations, the 

4.0 lb/gal standard will achieve about a 100 ton per year voe 
emission reduction from existing plant emissions. A separate 

rail car category is appropriate in recognition of the unique 

problems associated with the industry, the importance of FMC to 

the Portland area and a recognition that the EPA recomrnended 

presumptive norm did not specifically consider the rail car 

industry when it was prepared. 

seton,joh.nson & ode II, inc.--.. 
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3. PROCESS DESCRIPTION AND EMISSION INVENTORY 

FMC Corporation operates Oregon's only railroad car manufacturing 

and painting facility at its plant on Front Avenue in northwest 

Portland. This manufacturing process is part of the Standard 

Industrial Classification Major Group 37 - Transportation Equip­

ment. In 1979, the facility produced 6,200 railroad cars oper­

ating near full capacity all year. Employees operated on a two­

plus shift per day schedule to accommodate the demanding produc-• 

tion rate. 

Painting and finishing process flow is depicted in Figure 1 and 

includes surface preparation, prime coating,. interior and exterior 

topcoat finishing, caulking and stencil application. Building and 

production are designed for application of the air-dried coatings 

which are specified for rail cars. 

FMC customers specify the surface coatings which can be applied 

according to rigid formulations and finish qualities. The·basic 

paint is a solvent-base alkyd enamel composed of 40% solids by 

volume with lead dryers and pigments. One of the most volatile 

solvents employed in the solvent mixture is toluene. 

Currently coatings are applied manually using airless, temperature 

controlled spray equipment. The coatings are then allowed to air 
--=-..,-_, .. 

dry with an approximate drying time of 3 hours per 3 mils thick-

ness. There are no controls over temperature or humidity in the 

drying areas under normal operating procedures. Occasionally in 

the winter, heaters are used as a safeguard to aid drying a 

questionable batch of paint on exterior topco.at~. 

seton, johnson & odell inc --"" 
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Figure 1 
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voe emissions for the primer and topcoat applications in 1979 

for 6,200 rail cars (.of which the great majority were box cars) 

was approximately 730 tons. Average solvent content of paint 

is 4.0 pounds of VOe per gallon. Caulking and stenciling 

operations contribute minor quantities of voe when compared to 

the other operations. Side post caulking compound contains 

about 25% xylol. Interior caulk is water-based and groove 

filling for floor panels is 10% solvent. Caulking produced 

about 6.4 tons of voe in 1979. Stenciling adds another 7.5 tons 

of voe to the total. Table 1 is a summary of emissions by 

operation. Generally these estimates represent a "worst case" 

emission condition when box cars are being painted. Other types 

of cars [ie: hopper cars) require less paint.and therefore have 

lower voe emissions. 

The only existing voe emission control system is a carbon 

adsorption unit mounted on the exterior paint heaters. Infrequent 

winter usage and system inefficiencies result in only minor sol­

vent recovery. 

. 

seton, johnson & odell inc --~ 
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TABLE 1 

RAILROAD CAR PAINTING voe EMISSIONS 

(6200 Railroad Cars) 

--~·----··-·---.-----·---

Operation Coating Usage Solvent Content VOC Emissions 

(gal/car) (lbs/gal) (tons/year) 

Primer 13.1 4.2 171 

Exterior topcoat 14.0 4.05 175 

Under frame 14.1 4.05 177 

Interior topcoat 11. 5 4. 0 5 144 

Non-skid surface 5.6 2. 8 49 

Stencil 0.6 4. 0 5 8 

Caulking 1.1 1. 88 6 

60.0 Total 3.98 Average 730 Total 

-7-



4. REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS & PROPOSALS 

4.1 EPA "Model Rule" 

In the 1977 Clean Air amendments Congress instructed EPA to pre­

pare guidance material to assist states in their efforts to 

develop ozone plans. EPA has prepared a series of guideline 

documents on control of emissions from non-transportation sources: 

including fuel transfer and storage and. operations using so.lvents. 

Each document describes techniques available for reducing VOC: 

emissions from a category of sources and states recommended levels 

of control. The source category into which FMC falls is "Surface 

Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products." 

The series of documents are presented as a guide for defining 

reasonably available control technology (RACT) and are based on 

capabilities and problems general to the industry. Because the 

guidelines do not take into account the unique circumstances of 

each facility, in many cases appropriate controls may be more or 

less stringent. EPA has urged States to judge the feasibility 

of imposing the recommended controls on particular sources and 

adjust them accordingly. 

In preparation of the guideline series, EPA did extensive investi­

gations into problems and capabilities of individual so~~9es and 

industries. Railroad car facilities were~ot specifically inves­

tigated; nor is there any record that the rail car manufacturing 

industry made any input to the EPA process which produced the 

Control Techniques Guideline and model rule. 

The EPA suggested voe rule for surface coating of miscellaneous 

metal parts and products applies to the following sources: farm 

machinery, small appliances, commercial machinery, industrial 

seton, ,iohnson & odell inc --""' 
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machinery, fabricated metal products and Standard Industrial 

Classifications Major Groups 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38 and 39. The 

recommended voe emission limitation for sources that utilize air 

or forced air drying is 3.5 pounds of voe per gallon of coating, 

excluding water. 

4.2 Proposed DEQ Rule 

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is in the process 

of revising its voe rules to correct deficiencies in the first 

round of rules and to have round two rules adopted in order to 

meet EPA and Oregon's SIP requirements. 

DEQ's proposed rule for control of voe emissions from surface 

coating of Miscellaneous Products and Metal Parts is applicable 

to the same sources as defined in the EPA guideline. 

coatings processes would have a 4.0 pounds of voe per 

Air-dried 

gallon of 

coating limitation. However, the forced air-dried process limi­

tation would be the same as the EPA proposal of 3.5 pounds of 

voe per gallon of coating, excluding water. The limitations are 

to be based on a 24-hour average during the month:;; of April 

through October. 

4.3 Impact on FMC 

The FMC rail car painting facility falls under the surface coating 

of miscellaneous products and metal parts category as a SIC 37 

(Transportation Equipment) source. The requirements under the 

rule of 3.5 (EPA) or 4.0 (DEQ) pounds of voe per gallon for air­

dried coatings must be met. Methods of control available include 

process changes or add-on control devices. 

seton, johnson & odell inc --~ 
-9-



5. CONTROL TECHNOLOGY 

Options available to FMC for reducing voe emissions include 

process and material changes and add-on control devices. EPA 

has presented general descriptions of control options in Control 

Techniques Guidelines, but specific applications to the railroad• 

car industry were not investigated. 

5.1 Process Changes 

Process and material changes can be divided into two segments: 

new coatings technology and more efficient application methods•· 

The new coatings being researched are high solids content, water'­

borne and powder coatings. Information from paint suppliers •.. . 

shows some high solids content paints (50 to 55% by volume) are · 

available now. Problems that arise in consideration of high 

solids paints are longer drying times, contamination and paint 

qualities. Generally, the FMC building and process are not 

suited to these paints. Longer drying times require more storage, 

increase the chance of contamination and would slow production. 

The maximum solids content which would meet FMC customer rigid 

specifications is approximately 45%. 

As can be seen in Table 2, a 44% solids paint 

compliance with the DEQ proposed regulation. 

emissions would decrease by 99 tons per year 

would put FMC in 

Plant site voe 
from existing levels. 

In order to comply with the EPA model rule, a 51% solids primer 

coating must be employed. Corresponding plant site emission 

reductions would be 228 tons per year of voe. 

Water-borne coatings have critical humidity and temperature con­

trols and longer drying times.· With the temperature and humidity 

variations in the Portland area, significant process and building 

seton, johnson & odell inc --
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Operation 

Primer 

Exterior 
Topcoat 

Under 
Frame 

Interior 
Topcoat 

Non-skid 
Surf ace 

Stencil 

Caulking' 

Total 

Notes 

·::· 

TABLE 2 

RULE IMPACTS ON FMC voe EMISSIONS 

(6200 Railroad Cars Painted Per Year) 
- -

Existing DEQ Rule 

Coating Usage VOC Emissions coating Usage VOC Emissions 

(gal/car) (tons/yr) (gal/car) (tons/yr) 
I 

I 

13.l 
I 

171 ' 11. 9 148 I 

14.0 175 12.7 149 

14.1 177 
I 

12.8 150 

I ) 11. 5 144 10.5 123 

5.6 49 5.6 49 

0.6 8 0.5 6 

1.1 6 1.1 6 

60.0 730 55.1 631 

4.2 lb voe/gal primer 4.0 lb VOC/gal primer 

4.05 lb VOC/gal topcoat 3.78 lb VOC/gal topcoat 

40% solids by volume 44% .solids 

:;1: 

EPA Rule 

Coating Usage voe Emissions 

(qal/car) (tons/yr) 

9.5 103 

11.0 119 

11.1 120 

9.1 99 

5.6 49 -

0.5 6 
' 

1.1 6 

47.9 502 

51% solids in primer 

48.5% solids in topcoat 

3~5 lb VOC/gal coating 
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modifications would be necessary. Air drying of water-borne 

coatings would not be practical because.installation of ovens 

and dehumidifiers would be required. The only facility that 

uses air-dried water-borne coatings on rail cars is a rebuilding 

and re-painting plant located in Tuscon, Arizona. On the 

average Tuscon is much less humid and warmer than Portland. 

Production at the Tuscon plant is substantially smaller than 

in the FMC facility. 

Powder coatings would require high temperature oven curing and 

building modification, and should not be considered even remotely 

feasible for rail car applications. 

More efficient coating application methods may reduce voe emis­

sions by reducing the total paint usage for a given process. 

Changes in application methods above would not be sufficient to 

meet the emission limitation per gallon of coating, but could be 

applied as a plant site alternative emission control. One coating 

method is airless, heated electrostatic application. Higher 

solids paints (50-55~could be used. This method require· 

different painting techniques and painter training. Pre-painting 

operations must be more thorough by the use of phosphate washes · 

or acid rinses. Pumping breakdowns are more common with the 

higher viscosity coatings. 

5.2 Add-on Control Devices 

Incineration 

Incinerators are the most universally applicable control systems 

for voe. The process of control is oxidation of organic emissions 

to carbon dioxide and water vapor. There are noncatalytic and 

catalytic incinerators. 

seton,johnson & ode II, inc.--.. 
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Noncatalytic incinerators are also referred to as thermal or 

direct flame incinerators. Temperature and residence time are 

the important parameters in effective design. High temperatures 

in the range of 1100 to 1500°F are necessary to achieve 85 to 90· 

percent oxidation efficiencies. 

Natural gas, LPG, distillate oil and residual oil are employed 

to fuel incinerators. Natural gas and LPG are preferred because 

of lower maintenance costs. In an attempt to reduce energy 

consumption, heat recovery is recommended. The hot cleaned gases 

exiting the incinerator can be used to preheat the input gases. 

However, noncatalytic incinerators always require some fuel to 

initiate combustion, especially at low concentrations of organics. 

It should be noted that heat recovery reduces operating expenses 

for fuel at the expense of increased capital costs. 

Catalytic incineration speeds up the rate of chemical reaction 

at a given temperature. Therefore, some fuel savings is possible 

because lower oxidation temperatures are required. Problems 

occur when using catalysts because certain contaminants chemically 

react or alloy with catalysts and cause deactivation. One of 

these contam'1jnants common in FMC coatings is lead. 

Methods for estimating costs of voe control are presented in the 

EPA Control Techniques Guideline documents. As an example, the 

cost to control FMC's undercoating (paint pit) area was evaluated. 

Assuming a 23,000 scfm air flow rate and 225 ppm inlet concentra­

tion, the annualized cost of a direct flame incinerator with 

primary heat recovery approaches $204,000 per year. Capital 

investment is approximately $340,000. 

seton, johnson & odell inc --.J 
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Carbon Adsorption 

Carbon adsorption separates organic vapors from the gas stream 

and concentrates them to a more manageable form. Carbon adsorp~ 

tion is technically feasible for most organic emissions but 

costs and difficulties vary with the specific industry. In 

guideline document preparation, EPA did not find any facilities· 

that coat miscellaneous metal parts or products with carbon 

adsorption controls in the application or flushoff areas. There 

are only two known pilot plants for control of paint booth emis-. 

sions in automotive surface coating. 

The size of a carbon adsorption unit is dependent on exhaust 

flow rates, organic concentrations and the desorption period •. 

Design parameters vary with each application because of the 

variety of coatings. Several problem areas must be addressed in 

control system design. Particulates can coat the carbon or plug 

the voids causing decreased adsorbtivity. Gas precleaning may 

be necessary to avoid the particulate problem. 

Temperature and humidity must be regulated. Humidity range must 

be betwe.en 20 and 50 percent for optimum efficiency. Reuse of 

~the collected solvent is often not feasible, especially if more 

than one solvent is used in the coatings. 

Control of FMC' s paint pit area would __ require a capi-tal--invest­

ment on the order of $640,000 for carbon adsorption with no sol~ 

vent recovery. Annualized costs, including operating and capital 

charges, approach $125,000 per year. 

In general, carbon adsorption units have higher capital invest­

ments but lower operational costs than direct flame incinerators. 

For low organic concentrations (around 100 ppm) , carbon adsorp­

tion is the more economical. However, design contraints and 

seton, johnson & odell inc --"'"' 
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application technology may make the incinerator more feasible 

for coating application and flashoff areas. 

Assum;Lng a 90% control efficiency for both add-on devices, FMC 

paint pit voe emissions could be reduced by 206 tons per year 

(159 tons/yr from undercoating and 47 tons/yr from end priming). 

5.3 Potential New Facility 

FMC is considering a redesign and replacement of the existing 

rail car painting facility. Evaluation of economic indicators 

has not been completed by FMC and commitment to the project has 

not been finalized. Should the new facility be constructed, it 

would have the same production as the existing process only with 

expansion capability. 

FMC also is aware that it must keep pace with regulatory require­

ments and would incorporate as much flexibility as possible into 

the new design to accommodate future technology advances in 

anticipation of OSHA and ambient standards. Such design features 

may include temperature and humidity controls, drying ovens and 

s'tructural details allowing work station reorganization. 

seton, johnson & odell inc __ _. 
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6. RESPONSES TO PROPOSED REGULATIONS 

6.1 Technical Approach 

The approach FMC would take in meeting a 4.0 lb of VOC/gal 

emission limitation would be to change to higher solids (44%) 

coatings. The important factors in this regulation are that it 

is achievable, plant site voe emissions would decrease by almost 

100 tons per year, and that FMC could conform to paint specifi­

cations and remain competitive in the national market. Diffi­

culties encountered in the conversion involve adjustments for 

any variations in paint properties and application techniques, 

and slightly higher costs for paint and equipment maintenance. 

Options available to FMC in terms of complying with a 3.5 lb/gal 

of voe regulation include employment of higher solids or water­

borne paints, or the addition of incineration or carbon adsorp­

tion units. Paint technology has not advanced sufficiently to 

make water-borne paints acceptable to the rail car industry. 

Incineration is extremely expensive and energy intensive. In 

this day of energy conservation, this control method is not 

practical. More research is necessary before carbon adsorption 

can be applied to coating application and flashoff areas. Carbon 

adsorption has been used on ovens, but the FMC paints are air­

dried. 

The more productive solution is to adapt the building, process, 

equipment and operation to higher solids (50-55%) paints. Higher 

solids paints require different application methods and equipment. 

Painters would have to be retrained to develop new painting 

techniques. Airless, temperature controlled .electrostatic appli­

cation must be developed and tested for use on rail cars. Pre­

cleaning operations would be more stringent with cars requiring 

chemical rinses before painting to avoid finish contamination. 

Essentially, an entire new facility must be designed and constructed. 

seton, johnson & odell inc --• 
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A six-month period for higher solids paint and electrostatic 

application testing would be necessary. In an effort to keep up 

with advancing technology, FMC has already planned such testing 

for the second half of 1980. Facility design and construction 

may take up to four years. In this ~ffort to meet the EPA model 

rule, millions of dollars would be spent making control economi­

cally infeasible. 

There are major problems associated with all of the above voe 
control options, giving a clear indication that a 3.5 lb of voe 
per gallon of paint emission limitation for rail car manufacturers 

is not attainable under RACT. 

6.2 Alternative Proposal 

To better address problems associated with the industry, FMC 

suggests establishing a separate rail car category in the DEQ 

proposed regulations, with a 4.0 lb of voe per gallon of coating 

limitation. A separate category would represent FMC in its 

unique position as Oregon's only rail car manufacturer. FMC is 

also the largest metals surface coating voe source within the 

Portland-Interstate AQMA. 

Rail car manufacturing is a national industry. Competition in 

the national market is structured with rigid coating specifica­

tions required by customers. In communications with other manu­

facturers it was found that most rail car coatings are less than 

45% solids. A separate category would better recognize the 

national elements of the industry. 

Information employed in preparation of DEQ's proposed regulation 

is contained in EPA's Control Techniques Guidelines (CTG). Each 

CTG contains recommendations of what EPA calls the "presumptive 

norm" for RACT. The presumptive norm is based on EPA's evaluation 

of the capabilities and problems general to the industry. EPA did 

seton,johnson & ode II, inc.--.. 
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not investigate the rail car industry in preparing the CTG and, 

therefore, the "presumptive norm" does not specifically consider 

rail car manufacturing. F.MC's process and controls are above or 

equal to standard practices on the national level, as was 

evidenced in a tour of several machinery coating facilities. 

across the.country. 

The tour consisted of visits to Caterpillar Tractor, Ortner 

Freight Car, John Deere & Co., Trinity Industries, Quick Car and 

Richmond Tank Car plants. Most of the coatings were alkyd 

enamels in the 45% solids range. Caterpillar was testing water­

bo.rne primers but switched back to solvents at one facility 

because of quality control problems. The air-dried coatings 

plants used no add-on control devices. One plant did not everi 

operate paint booths. 

In summary, the main reasons for recommending a separate rail 

car category in the proposed voe rules are that: 

FMC is unique in Oregon. 

FMC is the largest metals surface coating 

source in the PIAQMA. 

Rail car manufacturing is a national 

industry with the associated constraints. 

The "presumptive norm" is only a recom­

mendation and did not consider the rail 

car industry. 

. seton,johnson & ode II, inc.--.. 
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7. RECOMMENDATIONS 

FMC would like to make two recommendations regarding the voe 
regulations proposed by DEQ. The first suggestion is that 

a separate category for rail car coating be included in the rule. 

Specifically this would require modification of the fee schedule 

(Table A) to include Source 72 - Rail Car Coating with appropriate 

fees and the emission limitation table (Table 1). 

The second recommendation is to adopt a 4.0 lb per gallon voe 
emission limit in the category applicable to rail car coating. 

This limitation is achievable through the use of a 44% solids 

paint and some operational modifications. voe emissions from 

the existing FMC facility would be reduced by approximately 

100 tons per year by the use of this reasonably available con­

trol plan. 

seton, iOhnson & odell inc --""' 
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fREIGHTLINER CORPORATION 
4747 N. CHANNEL AVE. 

P.O. BOX 3849 
PORTLAND, OR EGON 97208 

503/283·8000 

~~ ~~/ 
~1· 
~ William Young, Director. 

Department of Environmental 
522 s. W. 5th Avenue 
P. O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Mr. Young: 

Quality 

May 14, 1980 

Freightliner corporation has reviewed the proposed rules for 
volatile organic compound emissions from surface coating. We 
do not wish to request any changes in the present language of 
the proposal. We do, however, wish to offer strong support to 
the following two specific sections of the rule, which are 
essential to our continuing ability to operate competitively 
in Portland. 

1. OAR 340-22-170 (2) (a), the exception for customized 
topcoating of automobiles and trucks of production 
less than 35 vehicles per day; 

2. OAR 340-22-108, alternative control systems. 

Each of these is discussed below with respect to our Portland 
Truck Manufacturing Plant. 

Freightliner manufactures customized Class 8 diesel trucks-, 
which are defined as having a gross axle weight of at least 
33,000 pounds, in a variety of different vehicles that are sub­
sumed under the heading "Class 8 truck"; for example, vehicles 
used for cross-country hauling, for transporting heavy equipment, 
for hauling dirt or rocks, for logging, for mining applications 
and for transportation of oil field equipment. The type of 
customizing in which Freightliner excels, and one prime reason 
buyers purchase from Freightliner rather than from other manu­
facturers of Class 8 trucks, relates to the exterior appearance 
of the Freightliner truck--specifically, to the variety and 
quality of the paint job. Most of the demand for Freightliner 
trucks comes from the operators of small fleets of trucks and from 
independent truckers, for whom a truck is a major asset which 
reflects the trucker's personality and is viewed as his home. 
Because the average price of a Freightliner truck is approxima­
tely $60,000, it is not surprising that buyers of such trucks take 
tremendous pride in them and insist that the exterior appearance 
be outstanding. 

Freightliner anticipates that it will be able to comply with 
emission limitations set forth in the proposed rules with respect 
to prime coating of cabs and small miscellaneous metal truck 
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parts with the use of water-borne primers. :i;f, with respect to 
the topcoating of its cabs, chassis and truck tire rims, Freight­
liner were forced to comply with emission limitations such as those 
set forth in the proposed rules, the market acceptance of Freight­
liner's trucks would be severely limited. There are five charac­
teristics of a paint job that are critical to Freightliner's 
customers: (i) availability of a large variety of colors and 
paint patterns, (ii) good color matching characteristics, (iii) 
high luster, (iv) color and gloss retention, and (v) ability to 
withstand extreme environmental conditions (such as heat, abrasion, 
corrosion, contact with chemicals and oxidation). The only top­
coatings available that meet each of these are thermosetting 
acrylic and polyurethane enamels. The importance of all of these 
characteristics becomes eminently clear when one considers that a 
typical Freightliner truck will travel more than one million miles 
during its lifetime of approximately ten years and requires a 

·paint job that will remain in excellent condition over this period 
despite the harsh environmental conditions to which it will neces~ 
sarily be exposed. Further, one of the important selling points 
of a Freightliner truck is its resale value, which, of course, is 
dependent in large part upon having an exterior appearance that 
remains outstanding over time. 

Although each of the above characteristics is crucial to satisfy­
ing Freightliner's customers, having a wide selection of paint 
colors and paint designs for its trucks has been a major factor in 
our success in the Class 8 truck market. This demand for a large 
variety of design and color selections has been continually 
increasing with many customers demanding five and sometimes as 
many as eight colors per truck. During 1979 approximately 54% of 
the trucks produced were of two or more colors and the average for 
these was about 3.25 colors each. Some 12,000 different colors are 
available in the present paints and the only practical way to meet 
this requirement is to custom color mix in our plant. 

It is absolutely essential that Freightliner's topcoating opera­
tions be exempted from voe control because there are no feasible 
alternatives presently available or~·foreseen in tne· near future. 
A waterborne topcoat would not be satisfactory for painting the 
truck cabs for several reasons. First, in order to obtain the 
required luster, durability and gloss retention, waterborne paint 
must be cured by being baked in an oven for thirty to forty 
minutes at temperatures of up to approximately 350 degrees Fahren­
heit. It would not be possible to properly cure a waterborne 
paint on a truck cab because such high temperatures would distort 
the fiberglass parts. Second, waterborne paints are available in 
only a very limited number of colors, as opposed to the 12,000 
colors in which the thermosetting acrylic enamel is available. 
Third, in order to apply a waterborne topcoat on a truck cab, it 
would first be necessary to air condition and "climate control" 
the make-up air in the Portland plant's spray booths. The capital 
and energy costs involved in procuring, installing and operating 
the necessary equipment to do this would be prohibitive. Higher 
solids coatings would not be satisfactory because those currently 
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available do not meet the emission limitations set forth in 
the proposed amendment. To the extent that higher solids 
coatings that meet such limitations might be available by 
December 31, 1982, there is no expectation that they would be 
available in more than a limited number of colors, certainly 
not in a sufficient number to me~t the demands of Freightliner's 
customers. 

Freightliner processes that will be required to meet Table I 
emission limitations are priming of cabs and miscellaneous 
small parts. At the present time we are reasonably sure of 
meeting this requirement by using a material in development 
by our paint vendor. However, we believe it is essential to 
have the flexibility afforded by the language of OAR-340-22-108 
to allow us to develop the most effective response to the regula­
tion should these developments not prove successful. 

In conclusion, Freightliner recognizes its responsibility to 
take all reasonable steps to limit emissions of pollutants that 
contribute to lowering the air quality •. It will employ all tech­
nological improvements as they become available in fulfilling 
this responsibility. When Freightliner is able to meet the voe 
content limit as.set forth in the rule, it will offer no objec­
tion to elimination of the exemption. 

Very truly yours, 

FREIGHTLINER CORPORATION 

~ ~c...v-....)£GA....--
J. F. O'Connell, Manager 
General Truck Manufacturing 

JFO:js 



seton, johnson & odell, inc. 
consulting engineers 

· 317 s.w. alder street 
portland, oregon 97204 
(503) 226-3921 

May 22, 1980 

Rhea Kessler, Hearings Officer 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Ms. Kessler: 

As requested by Mr. Bosserman, I am submitting in writing 
certain comments made orally at the May 20, 1980 hearing 
on voe rules amendments. I request that this letter be 
entered into the hearing record. It covers three sub­
jects: 

1) The statewide RACT requirements 
2) Compliance schedules 
3) Data in support of statements in my May 20 

letter supporting a 4.0 lb/gallon standard 
for air dried coatings. 

Statewide RACT Requirement 

I recommend this be deleted. Statewide RACT regulations 
is not required by the .Clean Air Act or any rule of 
the EPA, and the need for it has not been demenstrated. 
Furthermore, the justification cited in the April 18 staff 
report is likely to be invalidated by EPA policy changes 
as a result of the Alabama Power decision. There may be 
no preconstruction monitoring of offset reviewiJf=ural 
VOC sources in an attainment area. Even if this were the 
case, however, we disagree with the DEQ staff conclusion 
that a statewide RACT requirement is preferable to the 
case by case review. It is inappropriate to visit upon 
Coos Bay the sins of Portland and Medford. 

Aside from EPA procedures, the only other conceivable 
justification for the statewide rule would be to prevent 
future ozone problems in areas now in attainment. This 
might be appropriate if it were not for the predominance 
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of motor vehicles in the ozone picture in all .nonattainment 
areas and the fact that auto emissions are constantly 
being reduced. It is highly unlikely that any area 
presently in attainment with ozone.standards will go out 
of attainment. 

DEQ staff has sufficient work to do now and I don't be­
lieve that you need to bite off the additional problems 
which enforcing the statewide rule would create .. ·.all· with 
dubious benefit to air quality. I recommend that the 
proposed statewide.RACT provision be deleted at the pre­
sent time. It can be installed at a future date when 
the air quality benefit of it has been demonstrated. 

Compliance Schedules 

I recommend that.DEQ extend the date, since most firms 
will just be guessing in October as to what technology 
will be available. I have no alternative but to recommend 
to my clients that they make their best guess what they'd 
like to do, submit it, sit back and wait for a year or 
so to see what technology comes forth and then submit 
amendments as appropriate. It would be far more orderly 
to provide a more realistic deadline for surf ace coating 
compliance schedules, such as July 1, 1981. 

Air Dried Coatings 

As indicated in my May 20 letter on behalf of FMC, 
among the serious problems presented by water-borne coat­
ings as a potential control technique is the effect of 
precipitation. This is particularly troublesome for 
railcars and other large products which require outdoor 
storage before and after painting. Table I presents annual 
precipitation data for several cities around the United 
States, based on 30-year averages published by the Nat­
ionalOceanic and Atmospheric Administration. Table 2 
shows the monthly distribution of precipitation for Port­
land, Salem, Medford and Seattle. This aata demonstrates 
the year-round impracticality of water-borne air dried 
coatings for large products subject to outdoor weather 
conditions. 



Rhea Kessler 
May 22, 1980 
Page -3-

I trust this information will be useful in developing 
your recommendations to the EQC on the final form of 
the rule. · 

Yours very truly, 

J~ liJddf (lJcf) 
F. Glen Odell, P.E. , 
Principal 

FGO/ds 

Attachments 

cc: Peter B. Bosserman 



TABLE I 

Representative 30-Year Mean Number of Days Annually 

With Precipitation .01 Inch or More 

Seattle, WA 
Portland, OR 
Salem, OR 
Medford, OR 
Pendleton, OR 
San Francisco, CA 
Los Angeles, CA 
Bismarck, ND 
Chicago, IL 
Kansas City, MO 
Houston, TX 
Boston, MA 
Atlanta, GA 

Number of Days 

151 
153 
150 
102 
100 
62 
34 
95 
123 
107 
107 
128 
115 

Total Precipitation, 
Inches 

36 
38 
41 
21 
12 
20 
14 
16 
34 
37 
48 
42 
48 



TABLE 2 
·--

Monthly Rainfall Days For Northwest Cities 

--
::_, 

Month Portland Salem Medford Seattle 

January 19 19 14 20 

February 16 17 11 15 

March 17 17 12 17 

i\pril 14 14 9 14 

May 11 11 8 10 

June 9 8 5 9 

July 3 3 1 5 

August 5 4 2 6 

September 7 7 4 9 

October 13 13 8 10 

November 18 18 12 18 

December 19 20 15 20 

Total 153 150 102 151 
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CXMlEN'IS CN CRE:G'.:N VOLATILE CRGANIC ~ 
RULES AND PERMIT FEES (340-20-22) .. ,, ''' . 

State of Oregon 
Ulil'ARTMfNT O~ ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIJY. 

Dr. James E. Walther 
Supervisor of Air Programs 

Crown Zellerbach Cbri;oration 00 [gM~( ~119~0 ~[ID ,_. __ 
Camas, Washington 

Crown Zellerbach operates paper roating ·~ flexible packag&J,gtH,Jt,fONTROIJ 
operations in the Portland plant which are subject to these regulations. ····-·--· 
A carbon adsorption control system has been installed oo the paper 
coating installation and is ~ting the RACT limit required by the paper 
coating rule adopted in. 1979. CA.Ir conments today are primarily directed 
at the new rules oo voe which affect the rotogravure and flexographic 
printing operations and on all new or modified sources of VOC throughout 
the state. · 

340-22-104 

LllER requirements for all new or modified sources with increased 
emissions greater than 100 tons per year should be limited to non­
attainment areas of the state. LllER does not require a consideration 
of cost or energy and should not be used in clean air areas. 

PSD pennit requirements are adequate to regulate voe in attainment 
areas. Expansions are possible without obtaining a !?SD pennit if 
controls can be installed oo existing sources to offset new emissions 
at the time of expansion. If existing sources are required to control 
VOC, any increase will require a !?SD review. Expansions would have been 
possible without obtaining a !?SD pennit by installing controls on 
existing sources to offset new emissions at the time of expansion. 

340-22-108 - Alternate Cbntrol Systems 

Previously we have sul:rnitted carments at voe hearings and urged. the DEQ 
to add flexibility in new regulations to ease the economic burden of 
very expensive and energy intensive pollution controls. The alternate 
control rule proposed provides that flexibility. Crown Zellerbach will 
propose to control voe emissions from the two paper coaters to offset 
the emissions from the printing operations. We urge the adoption of the 
rule as written. 

It is our understanding that the plant wide emission rule may conflict 
with one section of the EPA policy on "Alternate Emission Reduction 
Options". However, the clear meaning of the EPA policy is to provide an 
option for an eguivalent emission reduction at lower costs. The EPA 
policy provides for "further consideration of the issues in individual 
proceedings". (!: R. l)o /. <171 /!. "? 1 '7-ta) . 

'lo (' r- I<.. £'" 2.... 
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In our case, crlditional control can l:e imposed oo the paper coaters with 
a l:enefit of lower oost, lower energy, and a oonservaticin of solvent 
resources. 'lbluene and ethanol emissions from the coaters, which are 
l!IJre photochemically reactive and toxic, can be recovered and reused in 
the process. 'lbe emission reduction l:eyond the RAcr limit would off-set 
an alcohol mixture emission from the nine printing operations. 'lhe 
alcohol solvent mixture cannot l:e reoovered at the present time. 'Ibis 
solvent was formul~ted to meet past air p::>llution rules. 

340-22-210 Rotogravure and Flexographic Printing 

Control equi];Jllent such as carbon a:isorption can l:e used to reduce 
solvent emissions. Solvent recovery and reuse can minimize the high 
cost of oontrol equipnent. However, at the present time, the technology 
for recovery and reuse of the water soluble solvents has oot been deve­
loped for the solvents used in flexographic or packaging rotogravure 
printing. EPA incorrectly ooncluded in the guidelines that water inso­
luble solvents could l:e substituted or =re efficient incineration 
systems developed within a short time. I£M solvent water b:>rne inks 
have not l:een successfully used on packaging film products. 

The oontrol systems which can l:e used for the printing categories which 
use water soluble inks are very expensive. capital oosts can exceed 30% 
of the cost of a new press and are about $2,000 per ton of uncontrolled 
voe. capital costs for control of the CZ printing sources oould exceed 
$0.5 million dollars annually with present control technology. 

The final oompliance date of July 1, 1982, which is six =nths sooner. 
than the December 31, 1982 required for the paper coating source rule 
adopted last year. It would l:e difficult, if rot impossible, to meet 
that date if oontrols were required on the printing operations. 

Compliance test rrethods suggested by EPA are oot adequate for carbon 
adsorption systems. Either analyses by gas chromatography or a lll3.terial 
balance are required. 'Ihe very oomplicated total non-methane carbon 
content rrethod will rot accurately determine the emission in total 
weight of voe without a cx:J!Tplete gas analysis to determine the rrolecular 
weight of a solvent mixture. Methods approvecLby the staff wHi~be 
necessary for these sources. ~ 

340-22-106 

Other voe control devices and rrethods should not l:e required in the 
winter =nths. Favored treatment of gas incinerators over carb:>n 
adsorption or low solvent technology is rot justified in most cases. 
A carbon adsorption system, if economical, will be c;:iperated throughout 
the year. Natural gas usage in the process can equal the weight of voe 
recovered. · 



,, Willamette Industries, Inc. 

Duraf\ake Division 

May 19, 1980 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 . ·~ 

Attn: Peter B. Bossennan ~.0' · 
Gentlemen: 

DliP State of Oregon 
:<IRTM£11T OF EflVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

00 ~1i~r ~ i 019%0 rg {]j] 
AIR QUALITY CO~TROl 

---'··· . 

Per your instructions, enclosed are our conunents on the revised 

regulations for the control of voe. I will be prepared to orally 

submit this testimony at the May 21, 1980 public hearing if it is 

necessary. 

TB:jw 
enclosure: testimony 

Member: National Particleboard Association 

Associate Member: National Association of Furniture Manufacturers, Inc. 

P.O. Box 428 

Albany, Oregon 97321 

503/928-3341 
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TESTIMONY FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON MAY 21, 19.80 

ON REGULATIONS FOR THE CONTROL OF voe 

It is our understanding that the EPA prepared numerous control 

technique guidelines (CTG) to provide state agencies with information 

on reasonably available control technologies (RACT) for the control of 

volatile organic compounds (VOC). Where states have non-attainment areas 

of the ozone standard they are required to revise their State Implementation 

Plan (SIP) to further limit the amount of VOC's emitted in order to bring 

the ozone level back into attainment. The states then prepared their own 

RACT regulations based on the CTG documents. However, we feel Oregon went 

far beyond the intent of the EPA in their proposed regulation OAR 340-22-104, 

( l) "Not withstanding the emission limitation in these rules, all new or 

modified stationary sources, statewide, with allowable voe emission increases 

in excess of 90,720 kilograms (100 tons) per year, shall meet the lowest 

Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) • " 

We severely object to the language of this section. As previously 

mentioned, the intent of this entire DEQ proposal is to achieve attainment 

of ozone levels in areas of the state that are presently in non-attainment. 

The rule we quoted has no bearing on this obJective. It will;-Ii.owever, 

place a tremendous burden on new or expanding industries because they will 

have to provide a control system that can not be defined. We defy anyone 

to define a LAER control system. What you use for a definition today may 
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not be appropriate next month, or next year, or in 1982. We feel that to 

subject new or expanding industries to that type of regulation will definitely 

dampen their desire to locate in our state or expand an existing operation. 

If the DEQ is in fact promoting no growth, then this proposal will be very 

effective,· 

Obviously, we need controlled growth. But we also need to accurately 

define what industry must do to attain controlled growth. Control strategies 

accepted for existing industries should also apply to any new or expanding 

industries in the state, Please adopt a standard that is equitable to all. 

In addition to objecting to the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) 

language in this proposal, we understand that the ozone limit the State of 

Oregon will recognize in 1992 is significantly different than the level 

industry is trying to conform to with this document. In fact, .08 ppm is 

33% more restrictive than the .12 ppm recognized and accepted by the EPA. 

The RACT regulations are designed to maintain ozone levels at .12 ppm. It 

is not feasible to expect the same control strategies to attain a .08 ppm 

level in 1992. How can industry design equipment for a moving target? The 

.08 ppm target for 1992 should be removed from the SIP. 

Submitted By 

Tom Buglion 
May 19, 1980 
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MEMBER OF 

PRClflC noRTHWfST SOClfT~ fO-R CORTlnGs TfCHnDlOGY 

PORTLAND, OREGON SECTION 

May 21, 1980 

~~· 
Mr. Peterlfiosserman 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 s. W, 5th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Peter, 

DliPAflTM State of Oregon 
ENT OF ENVIRONMENTALQUAUJY 

00 ~J ~- ~ 8~S~O [g ® 
Al~,~~~ 'Q{fig_QfJ 

-··-~ . ·-

On behalf of the Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings Tech­
nology, I would like to testify on the propose.d changes to the 
VOC Administrative Rules being considered today • 

. The society opposes the current wording of the "excluding water" 
definition found in paragraphJ40-22-170-(l), We feel it is 
unnecessarily restrictive in that it limits the incentive to 
convert to aqueous coatings ;;systems as we have pointed out in our 
letter of February 23, 1980. 

The society supports a 20 ton per year exemption level for VOC 
emissions rather than the unrealistic 15#/day proposal due to the 
economic impact of VOC control machinery, if the company use.s 
existing coatings, or additional curing equipment if the company 
goes to water systems. Companies in the less than 20 ton level 
would suffer unnecessary and enequitable economic hardship. 

We would also request it be stated in paragraph 340-22-106 that 
coatings formulations are voe pollution control devices. 

The society supports a four pound per gallon air dried formulation 
limit in table 1# page 31. Additional information to support our 
position has been difficult to secure. _Additional comment·will be 
made within the hearing extension period. We agree with Mr. Odell~s 
comments on the four pound level given today based on our con­
versations with rail car coatings suppliers to FHC. 

It should be noted that CARE formulas are not working in the 
better California climate and may indeed be producing more VOC 
than with higher voe formulations resulting in a higher voe 
emissions level over the life time of the respective coatings. 



May 21, 1980 
Page Two 

Due to the climate of Oregon, we the P.N.w.s.c.T.~ are con­
tacting resin suppliers regarding the resin products they offer 
as to whether they are able to be formulated into a complying 
coating. We are awaiting the response to our inquiries. Hgpe­
fully '· they will be supplied within the hearing extension period. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Stephen R. Norton, Chairman 
Environmental Committee 
Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings Technology 

SRN/bs 

cc: Walt Clyde 
Vic Felton 



4155 N. w. YEON AVE.,PORTLANo, OREaoN 97210 

ALKYD RC:.SJNS" VARNISHES. r:::MtJLSIONS. 5E.ALl:.:r~s AND t-J,\rUnAL \VChHl l.H~.· H.' 

JUNE 2, 1980 

MR. STEPHEN NORTON, CHAIRMAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL COMMITTEE 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST SOCIETY FOR COATINGS 
PORTLA~D, OREGON 97208 

TECHNOLOGY 

DEAR MR. NORTON: 

WE CAREFULLY HAVE REVIEWED THE LETTER FROM THE PACIFIC 
NORTHWEST SOCIETY FOR COATINGS TECHNOLOGY ASKING FOR COMMENTS 
ON AVAILABLE RESIN SYSTEMS WHICH WILL ~EET THE REQUIREMENTS OF 
THE PROPOSED OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULE 340-22-170. THESE SYSTEMS 

. WOULD, OF COURSE, BE REQUIRED TO PERFORM ADEQUATELY THROUGHOUT THE 
ENTIRE CLIMATOL03ICAL YEAR. . 

SINCE THIS SPANS THE HOT, LOW HUMIDITY MONTHS OF SUMMER AND 
EA.RLY FALL TO THE COLD, HUMID CONDITIONS OF LATE FALL, WINTER, AND 
SPRING, WE HAVE CONCLUDED WE HAVE NO RESIN SYSTEMS WHICH WILL COMPLY. 

SOME WATER SYSTEMS WHICH WE NCW hAVE AVAILABLE, COULD BE MADE 
TO PERFORM ADEQUATELY FOR PART OF THE YEAR USING ELEVATED TEMPER- . 
ATURE FQRCE DRYING TECHNIQUES. HOWEVER, THE ALMOST CERTAINTY .OF 
RAIN IN PORTLA~D, NOVEMBER THROUGH APRIL, COUPLED WITH THE LOW 
TEMPERATURES . .A.ND HIGH RELATIVE HUMIDITIES WOULD ELIMINATE THESE 
SYSTEMS FROM CONSIDERATION DURING THESE MONTHS. THESE COATINGS 
WOULD PROBABLY, TO PUT IT BLUNTLY, WASH OFF SOON AFTER BEING 
EXPOSED TO THE RAIN. ·' 

EXTENSIVE DEVELOPMENT WORK IS CURRENlLY UNDER~AY IN OUR 
LABORATORIES ON HIGH SOLIDS, WATER SOLUBLE AND LATEX SYSTEMS. TO 
DAlE, HOWEVER, NONE OF THESE APPROACtJES·HAS YIELDED--p.-·srsTEM COMPLETELY 
ADEQUATE TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF 340-22-170. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR INTEREST IN THIS AREA AND WE WILL KEEP YOU 
ADVISED OF DEVELOPMENTS AS THEY OCCUR. 

JHD/D 

SINCERELY, 

. r!JlM__ /-/. [) t,_t~L,-
,/ JOHN H DALLER 

VICE-PRESIDENT 
TECHNICAL DIRECTOR 
MCCLOSKEY - NORTHWEST 



UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION 

• PERFORMANCE CHEMICALS AND POLYMERS DIVISION 

19206 Hawthorne Boulevard, Torrance, CA 90503 

(213) 772-6435 

Mr. Stephen R. Norton, Chairman 
Environmental Control Committee 

May 28, .19 so 

Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings Technology 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Mr. Norton: 

This letter is in reference to your request for infor­
mation concerning vehicles that are available to formulate 
water-based coatings that meet the new proposed regulation, 
Rule 340-22-170. In addition, these systems should perform 
well in the temperature and humidity conditions found in the 
Portland, Oregon, metrqpolitan area. 

At this time we have no water-based vehicles with ap­
plication properties suitable for the industrial coatings 
noted, with the exception of the coil coatings, furniture 
and appliance coatings when forced dried. 

Moreover, the water-based vehicles now in use for mis­
cellaneous metal products, when air dried, would not be re­
commended during the winter months due to the rain and temper­
ature conditions found in the Portland area. 

We recognize your interest in this area and will con­
tinue to advise you of any new developments that may occur 
in the future. 

WPM/bd 

Cordially yours, 

cD f yn .·fi(}{/A / , 
W. P. ~';" 
Technology Manager 
Union Carbide Corporation 
Coatings Materials Division 

QUALITY EMULSION POLYMERS ~ 



INDEPENDENCE MALL WEST PHILADELPHIA, PA, 19105, U.S.A. TELEPHONE (215) 592-3000 
CABLE ADDRESS: ROHMHAAS TELEX 845-247 

. ~---o Ull .'"°Z 1980 

May 23, 1980 

Mr. Jerry McKnight 
Lilly Industrial Coatings, Inc. 
619 S.W. Wood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Dear Jerry, 

State of Oregon 
DliPARTMENTOF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITI 

fOJ~lIB~OW~fITI 
Lffi 1 u L s 1980 l!J 
AIR. QUAUil, !:ONTRQIJ 
~~ .......... ~ _____ ,__ "--"..,; 

ROHM 
IHAAS 
COMPANY 

We have reviewed the letter frcxn the Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings 
Technology requesting comments on the formulation limits as proposed by the 
State of Oregon's regulations on VOC, labelled Table I (Page 31). The 
request specifically designated "equivalent performance of a ccxnmercially 
available quick air dry finish" "of resin systems which would cure under the 
attached temperature and humidity conditions." 

The limitations of crnbient.dry conditions that you have provided severely 
limit the number of systems that might dry or cure properly while meeting the 
proposed VOC limitations. We are not aware of any resin systems that would 
meet the proposed voe limitations, air dry, and provide adequate properties 
for the categories of can coating, coil coating, fabric coating, vinyl 
coating, paper coating, auto and light duty truck coating, metal furniture 
coating, magnet wire coating, or large appliance coating. The one exception 
might be urethane systems for the repair coat for auto and light truck 
coatings. 

Under the miscellaneous products and metal parts categories, a number of 
waterborne resins exist, and at least one urethane system exists which would 
meet the proposed VOC limitations. However, the low temperatures and high 
relative. humidities you have provided in the attadments would preclude the 
practical use of waterborne resins. Low temperatures would retard __ d_r_y rate 
and inhibit film formation in most instances. - Similarly, high relatiVe 
humidity (ca 85%) would extend dry-to-touch time beyond one hour for 
waterborne systems, and would also adversely affect film formation resulting 
in poor performance properties. We reccxnmend to customers who experience low 
temperature, high humidity, or a combination of both conditions to use 
waterborne coatings where force drying is available. While universal drying 
conditions cannot be recommended, we suggest to custaners that a 15 minute 
force dry at l400f, following a maximum flash-off period of 10 minutes, will 

·generally overcome adverse temperature and humidity conditions for systems 
designed for "air dry." 
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We believe these statements are a brief summary of the potential of currently 
available technology and hope the statements aid you in your assessment of the 
utility of low voe, air-dry systems for coatings. 

Very truly yours, 

q/J7i--
N. Ranan 
Industrial Coatings 
Pol.}Ulers, Resins & Monaners, N. A. 

NR:jp 
(Doc. 3361I/216Z)) 



INDEPENDENCE MALL WEST PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19105, U.S.A. TELEPHONE (2151 592-3000 
·,CABLE #ODRESS: ROHMHAAS TELEX 845-247 

May 28, 1980 

Mr. Jerry McKnight 
Lilly Industrial Coatings 
619 Southwest Wood 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123 

Dear Jerry: 

Dlil'A State of Oregon -
RIM ENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUW UN 00 [g @ ~ a w [g ffi) J 19eo 

,IUL 81980 W 
Al~.u~ 'QlfiR_QJ.: 

As we discussed during our recent phone call, I am writing regarding our 
experience and recomnendations covering basic formulating approaches for 
semi-transparent and clear stains for exterior application over bare wood. 

ROHM 
iHAAS 
COMPANY 

As part of our normal program of investigating all possibilities for use of 
our acrylic emulsion resins, we have done extensive formulating and exterior 
exposure work with latex stains. We have found that with opaque stains, con­
taining sufficient pigmentation to effectively mask the wood substrate·from UV 
lights from sunshine, even when the coating is applied only one coat, that 
acrylic resins are excellent and their durability has proven to be outstanding. 

However, when it comes to semi-transparent and clear stains, the situation is 
considerably different with latices. With these type stains, there is fre­
quently inadequate UV screening to protect the suostrate (bare wood) adequately. 
As the semi-transparent or clear stain weathers, the UV light from direct sun­
shine can get to the wood substrate and severe degradation of the substrate can 
result after a period of time. Because of this, as we have ob_~!:Y~.in numerous. 
exposure series over the 1 ast ten years at our··test fences, the serilf-transparent · 
and clear latex stains tend to fail by flaking. Even if this failure takes 
place after several years exposure, it is a problem from the standpoint that 
the resultant surface·is really unsuitable for recoating. This is to say that 
the mode of failure is unacceptable. The use of UV absorbers has been inves­
tigated, and although these additives are helpful in forestalling failure, the 
mode of failure is still the same, and unacceptable. 

We would think that the use of semi-transparent of clear stains over wood 
treated with Penta type materials would be even more problematic due to the 
possible plasticization of the topcoat by the wood treatment. This could lead 
to blocking problems, excessive dirt pick up, etc. 



Mr. Jerry McKnight 
Lilly Industrial Coatings -2- May 28, 1980 

Semi-transparent and clear stains based on conventional paint oils, such as 
linseed oil and soya oil have been in general use for many years and have been 
found acceptable. The mode of failure of these type stains is such that 
erosion of the paint film occurs as the oil vehicle absorbs UV radiation, 
resulting in gradual film degradation and chalking. This leads to the normal 
mode of failure and subsequent acceptability from a repaint standpoint. 

Thus, we cannot give you at this time an acceptable recorrrnendation for a water 
based system for exterior semi-transparents or clear stains that would be 
applied over bare wood. This appears to be one area where we must continue to 
rely on oil based systems. 

I hope this information is helpful and if anything further is needed, please 
feel free to contact us at any time. 

NM:dms 

,,,,,,,,,~ 

Nick Maio <:::::::: ---
Northwest Technical Representative 
Polymers, Resins and Monomers 



,. MEMBER OF 

PfiClflC nDRT~WfST SOClfTY fOR COfiTlnGs TfC~nDLOGY 

February 23, 1980 

Mr. Pet ~6/~osserman 
State ot::/oregon 
Department of Environmental 
522 s. w. 5th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

RE: V 0 C Draft Rule 

Dear Mr. Bosserman, 

' PORTLAND, OREGON SECTION 

We in the coatings industry certainly appreciated your frank dis­
cussion of the latest draft of the proposed VOC Regulations at our Feb. 
19, 1980 Society meeting. Yesterday, our Environmental Committee met to 
review and comment on the February 15, 1980 draft of the VOC Regulations 
that you had passed out at our society meeting. Listed below are the 
resultant comments and proposals for inclusion in the proposed .regulations. 

We propose a clarification of the. definition of "Control Device" used 
in paragraph 340-22-100-(2). We recommend that coatings formulation be 
recognized as a control device and be so stated in the definition section 
340-22-102. Due to the climactic conditions of the State of Oregon, we 
feel it is necessary to exempt in these standards coatings from the lim­
itation standards established in Table 1 during the period of November 
through March, without case by case approval by the DEQ. We cite the 
precedent established in the exemption for cutback asphalt 340-22-140. 

We recommend changing 340-22-100-(h) to read, "Coating operations as 
defined in Table 1 11 , as revised by our recommendations for Table 1. 

It is our opinion that the definition of "source" in 340-22-102-(2) 
is unsatisfactory; therefore, we propose a distinction of point source 
from area.source be made. We recommend 11 Source11 as defined be changed to 
"point source". 

We propose 340-22-102-(22) be changed to-read, "'Coating line' means 
one or more apparatus or operations each of which may include but is not 
limited to a coating applicator, flash off area, and oven wherein a sur­
face coating is applied, dried, and/or cured. 11 

340-22-102-(25) 11air dried coating" is recommended to be revised to 
read '"air dried coating~ means coatings which are dried by the use of air 
at ambient temperature." A definition of 11 force air dried coating" should 
be added to the definitions. It should read "~force air dried coat:hngs• 
means coatings which are dried by the use of forced warm air at temperatures 
up to 90 C (194 F). 11 

We propose another category of exemption under 340-22-106 to address 
coating operations. The proposed exemption should read "Sources are 
exempted from the general emission standards for VOC during the months of 
November through March. 11 Please refer to our comments concerning 340-22-
102. 
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Page·Two 
February 23, 1980 

The exact method of compliance determination should be included in 
detail within the proposed regulations to clarify 340-22-106-(3). This 
would enable the source to identify the acceptable method'Sliy which they 
can determine compliance. Calculation methods and examples should be 
included in the certification and test procedure. 

The compliance s.chedule listed in 340-22-106-(4) and (5) needs re­
vision to current dates. We also feel the compliance schedule in 340-22-
106-(5) is unclear as to it!s application to coatings formulation changes. 

We feel the "applicability of alternative control systems11 (bubble 
concept), 340-22-108, is unclear. It is our opinion that the "bubble 
concept 11 is vital to the viability of the industry given the current tech­
nology and conditions. The current wording is ambiguous and may be subject 
to.misinterpretation. The bubble concept should be an alternative control 
system not requiring specific written approval. 

We recommend the term "excluding water" be deleted from 340-22-170-(1). 
The exclusion of water removes the incentive to convert existing application 
lines to aqueous coatings. An example is attached as Enclosure 1. The 
water is an intergal part of the formulation by serving as one of the prime 
carriers for the coating. 
. . Proposed below are the exempt categories we feel are necessary for 

inclusion in the exemptions found in 340-22-170-(2)-(a): 
1. Wood furniture and wood cabinets. 
2. Wooden doors, moldings, and window frames. 
3. High temperature coatings (for service above 500 F) 
4. Government specification coatings. 
5. Lumber marking coatings. 
6. Potable water tank coatings. 

We recommend the point sources referred to in 340-22-170-(2)-(b)-(l) 
be exempted whpse volume of voe emitted is 20 tons or less per year. This 
would coincide with the permit fee schedule. 

In reference to Table 1, Formulation Limitations, we recommend three 
areas be revised. First the Flatwood coating category should be divided 
into four subcategories, to include, simulated wood grain coatings, natural 
plywood coatings, Class 2 hardboard coatings, and other flatwood sheet 
coatings. This request is based on the OAQPS guideline series Vol. 7, 
"Factory Surface Coating of Flatwood Paneling. 11 Our pro.Posed limits would 
be 1.7#/gal for simulated wood grain coated panel, 3.2#/gal for natural 
plywood coating, 2.7#/gal for Class 2 hardboard coating, and 3.0#/gal for 
other flatwood sheet coating. Secondly, that the 11air dired and forced air 
dried" category be divided into two categories consisting of "air dried11 

and "force air dried" with formulation limits of 4.0 and 3.5#/gal respec­
tively. Thirdly, that the 11 extreme performance coating11 limit·be raised 
to 4.0#/gal. 

We propose the compliance determination method 340-22-170-(5) be 
published as part of this regulation. 

We also recommend the exemption and extention procedures be published 
within the body of the regulation to facilitate handling any currently 
unforseen problems. 
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Page Three 
February 23, 1980 

The preceding recommendations and proposals were derived from a 
representative group of coatings formulators from Oregon!s coatings 
manufacturing companies. We feel they are fair and reasonable 
requests. 

If you have any questions or comments concerning our recommendations, 
please feel free to contact our committee. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen R. Norton, Chairman 
Environmental Committee 

SRN/bn 
Enclosures 

cc: J. Mitchell 
c. Schaedel 
W. Clyde 
R. Connor 
c. Bailey 



ENCLOSURE 1 

' The formula for calculating the weight of voe per gallon excluding water is: 

#voe./ gallon less water= 
1 

ft voe I gallon 
volume % water 

100 

Following is an example of a formula in which the volatile content is mainly 
water with a small amount of solvent: 

0. 35ft 
0. 5 ft 
7. s fr 
8. 35ff 

voe 
non-volatile 
water 

total wt. 

@ 7.0 ff/gallon 
@ 10.0 ff/gallon 
@ 8.34 ff/gallon 

# voe I gallon less water 0.35 
90 

1 - 100 

= 
= 
= 

0.35 
1 -· o. 9 

0.05 
0.05 
0.9 

1.0 

= 

gallons 
gallons 
gallons 

total vol. 

0.35 
0.1 

= 3.5 #voe 



Reliance Universal Inc. 
Chemicaf Coatings/Resins 

12336 97309 
1660 Cross Street S.E., P.O. Box lf.UUK'I. Salem, Oregon DBJJl:lill • Phone. 503·585·2700 

February 25, 1980 

~ . . 

Dear Peter: 

This letter is written in response to your invitation to representatives 
of the coating industry to comment on the proposed draft of changes and 
additions to Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340 affecting volatile 
organic compounds, dated 2-12-80. 

First, let me say that Reliance Universal Inc. supports the efforts of 
the Department of Environmental Quality to develop regulations which are 
intended to protect the safety and health of Oregon's population. We have 
devoted a great deal of our time and energy to developing water-borne 
coatings for the industry we serve, and we expect this commitment to· continue. 

The following recommendations are made to clarify the wording and content 
of the Standards, and to modify the limitations which apply to the coatings 
application industry. They follow roughly the order of the prepared draft. 
Many of the comments will also be included in a letter to you from a committee 
of coatings industry representatives. 

1. 340-22-102, Definitions 

a. (25) "Air dried coatings" should-mean only coatingswhich are 
dried in air at ambient temperatures. A separate definition 
should be written for "force dried coatings" which should mean 
coatin~s which are dried at elevated temperatures up to 9o0 c 
(194°FJ. The method should not be restricted to "forced warm 
air" since infra-red radiation is a common method of heating 
coated surfaces. 

b. "Flat wood sheet coating" should be written to either include 
or exclude coating of flat sheets other than wood, for example 
particle board, hardboard, paper or plastic laminates on wood 
or wood-derived substrates, etc. 

OUR GUARANT€E: "Since methods and conditions of application and use are beyond our control, all mercfoandise is sold without warranty of suitability or fitness 
for the customer's particU/ar purpose and subject to the condition that our liability <fS to any product is in any event limited to the return of the purchase price. 

"It is expressly understood that any technical advice furnished by us is given gratis and we assume no obligation or liability for the advice given or results obtained, all 
such advice being giv8n and accepted at the customer's risk. Further, by mention of equipment or products we do not imply an unqualified recommendation as there 
are undoubtedly others of similar types on the market which may be equally or better suited for the purpose." 
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"Control device" should be defined, and the definition 
should include formulation of the coatings. This definition 
is necessary to clarify the use of the phrase in 340-22-100 
and 340-22-106. 

Whether in this section or as an expansion of Table 1, 
"Miscellaneous products", "Air dried or force dried", and 
"Other coatings", should be fully defined so that applicators 
do not have to guess about whether and how they are regulated. 

2. 340-22-106 (3) Compliance Determination. Certification and test 
procedures should be written in detail as part of this section. 
Reference to California compliance methods does not provide the 
regulated sources with information on how their compliance will be 
evaluated. 

3. 340-22-106 (4) and (5) I am sure you intend to revise the compliance 
schedule. However, the headings of the date columns ignore the possibility 
that compliance may be accomplished by reformulation, especially in the 
cases of coating and printing. 

4. 340-22-108. In your talk before the Society for Coatings Technology 
in Portland you indicated that this section covered the so-called "Bubble 
Concept" which is now supported by EPA. However, although the language 
may.satisfy DEQ's legal requirements, it is not clear that a plant will be 
allowed to propose alternative methods for control of various sources 
within a plant, as long as the plant's total emissions do not exceed the 
limits for the entire facility. 

5. 340-22-170. The phrase "per volume of coating excluding water" is a needlessly 
artificial expression of the emission of volatile organic compounds. It 
gives an inaccurate representation of the actual pounds of vapor released 
into the atmosphere. 

The final edition of Volume VII Factory Surface Coating of Flat Wood 
Paneling in EPA's OAQPS Guideline Series, Control of Volatile Organic 
Emissions from Stationary Sources discards this concept even though they 
had used it in previous editions. · 

The following example illustrates the fallacy in the calculation. 
Although this is an extreme example, it is nevertheless a logical one. 

This is a formulation for a low solids coating in which the volatile 
material is mainly water with a small amount of solvent, possibly to 
promote compatibility or adjust evaporation rate: 

OUR GUARANTEE: "Since methods and conditions of application and use are beyond ourcontrof, all merchandise is sold without warranty of suitiibility or fitness 
for the customer's particula; purpose and subject to the condition that our liabilitY as to any product is in any event limited to the ret~rn of the purchase price, 

"It is expressly understood that any technical advice furnished by us is given gratis and we assume no obligarion or liability for the advice given or resultr;obtained, all 
r;uch advice baing given and accept9d at the cur;tomer's risk. Further, by mention of equipment or products we do not imply an unqualified recommendation as there 
are undoubtedly others of r;imilar types on the market which may be equafly or better suited for the purpose." 
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o. 35# voe 
0.5 #non-volatile 
7.5 #water 

8.35# 

@ 7.0#/Gallon = 0.05 gallon 
@ 10.0#/Gallon= 0.05 gallon 
@ 8.34#/Gallon= Q.,_2._ gallon 

1.0 

The fonnula for calculating volatile organic compound per volume 
of coating excluding water is: 

voe #/gallon less water 

For our example: 

voe #/gallon less water = 

= voe #/gallon 
1- volume % water 

100 

0.35 0. 35 ------= 1- 90 1-0.9 
100 

= .35 
= D.T 3.5# -

This calculation obviously distorts the actual amount of solvent 
vapor emitted by a factor of ten. 

It might be imagined that before reformulation to reduce the sol vent 
content, the formula was: 

0.5 # non volatile 
6.65# voe 
7.35# 

@ 10.0#/gallon = 0.05 gallon 
@ 7.0#/gallon = 0.95 gallon 

1.00 

The VOC content was 6.65#/gallon. Refonnulation decreased this to 
0.35#/gallon, a substantial reduction of 6.3# of voe emitted in every 
gallon to approximately 5% of the original content. However, the 
VOC#/gallon less water calculation would falsely describe the 
reduction as only about 50% __ -~------

6. Table 1. The emission standards for Flat Wood Sheet Coatings should be 
deleted from this table and shown in a separate table to conform with the 
EPA Guidelines' cited above. 

a. Flat wood sheet coatings should be devided into three categories: 
printed interior wall panels, natural finish hardwood panels, Class 
II hardboard paneling (see pages V and 2-8, 2-9). 

b. Limitations should be expressed in kilograms of voe per 100 sq. meters 
(or pounds of voe per 1000 sq. feet) of coated surface, instead of 
grams per liter or pounds per gallon. Quoting the Guidelines, p. IV 
"The recommended emission limits are stated in terms of kg of voe per 
100 square meters of coated surface (lbs. per 1000 square feet) to 

OUR GUARANTEE: "Since methods and conditions of application and use are beyond ourrontrol, all merchandise is sold without warranty of suitabi!;ty or fitness 
for the customer's particul~r purpose and subject to the condition that our liability a.s to any product is in any event limited to the return of the purchase price. 

"It is expressly understood that any technical advice furnished by us is given gratis and we ali5ume no obligation or liability for the advice given or results obtained, all 
such advice being given and accepted at the customer's risk. Further, by mention of equipment or products we do not imply an unqualified recommendation as there 
are undoubtedly others of similar types on the market which may be f!qual/y or better suited for the purpose." 
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give operators necessary flexibility in adjusting the voe 
content of the various coatings applied to a given panel. 
Practices vary such. that it wou'ld be difficult to set a VOC 
limit for each type of coating. By balancing the VOC content 
and properties of the various coats, acceptable voe reductions 
can be achieved without sacrificing product quality". 

Please note that these limitations were derived from the usage 
of coatings with average voe contents, stated in pounds voe per 
gallon, not pounds of VOC per gallon less water. Please note also 
that thelTmitations in the DEQ proposed draft Table l for Flat 
Wood Sheet Coatings is a figure that is lower than EPA's figures 
for two of the three product categories. However, since DEQ's 
limitation is calculated on a # VOC/gallon less water basis, it 
is impossible to make a direct comparison with EPA's figures. 

We would urge tregon's DEQ not to penalize this state's flat sheet finishing 
industry by applying standards in Oregon which are different from those which 
EPA is recommending for other states in the OAQPS Guidelines. 

7. Coating of Furniture, kitchen cabinet, store fixtures, shelving and mill­
work should be exempted from these standards, except as it may be 
construed to be "flat wood sheet" finishing, i.e. they should not be 
included in any of the Miscellaneous categories. You have expressed the 
intention of the DEQ to conform to the EPA guidelines in formulating 
these standards. Since EPA has not yet issued guidelines for these products 
we urge you not to impose arbitrary limitations for these classes of 
operations which may turn out to be widely different from the eventual 
guidelines. Here again, we would not want to see Oregon's industries 
regulated more severely than their competitors in other states. 

8. You indicated in your talk that the calculations for compliance would 
be applied to the total of all the coatings emitted by a source rather 
than to the individual products, and that they would be averaged over 
some period of time. These principles should either be described in 
detail elsewhere, or the asterisk at the bottom of Table 1 which now 
applies only to Inert Gas Process Paper Coating should be applied to all 
of the processes. 

9. You indicated in your talk that you would view emissions of some solvents 
as constituting a greater environmental threat than others, e.g. toluene 
versus acetone. While we would not dispute this view, if this principal 
is to be followed, it should be explained in the Standards. 

We recognize the complexity of writing standards which accomplish the intended 
purpose but which do not jeopardize Oregon's business more than necessary. 

OUR GUARANTEE: "Since methods and conditions of application and use are beyond our control, alf merchandiSe is sold without warranty of suitability or fitness 
for the cus:tomer's particutaf purpose and subject to the condition that our fiabilify as to any product is in any event limited to the ret.urn of the purchase price. 

"ft is expressly understood that any technical advice furnished by us is given gratis and we assume no obligation or liability for the advice given or results obtained, all 
such advice being given and accepted at the customer's risk. Further, by mention of equipment or products we do not imply an unqualified recommendation as there 
are undoubtedly others of similar types on the market which may be equally or better suited for the purpose." 



.. Chemical Coatings/Resins 

12336 97309 

Page - 5 1660 Cross Street S.E., P.O. Box Pllf\I Salem, Oregon JUllBIJSI • Phone 503-585-2700 

And, we understand your desire to measure the drafts against the needs of 
the industry. You mentioned that one board manufacturer in the Medford area 
said that.he could see no problems conforming with the proposed draft. We 
do not feel that his single opinion is a good statistical sample or that his 
process is representative of the flat wood coating industry in Oregon. Since 
the coating manufacturers are ultimately the people responsible for conformation 
to the Standards, their opinions should be given more weight than those of their 
customers. Indeed, I would expect that few coating applicators would venture 
an opinion about conformation without consu.lting their suppliers. For this 
reason I urge you to consider carefully the recommendations from the coatings 
industry as you complete these Administrative Rules. · 

Very truly yours, 

J. M. Hatfield 
Technical Director 

JMH/ds 

cc: Paul Leary 
V .. Jacquet 
Steve Norton,Society for Coatings Technology, Technical Committee 

c/o Tenneco Chemicals, Inc., 2140 NE 54th Ave., Portland, OR 97213 

OUR GUARANTEE: "Since methods and conditions of application and use are beyond our control, all merchandise is wld without warranty of suitability or fitness 
for the customer's particular purpose and subject to the condition that our liability as to any product is in any event limited to the return of the purchase price. 

"It is express!'( understood that any technical advice furnished by us is given gratis and we a:uume no obligation or liability for the advice given or results obtained, all 
such advice being given and accepted at the customer's risk. Further, by mention of equipment or products we do not imply an unqualified recommendation as there 

are undoubtedly others of similar types on the market which may be equally or better suited for the purpose." 
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1:· 

Senior Environmental Engineer 
Air Quality Division 
Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Re: Proposed Draft of Changes and Additions to Oregon Administrative 
Rules Chapter 340 Affecting VOC. 

Dear Mr. Bosserman; 

I enjoyed your discussion last Tuesday night at the Pacific Northwest 
Society for Paint Technology. Although it may not have seemed so, I 
really appreciate your openness and cooperative spirit to arrive at a 
workable rule for limiting VOC in the Oregon Air Shed. 

I am addressing my remarks in this letter to those areas of the coat­
ings industry which I feel should be exempted from the proposed rules. 
I have in mind 2 basic types of coatings: 

Type I: 
There are some coatings containing VOC for which there are no 
available substitutes. These are coatings which present tech­
nology does not cover their manufacture in high solids, powder, 
or water soluable or dispersable systems; and coatings where 
no viable systems have been worked out to handle their product­
ion in compliance to this rule, such as, State and Federal Spec­
ifications. These coatings include: 

(1) High temperature coatings requiring continuous exposure 
to temperatures in excess of 150°F. 

(2) Coatings for the inside of water storage tanks. 

(3) Maintainence coatings used in highly corrosive environ­
ments. 

(4) Government specifications both State and Federal. 

(5) High Performance inorganic zinc primers. 

Type II 
These coatings are types for which there are reasonable substitutes 
in water soluable or reducable systems which would conform to the 



.. 
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proposed rule but because of the application conditions related 
to Oregon weather it would be impossible to dry the water in the 
coatings most of the time. As you know, the evaporation of water 
is related to the temperature and relative humidity 0£ the air 
surrounding the coating. 

There are many steel fabricators who prime and enamel steel parts 
who apply the coatings in open buildings. In order for them to 
dry coatings containing water it would be necessary for them to 
enclose the buildings and heat the air high enough to reduce the 
relative humidity to the point where the coatings would dry. To 
further complicate the problem the products to be coated range in 
size from small pieces to hugh structures, tanks or machines which 
could not possibly be introduced to any kind of baking procedure. 
Also because of the bulk of the products and the logistics of the 
handling procedures necessary for efficient coating procedures, 
these people Use extremely rapid drying coatings. This speed of 
dry being difficult to achieve with water coatings under the very 
best of drying conditions. 

The bulk of these fabricators emit from 2-12 tons of VOC per year. 
Some of the larger ones would emit up to 25 tons per year. These 
figures are based on their monthly purchases in gallons. 

At this time I don't have any percise figures on capitol invest­
ment costs to convert· these establishments to conroled temperature 
and humidity conditions to dry water coatings (if it were indeed 
possible to do it at all) but it would be substantial. 

The energy requirements to heat and ventilate such facilities would 
also be very substantial, probably with considerable air polution 
involve_d in the energy production. 

Many of these fabricators are located in the Portland air shed and 
a few in the Salem & Medford areas. 

I would like to request that consideration be given to the exemption of 
these 2 types of products similar to the exemptions for cutback asphalt 
and or the exemptions for airplanes, automobile refinishing, custom coat­
ing of automobiles and trucks, and marine vessels and vessel parts paint-
ed in the open air. --··- --. ··---

Director 



NORRIS PAINT & VARNISH CO., INC. 
1675 COMMERCIAL STREET N.E .• SALEM, OREGON 97308 
POST OFFICE BOX 2023 TEL. (Sl}ef;'l!'.Q(k--2-.2_77 

May 20, 1980 

Mr. Peter Boss~~~ 
Department of Environmental Quality 
522 s. W. 5th Ave. 
P.o; Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Mr. Bosserman, 

Hearing Seetloli 

lVlAY 211980 

· ·. Shlte <?f, Oregon 
DliPARTMENt OF ENVIROl'iMENTALQUAU1Y 

00 ~M~Y ~ i01sWa [g ® 
A~R: ~UA_~ CON.l:RQL 

I would like to address a comment to the Air Quality Model 
Rule Draft Document of March 6, 1980. This is in regards 
to calculating voe emissions in 340-22-170, (1) directly 
from the coating formulation as received by the user rather 
than after the exclusion of water from the formula in the 
case of water - (based) coatings. This would make calcul­
ations easier for the consumer or user to understand and 
hence comply with. 

It is going to be difficult enough to substitute water-based 
coatings in most every circumstance due to the state of the 
art now existing in the industry. Manufacturers of coatings 
are willing to carry the burdens of reformulating away from 
solvent-based coatings and we feel the burdens should not be 
dropped on the users through this method of calculation. Other 
means of policing the coating calculation must be found. 

Such alternative plans such as the Acurex study "Fleet Average" 
principle of total solvent used would be one suggestion and 
was submitted to CARE. 

In addition to the above comment, our company would appreciate 
an interpretation of traffic marking paint as a point source 
or mobile source. Is an exemption necessary for this appli­
cation and is further study planned in this area of coatings 
use. We manufacture this type of coating, however, the users 
are governmental agencies and need to be concerned in future 
plans. I realize that your office has not considered all sources 
of FOC emissions as yet regarding coatings, however,·this type 
of coating has some obvious difficulties in reformulation to 
compliance with standards such as that of CARE. 

Sincerely, 
NORRIS PAINT & VARNISH CO., INC. 

~C2 
Paul H. Pay~ 
Technical Di;fector 

PHP:lp 
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PfiClflC nDRTHWfST SOClfTY fOR COfiTlnGS TfCHnOLOGY 

PORTLAND, OREGON SECTION 

June 17, 1980 

Mr. Peter Bosserman 
State of Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Peter, 

State of Oregon 
DliPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUlY 

00 fg ! ~L 7 }19~0 (g [ID 

i\IR QUAl.ttr ~ONTROLJ 
--~ ........ .:.·-···----·-. - .... 

Due to the unique climetology of the Western part of Oregon, we 
have contacted the major resin manufacturing companies with the 
enclosed letter and climitological data. As you can see from the 
letter, we are concerned with the availability of resin systems 
that are capable of being formulated into products that will com­
ply with the voe levels as outlined in table 1 page 31 of the 
proposed Administrative rules. 

We have had three companies respond to the inquiry. From the 
response, it is evident that the resin producers cannot recommend 
existing resin systems that will perform under the higher humidity 
lower temperature of the Western Oregon climate. 

Consequently, we strongly urge two things. First, maintain the air 
dried coatings rule at 4.00# per gallon voe for air dried coatings, 
and secondly, allow a 20 ton per year voe emission exemption limit 
rather than the 15# per day proposed rule. 

By allowing the 4.0#gal rule vs. the possible 3.5#/gal rule, coatings 
companies would be able to provide, with some difficulty, a coating 
based on available resin technology to-comply. To change~'to water­
borne or high solids system would require the application companies 
to install curing equipment. Most of the curring equipment would 
be to simply treat·the coated part to achieve satisfactory perfor­
mance of the coating. Consequently, a large financial burden would 
have to be borne by the coatings users in both equipment purchases 
and energy costs to operate the equipment. 

The 20 ton per year exemption would protect the smaller manufacturers 
from the severly adverse economic impact of the purchase of equipment 
for curring complying systems. I would suggest the exemption be 
granted for a period of 2 years, after which a review of the available 
technology would establish of the exemption limit could be lowered 
without severe economic impact. 
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PORTLAND, OREGON SECTION 

Page Two 
June 17, 1980 

We appreciate your taking the time to review this matter, and if 
we can be of !urther assistance, please contact us at your con­
venience. 

Sincerely, 

Stephen R. Norton, Chairman 
Environmental Committee 
Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings Technology 

SRN/bs 



[o.cal Climatological Data 
Annual Summary With Comparative Data 

1978 
PORTLAND, OREGON 

Narrative Climatological Summary 
, ·~" .\~\l l ~ \9t)() 

. . .. rrv ro~~ 
The Portland Weather Service Office is located six miles north-northll_~t~'d~_()wn .. 
Portland. Portland is situated about 65 miles inland from the Pacif"D!~.e-!1'fr0midway 
bet)'leen the northerly oriented low coast range on the west and the higher Cascade range 
on the east, each about 30 miles distant. The airport lies on the south bank of the · 
Columbia River •. The coast range provides limited shi.elding from the Pacific Ocean. 
The Cascade range provides a steep slope for orographic· lift of moisture-laden westerly 
winds and consequent moderate rainfall, and also forms a barrier from continental air 

·masses originating over the interior Columbia Basin. Airflow is usually northwesterly 
in Portland in spring and summer and southeasterly in fall .and winter, interrupted · 
infrequently by outbreaks of dry continental air moving westward through the Cascade. 
passes. 

Portland has a very definite winter rainfall climate. Approximately 88 percent of the 
annual total occurs in the months of October through May, 9 percent in June and Septem­
ber, l'hile only 3 percent comes·in July and August. Precipitation.is mostly rain, as · 
on the average there are only 5 days each year with measurable snow. Seldom is snow­
fall measured for more than a couple of inches', and it generally lasts only a few days. 
The greatest measured snowfall in the period of record is 16 inches. 

The winter season is marked by relatively mild temperatures, cloudy skies and -rain with 
southeasterly ·surface winds predominating. Summer produces pleasantly mild tempera­
tures, northwesterly winds and very little precipitation. Fall and spring are tran­
sitional in nature. Fall and early winter are time~ with most frequent fog. At all 
times, incursions of marine air are a frequent moderating influence. Outbreaks of 
continental high pressure from east of the Cascade Mountains produce strong E!asterly 
flow through the Columbia Gorge into the Portland area. In winter this brings the 
coldest weather with the extremes of low temperature registered in the cold air mass. 
Freezing rain. and ice glaze are sometimes transitional effects, In sunnner, hot, dry 
continental air brings the highest temperatures.· Temperatures below zero are very 
infrequent. The lowest recorded is 3 °F •. below zero; -~remperatures aboveiob-°F. are 
also infrequent. The higtesf recorded temperature is 107°F. Temperatures 90°F. or 
higher are reached every.year, but seldom persist for more than 2 or 3 days. 

Destructive storms are infrequent in the Portland area. Surface winds seldom exceed 
gale force and only twice in the period of record have winds reached higher than 75 
m. p. h. Thunders forms occur about once a month through the spring and summer months. 
Heavy downpours are infrequent but gentle rains occur almost daily during winter months. 

>lost rural areas around Portland are farmed for berries, green beans, and vegetables 
for fresh market and p:ocessing. The long growing season with mild.temperatures and 
ample moisture favors ,local nursery and seed industries. Tourist visitation is very 
heavy in Portland in silmmer owing to immediate accessibility of choice recreational 
areas of diversified aature ranging from marine to mountain. 

no a a NATIONAL OCEANIC AND 
ATMOSPH9'1C ADMINISTRATION I ENVIRONMENTAL DATA AND I NATIONAL CLIMATIC CENTER 

INFORMATION SERVICE ASHEVILLE, N.C. 
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WESTERN REGIONAL OPERATIONS 
GATX TERMINALS CORPORATION 

2000 EAST SEPULVEDA BLVD. 
CARSON, CA90744 
PHONE 213~~518-0973 

May 9, 1980 

Department of Environmental Quality 
State of Oregon 
522 s.w. 5th Avenue 
p. o. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Subject: Comments on 
New and Revised VOC Regulations; 
4/03/80 Draft 

r,1.A'" . ' f 2 1 '1GO(l ::Ju,.1 . 

.. ._, -" 

Gentlemen: . - .... " ·- ... •'·•- .·._::,; 

Please incorporate the following comments into the record on these 
VOC Regulations: 

Page 8 (340-22-102) gives the definition of "True Vapor 
Pressure" which states that API 2517 is to be used for vapor 
pressure determination. The use of the API method is typical 
among State regulations. 

Note that on Page 17 of API 2517, the bulletin reads: 

"The averaqe stock temperature should be used in the vapor 
pressure charts to determine the true vapor pressure. For 
a given operation, this usually is known with fair accuracy 
because it is used regularly for volume corrections in 
gaging operations." 

Given this, GATX does not understanc'i_ why the DEQ_sJ;,a_:ff chose 
to give any special significance to methanol in 340-22-160(1) 
because: 

(1) The fact that during Summer the vapor can exceed 
1.5 psia is inconsistent with the 340-22-102 method 
of vapor pressure determination for formula appli­
cation. 

(2) There are many marginal petrochemicals (GATX handles 
several) besides methanol. lO~lNO' J..111'100 'Ml'11 



.. . .. 

May 9, 1980 
Page 2. 

Department of Environmental Quality 
State of Oregon 

Re: voe REGULATIONS 

Hence, GATX asks why 340-22-160'{1) doesn't just read "storing 
organic compound liquids", and why DEQ doesn't allow average 
temperature use per 340-22-102. 

Thank you for reviewing our comments submitted before on these 
regulations relating to equipment testing and record keeping. 
Please feel free to call the undersigned on the above vapor pres­
sure comment if further elaboration is necessary. 

Very ')truly yours.. j. 
@b~JJY\.~~~ 

Clement Mesavage, Jr. 
West Coast Manager of Environmental Affairs 
GATX TERMINALS CORPORATION 

CM:rs 

cc: Mr. .P. E. Bohlander 
GATX Terminals Corporation 
120 s. Riverside Plaza 
Chicago, Ill. 60606 
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BORDEN CHEMICAL 
DIVISION OF BORDEN INC 

May 12, 1980 

Environmental Quality Commission 
P. O. Box 1760 \ c1[Y:> 
Portland, OR 97207 J.~ -~ I 

Attention: P. B. ~erman -

We have reviewed the proposed VOC rules you sent us on April 29, 1980. 
Our interpretation of these rules are that our La Grande and Springfield, 
Oregon plants do not violate these rules as the plants are now operated. 
According to OAR340~22-104(3) we are exempt from the General Emission 
Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds since we emit less than 90,720Kilo­
grams (100 tons) per year of VOC and are outside of the three critical 
areas of Portland and Medford AQMA and the Salem SATS. 

We recognize that conditions and rules may change in the future. We would 
expect to have an opportunity to comment on any future rule changes. 

We have two comments on the presently proposed rule changes: 

1) We interpret rule 340-22-160(1) to mean that if we can assure that 
the true vapor pressure of methanol will always be less than 1.52 psia 
that it would not be subject to the VOC corrective actions. Under certain 
circumstances it might be more cost effective to maintain the storedmeth­
anol at temperatures not to exceed 61°F, the temperature at which the true 
vapor pressure of pure methanol approaches 1.52 psia. If the rule does not 
allow this option, we request the rule be reworded to allow this method 
of controlling the voe. 

2) We interpret rule 340-22-160(1) (b) to _allow control deviceS-. .other 
than floating roofs or internal floating covers. The mechanism for 
approval of any equivalent device or a method of demonstrating itsequiva­
lency is vague. We request some procedural clause be included for this, 
such as rule 340-22-160(4)(c)(A)(ii). 

RWB:sh 
cc: J.W. Runkel - Blvu. 

A.D. Johnsto~ Blvu. 
Dave Burre - Col. 
J.M. Hine - Spfd Lab 

Very truly yours 

,,,/!1/1( &f-U'ft-ftf 
-R. W. Berwald 
Engineering Manager 
Adhesives & Chemicals - West 

200-112th AVENUE N.E., P.O. BOX 3626, BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON 98009 •TELEPHONE (206} 455·4400/TELEX 32-9477 
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May 16, 1980 

Mr. Peter B. Bosserman 
Department of Environmental Quality 
State of Oregon 
525 S.W. 5th - Fourth Floor 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Peter: 

AIR 9,UAUTY: CQJffROt; 
··--·· . -----

·~ 

-
It was a pleasure meeting you and hearing your comments last month 
on the Surface Coating Rule which is in the drafting stage in the 
State of Oregon. I thought your comments were very well received. 
Olympic certainly supports the efforts of the Department of Environ­
mental Quality to develop regulations which are intended to protect 
the safety and health of the citizens of Oregon. We have devoted 
a great deal of our time and effort to develop waterborne coatings 
for the industries we serve, and we have made a commitment to continue 
research and development at Olympic. 

After reviewing the proposed rule, we have become greatly concerned 
about the impact it would have on the small number of businesses 
in Oregon that are engaged in machine staining operations. There 
are several independent businesses throughout the state which use 
solvent based stains (such as solid color and semi-transparent stains) 
at their shops for machine staining plywood and other interior and 
exterior wood siding. Because of the VOC limitations in the proposed 
rule, these companies would be forced to seriously curtail their 
machine staining operations, or to discontinue them entirely. 

This would result in a very serious economic hardship. It is-a--result 
we believe is not justified for two reasons. First, machine staining 
operations contribute only insignificantly to VOC emissions in Oregon. 
The companies which .use Olympic Stain products for machine staining 
and the total gallons per year of stain applied by each of them are 
1 isted below: 

11s->U s·w r;.. . c 
Lakeside Lumber in Lake Oswego "'"' ry ,fl. 
Bend Roof & Truss Manufacturing 

in Bend 
Portland Road Lumber in Salem· 
Rouge Machine Staining in Medford 
Western Prestaining in Portland 
Central Lane in Eugene 

gallons 

gallons 
ga 11 ens 
gal lens 
gallons 
gallons 

rilf' 

"/ 
c,,,,~{;./1.-u.{ 

u.~;,j_,.J;;,,,( 
)v; /-1,,j_,\, ,f 

2233-112TH AVENUE N.E., C-02233, BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON 98004/TELEPHONE (206) 453-1700 
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Our cal cul a ti ons a re that the total voe emissions in Oregon from 
machine staining operators using Olympic Stain products .are approx­
imately 135 tons per year. It is our understanding that there are 
very few other companies engaged in machine staining operations in 
Oregon. Although we agree that reduction of VOC is desireable, the 
amount resulting from prestaining operations throughout the state 
appears to be very limited. 

The second major reason we believe that machine staining operations 
should be exempt from the proposed rule is because of the importance 
of stains in architecture and the unavailability of waterborne 
substitutes. As I am sure you are aware, stains are widely used in 
Oregon residential and commercial architecture to protect and beautify 
wood homes, offices and other structures. Stains also have an 
integral relationship with the wood products 'industry because they 
are necessary to protect natural wood siding that is extensively used 
in northwest architecture today. Machine staining operations provide 
an efficient and effective way of applying this protection to wood. 
Because of the careful control that can be exercised over the rate 
and quantity of stain being applied in machine staining operations, 
we believe that voe emissions from machine staining operations are 
less than when staining is done on the job site. 

Unfortunately, the technology does not exist today to produce an 
acceptable water borne or low solvent stain for use on most woods. 
Although Olympic and other companies have been engaged in extensive 
research to develop an adequate substitute, the necessary technological 
breakthroughs have not occurred; and because of the inherent diffi­
culties involved, we do not foresee a near term solution to the problem. 
To help explain the difficulties, we have prepared a short paper that 
explains the use of stains and the problems such as extractive dis­
coloration, inadequate ultraviolet screening, coating failure and 
other problems that exist in finding an acceptable substitute for 
solvent based stains. I am enclosing it for your review and consider­
ation. 

We hope you will take our concerns into consideration and that you 
will exempt machine staining operations using solvent borne stain from 
the surface coating rule. If you believe any additional information 
would be helpful please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 

OLYMPIC STAIN 
A division of COMERCO, INC. 

~~4-L--
William S. Halin 
Technical Director 

WSH/cla 

cc: Victor R. Feltin 

Enclosure 
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Olympic Stain manufactures stains that are widely used in 

the United States for application to wood surfaces on homes and 

other buildings. Olympic' s solvent borne semi-transparent and 

opaque stains have been successfully used for a number of years 

to protect and beautify natural wood finishes. 

Stain is a penetrating finish that protects and beautifies 

natural wood. The basic difference between paint and stain is 

that paint forms a thick and continuous surface film that ob-

scures the grain and texture of wood. Stain on the other hand 

penetrates into the pores of wood and does not leave a hard and 

continuous surface film when it dries. Semi-transparent and 

opaque stains are the two basic stain categories. Semi-transpar-

ent stain is specifically formulated to allow the natural wood 

grain and texture to show through. These stains are widely used 

in many colors by architects, builders and home owners in Oregon 

and other states on redwood, cedar, mahogany and fir to achieve a 

natural look on siding and trim. Opaque stains in contrast are 

formulated to obscure the color and the grain of wood, but to 

allow the natural texture to show through. These stains are 

highly popular with architects, builders and home owners who want 

to have a solid color but also retain the rustic appearance of 

wood on shingles, shakes and other siding. Examples of the 



extensive use of stains for residential, commercial and other 

architectural purposes in Oregon and other states are shown by 

the accompanying illustrations. 

At the present time, solvent borne stains are the only 

semi-transparent stains that will provide acceptable performance 

for use in exterior coatings for wood sidings. Olympic has 

recently introduced a solid color acrylic latex stain that can be 

successfully applied to some woods. But it is not recommended 

for application on many popular species such as redwood, cedar, 

mahogany and fir because 0£ the discoloration from extractive 

bleeding that may .occur when water soluble coatings are applied 

to these wood substrates. 

Due to the ease of application and clean up, there is a very 

strong consumer preference for water based coatings. Even apart 

from the important environmental considerations involved, the 

strong consumer desire for using water based coating products 

would lead the coating industry to turn away from more costly 

solvent borne coatings if the technology existed to produce water 

borne stains with acceptable performance qualities. Al though 

Olympic and other companies have been engaged in extensive re­

search to develop acceptable water based opaque and semi-trans­

parent stains, there are major obstacles that have yet to be 

overcome. 

One of the principal problems in developing a water based 

semi-transparent stain is extractive bleeding. This occurs in 

2 



redwood, western red cedar, mahogany and dark fir, wood species 

which are extensively used in Oregon. These woods contain water 

soluble extractives which dissolve in water but not in solvents. 

In a process known as extractive bleeding, these water soluble 

extractive ·dyes dissolve when moisture enters wood and then 

migrate to the surface where they create unsightly reddish-brown 

stains that permanently discolor the wood and the coating. 

Solvent borne coating products do not cause this problem because 

petroleum solvents do not dissolve the extractive dyes or cause 

them to migrate to the surface of the wood. A typical example of 

the unacceptable discoloration cause by application of water 

based stain to wood containing natural extractive dyes is shown 

in the accompanying illustrations. 

Another major problem with water borne or high solid coat­

ings is their inability to provide the necessary penetration 

required for a stain. In order for a stain to perform properly 

it must penetrate rapidly and deeply. Rapid penetration of tl;ie 

coating causes less of the film to remain on the surface and 

results in the low film characteristic of stains. Deep penetra­

tion of the oil into the wood pores reinforces the cellular 

structure of the wood and protects it against entry by moisture. 

Penetration of the coating is possible with solvent borne stain 

because the oil and pigments in the stain dissolve completely 

into a liquid solution that can penetrate into and impregnate the 

smallest wood pores. When the solvent evaporates the oil left 

in the cells hardens and reinforces the cellular structure of the 

3 



. ' wood. In contrast, water borne coatings do not penetrate into 

the wood. They contain particles suspended in water that are too 

large· to enter the wood pores and are filtered out onto the 

surface where they form a film. If the film is sufficiently 

thick to provide any protection for the wood there will be a loss 

of the transparency characteristic of semi-transparent stains. 

One possibility in the future for achieving. the necessary 

penetration of water borne stains is through a reduction in the 

size of the particles in the liquid coating. This has been a 

subject of research for a number of years,~ but the coatings 

idustry has not yet been able to synthesize particles small 

enough or in the right shape to permit any measure of penetration 

into wood. Attempts .have also been made to achieve penetration 

by making oils and resins in coatings water soluble so that they 

become a liquid solution rather than an emulsion. The difficulty 

is that once oils and refiins are made water soluble they remain 

that way. After application, the oils and resins do not harden 

properly, the coating remains water sensitive, and will then 

rinse off in the rain. It has also not proven possible to 

achieve the necessary degree of penetration with a high solid 

system. A solvent content of about 75% total volume of a coating 

is necessary in order to lower the viscosity of oils and pigments 

sufficiently to achieve the penetration necessa.ry for a semi-

transparent stain. If the solvent content is substantially 

reduced the coating resembles .a thick oil like substance that 

cannot be successfully applied to wood. 

4 
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'' Solvent borne coatings such as stain are also essential for 

cool weather application. Low temperatures do not pose a problem 

for the application of solvent borne stains because the solution 

of oils and resins polymerize regardless of temperature as the 

solvent evaporates. However, the lowest temperature at which 

water based latex emulsion paint should be applied is 50°F. 

(Painting and Decorating Contractors of America, Architectural 

Specifications Manual, pp. 3-5) Below that temperature, the 

emulsion particles will not coalesce to form a contiuous coating 
I 

and the finish will not protect the surface when it dries. This 

is a problem because industrial tests have shown that it is 

essential to apply protective coatings to :wood without delay 

following construction. After only one week of exposure to the 

weather without protective coating, wood siding will exhibit 

significant deterioration within a matter of several years. 

Because of the necessity of protecting new wood and the unsuit­

ability of water based stains for application below 50°, wint~r 

construction activities in Oregon would be seriously hindered if 

solvent borne paints or stains cou.ld not be used. 

Water based semi-transparent latex stains also do not pro­

vide adequate ultraviolet screening to protect the wood sub-

strate. As semi-transparent latex stain weathers, ultraviolet 

light from the sunshine penetrates to the wood and causes serious 

degradation of the wood surface after a period of time. Because 

of this, semi transparent latex stains tend to fail by flaking. 

Even if this failure takes place after several years of exposure, 

5 
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it creates a serious problem because the wood surface is then 

unsuitable for re coating without extensive preparation. In the 

case of solvent. borne semi-transparent stains, there is also an 

erosion of the stain film as it absorbes ultraviolet radiation. 

In contrast to latex stain, however, solvent borne stain degrades 

through a chalking process which allows restaining without 

extensive preparation work. 

6 



,, • LIHYSTER 
HYST5:1~ ~.~~o~ANY CORPORATE 

HEADQUARTERS n • PORTLAND, OREGON 97208 
503/280-7000 
CABLE: HYSTER PORTLANDORE 

May 16, 1980 
_...........-l!ae-....___ 

Ha.ring secuon 
TO: Department of Environmental Quality 

Air Quality Division .MAY 211980 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Re: Public Hearing - Revised Regulations For The 
Control Of Certain Volatile Organic Compounds 

We have studied the Department of Environmental Quality's revised 
proposal for regulation of volatile organic compounds and ask that 
the following comments and suggestions be considered by the Depart­
ment and entered in the record of the public hearing scheduled for 
May 21, 1980. 

Hyster Company is engaged in the manufacture, sale and serv1c1ng of 
heavy machinery and equipment, primarily industrial fork lift trucks. 
In reviewing the revised proposal, and looking towards methods to 
achieve compliance, our primary interest is therefore with the pro-

,-.. , ·. ,._ ....... ·.; .. '··'-•::.; 

posed surface coating rules. A majority of Hyster Company's surface 
coating activity involves the application of standard yellow and black 
primers and top coatings. A number of alternatives have been ex-
plored to obtain lower volatile organic compound emissions from these. 
standard colors. Many of these alternatives are either impractical 
or uneconomical because of considerations such as drying time or· 
durability. The manufacturers of these paints do, however; indicate 
that paints are or will be available that have higher solids content 
than the paints presently used by the company. Use of these higher 
solids paints appears to be a feasible means to significantly reduce 
the volatile organic compounds in the company's standard paint colors. 

However, the situation is not the same with the substantial portion of 
Hyster Company's business involving customized prime and top surface 
coatings using paints with color or performance characteristics re-
quired or specified by our customers. As an example, Hyster Company's 
towing winch products are manufactured for attachment to crawler tractors 
and similar products of other manufacturers. These manufacturers specify 
the paints and colors to be used so that the towing winches will match the 
colors of the tractors to which they are attached. Customers for Hyster 
Company i ndustri a 1 fork 1 ift truck products a 1 so often specify- and re­
quire a particular paint or color for durability, identification or 
other reasons. Unlike its standard yellow and black surface coatings 

Lift Trucks • Winches • Compactors • Personnel Lifts • Trailers • Straddle Carriers • Mobile Cranes 
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Hyster Company does not have control over the level of emissions from 
custom coating since the paints are specified by the ,customer and the 
volume of.custom coating compared to Hyster Company's total painting 
·activity depends solely on· the mix of customer orders entered at a 
given time. 

Our analysis and investigation indicates that these custom coatings 
cannot comply with the 4.0 pounds per gallon limitation on volatile 
organic compounds under proposed regulation 340-22-170. For this 
reason it is essential to Hyster Company's continuing business that 
there be some exception made 'for custom surface coatings similar to 
the 35 vehicle per day exception now proposed for the automobile and 
truck manufacturing industry. Many of the considerations that re­
sulted in the need for arid creation of that exception exist and are 
equally a problem in the heavy machinery 'and equipment industry. To 
accommodate this we suggest an exception for custom surface coating 
of heavy machinery of up to 20,000 pounds of volatile organic com­
pounds per year. Wording of such an exception for inclusion in the 
revised regulations .is enclosed for your consideration. Such an ex­
ception would retain the obligation for Hyster Company and others to 
make a contribution to emissions reduction in the area of standard 
paint colors where significant improvement is possible while recogniz­
ing the difficulty that exists with respect to custom coatings. 

Turning to the company's overall surface coating operations including 
both standard and custom coatings, we estimate Hyster Company's pre­
sent usage at about 18,400 gallons of paint each year containing 
volatile organic compounds approximating 4.95 pounds per gallon or a 
total of 91,080 pounds per year. This calculation includes consider­
ation of thinning agents used with the paint. To reduce this to a 
level of 4.0 pounds per gallon would require a reduction of 17,480 
pounds of volatile organic compounds per year to a total of 73,600 
pounds per year. 

We calculate .that converting the company's standard yellow and black 
colors to available higher solids content paint containing 3.5 pounds 
per gallon of volatile organic compounds (and assuming continued use 
of the present volume of thinning agent) will reduce the company's 
yearly emissions of volatile organic compoands to 66,300 pol.lifds··or 
well below that needed to achieve a 17,480 pound reduction. However, 
we are informed that conversion to use of higher solids paint will 
reduce the total gallons of paint required for the same volume of 
surface coating from 18,400 gallons to 15,030 gallons per year and 
therefore the volatile.organic compounds on a pounds per gallon basis 
will still be at 4.1. This results in the anomaly that while volatile 
organic compound emissions can be reduced by substantially more than 
the total reduction needed to meet the goal of the regulations, the 
pounds per gallon volatile organic compound emissions will not tech­
nically meet the proposed 4.0 pounds per gallon limit. 
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We anticipate and are hopeful that long range developments in surface 
coatings technology will permit meeting the 4.0 pounds per gallon 
limitation, but for the foreseeable future it appears the only im­
provement available to Hyster Company is through higher solids paints 
and the only feasible way for Hyster Company (and, we assume, other 
heavy machinery manufacturers) to comply with the proposed regulations 
will be through approval of an alternative control system under Sec­
tion 340.-22-108 based on achievable overall yearly volatile organic 
compound emission reductions. 

For this reason we strongly urge that the proposed alternative con­
trol systems procedure be retained in the adopted regulations as 
presently proposed. The allowance of effective alternate control 
systems will permit Hyster Company and others in the heavy machinery 
and equipment industry to develop means for achieving the overall 
reductions in volatile organic compounds that are the ultimate goal 
of the regulations without limiting achievement or measurement of 
compliance to methods that are not technologically or economically 
possible. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the revised regulations. 
Hyster Company is .interested in contributing to the goal of reducing 
overall emissoons of volatile organic compounds and will be glad to 
further discuss with.you our proposed exception for custom coating 
and the application of products and technology available to Hyster 
Company to accomplish the overal purpose of the revised regulations 
if it would be helpful to your efforts. 

Very truly yours, 
HYSTER COMPANY 

~f°t\.~At-
Stephen M. Ma 1 m 
jm 

Assistant Secretary 

cc: Mr. Peter Bosserman 

Enc. 

Senior Environmental Engineer 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Mr. George Hofer 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Air Programs 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 

state of Oregon 
ilJi'J\IUMENi: OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUlY 

fii) ig @ ~ 0 \Vl ~ fjJI 
. till lr:l-IY 1 :J 1980 I u J 

l ~IR Q~A~ CONJRQL 
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PROPOSED ADDITION TO OAR 340-22-170 
PROVIDING GENERAL EXCEPTION FOR 

up· TO 10 TONS/YEAR OF CUSTOM COATING 
OF HEAVY MACHINERY AND EQUIPMENT 

Add to 340-22-170(2)(b): 

(2)(b}(3} Custom coatings applied to heavy machinery and 
equipment, provided that emissions from all such 
coatings thereby excepted at any source shall 
not exceed 9080 kilograms (20,000 pounds) of vola­
tile organic compounds in any year. For purposes 
of this exception, the term "custom coating" shall 
mean any surface coating having color, performance 
or other characteristics specified or required by 
a customer and that is not a standard coating of 
the manufacturer. 
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Chevron U.SA Inc. 
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A. 0. Rolseth 
May 19, 1980 

-.. , 

' · :~ ·~~·->:~~~v~~-;-,'.~~~::~it~:i~~§~~;~-i~.' 
Division Operations Manager 
Northwest Division 
Marketing Department 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Gentlemen: 

Chevron U.S.A. Inc. is pleased to submit the attached written comments 
as public testimony regarding the new and revised Oregon regulations for 
control of certain volatile organic compounds and revised permit fee 
schedule. 

We have thoroughly researched these comments and have given serious 
thought to all statements. Your thoughtful consideration of each 
comment will be appreciated. 

The Western Oil & Gas Association is also presenting testimony on these 
regulations, and Chevron U.S.A. Inc. hereby endorses their presentation. 

HRS:wr 
Attachments 

Very truly yours, 

A. O. ROLSETH 



CHEVRON U.S.A. INC. 
Comments 

ST A TE OF OREGON 
Environmental Quality Commission 

VOC Regulations 
May 21, 1980 Public Hearing 

Chevron U.S.A. Inc. comments for the new and revised regulations for the control of certain 
volatile organic compounds are as follows: 

OAR 340-22-100 Introduction 

(3) a. 

Comment: 

New sources statewide which will emit 100 tons of VOC per year or more; existing 
100 ton sources statewide in categories b thru m below, and all existing sources in 
the Portland and Medford AQMA's and in the Salem SA TS for categories b thru m 
below. 

Chevron strongly encourages Oregon not to adopt statewide VOC RACT regulations at this time 
for several reasons: · -

1. Application of RACT regulations outside of designated non-attainment areas is not 
necessary to obtain EPA approval of the SIP. A state would lose considerable flexibility 
by including statewide RACT regulations in a SIP. Once approved, the state cannot 
change the regulations without again going through the ponderous SIP revision process. 
Also, the state increases the risk of Federal sanctions being imposed on the state by EPA 
for inadquate implementation or enforcement of the SIP. 

2. The revised EPA emission offset policy published on January 16, 1979 in tl:ie Federal 
Register applies to newly designated NA areas until the state submits an EPA-approvable 
revised SIP. The offset policy states that a new source may be exempt from offset 
requirements only under very limited conditions; i.e., if the owner can demonstrate the 
source will have virtually no effect on any ozone NA area. This limitation appears much 
more stringent than the guidance given to the state on this point. 

3. Only future major sources locating in areas that are officially re-designated non­
-attainment for ozone and demonstrated to be rural and that demonstrate they will have 
no impact on urban non-attainment areas would be exempt from emission offsets. 

Thus a costly and unfair burden is placed on all aff;~t;d existing sources statewide (with 
no demonstrable air quality benefit) for a potential benefit to selected future sources. 

Due to the above uncertainties and the burden of such statewide regulations on existing 
industry, we recommend that Oregon do the following at this time: 

1. Determine more explicitly from EPA the legal basis and necessary conditions for 
obtaining an exemption from emission offsets. 

2. If the state still believes statewide· RACT regulations are warranted, adopt the 
regulations but apply them to future NA areas after they are proposed, rather than 
require immediate statewide implementation. This action will reduce the potentially 
unfair burden on existing industry and still meet EPA conditions for exempting new 
sources from offset requirements. 
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This approach would avoid unnecessary expenditures by existing industry and should be as 
acceptable to EPA as the states' current approach. 

In addition, Chevron again urges the Commission to review the regulation that requires controls 
on small sources (i.e., under 100 tons per year) in the Medford AQMA, and Salem SA TS. It is our 
understanding that both areas would be classified as rural under EPA's population criteria. EPA 
does not require small source controls in rural non-attainment areas for a SIP to be approvable. 
Requiring controls on small sources in these areas is questionable. They could not be cost 
effective as the controls can lay idle during the period November thru March each year. 

340-22-102 - Definitions 

(4) "Carbon Bed Breakthrough" means the initial indication of depleted adsorption capacity 
characterized by a sudden measurable increase in VOC concentration exiting a carbon 
adsorption bed or column. 

·Comment: 

The definition does not appear to allow degration of em1ss10n which may still be within an 
allowable emission rate. Example: An increase from 2% to 6% VOC emission when 10% is 
allowable. It is recommended that EPA's definition, from their guidance document EPA-450/2-
79-004, September 1979, be substituted. It is stated as follows: 

"Carbon Bed Breakthrough: A concentration of voe. in the carbon adsorption device 
exhaust that exceeds 10 percent by weight of the inlet VOC concentration." 

(5) "Certified Underground Storage Device" means vapor recovery equipment for underground 
storage tanks as certified by the State of California Air Resources Board Executive 
Orders, copies of which are on file with the Department. 

Comment: 

The above definition could be confusing and would limit this control to recovery equipment 
which has been certified in California. We suggest that "Certified Underground Storage 
Device" be replaced by "Vapor Balance System", which is defined as follows: 

(Refer EPA-905/2-78/001April1978.) 

"Vapor balance system" means a combination of pipes or hoses which create a closed 
system between the vapor spaces of an unloading tank and a receiving tank such that 
vapors displaced from the receiving tank are transferred to the tank being 
unloaded." 

(The system will have an efficiency of 90% in reducing VOC emissions over uncontrolled 
emissions.) 

(25) (a) A physical change shall not include routine maintenance, repair and replacement, 
unless there is an increase in emission. 

Comment: 

In petroleum operations it would be virtually impossible to perform some maintenance, repair 
and replacement functions without some temporary localized increase in emission. 
Enforcement would be difficult and could be very costly. We strongly recommend adding a 
phrase such as "unless there is a permanent increase in emission caused by the routine 
maintenance, repair or replacement action. 

- 2 -



Examples: Tank cleaning or tank repairs - Safety cannot be compromised where 
preparing a gasoline tank by evacuating the vapor-before entry or hot work by 
humans. Also, you could not break a gasoline pipe line or repair a gasoline 
meter without some small increase in emission. 

This type of work is done under various industrial, safety and fire 
standards and codes which control exposure to hazards for humans. 
Normal opera ting practices will produce the minimum VOC vapor 
release to accomplish the job. 

OAR 340-22-104 

(2) All existing, stationary sources, statewide, which have processes subject to these VOC 
rules and which emit or are allowed more than 100 tons per year of VOC emissions shall 
comply with OAR 340-22-110 to 340-22-220 by December 31, 1981. 

Comment: 

Please refer to our comment for OAR 340-22-100 (Introduction). In the event it is determined 
that statewide controls will be required for major (100 ton) sources, we would like to make the 
following comment for (2) above: -

"It is not clear if statewide sources which emit or are allowed more than 100 tons of VOC 
emissions per year mean sources with a potential to emit 100 tons with or without 
controls. It is recommended that only emissions, after controls have been installed, be 
counted towards the 100 annual tons. To do otherwise for existing sources in attainment 
or unclassified areas for ozone, would not be cost effective. It would unduly penalize 
those sources that could reduce total emission to below 100 tons by the most cost 
effective measures." 

(3) Small sources (emitting less than 90,720 Kilograms of VOC per year) outside the following 
areas are exempted from the General Emission Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds: 

(a) Portland-Vancouver Air Quality Maintenance Area. 
"(i)) Medford-Ashland Air Qualit Maintenance Area 
\cl Salem Area Transportation Study SA TS Area 

Comment: 

Refer to our comment for Small Source VOC Controls 340-22-100 (Introduction). 

340-22-108 Applicability of Alternative Control Systems 

(1) (d) The alternative control system is approved by the Environmental Protection Agency. 

Comment: 

We suggest that (c) "Approval is granted in writing by the Department" should be sufficient for 
approval of alternative control systems. A revision to the SIP may result from requiring EPA 
approval. 

340-22-110 Small Gasoline Storage 

(1) (b) A vapor recovery system is used which consists of a Certified Underground Storage 
Tank Device capable of collecting the vapor from volatile organic liquids and gases 

- 3 -



Comment: 

so as to prevent their emission to the outdoor atmosphere. All tank gauging and 
sampling devices shall be gas-tight except when gauging or sampling is taking place, 
or 

It is recommended that reference to "Certified Underground Storage Tank Device" be changed 
to "Vapor Balance System" or "Vapor Control System." This would be more descriptive of what 
is being accomplished by the control measure. 

(2) Exemptions: 

(c) Stationary gasoline storage tanks located at a gasoline dispensing facility that are 
filled by a delivery vessel which was filled at a bulk gasoline plant (one which loads 
less than 4,000 gallons per day of gasoline) provided that the storage tanks use 
submerged fill. However, no person shall deliver gasoline to a gasoline dispensing 
facility at a rate exceeding 10,000 gallons per month from a bulk gasoline plant, 

. unless the gasoline vapor is handled as required by Rule 340-22-110 (1). 

Comment: 

Refer to OAR 340-22-100 for our comment on Controlling Small Sources (less than 100 tons) in 
Rural Non-attainment Areas for ozone. This rule does not recognize EPA's approved difference 

·in control requirements between urban and rural areas. 

In addition, we believe that the EPA should approve exemptions, for certain small tanks which 
are delivered by trucks loading at gasoline terminals, from vapor recovery regulation. 
Submerged filling would still apply. Based on EPA guidance document EPA-905/2-78-001 dated 
April 1978, the following tanks could receive the exemption: 

(1) any stationary storage tank located at a gasoline dispensing facility, with a capacity 
less than 7,580 liters (2,000 gallons), which is in place before January 1, 1979; and, 

(2) any stationary storage tank located at a gasoline dispensing facility, with a capacity 
less than 948 liters (250 gallons), which is installed after December 31, 1978. 

We urge the commission to include this exemption in this regulation. 

340-22-120 Bulk Gasoline Plants and Delivery Vessel(s) 

Comment: 

This rule should only apply to the urban non-attainment areas of the state. Rural non­
attainment areas should have an exemption of 20,000 gallons per day on an average annual daily 
basis. Oregon would then be consistent with other states. 

340-22-130 Bulk Gasoline Terminals 

Bulk Gasoline terminals shall comply with the following within the limits of 340-22-130 
(1): 
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(a) All displaced vapors and gases during tank truck gaii_oline loading operations are 
vented only to the vapor control system, except when gasoline delivery vessels are 
switched to diesel delivery service or to delivery of other VOC with a Reid vapor 
pressure less than 1.5 psia. 

Comment:. 

We believe that the 1.5 psia vapor pressure value is in error and should be 4.0 psia. This will 
then be consistent with the definition of "Gasoline" in section 340-22-102, (17). 

340-22-137 Testing Vapor Transfer and Collection Systems 

(1) After (A ril 1, 1981 ) no erson shall allow a va or-laden deliver vessel sub 'ect to 340-
-22-120 1 to be filled or emptied unless the delivery vessel: 

Comment: 

The EPA guidance document EPA-450/2-79-004 dated September 1979 suggested the following 
compliance schedule as being appropriate; which would still demonstrate further progress 
towards ·achieving this ozone standard. We suggest that Oregon adopt this schedule with a 
minor revision because of the period each year when control equipment may lay idle. 

(EPA. Pg. 132) "The owner or operator of a gasoline tank truck subject to this regulation must 
meet the following increments or progress:" 

1. Submit plans to the Director for operating and maintenance procedures to 
implement regulations before September 15, 1980; 

2. Issure purchase orders or contracts for all needed test equipment before 
November 1, 1980; 

3. Commence certification of gasoline tank trucks before July 1, 1981; and, 

4. Complete initial certification of all gasoline tank trucks before January 1, 
1982. 

Recommended change for No. 4 in the above schedule is: 

4. Complete initial certification of all gasoline tank trucks before April 1, 1982. 

(1) (b) Sustains a pressure change of no more than 250 .e-ascals (1 in. of H:ze7·in 5 min when 

pressurized to a gauge pressure of 4,500 pascals (18 in. of H2D or evacuated to a gauge 

pressure of 1,500 pascals (6 in. of H20) during the testing required in subsection (1) (a) of 

this rule; and 

Comment: 

EPA guidance Document EPA-450/2-79-004 dated September 1979 recommends a less stringent 
certification test as being adequate for testing. all sizes of delivery vessels. We have seen no 
evidence to indicate a need for the proposed more stringent test or that such a test would lead 
to improved air quality. 
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(EPA Pg. 129) (2)" sustains a pressure change of no more than 750 pascals (3 in. of H
2
0) in 5 

min when pressurized to a gauge pressure of 4,500 pascals (18 in. of H20) during the 
testing required in subparagraph (a) of this section" 

For the following reasons, we strongly recommend adoption of the tPA rule in place of the 
proposed Department rule. 

The Department observed a vessel test which sustained a pressure change of no more than l" of 
H20 in 5 minutes which is the California A.R.B.'s r1,Jle. We were advised that this test was 
made on newly man.ufactured equipment which had a large capacity vessel. 

Based on the . l" H20 pressure decay in 5 minutes rule, Chevron has conducted weekly 
certification pressure decay tests on a portion of its Southern California fleet. Data is 
available for 12 delivery tanks. Nine have been tested 21 weeks or more. The units include 
truck and trailers and semis. The tanks were tested to ascertain their off-the-road 
certification pressure decay rate, repaired if necessary or desirable, then repaired to meet 
annual pressure criteria. 

There were 47 periods between certification, subsequent failure, maintenance and recertifi­
cation totalling 163 weeks. The average time between failures is 3.5 weeks. The time period 
between certifications and failure was distributed as follows: 

Time in Weeks 
Certification to Failure 1 

No. of Failures 9 

2 3 4 

11 10 7 

5 

3 

6 

3 

:6 

2 

19 16 

1 1 

Interim maintenance was accomplished on the 7, 10 and 17 time periods. The longest period 
between maintenance would be eight weeks. 

Nine of the 47 failures or 19% occurred within one week and 20 of the 47 or 43% within two 
weeks. It will obviously be very difficult and an imposing maintenance cost to assure 
compliance. 

The difficulty we are now encountering in maintaining leak tightness supports the view that this 
test is over-stringent, if only for maintenance reasons. The very nature of mobile equipment, 
light construction and the numerous devices required for operation, fire safety, pressure relief 
and vapor control all compound the difficulty in controlling vapor leaks. 

Unfortunately, we cannot offer a comparison for a failure rate for the 2" and 3" decay in 5 
minutes test but the less restrictive test has been approved by the EPA. We respectfully submit 
that from our experience the proposed test will not only be extremely difficult to comply with 
over any length of time but that it would be almost impossible to comply with in small delivery 
vessels. 

Again we urge the Department to reconsider and approve the EPA test limits. 

(b) A readin e ual to or reater than 100 ercent of the lower ex losive limit (LEL 
measured as propane at 2.5 centimeters from all points on the perimeter of a potential 
leak source when measured by the method 31 and 33 on file with the Department, or 
unloading operations at gasoline dispensing facilities, bulk plants and bulk terminals; and 
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Comment: 

The above covers testing of delivery vessel by the explosive meter method. We wish to caution 
that this test is not able to establish the amount of leak. Therefore it is possible that leaks 
found by this method could be within the limits prescribed for testing vessels. Citations should 
not be issued on explosive meter test results. Fixit tickets or re-certification verification 
testing might properly be a result of an explosive meter test. 

The department may wish to allow other types of tests which are approved by the Director at a 
later date. · 

(2) (c) Visible liquid leaks during loading or unloading operations at gasoline dispensing 
facilities, bulk plants and bulk terminals. 

Comment: 

It is recommended that the word "avoidable" be inserted before "visible liquid leaks" above. 
The EPA's guidance document includes the word avoidable in their recommended rule. We 
concur. 

Example: A new visible leak properly could not be defined as an avoidable leak. Without 
this change, the operator could be subject to a citation based on the proposed rule. 

Comment: 

Refer to our comment for 340-22-137 - Testing Vapor Transfer Systems. Adoption of the EPA 
recommended test (pressure change of no more than 3.0 in. of H20 in 5 minutes) would make 
this rule unnecessary. 

340-22-153 Petroleum Refinery Leaks 

(3) (g) Copies of all records and reports required by this section shall be retained by the 
owner or operator for a minimum of four years after the date on which the record was 
made or the report submitted. -· ~~ 

Comment: 

A two-years' record retention period should be sufficient for the Department to monitor 
compliance. Little would be gained by requiring the 4-year period. The two-year period is EPA 
approvalbe as it agrees with their suggested period in their guidance document. EPA-450/2-79-
004 9/79 Pg. 19. 

End of Comment 
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DliP State of Oregon 
ARn!EN( OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUAU!Y. 

00 fgA~K~ f19~0~ ® 
Al-A Q~ALIJY CQM!ROI,; 
-..i--.... 

Park Plaza West, Suite 322 I 10700 S.W. Beaverton Highway I Beaverton, Oregon 97005 /Telephone (503) 643-4111 

i\\\ Al)li~ 
Peter B. Bot\)~~ 
Air Quality~tivision 
Department of Environmental 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Pete: 

April 3, 1980 

.MAY 211980 

Quality 

Thank you for your letter of March 12 and follow-up note on J!larch 28 and the 

opportunity to review the proposed revisions and additions to the VOC rules. 

I heartily endorse your proposal to regulate the use of asphalt emulsions on 

the basis of product specifications rather than on the basis of the kind of 

aggregate with which it used. The aggregate gradations contained in the·EPA 

guidelines are ambiguous and subject to arbitrary interpretation, Additionally, 

the selection of the grade of asphalt emulsion for a project is often influenced 

by the type of processing equipment and the availability of water as much as 

it is by the type of aggregate being used. 

I would appreciate your consideration of some minor changes in the !'~ximum 

solvent contents which you have proposed. ASTM and AASHTO both allow a 3~; 

maximum solvent content in CRS-1 and CRS-2 emulsions. Variations in the asphalt 

emulsion materials or manufacturing processes may require the manufacturer to 

exceed the 2% limit you propose and I would prefer that the limit coincide with 

the ASTM specification. The ASTM and AASHTO specifications O.o not permit any 

solvent in CSS-1 and CSS-lh asphalt emulsion and I would suggest that the 

The Asphalt Institute Is an international engineering; research and educational organization 

wlth executive offices and research center located at College Park, Maryiand 

" ... · 
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limits on these be eliminated. A suggested wording for Section 340-22-140 (4) 

is enclosed. 

In my letter of November 15 1 1979 I requested that SC liquid asphalts be defined 

as road oils rather than cutback asphalts wit~ a 5% limitation on the distillate 

as contained in EPA guidelines. I would again like to request your consideration 

. of this modification to the VOC rules. The MC cutback specifications permit 

15% to 60% distillate at 500°F. as opposed to 5% for SC road oils. By removing 

SC road oils from the use limitations governing MC cutbacks, you would be 

encouraging their use in situations where MC 1 s are currently being used thereby 

further.reducing government agencies' dependence on MC cutbacks. A copy of the 

MC specifications is enclosed for your reference. 

Thank you again, Pete, for inviting my comments on the proposed rules. If 

you have any questions please give me a call. 

GJB:bas 
Enc. 
cc: Irv Howton, Douglas Oil 

Dan Fink, Chevron USA 
Bob Gunn, Chevron USA 
Don Carson, Witco Chemical 
Zeke Zikeli 1 Shell Oil 
Dave Houck, Union Oil 
Bob Briggs, McCall Oil 
J. F. Pearring, TAI 
D. Davidson, Witco Chemical 
R. Hodgson, Douglas Oil 
w. Kari, Chevron USA 
c. Taylor, Shell Oil 

Kindest regards, 

~~ 
G. J, Beuker Jr. 
District Engineer 



340-22-140 

(4) Asphalt emulsions are permitted for all uses provided they do not excee.d 

the solvent contents for each grade as listed below. ' 

Grades of Emulsion % Maximum Solvent Content* 

CRS-1 3 

CRS-2 3 

CMS-2 8 

CMS-2h 8 

CMS-2s 12 

CSS-1 3 

CSS-lh 3 

*As determined by ASTM distillation Test D-244 

Asphalt emulsions which exceed these solvent contents shall be subject to 

the same limitations of use as cutback asphalts in Section 340-22-140 (2) 

above. 

.Dlil'A State of Oregon 
f1TMEl'ITOF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

fD) & rrH ~ a w cg 1n1 
U1J M"'K 71980 Inf 

AIR QUALITY co1-.rR01 
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~Rf~), M1EAK.AN NATIONAL 
STANDARD 

ANSl/ASTM 02027<76' 

•' 

Standard Specification for 
CUTBACK ASPHALT (MEDIUM-CURING TYPE)'. 

Thi~ St;rnilanl is issued under the 1'i11.c:d designation 0 2027: the number immediately following ihc: designation indicates the 
Jc Jr of otig1nri.I adop1ion or. in lhc: gsc of revision. lhc: year of last revision, A number in parentheses iudicatc:s lhc: year of 
l.i_,l re,1pprl1VJI. 

7-Nc11E I -1°h-,-,-,-,-,"-"_"_in-~T,-b1-,-,~.-.. -, .. ~.-.-,-d-,-,-,,-,-ri-•"ll-yin-0°o_<o_b_<-,-l-9"7"7-.-'--------------­
Nuµ 2-Tablc: I was corrected editorially In January 1978. 
Non 3--The 1itle and scope were changed editorially in January 1979. 

I. Scope 

I. I This specification covers cutback petro­
leu1n asphalts of the medium-curing type for 
use in the oonstructi~n and treatment of_pave-
me.nls. 

2. Applicable D~u~ents ·. 
1.1 ASTJ.f Srandanis: 
f) 5 Test for Penetration of BituminouS 

f\ifaterialsi 
[) 95 Tcsl for Water in Petroleum Products .. 

and 8itun1inoils Materials by Distillation 1 

DI IJ Test for Ductility .of B.ituminous 
Materials 1 · · 

D 140 San1pling Bituminous Materials 1 

() 402 Test for Distillation of. Cut.Back 
Asphaltic (Bituminous) Products1 

D :!042 Test for Solubility of Asphalt Mate· 
rials in Trichlorocthylene1 

D 2170 Test for Kinematic.'Viscosity of 
Asphalts (Ditumens)1 ' 

D JI 4J Test for Flash Point of Cutback 
1\SJ1ha!t with Tag Open-Cup Appnratus1

, 

-'· J'ropi:ni-=s 

.1 I Th¢ cutback asphalt shall not foam when 
ll\',t\cJ t0 application temperature and shall 
,,_ •. 11tocrn to the.requirements prescribed in Ta­
r.Je I. 

4. Test Methodo 

4.1 The material shall be sampled in accord~ 
ance with Method D 140, and the properties 
enurneraled in this specification shall be deter­
mined in accordance with the following ASTM 
methods: · 

4.1.1 Flash Polnr (Tag Open-Cup)­
Mcthod D 3143. 

4. 1.2 Viscosity, Kinematic-Method D 
2170. 

. 4.1.3 01.slillaliqn-Melhod D 402 .. 

NoTE-lr a 100.ml· graduate does not permit 
sufficiently dose readings lo determine conformity 
to this specifica1ion with the desired accuracy, 
receivers graduated with 0.1-ml divisions shall be: 
used. 

4.1.4 P~netration-Method D 5. 
4.1.5 Duct1/11y-Mc1hod D 113. 
4.1.6 Solubility ·in Trichloroethylene­

Mcihod D 2042. 
4,1.1 Wafer-'-Mcthod D 95. 

1 This 1pecifica1ion is under the jurisdictiOn or ASTM 
Committee D-4 on Road and Paving Ma1c:rials and is the 
direcl reJponsibility of Subcommittee 004.40 on Asphalt 
Specifications. . · 

Current edition approved April 9, 1976. Published June 
1976. Origiually published 8' 02027 - 63 T. Last previous 
cditionD 2027 - 72. 

,I Annual Book of ASTM Standards, Part JS, , 

.; .. 
' ' , .. 

TABLE t Requ.lmneats Cor CU1back Ayhalt (Mediuat-Curbta Type) 

t ~::t~'..'.i 
''4'1., 

~ .. ~;;':: 
i';\~' 
;:~;_~t. '• 
';•i-t.f 

,, 

,,1, 

NOTE-If the: ductilily at 77 F {25 C) is less than JOO, the matc:ri1I will be acccp1111ble irihductilily 11160 F (IS.S C)b more 
th1i1.n 100, · · ' -

MC-JO MC-70 MC-250 MC-800 MC·lOOO 
Dc:siinalion 

Min M" Min Mu Min Mu Min Mu Min M" 

Kinematic viscosity " JO "' 70 140 2'0 lOO 800 1600 JOOJ 6000 
l40"F (ti0°C}, cSt '·" Rash point (Tag open-cup}, 100(38) 100()8) 150(66) ... ll-0(66) ". 150(66) ... 
"F(°C} 

Distillate test: -·\ '• 
Di,lillate. volume percent ; ' of 101al distillate: to ,. 

' ' 

680"F (3ii0°C): 
,. 

. " 
to437"F (225°C) ... " ,i1 20 01S' ,- 10 ... 
to .S00°F (260°C) 40 70 20 60 " ' Jl ll . 
to600°F(316"C) " 93 " ,l..: 

., 
"' 87 ., 80 " 7l 

Residue rrom distillation 50 ... " 67 . .. 7l 
' 

... 80 ' ... 
to 680°F (360°C), ::'I;· . 

' " percent volume by 
,, 

difference 
,;•; ' 

"' Tc:us on residue: from dis1il- '· ,, . 
~ ' la lion: 

Viscosity " 140°F JOO 1200 300 .. '~ 1200 300 1200 300 1200 300 1200 
(60"C), Pot ' ' ' 

Ductility at n°F (25°C), 100 ... 100 . .. ' 100 ... 100 ··- ' 
100 .. . 

om 
Solubility io trichloro- 99.0 '". 99.0 99.0 . ... 99.0 . .. 99.0 . .. 

ethylene,% . 

Water,% ... 0.2 ... 0.2 . .. 0.2 ... ' 0.2 . .. . 0.2 

• In1te1d or vitcosity or the rnidue, the spe<:tfying •ac:ncy, at it. option, ean •pc:cify pcnc:1ra1ioo 100 1: 5 • 11 7'7-F 
(25°C) or 120 to 250 for Oradet MC-30, MC-70, MC_2SO, MC8~, 111d .MC3~0- However, in no cue will both be 
requited. _, .. .~ ·:.,; 

· t Editorially corrected. ·· ·. 1• ':.'· , ·::r. 
,1:'• 

TM American Society for Te.rlin1 atfd Ma11:rial.r takt:s no po.ril/on re.rpeclfn1 the voHdity o/1111y palcnl ritlu.r o.rjtrttd 
bi conntction Willi any ium mtnllontd in tllis .rlondard. Ustr.r of 1hl.r standard art txprt.r.rly advi.rtd tit at dttcrtftJnallon 
o/tht vaUdity of any .rllch patent rlghl.r, and tlit risl; of ltt/rlngtmtnl of Sllcli rltlit.r, Is tntlnly tltdr ow1' rt.rpotUlbillty. 

. . . ' ' ·;. --, . '· 

Tlii.r .rtandard is subject io rt:vislon al any limt: by tht rupons/bft tt:chnical comm/nu imd ,;.~, bt rcvftwcd tWty jlw 1 
yetU.r and if not tt:vised, eiJhtr reapprovtd or withdrawn. YoUI' comments art ln~iltd tither for r1:vislon of th& .rrand4rrl OI' 
for additional .rtllNiard.r and sliould bt addrt:s.rt:d to ASTM Htadquarttn. YoUI' commtnu will rtttlvt cortftd COMIJ«Odon , 
al a mtttlng of tht. rtsponsib/1: ttchnical committtt, which you may attend. If yo~ fetl tluu yo11.r comml'nb have 1101 rtttlwd 
a fair hearing you .rhould makt your vl1:w.r known to the ASTM Committee on Slandard.r, 1916 Roct_St., Philadtfphia, P11, ! : 
19103, which will schtdult 11 fturhe' litarlnr ntarditit your cOnamtntr, Faillltf .r11rlsfocd01t llllre," yow IPlllY '1'""1 to dtt 
ASTM,BoardO/Dirtc1ars.· ', <; -.. ··:; '<;'ti ·. ;·. :;'-..' '_;:_"7 ' .. ', ,·' :·;,:r'.!I,;:;· "('." ~'~:'. 
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AIPHAIT MAY 2 n i9ti!J 
\.~.,., .. ,~) INITITUTI 
•c,. ,00 Park Plaza West, Suite 322 I 10700 S.W. Beaverton Highway I Beaverton, Oregon 97005 I Telephone (503) 643-4111 

£AA· 
Peter B. Bosserman 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Air Quality Division 

April 23, 1980 

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

Dear Mr. Bosserman: 

Earlier this month I provided you with our recommendations for regulating the 

use of asphalt emulsions in pavement construction and maintenance operations. 

I would like to supplement those recommendations with information regarding 

the use of these materials so that the Department and the Environmental Quality 

Commission may better understand why regulating product characteristics is 

preferable to regulating by category of use. I would also like to request that 

these comments be included in the Hearing Record. 

As I pointed out in my letter of April 3, the use descriptions contained in 

the October 4 1 1979 memo from Mr. R. G. Rhoads with the Environmental Protection 

Agency, are ambiguous and subject to arbitrary interpretation. I also pointed 

out that construction procedures, the type of construction equipment and the 

availability of water also have a direct bearing on the grade of emulsion 

selected for any given project. 

One of my concerns is that only 4 conditions of use are listed in the EPA 

recommendation and it is implied that any other applications should be performed 

with a solvent free emulsion. All grades of asphalt emulsion that are used in 

Oregon are listed in the proposed wording of the regulation that I supplied to 

you. All of them contain some small percentage of distillate as determined by 

The Asphalt Institute is an international engineering, research and educational organization 
with executive offices and research center located at College Park, Maryland 
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ASTM D-244· To be practical, there is no time of year or condition of use that 

would permit us to use a solvent free emulsion. Different types and grades of 

asphalt emulsion have been developed and standardized over the years to accomodate 

the kinds and gradations of local aggregate and the use of various construction 

procedures. The EPA is well aware that our industry is constantly trying to 

develop ~olvent free emulsions that can be successfully employed under these 

varying conditions but we have not as yet reached that point. 

The specific grade of emulsion selected for a road construction or maintenance 

project is affected by all of the construction variables mentioned previously 

. and the use of a high or low solvent content grade is dictated by these factors 

rather than the whim of a designer or contractor. To better understand this 

a description of the grades and their uses follows. 

CRS-1 and CRS-2: The letters designate these two grades as cationic rapid 

setting emulsions. They are the least stable of the emulsions and are designed 

to break, set and cure very quickly. They are used primarily for sand and 

aggregate seal coats on existing paved surfaces that have to be opened to 

traffic in a short period of time. Generally, one-sized clean aggregates are 

used. Dusty aggregates are not desirable and wetting of the stockpiles is 

recommended if excessive dust is present. Regardless of the time of year or 

cleanliness of the aggregates a CRS grade of emulsion would be used. CRS grades 

are sometimes used for tack coats -- a light application of emulsion to an existing 

pavement just prior to being overlayed with a hot or cold asphalt/aggregate 

mixture. The tack coat acts as a bonding agent between the 2 layers of pavement. 

The CSS grades described later are more commonly used for this purpose. 

CMS-2 and CMS-2h: The letters designate these two grades as cationic medium 

setting emulsions. They are a little more stable than the CRS grades and are 

not desirable for san4 or chip seals. In Oregon they are used primarily in plant 

mixing operations with clean open graded aggregates. The resulting mixes are 

used extensively in the construction of low cost, heavy duty roads in county 

rural areas and throughout the national forests. It would be impossible to use 

CPS grades for this type of work. In some instances the CMS grades are used in 

spray applications where one-sized aggregates are unavailable. 
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CMB-2s: This is also a medium setting grade of emulsio~ out the higher percentage 

of solvent enables it to be used with semi-open and dense graded aggregates. 'It 

is an infrequently used grade in Oregon but is sometimes required because of 

aggregate characteristics containing high dust or the unavailability of water 

either for washing aggregates or as a mixing aid. 

CSS-1 and CSS-lh: The letters designate these two grades as cationic slow 

setting emulsions. They are extremely stable. They are frequently used in 

mixing operations with dense graded aggregates. Their stability in the 

emulsified state permits their use in road mixing on the grade or in central 

mixing plants. Additional water must be readily available as an aid in mixing 

and coating under these conditions. CSS grades are also used in the manufacture 

of slurry seals which function in much the same manner as chip seals but are 

more commonly used on city streets and parking lots tharr are chip seals. 

Because they are easily diluted the CSS grades are also used for fog seals 

and tack coats. CSS grades are not suitable for mixing with open graded 

aggregates, 

Aggregate characteristics and availability, subgrade characteristics, traffic, 

time of year, climate, efforts to conserve materials and overall economic factors 

are involved in the decision of whether to use open graded or dense graded 

aggregates in the pavement structure. There are advantages to each type depending 

on the circumstances involved, 

Finally, it should be noted that the October 4 1 1979 memorandum from EPA 

permits the states to draft regulations for the use of asphalt emulsions 

either by use definitions or by defining specific grades of emulsified asphalt. 
-· --_,-~--'" --

We feel the latter method is much more desirable~oeciause the restrictions are 

clearly defined and not subject to confusion or arbitrary interpretation. 

I sincerely hope that the foregoing will provide sufficient justification for 

regulating asphalt emulsion use by specification rather than specific uses • 

. If further clarification is desired, please let me know. 

GJB:bas 
cc: Oregon Marketers 

Yours very truly, 

~tZA 
G. J. Beuker Jr. 
District Engineer 



Chevron 
Chevron U.S.A. Inc. = P.O. Box 220, Seattle, WA 98111. • Phone (206) 628-5318 

Bob B. Wallan 
Division Manager 
Asphalt Division 

Dear Gus: 

July 1, 1980 

This refers to the attached correspondence. 

I do not agree with your attempts to have SC's approved for use under Oregon DEQ 
regulations. You are talking about an isolated case of three dry southern counties 
which incldently have used very little SC's In the past, tci try to build a case for 
statewide acceptance. If approved, these cutbacks could be used in wet areas of 
the state and considerable run-off could occur. 

You indicate that the heaviest use is on forest service logging roads. U.S. Forest 
Service directives from Washington D.C. specifically recommend against the use of 
fuel oils, road oils, etc., for dust palliative. 

I feel our efforts regarding Oregon DEQ VOC rules should be aimed at eliminating 
all cutback type products. 

By copy of this Jetter, I am requesting P. B. Bosserman to include the above 
comments in the hearing record. 

-~ 
BBW:z:r '~ ,~ .• 
Attach ent 

cc: eter B. Bosserman Cw/attachment) 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Air Quality Division 

Very truly yours, 

Bob B. Wallan 

Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Bitumuls, Emulsified Asphalts • Laykold • Bitusize, ! ndustrial Asphalt Emulsions • Asphalts, Paving and Industrial 
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~ ~~·, .... ,~. ~ INSTITUTI · . \.! __ Park Plaza West, Suite 32Z / 10700 S.W. B~averton Highway LBeaverton, Oregon 97005 I Telephone (503) 643-4111 

Peter B. ~~s~~rman 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
Air Quality Division 

June 23, 1980 

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

Dear Pete: 

In a letter dated November 15 1 1979, I proposed a change in the Oregon DEQ VOC 

Rules which would permit the use of slow curing (SC) cutbacks or road oils under 

certain conditions. In April of this year I again requested consideration of 

this proposed change. SC cutbacks are used extensively in some states for 

priming prepared aggregate bases and in road mixed paving operations. In Oregon, 

their primary use is for dust palliation during the dry summer months in Josephine, 

Jackson and Klamath Counties. The heaviest use is on Forest Service logging 

roads in these counties and I am sure this contributes significantly to a reduction 

in the particulate count in these areas. 

In my files I have a copy of a sample regulation prepared by EPA dated December 

19, 1978 Item 2(b)(4) in the example permits the use of cutback asphalt at all 

times - "Where the ~ ~ demonstrate that there ~ !!£ emissiongo··o·f organic 

comuounds from the asphalt under conditions of normal use." Another memo from EPA 

dated March 6, 1979 defines a cutback that meets this requirement as one wherein 

no more than 5% distillate is evaporated at 500°F as determined by ASTi~ Test Method 

D402. Most of the SC cutbacks used in Oregon satisfy this requirement. 

I would therefore like to propose an addition to paragraph 340-22-140(2) of Oregons 



.. 
. . '·· ,.voe Rules as follows: 

340-22-140 

(2) (d) For all uses if no more than 5% by volume, organic compounds are 

evaporated at 26000 (500°F) as determined by ASTM Test Method D 402. 

I would like to request that these comments pe included in the Hearing Record. 

GJE:bas 
cc: Oregon Marketers 

Dennis Eelslcy 

~~ <dr~ul<y~,e,e.~~L-­
G. J. Eeuker Jr. 
District Engineer 
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U.S. E NV IR 0 NM ENT AL PROTECT I 0 N 

•mY ro M/S 625 ATTN OF: 

MAY 211980 

Mr. E.J. Weathersbee 

REGION X 
1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101 

Administrator, Air Quality Division 
Oregon State 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P.O. tlOX 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

RI::: Applicability of Alternative Control Systems 

Dear Jack: 

OliPARTM State of Oregon 
A G E N C 'Yi ENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. 

rru&@~awrgrn 
LJlJ iilfH ~ 01980_ 1.0 
Al~U~~ C9~.IROJ; 

-:--.::tae '-----· 
Heetir:g Sce£rot1-

~ ,; /' ' --
i:: r ·. i 'n·;J ,c .. ~fr,.-. . 

.j1:;' _: 

. · ... 

--·~ ---~~:.; . .:.:: .-.;~ ~-'-. -._·,·. - ··-· .,;;: 

1 appreciate the opportunity before prooosal to review your draft rule 
"Applicability of Alternative control Systems" tOAK 340-22-108). 

Before commenting on the proposal, I would like to clarify several 
misconceptions regarding EPA's "Bubble Policy" as discussed in Peter 
!losserman·s letter of April ~o. 1980. 

1. Comments on EPA's final policy statement, which was published rn 
tne Federal Register on December 11, 1979, are inappropriate. Such 
comments should have been provided during the public comment period 
on the proposed policy statement which oegan on January l!l, 1979 
\44 tR 3t40). 

2. The policy statement has nothing to do with "bubble rules" as 
stated in tiosserman·s letter. · 1t does not establish requirements 
or guidelines for state rules to implement a bubble concept. 
Instead, 1t sets forth EPA's policy and criteria for considering 
source-specific SIP revisions which allow alternative emission 
reduction options to satisfy SIP emission limitations. 

3. Neither EPA's ·Bubble Policy" nor staff members are "opponents" to 
the use of alternative emission reduction options. In fact EPA and 
Region X staff members are actively encouraging the use of the 
"Bubble Policy". We have, however, set some conditions on use of 
the Policy in order to ensure that the requirements and goals of 
the Clean Air Act are not comprised by inappropriate use of the 
Pol icy. 
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In regard to the draft rule, we would not be able to approve it as a ~IP 
;•evision because it is inconsistent on almost all points with EPA's 
"Bubble Policy". Furthermore, a source-specific SIP revision submitted 
pursuant to this rule would also likely be unapprovable under the 
Policy. 

Finally, you may want to reexamine the need for this rule. It is our 
1mpression that DEQ has adequate.provisions· within its existing rules to 
utilize the bubble concept. The State's rules for Variances, Emission 
Limitations on a Plant Site Basis, and Air Contaminant Discharge Permits 
together would allow Dt:Q, consistant with the "Bubble Policy", to 
a·uthorize alternative emission control systems for a specific source 
which could then be proposed as a SIP revision. 

If you have any questions on this please call David Bray at (206) 442-
1125 •. 

Sincerely, 

Richard R. Thiel, P.E., Lhief 
Alr Pr.ograms Branch 

cc; Peter tlOsserman, DE~· 
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Department of Environmental Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

VICTOR ATIYEH MAILING ADDRESS: P.D. BOX 1760, PORTLAND. OREGON 97207 
GOVFRNOR 

•Environmental Protection Agency 
Region X 
Attn: David Sray H/S 625 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Gentlemen: 

f..prll 30, l'.J(.o 

Re: Oregon Bubble Rule 

Please revle1~ and comment on the Oregon proposed rule "Appllcablltty of 
Alternative Control Systems", OAR 31;0-22-108. page 13 of the attached VOC 
r·ul es. 

Under separate cover we are sending you comments on EPA's policy statement 
on bubble rules, Oecenber.11, 19119, Federal Register. 

Your approval of OAR 3~0-22-108, Harch 6, 1980 draft, by ~~y 21, l9SO, would · 
·contribute to swift passage of Oregon's bubble rule on June 20, 1~80. Several 

Industries are counting on 340-22-J03's passa~e, ond we have identified EPA's 
policy statement and staff members as the only potential oponents of this rule. 

PBB:h 

cc: James Herlihy, EPA-000 

Sincerely, 

Peter B. Bosserman 
Sr. Environmental Engineer 
Program Planning and Development Section 
A I r- Qua 11 t y DI v I s-1 on- ---



AREA CODE. 503 
484-1212 

LAURENCE-DAVID, INC. 
POST OFFICE BOX 2484 

April 22, 1980 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Attn: Mr. Peter Bosserman 
522 S.W. 5th Avenue 
Portland OR 97207 

Dear Mr. Bosserman: 

EUGENE, OREGON 97402 

In regards to the proposed V.O.C. Regulations, Laurence-David, Inc. re­
quests the following change in V.O.C. calculation: 

"Volatile organic compounds in aqueous coating's should be 
calculated directly from the coating's formulation as ap­
plied, in pounds per gallon or grams per liter." 

This calculation eliminates "excluding water" used in the original March 6, 
1980 draft, section 340-22-170-(1) on page 30. 

As a coatings manufacturer and formulator, I feel this new method of calcu­
lation is a more realistic approach to limiting V.O.C. emissions. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
/kw!~ 
Tim Ayers 
Head Chemist 
Laurence-David, Inc. 

TA:db 



ASHLAND RETAIL STORE 
Phon& '482-21'43 

CENTRAL POINT GRAIN ELEVATOR 
Phon& 664-2433 

MEDFORD BULK PETROLEUM PLANT 
Phon& n3-8464 

MEDFORD RETAIL STORE 
Phon& 772-4730 

CENTRAL POINT FERTILIZER PLANT 
Phone 664-3993 

Mr. Peter Bosserman 
Department of Environmental 
Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Mr. Bosserman: 

May 20, 1980 

Quality 

~tac, 
Hearing S$oU;;n 

.·,··· . , .. 

This is written to object to the proposed revisions 
and additions to the Oregon Administrative Rules regulating 
volatile organic compounds. 

We are particularly concerned about the proposals to 
require annual testing of gasoline delivery trucks and the 
installation of vapor return fittings on gasoline stations 
selling over 10,000 gallon per month. 

Many medium-sized stations have small underground 
tanks of 1,000 to 5,000 gallon and receive their gasoline 
deliveries from bulk plants. Although we have no exact 
figures, we know the cost of installing tanks large enough 
to receive deliveries direct from terminals would be prohi­
bitive. Also, the cost of installing the vapor return 
fittings on existing tanks, small delivery trucks, and bulk 
loading racks would be excessive. Profit margins on the 
sale of gasoline are being controlled by the Federal govern­
ment and do not leave room for much capital expenditure. 

The current proposals are not economically feasible 
for small gasoline station operators. We urge DEQ and EPA 
to abandon these proposals. 

Very truly yours, 

c < JI t1 
anw c:;. ~ 
ames E. Hudson, 

General Manager 

JEH/bp UW' State of Oregon 
AITTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

00 fglrl~Y ~ }19~0-~ r_m 

. ~IR Q._UALIIY, '.9NTRO~ 
·~---·· 



May 5, 1980 

Ms. Sue Holl is 
Clearinghouse Coordinator 
220 High St. NE - Room 400 
Salem, OR 97301 

Dear Sue: 

.CITY 
:OF SALEM, 
OREGON 
City Hall/ 555 Liberty St. S. E. 

··~7#~6' 
. 44i;- ~/ ~ 

C'ot() ? ~ 
::t'1~4- . {9&, ~ o, ~<'/;>, v w 

~OJt«' h 
-,p,,_l/t, ~((), 

~IJ. 

This letter is to inform you of the City of Sa:lem's position 
regarding the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission's (EQC) 
proposed revision of Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Rules and 
Permit Rule (340-22 and 340-20-155). 

Revision of Rule 340-22-140, Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt, is 
considered to have a detrimental effect on city government. Con­
cerning Rule 340-22-140, the City disagrees with the Commission's 
apparent position that emulsified asphalt can generally replace 
cutback asphalt in all applications. Some valid requirements for 
cutback asphalt remain. Sub-paragraphs (1) and (2) are unnecessarily 
restrictive in the use of slow cure (SC) and medium cure (MC) cut­
back asphalt. Severely limiting the calendar period and atmospheric 
conditions under which SC and MC can be used will cause a 
significant increase in the cost of construction projects where 
emulsified asphalt is not the best alternative. 

Thank you for tbG opportunity to review the proposed regulation. 

Sincerely, 

r :e.w.~~ 
Ralph W. Hanley 
City Manager 

RWH:ee 



COOS-CURRY COUNCll Of bOVfRNMfNIS 
ROBERT PIERCE, Chairman 

BILL TANKERSLEY, Vice-Chairman 
C. W. HECKARD. Treasurer 
SANDRA DIEDRICH, Director ·P.O. BOX 647 

NORTH BEND, OREGON 97459 
756-2563 

May 20', 1980 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Division 

/ EO.C 
Hearing Section P.O. Box 1760 

Portland, Or. 97207 

Attention: Peter B. Bosserman f r, r.')" 2 ~ 'c .. 
. nJ-1 ..J ( l...i~ .. J 

Re: D.E.Q. 
Revision of Volatile Organic Compounds Regulati~:~:~:·-.:·. 

and the Permit Fee Schedule 
···" 

Dear Mr. Bosserman: 

In compliance with the regional clearinghouse procedures as specified in 
the Office of Management and Budget Circular A-95, as revised, the Coos­
Curry Council of Governments on May 8, 1980, reviewed the above revisions 
submitted by the Department of Environmental Quality. 

In reviewing the proposed revisions, the Council noted these revisions 
would correct 11 deficiencies noted by the EPA and that these changes will 
primarily impact those areas that exceed the Air Quality Standards for Ozone. 
The Council further noted DEQ is proposing additional Volatile Organic Com­
pounds rules that generally follow the model rules provided by the EPA. 

There were no duplications or conflicting projects noted in the region and 
it was found that the proposed project is not in conflict with any appro­
priate areawide or local plan. The Council, therefore, unanimously approved 
the following comment only: Since Coos and Curry Counties currently main­
tain a high standard of air quality due to the rapid air exchanges associated 
with the coastal winds, it appears that any violation of voe standards are 
highly unlikely. The rules may only add necessary costs and create an undue 
burdeon on local industries. Coos and Curry Counties should be exempt from 
any Round II rules. ---···-·-

Should you have any questions regarding this action by the Council, please 
do not hesitate to c.ontact us. 

SD/tam 
cc: State 

Sincerely, 

~~'\)..~~ 
State of Oregon Sandra Diedrich 

olif>AITTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL'QUAUJY. Director 

Clearinghouse [O) [g (ijl ~ a w [g fID 
MEMBER Jil},ES i>)}-\) ~ 7 ;080 D 
COOS COUNTY PORT ORFORD 1 -· COOS BAY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
CURRY COUNTY POWERS COQUILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BANDON AJD )>.(l~T.QF,~DON BANDON SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BROOKINGS"" '" ~ tC!u'®NfRQ11 BROOKINGS-HARBOR SCHOOL DISTRICT 
COOS BAY PORT OF BROOKINGS · _b GOLD BEACH HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
COQUILLE PORT OF GOLD BEACH MYRTLE POINT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
EASTSlDE PORT OF PORT ORFORD SOUTHWESTERN OREGON COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
GOLD BEACH COOS BAY·NORTH BEND WATER BOARD NORTH BEND SCHOOL DISTRICT 
LAKESIDE LAKESIDE WATER DISTRICT POWERS SCHOOL DISTRICT 
MYRTLE POINT LOWER BAY WATER DISTRICT CHARLESTON SANITARY DISTRICT 
NORTH BEND COOS SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT . 



LANE REGIONAL 

AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY 

Joe Richards, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 
522 S.W. 5th Ave. 
Portland, DR 

Dear Mr. Richards; 

May 22, 1980 

(503)686-7618 
_ 16 Ookwoy Moll, Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Donald R. Arkell 
JV!llm!()';)!>;<IJlllM~ Program Director 

• 

Pw~am:i:g~m~nt S~rvlces OiV, 
Dept of Environmental Quality 

lo) ~ (fij ~ 0 w [g lril 
IJl] f~AY 2 3 1980 . W 

Re: Proposed Statewide VOe Rules 

LRAPA staff has reviewed the proposed voe rules and has evaluated 
potential affected sources in Lane County. These include a bulk 
gasoline storage terminal, flatwood coating operations, and liquid 
storage facilities. Final determination of which sources would be 
affected by statewide rules has not been made, as yet, but it is clear 
that LRAPA has the resources to implement similar control regulations 
in Lane County. 

While we recognize the need for VOC/RACT rules in ozone non-attain­
ment areas, we question the rationale behind the need for such rules, 
applied statewide: that is, to a 11 ow new or expanded sources to 1 ocate 
in attainment areas without offset. The cost benefit analysis to support 
this.concept should include an estimate of savings which would accrue 
to new industries, vs. costs of compliance for existing industries. 
There is also question regarding the wisdom of allowing major new 
sources to locate in the state until there is adequate understanding of 
the ultimate effect on air quality. 

. LRAPA is continuing to monitor ozone levels and maintains emissions 
inventories of VOC from major point sources. If a rule is adopted, or 
if it is determined that the need for additional voe controyexists in 
Lane County, LRAPA is prepared to implement rules of its own. 

Your consideration of these comments is appreciated. If the 
Commission or DEQ staff has questions, please contact this office. 

Sincerely, 

t.&u,JI!<(]~ J I 
Donald R. Arkell 
Program Director 

DRA/mjd 

Cleon Air ls a Natural P.esource - Help Preserve It 



NORRIS PAINT & VARNISH CO., INC. 
1675 COMMERCIAL STREET N.E.- SALEM, OREGON 97308 
POST OFFICE BOX 2023 TEL. (503) 364-2277 

May 29, 1980 

/Jlil'ART State of Oregon 
MENT OF ENVIRONMENTALQUAUTY 

fij) fg @ ~ ll w rg mi 
LID 1r1/-ir is 19~0 ,_E; 

Al~- QUALITY CON.IB.OL To: Mr. Peter Bosserman 
Department of Environmental Quality 

Subject: Clarification of the status of traffic paints in the 
State of Oregon 

A fact sheet for developing an exemption for this type of coating 
based on the following reasons. 

1. Exemption on basis of non point-sourse emission. 

2. Exemption on basis of state-of-art vs. requirements of 
various state highway departments. 

3. Exemption .on basis of need to educate and equip state 
highway department for application of low voe coatings. 

Traffic Paint Performance requirements: 

1. Dry time - dry to no track -
Min 
Sec 

OR WA 
6:°5 

IDAHO CA 
1-4 

15-25 20-45 -

2. Millage applied - 10-15 mils for 4 in. wide stripe 
= approx. 17 gal./mi. average 
@ volatile content of 30% by wt. 

58% by vol. 
3. Temperature of application 

(at gun) OR WA IDAHO CA 
1200F.lS(iOF. 160°F. 

4. Gallonage of traffic paints 
applied by states OR WA IDAHO CA 

19 79 - 300 200 135 450 
Shown in thousands 

5. voe in lbs./gal 1980 3-3.7 3.7 3.6 3.5 

Current traffic paint specifications are mostly based on perform­
ance specifications rather than ingredient type. Dry requirements 
demand fast solvent evaporation to prevent tying up traffic on busy 



Mr. Peter Bosserman 
Page 2. 

thoroughfares. Some possibilities exist for lower VOC developments 
in this type of coating. 

a. The use of more Methylene Chloride solvent now exempted under 
340-22-170 Model Rule. 

b. Less heat applied to coating at application by use of cold 
dry type. 

c. Water-borne coatings uses in certain areas might be per­
mitted, however, there are serious limitations to water. 

d. Use of 100% solids hot-melt coatings might be permitted in 
certain areas. 

All the above will result in higher costs to state highway depart­
ments both due to materials and time required for application, plus 
additional equipment. 

Norris Paint & Varnish Co., Inc. 

·~~ 
Paul H. Payne~ 
Technical Director 



Simpson 
Simpson Timber Company 
Chemicals Division 2301 N. COLUMBIA BLVD .. P.O. BOX 17307 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97217 (503) 289-1111 

SIMPSON TIMBER COMPANY TESTIMONY 

CONCERNING DEQ PROPOSED REVISIONS AND ADDITIONS TO 

OREGON'S VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUND REGULATIONS 

The following testimony will briefly focus on areas of the proposed 
amendments to Oregon's VOC Regulations which Simpson feels should be 
given additional consideration. 

Proposed Amendment to OAR 340-22-104 

The amendment to OAR 340-22-104 esentially states that all new or modified 
sources with allowable voe emission increases over 100 TPY, statewide, 
shall meet LAER and that all existing sources, statewide, which emit more 
than 100 TPY of VOC's shall comply with Sections 110 to 220 (RACT). 
Adoption of the proposed amendment to Section 104 would equate the entire 
state to a non-attainment area when in fact the majority of the state is 
in attainment. Part C, Subchapter I, of the Clean Air Act and the 
subsequent generation of PDS regulations by the Environmental Protection 
Agency specifically provide for an incremental increase in emissions to 
allow for economic growth in areas that can show compliance with the 
Federal Standards. A regulation such as the one proposed is clearly 
beyond the intent of the Clean Air Act. One must question the equity in 
that the entire state would be paying the price of "no growth" .which is 
what this amendment implies. It is, therefore, suggested that the pro­
posed amendment to Section 104 be deleted in its entirety and the 
language in the rule we presently have be retained. 

OAR 340-22-102 (35) - Definition of volatile organic compounds and com­
pounds exempt from regulation. 

Simpson believes there is sound reason to consider methanol as a p~oto­
chemically inactive substance similar to other organic compounds current-
ly considered inactive and exempt by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency. Smog chamber data by Dimitriades (*) has indicated a 
very low rate of ozone formation for methanol at a fixed Hydrocarbon/NOx 
ratio, as compared to other hydrocarbons. Preliminary mathematical 
modeling based on equilibrium rates for the reaction HC +OH·-'> Products 
has indicated that methanol may have a maximum possible net ozone formation 
rate of less than l ppm 03/ppm methanol; a figure at or near the theoretical 
level for ethane, a compound already excluded from regulation due to photo­
chemical inactivity. 



Simpson Timber Company Testimony 
Page 2 

Control of oxidant formation requires a precise definition of which com­
pounds significantly contribute to ozone formation. Specifically, infor­
mation regarding the means of identifying reactive hydrocarbons from those 
with virtually no impact on the oxidant problem is required. Without 
such definitions, costly, inflationary controls will be imposed on industry 
in an effort to regulate compounds which have only a marginal, if any, impact 
on air quality. All current indications show that methanol is of such low 
activity as to fall into this category. It is recommended that methanol 
be exempted from voe regulations on the basis that l) it is of low photo­
chemical activity and 2) cost effective control is questionable. 

In conclusion, it is suggested that the proposed amendment to OAR 340-22-104 
be deleted and the language in the present rule be retained. Also, that 
methanol be re-evaluated for exemption due to its apparent low photochemical 
activity in the formation of ozone. Finally, , the observation should be made 
that the end of the line is rapidly approaching in what industry can 
economically accomplish in reducing voe emissions in the State of Oregon. 
It has been stated that only 10% of the VOC's emitted in this state originate 
from industrial and painting facilities yet these are-the sources being 
severely regulated. One would think it more prudent if regulatory energies 
were concentrated where the greatest returns could be realized. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Amendments to the 
Oregon Volatile Organic Compound Regulations and would hope due consideration 
be given to suggested mo'difications. 

SIMPSON TIMBER COMPANY 

Gerald G. Palmer 
Environmental Specialist 

*Rule #66 - Rules and Regulations Air Pollution Control District 
County of Los Angeles, Los Angeles, California 1971 

State of Oregon , ·y 
DWJ\RTMENT.DF E:wmoNMEITTAL QU~Ll1. 

6/13/80 

' ~ .®· .. rs n, \q .. lf: rm. ~ l..S,:::oU I, 
n. • \(\ I ' \"\\ ·u\'11'1 -,,,, · -JU ..; . ~\_, .,,v.,, 

Pete Bosserman: 

We would like to set up a meeting with you 
to discuss our findings concerning methanol 
and its low photochemical activity. 

h1U--
Jerry Palmer 
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Reliance Universal Inc. 
Chemical Coatings/Resins 

12336 97309 
1660 Cross Street S. E., P. 0. Box tmJUlat, Salem, Oregon Wlll'IJ:la • Phone 503-585-2700 

June 10, 1980 

Mr. Peter B. Bosserman 
Senior En vi ronmenta 1 Engineer 
Air Quality Division 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
State of Oregon 
525 SW 5th, 4th Floor 
Portland, OR 97207 

Dear Peter: 

This letter is written to be added to the record subsequent to the 
public hearing May 21, 1980 on the DEQ Volatile Organic Compound Rules. 

We have three concerns we urge you to consider. 

A. 340-22-104 (1) and (2) Statewide Rules 

The application of the Rules to 100-ton-per-year sources outside 
the non-attainment areas would be needlessly burdensome to 
manufacturers in these areas, e.g. Eugene-Springfield and Roseburg. 
We feel that the intent of the Clean Air Act is to bring substandard 
areas to a predetermined level of quality. We do not think the 
purpose is to improve areas which al ready meet that standard. 

Further, it is not likely these areas will become non-attainment without 
the application of controls because of the generally expected state­
wide reduction of voe emissions in the future. 

B. 340-22-107 Compliance Schedule 

Most of the coatings applicators will probably choose reformulation 
of their coatings as the most practical control method. The compliance 
schedule as it is written completely ignores this possibility. "Place 
Purchase Orders", "Begin Construction", "Complete Construction" do not 
give such coatings applicators any quidance to the calendar·you will use 
to judge their conformance. For example, you surely do not intend them 
to pl ace purchase orders by November 1, 1981 for coatings to be delivered 
before December 1, 1982. 

This paragraph is, we feel, an example of the lack of recognition in 
these rules that reformulation is a "control device" and as such, should 
be included in the 340-22-102 Definitions and 340-22-106 Exemptions. 

OUR GUARANTEE: "Since methods and conditions of application and use are beyond our control, all merchandise is soliwithout warranty of suitability or fitness 
for the customer's particlilar purpose and subject to the condition that our liability as to any product is In any event limited to the return of the purchase price. 

"It is expressly understood that any technical advice furnished by us is given gratis and we assume no obligation or liability for the advice given or results obtained, all 
such advice being given and accepted at the customer's risk. Further, by mention of equipment or products we do not imply an unqualified recommendation as there 
are undoubtedly others of similar types on the market which may be equally or better suited for the purpose." 
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Chemicaf O:lalings/ResiflS 

12336 97309 
1660 Cross Street S.E., P.O. Box PlllllJ Salem, Oregon 5lNNlf.ll! • Phone 503-685-2700 

Page - 2 

C. 340-22-200 (2) Flat Wood Coating 

We agree with your exclusion of exterior siding, tileboard, particle­
board furniture stock, and surface laminated board. However, these 
applications should also be included in 340-22-170 (2) (a) Exceptions 
as a matter of clarification. 

In addition we would call your attention to, and re-emphasize, two of the 
points we made in our letter of February 25~ 1980. (The numbers refer to 
those in our letter) 

·i.a. Definition (16) should be "force dried coating" so as not to restrict 
the application of heat to warm air. 

5. We still believe that calculating voe content on a "per volume of 
coating excluding water " basis provides a false expression of the 
true contribution of solvent vapor to the environment. 

Very truly yours, 

9w,1~4_ 
J. M. H:~Jd 
Technical Director 

JMH/ds 

cc: Paul Leary 
V. Jacquet 
Steve Norton 
Mitch Steffensen, Georgia-Pacific, Eugene 

State of Qre~oo 
llliPARJMENT OF ENVIRONMENl AL \)JALI 11 

. ™ \g }~1\1 ~GG1:u~ 1 lll 
AIR. Ql.IALllY tQMIR01 . . .... ~--

,,..t •. 

OUR GUARANTEE: "Since methods and conditions of application and use are beyond our control, all merchandise is: sold without warranty of suitability or fitness 
for the customer's particular purpose and subject to the condition that our liability a.s to any product is in any event limited to the return of the purchase price. 

"ft is expressly understood that any technical advice furnishf!d by us is given gratis and we assume no obligation or liability for the advice given or results obtained, :all 
such advice being given and accepted at the customer's risk. Further, by mention of equipment or products we do not imply :an unqualified recommendation as there 
are undoubtedly others of similar types on the market which may be equally or better suited for the purpose." 



· Dlii'AR'JM State. of Oregon 
· ENT OF ENVl,RONMENTAL QUALITY 

CrownZellerbach 
Environmental Services 

fDl & @ rg a w ~ mi 
IJl) JUN 181980_ - Jl; , EQC 

Rearing Section 

Ms. Rhea Kessler, Hearing Officer 
Department of Envirornnental Quality 
522 S. W. 5th Avenue 
P. O. Pox 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Ms. Kessler: 

~ . ,, ~ ~ ·- ., ···-------.·--·-··-·-· 
June 16, 1980 

Subject: VOC Rules 

Attached are additional comments on Oregon's proposed vr:x:. Rules 'htlich 
were subject to a hearing on May 21, 1980. It was our understanding 
that the record would remain open for 30 days for comments on the 
DEQ staff rule changes which are being considered. 

JAMES E. WALTHER/jd 
Supervisor, 
Air & Noise Programs 

Attachment 

904 N.W. Drake St. Camas WA 98607 Tel. (206) 834-4444 



Additional Corrments on Volatile Organic 
Compound Rules and Pennit Fees (340-20-22) 

Dr. James E. Walther 
Supervisor of Air Programs 

Crown Zellerbach Corporation 
Camas, Washington 

At the May 21, 1980 hearing on Volatile Organic Compound Rules, the Depart­
ment Staff of the DEQ entered into the hearing record, possible changes in 
Rule 340-22-108 which \'Quld affect o:impliance dates and the alternate 
control rule applicability to the Portland plant of Crown Zellerbach 
Corporation. 'Ihe ccrnment period was extended by the hearing officer for 
30 days on this rule. · 

Proposed Rule 340-22-108(3) would allow the alternate control rule to apply 
to only sources within each EPA control technology guideline (CD:;). N= 
believe that the EPA policy statement can allow for a deviation from this 
concept on a case by case basis as noted in the concluding summary para­
graph of the statement: "EPA will consider additional =nment on these 
same issues in individual proceedings" (F.R. 44, p. 71787). 

Therefore, the Oregon rule \'Quld be ID'.)re restrictive than required to 
meet the policy. 

If such a change in the Oregon rule were adopted, an a:'lditional rule should 
be considered to provide for an extended o:impliance schedule to allow for 
the developnent of low solvent inks. Such a proposed rule was outlined 
in the EPA. document, "Guidance to the State and Local Agencies in Preparing 
Regulations to Control Volatile Organic Compounds", (EPA-450/2-79-004). 
The addition of the rule was suggested in the Richard Rhoads memorandun of 
April 25, 1980. 'Ihe references are attached. 

We believe that a plant wide bubble rule can be adopted, subject to EPA 
approval, which will result in ID'.)re than equivalent early emission 
reductions. If controls by individual CTG sources are required, a:'ldi­
tional energy costs and hydrocarbon resources will be required. 
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Compliance Schedules for Low Solvent Technology 
Programs for the. Graphie._Art~- ~!~ ~~g;ss 

Richard G. Rhoads, Director/ ___ .(,ft --
Control Programs Development Divis i.on (MD-15) ' 

To· Director, Air and Hazardous Materials Division, Regions I-'X 

Segments of the graphic arts industry affected by the Group II CTGs 
have requested additional time to comply wit~ the forthcoming State VOC 
regulations through the development of low solvent inks p1·ograms. Meetings 
with the flexible packaging representatives apd suppliers have indicated 
that lm·1 solvent inks look very promising for this segment of the industry 
and that .the completed programs will result in voe red11ctions beyond that 
achievable by add-on controls. Hm·1ever, for many piants these technology 
forcing programs wi 11 re qui re compliance schedules that extend beyond 1982. 

For the ·graphic arts category, there are ·tiio ways that extensi~ns 
can be granted. The States can address the lm~ solvent programs through 
a regulation that allo\'1s for alternative compliance SC'hedules or through 
a categorical compliance schedule regulation speci·fically for a iow 
solvent technology program. In either .case the extended comp.l iance 
programs must demonstrate that every affected source Hil 1 1;1eet the 
requirements as discussed below. · · 

1. Document the eccrnomi c burden of RACT add-on controls. 

2. Identify a specific alternative compliance plan and outline an 
enforceable compliance schedule. 

3 •. Demonstrate substantial VOe reductions early in· the P"'Ogram, 
thus showing early commitments by the company to ensure expeditious 
implementation. 

4. Show a greater reduction in voe emissions than \•IOUld otherwise 
have occurred as a tradeoff for being allowed more time to achieve 
compliance through a 1 O\'i so 1 vent ink development program. 

5, Contain a commitment to install ad0-on control equipment by a 
specified date if the low solve11t.developm2nt progi'arn fails by a specified 
date. 

If a State adopts a regulation for the control of voe for the 
91'aphic arts category that re~uires documentation for ull affecti:d 
sources in accordance with the criteria above, EPA would regard it· as 
being expeditious and would propose such a regulation for approval. 
Adoption of such a regulation cannot be a basis for a 1·1a·i,1er of any 
requirement of the ,Clean Air Act. Each urban area which lias been _ 
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granted an extension beyond 1982 must demonstrate attainment of the 
ozone ambient air quality standard by the statutory deadline and 
must in the interim demonstrate reason~ble further pro.gress toward 
achieving the standard. States with 1982 attainment _dates can grant 
extensions beyond 1982 only if the SIP continues to demonstrate 
attainment by 1982 after the growth increment is adjusted for the 
increased emissions. 

Attached is a low solvent ·compliance plan submitted to the State of 
Michigan. This plan has been approved by the State and Region~ has· 
concurred that it contains the key .ingredients for an approvable 
alternative compliance program. OAQPS has also reviewed the plan and 
ci~emed it acceptable to serve as an example plan. 

Please call Tom Williams, FTS 629-5226, 'for additional information 
or additional copies of the plan. 

Attachment 

cc: Ed Tuerk 

. . ' .· ~ 

Ed Reich, DSSE 
Mary Ann Muirhead, DGC 
Air Brahch Chief, Regions I-X 
VOC contact, Regions I-X 
R. C. Campbel 1 
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§XX.9640 CompUanae Sahedu'les . 

(a) The oumer or operator of a paakaging rotogravure, publiaation 
rotogravure or fiexogrcrphia printing faaility subjeat to 
this regulation muat meet ths inarements of progre~s in 
the following sahedules. 

(1) For proaess equipment ahanges, and add-on aontrol 
deviaes, inaluding inaineration with heat reaovery: 

(i) Submit final plans for the emission aontrol 
system or proaess equipment, or both, before 
Oatober 15, 1980; 

(ii) Award aontraats or purahase orders for the 
emission aontrol system or proaess equipment, 
or both, before Deaember 15, Z980; 

.(iii) Initiate onsite aonstruation or installation 
of the emission aontrol or proaess equipment, 
or both, before June 1, 1981; 

(iv) Corrrplete onsite aonstruation or installation 
of the emission aontrol or proaess equipment, 
or both, before June 1, 1982; and, 

(v) Aahieve final aomplianae, d.etermined in 
aaaordanae with §XX.9650, before 
July 1, 1982. 

(2) For inaineration equipment without heat reaovery or 
proaess modifiaations not requiring purahase orders: 

(i) Submit final plans for the emission aontrol 
system or proaess modifiaations, or both, 
before September 15, 1980; _ · ,' 

(ii) Award aontraats for proaess modifiaations 
or for inaineration equipment, or both, 
before November 1, 1980; 

(iii) Initiate onsite aonstruation or installation 
of proaess modifiaations or emission aontrol 
equipment, or both, before January 15, -1981; 

(iv) Corrrplete onsite aonstruation or installation 
of proaess modifiaations or inaineration 
equipment, or both, before May 15, 1~81; and 

(v) Aahieve final aompZianae, d.eterminea in aaaordanae 
UJith §XX.9650, before July 1, 1981. 

(3) For low solvent teahnology: (see disaussion) 
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STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TO: J. F. Kowalczyk 

FROM: P. B. Bosserman tf ~ & , c/">o/to 

INTEROFFICE MEMO 

DATE: June 19, 1980 

cc: f',/Urt9 
cc. ; 1/0 G-fl 

SUBJECT: June 18, 1980 Meeting with Gasoline Terminal Managers 

From 11:30 a.m. to 2:30 p.m. on June 18,1980, I met with Western Oil and 
Gas Association's committee about the voe rules. The following topics 
were discussed. 

Slotted Gage Wells 

Chevron's c. P. Lattanzi presented a copy of their company's May 8, 1979, 
Memorandum, requiring air-pacs and double crews to hand gauge floating 
roofs'seals or depths. Page 27 of their Marketing Operating Manual, 
attached, also describes the safety hazards. They presented Chevron 
drawing GA-D99764-0, 8" Slotted Gage well for Floating Roof Tanks, and 
showed me a slotted gage well on a tank. It allows one man to gage the 
tank from the top of the outer wall, and to take liquid samples from 
various depths without descending to the tank floating roof. 

A slotted gage well violates 340-22-160 -(3), adopted June B, 1979, and 
effective April 1, 1981. The slotted gage well cannot be closed; it 
presents 50 square inches of gasoline surface open to the outside air. 
Rule 340-22-160 (4) (c) allows only 150 sq. in. of the measured surface 
for a 150' diameter tank, around the floating roof edge seals. 

SCAQMD (Los Angeles) rule 463 does not mention slotted gage wells, and 
therefore forbids them. 

BAAPCD (San Francisco) regulation 3, #3102. 4 (1) (a) (i) and (2) require 
gas tight covers, and thus forbid slotted gage wells. 

Chevron agreed to two mitigating measures: first, put a cap or cover on 
the top of the gage well (Texaco already does t_hA.st; second, no _slots -
within 30" of the top of the tank (would keep some wind out of the well) • 

I accepted their data j:or the voe rule hearing record. The slotted gage 
is an additional voe loss, quite minimal, that lessens Chevron's man-power 
requirements and makes manual tank gaging safe. 

I will present a request to Chevron to submit a Notice of Constrruction 
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for erection of slotted gage wells, and for them to quantify voe losses 
from them (with M. Wipert's 229-5509 help). 

At this time, I would favor the loss of more voe to make the manual gaging 
job safe. 

Responsibility for vapor Balance 

The main purpose for the meeting was the spread out responsibility for 
vapor balance. The terminals, especially GATX (who don't even own the 
product), object to being held responsible for truck drivers who pick up 
a load of gasoline and decline to hook up the vapor return hose (and no 
one from the terminal is on duty at the rack). The Department favors 

·holding the terminal as equally responsible for the truck driver's failure 
to hook up the hose. 

The language in the present voe rules was not clear to industry. DEQ 
reviewed it internally and passed out our stringent version May 21, 1980, 
after review by Ray Underwood, our Attorney General. 

Michael J. Dougherty, Union Oil, Los Angeles staff, pointed out that the 
truck drivers and truck owners were responsible for the :terminal emitting 
no more than 80 mg of voe per liter of gasoline loaded in DEQ's May 21, 
version. Hal Soloman, Chevron, Seattle, pointed out that 340-22-110 made 
the service station owner responsible for vapor balance, when, in fact, 
the truck driver handles the whole matter, except for buying the fittings 
to the underground tank. The WOGA members wanted 340-22-137 (1) and (2) 
language changed, so that the principal parties were held legally 
responsible. 

Del Fogelquist, WOGA, Seattle office, presented Washington State's Chapter 
173-490, where on page 23, WAC 173-490-202 specifically defines 
responsibilities. All industry persons present said they liked the way 
Washington State handled responsibility for vapor balance in their rules. 
I specifically cross-examined Letson of GAT:&', who has a ledger system for 
recording gasoline transfers, as to whether he could observe a Washington 
State-style rule; he said he would. 

I then indicated that I would re-write the Oregon voe rules 340-22-110 
to -137 to be like the Washington state Rules, except that "emergencies" 
in WAC 173-490-202 (2) (b) would be expressed as "malfunctions per 
340-21-075". This re-write would be routed thru DEQ supervision and staff 
for approval and comment before being published back to WOGA. 

STATEWIDE RULE 

The committee wanted to know where the statewide rule was. I said the 
staff had met with AOI on Tuesday, June 17, 1980, and had agreed to seek 
the Envirmental Quality Commission's permission to refer the statewide 
rule to AOI for 90 days study, while going ahead and adopting the other 
voe rules. 
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Exemption Point 
The committee said Washington State had won a 200,000 gal/yr exemption 
point for service station from EPA. Would Oregon follow? I reviewed the 
matter, but indicated.that for terminal delivered gasoline, I favored 
universal vapor balance. 

VOC Hearings Record 

The voe hearings record officially closed 30 days after the May 21, 1980, 
hearing. Since this WOGA meeting occurred before that deadline, I said 
I would enter the above "meeting minutes• into that record. 

Gasoline Barge Loading 

I passed out a current computation on gasoline barge loading emissions 
and asked for comment. Union's Dougherty said he would respond. 

Attachments: Chevron Slotted Gage Well; WAC; List of Attendees 
PB:i 
AI160 



MINUTES .OF MEETING 
OREGON TERMINAL OPERATIONS AD HOC COMMITTEE 

WESTERN OIL AND GAS ASSOCIATION 

Chevron Conference Room 
Portland, Oregon 

June 18, 1980 
1 :30 p.m. 

ATTENDANCE 

Members 
Present 

Members 
Absent 

Others 

J. D. Hartup, Chairman 
M. J. ·Dougherty 
N. P. Lesh 
D~ H. Rueppel 
D. J. Fogelquist, Secretary 

a. k· Qcilt!l.~IJ - '/, !l'ernaro FTS!lef '1 
W. W. Lee 
D. H. Mack 
R. A. Nastrom 
Richard Ogar 
R, J. Wark 

P. B. Bosserman 
James Fletcher (for Dougan) 
Don Letson 
H. R. Solomon 

Chevron 
Union 
Time 
Texaco 
WOGA 

StielL; 
lf0691a!; 
Atlantic Richfield 
Texaco 
Mobil 
Atlantic Richfield 
Texaco 

DEQ 
Shell 
GATX 
Chevron 

I Mr. 

John Hartup requested I 
I have enclosed the top 
Minutes. 

send you a copy of the 6/18 roster. 
portion of a "draft" of those 6/18 

vivian snyder/WOGA/Seattle 

6/20/80 
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FIRE PROTECTION MANUAL FIRE PREVENTION THROUGH OPERATION 

Gaging and Sampling Tanks 

' Where surface turbulence is produced in a body of liquid, as by over-shot filling. high-velocity 
submerged fill lines, jet or propeller-type tank mixers. large static charges may build up on the 
surface of the liquid. (See note on page 120-8.) Such surface charges may be discharged. with an 

• accompanying spark, when the bob on the end of a gage tape or a sample bottle holder reaches the 
liquid surface. 

Tanks in which there is any likelihood of a flammable mixture existing at or near the oil surface 
should accordingly not be gaged with a tape until turbulence has subsided. unless equipped with a 
slotted gage well bonded to the tank shell-which will insure that liquid within the gage well is 
protected against the formation of static charges. Similar precautions should be exercised with 
sampling procedures. 

* Natural fiber ropes or metalk chains should be used on sample bottle holders. thermometers. etc. 
Tests have shown that when synthetic (,;uch as nylon and polyethylene l ropes rapidly slip through 
gloved hands for appreciable distances. such as into large tanks. and insulated person may accumu­
late a hazardous electrostatic charge. 

Release of steam into free space, with accompanying condensation. can generate large static charges, 
Thus, steam leaks can produce electrification of insulated bodies in the path oi the jet. A charge of 
this character can cause a spark which may ignite any tlammable vapor present in ignitible concen­
tration. The nozzle of the steam line should be bonded to the vessel. and to all conductive objects in 
the path of the steam jet. 

Sprav Painting 

While the application of paint and other finishes by the spray method may generate small charges of 
static electricity, actual experience indicates that the hazard is nor significant where the common 
type of air spray equipment is used. 

SANDBLASTING 

Sandblasting may develop electrostatic charges. These charges will accumula'te on the sandblasting 
nozzle and hose and may result in a spark discharge between the nozzle. hose, or hose couplings and 
a grounded, conducting body. This electrostatic hazard can be safely controlled by: .. 

1. Bonding the nozzle to the work metal; and 

'.!.Keeping the hose away from areas where ignirible vapor-air mixtures may exist. 

Bonding the nozzle to the metal being sandblasted will provide-1.i"path whereby opposit~-~h;rges .:an 
safely reunite and eliminate static shocks to operators of the equipment. 

Heating of Metal 

The abrasive effect of sandblasting will tend to increase metal temperature at the point of impinge­
ment, but experience indicates the maximum temperature reached is well below the ignition tem­
perature of hydrocarbon vapor. 

Friction Sparks 

The mechanical sparks produced in sandblasting operations h:ive not pro\'ed to be an ignition source 
for petroleum vapor-air mixtures. State of Oregon 

Dlif>ARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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FLOl\Tir!G ROOF TA:lKS 
COi!FiilED SP,~CE --

I 

--- -- ' -

:·~·---

... i ·--------1 
L ___ L_·····r---=1 

Normally, one would not consider a floJting roof as a confineJ spac~. 
llowever, tlie various codes anJ Company reguiations are very clear in 
thic; ~rea. The dGfinitio:1 of a confined spJce i:; ~s follc'.·13: 

"A confined space is an area into 1·1hich en:ploy;=~s do not nor~1al ly 
('nter and "·ilY -- because of confi9uration or use -- con:air. flJm:nable, 
toxic or oxytJen deficient atmospheres: excirnp12s may include but 
are not lirnited to tanks, vessels, boilers, sumps, cellars, ma:1holes, 
tank cars, tank t:·ucks, tank ribbon mixers, utility line ditches ard 
similar structures s11rro11nded by confining surfaces s·J ~s to p~rr:iit 
the accumulation 6f dangerous gases or vapors.'' 

Thi'.'L c..early µlac'2s tl1r. roof of a floatino rocf tar.k in thi' confi:1~d 
spacl! cuteuory. 

Various go•1errnnent uriencies mJy seek approval to go cn~::i the top of 
a floating roof tcnk to measure seal clei\r,1nce and oth2r n!JStirer~ents. 
Tli2y si1ould be advised that they must !;Jve their o·:rn 30-mir.ute pres:;''"~ 
d21nand brc~thina appdratus 11ith certificution of t!1?fr r.raining. Till')' 
must also •:1'";ir a surr.ty harw2ss and lifel ir.~. A c·a:1 \·1i'ch rrcrc:r :.:iety 
ec;uia;nent, incluJi11g il 30-minut<: ptessurc dc:ic,rnd b:·";;thir.J apparJtuc;, 
r.:ust stctnd by i1I: the~ top of the Link 1·1ith a seccnc perscn Lithin 

'' 

shouting distance.· Tile same procedure: uppl~es for ail Cc~~~i:1/ c.:~pb:1~2c;, 

The only c::\ception to the above is if the floating reef is no" ir.o,";: ~han 
4' belm1 th;: top of th2 tank. 

T11e;;e instructions must be follo\'1ed 1·1ithout excepcion. 
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State of Oregon 5~'fU) 
Dii'AJU:Matj: Of _ENVIRONMENTAL QUAUlY. 
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-00 [g J ~N ~ 8~19~0-(g ill] PLANT OPERATION 

I.IR. QUALITY CONTROL -
--.::::_, ___ G.WATERlN STORAGE TANKS (Cont'd) 

Additives used to improve product quality general· 
ly tend to increase the time required for water to set­
tle out of the product to the tank bottom. Thus, if· 
any water in a tank bottom at the start of a receipt is 
stirred up into the product, the product may be hazy 
for several hours or more until the water finally set· 
ties out. 

Floating roof tanks with open-type roof drains 
shall be tested for water immediately following every 
rain storm of any consequence and again after a 
four-hour period. If cone roof tanks containing the 
<Xlme product are located in the plant, product with· 
drawals should be made from the cone roof tanks dur­
ing the rain storm and immediately following until 
roof drainage has settled to the bottom of the float· 
ing roof tank. 

D. SPECIALLY CONSTRUCTED TANKS 

Specially Constructed Tanks, including tanks with 
floating roofs, breather roqfs or balloon roofs and 
pressure tanks, are installed at some plants. Such 
tanks· must be used, operated and maintained in 
strict accordance with special instructions which are 
provided in each instance. Plant operators should not, 
except in case of emergency, go upon the roof of a 
floating -roof tank because _there_ may be dangerous 
accumulations of vapors in the space over the roof, 
especially when it is well down in the tank. Should 
conditions make it essential to go_ upon the roof of a 
floating roof tank, two men must.work together. One 
to go on the roof, the other to stand by at the head 
of the ladder. The man who goes upon the roof must 
proceed with caution, and if he notices or suspects 
the presence of vapors, he must leave the roof im~ 
mediately, so as not to be overcome. Should he be 

. overcome, however, the man at the head of the ladder 
must summon help to get him up from the roof. 

E. HEATING HEAVY OILS 

Heating Heavy Oils are required in some plants, in 
order to reduce line pressures in pumping operations, 
and to speed up the loading and unloading o'f tank 
trucks - particularly in cold climates. Care must be 
taken to avoid overheating for the following reasons: 

1. Overheating may affect the product character­
istics and consequently its quality. 

2. Overheating may bring the temperature of the 

MARKETING OPERATING MANUAL 

oil to its t\ash point and thus introduce a fire 
hazard. 

3. Overheating, in the case of fuel oil, increases 
its solvent properties to the point where scale, 
wax, and other foreign matter in a customer's 
storage tank is dissolved and, becoming mixed 
with the fuel oil, causes burner trouble. 

4. The overheating of oil is wasteful of steam. 

The following temperatures in the heating of fuel 
oils are considered sufficient for all bulk plant operat· 
ing and delivery purposes and should not be exceeded: 

*Chevron Light Fuel Oil 
Chevron Fuel Oil 
Chevron Bunker Fuel 

85°F. 
120°F. 
140°F. 

*Note: Chevron Light Fuel Oil may be loaded at 
up to 95°F. in cold climates as necessary to ef­
fect delivery to customers to not exceed 85°F. 
Approval must be obtained from Management 
for loading at temperatures higher than the 
above table, should customers request hotter oil. 

Special instructions for the heating of other pro­
ducts, such as asphalts, road oils and lubricating oils, 
will be supplied when such products require heating. 

At every stage of manufacturing, our products are 
subjected to physical and chemical tests to ensure 
that products shipped from the refinery conform to 
exacting specifications. Similar diligence is exercised 
in the transportation of these products to bulk plants. 

It is important, therefore, that Marketing personnel 
continue the efforts ohnaintarning product quality 
to see that clean and uncontaminated products are de­
livered to our customers. 

The following are some of the practices which 
should be remembered to prevent product contamina­
tion and customer dissatisfaction: 

1. PRODUCT MIXTURES -

a. Pumping a tank car, tank truck or a tanker 
into the wrong storage tank. Usually the re­
sulting mixture is unsalable and must be re­
turned to the refinery at considerable cost. 
Such mixtures can only be avoided by close 
attention to operating detail, setting valves 
properly, correctly reading shipping papers, 
placards and product tags, etc. 

JANUARY, 1968 
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Phone transcript - Vic Feltin - DOEcology/Wash1ngton c 6/16/80 

NEW SECTION 

WAC 173-490-202 - LEAKS FROM GASOLINE TRANSPORT TANKS AND VAPOR COLLECTION SYSTEMS. 

(Paragraph 1). SPECIFIC APPLICABilITY - This section shall apply to all 

gasoline transport tanks equipped for gasoline vapor collection and all vapor 

collection systems at gasoline loadin9 terminals, bulk gasoline plants and gasoline 

dispensing facilities as qualified in WAC 173-490-025 and 173-490-040. 

(Paragraph 2). -- PROV IS IONS FOR SPECIF IC PROCESSES. Paragrarh A the owner 

or operator of a gasoline loading or unloading facilitity shall only allow the 

transfer of gasoline between the facility and a transport tank when a current leak 

test certification for the transport tank is on file _with the facility or a valid 

inspection sticker is displayed on the vehicle 

(Paragraph B). The owner or orerator of a transport tank shall not make 

any connection to the tank for the purpose of loading or unloading gagoline, except 

in a case of an-emergency, unless the the gasoline transport tank; 

(Paragraph i) •....•...... several paragraphs on testing the tanks ...... ) 

(Paragraph C). The owner or operator of a transport tank shall: 

(Sub paragraph i) Have on file with each gasoline loading or unloading 

facility at which gasoline is transferred a current leak test certification for the 

transport tank; or 

(Paragraph ii) Display a sticker near the Department of Transportation 

Certification pl ate required by 49CFR- l 78 .340-1 Ob ........... . 

State of Oregon 
Ulil'ARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
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Western Oil and Gas Association 
United Airlines Building, 2033 Sixth Avenue, Suite 255, Seattle, Washington 98121 _ 
(206) 682-9255 

4~~ ,\<~~ 
Mr. Pet~ B. Bosserman 
Department of Environmental 
State of Oregon 
P.O. Box 1750 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Pete: 

June 

Quality 

As requested during our meeting in Portland yesterday, I am enclosing a 
copy of the Federal Register dated June 5, 1980, which highlights EPA's 
comments on the Washington State Department of Ecology's SIP. 

As you will note, the EPA has granted conditional approval exempting 
gasoline dispensing facilities in major urban areas from the requirement 
of a vapor balance system on the basis of the throughput of the facility 
being less than 200,000 gallons per year, instead of the 10,000 gallons 
monthly recommended by EPA. 

We hope this information will assist your department. I suggest that the 
Environmental Quality Commission be informed of EPA's action. 

DJF:vs 
cc: J. D. Hartup 

Attachment : FR. 17Z1.'1-

Very truly yours, 

&.9.G~ 
D. PFo;e{q'~ 
Northwest Regional Manager 



by July 31, 1980 as indicated, in general, 
by. lhe preceding discussion and as 
specifically set forth below: 

. \ a. Cold Cleaning Degreasers. WAC 
173-490. 

i. Deficiency. EPA guidance requires 
control of these sources which are 
exempted from the proposed Stale 
regulations. 

ii. Stale Response. ln their December 
28, 1979 response the State disagreed 
with the requirement to regulate cold 
cleaning degreasers. They stated that 
emissions from tliese sources represent 
only 0.2 percent of the total voe 
emissions for the non-attainment areas 
and that these emissions are contributed 
by approximately two thousand (2000) 
sources, making enforcement 
impractical inefficient and very 
resource consumptive. 

In April, 1980, the State agreed to 
thoroughly review the extent of the cold 
degreasers problem in non-attainment 
areas and adopt regulations by October 
1, 1980 which would control emissions to 
within 5 percent of the presumptive 
norm le•·el or provide justification that 
control to a different level is RACT, 

iii. Public Comnmenl Commentors 
from PSAPCA, ihe Puget Sound Citizens 
Committee on Air Quality and 
Transportation Control Planning, the 
Washington Oil and Gas Association· 

· and one private citizen are opposed to 
regulation of this source due to the 
resources required for administration 

. and implementation. PSAPCA also 
. suggested that EPA provide an analysis 

of the resources necessary to implement 
the CTGs. In response, EPA will make 
available to the State information on 
resources necessary to iinplement a 

· control program for cold degreasers as it 
is generated by other agencies who are 
implementing such a regulation. 

iv. EPA Action: Conditional 
Approval-EPA will conditionally 
approve this portion of the SIP provided 
the State supplies by October 1, 1980 a 
detailed emission inventory showing the 
number of sources and their size and 
approxtmate voe emissions from this 
category and adopts a regulation 
providing for control to within 5 percent 
of the presumptive norm level or . 
justifies control to a different level as 
RACT. . . 

b. Petroleum Refineries. WAC 173-
49o--040(1J. 

i. Deficiency. The State proposes 
exemption of refineries with a crude oil 
or feed stock capacity of less than nine 
thousand (9000) barrels per day, and 
waste water separators with a voe 
emission less than twenty-five (25) tons 
per year, both of which are 
recommended by EPA guidance to be 
controlled. 

•• 

--· - ·-- --- , ---------_., .- ..... 

ii. State Response. The State · 
comments that two of the four refineries 
account for 99 percent of the total 
refinery ·emissions; therefore, satisfying 
the EPA guidance that the State 
regulation require control of 95 percent 
of the total voe emissions from 
petroleum refineries. 

iii. Public Commenl None. 
iv. EPA Action: Conditional 

Approval-The information submitted 
by the State Is incomplete and does not 
allow EPA to verify that emissions are, 
in fact, controlled within 5 percent of the 
presumptive norm. 

c. Bulk Gasoline Plants. WAC 173-
49ll--040(4)(e). 

i. Deficiency. Contrary to EPA 
guidance this section does not contain 
specific provisions for controlling vapor 
leaks occurring during unloading of 
transport tanks. 

ii. State Response. The State indicates 
that the word "transport" will be• 
deleted from Section 4(e), thus 
correcting the application of the 
regulation to include unloading of any 
tank. including transport tanks. 

iii. Public Comment None. 
iv. EPA Action: Conditional 

Approval-The action proposed by the 
State will correct the deficiency. 

d. Gasoline Dispensing Facilities. 
WAC 173-49Cl-040(5). 

i. Deficiency. This section exempts 
gasoline dispensing facilities in major 
urban areas from the requirement of a 
vapor balance system on the basis of the 
throughput of the facility being less than 
200.000 gallons per year instead of the 
120.000 annual throughput level (10,000 
gallons monthly} recommended by EPA. 
The State did not show that the 200,000 
gallon throughput represented control 

. within 5 percent of the presumptive 
norm level. 

ii. State Reponse. The State provided 
cursory estimates indicating few 
facilities will be exempt using the State 
size cutoff for annual' throughput. 

iii. public Comments. None. 
iv. EPA Action: Conditional 

Approval-The State has provided a 
partial showing that controlled 
emissions will represent 95 percentof -
the level provided for in the CTG. Final 

·approval is conditioned upon the State 
completing the inventory to show 
conclusively that all controlled 

. emissions will be within 5 percent of the 
presumptive norm or the regulation will 
be revised to reflect the EPA 
recommended level or a showing will be 
made that the State level represent 
RACT. . 

e. Surface Coating. WAC 173-49().. 
040(6). 

i. Deficiency. This section exempts 
sources less than 100 tons per year and 

I ""'""''-~ ..,.,, ... ,,,_~.._•w••vu"" 

does not specify control requirements 
for flashoCf areas which emit a 
significant portion of voe in the surface 
coating process. 
- ii. State Response. The State indicates 
that their regulation will be revised to 
include flashoff areas. Further, the State 
has made a partial demonstration to 
show that one (1) source is responsible 
for 95 percent of the voe emissions, 
thus satisfying the criterion of control 
within 5 percent of the level identified in 
the CTC. 

iii. Public Commenl None. 
iv. EPA Action: Conditional 

Approval-The addition of flash off 
areas to the section will satisfy that part 
of the EPA condition. The Stale will 
submit additional data showing that 
controlled emissions wiU be within 5 
percent of the presumptive norm. 

f. Open Top Vapor Degreasers. WAC 
173-490-040(7].-i. Deficiency. Three 
major areas of the CTG are not 
adequately addressed. These three 
major areas are as follows: (1} Open top 
vapor degreasers with less than one 
square meter of vapor·air interface: (2} 
Po\ver operated covers for open top 
vapor degreasers with a freeboard ratio 
greater than 0.75; and (3) Provisions for 
.the disposal of waste solvent.· 

ii. State Response. The State indicates 
that the three areas of concern noted 
above will be corrected by a revision to 
the regulation. 

iii. Public ComtnenL :\one. 
iv. EPA Action: Conditional 

Approval-Action proposed by the State 
will correct the deficiency. 

g. Conveyorized Degreasers. WAC 
173-490--040(7}.-i. Deficienc:;.. This 
section does not require a "major 
control device" on conveyorized 
degreasers \Vith greater than a two 
square meter air-vapor interface; and 
does not provide for the disposal of 
waste solvent, both of which are 
contrary to EPA guidance described in 
the CTG. 

ii. State Response. The State indicates 
that the regulation will be corrected to 
require the appropq*_control device 
and provide for waste solvent disposal. 

iii. Public Commenl None. 
iv. EPA Action: Conditional 

Approval-The actions proposed by the 
State will correct the qeficiency, 

h. Cutback AsphalL WAC 173-49<>-
040(9].-i. Deficiency. This section 
prohibits the use of cutback asphalt 
during June, July, August and September 
unless the temperature is below so·!'. 
There is no temperature related 
information justifying this time period 
for prohibited use, nor are methods 
provided for determining compliance 
with the temperature requirement. 

' ;-
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L.L. Krohn 

Union 76 Division 

Union Oil Company of California 
Union Oil Center, Box 7600, Los Angeles, California 90051 
Telephone (213) 97-7-7128 

EC80-338 

un1~n 

Manager Environmental Control 
..July 14, 1980 

Dear Pete: 

Mr. Peter~~·~:man 
Department of Environmental 
Quality 

522 S.W. Fifth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Relative to the discussion we had last month in Portland on 
pressure decay rates for gasoline transport tests, I am 
enclosing a copy of EPA's draft New Source.Performance 
Standard (NSPS) for Bulk Gasoline Terminals. The sections 
of interest are on pages 36 & 37. As we discussed, even this 
draft NSPS which represents the more stringent control require­
ments for new or significantly modified facilities accepts a 
pressure decay rate of 3 inches in 5 minutes. We believe that 
this rate is more appropriate than the 1 inch in 5 minute rate 
in DEQ.' s draft regulation; especially since your regulation 
represents RACT which is generally less stringent than the NSPS. 
If I can provide any additional clarification, please call me. 
My new phone number is (213) 977-7831. - i~ 

We also discussed emissions from barge loading. WOGA is 
developing a response to your questions, and you should be 
hearing from them shortly. 

MJD:mf 
Attachment 

Control 
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DRAFT MAY 
EN\'IRONMEl\iAL COilTROL 

U!<!ON 76 DIVISION 

1 i98Q 

MAY 1 Z 1980 

CfLi::' 
MHF 
GAQ 

EMV 
dDP) 

DLR 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIOH AGEilCY 

[40 CFR Part 60] 

STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE FOR NEW STATIONARY SOURCES 

.Bulk Gasoline Terminals 

AGENCY: En vi ronmenta 1 Protection Agency (EPA) 

ACTION: Proposed Rule and Notice of Public Hearing 

SUMMARY: The proposed standards would limit emissions of volatile 

organic compounds (VOC) from new, modified, and reconstructed bulk 

gasoline tenninals. The proposed standards would require the collection 

of VOC vapors at ta.nk truck loading racks, and their venting to a 

vapor processor. The proposed VOC emission limit from the processor 

outlet is 35 milligrams per liter of gasoline loaded. The proposed 

standards would further require that gasoline be loaded only into· tank 

trucks which had passed an annual leak-tight certification test. 

The proposed standards implement section 111 of the Clean Air Act 

and are based on the Administrator's determination that bulk gasoline 

tenninals contribute significantly to air pollution. The intent is to 
. ---

require new, modified, and reconstructed bulk gasoline terminals to 

use the best demonstrated system of continuous emission reduction, 

considering costs, nonair quality health, and environmental and.energy 

impacts. 

A public hearing will be held to provide interested persons an 

opportunity for oral presentation of data, views, or arguments concerning 

the proposed standards. 

1 

MAY 7 1980 



T1~0 methods of determining or defining leak-tightness were analyzed. 

The first method would require the tenninal operator to load gasoline 

into only tank trucks which have passed an annual certification test. 

The certification test would be a pressure/vacuum test of the delivery 

tank itself and would yield a quantitative measure of the tank leakage •. 

In. this leak-tightness control format, the only requirement for the 

ij', terminal operator is that he have proof that all trucks loading gasoline 

~il:j, at that terminal have passed an annual certifica_tion test. This could 

be simply in the form of a copy of the certification being retained 
I 

with the delivery tank truck and kept i_n the bulk tenninal files. It 

' 

was estimated that the requirement of an annual certification test 

could reduce average tank truck leakage emissions to about 10 percent. 

The other method considered for limiting tank truck vapor leakage 

would require using an explosimeter during gasoline loading to deten:iine 

leak~tightness. Any measurement in excess of a specified limit would 

define a leaking truck. Test data have shown a wide variability in· 

the amount of time the delivery tanks remain leak-tight after certi-

fication. The data indicate that delivery tanks could remain leak-tight 

for periods as long as four months and-as-short as two weel;~s-: This 

means that the explosimeter method would be likely to find leaks in 

delivery tanks even though the annual certification had not expired. 

However, the terminal'-operator may not have control over the maintenance 

of all the-trucks loading at his terminal. This requirement would 

also add the burden of detecting leaks to the terminal operator. For 

. 36 



these reasons, the requirement that tank trucks pass an annual 

certification test was selected as the format of the standard for 

c'ontrolling tank truck leakage emissions. 

SELECTION OF EMISSION LIMITS 

Because the format chosen for the proposed standard, mg/liter, is 

the same as the format used to compare the regulatory alternatives, 

the numerical emission limit chosen for ·the proposed standard was to 

be the same as that of the selected regulatory alternative. The 

proposed standard would, therefore, limit the emissions from th.e 

processor outlet to 35 mg/liter. (The rationale for the selection of 

the 35 mg/liter limit is discussed with the se1ection of the 

regulatory alternatives.) 

The limits imposed on tank trucks under the proposed standards 

would require that the tank trucks pass an annual leak-tight certi-

fication test. The certification test would require alternatively 

applying a pressure of 457.5 milimeters (18 inches) of water and a· 

vacuum of 152.5 milimeters (6 inches) of water to the de.livery tank 

-~ \.,,_ /i and require that the tank have a pressure loss of less than 
-~ 
. IJ 75. 0 mi1 imeters (3 inches) of water in 5 minutes from eit-her pressure 

1 level. These limits for the tank truck certification test represent a 

vapor containment efficiency of 99 percent after certification. 

?( However·,-since the trucks do not remain leak-tight, the average annual 
!' i;· . 
~v-'-'e; containment effjciency reduces to about 90 percent. 

37 
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2 1 DEC 1979 

Telephone Conference on State of Virginia VOC 
Regulations - December 13, 1979 ,, 
G. T. Helms, Chief {..rrr""' 
Control· Programs Operations Branch 

Jim Sydnor 
Air Programs Branch, Region III 

This memorandum is to confirm our telephone conversation of 
·December 13, 1979 concerning issues involved in the State of Virginia 
voe regulations. 

A summary of major issues discussed and our recommendations are as 
follows: 

1. 100-Ton Sources 

·Urban and rural nonattainment areas not needing an extension (by 
virj;.tJ_e of a de111Q_n_str_<1_:t;icm. of attain.ment b~...J.9.8.Z.Lir,_~y_ha~_3_§our.ce. 
~yt_off ~iz.i; __ _otJOO. tons. per.year. In these instances, ~tage I, bulk 
R·lants: ang small degreasers would bg_e_<>.e.mpt. Cutback asphalt is 
controlled onan..-area basis, and as such, emssions ge11erally exceed 
100 tons/year. However, there may possibly be a few nonattainment areas 
(if they are small and are single county) where you can come up with 
emissions less than 100 tons per year for cutback asphalt. 

Z. Cutback· Asohalt 

The rationale for the exemption of cutback asphalt coatings, such 
as tack coafs, shoul~ be documented by the State of ·Virginia. A justi~ica­
tion might show that this exemption is needed in the State because of 
unique technical problen1s or unique (case-by-case) economics. An acceptable 
alternative is to make a five percent equivalency showing. 

3. Stage I L. 

The proposed exemption based on a gaso1 ine thro.u.ghput of"ZD,000 
ga 11 ans per month w2\lld4]9t'bg~~Etable..ir>r.-a.r.e.as_11e_e_d_i ng a t_~j nm~_nt_ 
d_at~_ext.ensions_(l~87J __ unless the State can demonstrate that it complies 
with the five percent rule. Since Stage I cbntro1s generallyao·not 
represent 100 tons/year sources and would not have to. be controlled under 
current policy in rural ozone nonattainment areas and areas not needing 
extensions, the ZO;OJ)_Q_gaJlo..os/montlL.tbr.aughput val i.(.e cai:i . ..Pe_ ~pproveci_J.n 
these two case.~. For areas needing an attainment dat:e extension, we 
would accept an ex~tio_Q.-ba.sed .on a-lD~.00.CLga ]l9ns. per month throughput 
or a tank size exemption for existing tanks less than 2,000 gallons and 
new tanks less than 250 gallons. 
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4. Deqreasers 

A recent pol icy memo dated December 12, 1979, .fro;;i Richard G. Rhoads 
to Director, Air and Hazardous Materials Division, Regions I-X, pro­
vides that, i~ urban nonattainment areas needing an extension until 
1987, sma 11 degreasers shou]]::hot~_ti§:--e_xemp_t_. -- --

5 •. Emission Inventory 

' Only if correction to the emission ·inventory emission factors will 
affect the.attainment date would we concur with Regfonal disapproval. 
\>le suggest that you accept a categorical emission inventory and establish 
an EPA/State goal (possibly through grant negotiations) to secure a 
source-specific emission inventory. · 

6. Ford Plant 

. "The State of Virginia has proposed a VOC emission limit of 4.8 lbs/ 
gallon of coating (minus water) for automotive and light duty truck 
assembly plant topcoat applications. The CTG suggests a limitation of 
2.8 lbs/gallon (minus water). ·ln previous ne·gotiations with the Ford 
Motor Company, they made the case, based on economics, that 3.5 lbs/gallons 

· (minus water) for topcoat applications represented RA~i in comprehensive 
control programs for a couple of specific plants in. the midwest. This 
could well be the case in Virginia, and a control level of 3.6 might be 
more appropriate than 2.8, dependent upon plant life, economics, and 
other factors. EPA should be receptive to such a detailed plant-specific 
showing. However, the State of Virginia feels that since attainment by 
1982 has.been_demonstrated by rollback with a les.se·r degree of control 
reg(J_ired,._the 1_,8 lbs/gallorlemission limitation should be--acc.eptable. 
EPA policy for urban nonattainment areas not needing an extension is· 
that RACT is applicable on 100 tons per year or greater point sources. 
RAeT for topcoat applications is as previously noted unless a demonstration 
is made that another, .less stringent, emission limit represents RAeT. 
It is our understanding that the Regional Office has no information in· 
writing justifying as RAeT the 4.8 lbs/gallon emission limitation for 
topcoat applications. Since no separate or satisfactory showing exists 
to demonstrate that the 4.8 lbs/gallon emission limit is more appropriately 
RAeT .(than either 2.8 or 3.6), then disapproval is ·recommended. 

7. Benzene 

The defin.ition of VOe would include benzene from both coking and 
petroleum refinery operations. However, benzene from coking operations 
is excluded from fixed-roof storage tank CTG requirements. Petroleum 
liquids only ·should be controlled as defined in the.eTG document. 

8. Definition of VOe 

The definition of VOe is cited in the eTG for surface coating of 
cans, coils, paper, etc., (EPA-450/2-77-008, Appen.dix C, Page e-4). VOe 
is defined as any compound of carbon (excluding carbon monoxide, carbon 

. : . 
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dioxide, cc;rbonic acid, metallic carbid~s or carbon'ates, and armnonium 
carbonate) that has a vapor pressure gr2ater than 0, 1 ffi~ of Hg at standard 
conditions. 

It is ho~ed that the above comments and/ or recommendations wil 1 be 
helpful in your evaluation of the Virsin a State Implementation Plan. 
Pleas.e contact= Tom Helms (FTS 629- 226) should you have any 
questions. 

cc:. N. Swanson, Region III 
H. Frankford, Region III 
G. T. Helms 
B. Nicholson 
W. Polglase 
D. Smith 
T. Wi 11iams 
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Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

• 

Contains 
Recycled 
M.Harials 

DE0-46 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. Q, September 19, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Adoption of a Revision of the State Implementation 
Plan Regarding the Salem Nonattainment Area Plan to Meet 
the Federal Ozone Ambient Air Quality Standard 

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT 

1. EPA published notice in the January 21, 1980 Federal Register 
concerning inadequacies of the State Implementation Plan (SIP). The 
EPA considered the Salem ozone (03) attainment analysis to be 
unapprovable, due to modeling inaccuracies caused by an inadequate 
data base and unquantified but suspected significant impacts from the 
Portland area. They recommended that the State identify reliance on 
the rural o3 policy for the Salem control strategy in lieu of a full 
attainment plan. 

A revised plan that is in accordance with EPA's rural o3 policy has 
been developed. A public hearing was held on August 4, 1980. The 
plan is needed in order to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1977 and EPA's SIP approval conditions. 

The proposed revised plan is shown in Attachment 3. 

2. Authority to Act: ORS 468.305 and the Federal Clean Air Act as amended 
1977 (PL 95-95) provide the legal authority to adopt the proposed rule. 
The Statement of Need for Rulemaking is shown in Attachment 1. 

ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION 

Alternative Courses of Action 

An alternative to basing Salem's o3 control strategy on EPA's rural o3 
policy is to develop a control strategy using a modeling approach that 
adequately accounts for the influence of emissions from Volatile Organic 
Compound (VOC) sources in Portland. However, the existing o 3 data base 
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has been judged to be inadequate for such an approach. To correct the 
data base deficiencies, the Department would need to install an o3 monitor 
upwind of Salem and wait for a sufficient amount of data to be collected. 

By contrast to the above alternative, the elements of EPA's rural o3 policy 
can be readily put into the SIP. This is the preferred course of action. 

Failure to adopt the proposed rule could lead to sanctions under Sections 
176 or 316 of the Clean Air Act. Section 176 affects federal grants for 
certain transportation projects, and Section 316 affects federal grants 
for certain sewage treatment works. 

Rule Development Process 

In a June 4, 1980 letter to the Mid-Willamette Valley Council of 
Governments, the Department outlined the major features of the proposed 
plan revision. Copies of the letter were sent to affected local 
jurisdictions. The revised plan has been reviewed by the Department's 
staff and the Attorney General's staff. No oral testimony was offered 
at the public hearing. Written comments were received from a private 
citizen, Ms. Mary A. Payton, and are attached as they appear in the Hearing 
Officer's Report (Attachment 2). The revised plan has also received A-95 
review. No major issues were raised. 

Major Elements of the Proposed Rule and Principal Impacts 

The proposed revised plan relies on EPA's rural o3 policy which consists 
of: 1) Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for major (greater 
than 100 tons/year) existing voe sources covered by Control Technology 
Guidelines and 2) Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) for major (greater 
than 100 tons/year) new or modified voe sources. Also, the rural o3 policy 
requires an approvable control strategy for nearby major urban areas (the 
Portland area in this case). 

The revised plan meets the above requirements, since RACT presently 
applies to all significant sources. Also, the local control requirements 
are the same as submitted in June, 1979, but the controversial strategy 
calculations have been removed. 

The updated costs of the voe Rules which incorporate RACT are estimated 
below: 

Strategy 

voe Rules 
Gas Stations 
Asphalt Contractors 

Approximate Cost 

$70,000 
30,000 
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Continued: 
Strategy 

Misc. Parts Painting 
Pere Dry Cleaning 
Tank Truck Leak Tests 

Total 

Approximate Cost 
164,000 

10,000 
30,000 

$304,000 

The costs of LAER would depend on the type of source and cannot be readily 
quantified. 

SUMMATION 

1. A revised plan to bring Salem into attainment with the federal primary 
standard for ozone (03) has been developed. The plan conforms to the 
EPA recommended rural o3 policy. A public hearing was held on August 
4, 1980 to secure comment. The proposed plan is needed in order to 
meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 and EPA's 
SIP approval conditions. 

2. By letter of June 4, 1980, the Department outlined the major features 
of the proposed plan revision to the Mid-Willamette Valley Council 
of Governments and affected local jurisdictions. 

3. The revised plan consists of: a) existing Reasonably Available Control 
Technology (RACT) Rules applied to all significant Volatile Organic 
Compound (VOC) sources; b) existing Lowest Achievable Emission Rate 
(LAER) Rules applied to major new or modified voe sources; and c) an 
approvable control strategy in the Portland area. 

4. The updated cost of voe Rules is estimated to be $304,000. The costs 
of LAER would be variable and depend upon the particular type of 
source. 

5. Failure to adopt the proposed rule could lead to sanctions related 
to certain transportation projects and sewage treatment projects. 

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

Based upon the summation and the Statement of Need for Rulemaking, the 
Director recommends that the EQC adopt Salem's revised attainment plan 
for meeting the federal ozone standard and direct the Department to submit 
the plan to the EPA as a revision of the State Implementation Plan. 

William H. 

Attachments: 1) Statement of Need for Rulemaking 
2) Hearing Officer's Report 
3) Proposed Ozone Plan Revision 

HWH: krnrn 
229-6086 
September 3, 1980 
AQ367 



ATTACHMENT 1 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Legal Authority 

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

Need for the Rule 

The proposed revision to the Salem ozone control strategy is in response 
to EPA conditions of approval of the June, 1979 SIP. The EPA suggested 
that the ozone control strategy conform to EPA's rural ozone policy. The 
proposed revision is in accordance with the rural ozone policy. 

Principal Documents Relied Upon 

1. Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, PL 95-95, 8/7/77. 
2. Rhoads, Richard (memo dated May 4, 1979), Need for Emission Offsets 

in Rural Ozone Nonattainment Areas. 
3. Federal Register of January 21, 1980, pages 3929 to 3938. 
4. OAR 340-22-100 to 340-22-220 relating to Volatile Organic Compounds. 
5. OAR 340-20-240(1) relating to Lowest Achievable Emission Rate. 
6. Oregon Air Quality report 1978, by State of Oregon, Department of 

Environmental Quality (DEQ). 

Fiscal Impact Statement 

The proposed Rule change imposes no additional fiscal impact. However, 
the cost data for this revision have been updated. The voe Rules are 
estimated to have a lumped cost of $304,000 which includes all existing 
voe sources covered by these Rules in the Salem Nonattainment Area. The 
costs of LAER depend upon the nature of the particular controlled source. 
As a possible example of LAER, "Volume VI: Surface Coating of 
Miscellaneous Parts and Products," EPA Guideline Series, EPA - 450/2-78-
015, shows that thermal incineration control for a large new or modified 
voe source would require a $1.9 million investment, based on 1977 dollars. 
For the 1979-1981 Biennium, the Department of Environmental Quality has 
allocated approximately 1.7 Full Time Equivalent for monitoring and 
implementation. 



ATTACHMENT 2 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVE~OR 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

• 

Contains 
Recycled 
Materials 

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Hearing Officer 

Hearing Report: Proposed Revision of the State 
Implementation Plan Regarding the Salem Nonattainrnent Area 
Plan to Meet the Federal Ozone Ambient Air Quality Standard 

SUMMARY OF PROCEDURE 

Commencing at 10:30 A-M. on Monday, August 4, 1980, a public hearing was 
held in Room 511 of the Yeon Building located at 522 s.w. 5th Avenue, 
Portland, Oregon. No testimony was offered. Written testimony, a copy 
attached, was received from Ms. Mary A. Payton. 

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN TESTIMONY 

Ms. Payton states that she can identify those factors which make worse 
certain of her illnesses. Among those are sprays (unidentified) used 
around yards and on trees. She cites an instance when she became very 
ill after driving along a road that apparently had been subjected to 
herbicidal spraying. She considers this to be an ozone problem. 
Ms. Payton also objects to odors from the Salem Boise Cascade paper-making 
plant. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Your hearing officer makes no recommendation in this matter. 

HWH: kmm 
AQ321 (1) 
August 12, 1980 
Attachment 

Respectively Submitted, 

Howard W. Harris 
Hearing Officer 



DEQ Air Quality Division 

~8~t1~RH, OR 97207 

Mr. Howard Harris /!e, 

Dear Mr. Harris1 

I had to leave the Los Angeles area years ago because 
'smog' irritation to my eyes, nose, throat and lungs. 
first the doctor advised me to cut down on my smoking, 
told .I didn't smoke, he said to leave the area as soon 
possible. 

of 
At 
when 
as 

A doctor here in Salem sounded very annoyed with me1 Oh, 
~rou're one of those! he said. What? Hypersensitive! He 
wrote a perscription for my face rash and irritated system. 
I asked the druggist what it was. Tranquilizer! I didn't 
fill the perscription. So I now understand the doctor's 
irritation a little better all the time! He can't tell me 
what to avoid without long series of tests. I know from 
different illness those factors which make me worse and I 
try to avoid them as much as I can. Sprays that are used 
around yards and on trees. One of the summers when I first 
returned to Oregon I drove out through West Salem about 8 
miles out to my brother's farm. I became very ill - the 
roadside all the vmy out was grotesa_ue with twisted plant 
life - terrible looking. Since I had iJeen driving and only 
had wincloV1 part way down I really didn't thinl' that could have 
caused such a rerlion. lie made several trips out there, I only 
bec31ne ill if the window was ouen and weather was warm. I do 
consider this an 'ozone' problem! How dare we poison.everything 
and make ax1imals and people sick! 

I have a very aJ1noying gmne that is played between wanting to get 
some newer air into ny apartment and trying to avoid the stomach 
upset fror1 Boise Cascade. ily husband smells that crap before I 
d.o b~r a fevl seconds so he j.reJ~ls 'viir1cl.oy:' and 1:te cI'2J11~ it sl1ut 
tight until looks like the more obvious a..'ll runt is going south! 
I''or those who thint I a..'ll overdoing it what ca..'1 I say? I have 
iJeen told to move, I have been told 'oh, it's not so bad ·today 
is it? as t11e~r pl.}. ff av.,ra;/ ( hov: v1ov.ld tl1e~r lc11ov.r) , I have caTuc1 ever·y 
office I can think of when the stench is pouring out (jyou can count 
on hea~v sF10unts ?riday thru Sunday nights) l I have been told that 
they \'!ill have to r10ve out of tov:n sornedav - \'Then vrill that be?? 
;·n-1en the governor and his family all get sick?? Do you V1onder 
v1}1~r 1 tl1e citizens' C::.on • t compl2.i11 more? l"Jha.t good does it c1o? 

See you at the meeting. Sii1cer·ely, 

:.·.:2.r;:r ii.. F2_~/-'co11 fl'" })t. '705 
585 ::Jinter :-:E 

?I:11c. Or1e Se.len, OR ?7301 
PS, //'1 <"re- ,' S CL 

S fwc I<,-.,,.,...) SI f tAcc fi 6 ve.. b y 8 t' c- i" kS - ll <-<--' /v. f 
i- S c£L co c- ( V e.. ,- '::of n "'« r - [, Y' F .' hr·:. c, hs5 



ATTACHMENT 3 

OAR 340-20-047 

Sections 4.5 and 5.5 of the State of Oregon'Clean Air Act 
Implementation Plan are hereby rePlaced with the following: 
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4. 5. 0 SALEM NONATrAINMENT AREA STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR OZONE 

4.5.0.l Introduction 

The Clean Air Act of 1970 and the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 

establish guidelines outlining the methods and schedule by which 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards must be attained. Generally, 

areas throughout the nation are required. to develop plans for 

attainment if past air monitoring indicates they do not comply with 

the federal ambient air quality standards. The Salem area marginally 

violates the federal ambient air quality standard for ozone of 0.12 

parts per million (ppm) one-hour average. ·consequently, the Salem 

city limits were designated a Nonattainrnent Area for ozone in March, 

1978. The original Nonattainrnent Area was expanded by Mid-Willamette 

Valley Council of Governments to include the area within the Salem 

Area Transportation Study boundary. A legal description of the Non­

attainrnent Area is contained in Appendix 4.4-1. 

4.5.0.2 Summary of Control Strategy 

Salem's ozone concentrations appear to be significantly impacted by· 

emissions of ozone precursors in the Portland area. Since Salem is 

technically defined under EPA guidelines as a "rural" ozone 

Nonattainrnent Area (less than 200,000 population) and is impacted 

by emissions from an urban area, EPA' s rurar·ozone policy T~---·~­

applicable. 

-1-



That policy consists of three elements: 1) controls o.n major existing 

Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) sources under Reasonably Available 

Control Technology (RACT) Rules; 2) controls on major new voe sources 

under Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) Rulesi 3) an approvable 

control strategy for major urban areas. Element 3 applies to the 

Portland urban area. 

Growth is projected to be rapid in the Salem Nonattainment Area for 

the next two decades. Population is expected to grow from 110,800 

in 1975 to 200,700 by the year 2000, an increase of 81%. To deal 

with the added pollution burden resulting from this growth, the State 

of Oregon will implement New Source Review Rules to control emissions 

from major new industrial sources by requiring LAER. 
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4.5.1 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY 

Ozone is not directly emitted into the atmosphere but results from a 

reaction between volatile organi? compounds and nitrogen oxides in the 

presence of sunlight. Maximum ozone levels occur downwind of the areas 

producing these precursors. Salem's ozone monitor, located downwind of 

the Salem city center at the Salem Airport, does not meet current federal 

siting guidelines. A new site which meets federal criteria has been 

selected. 

Table 4.5.1-1 summarizes ozone air quality data for days exceeding the 

new federal ambient air quality standard of 0.12 pp:n one-hour average at 

the Salem Airport ozone monitor. The data is presented for illustrative 

purposes, even though the monitor probably does not measure maximum ozone 

levels occurring downwind of Salem. 

Table 4.5.1-1 

Ozone Air Quality Summary, 1975 - 1978 

Number of Days Hourll'. Ozone Concentration (J2J2m) 
Year Exceeding 0.12 PJ2In 1 hr. Avg. Highest Second Highest 

1975 1 0 .122 0.084 
1976 0 0.114 0.102 
1977 3 0 .167 0 .153 
1978 4 0 .149 - 0.147-~·-
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4.5.2 OZONE CONTROL STRATEGY 

4.5.2.1 Level of Control Needed 

Salem's ozone control strategy meets the requirements of EPA's rural 

ozone policy. The policy consists of certain controls on voe 

sources, explained below in Section 4.5.2.2, and an approvable control 

strategy for major urban areas (Portland). Under the policy no 

specific modeled strategy reduction of total voe emissions for the 

Salem Nonattainment Area needs to be identified. 

4.5.2.2 Control Alternatives 

EPA's rural ozone policy requires the implementation of two types 

of control: a) Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for 

existing voe sources covered by EPA authored Control Technology 

Guideline documentsi b) Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) for 

new or modified sources of greater than 100 tons/year potential voe 

emissions. These controls are explained in succeeding sections. 

Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACM) for mobile sources are 

not required by EPA's rural ozone policy, but some of the EPA 

recommended RACM's are already implemented or committed for 

implementation. These measures are documentea in Section 4;5 ;~'·;-3·. 

An alternative to the EPA rural ozone policy is the development of 

a control strategy based upon modeling that adequately accounts for 

the influence of emissions from sources in Portland. The existing 

data base has been judged to be inadequate for such an approach. 
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4.5.2.3 Selected Strategies 

The selected strategies are the two aforementionea control elements 

of EPA's rural ozone policy: RACT and LAER. Although RACM's for 

transportation sources are .not a required strategy, the existing 

alternative mode program that is consistent with RACM is documented 

in this section. The reduction strategies are: 

1. RACT-Volatile Organic Compounds Rule 

To reduce voe from existing sources, RACT will be required for 

those sources covered by EPA issued Control Technology Guideline 

documents. The specific sources impacted by this rule are 

described under Rules and Regulations, Section 4 .5. 3. 

2. LAER - Lowest Achievable Emission Rate 

The LAER requirements are contained in OAR 340-20-240(1). Under 

LAER voe sources emitting greater than 100 tons/year potential 

voe would be limited to an emission rate that is: a) the most· 

stringent emission limitation of any State's implementation plan 

for such class or category of source, unless the owner or operator 

of the proposed source demonstrates that such limitations are 

not achievable, or b) the most stringent emission limitation which 

is achieved and maintained in practice-orsuch class or dategory 

of source, whichever is more stringent. Under (a) or (b) a new 

or modified source shall in no event be permitted to emit any 

air contaminant in excess of the amount allowable under applicable 

new source performance standards. 
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Although the air quality analysis did not incorporate .travel 

reductions fran an Alternate Modes Program, such a-program is now 

being extensively implemented in the Salem Urban Area. Nine of the 

fourteen EPA recommended RACM's already implemented or committed for 

implementation are listed below: 

Carpool Program. Over 1,000 employees 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. 

Express Bus(Park and Ride Program. An extensive Park and Ride 

Program began operating throughout the Salem Urban Area on January 

2' 197 9. 

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 is being expanded by purchasing used 

buses from other cities. 

Private Car Restrictions. A 600 space lot for downtown employee 

parking will be terminated when construction begins for the planned 

Front Street Bypass. 
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On Street Parking Controls. Most streets ~ithin the downtown and 

Capitol Mall area are off-limits to ccxnmuter parking 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 employees. 

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. 

4.5.2.4 Socio-Economic Effects 

In accordance with Section 172(b) (9) (A) of the Clean Air Act 

Amendments, an identification and analysis of the air quality, health, 

welfare, economic, energy, and social effects of the State 

Implementation Plan (SIP) follows: 

Air Quality. Through the adopted strategies, ozone will be controlled 

on the basis of the EPA's rural ozone policy. Heavy reliance for 

attainment of the federal standard of 0.12 ppm will be placed on an 

effective control strategy in the Portland urbanized area. Emission 
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reductions of ozone forming vapor in Salem will be from the Volatile 

Organic Canpound Rules and the Lowest Achievable Elnission Rate 

regulation. 

Health Effects. EPA has established the 0.12 ppm 1-hour average ozone 

standard based on available health impact studies. Attainment of 

the 0.12 ppm standard should, according to EPA, provide for the safety 

of the health of the community with an adequate margin of safety. 

However, the Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) has set the state 

standard at 0.08 ppm. The selected strategy is not intended as being 

sufficient to meet the state standard. A comprehensive staged 

strategy occurring over an extended time period is contemplated as 

the means for achieving the state ozone standard. 

Welfare Effects. EPA has established an ozone standard of 0.12 ppm 

1-hour average to protect welfare. The EQC has also set 0.08 ppm 

as the state standard to protect welfare. 

Economic Effects. The control strategy is based upon the VOC Rules 

and LAER Rules. Table 4.5.2-1 summarizes the costs of implementing 

the VOC Rules. The costs of LAER would depend on the type of source 

and cannot be readily quantified. 
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Table 4.5.2-1 

ApProximate Costs of Implementing RAST 

Strategy 

voe Rules 
Gas Stations 
Asphalt Contractors 
Misc. Parts Painting 
Pere Dry Cleaning 
Tank Truck Leak Tests 

Total 

Approximate Cost 

$70,000 
30,000 

164,000 
10,000 
30,000 

$304,000 

Energy Effects. Industrial and petroleum commercial operations will 

partially recover petroleum compounds by implementing the voe 

regulations. 

Social Effects. The major social effect of the SIP is a favorable 

one. Individuals benefit from the cleaner air achieved through 

implementation of the control strategies. 

-9-
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4.5.3 RULES AND REGULATIONS 

The rules and regulations pertaining to existing volatile organic compound 

sources are the Volatile Organic.Compound Rule (OAR 340-22-100 through 

220). The actual rules applying to existing sources are covered in Section 

3.2. The rules applying to new sources are discussed in Section 5.5. 

4.5.3.1 Volatile Organic Compound Rules 

To meet Environmental Protecti~n Agency requirements, Volatile Organic 

Compound Rules for applicable Group I sources have been adopted and 

additional Volatile Organic Compound Rules will be adopted as new 

Control Technology Guidelines become available. 

Source Grouping 

Group I 

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) Service Stations, Stage I 
10) Cutback Asphalt Paving 
11) Surface Coating of Cans, 

Coils, Paper, Fabric, 
Automobiles and Light-duty trucks 

-10-

Date of Proposed 
Applicability 

1979 



Group II 

1) Petroleum Refinery Fugitive 
Emissions (leaks) 

2) Misc. Parts Painting 
3) Pharmaceutical Manufacture 
4) Rubber Products Manufacture 
5) Large Tank Second Seals 
6) Vegetable Oil Processing 
7). Graphic Arts (Printing) 
8) Flat Wood Products 
9) Pere.Dry Cleaning 

10) Tank Truck Leak Tests 

1980 

Of the sources impacted by the Volatile Organic Compound Rules under 

Group I, only service stations, degreasing operations, and the laying 

of cutback asphalt exist in the Salem Nonattainment Area at present. 

Under Group II three sources exist: Misc. Parts Painting, Pere Dry 

Cleaning, and Tank Truck Leak Tests. Control equipment will be 

required for degreasing operations and for the tr.ansfer of gasoline 

from tank trucks to service stations storage tanks (Stage I) and 

laying of cutback asphalt will be subject to seasonal limitations. 

For Misc. Parts Painting, control of emissions will be mostly through 

change to painting formulas. Control equipment will be required for 

Pere Dry Cleaning. 
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4.5.4 RESOURCE ANALYSIS/COMMITMENT 

Local Involvement. The Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Government as 

lead agency has canpleted its tasks for the transportation planning process 

for ozone air quality. Any work which MWVCOG does to update the 

population, employment, and land use assumptions used as input for the 

ozone air quality analysis will be done as part of the general planning 

routine and not as a special task for air pollution planning. Therefore, 

no additional cost is foreseen at the local level. 

State Involvement. The DEl;l has responsibility to implement the ozone 

control strategy. The estimated costs for carrying out these tasks are 

·summarized in Table 4.5.4-1 in full time equivalents (FTE) on a biennial 

basis. 

Table 4.5.4-1 
Projected DEQ Resource Commitments 

Division 

Headquarters Staff 
Monitoring 
Planning and Development 

Regional Staff 
_ VOC Rule Implementation 

1979 - 1981 Biennium 
FTE 

0.88 
0.10 

0.70 

ODOT is not projected to be further involved with -the ozone sfrate-9y-.· 
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4.5.5 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

4.5.5.1 Organizational Responsibility for Carrying out the SIP 

Through a Memorandum of Und~rstanding, Marion County, Polk County, 

and the City of Salem requested the Governor to designate Mid­

Willamette Council of Governments as the lead agency to prepare the 

ozone State Implementation Plan revision. On March 30, 1978, the 

Governor requested Environmental Protection Agency to recognize Mid­

Willamette Valley Council of Governments as the lead agency for the 

Salem Nonattainment Area. EPA concurred with that designation on 

April 14, 1978. 

The main strategies from EPA's rural ozone policy are the State 

Volatile Organic Compound Rules and Lowest Achievable Emission Rate 

for new sources. The Department of, Environmental Quality will be 

responsible for carrying out these programs and evaluating their 

effectiveness. 

4.5.5.2 A-95 Review Procedure 

Comments and responses from the A-95 review procedure on Salem's ozone 

control strategy portion of the State Implementation Plan are 

contained in Appendix 4.5-1. 

4.5.5.3 Consultation Process and Organizations Specified 

Through powers delegated by Mid-Willamette Valley Council of 

Governments and through a cooperative agreement between the Oregon 
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Department of Transportation and Mid-Willamette Valley Council of 

Governments, a group of committees known as the SaLem Area 

Transportation Study was given authority for preparing and adopting 

transportation plans in the Salem urbanized area. The Salem Area 

Transportation Study includes representatives from Oregon Department 

of Transportation, the City of Salem, Polk and Marion Counties, School 

District 24J, a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC}, and a Citizens 

Advisory Committee (CAC). All State Implementation Plan work was 

coordinated through Salem Area Transportation Study. The Salem Area 

Transportation Study organizational structure is shown in Figure 

4.5.5-1. 

4.5.5.4 Air Quality Planning Responsibilities 

An air quality planning work program was devised during 1978 by Oregon 

Department of Transportation (OOOT) _, Department of Environmental 

Quality (DEQ) and Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Governments 

(MWVCOG). A list of the role and responsibility of each agency 

follows. 

Role/Responsibility 
Lead agency for air quality planning 

program management 
SA_TS-CC Support 
BATS-TAC Support 
SATS-CAC Support 
Other Special Interest Groups 
Mobile source emission estimates 
Stationary source-emission estimates 
Technical analysis and evaluation 

control strategies 
a. Mobile 
b. Stationary 

Transportation Control Plan and 
mobile source SIP revisions _ 

Stationary source SIP revisions 
TCP/SIP revision hearings 
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MWVCOG 

MWVCOG 
MWVCOG 

--MWVCOG 
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Adoption 
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4.5.5.5 Consultation with Other Planning Agencies 

A letter explaining EPA's rural ozone policy was ~ent to the City 

of Salem, Marion County, and Polk County through the Mid-Willamette 

Valley Council of Governments prior to the formal public comment 

period. 

4.5.5.6 Consistency with Plans and Programs 

To comply with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 and the subsequent 

guidelines issued concerning consistency of base data, the Mid­

W.illamette Valley Council of Governments revised the Salem area 

population figures. The population projections for the Salem Urban 

Growth Boundary are now consistent for land use planning, water 

quality 208 planning, 701 planning, air quality planning and 

transportation planning. 

4.5.5.7 Public Involvement Procedures 

At the monthly meetings of the Citizens Advisory Committee, Mid­

Willamette Valley Council of Governments has periodically reported 

on the progress of the ozone State Implementation Plan air quality 

analysis. 

The DEQ publishes a report each year on air quality, covering the 

entire state. These reports are widely distributed and contain 

summaries of the most recent air quality measurements. 
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4.5.6 PUBLIC NOTICE AND HEARINGS 

4.5.6.1 Public Notice 

Public notice was published in the Oregon Secretary of State's 

Bulletin on July 1, 1980. This notice may be found in Appendix 

4.5-1. 

4.5.6.2 Media Coverage 

Paid public advertisements of the proposed State Implementation Plan 

revision were placed in the Salem Statesman and Capitol Journal on 

July 4, 1980, to satisfy both EPA and State notice requirements. 

4.5.6.3 Public Hearing 

The Hearing Officer's Report on the public hearing held on August 

4, 1980, is ccntained in Appendix 4.5-1. 

4.5.6.4 Annual Report 

Under EPA's rural ozone policy, Reasonable Further Progress tracking 

is not required. However, EPA requires an annual report that 

identifies growth of major new or modified existing sources, minor 

new sources, and mobile sources. The annual report must be submitted 

to EPA by July 1 for the previous calendar year. 
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' 
5 .S NEW SOURCE REVIEW FOR THE SALEM NONATTAINMENT AREA - OZONE 

Rules OAR 340-20-220 to 280 give the Department expanded authority and 

requirements regarding New Source Review for Sources Locating In or Near 

Nonattainment Areas. 

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, Sections 171, 172, 173, require that 

the 1979 State Implementation Plan contain an adequate permit program. 

Major new or modified volatile organic compound sources in the actual Salem 

Ozone Nonattainment Area with potential emissions greater than 100 tons per 

yea·r must meet the requirements contained in OAR 340-20-240 (l), (2), in 

order for a construction permit to be issued. The requirements are listed 

below: 

l. Lowest achievable emission rate. 

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. 

The following sections of the New Source Review permit program do not apply 

to volatile organic compound sources that need a permit and locate in the 

actual Salem Ozone Nonattainment Area: OAR 340-20-240(3) - (8). 

In Salem the Rules have the main effect of rigidly limiting the amount 

of ozone forming vapor that can escape from sources required to have a 

permit. 
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APPENDIX 4.5-1 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, NOTICE AND HEARINGS 

A public hearing on the proposed revision to the Salem ozone 

control plan was held on August 4, 1980. The public notice for 

this hearing was mailed to interested and affected citizens on 

June 30, 1980. A newspaper advertisement f6r the hearing was 

published in the Statesman-Journal on July 4, 1980. The only 

testimony received was submitted by a private citizen, Ms. Mary 

A. Payton.' Her comments are attached to the hearing report in 

this appendix. No significant issues were raised by Ms. Payton's 

testimony so no reponse was deemed necessary. Copies of the 

public notice and the newspaper advertisement are in this 

appendix. 

Copies of the proposed revision to the Salem ozone control plan 

were sent to the State A-95 Clear ingh()t1§e and the MiQ-::Jiillamette 

Valley Council of Governments for review. No comments were 

received. 
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Department of Environmental _Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

VICTOR ATIYEH MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 
GOVERNOR 

• 

Prepared: June 6, 1980 

Hearing Date: August 4, 1980 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

A CHANCE TO BE HEARD ABOUT: 

SALEM OZONE CONTROL STRATEGY 

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to revise the ozone 
control strategy for Salem to conform to EPA's rural ozone policy. The 
action is in response to EPA conditions of approval of the June, 1979 SIP. 
The Department will submit the adopted revisions to the Environmental 
Protection Agency as a revision to the State Clean Air Act Implementation 
Plan. A hearing will be held on this matter in Portland on August 4, 

. 1980. 

WHAT IS THE DEQ PROPOSING? 

Interested parties should request a co!?Y of the complete proposed rule 
package. Some highlights are: 

** Strategy calculations projecting attainment of the ozone standard have 
been removed due to the uncertainty of the data bases and possibly 
large impact from the Portland Metropolitan area. 

** Controls for stationary sources of ozone forming vapor adopted in June, 
1979 will be retained and applied in the Salem area. 

WHO IS AFFECTED BY THIS PROPOSAL: 

The residents of the Salem area. 

HOW TO PROVIDE YOUR INFORMATION: 

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality, 
Air Quality Division; Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should be 
received by August 4, 1980. 

Oral and written comments may be offered at the following public hearing: 
City Time Date Location 

Portland 10:30 a.m. August 4 Yeon Building 
Room 511 
522 SW 5th Avenue 



Notice of Public Hearing 
June 6, 1980 
Page 2 

WHERE TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 

Copies of the proposed strategy may be obtained from: 

Howard Harris 
DEQ Air Quality Division 
Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 
503 229-6086 

97207 

LEGAL REFERENCES FOR THIS PROPOSAL: 

Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 (PL 95-95). The hearing is being proposed 
under authority of ORS 468.020 and 468.305. 

LAND USE PLANNING CONSISTENCY: 

The Department has concluded that the proposals do affect land use. 

With regard to Goal 6 (air, water and land resources quality) the rules 
are designed to enhance and preserve air quality in the affected area and 
are considered consistent with the goal. 

Goal 11 (public facilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the 
proposals. 

Public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be 
submitted in the same fashions as are indicated for testimony in this 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING. 

It is reqllested 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 Conservation and Develo:i;ment to mediate any apparent conflict brought 
to our attention by l'ocal, state or federal authorities. 

FURTHER PROCEEDINGS: 

After public hearing the Comrnission may approve the strategy identical 
to the proposed, adopt a modified rule strategy on the same subject matter, 
or decline to act. The adopted strategy will be submitted to the 
Environmental Protection Agency as part of the State Clean Air Act 
Implementation Plan. The Commission's deliberation should come on 
September 19, 1980, as part of the agenda of a scheduled Commission 
meeting. 

AQ0041 



STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAXING 

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(2), this statement provides information on the 
intended action to amend a rule. 

Legal Authority 

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

Need for the Rule 

The proposed revision to the Salem ozone control strategy is in response 
to EPA conditions of approval of the June, 1979 SIP. The EPA suggested 
that the ozone control strategy conform to EPA's rural ozone policy. The 
proposed revision is in accordance with the rural ozone policy. 

Principal Documents Relied Upon 

1. Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, PL 95-95, 8/7/77. 
2. 'Rhoads, Richard (memo dated May 4, 1979), Need for Emission Offsets 

in Rural Ozone Nonattainment Areas. 
3. Federal Register of January 21, 1980, pages 3929 to 3938. 
4. OAR 340-22-100 to 340-22-220 relating to Volatile Organic Comoounds. 
5. OAR 340-20-240 (1) relating to Lowest Achievable Emission Rate. 
6. Oregon Air Qualitv reoort 1978, bv State of Oregon, De:iartment of 

Environmental Qualitv (DEQ) • 

Fiscal Imoact Statement 

The proposed Rule change imposes no additional fiscal impact. However, 
the cost data for this revision have been updated. The VO::. Rules are 
estimated to have a lumped cost of $304,000 which includes all existing 
vex: sources covered by these Rules in the Salem Nonattainment Area. The 
costs of Ll>.ER depend upon the nature of the particular controlled source. 
As a possible example of LAER, •volume VI: Surface Coating of 
Miscellaneous Parts and Products,• EPA Guideline Series, EPA - 450/2-78-
015, shows that thermal incineration control for a large new or modified 
voe source would require a $1.9 million investment, based on 1977 dollars. 
For the 1979-1981 Biennium, the Department of Environmental Quality has 
allocated approximately 1. 7 Full Time Equivalent for monitoring and 
imple.rnenta ti on. -··--~.--c~=--

··-



111 '"'""' ::::::: ;:. 

i! 

:: 
l! 

Ii 
;i 
ii 

! ~ ,, 
ii 
l1 

:! 11 1 1~1 i ! I! I!~ 
:jilili;i;ipp11 
'.il!l!Hli1d;!H 
I 111: I iii ii I i [I' 

::: 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING 

· on the Salem ozone Air 
Quality Control Slralegy 

The Dapartmen1 ot Environ­
mental Quality will hold a public 

·.hearing on Monday, August 4, 
· 1980,.at JO::.> a.m. In the DEQ 
: headquar1ers, 522 SW Firth, 
, Room 511, Portland, to accept 
. comments on proposed revisions , 

to the Salem OZONE control 
•strategy. The proposed revisions 
.respond to the U.S. Envlrorunen-

·. ta! Protection Agency's condi­
,~tions of approval of the State 
~.Implementation .Plan control 
.r s1rategy adopted in June, 1979, 

a·nd reflect EPA's rural ozone 
policy. 

Copies of the proposed ozone· 
control strategy may be ob­
tained from Howard HarrlJ, 
DEQ Air Quality Division, Box 
1760, Portland, OR 97207, 229-

, tnl6; or from the· Salem Region· . 
. ·al Office al 1095- 25th,"S.E., J78. 

8240. Written comments·may be 
sen! to Mr. Hanis at the above . · 
Portland address; and should be 
received by August .a, 1980. 

. SJ JUL H, 1980 
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~ff ibabit of .J)ublitatioh 
flcrl Offlc.o 

STATE OF OREGON, } 
l1crt. er [;\\ !r0:1!11~"::·! r11~Jily 

( JJ. 
County of Marion, 

@ [;I a w u-; 00 lli 
ii.II'. 

i 
'i 4 1l]i)() 

I, ....... Lela. McAllister. . . . ........ , being first duly 
sworn, depose and soy that I om the . . .. principal. cl.erk ... 
of The Oregon Statesman D 
of The Copitol Journal 0 
of The Statesman Journo~ ~ 

, a newspaper of general circulation as 
defined by sections 193.01 0 to 193. l l 0, 

Oregon Revised Statutes; printed and published at Salem in the aforesaid county 
and stole; that the, Salem Ozone Air Quality Control 

a printed copy of which is hereby annexed, was published. 
in the entire issue of said newspaper for ..... one. successive and 
consecutive times in the following issues: .. July. 4, . .1980. 

Subscribed and swarn to me this 
day of _ ... J.uly'. _ ..... _ 

......... .:..;..,· .... 

>±12~; '/ )J ~a-1L~~y-,,_;,__, 
.7. 
, J,J-80 • /. I 
'/(~ .. 0 c. _-z__t/.42glj~ 

Notary PublWOregon 
My Commission expires ... / "dy /. J:/. 

SMtA(l~Ofl.580/H 
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OREGON PROJECT NOTIFICATION: ~ND REVIEW SYSTEM 
NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO APPLY FOR FEDERAL AID . . . . 

. . -
I 

-
I For Internal 1-8] 

U:se Only PNRS # Page One 

12] APPLICANT [45146] DIVISION [79 

02 Department of Env i ronmenta 1' Qua I i ty AJr Quality 

12] APPLICANT ADDRESS STREET [45146] CITY [60176] ZIP [80 

03 P. 0. Box 1760 Port 1 and 97207 
12] CONTACT PERSON. [45146] AREA CODE [48 149] PHONE [55 56] EXTENSION [59 

04 Howard Harris _503 229-6086 
12] s I PROJECT TITLE . [71 

01 a em Ozone Control Strategy 
. 

12] PROJECT. LOCATION-CITY PROJECT LOCATION-COUNTY PROJECT LOCATION [79 

1 1 SEC: T: 
Mari on 

R: 

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION (ATTACH SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AS NECESSARY-SEE INSTRUCTIONS ON BACK) 

05 . 
The Department of Environmental Qualitv is Drooos i no to rev i Se •h 0 :::. r,.. 

12] [71 

06 quality control strategy for the City of Salem ttonattainment Area Tho n•nnnoo~ 
12] [71 

07 revisions respond to the u. s. Environmental Protection Aaencv's conditi~n• ~+ 
.12] [71 

08 app rova 1 of the State Implementation Plan Control Stratenv adonted in June ]q7q 
12] [71 

09 and reflect EPA' s rural ozone pol icy. 

12] [71 

10 
AMOUNT REQUESTED-FEDERAL FUNDS NON·FEDERAL MATCHING FUNDS OTHER •TOTAL 12 12] (A) Grant [19 20] (B) Other [27 28] (C) State [35 36] (0) local [43 44] (E) FUNDS [51 52] (F) FUNDS [60 

·. 

12] TYPE OF OTHER FEDERAL FUNDS (See 12B) [45146] TYPE OF OTHER NON-FEDERAL FUNDS (See 12E) [79 

13 
12] FEDERAL PROGRAM TITLE [71 

14 
12] FEDERAL AGENCY NAME [45146] FEDERAL SUB-AGENCY NAME [79 

15 u. s. Environmental Protection Ononr" 

17 (A) TYPE OF APPLICANT: (Check ( X) the single most applicable box) 

INTER* SCHOOL SPECIAL COMfl,UNITY SPONSORED 
STATE STATE COUNTY CITY DISTRICT DISTRICT ACTION ORGANIZATION OTHER 

KJ 12 ,-, 13 0 14 0 15 [J 16 ,, 17 [J 18 0 19 0 20 ~ 

(B) TYPE OF ACTION: (Check ( X) as many boxes as apply to this action) 

i 
I NEW CONT. SUPPL'T INCREASE · DECREASE INCREASE DECREASE 

GRANT GRANT GRANT DURATION DURATION I CANCELLATION DOLLARS DOLLARS 

0 21 0 22 0 23 0 24 0 25 I I . 26 c 27 D 2s 

(C) HAS DISTRICT CLEARINGHOUSE BEEN NOTIFIED? I (OJ REVIEW RE- i (E) ENViRONMENTAL (F) HOUSING RELOCATION 
I QU!RED by A-95 IMPACT REQUIRED 

Ye• No I y,, No Yeo No y., No 

,x 29 c::: 30 Date: July 3' 1980 I rx-, 31 " 32 i1 33 [29 34 35 X' 36 I -. 
(G) ESTIMATED APPLICATION FILING DATE: I 4 Jl MONiH [42 I 43} DAY l44: 45] YEAR [46 

! ' July I 3 i 1980 

Form PNRS·l Page l 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION-ALL APPLICANTS 

I. A. Is the proiect consistent with the city or county 
comprehensive plan, zoning and subdivision ordinance?. 

I. B. Is the proposal consistent with statewide land use goals? 

I. C. Is the proposal consistent with state and regional plans? 

II. Will the proiect have an impact on a neighboring iurisdiction? 

If so, is the proiect consistent with the comprehensive plan 
for that iurisdiction? 

Ill.. ·Explain. dev.ialions. if.·any;· .from •pertinent plans;. >' 

None 

No D Yes !XI 

No n Yes !!i 

No D Yes [29 

No ~ Yes D 

No D Yes D 

:;, -- ~ .. ',., ·: ·. ! • : ,,. ... 

IV. Federal Catalog number (or Public Law no. and title) PL 95-95 Clean Air Act 

V. Has funding agency been notified? N/A No D Yes D Date: 

VI. If project includes state funds (l 2C), identify agency N/A 

STATE AGENCIES ONLY 

VIII. (a) IS PROGRAM BUDGETED 0 NON-BUDGETED 0 

(b) STATE SHARE 

GENERAL FUND CASH OTHER FUND CASH IN K!ND 

$ $ 

(c) FUNDING METHOD FEDERAL SHARE Si ATE SHARE 

. .. 

TOTAL 

First Year 01 •O-- $ % __ $ % __ $ ______ _ 

Second Year % __ $ % __ $ 
% __ $ ______ _ 

Third Year % __ $ % __ $ 
% __ $ ______ _ 

(d) WILL P'ROGRAM REQUIRE HIRING OF NEW STATE EMPLOYEES? No iJ Yes 0 Number -----

(e) Wiil accounting for this grant be administered by the Executive Dept. Accounting Division? Yes O No O 

PLEASE ATIACH ANY ADDITIONAL NARRATIVE OR REMARKS 

Ferm PNRS· i Pc9e 2 
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Department of Environmental _Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

VICTOR ATIYEH MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 
GOVERNOR 

• Kay Wilcox 
A-95 Clearinghouse 
155 Cottage Street NE 
Salem, OR 97301 

Gentlemen: 

July 3, 1980 

Re: Salem Ozone Control Strategy 

Enclosed is a.copy of the background material and proposed regulations 
for ·control of ozone air pollution in the Salem Nonattainment Area. 

The proposed regulations are being submitted to you for a 45-day review 
process as per the Environmental Protection Agency's rUle, 40 CFR Part 51 1 

published in the Federal Register, Volume 44, Number 118 on June 18, 1979. 

Please forward all camnents toz 

Howard Harris / 
Department of Environmental.Quality 
Air Quality Division·0 ''''"' 

P.O. Box 1760 · 
Portland, OR 97207 

If you have any questions regarding these regulations, please contact 
Mr, Harr is at 229-6086. · 

l·EE' :~ 
Al:.'172 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Marianne Fitzgerald 
Air Quality Division 
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Department of Environmental _-Quality 
522 SOUTHWEST STH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON 

VICTOR ATIYEH MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 
GOVERNOR 

• Allen Hershey, Director 
Mid-Willamette Valley Council 

of Governments 
220 High Street NE 1 Rm 400 
Salem, OR 97301 

Gentlemeni 

July 3, 1980 

Re: Salem Ozone Control Strategy 

Enclosed is a copy of the background material and proposed regulations 
for control of ozone air pollution in the Salem Nonattainment Area. 

The proposed regulations are being sutmi tted to you., for a 45-day review 
process as per the Environmental Protection Agency's "rule, 40 CFR Part 51, 
published in the Federal Register, Volume 44,,Number 118 on June 18, 1979. 

Please forward all cornments to: 

Howard Harris 
Department of Environmental 
Air Quality Division 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 97207 

_,.. •.. <..:_ •• 

Quality 

If you have any questions regarding these regulations, please contact 
Mr. Harr is at 229-6086. 

MEF:w 
A\'1172 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Marianne Fitzgerald 
Air Quality Division 



.State Clearingho~se 
Intergovernmental Relations Division 

155 Cottage Str~et N.E. 
Salem, Oregon 97310 

Phone (503) 378-3732 or Toll Free in Oregon 1-800-452-7813 

Applicant: DEQ Your project notice was circulated to 
state agencies checked below 

Project Title: Salem Ozone Control Strategy 

Date Red. July 8, 1980 
~~~~--"~~~~~~~~~~ 

PNRS. # 8007 6 410 
Your project notice has been assigned 
the file title and number that appear 
above. Please use it in correspondence 
and if applicable enter it in Block 3A 
on the 42.4 form for the project. Your 
project notice must also be submitted 
for review to any affected areawide 
clearinghouse. 

a. · FEDERAL GRANTS 

ECON DEVELOPMENT & CONSUMER SVCS. 
Agriculture 
Economic Development 
Fire Marshal 
Housing 
Labor 
Real Estate 

EDUCATION 
Education 
Highe·r Education 

- Educ Coordinating 
EXECUTIVE 

· Budget 
HUMAN RESOURCES 

Elderly Affairs 
- Children '·s Services 

/'7'Initial 30 day review of your notice Community Services 
~ of intent to apply for grant funds Corrections 

began on above date Employment 
Health 

1--Y 30 day review of your final grant Mental Health 
application began on the above date.- Vocational Rehabilitation 

b. HUD HOUSING 

1--Y Initial 30 day review began on the 
above date 

c. DIRECT FEDERAL DEVELOPMENT 

1--Y Initial 30 day review 

d. ENVIRONMENTAL UlPACT STATEMENT 

1--Y Initial 45 day review of draft 
EIS began on above date. 

1--Y 30 day review of final EIS 
began on the above date 

e. STATE PLAN/AMENDMENT 

[jJ 45 day review began on above 
date. 

~tate Clearinghouse use only: 
St. Agcy. Due Date 
Fed Agency 
County 

- Adult & Family Services 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

Governor's Office 
DEQ 
Fish and Wildlife 
Forestry 

- Geology 
- Lands 

Soil & Water 
Water Resources 

TRANSPORTATION 
Director 
Highway Division 
Parks Division 
Public Transit 
Aeronautics 

MISCELLANEOUS 
Extension Service 
Health Plng & Dev. Agcy. 
LCDC 
Law Enforcement 
Energy 
Historic 
Other 

Preservation 



VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVERNOR 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

Mr. Howard Harris 
Air Quality 

STATE CAPITOL 

SALEM, OREGON 973 t 0 

Aug.Ust 5, 19BO 

Dept. of Environmental Quality 
P. O. Box 1760 
Portland, OR 9 72 0 7 

RE: SALEM OZONE CONTROL STRATEGY 
PNRS 8007 6 410 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your state plan. 

This plan was circulated for review among appropriate 
state agencies. No significant conflicts with .state 

·.policies or programs were identified. 

I am pleased to add my endorsement as required by OMB A-95, 
Part III. 

Governor 

VA:wh 

::: ' ... , 
; I' 

. l ! ~ 

'•·. 



Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VlCiOA ATIYEH 
GO\IEANO!I 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

• 

Contai ri1 

Recycloeo' 
Milterial1 

DE0-41-6 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. --1:_, September 19, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Amendments to the Administrative Rules for Solid 
Waste Management (OAR Chapter 340, Division 61) 

Background and Problem Statement 

Senate Bill 925 (Chapter 773, Oregon Laws, 1979) requires the Commission 
to adopt rules regarding state siting of landfills in the following three 
areas: 

1. To establish a procedure for local government units to request 
assis-tance from the Department in the establishment of landfill 
disposal sites under Section 3 and to give notice of such requests. 

2. To establish a procedure for obtaining public comment on 
determinations of need for landfill sites made by the Commission. 

3. To provide for public hearings in the area affected by a proposed 
landfill disposal site to be established by the Department under 
Section 4. 

Comments in this memorandum are directed mainly at Item No. l. 

The Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement for. this rulemaking are attached 
(Attachments I and II) • 
Alternatives and Evaluation 

The alternatives available in the application for assistance and siting 
a landfill are the ranges of pre-application requirements. This could 
vary from a simple letter request with no background information to an 
elaborate procedure with multiple requirements. 

The draft rules were developed with the aid of a citizen task force. 
During the task force meetings there was considerable disagreement on how 
complex the application procedure should be. 



EQC Agenda Item No. 
September 19, 1980 
Page 2 

R -

A public hearing was held on April 21, 1980, in Portland (Attachment LII). 
Four persons attended. Three of the four testified with all testimony 
directed against OAR 340-61-021(2) (e)(A through C). Written statements 
were also submitted by two of the three persons testifying. 

As a result of the public hearing, the task force was reconvened to 
explore alternative language acceptable to those persons objecting. 

Following is the portion of the Proposed Rules objected to: 

(e) The local government has carried out an acceptable process for 
landfill siting (with technical assistance from the Department 
if requested) including a minimum of the following: 

(A) Alternative sites have been identified and ranked as to probable 
acceptability based upon information sufficient to establish 
preliminary feasibility of each site. 

(B) Information has been gathered on at least the two top ran.ked 
sites sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the "Feasibility 
Study Report" provided for in OAR 340-61-030. Certain 
requirements of the "Feasibility Study Report" may be waived 
for the purposes of this section, by the Department upon a 
demonstration of prohibiting cost or legal constraint. 

(C) A public participation process, including the use of a citizen's 
advisory committee, has been carried out in the siting effort, 
with public meetings and/or hearings held on the candidate sites. 

Major objection was that by requiring work to be done on alternative sites, 
costs to local governments ·and/or private operators would be greatly 
increased. 

During the task force meeting held May 22, 1980, wording acceptable to 
the objectors was developed as follows: 

( e) 

(A) 
(NEW) 

(B) 
(NEW) 

The local government has carried out a process for landfill 
siting (with technical assistance from the Department if 
reguested) including a minimum of the following: 

Alternative sites have been reviewed and ranked as to adequacy 
and probable acceptability based upon locally developed criteria 
and applicable laws and regulations. 

Information has been gathered on at least the top ranked site 
sufficient to satisfy the reguirements of the "Feasibility Study 
Report" provided for in OAR 340-61-030. Certain requirements 
of the "Feasibility Study Report" may be waived, for the purpose 
of this section, by the Department upon a demonstration of 
prohibitive cost or legal constraint. 



EQC Agenda Item No. R 
September 19, 1980 
Page 3 

(C) 

(NEW) 

(3) 

( 4) 

(NEW) 

A public participation process, including the use of a citizens 
advisory committee or other approach which provides for public 
access, review and input has been carried out in the siting 
process. 

The Department shall give reasonable .public notice of each such 
request, ineluding the prompt publication of a summary of such 
request in the Secretary of State's Bulletin. 

Requests for siting under Section 3 of Chapter 773, Oregon Laws, 
1979, will be reviewed by the Commission, and written findings 
as to the acceptability of the process under· (2) (e) will be 
prepared. Should the process be found incomplete, the Commission 
may request the Department or the local goverrunent to complete 
the process. 

A second public hearing was held on September 3, 1980 (Attachment IV) to 
take testimony on the land use implications of the proposed rules. No 
written or oral testimony was submitted. 

summation 

(1) The 1979 legislature enacted Senate Bill 925 (Chapter 773, Oregon 
Laws, 1979), which required adoption of rules in three areas. 

(2) The proposed changes to OAR Chapter 340, Division 61, outline 
procedures for accomplishing application for siting and for public 
hearings. 

(3) The subject rules have been amended with minor word changes to address 
the concerns raised at a public hearing. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the 
amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Division 61. 

William H. Young~ ~ 
Attachments: I. Statement of Need for Rulemaking 

II• Fiscal Impact Statement 
III. Hearings Officer's Report - April 21, 

IV. Hearings Officer's Report - September 
v. Response 

VI. Proposed 

Robert L. Brown:dro 
229-5157 
September 5, 1980 

to Public Comment 
Amendments to Division 61 

1980 
3, 1980 



ATTACHMENT I 
Agenda Item No. R ---September 19, 1980 ~C-Meeting 

STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING 

The Environmental Quality Commission intends to adopt the Solid Waste 
Management rule amendments, OAR Chapter 340, Section 61-005 to 61-085. 

(1) Legal Authority, 

Chapter 773, Oregon Laws, 1979. 

(2) Need for Rule. 

The proposed amendments are needed to establish policy regarding 
state _assistance in landfill siting, provide a procedure for local 
government to request assistance and to provide for public hearings 
to determine need and inform persons in areas affected by proposed 
landfills. 

(3) Documents Relied Upon. 

No documents, as of this date other than the recent legislation. 

Robert L. Brown:p 
229-5157 

September 5, 1980 

,. 
~-



Attachment II 
Agenda Item No. R 
September 19, 1980 EQC Meeting 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

In the Matter of Adoption of 
Amendments to the Solid Waste 
Management Rules, OAR} Chapter 340, 
Section 61-006 to 61-085 ) 

} 
} 
) 
} 

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Environmental Quality Commission intends to adopt the Solid Waste 
Management rule amendments, OAR Chapter 340, Section 61-005 to 61-085. 

Agency costs in implementing the proposed rule could include any or all 
of the following: 

1. Review and processing of applications could 
office routine unless complications arose. 
staff positions could be used. 

be handled in the normal 
In that case, up to 0.25 

2. Field work and possible hiring of consultants could be involved in 
technical assistance and actual siting of landfills. This could range 
as high as one full time employee and consulting contracts up to 
$30,000 for each application. 

3. Should the Department be required to do the actual construction and 
assume operation of a disposal site, costs could range to above 
$500,000. Money would initially come from pollution control bond 
fund and be repaid by a schedule of user fees established by the 
Commission. 

Local government requesting assistance under OAR 340-61-021 will be 
required to have used an acceptable process in site search. Such a process 
may cost an average applicant $25,000 to $50,000. Grants are available 
from the Department for planning to cover the above costs and would be 
recoverable by use of a user fee after establishment of a landfill. 

The general public, either through user charges, property taxes, or other 
rates, will eventually repay the above costs. This will increase their 
costs over what is presently paid. It is estimated that collection costs, 
for disposal, may increase as much as $.50 to $1 per month per 30-gallon 
can. 

The above estimates are based on an examination of current consulting 
contracts, construction either present or recently completed, and planning 
estimates of effect on rates done by local jurisdictions. 

SP0751.A 



ATTACHMENT n: I 
Agenda Item No • .,,...,.R __ ,.." 
September 19, 1980 EQC Meeting 

Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

VICTOR ATIYEH 
GOVEllNOA 

522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

• 

Contains 
Recycled 
M•terials 

DEQ-46 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Robert L. Brown, Hearings Officer 

SUBJECT: Proposed Rule Making Pursuant to Senate Bill 925 
Report of Public Hearing 
April 21, 1980 

On April 21, 1980, a public hearing was held pursuant to a notice issued March 17, 1980. 
The hearing was held in Portland at 1 p.m. in Room 511 of the Department's offices at 
522 Southwest Fifth. 

Four persons were present. Following an explanation of the purpose of the meeting, three 
(Gordon Fultz, representing the Association of Counties, Roger Emmons, representing Oregon 
Sanitary Service Institute, and Angus MacPhee, representing the landfill industry), gave 
testimony. 

A"ll testimony was directed in objection to the application requirements (OAR 340-61-
021(2) (e} (A through C}}. Major points were as follows: 

1. Language is too restrictive to allow local governments to apply. 

2. Commission has no legal authority to adopt section. 

3. Excessive costs to local government. 

4. All of the section should be deleted. 

5. Section places an undue burden on local government. Legislation was intended"to 
be an escape hatch rather than another layer of government regulations. 

All other sections of the rules were supported. 

There being no other verbal testimony, the record was left open until April 22, 1980, 
for receipt of written comments. 

Robert L. Brown:p 
229-5157 



Attachment IV 
Agenda Item No. R 
September 19, 1980 EQC Meeting 

Environmental Quality Commission 
ROBERT W. STRAUB 

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

zg~9 
~ 

Co;1talns 
Recycled 
Mato!'iais 

DEQ...46 

OOVO~NO~ 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Valerie Lee, Hearings Officer 

SUBJECT: Proposed Rule Making Pursuant to ORS 459 (Senate Bill 925) 
Report of Public Hearing 
September 3, 1980 

On September 3, 1980, a public hearing was held pursuant to a notice issued 
August 15, 1980. The hearing was held in Portland at 1 p.m. in Room 4A of 
the Department's offices at 522 Southwest Fifth Avenue. 

No written or verbal testimony was submitted. The record was left open until 
September 3, 1980, 5 p.m., for receipt of written comments. 

Valerie A. Lee:dro 
229-6044 
9/5/80 



ATTACHMENT V 
Agenda Item No. R ---September 19, 1980 EQC Meeting 

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

Attached is a summary of comments received in response to the April 21, 
1980, public hearing on proposed amendments to administrative rules for 
Solid Waste Management (OAR Chapter 340, Division 61). 

Comment 

All public comment was directed toward objections to OAR 340-61-021(2) (e) 
(A through C) • 

Response 

As a result of public testimony, Department staff meet with the task force 
which had assisted in original draft rules. The meeting was held on 
May 22, 1980. At the meeting, the proposed rule was amended to alleviate 
the concerns of those testifying at the public hearing. 

Persons Submitting Comments 

Gordon Fultz 
(Task force member) 

Roger Emmons 
(Task force member) 

Angus MacPhee 

Robert L. Brown:p 
229-5157 

Association of Oregon Counties 
PO Box 2051 
Salem, OR 97308 

Oregon Sanitary Services Institute 
4645 - 18th Place, s. 
Salem, OR 97302 

Disposal Industries, Inc. 
Newberg, Oregon 



Attachment VI 
Agenda Item No. R 
September 19, 1980 EQC Mtg. 

ProPOSED REVISION 'ro ORB30N ACMINISTRATIVE RULES, CHAPl'ER 340, 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Policy 

OAR 340-61-015. Whereas inadequate solid waste collection, storage, 
transportation, recycling and disposal practices cause nuisance conditions, 
potential hazards to public health and safety and pollution of the air, 
water and land environment, it is hereby declared to be the policy of the 
Department of Environmental Quality to require effective and efficient 
solid waste collection and disposal service to both rural and urban areas 
and to prorrote and support CO!l)Prehensive county or regional solid waste 
management planning, utilizing progressive solid waste management 
techniqUes, emphasizing recovery and reuse of solid wastes and insuring 
highest and best practicable protection of the public health and welfare 
and air, water and land resources. In keeping with the Oregon policy 
to retain primary responsibility for management of ad§CJUate solid waste 
programs with local government units (ORS 459.015) and the Environmental 
Quality Ccmmission's perception of Legislative intent under Chapter 773, 
Oregon Laws 1979, the Camnission will look for, and expect, the maximum 
participation of local government in the planning, siting, develOf!llent 
and operation of needed landfills. It is expected that local government 
will have carried out a gcod faith effort in landfill siting, including 
but not limited to public participation and Department assistance, before 
r§CJUesting the Department to site the landfill. Local government will 
be expected to assume or provide for responsibility in the ownership and 
operation of any Department/Camnission sited landfill under anything but 
an extraordinary circumstance. · 

Request for Assistance 

OAR 340-61-021 

(1) Applications for r§CJUests for assistance in siting landfills under 
ORS 459.047 shall be in the form of a letter signed by the governing 
body of the city or county with attachments as necessary to fully 
describe the need and justification for the r§CJUest, need for the 
site as outlined in the Department approved Solid Waste Management 
Plan and types of assistance r§CJUired. 

(2) When the r§CJUeSt for assistance includes Department siting of the 
landfill under ORS 459.047 exhibits and information shall be 
sul:mitted which document the following: 

(a) The local government has an adopted, Department approved Solid 
Waste Management Plan which identifies the need for a landfill. 

(b) The local government has re-evaluated the plan in consultation 
with the Department and has confirmed that siting a landfill 
in the immediate future is still needed. 

(c) An explanation of why the local government is unable to proceed 
successfully to site the landfill, including a discussion of 
progress to date and the obstacles to be overccrne. 
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(d} All pertinent reports, plans, documents and records relative 
to the siting process to date will be made available to the 
Department at the Department's request. 

e} The local overnment has carried out a rocess for landfill 
sitin (with technical assistance fran the De artment i 

request } including a minimum of the following: 

(A) Alternative sites have been reviewed and ranked as to adequacy 
and probable acceptability based upon locally developed criteria 
and applicable laws and regulations. 

(B} Information has been gathered on at least the top ranked site 
sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the "Feasibility Study 
Report" provided for in OAR 340-61-030. Certain requirements 
of the "Feasibility Study Report" may be waived, for the purpose 
of this section, by the Departmerit upon a demonstration of 
prohibitive cost or legal constraint. 

(C} A public participation process, including the use of a citizens 
advisory canmittee or other approach which provides for public 
access, review and input has been carried out in the siting 
process. 

(3) The Department shall give reasonable public notice of each such 
request, including the pranpt publication of a surrmary of such request 
in the Secretary of State's Bulletin. 

(4) Requests for siting under ORS 459.047 will be reviewed by the 
Canmission and written findings as to the acceptability of the process 
under Subsection (2) (e) will be prepared. Should the process be found 
inacmplete, the Canmission may request the Department or the local 
government to acmplete the process. 

Public Canment to Determine Need 

340-61-022 

Prior to the Canmission making a determination of need for any landfill 
site under ORS 459.049 the Department shall give prior reasonable public 
notice of, and hold a public informational hearing on, the need for the 
landfill site. 

Public Hearing in Area Affected by Proposed Site 

340-61-023 

Prior to siting a landfill under ORS 459.049 the Department shall give 
prior reasonable public notice of and hold a public informational hearing 
in the area affected by the proposed site. 

SFll 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Director 

Agenda Item No. ~-S_, September 19, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Proposed Amendments to the Administrative Rules for Solid 
Waste Management (OAR 340, Division 61) 

Background and Problem Statement 

ORS 459.055 requires that under specific circumstances the Department is 
to require local government to prepare a waste reduction program. It 
further requires that the Department review those programs and that the 
Department prepare a report to the legislature on the effectiveness of 
such programs. These rules define the criteria set out in ORS 459.055. 
They are also intended to apply to the requirements for waste reduction 
programs under ORS 468.220. These rules are meant to be used to: 

1. Assist local government and other persons in development, 
implementation and evaluation of waste reduction programs. 

2. Assist the Department and Commission in evaluation of local government 
waste reduction programs. 

3. Serve as a basis for the Department's report to the legislature on: 
(a) the level of compliance with waste reduction programs, -(b) the 
number of programs accepted and rejected and why, and (c) the 
recommendations for further legislation. 

The Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement for this rulemaking are 
attached (Attachments I and II). 

Alternatives and Evaluation 

The draft rules were developed with the aid of a citizen task force which 
considered various levels of requirements in development and implementation 
of waste reduction programs. The task force chose to stay with the general 
direction provided in the ORS 459.055 criteria. Proposed rules were 
developed which provide the greatest room for regional variation and local 
jurisdiction innovation in the actual program design and implementation. 



The rules provide a format for evaluation of the design and for reporting 
on the options considered and chosen by local government. The task force 
was in consensus on the guidelines which are now being proposed as rules. 

The guidelines were circulated to the public for comment and have been 
utilized in the early stages for waste reduction program preparation by 
several local governments. They were again circulated to the public as 
proposed rules. Some comments and suggested changes were received on the 
proposed rules. 

A public hearing was held on September 3, 1980, in Portland. (Attachment 
III). Written comments from nine persons were received on the guidelines 
and proposed rules prior to the meeting and were entered into the hearing 
record and considered. Eight persons attended the hearing and five persons 
testified. 

The testimony at the hearing was of mixed content. Most was in support, 
some with suggestions for specific emphasis or content changes. Two 
submittals were in general opposition to the rules, indicating that rules 
were not necessary and that the criteria in ORS 459.055 were adequate. 
Some attention was addressed to the Fiscal Impact Statement (Attachment 
II). There was concern over the cost to local government and the 
Department, particularly the potential need for additional staff and dollar 
recources at the DEQ. Several individua~ also stressed the need for market 
development and technical assistance from the Department staff. 

A response to public comments is attached (Attachment IV). 

Written statements were also submitted by two persons. 

As a result of written comments and the public hearing, the following 
changes were made in the proposed rules. 

1. Section 340-61-110(1) (a) relating to commitment by local government 
to waste reduction programs was rewritten to clarify the intent. 

2. Section 340-61-110(4) (b) relating to reporting of public participation 
in waste reduction programs development was added. 

3. Section 340-61-110(2) (a) (C) relating to the use of a phased-in waste 
reduction program and requiring a report of the timeline and need 
for a phase-in process was added. 

Summation 

(1) ORS 459.055 (Senate Bill 925, Chapter 773, Oregon Laws, 1979) requires 
under certain conditions that local government develop a waste 
reduction program. It further requires the Department ~o review these 
programs before providing some type of assistance and to report on 
the effectiveness of these programs to the legislature. 

(2) The proposed additions to OAR Chapter 340, Division 61, outline the 
procedure for local government to develop a waste reduction program. 



(3) The subject rules, original guidelines, have been amended without 
major changes to address the concerns raised at a public hearing and 
by written comments. 

Director's Recommendation 

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the 
amendments to OAR Chapter 340, Division 61. 

William H. Young 

Attachments: 

I Statement of Need For Rulemaking 
II Fiscal Impact Statement 

III Hearing Officer's Report 
IV Response to Public Comments 
V Proposed Amendments to Division 61 

William R. Bree:f 
229-6975 
August 29, 1980 
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Attachment I 
Agenda Item No, S 
September 19, 1980 EQC Meeting 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
of the STATE OF OREGON, 

In the Matter of the Adoption of 
Amendments to the Solid Waste 
Management Rules, OAR Chapter 340, 
Section 61-100 to 61-110 

STATEMENT OF NEED 

The Environmental Quality Commission intends to adopt the Solid Waste 

Management rule amendments, OAR Chapter 340, Section 61-100 to 61-110. 

A. Legal Authority, ORS 459.055(2) and ORS 468.220. 

B. Need for Rule, 

The proposed amendments are needed to establish poli'cy regarding 

development of waste reduction programs as required under ORS 459.055(2) 

and ORS 468.220. 

c. Documents Relied Upon. ORS 459.055(2); ORS 468.220; memo to the 

House Interim Committee on Energy and Environment from the Legislative 

Research Committee, March 11, 1980, •senate Bill 925, Legislative Intent 

of Section Sa,• Attorney General's letter opinion, April 17, 1980. 

Page l (SS47.B(b)(2) 
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Attachment II 
Agenda Item No. s 
September 19, 1980 EQC Meeting 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
of the STATE OF OREGON , 

In the Matter of Adoption of 
Amendments to the Solid Waste 
Management Rules, OAR Chapter 340, 
Section 61-100 to 61-llO 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Environmental Quality Commission intends to adopt the Solid Waste 

Management rule amendments, OAR Chapter 340, Section 61-100 to 61-110, 

to satisfy the requirements of ORS 459.055(2) and ORS 468.220. 

Agency costs in implementing the proposed rule could include any or 

all of the following: 

l. Review and processing of applications could be handled in the 

normal office routine unless complications arose. In that case, up to 

0.25 staff positions could be used. 

2. Field work and possible hiring of consultants could be involved 

in technical assistance to local governments or their agents. This could 

range as high as one full time employe and consulting contracts up to 

$10,000 for each application. 

Any local government which sites a landfill in an exclusive farm use 

zone under ORS 459.005, requests assistance from the Department under ORS 

459.047, has DEO_/EQC site a landfill under ORS 459.049, or receives funds 

for the planning or disposal of solid waste under ORS 468.220, will be 

required to develop and implement an acceptable waste reduction program. 

Such a program may cost an average applicant $10,000 to $20,000. Grants 

or loans are available from the Department for planning to cover the above 

l (SS47.A) (b) (2) 
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costs and would be recoverable as part of a user fee established to finance 

solid waste managment activities. 

A waste reduction program may include the establishment of recycling 

collection centers or a source separation collection system. The general 

public, either thr.ough user charges, property taxes or other rates will 

eventually pay the costs of these programs and repay· the above costs. 

This will increase their costs over what is presently paid. It is 

estimated that collections costs for disposal may increase as much as 

$.25 to $.SO per month.per 30-gallon can or $.lo to $.25 per cubic yard 

for disposal at a landfill. 

The above estimates are based on an examination of current consulting 

contracts and actual and projected costs for similar activities. 

2 (SS47 .A) (b) (2) 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

From: 

Subject: 

Agenda Item _s__ 
September 19, 1980, EQC Meeting 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Valerie Lee, Hearings Officer 

Proposed Rulemaking Related to ORS 459.055 Waste Reduction 
Programs, September 3, 1980 

On September 3, 1980, a public hearing was held pursuant to a notice issued 
August 5, 1980. The hearing was held in Portland at 1:00 p.m. in Room 
4A of the Department's offices at 522 Southwest Fifth. 

Eight persons were present. Following an explanation of the purpose 
of the meeting, there was a presentation by staff of the comments received 
to date with the proposed changes in response to those comments. The 
following individuals presented testimony: 

Gerald A. Woodward, Tillamook County Commissioner; Dan Burda, Saturn 
Shredders; Tom Donaca, Associated Oregon Industries; Roger Emmons, Oregon 
Sanitary Service Institute; and Gordon Fultz, Associated Oregon Counties. 

Along with minor additions or changes which were suggested, the following 
major issues were raised. 

1. The rules are unnecessary, red tape, the criteria in SB 925 are 
adequate. There should be a one paragraph statement of what is 
needed. These rules are setting up new standards and requirements 
which are going to be the basis of law suits in opposition to 
unpopular landfill siting efforts. 

2. The rules do not quantify the minimum level of effort a local 
government can provide to guarantee that it has an acceptable program. 

3. The rules do not quantify minimum standards based on geographic 
conditions. 

4. The rules will be a "sham" if the Division does not develop its own 
waste reduction program. 

5. There needs to be a commitment from the Department to follow through 
with market development and technical assistance for local government. 



6. The Division should make an annual report on the progress of waste 
reduction as part of its annual report on solid waste management. 

7. There is a need for a variance procedure from individual portions 
of these rules. 

All other sections of the rules were supported. There was also testimony 
both in general support and general opposition of the rules and in support 
of specific portions of the rules. There being no other verbal testimony, 
the record was left open until September 4, 1980, for receipt of written 
comments. 

Valerie Lee 
229-5913 
September 4, 1980 



Response to Public Comment 

Attachment IV 
Agenda Item No. S 
September 19. 1980 
EQC Meeting 

Attached is a summary of comments received in response to the 
September 3, 1980, public hearing on proposed amendments to administrative 
rules for Solid Waste Management (OAR Chapter 340, Division 61) 

Comment: Relating to the Fiscal Impact Statement - Where will local 
government get the money to plan? Are grants available from 
the Department for planning? 

Response: Waste reduction program planning and implementation will be 
viewed as a normal solid waste management activity and will be 
eligible for the same types of funding. The Fiscal Impact 
Statement could more accurately state that funds are available 
"with legislative approval." 

Comment 340-61-100 The rules lack flexibility and will act as a 
roadblock to orderly solid waste management. A variance 
procedure is needed. 

Response: 340-61-080 provides a variance procedure from these rules. 

Comment: 340-61-100(1) The Department must develop its own waste 
reduction program if it wants to assist the cities and counties. 
Local government waste reduction programs will be a "sham" if 
the DEQ does not have a statewide program. 

Response: 

Comment: 

Waste reduction 
and Objectives. 
planned. 

340-61-100 (l) 

activities are a part of the Division's Goals 
A separate waste reduction program is not 

These rules should be broadened to cover all 
solid waste management activities. 

Response: This concept would be beyond the intent of ORS 459.055 and was 
not included. 

Comment: 340-61-100(1) Slight wording clarification suggested. 

Response: Slight change was made to accommodate the intent of suggestion. 
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Comment: 340-61-100(2) Slight wording clarification suggested. 

Response: Change was unnecessary, no change was made. 

Comment: 340-61-100(2) Suggestion that the requirement for a waste 
reduction program related to landfill permits be dropped. 

Response: This change would be in conflict with the intent of ORS 459.055 
and was not included. 

Comment: 340-61-100(3) These guidelines were written for urbanized areas 
and will be viewed as more "red tape" and will be ignored by 
smaller jurisdictions. These rules are needlessly involved. 
The basic criteria in SB 925 are adequate in themselves to give 
direction to mandated waste reduction. The guideline approach 
was better in that it gave you an idea without specifics on 
how to carry out a program. These rules set up standards and 
requirements which are going to be used as the basis of law 
suits in opposition to unpopular landfill siting efforts. 

Response: These rules were written in the form of reporting requirements 
to allow the greatest flexibility for alternatives in program 
design and implementation, based on regional and local 
differences. 

Comment: 340-61-100(3) (aaa) Suggested new language indicating these 
rules contain procedure for setting out a waste reduction 
program. 

Response: such procedures are not in the rules. New language was not 
used. 

Comment: 340-61-100 (3) (aa) 
review time limit 

Suggested new language setting a two-week 
on the Department. 

Response: Such a time limit would be an expansion on the present 
ORS 459.055 criteria. New language was not used. 

Comment: 340-61-100(3) (6) Recommended that as an administrative 
practice, the Division make a report on the progress of waste 
reduction activities as a part of the Annual Report. 

Response: waste reduction program activities will be reported in the same 
manner as other solid waste management activities. 

Comment: 340-61-100(3) (c) How will the Department report to the 
legislature when there may be no programs in place by 1981? 
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Response: The Department will report on all activities related to waste 
reduction programs and to these rules and the previous 
guidelines. 

Comment: 340-61-110 DEQ should establish some quantitative guidelines. 
Without quantitative guidelines, DEQ will be refereeing disputes 
between supporters and opponents of waste reduction submitted 
for review. DEQ should encourage the greatest level of private 
industry participation in development of waste reduction 
programs. DEQ should discourage the use of private consultants 
to prepare waste reduction programs which will not have a 
commitment from local government. DEQ should set regional or 
geographic standards in the law. DEQ should set a quantified 
minimum level of performance which will guarantee acceptance 
of a program. 

Response: DEQ has established broad rules to allow for the maximum local 
government innovation and to accommodate local and regional 
differences. DEQ will evaluate all of the waste reduction 
programs and reports to the legislature on any need for further 
legislation including the need for quantitative criteria. The 
rules neither require nor limit the use of private industry 
participation or the participation of private consultants. 

Comment: 

They do require local government to state their level of 
commitment to the waste reduction program. 

340-61-110(1) (a) Suggested wording clarification. 

Response: Change made with no impact on intent. 

Comment: 340-61-110(1) (a) Suggestion to strike the existing language 
and change the intent. 

Response: Wording was changed to clarify the intent. 

Comment: 340-61-110(1) (b) (A) Suggested wording change. 

Response: Change unnecessary, no change made. 

Comment: 340-61-110(1) (b) (B) Suggested replacement paragraph changing 
the intent. 

Response: No change was made. The original intent, demonstration of a 
commitment was retained. 

Comment: 340-61-110(1) (b) (B) A long-term commitment is needed from local 
government to all these program. We need to see some hard 
dollars committed over a long period. 
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Response: This section calls for a report of the type and level of 
commitment to the waste reduction program. 

Comment: 340-61-110(1) (b) (C) Suggested replacement paragraph changing 
the intent. 

Response: No change was made, original intent, demonstration of commitment 
was retained. 

Comment: 340-61-100(1) (c) Suggested replacement paragraph changing the 
intent. 

Response: Original, more general wording was retained to provide 
flexibility in reporting. 

Comment: 340-61-100(1) (c) Requirement to get all jurisdictions to sign 
a statement seems overwhelming. 

Response: The intent was not to require signatures. The intent was for 
an accurate statement of what all the local jurisdictions have 
committed to associated with the waste reduction program. 

Comment: 340-61-110(2) Suggested wording change in introductory line. 

Response: Change unnecessary, original wording retained. 

Comment: 340-61-110(2) (b) Is there an adequate indication that a local 
government can use a phase-in approach to a waste reduction 
program. 

Response: Language was added to the rules to accommodate a phase-in 
approach. 

Comment: 340-61-110(3) Suggested wording change in the introductory 
line. 

Response: Change unnecessary, original line retained. 

Comment: 340-61-110(3) This section is asking local government to do 
work which is too complex and outside of their control. 

Response: By considering the material asked for in this section, a local 
government will be able to report on the local considerations 
which impact the "highest and best use." National and regional 
information will be available from the literature, the DEQ 
technical assistance staff and private consulting firms. 
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Comment: 340-61-110(3) (a) (A) There is a need for the DEQ to develop 
resource materials to assist local government in the development 
of waste reduction programs. Technical assistance from the 
DEQ is essential. There must be an effort to develop markets 
for the recycled materials from the waste reduction programs. 

Response: DEQ will provide technical assistance on an as requested basis. 
Emphasis will be placed on market development and information 
assistance to local government and recyclers. 

Comment: 340-61-110 (3) (a) (A) (3) anol (It) Suggested wording change. 

Response: Not necessary, present wording provided the same intent. 

Comment: 340-61-110(3) (a) (D) Suggested new section be added to the 
original guidelines: "reduction of pollution in landfills and 
industrial processing." 

Response: Section 340-61-110(3) (a) (D) was added to the guidelines and 
appears in the proposed rules. 

Comment: 340-61-110(4) Suggested wording change in the introductory 
line. 

Response: Change unnecessary, original wording retained. 

Comment: 340-61-110(4) Suggested new section. 

Response: The following section was added to the rules: "A statement 
describing and tabulating the results of public hearings and 
meeting and written testimony from the public on the local waste 
reduction programs." 

Comment: 340-61-110(5) suggested wording change in the introductory 
line. 

Response: Change unnecessary, original wording retained. 

Comment: 340-61-100(5) (a) (C) Suggested wording change in guidelines. 

Response: Wording change appears in the proposed rules, no change was 
made in intent. 



G. Craig Starr 
1/23/80 

Jerry Powell 
1/25/80, 9/3/80 

Judy Ellmers 
1/25/80 

Bruce Walker 
1/28/80, 9/2/80 

Judy Roumpf 
1/28/80 

Charles C. Kemper 
7/4/80 

James F. Lyon 
7/15/80 

Larry E. Trumbull 
7/18/80, 8/18/80 

William Culham 
8/11/80 

Gerald A. Woodward 
9/3/80 

Dan Burda 
9/3/80 

Tom Donaca 
9/3/80 

Roger Emmons 
9/3/80 

Gordon Fultz 

SS61.B 
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Persons Submitting Comments 

Director, 
Lane County Solid Waste Division 
125 East Eighth 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Resource Conservation Consultants 
1615 Northwest 23rd 
Portland, Oregon 97210 

METRO, Solid Waste Division 
527 Southwest Hall 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

Association of Oregon Recyclers 
1615 Northwest 23rd 
Portland, Oregon 97210 

Oregon Environmental Council 
2637 Southwest Water Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97201 

R. A. Wright Engineering 
1308 Southwest Bertha Boulevard 
Portland, Oregon 97219 

County Engineer 
Hood River County 
Department of Public Works 
918 18th Street 
Hood River, Oregon 97031 

Director, Marion Co. Solid Waste Dept. 
Senator building, 220 High Street, NE 
Salem, Oregon 97301 

1929 Northeast Tenth 
Portland, Oregon 97212 

County Commissioner 
Tillamook County 
PO Box 152 
Tillamook, OR 97141 

Saturn Shredders 
28725 SW Boones Ferry Rd. 
Wilsonville, OR 97070 

Associated Oregon Industries 
1221 SW Main 
Portland, OR 97201 

Oregon Sanitary Service Institute 
4645 18th Places. 
Salem, OR 

Associated Oregon Counties 



Attachment V 

Agenda Item _S_ 

September 19, 1980, EXJC Meeting 

Proposed Revision to Oregon Administrative Rules, 

Chapter 340, Solid waste Management 

340-61-100 Purpose 

(1) It is the intent of the Ccsnmission that where a local 

government requests funding, technical or landfill assistance 

under ORS 459.047 through ORS 459.057 or ORS 468.220, that the 

local government shall make a good faith effort toward 

developnent, implementation and evaluation of waste reduction 

programs. 

(2) These rules define the criteria set out in ORS 

459.055(2). The Ccsnmission intends that these same criteria 

and rules apply to solid waste reduction under ORS 468.220. 

A waste reduction plan acceptable to the Department will be required before 

issuance of a permit for a landfill under this act or before 

the issuance of Pollution Control Bond Fund monies to local 

government. 

(3) These rules are meant to be used to: 

(a) Assist local government and other persons in 

developnent, implementation and evaluation of waste reduction 

programs. 

(b) Assist the Department and Commission in evaluation of 

local government waste reduction programs. 

- 1 -



on: 

and 

{c) Serve as a basis for the DEX;;) report to the Legislature 

(1) the level of compliance with waste reduction programs, 

(2) the number of programs accepted and rejected and why, 

(3) the recormnendations for further legislation. 

(4) These rules are developed on the premise that the DEX;;) 

shall base acceptance or nonacceptance of a waste reduction 

program on criteria {a) through {e) of ORS 459.055(2) as further 

defined by these rules. 

340-61-110 Sutmittals Each criteria shall be addressed with 

a written subnittal to the Department with the following 

materials included in or attached thereto. The following rules 

represent minimum reasonable effort to canply with the criteria 

and are not meant to limit the scope of potential programs. 

(1) Subnittals regarding canmitment to reduce waste volume: 

{a) A record of the official local government approval, 

adoption and inclusion of the waste reduction program into the 

adopted solid waste management plan, including a statement of 

carnnitment to the short and long-term goals, policies and 

objectives for a waste reduction program, and including a 

statement of carnnitment to provide the resources to implement 

the waste reduction program. 

{b) A statement of the following: 

{A) The techniques for waste reduction considered and those 

chosen for use in the program. 

- 2 -



(B) The resources committed to achieve the actions, 

including dollars, staff time and other staff and government 

resources. 

(C) The required waste reduction activities that are part 

of a governmentally regulated or funded collection, recycling, 

reuse, resource recovery or disposal of solid waste and answers 

to the following questions: Which requirements were considered 

as part of the waste reduction program? What are the reasons 

for acceptance or rejection of the requirements? What is the 

duration of time of the imposed requirements? 

(c) Where more than one local government unit has 

jurisdiction, the statement shall 'include all such 

jurisdictions. 

(2) Sul:rnittals regarding an implementing timetable: 

(a) A statement indicating: 

(A) A starting date and duration of each portion of the 

program. 

(B) How the program timetable is consistent with other 

activities and permits dealing with solid waste management in 

the affected area. The minimum acceptable duration for any 

activity shall be the length of time for any permit or funding 

requested. 

(C) If a phased-in program is to be used, the statement 

should include a timetable and explanation of the need for the 

use of phase-in approach. 

(3) Sul:rnittals regarding energy efficient, cost-effective 

approaches: 

- 3 -



(a) An identification of the highest and best use of solid 

waste materials. 

(A) Cost effectiveness analysis, including: 

(1) The markets and market values of solid waste materials. 

(2) The value of diverting solid waste from landfills. 

(3) The value of potential energy savings through waste 

reduction alternatives considered. 

(4) The dollar/cost/savings of different alternatives 

considered. 

(B) Energy efficiency analysis including a net energy 

analysis of the different waste reduction alternatives 

considered. 

(C) Materials savings and the effects on resource 

depletion. 

(D) Reduction of pollution from disposal sites and 

industrial processing. 

(4) Subnittals regarding commensurate procedures: 

(a) A statement indicating the following: 

(A) The type and volume of waste generated in the area, 

including canposition data. 

(B) Any special geographic conditions which have an impact 

on waste reduction efforts. 

(C) Efforts made to work joint programs with other 

localities or as part of a regional effort and answers to the 

following questions: At what level, regional or local, are the 

solid waste management efforts centered? At what level will 

the waste reduction plan be centered? 

- 4 -



(b) A statement describing and tabulating results of public 

hearings and meetings and written testimony fran the public on 

the local waste reduction program. 

(5) Sul:rnittals regarding legal, technical and econanical 

feasibility: 

(a) A statement indicating the following: 

(A) The legal, technical and economic efforts which are 

necessary and have been undertaken to make waste reduction 

alternatives feasible. 

(B) A statement of what is considered "feasible" and why. 

(C) A statement of the actions which will be taken to assure 

the flow of materials to make waste reduction alternatives 

feasible. 

(b) A statement of examples which may include, but are not 

limited to, flCM control of solid waste for one or more uses, 

prohibiting the theft or unauthorized taking of material under 

flCM control, market developnent, price supports and others. 

OA611.00 - 5 -



OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

Breakfast Meeting 
September 19, 1980 

AGENDA 

~ Effects of 20% General Fund reduction on Department's 
-~i979-81 budget - Young 

~Legislation - Swenson 

5. 

Status of Open Burning Rules - Weathersbee 

Discussion of policy on bond fund loans - Schmidt 

Locations of future EQC meetings: 

October 
November 
December 

~ 

Portland 
Portland 
Portland (?) 

~~~-1 - G~ buv~ Y~. 



September 1980 EQC Breakfast Meeting 

Pollution Control Bond Fund Policy on Loans 

It was brought to the Commission's attention, at the July breakfast meeting, 
that local governments were requesting changes in the Commission's policy on 
security of loans from the Pollution Control Bond Fund. The staff perceived 
a very cautious interest by the Commis.sion in looking at alternative 
financing approaches. 

In further review of the subject, we have determined that a fairly extensive 
evaluation would be required to make us comfortable with any recommended policy 
changes. General re-evaluation of the usefulness and financial advantage of 
the present PCB funding approach in today's economy seems warrented. The 
League of Oregon Cities and Association of Oregon Counti.es can probably assist 
in identifying gaps in current financing. We are aware of innovative municipal 
financing approaches being initiated in California as a result of tax limita­
tion legislation. 

We feel that some new combination of safe securities would be useful and 
probably do exist for local government. We have been unable, however, to 
develop a direct recommendation on the specific question of Marion County for 
pledge of fees and related securities, without the assistance of a municipal 
financing consultant to review the bigger picture. 

We now propose to present an agenda item for your consideration at the October 
EQC meeting including a scope of work, time schedule, estimated cost and 
source of funds for a consultant contract to develop recommendations for best 
management of the PCB Fund. The objective would be to maximize usefulness 
to local government while maintaining high financial integrity and attraction 
to the bond market. It is assumed that a contract might run 90 - 120 days. 
In the meantime, it is recommended that there be no change in policy. 

/dro 
9/18/80 



Environmental Quality Commission 
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207 

. 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

Fron1: Peter Bosserman, Air Quality Staff 

Subject: Agenda Item No. P, September 19, 1920, EQC Meeting 

An Amendment to Volatile Organic Compound Rule 340-22-120 

Background 

A September 5, 1980 draft of the Volatile Organic Compound rules were 
mailed to the Conunission, with the recommendation to adopt. C.opies:were. 
also sent to the plants affected. One of the gasoline bulk plants noted 
a fl'tw in the 340-22-120 rule, phoned me Tuesday, and confirmed that with 
the attached let~er. · 

As written 340-22-120 requires bulk plants, in the Portland AQMA, with 
a through-put of over 4000 gallons of gasoline per day, to put in vapor 
balance on the loading rack and delivery truck, even if all the accounts 
they serve are exempt from vapor balance, because of handling less than 
10,000 gallons per month each, as allowed by 340-22-110(2) (c). Since these 
bulk plants would capture no vapor at the service stations, it was not 
intended to have them install vapor balance on their gasoline-delivering 
racks and trucks. 

The Staff and EPA reached a compromise over the 11Bubble rule 11
, 340-22-1-08_,­

which EPA disapproved. Oregon would not submit 340-22-108 as part of the 
State Implementation Plan, btit would submit- each case to EPA _where -
340-22-108 was used. 

Recommendation 

Therefo-re, the Director hereby modifies his recommendation cont3.ined on page 
13 of his memorandum to the Conunission regarding Agenda Item P, September 19, 
1980, EQC Meeting by recommending that proposed OAR 340-22-120(1) (c) be modified 
as follows, and be adopted as so modified (additions to the proposed· rule are. 
shown by underlining) : 

· 340-22-120 (1) {c) 
If a bulk gasoline plant which is. located in the Portland AQMA, transfers less 
than 4,000 gallons of gasoline per day (annual through-put divided by the days 
worked), or if each of the dispensing facilities to which the plant delivers 
receive-$ less than 10 ,000 gallons per month, then capture of displaced vapors 
during the filling of delivery vessel(s) from the bulk plant is exempt from 
340-22-120(1) (b) and the bulk plant's customers are exempt from 340-22-110(1) 
(b) and (c). If a bulk gasoline plant is located in the Medford-Ashland AQMA, 
oi. in· the Salem SATS, capture of displaced vapors during the filling of delivery 
vessel(s) from the bulk plant is exempt from 340-22-120(1) (b) and the bulk plant's 

· customers are exempt from 340-22-110 (1) (b) and (c). 

Also the Director recommends that 340-22-108 not be submitted to EPA as part 
of the State Implementation Plan. 

f 

• 
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unm\Wn 
HEATING OILS 

P.O. BOX 192-GRESHAM, OREGON 97030-665~218B 

Peter :B. Bosserman J. {J, 411 
Dept. of :Environmental Quality 
P. O. Box 1760 
Portland, Or. 97207 

Dear Peter: 

Sept. 16, 1980 
EQ.C Meeting - Bend, Or. 
Sept. 19, 1980 

This will confirm our telephone conversation fuesday, Sept,. 16, 1980, 
concerning the wordLlg in llissue 3: Vapor Balance for Bulk Pl1;i,n·ts and Their 
Cuatomers" which is to be considered fa. the :EQ.C Meeting Sept. 19, 1980 in 
:Bend, Oregon 

We discussed the need for a change in language in the first ps.ragraph of 
Issue 3 to clarify the following statement: "the rul1'ls can be rewritten to 
impose vapor balance only on Portland area bulk plants 1a.rger trui.n 4,000 
gallons per day, and on their customers over 10,000 gallons per month." 1 
'.!'he language should state: If individual customers of bulk plants -a-l'e" PllYf..l\<t>e 
under 10,000 gallons per month, fmrehMs~s """ 5ao8l!:ne, then the bulk plant 
would be exempt from the 4, 000 gallon rule requiring vapor balance, 

You will recall that we further discussed that 80 to 90Jb of my commercial 
gasoline customers have l,000 gal, tanks or less and further that the largest 
opening in their tanks is a 211 opening which will not accept the Emco Wheaton 
vapor balance device. This device requires a minimum 31> opening into the 
storage tank. 

No bulk plant could stay in business long delivering less than 4,000 gallons 
of gasoline a. day. Nor cot>ld most of our small commercial accounts affor~ 
to convert their tanks to a.ccept vapor balance systems. 

MT. HOOD OIL co •• n1c. 

IJ.t?~./ 
.~-; i:.<.: r r. ·Ji' CJ :r !)Jn W. C. Felker 

r;_r: ),'\/iiK;;·.!\:~1:1··:T,;L 1).1.i.--':!J!'i' 

- ,,, I 
'·"" 
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May 23, 1980 

Mr. Jerry McKnight 
Lilly Industrial Coatings, Inc. 
619 S.W. Wood Street 
Hillsboro, OR 97123 

Dear Jerry, 

ROHM 
iHAAS 
COMPANY 

We have reviewed the letter frcxn the Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings 
Technology requesting ccxnments on the formulation limits as proposed by the 
State of Oregon's regulations on VOC, labelled Table I (Page 31). The 
request specifically designated "equivalent performance of a ccxnmercially 
available quick air dry finish" "of resin systems which would cure under the 
attached temperature and humidity conditions." 

The limitations of anbient dry conditions that you have provided severely 
limit the number of systems that might dry or cure properly while meeting the 
proposed VOC limitations. We are not aware of any resin systems that would 
meet the proposed voe limitations, air dry, and provide adequate properties 
for the categories of can_coating, coil coating, fabric coating, vinyl 
coating, paper coating, auto and light duty truck coating, metal furniture 
coating, magnet wire coating, or large appliance coating. The one exception 
might be urethane sys terns for the repair coat for auto and light truck 
coatings. 

Under the miscellaneous products and metal parts categories, a number of. 
waterborne resins exist, and at least one urethane systern exists which would 
meet the proposed VOC limitations. However, the .low temperatures and high 
relat_ive humidities you have provided in the attachme_nts w.ould preclude tfie 
practical use of waterborne resins. Low temperatures would retard dry rate 
and inhibit film formation in most instances. Similarly, high relative 
humidity (ca 85%) would extend dry-to-touch time beyond one hour for 
waterborne systems, and would also adversely affect film formation resulting 
in poor performance properties. We reccxnrnend to custcxners who experience low 
ternperature, high humidity, or a combination of both conditions to use 
waterborne coatings where force drying is available. While universal drying 
conditions cannot be reccxnmended, we suggest to customers that a 15 minute 
force dry a,t 1400f, following a maximum. flash-off period of 10 minutes, will 
generally overcome adverse temperature and humidity conditions for systerns 
designed for "air dry." 
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We believe these statements are a brief summary of the potential of currently 
available technology and hope the statanents aid you in your assessment of the 
utility of low voe, air-dry systems for coatings. 

Very truly yours, 
I 

"--- J:' // :// ,;'.' /izr·.,~---
N. R001an 
Industrial Coatings 
Polymers, Resins & Mon001ers, N. A. 

NR:jp 
(Doc. 3361I/216Z)) 



UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION 

• PERFORMANCE ChEMIC.'\LS AND "()LYMERS 'Jl'/ISIOC; 

19206 Hawthorr~,_:. 8l-:-'u:21,·L11J. T01ra.~·o(:'.1. CA ~~·c-:~c~ 

(213\ 772-6415 

Mr. Stephen R. Norton, Chairman 
Environmental Control Cormnittee 

May 28, 1980 

Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings Technology 
Portland, Oregon 97208 

Dear Mr. Norton: 

This letter is in reference to your request for infor­
mation concerning vehicles that are available to formulate 
water-based coatings that meet the new proposed regulation, 
Rule 340-22-170. In addition, these systems should perform 
well in the temperature and humidity conditions found in the 
Portland, Oregon, metropolitan area. 

At this time we have n.o water-based vehicles with ap~ 
plication properties suitable for the industrial coatings 
noted, with the exception of the coil coatincrs, furniture 
and appliance coatings when forced dried. 

Moreover, the water-based vehicles now in use for mis­
cellaneous metal products, when air dried, would not be. re­
commended during the winter months due to the rain and tel"per­
ature conditions found in the Portland area. 

We recognize your interest in this area and will con­
tinue to advise you of any new developments that may occur 
in the future. 

WPM/bd 

Cordially yours, 

,.-... c ,, ~ 

(1 11 · V~,'f,,(.'1.1 / 
\.A_, . j 1 v~ _..v '-

W ,' P. Miller 
Technology ~lanaqer 
Union Carbide Corporation 
Coatings Materials Division 

QUALITY EMULSION POLYMERS »t:" 
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Or THE SORTHWEST~~~~~,~.__v~·/?/-~~~~~--:~-:--~~~~~~~ 
~~u ~03-226·3751 

MR. STEPHEN NORTON, CHAIRMAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL COMMITTEE 

.'.\.\' . ;;( 

JUNE 2, 1980 

PACIFIC NORTHWEST SOCIETY FOR COATINGS TECHNOLOGY 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97208 

DEAR MR. NORTON: 

WE CAREFULLY HAVE REVIEWED THE LETTER FROM THE PACIFIC 
NORTHWEST SOCIETY FOR COATINGS TECHNOLOGY ASKING FOR COMMENTS 
ON AVAILABLE RESIN SYSTEMS WHICH WILL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF 
THE PROPOSED OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULE 340-22-170. THESE SYSTEMS 
WOULD, OF COURSE, BE REQUIRED TO PERFORM ADEQUATELY THROUGHOUT THE 
ENTIRE CLIMATOL·:;JCAL YEAR. . 

SINCE THIS SPANS THE HOT, LOW HUMIDITY MONTHS OF SUMMER AND 
EARLY FALL TO ThE COLD, HUMID CONDITIONS OF LATE FALL, WINTER, AND 
SPRING, WE HAVE CONCLUDED WE HAVE NO RESIN SYSTEMS WHICH WILL C0MPLY. 

SOME WATER SYSTEMS WHICH WE NC'W hAVE AVAILABLE, COULD BE MPDE 
TO PERFORM ADEQUATELY FOR PART OF THE YEAR USING ELEVATED TEMPER­
ATURE FORCE DRYING TECHNIQUES. HOWEVER, THE ALMOST CERTAINTY .OF 
RAIN IN PORTLAND, NOVEMBER lHROUGH APRIL, COUPLED WITH THE LOV. 
TEMPERATURES AND HIGH RELATIVE HUMIDITIES WOULD ELIMINATE THESE 
SYSTEMS FROM CONSIDERATION C'URING THESE MONTHS. 'THESE COATINGS 
WOULD PROBABLY, TO PUT IT BLUNTLY, WASH OFF SOON AFTER BEING 
EXPOSED TO THE RAIN. 

EXTENSIVE DEVELOPMENT WORK IS CURRENlLY UNDER~AY IN OUR 
LABORATORIES ON HIGH SOLIDS, WATER SOLUeLE AND LATEX SYSTEMS. TO 
DATE, HOWEVER, NONE OF THESE APPROACHES HAS YIELDED A SYSTEM COMPLETELY 
ADEQUATE TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF 340-22-170. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR INTEREST IN TAIS AREA AND WE W[LL KEEP YOU 
ADVISED OF DEVELOPMENTS AS THEY OCCUR. 

JHD/C 

SINCERELY, 

Jit'- 1-1 f) t'-t~-.-
' JOHN H DALLER 

VICE-PRESIDENT 
TECHN!CAL DIRECTOR 
MCCLOSKEY - NORTHWcST 



REICHHOLD CHEMICALS, INC. 
,--,.,, 

fai.tl_d t.!'lea4ftai/et.E • RC I BUILDING, WHITE PLAINS, N. Y. 10603 

Mr. Robert Miller 
Pacific Northwest Society for 
Coatings Technology 
c/o Imperial Paint Co. 
2526 N.W. Yeon Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 97210 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

July 17, 1980 

You had asked for comments on the practicality of the 
Coatings Industry to supply coatings that would conform 
to the proposed requirements of the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality Rule 340-22-17. You were partic­
ularly concerned about being able to supply coatings to 
small to medium manufacturers who cannot justify drying 
ovens and pollution control systems. This would involve 
the categories of "Miscellaneous Products and Metal Parts'' 
and to some extent "Auto and Light Duty Truck Coatil'g" 
as shown on page 5 of the draft rule. 

In the absence of ·drying ovens, the coatings involved 
would have to be air-dried under ambient conditions. In 
my opinion, this would give rise to problems in two areas: 
Application and Ultimate Performance. The presence of 
substantial amounts of water in coatings of the types in 
question will give rise to drying problems. This will be 
especially true in the Portland area where high humidity 
is characteristic through much of the colder part of the 
year. As is recognized in our industry, use of water in 
coatings does give different drying performance as compared 
to that from conventional solvents. Water has a fixed 
evaporation rate at a given temperature and humidity; 
whereas solvents can be varied to speed up or slow down 
dry rates of coatings and are much less influenced by 
humidity and temperature. This versatility of solvent­
based coatings has undoubtedly been utilized to meet the 
conditions of application and drying that exist in the 
Oregon area. 



Mr. Rober Miller - 2 - July 17, 1980 

A further complication due to the use of water in coatings 
is that of recoating. While emphasis has been placed on 
use of water to replace more conventional solvents, it has 
been found necessary to use some rather unconventional 
organic solvents in the resins on which water-thinned 
coatings are based. The one used most widely, ethylene glycol 
monobutyl ether acetate, in addition to having an objection­
able odor, can cause lifting on recoating during certain 
stages of the drying process. This effect would be extended 
during the slower drying to be expected during periods of low 
temperature and high humidity. 

The Ultimate Performance of air-dried, water-thinned coatings 
cannot at present be expected to equal that of current sol vent -
bas .. ed coat in gs. While it is true that many wate:r-based 
coatings are currently being used industrially, it is also true 
that they are typically baked in order to develop suitable 
performance properties. The changes in resin formulation required 
to make them water-thinnable also result in resins that contain 
residual groups that result in coatings with greater sensitivity 
to water, alkaline solutions and weathering unless these groups 
are tied up in a baking process. Since baking is not available 
in the problem under discussion, the use of water-thinned coatings 
will result in a lower quality coating. 

Based on experience gainad in California with water-thinned 
coatings, it is somewhat questionable that there will be a 
significant reduction in solvent emissions overall. Evidence 
is accumulating that more coats of wate.r-thinned coatings are 
needed to get ·proper coverage and adequate .film thickness. Since 
these water-thinned coat in gs do contain appreciable amounts of. 
solvents, increasing the number ·of coats needecL.lessens the 
reduction of solvent emissions. Since the draft rule for the 
categories under discussion for Oregon allow more solvents per 
gallon than do the California regulations, it is doubtful that 
any significant redution will be achieved. 

NSE:dj 

Sincerely, 

~RE~~~HOfP CHEMICALS, INC. 

\11l ~r'-HlR 
Neil S. Estrada 
Vice-President & Gen'l Mgr. 
Pacific Central Division 



CAR Gill 
CHtMICAl rROOUGTS 

DIVISION 
!801 Lynwood Road 

Lynwood, California 90£6! 

Sal<.: (!U) 636-2305 

Plant: (tU) 638-0581 

Robert Miller 
Imperial Paint Co. 
2526 N.W. Yeon Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

August 13, 1980 

This letter is in response to your inquiry regarding the availability 
of high sol ids resins for air dry finishes that will meet the ~tate of 
Oregon's Draft Regulation on VOC. 

While we do market high sol ids air dry alkyds that wil 1 meet most 
VOC requirements, these will have considerably slower dry characteristics 
than conventional solvent based ail" dry systems under the low temperature, 
high relative humidity winter conditions in the Metropolitan Portland ar.,a. 
Therefore , we do not have a candidate that we could reco11J11end for this 
particular application at the present time. 

Sorry for the delay in responding to your inquiry. 

Sincerely, 

Cyriac P. Alexander 
Laboratory Manager - Coating Resins 

CPA/ er 



·MEMO 

Director 

•EPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

WHY--

The attached additional testimony on 
VOC rules was recently received. I've 
given copies to all Commission members. 

Carol 

• 

I ,_ 
~ 



September 15, 1980 

Mr. Peter Bosserman 
State of Oregon 

PORTLAND, OREGON SECTION 

Department of Environmental Quality 
Air Quality Division 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Peter, 

Please find the two attached letters of support of the coatings industry's 
VOC rule position enclosed. The letters from Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. 
and Cargill Chemical Products Division speak for themselves. 

I will be available at the 
for additional comments. I 
as testimony for the items 

Sincerely, 

Stephen R. Norton, Chairman 
Environmental Committee 

adoption hearing in Bend on September 19th 
would, however, like the letters considered 
as listed in my letter of June 17, 1980. 

Pacific Northwest Society for Coatings Technology 



R.ElCHHOLD C.HEMlCALS,, lNC. · 

Y. 10603 

Address Reply To 

Mr. Robert Miller 
Pacific Northwest Society for 
Coatings Technology 
c/o Imperial Paint Co. 
2526 N.W. Yeon Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 97210 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

120 South Linden Avenue 
South San Francisco, California 94080 

Telephone: 415-761-1585, 415-583-8505 

July 17, 1980 

You had asked for comments on the practicality of the 
Coatings Industry to supply coatings that would conform 
to the proposed requirements of the Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality Rule 340-22-17. You were partic­
ularly concerned about being able to supply coatings to 
small to medium manufacturers who cannot justify drying 
ovens and pollution control systems. This would involve 
the categories of "Miscellaneous Products and Metal Parts" 
and to some extent "Auto and Light Duty Truck Coating" 
as shown on page 5 of the draft rule. 

In the absence of drying ovens, the coatings involved 
would have to be air-dried under ambient conditions. In 
my opinion, this would give rise to problems in two areas: 
Application and Ultimate Performance. The presence of 
substantial amounts of water in coatings of the types in 
question will give rise to drying problems. This will be 
especially true in the Portland area where high humidity 
is characteristic through much of the colder part of the 
year. As is recognized in our industry, use of water in 
coatings does give different drying performance as compared 
to that from conventional solvents. Water has a fixed 
evaporation rate at a given temperature and humidity; 
whereas solvents can be varied to speed up or slow down 
dry rates of coatings and are much less influenced by 
humidity and temperature. This versatility of solvent­
based coatings has undoubtedly been utilized to meet the 
conditions of application and drying that exist in the 
Oregon area. 
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Mr. Rober Miller - 2 - July 17, 1980 

A further complication due to the use of water in coatings 
is that of recoating. While emphasis has been placed on 
use of water to replace more conventional solvents, it has 
been found necessary to use some rather unconventional 
organic solvents in the resins on which water-thinned 
coatings are based. The one used most widely, ethylene glycol 
monobutyl ether acetate, in addition to having an objection­
able odor, can cause lifting on recoating during certain 
stages of the drying process. This effect would be extended 
during the slower drying to be expected during periods of low 
temperature and high humidity. 

The Ultimate Performance of air-dried, water-thinned coatings 
cannot at present be expected to equal that of current solvent­
based coatings. While it is true that many water-based 
coatings are currently being used industrially, it is also true 
that they are typically baked in order to develop suitable 
performance properties. Th~ changes in resin formulation required 
to make them water-thinnable'•also result in resins that contain 
residual groups that result fn coatings with greater sensitivity 
to water, alkaline solutions· arid weathering unless these groups 
are tied up in a baking proc~ss. Since baking is not available 
in the problem under discussion, the use of water-thinned coatings 
will result in a lower quality.coating. 

Based on experience gained in California with water-thinned 
coatings, it is somewhat questionable that there will be a 
significant reduction in solvent emissions overall. Evidence 
is accumulating that more coats of water-thinned coatings are 
needed to get proper coverage and adequate film thickness. Since 
these water-thinned coatings do contain appreciable amounts of 
solvents, increasing the number of coats needed lessens the 
reduction of solvent emissions. Since the draft rule for the 
categories under discussion for Oregon allow more solvents per 
gallon than do the California regulations, it is doubtful that 
any significant redution will be achieved. 

NSE: dj 

Sincerely, 

1\Jrocr;::~LS, INC. 

Neil S. Estrada 
Vice-President & Gen'l Mgr. 
Pacific Central Division 



CARGIU 
CHEMICAl PRODUCTS 

DIVISION 
2801 Lynwood Road 

Lynwood, California 90262 

Sales: (213) 636-2305 

Plant: (219) 6,qB-0581 

Robert Miller 
Imperial Paint Co. 
2526 N.W. Yeon Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

August 13, 1980 

This letter is in response to your inquiry regarding the availability 
of high sol ids resins for air dry finishes that will meet the State of 
Oregon's--Draft Regulation on VOC. 

While we do market high solids air dry alkyds that will meet most 
voe requirements, these will have considerably slower dry characteristics 
than conventional solvent based air dry systems under the low temperature, 
high relative humidity winter conditions in the Metropolitan Portland area. 
Therefore , we do not have a candidate that we could recommend for this 
particular application at the present time. 

Sorry for the delay in responding to your inquiry. 

Si nee re 1 y, 

Cyriac P. Alexander 
Laboratory Manager - Coating Resins 

CPA/ er 





TO THE MEMBERS OF D.E.Q. 

In regards to the notice received sometime in July of 1980 pertaining 
to new regulations on capping fill. 

I and other licensed installers feel that these rules will only serve 
to burden the public with higher construction costs of new homes 
and thereby should not have been adopted. 

According to Section II, Paragraph B. this rule would put us out of 
business for eight months of every year. 

Paragraph E, same section will make it impossible to continue to 
install system without purchasing more equipment. 

Paragraph F would require that we either hire a landscaper or acquire 
the knowledge to landscape ourself. 

The time required to obtain four inspections will not only be time 
consuming but will also add expense. 

j] JJ .R. 

/S;S 
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\\'illiam Wiswall 
John L. Svoboda 
Laurence E. Thorp 
Douglas J, Dennett 
Dwight G. Purdy 
Jill E. Golden 
Robert A. Miller 
Scott M. Galenbeck 

LIVELY, WISWALL, SVOBODA, THORP & DENNETT 
LAW OFFICES 

644 North A Street 

Springfield, Oregon 97477 
(503) 747-3354 

September 17, 1980 

Joe B. Richards, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 
c/o 777 High Street 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

RE: DEQ's Proposed Sewerage Treatment Construction Grants 
Priority System (AR-340-53-005 through 035), and 
FY 81 Priority List 

Dear Mr. Richards: 

George A. j\forris 
G, David Jewett 
Robert A. Thrall 
James M. O'Kief 
Karen Hendricks 

Marvin 0. Sanders 
(1912-1977) 

Jack B. Lively 
(1923-1979) 

As you know, this firm represents the Metropolitan Wastewater 
Management Commission (MWMC). On Friday, September 19, 1980, the 
Environmental Quality Commission is scheduled for a meeting in Bend, 
Oregon. Item No. O on the agenda relates to the adoption of the 
above-referenced administrative rule and Oregon's FY 81 priority 
list for the sewerage treatment construction grants program. Even 
a cursory review of the proposed rule and priority list shows that 
there have been significant changes to the draft administrative 
rule and priority list which were the subject of the August 5, 1980, 
public hearing. For example, DEQ has recommended the termination 
of the transition policy with the FY 82. budget year. It has also 
recommended the federal reimbursement of eligible costs be reduced 
from 75% to 50% if Congress passes pending legislation permitting 
such action. Both of these actions would significantly affect the 
MWMC as well as other programs and neither was addressed in the 
draft rule or priority list considered at the August 5, 1980, public 
hearing. 

Notice of the changes was not received by interested parties 
until five working days before the date proposed for adoption. The 
MWMC wishes to submit a comprehensive response to several of the 
proposed changes. However, because of the short notice, the MWMC 
has not had a reasonable opportunity to prepare and, in fact, will 
not be able to prepare an adequate response in time for the Septem­
ber 19, 1980, meeting. Accordingly, the MWMC formally requests that 
the EQC postpone taking any action .on this matter at the September 19, 
1980, meeting and that it reschedule the matter for further public 
hearing with sufficient public notice so that interested parties may 
present their views. 
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It is my opinion that due to the significant nature of the 
changes, a postponement is required by the federal public participa­
tion regulations governing the adoption of statewide priority systems 
and priority lists. Absent compliance with these regulations, the 
Environmental Protection Agency will not be able to approve either 
the priority system or the priority list. The applicable regulations 
are found at 40 CFR §§ 35.915, 35.1500 et seq., and 25.5. 

The regulations found at 40 CFR §35.915 require that before 
submitting the priority system and/or priority list to the Regional 
Administrator for approval, the state must insure adequate public 
participation including public hearings on both the priority system 
and priority list. The hearing requirement expressly applies to 
any revisions to the priority system or priority list. 

Adequate and timely statewide notice of the meeting and adequate 
opportunity to express its views must be given to the public. The 
rules governing the timeliness and adequacy of the notice are fleshed 
out in 40 CFR §25.5 which is made applicable by 40 CFR §35.1503(c) 
through 40 CFR §35.915(d). For example, absent express EPA approval 
for a shorter time period, the notice of each public hearing must be 
circulated at least 45 days prior to the date of the hearing. 40 CFR 
§25.5(b). Moreover, reports, documents and relevant data must be 
made available at least 30 days before the hearing. Id. In this 
case, notwithstanding substantial revisions to both the priority 
system and the priority list, neither the notice of the hearing nor 
the materials were available more than one week prior to the date 
proposed for EQC's action. In addition, even if the publication of 
the notice and distribution of materials were timely, the notice is 
inadequate for failing to include all of the required information. 
For example, before the hearing the state must circulate "information 
about the priority list including a description of each proposed 
project and a statement concerning whether or not it is necessary 
to meet the enforceable requirements of the Act." This was not done. 

Given the significance of the changes from the draft rule and 
priority list considered at the August 5, 1980, public hearing, we 
feel that the state Administrative Procedures Act also requires 
another hearing. This request for a postponement for more time to 
prepare oral and written submissions related to the effects of the 
changes is, therefore, also based on ORS Chapter 183. 
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One or more representatives of the MWMC will appear at the EQC 
meeting on September 19, 1980. However, while oral and written 
comments are currently being prepared, they will not, for the reasons 
stated, be ready at that time. Our appearance will be solely to 
reiterate our request for a postponement of EQC action on this 
matter. Nevertheless, a response to this request for a continuance 
at your earliest opportunity would be greatly appreciated. 

GDJ/kb 

Very truly yours, 

LIVELY, WISWALL, SVOBODA, 
THORP & DENNETT 

G. David Jewett 

cc: William V. Pye, Manager 
Metropolitan Wastewater Management 

Commission 
P. o. Box 1463 
Eugene OR 97440 

William H. Young, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
P. o. Box 1760 
Portland OR 97207 

Ray Underwood, Chief Counsel 
Oregon Department of Justice 
500 Pacific Building 
520 S.W. Yamhill 
Portland OR 97204 

Brian L. Hansen 
Office of Regional Counsel 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle WA 98101 
MAIL STOP 613 
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Metro Council 

Marge Kafoury 
PRESIDING OFFICER 
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jack Deines 
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DISTRICT 5 

Donna Stuhr 
DISTRICT1 

Charles Williamson 
DISTRICT2 

Craig Berkman 
DISTRICT3 

Corky Kirkpatrick 
DISTRICT 4 
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DISTRICT? 
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Gene Peterson 
DISTRICT10 
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METROl'OUTAN SERVICE DISTRICT 
527 S.W. HALL ST., PORTLAND, OR, 97201, 503/221-1646 

September 18, 1980 

Mr. Joe B. Richards, Chairman 
Environmental Quality Commission 
P.O. Box 1760 
Portland, Oregon 97207 

Dear Joe: 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[ffi~@rn~wrn!ID 
SEP 18 1980 

During the past two years Metro has submitted testimony to 
the Environmental Quality Commission and the Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) concerning the State's Sewerage 
Works Construction Grants Program and the critical funding 
need for sewerage facilities in the Portland Metropolitan 
Area and throughout the State. We are encouraged that DEQ 
has considered Metro's past recommendations and proposed 
changes to the criteria and administrative rules that would 
accomplish our mutal objectives. 

However, even with these changes there is not enough money 
available now - and there may never be enough available -
through the Federal Construction Grant Program to fund the 
projects Oregon needs. Oregon cities and counties are just 
completing one of the most ambitious land use planning 
efforts ever attempted. Once adopted, these jurisdictions' 
comprehensive plans will require support form an infra­
structure of water, sewer and roads, to make them work. It 
is becoming more and more apparent that local governments 
will be required to share an increasing part of the cost of 
providing sewers and other needed public facilities. The 
State must develop administrative and financial programs 
which will distribute available funds in an equitable 
manner, and thus ease the burden on local governments 
during this transition period. Toward this end, Metro 
would like to make the following recommendations: 

Recommendation #1 

Increase the limitation on the pollution control bond 
fund established in ORS 468-195. 

Concern has recently been expressed about the amount 
of bonded indebtedness incurred by the State of Oregon 
and its potential impact on the rating of state and 
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local municipal bonds. A majority of this indebted­
ness is incurred through the State Veterans Home Loan 
Program. But voters in the State have repeatedly 
supported this program and the bonds themselves are 
self-liquidating. However, new homes cannot be 
constructed without public facilities, particularly 
sewers. Provisions should be made for indexing bond 
programs which provide for such public facilities to 
the bond level of the Veterans Home Loan Program. 

Recommendation #2 

Establish a revolving loan fund available to local 
governments on a sliding interest rate to encourage 
rapid payback of Pollution Control Bond Funds. 

With a limited amount of funds available, local 
governments should have incentives to quickly pay back 
loans, thus making money available sooner for other 
projects. 

Recommendation #3 

Distribute Pollution Control Bond loans to communities 
throughout the State in relation to the growth desig­
nation in their comprehensive plans. 

Through Oregon's land use planning process, urbaniz­
able areas have been designated within established 
Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB) • If this planned growth 
is to be accomplished, public facilities must be 
provided to accommodate it. 

Recommendation #4 

Legislative clarification enabling the use of revenue 
bonds for financing sewerage facilities. 

Revenue bonds, while somewhat more expensive than 
general obligation bonds, could provide an alternative 
to local governments for financing sewerage facili­
ties. Service charges could be used to pay back these 
bonds, and the cost of elections required to sell 
general obligation bonds could be saved. While there 
is nothing in the State legislation that prohibits 
using revenue bonds for this purpose, bond councils 
are reluctant to approve such use without specific 
enabling legislation. 
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Recommendation #5 

Streamline the plan review process for local govern­
ments that choose to fund projects entirely with local 
funds. 

Once a local government has elected to fund a project 
locally, every effort should be made to complete the 
project as quickly as possible to minimize the impact 
of inflation. 

Recommendation #6 

DEQ should continue to seek a change in federal 
legislation to enable the State at its discretion to 
reduce the level of federal grant participation below 
the 75 percent level now required. 

As indicated in the DEQ staff report, this action 
would require a greater percentage of local funding. 
It would also allow more projects to share in the 
limited amount of federal grant monies, shorten the 
time for receiving these grants and thereby reduce the 
impacts of inflation. 

Recommendation #7 

In these area of the State where Areawide waste Treat­
ment Management Plans have been adopted pursuant to 
Section "208" of the Clean Water Act (PL 92-500) 
Federal Construction Grants should be distributed on a 
block grant basis. 

Areawide "208" Plans have been developed at consider­
able expense to determine the most timely and economic 
ways to provide sewerage service on a regional basis. 
"208" plans, where they exist, are a cornerstone of 
the State Land Use planning process. DEQ, in review­
ing local comprehensive plans, checks for compliance 
with the "208" Plan. It makes sense, then, that this 
planning effort should be given greater consideration 
in the State Construction Grant Program. 

Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations. 
We welcome your comments. Metro will be introducing some 
of these same ideas in the upcoming legislative session, 
and would appreciate your support. 
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Equitable distribution of ever-decreasing federal construc­
tion grant money is difficult -- but without sewer capacity, 
planned growth in the Portland region and throughout the 
State is impossible. We must work together to remove this 
con9J:.i; · nt. 

incere y, ··"" 

Rick Gusta son 
Executive Off' er 

RG:JL:ss 
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TESTH'\Q.NY BY· DAVID J. ABRAHAM 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MEETING 

SEPTEMBER 19, 1980 
BEND, OREGON 

THANK YOU MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION, MR. YOUNG 
AND STAFF, MY NAME IS DAVID ABRAHAM. I AM THE UTILITIES 
DIRECTOR FOR CLACKAMAS COUNTY, AND I AM HERE ON BEHALF OF THE 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT PROJECT, No. 493 ON oN THE PRIORITY 
LIST. As YOU MAY HAVE NOTICED, I AM WITH THE LARGE CONTINGENT 
OF PEOPLE FROM THE TRI-CITY AREA WHICH JUST ARRIVED, THERE ARE 

/6- OF US NOT COUNTING THE DRIVER OF THE BUS THAT BROUGHT 
US HERE TO BEND. (WOULD THOSE PEOPLE IN OUR GROUP PLEASE 
RAISE YOUR HANDS TO IDENTIFY YOURSELVES.) 

WE ARE PLEASED TO BE HERE AND WISH TO THANK THE COMMISSION 
FOR POSTPONING THIS ITEM ON THE AGENDA UNTIL OUR ARRIVAL. 
WE ARE ESPECIALLY PLEASED TO BE ABLE TO ANNOUNCE TO YOU THE 
SUCCESSFUL PASSAGE OF A $25 MILLION BOND ISSUE BY THE TRI­
C!TY AREA VOTERS LAST.TUESDAY. THIS VERY LARGE AUTHORIZA­
TION REPRESENTS THE LOCAL SHARE OF THE TRI-CITY SERVICE 
DISTRICT'S PROJECT COSTS. As YOU MAY BE AWARE, THE VOTERS 
APPROVED FORMATION OF A DISTRICT-THAT INCLUDES OREGON CITY, 
WEST LINN, AND A LARGE PORTION OF GLADSTONE AT THE JUNE 2~ 

ELECTION, WE WISH TO EXPRESS OUR SPECIAL THANl<S TO YOUR 
DIRECTOR, BILL YOUNG AND HIS STAFF FOR THE DIRECT SUPPORT 
THEY RENDERED,. WHICH WE BELIEVE IMPACTED THE DECISION OF THE 
ELECTORATE, 

REGARDING THE RECOMMENDED CONSTRUCTION GRANTS CRITERIA, WE 
BELIEVE SUBSTANTIAL PROGRESS HAS BEEN MADE TO CORRECT FOR 
THE DEVASTATING AFFECTS EXPERIENCED BY THE PROGRAM AS A 
RESULT OF THE 1979 FUNDING CRISIS, THE ABOLISHMENT OF THE 
TRANSITION POLICY INVOKED AT THAT TIME IS APPROPRIATE. 
THOSE PROJECTS THAT ARE BENEFITING FROM THIS POLICY HAVE HAD 
AMPLE TIME TO AJUST PROGRAMS AND FINANCES AND NO LONGER 

. WARRANT THIS PREFERENTIAL TREATMENT, WE HOLDHARDLY SUPPORT 
THE DEPARTMENT'S STAFF IN THIS RECOMMENDATION. 



THE RECOMMENDATION TO RANK SEPARATELY COMPONENTS OF PROJECTS 
IS UNQUESTIONABLY OF GREAT SIGNIFICANCE. IT BRINGS THE CON­
STRUCTION GRANTS PROGRAM BACK ON TRACK WHERE AGAIN CORRECTION 
OF THE MOST CRITICAL WATER POLLUTION PROBLEM STATE-WIDE IS 
THE BASIS FOR ALLOCATING GRANT MONIES, UNTIL 1979 THE CON­
STRUCTION GRANTS PROGRAM WAS ACCOMPLISHING THIS BASIC PRECEPT 
EVEN THO CERTAIN COMPONENTS OF PROJECTS ACHIEVED A LESSER 
LEVEL OF POLLUTION ABATEMENT. AT THAT TIME TOTAL PROJECTS 
WERE MUCH SMALLER AND THOSE LESSER COMPONENTS DID NOT DRAIN 
OFF LARGE AMOUNTS OF GRANT DOLLARS, ADDITIONALLY, THE 
AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS WAS SUCH THAT MOST ALL PROJECTS COULD 
BE AND WERE FUNDED WHEN THEY REACHED THE POINT OF 0 READY TO 
PROCEED 0

, IT IS NOW COMMON KNOWLEDGE THAT.THE FUNDING 
CRISIS OF '79 WAS SIGNIFICANTLY AGGRAVATED BY THE SUDDEN 
INTRODUCTION OF DISPROPORTIONATE COST INCREASES IN ALREADY 
VERY, VERY LARGE PROJECTS, EVEN WITHOUT THE ADDED IMPACT OF 
THE FEDERAL GRANT ALLOCATION CUTBACK, PAST PRACTICES WOULD 
HAVE HAD TO BE MODIFIED, RANKING COMPONENTS OF TOTAL 
PROJECTS IS THE CORRECT ANSWER AND WE SUPPORT THE STAFF'S 
RECOMMENDATION IN THIS POLICY CHANGE, 

WELL IT MUST BE ACKNOWLEDGED THAT THE EFFORTS TO ADJUST THE 
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PROGRAM TO COMPENSATE FOR THE FUNDING 
CRISIS LOOKS MOST ENCOURAGING, THERE JS AN ELEMENT OF THE 
PROPOSED FUTURE POLICY CHANGES THAT IS MOST CONCERNING, 
THAT IS THE PROPOSAL FOR 0 REDUCED GRANT PARTICIPATION° AS 
OUTLINED IN THE STAFF'S REPORT, I PRAY THAT JN THE MONTHS 
AHEAD THE STAFF AND THE COMMISS.ION APPROCH THIS ISSUE WITH 
EXTREME CAUTION, To THE EXTENT THAT FUTURE REGULATIONS 
WOULD ALLOW, ARBITRARY ACROSS-THE-BOARD REDUCTIONS IN THE 
LEVEL OF GRANT FUNDING COULD Bt AS DISRUPTIVE TO THE PROGRAM 
AS WAS THE '79 FUNDING CRISIS, THE EFFECTS WOULD BE MORE 
THAN SINGULAR IN THEIR IMPACT, IMMEDIATELY, IT WOULD NULLIFY 

- 2 -



THE NOW ACHIEVED POLICY OF DIRECTING FUNDS TO THE MOST 
CRITICAL WATER POLLUTION PROBLEMS, THE REDUCED FUNDING POLICY, 
IF ADOPTED, WOULD SIMPLY BE A FORM OF REVENUE SHARING FOR 
SEWERAGE WORKS AGENCIES, IT SEEMS THAT THIS IS A CASE OF 
OVERREACTING WITH THE PENDULUM SWINGING TOO FAR JN THE 
OPPOSITE DIRECTION, 

IF IN THE FUTURE MONTHS OF REVIEW IT APPEARS THAT OVER THE 
LONG RANGE REDUCED FUNDING LEVELS MORE EFFECTIVELY ACHIEVE 
THE STATE-WIDE GOAL, A MORE FLEXIBLE POLICY SHOULD BE EMPLOYED, 
THAT JS, A POLICY THAT CONSIDERS WHERE EACH PROJECT JS JN 
THE PROCESS OF DEVELOPMENT' How LONG HAS IT BEEN IN DEVELOP­
MENT? WHAT ARE THE OPTIONS REALISTICALLY AVAILABLE TO THE 
AGENCY? WHAT JS THE BURDEN OF COSTS COMPARED TO SIMILAR 
JURISDICTIONS IN THE STATE? WHAT LEVEL OF LOCAL FUNDING JS 
ALREADY ASSUMED BY THE AGENCY? IT SHOULD BE OBVIOUS FROM 
THE '79 FUNDING CRISIS THAT ABRUPT CHANGES IN FUNDING POLICIES 
HAVE DIFFERENT IMPACTS ON DIFFERENT PROJECTS, OBVIOUSLY, 
PROJECTS AT THE POINT OF READY-TO-CONSTRUCT OR ACTUALLY IN 
CONSTRUCTION ARE IMPACTED MUCH MORE SEVERELY THAN PROJECTS 
IN THE FORMULATING STAGES, IF EXTENDED PERIODS OF TIME AND 
EFFORT WERE SPENT TO ACHIEVE THE READY-TO-CONSTRUCT STATUS, 
THE PROJECT JS EVEN MORE SEVERELY IMPACTED BY ABRUPT CHANGES 
IN THE FUNDING POLICIES, 

lT JS QUITE APPARENT THAT WE ARE DEEPLY CONCERNED WITH THE 
EFFECTS AN ACROSS-THE-BOARD POLICY OF REDUCED FUNDING WOULD 
HAVE ON THE TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT'S PROGRAM, THIS PROGRAM 
HAS BEEN UNDER DEVELOPMENT FOR 10 YEARS, AT THE OUTSET OF THE 
PROGRAM, EACH CITY WAS PREPARED AND FINANCIALLY ABLE 
TO INDIVIDUALLY CORRECT ITS PROBLEMWITH THE THEN AVAILABLE 
FUNDING PROGRAM, THE FEASIBILITY OF AN AREA-WIDE REGIONAL 
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SOLUTION WAS ENCOURAGED BY DEQ AND ACTUALLY REQUIRED BY 
CONDITIONS IMPOSED ON EACH OF THE CITIES' WASTE DISCHARGE 
PERMITS, DEQ ASSISTED IN THIS EFFORT WITH A $100,000 LOAN 
TO IMPLEMENT THE STUDY, SINCE THAT TIME IN 1972, THE TRI-CITY 
PROJECT HAS MET EVERY REQUIREMENT OF DEQ, EPA, LCDC, AND THE 
PORTLAND METROPOLIAN BOUNDARY COMMISSION, IT HAS CONTINUALLY 
ADJUSTED ITS PROGRAM TO ACCOMMODATE EACH CHANGE IN POLICY AND 
EACH CHANGE IN THE FEDERAL REGULATION, THE DISTRICT HAS 
ACCEPTED RESPONSIBILITY FOR LOCAL FUNDING OF PROJECT COMPONENTS 
MANDATED BY EPA AND DEQ WHERE CONTINUED STUDIES WOULD HAVE 
ALLOWED FEDERAL FUNDING OF THESE COMPONENTS, WE HAVE NOW 
CROSSED THE THRESHOLD. WE HAVE EXHAUSTED ALL OPTIONS. WE 
HAVE THE VOTERS' SUPPORT TO FINANCE A VERY HEAVY LOCAL SHARE. 
IT IS NOW UP TO DEQ AND ITS FUTURE FUNDING POLICIES TO MATCH 
THE COMMITMENT OF THE TRI-CITY COMMUNITIES, WE CAN GET THE 
JOB DONE IF YOU WILL PROVIDE THE FUNDING AS IT IS PROPOSED 
IN THE PRIORITY LIST FOR FISCAL YEAR 1981 AND THE THREE 
SUCCESSIVE FISCAL YEARS, 

( AGAIN THANK YOU MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION, 
AND MR, YOUNG FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO ADDRESS YOU. ( KNOW 
THERE ARE OTHER PEOPLE IN OUR GROUP THAT WOULD LI l<E TO 
ADDRESS THE COMMISSION. 

- 4 -



Victor 
Atiyeh 

Department of Environmental Quality 
522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-

Governor August 28, 1980 

DE0-1 

Honorable Thomas Throop 
State Representative, District 54 
60998 Larsen Road 
Bend, OR 97001 

'Dear Representative Throop: 

I am responding to your request for infonnation regarding smoke management 
programs and practices in western Oregon. As you probably knov-1, there are 
basically two such prOgrams which are responsible for regulating the burning 
of forest residue materials and residue of grass seed and cereal grain fields, 
respectively. The State Department of Forestry is the lead agency in a 
multi-agency agreement, the Oregon Smoke Management Plan, designed to regulate 
burning .in forested area of western Oregon while the Department- of Environmental 
Quality is responsible for regulating field burning in the Willamette Valley. 

The goal of both programs is, of course, to keep smoke away from population 
centers and the Willamette Valley in general. I have enclosed a copy of each 
of the several documents germaine to smoke management in Oregon. The Oregon 
Smoke Managernent Plan describes the general limits that exist for forestry 
burning but does not describe well the current operating procedures employed 
by Forestry. In general, I believe these operational practices to be much. more 
restrictive than the limits on burning described in the Plan. 

Under the Plan, Forestry develops and issues regional forecasts of meteoro­
logical conditions for use by district adrninstrators, district forestry and 
its ov1n slash burning managers. Both the forecasts and an advisory are 
distributed to the State and Federal land managers twice each day who then 
make decisions regarding burning in their areas of jt1risdiction. Decisions 
to burn specific units are then based upon this information and the other 
particular needs which the prescribed burn is designed to meet. 

Frequently, slash fires are ignited in morning ho_urs and burn vigorously for 
a few hours followed by a period of low intensity burning or smolder. The low 
intensity burn period is highly dependent on fuel and lasts from a few hours to 
a few days. A strong convective column develops during the vigorous phase and 
is believed to contain the major portion of the total emissions from the burn. 
It is the convective column which the Smoke Management Plan attempts to insure 
is directed away from populated areas. Secondarily, the Plan is designed to 
limit burning such that residual smoke from the low intensity phase does not 
accurnrnulate in western interior valley areas. I would estimate that the smoke 
from the convective colunm (active phase) causes most of the slash related 
impact in the central Oregon area while the residual smoke causes most of the 
Willamette Valley's slash smoke problems. 
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The Oregon Administrative Rules for field burning and The Smoke Management 
Program Operational Guidelines describe how field burning is conducted Wlder 
a program which has evolved over the last twelve years. Since this program's 
development has received close legislative and public scrutiny, its development 
has been strongly influenced by legislative mandate and direct public input as 
well as technical feasibility and the need to sanitize fields. The result is a 
program designed to minimize smoke intrusions into Willamette Valley cities, 
particularly Eugene and Springfield. This approach is supported in the rules 
and operational guidelines. 

Operationally, the program also takes advantage of the very rapid burning 
characteristics of fields (enhanced by rapid lighting techniques) and direct 
DEQ-to-grower commW1.ication to allow burning during relatively short periods 
of good ventilation that occur on otherwise prohibited days. This rapid 
response allows changir1g weather events to be followed closely so that reliance 
on long term forecasts is reduced and levels and locations of burning can be 
adjusted throughout the day to address new meteorological conditions. 

Time available to conduct the burning is limited so that burning is conducted 
\Vhenever conditions are available which offer minimwn impact on cities and 
reasonable clearing of the Willamette Valley. Such useful conditions may be 
swmnarized as follows: 

1. Stonn front passages with excellent ventilation and typically 
soutl1westerly winds at all levels. 

2. Strong flow of marine air with west to northwest valley winds, 
good ventilation and air mass replacement. 

3. Thennally-induced marine air intrusions with west to northwest 
valley winds average ventilation and partial air mass replacement. 

In previous year burning was limited to ventilation periods characterized by 
1 and 2 and substantial north wind burning. Since north wind burning is not 
allowed in order to protect the Eugene-Springfield area, some burning is 
conducted under Regime 3. Use of such ventilation conditions is therefore 
relatively new and forecasting of the overall ventilation capabilities is not 
well developed. In addition, on such burn days, staff is usually concentrating 
on selecting areas for burning to avoid local direct smoke impacts. 

On two occasions this season, burning was conducted under relatively strong 
thermally-induced marine air intrusion circumstances with low pressure in 
central Oregon. Though this situation did provide adequate clearing of the 
Valley, the smoke eventually resided in the Bend area the next morning. 
Visibilities were reduced and particulate levels elevated. 
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Such circtnnstances are not common (especially during late sununer) and have not 
been routinely considered in the past. However, corrective measures are needed 
to avoid a repetition of these situations. Our staff believes a procedural 
change may be incorporated in the guidelines to specifically review the fore­
casted potential for smoke in Bend and Redmond based upon the projected burning 
regime and Wind directions. Thus, smoke considerations in Bend and Redmond would 
be formalized as part of our daily review of burning releases. 

As you discussed with Mr. Weathersbee, the Department will be prepared to 
thoroughly discuss and respond to questions regarding field burning smoke 
management at the EQC meeting in Bend on September 19. In addition, I have 
contacted the Department of Forestry and ask that they be represented at that 
meeting also. 

Please contact me if you have any questions regarding the enclosed material. 

SAF:jn 

Enc. 3 

cc: E. J. Weathersbee 
W. H. Young 

Sincerely, 

c:-4,;z; lf-;::l'(z0/?'-
Scott A. Freeburn, Coordinator 
Field Burning Program 

Environmental Quality Commission 
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What Do I Need to Kri.ow When I 

VOTE JUNE 24 
on Formation of the Tri-City 

Service Distri¢t? 
Oregon City, West Linn and Gladsto~~propose an 
area-wide sewerage facility to elimina}f~ water pollution' 
in the Willamette, Clackamas, and T0'~J.atin Rivers 
and to provide for orderly developmer)t. This pamphlet 
explains what is proposed. 'r€ 
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For additional. infor'Mation, 
contact your City Hall 
or I'' 

Clackamas County·' 
Department of EnvfrOnmental Services 
902 Abernethy Road 
Oregon City, Oregon 97045 
655-8521 

June 1980 

What Is the Tri-City Election 
onJune24? 
This pamphlet presents facts about a sewerage facilities 
program for Oregon City, West Linn, and portions of 
Gladstone-a prdgram to eliminate existing pollution 
of the Willamette', Clackamas, and Tualatin Rivers in 
our community. 

At the June 24, 1980 election you can decide on 
forming the Tri-City Service District to carry out 
the sewerage impFovement program. In September a 
second election will be called to seek voter approval 
of a bond sale to}ielp finance the improvements. A 
yes vote at both elections is required before any 
program can be h:nplemented. 
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VOTE TUESDAY, JUNE 24 
Your vote at the June 24 Special Election will help 
decide whether or not Oregon City, West Linn, and 
_,_( 

G.ladstone will join together with the County in forming 
. the Tri-City Service District. This is not a tax measure. 
Another election would be required before any 
~raperty taxes could be levied. 
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VOTE 
June 1980 
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Why Form a Tri-City SerVice District? 
Over the past several years the cities .have grown in 
both area and population, but imprmlements to the 
existing sewerage systems have not k~pt pace. The 
present systems, with some parts nearly a half century 
old, are deteriorating and overloaded,'\ Formation of a 
Tri-City Service District can correct d~ficiencies, 
eliminate present water pollution pr6J:ilems, and insure 
more I ivable cities in the future. .'.-:( 
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What About Raw Sewage 
in the Rivet? ,.,,, 

Now, raw sewage overflows directly into the Willamette 
River from 19 points in O~egon City whenever there is 
a moderate rainfall. Raw sewage overflows occur 180 · 
days out of each year due to excessive rainwater 
getting into the sewer system, and overloading the 
treatment plant. 

In Gladstone, raw sewage overflows into the Clackamas' 
River at two locations each time there is measurable 
rainfall. One of the overflows is located within 200 
feet of the water .intake for a city's water supply, 

West Linn has prdblems, too-with at least eight known 
points where overflows occur and raw sewage goes into 
the Willamette R.iver on at least 90 days each year 
(due to sewage flp)IVS exceeding plant capacity). 

What Is the'Building Moratorium? 
Raw sewage pollution of the rivers became so severe 
that in 1977 the ptate Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEG) imposed limits on new sewer connections· 
in Oregon City and Gladstone. The economies of each 
community haveisuffered, and will continue to do so 
until the building.moratorium is lifted. New housing 
construction has i'ieen stopped and major commercial 
and industrial de~elopments turned away, 

West Linn may f<1µe the same building moratorium 
within two years,•,Qnless sewer improvements are under­
way within that time. 

4 

Funding the local share of the 10-year construction 
program will require the authorization to sell 
$25 million in General Obligation Bonds. If the voter~ 
approve formation of the district on June 24, a 
September 1980 election will be set to ask voter 
authorization to sell these bonds as needed over the 
10-year period. 

What About Local Service Charges 
and Taxes? '" 
Initially charges will be the same in all three cities. 
The service charge will be $6 per month for a single­
family residence. Commercial and industrial service 
charges will be computed on an equivalent dwelling 
unit basis. The connection charge for new sewer 
service connections will initially be $1,000 for a new 
single-family dwelling or equivalent dwelling unit. ·.-
This connection charge will automatically increase 
$100 each year. 

Repayment of the General Obligation Bonds will 
include a Property Tax Levy each year. The amount of 
the yearly bond payment that cannot be made from 
other revenues will be collected in the form of a 
property tax. It is estimated that this would amount to 
50 cents per $1,000 of assessed valuation. For a home 
valued at $50,000, this would amount to $25 a year. 

13 



The Tri-City Service District's uniform regulations for 
the treatment of sewage will be administered by each 
City as new residential, commercial, and industrial 
customers are added to their system. An equitable 
rate schedule will support the operation of the area­
wide facilities and provide operating revenues for each 
city. 

"'i(V"hat Improvements Are Proposed? 
e Construct the Tri-City sewage treatment plant 

with a daily capacity of 14 million gallons. 

• Rehabilitate existing sewage collection systems 
in each of the three cities. 

• Construct major area-wide interceptor sewers. 

• Construct four major sewage pumping stations 
and force main systems. 

• Separate combined sewers within each city. 

What Will It Cost? 
All costs except separation of storm and sanitary sewers 
are eligible for 75 percent federal funding. The sewer 
separation portion of the work will be financed by local 
funds. Phased construction of the total program over · 
lO or more years will influence the ultimate costs 
because of inflation. When finally completed, the costs 
will total approximately $58 million of which 
$33 million is the estimated federal grant portion. 

::.-~ 

_i ·'~ 

12 



f. 

z.<•'.. ~· .~ .. -~4-ij ·J'i~ 5~ C): '\~ '\):::" ) ' ····-

n
' '\\ f;f 1~6y~~0:~j::-£;"'· A 1;,"'J;kia'c;'.',-0:~·/· ·15 ~"'~'.'~"'"-.·· ,x:-<r:::.;1 

/1'1"'·1 ·· ";'f,, , .... ···"o'er."'".""\'~_:-:::==;""'>( ,Y~"'"""" ';' . · )"·-,o,•·····"' I ' ···"'""''""' I \ ' • "'"'Z I I \ I o< ' ' o•«·o"'"''' L ;, .· ' 

7>/X... . ' L ' -~- ' ~ ~ \lJ':",,;~ ~~;- '> 
~~G: \\_\_,·\\ ;~ !i111·-·-··-···y····1..-1.J~~~~-;;;;;;';',,"" ~<li·~·-~ ~~";;:·~-;:;-~'.·:~\ \\ ~~ ~I~ 4> -1;11 I 

iCi!i '''1\l .::~ ~- ' 11 ' :~11. Li.~ ~11,w .~;_.,'l(~;-,5,:~ l' i f 
. ·~ . --- , , , i'1 I --~- ljl ~ .! I 

---111! l ' I ' 'i- ";!' JI _j . =""];._"~"'·~~-..,& r--

Has Anything Been Done 
' About the .Pollution? 

Most WillametteValley residents can recall when the 
lower Willamette River was so badly polluted that it 
was called an "oRen sewer." Recently much has been 
done to correct this problem. 

Industries have spent millions to clean up the Willamette 
River. Salem and.!Corvallis nave made major improve­
ments to their sewerage systems. The Eugene-Springfield 
area has initiated a $100 million sewerage system 
improvement program to eliminate pollution. 

Fish have returned. People can swim in the river. 
Potential health hazards are less. 

6 

Do Service Districts Really Work? . 
County service districts, like the one proposed, have 
been effective in correcting water pollution problems 
on an area-wide basis. Clackamas County Service 
District No. 1 completed a $22 million sewerage system 
in 1974, and now serves over 6100 customers in north 
Clackamas County, plus Milwaukie and Johnson City. 
The entire urban area of Washington County, including 
10 cities and the unincorporated areas surrounding 
them, is served by the Unified Sewerage Agency. 
Recently, the Mt .. Hood communities of Wemme, 
Welches, and Rhododendron formed a county service, 
district and will initiate a $4.5 million sewerage system 
program in 1980. ·f 

What Will the Tri-City 
Service District Do? 
The Tri-City Service District will construct, operate, 
and maintain only those sewerage facilities that serve 
jointly the needs of the Tri-City area-the sewage treat­
ment plant, pumping stations, large-size interceptor 
sewers, etc. Portions of the existing sewerage facilities 
will become a part of the area-wide system, and the 
cities will be reimbursed for their costs of these 
facilities. 

The cities will continue to handle all administration of 
the sewage collection systems within their communities, 
and administer the development within the city. 

: 11 



-,, 

'" 

3:; 

'-\:; 
_;;I 

How Can We Work Together? 
Formation of the Tri-City Service District allows 
neighboring cities to work collectively to solve a 
problem common to all, and to equitably share 
responsibilities, 

The law designates the Board of County Commissioners 
as the governing body for the proposed Tri-City 
Service District with community input from a Citizens 
Advisory Committee made up of representatives from · 
each of the three cities. The Advisory Committee can 
make recommendations to the Board of Commissioners 
on all matters relating to the administration of the 
Tri-City Service District. 
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Oregon City, West Linn, and Gladstone have not 
ignored the sewage pollution problem,, Together with 
the County they undertook an area-wide study financed 
by local funds, a DEQ loan of $100,000 and a Federal 
Environmental Protection Agency gr~nt of over 
$350,000. Now we have a detailed sewerage facilities 
plan for the Tri-City area-one that is.'approved by each 
of the three city councils, by the Coy~ty, DEO, and 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 

Will Approval Mean Population 
Growth? 
Formation of the Service District will allow West 
Linn, Gladstone, and Oregon City to plan for orderly 
development according to each's comprehensive plan. 
Businesses and industries that wish to expand will be 
able to have sewer connections. Hom:es, which planning 
and zoning allow, can be built, 

The proposed Tri-City Service District includes only 
land inside the cities. Areas within the urban growth· 
boundary would be served as they are annexed to a 
city. 

What Is Proposed Now? 
Major improvements are required to correct existing 
pollution problems and to prevent their reoccurrence. 
Deteriorated sanitary sewer systems niust be rehabili­
tated. Sewers must be constructed tn~t separate 
domestic sewage flows from stormwater flows. A new 
Tri-City sewage treatment plant needs •to be constructed 
in the industrial area north of Oregon .City to replace 
the three existing obsolete plants on ~he Willamette 
River. The proposed Tri-City plan is tbe least costly 
and the most effective way to correcqhe water 
pollution problems of the area. ' 
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BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES MUNICIPAL FINANCING CONSULTANTS 

December 19, 1979 

Board of Commissioners, Clackamas County 
City Councils of Oregon City, West Linn, and Gladstone 

Dear Commissioners and Council Members: 

We are pleased to submit our December 1979 revised financial plan for 
the adopted Sewerage Facilities Plan, Tri-City area, prepared by the 
engineering firms of STRAAM Engineers, Inc. , and CH2M Hill. The 
financial plan (1) recommends the formation of a county service district 
(Tri-City Service District, or TCSD) to finance, construct, and operate 
the regional system; (2) shows how TCSD can fund initial project costs 
and establish an equitable revenue structure to meet annual expenses; 
and (3) provides for the acquisition of the existing sewerage facilities 
of the cities by TCSD. 

The financial plan assumes that TCSD will begin operating existing 
treatment plants and levying regional charges by July 1, 1980. The 
recommended regional service charge is $6 per month per equivalent 
dwelling unit in 1980/81, and the recommended connection charge is 
$1000 per equivalent dwelling unit, begining in 1980/81. Charges are 
projected to escalate as discussed in the financial plan. A TCSD tax 
rate of $0. 50 per $1000 TCV is scheduled to begin in 1982/83. 

Revenues earned by TCSD will be shared with the cities on an 
equivalent-dwelling-unit basis, providing the cities with sufficient 
funds to run their own collection systems. The charges outlined 
above will be adequate to meet all local and regional sewage treat­
ment costs and the cities will not need to levy charges of their own 
for sewerage operations. 

The financial plan shows four bond sales by TCSD over the period 
1981-1989, totaling about $25 million. Sale of about $8 million of this 
total, scheduled for inflow abatement work from 1986 to 1989, may 
not be necessary in entirety, depending on the State Department 
of Environmental Quality's final decision regarding the sizing of 
mains and treatment capacity for summertime combined sewer flows. 
We recommend that this issue be resolved before voters are asked 
to authorize a fixed amount of bonds. 

We are indebted to the staffs of the cities and the county for their 
cooperation in supplying information for the development of this 
financing plan. We are pleased to have participated in this chal­
lenging project and hope that our report will serve the cities and 
the county in their work. 

BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES 

a::~~~~+ 
Project Manager 

100 8ush Street. San Francisco 94104 (415) 981-5751 
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INTRODUCTION 

In October 1977, Stevens, Thompson & Runyan, Inc. (now STRAAM 
Engineers, Inc.) prepared a draft facilities plan for sewage treatment, 
transmission and disposal facilities to serve the Tri-City region, the 
area comprising the cities of Gladstone, Oregon City, and West Linn. 
In December 1978 the final plan was submitted as Volume 1 of a two­
volume report. Volume 2 was prepared and submitted, also in Decem­
ber 1978, by CH2M Hill and addressed the sludge treatment and dis­
posal element of the plan. 

The facilities plan outlines a regional sewerage approach that is cost 
effective and eligible for 75 percent funding from the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). The plan also defines a 21-square-mile 
study area which conforms to the philosophy of urban containment as 
suggested by the Columbia Region Association of Governments (CRAG). 

Bartle Wells Associates was retained to recommend an institutional/finan­
cial plan to implement the sewerage facilities plan. A financial plan, 
based on Stevens, Thompson & Runyan 's cost estimates contained in 
their October 1977 draft, was submitted in June 1978 and several of 
its suggestions have already been implemented. A revised financial 
plan, which incorporated the finalized cost estimates provided by 
STRAAM Engineers in their December 1978 facilities plan, was sub­
mitted by Bartle Wells Associates in March 1979. This revision incor­
porated the basic assumptions of the first financial plan and simply 
restructured the revenues needed to pay for increased construction 
and O&M costs. 

Since preparation of the second financial plan, new requirements estab­
lished by the EPA and the State of Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) have substantially altered costs of the project, particu­
larly the requirement that the three cities, collectively or individually, 
bear much of the cost of separating their storm sewers from their sani­
tary sewers ("sewer separation"). This requirement alone adds more 
than $8 million (1980 dollars) to the local costs of the project. Further­
more, the inability to attain EPA grant funds for the project during 
federal fiscal years 1978/79 and 1979/80 has delayed construction con­
siderably, thereby increasing construction costs. 

This third financial plan, dated December 1979, examines the current 
costs of the project and presents a financing strategy which allocates 
the payment burden to all users of the system according to the benefit 
they receive. This financial plan pays particular attention to the ex­
pected population growth in the Tri-City area and provides that new 
users pay their fair share of costs through connection charges. All 
information in this third revision is the best currently available. 

1 



PREVIOUS TRI-CITY STUDIES 

Regional sewerage planning has been underway in the tri-city area 
since the early 1970s. Several factors led to the reduction in scope 
of the planning area, which originally included about 125 square miles 
in and surrounding the three cities. The first comprehensive sewerage 
facility plan, published by Stevens, Thompson & Runyan, Inc. (now 
STRAAM Engineers, Inc.) in 1973, outlined a regional approach that 
agreed with the recommendations of CRAG regarding regionalization 
or combined treatment of sewage. This original plan was reduced in 
scope in 1974 to comply with Boundary Commission concerns about 
serving unincorporated areas, and to reduce the cities' financial bur­
den in providing sewerage for those areas. A small portion of unin­
corporated area was retained in the planning. 

In 1975, Stevens, Thompson & Runyan, Inc., published a revised facil­
ities plan, and Bartle Wells Associates published a sewerage financing 
plan for the reduced project. The 1975 financing plan recommended 
formation of a county service district to finance, construct, and oper­
ate regional sewerage facilities. The county service district (Tri-City 
Service District, or TCSD) would hold an election to authorize general 
obligation bonds to finance capital costs. The plan also outlined a 
system of rates and charges for operation and maintenance, bond ser­
vice, and other regional expenses. However, voters defeated the pro­
posal to form TCSD at an election in March 1976. It became clear that 
residents of unincorporated areas did not want to participate in the 
regional sewerage plan. 

At present, the project area has been reduced as described in the 
current STRAAM Engineers, Inc. and CH2M Hill sewerage facilities 
plan, published in December 1978. Phase I of the facilities plan is 
concerned with sewerage facilities only in the three cities. The 
Bartle Wells Associates institutional/financial plan contained herein 
addresses these Phase I financial needs. 

2 



THE PROJECT 

EXISTING SEWERAGE FACILITIES 

The agencies providing sewer service in the study area are the cities 
of Gladstone, Oregon City, and West Linn. 

o Gladstone operates its own sewer collection system in the central 
and southern parts of the city, and pumps sewage to Oregon City 
for treatment. Oregon City has treated Gladstone's wastewater 
since 1953. Oak Lodge Sanitary District and Clackamas County 
Service District treat wastewater from other parts of Gladstone 
which are not included in the study area. 

o Both Oregon City and Gladstone have combined storm and sani­
tary sewer collection systems which must be separated. 

o West Linn operates two separate sanitary sewer collection systems 
and two treatment plants. The Bolton treatment plant serves the 
north part of the city and its central business district. The 
Willamette treatment plant serves the southern part of the city. 

THE FACILITIES PLAN 

STRAAM Engineers, Inc. and CH 2M Hill have designed sewage treat­
ment and collection facilities to serve the three cities. The plan also 
considers the immediately adjacent urbanizing unincorporated areas, 
which, during the expected life of the facilities, may in fact become 
part of one of the cities. The urbanizing areas are primarily concen­
trated adjacent to Oregon City. 

The engineering plan has two phases. Phase 1 is designed to con­
solidate the sewage treatment facilities of the three cities. Facilities 
include interceptors, sewer system replacement and rehabilitation, 
and treatment plant construction. Phase 2 facilities, to be built 
at a future date, are designed to extend the basic system to serve 
urbanizing areas as needed. 

PROJECT COSTS 

Table 1 shows Phase 1 facilities costs, as estimated by STRAAM 
Engineers. Costs are based on an Engineering-News Record (ENR) 
index of 3400 (1980 dollars). Estimates contain 30 percent for proj­
ect administration, engineering, legal costs and contingencies. 

Table 1 shows grant-eligible costs divided into four segments and es­
calated to the appropriate years of construction, totaling $44,120,000. 
Twenty-five percent, or $11,030,000, will comprise the local share, 
the remainder being financed by EPA grants. 

3 
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TABLE 1 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
TOTAL COSTS - PHASE I FACILITIES 

Cost Approximate Approximate 
1980 Dollars Design- Construct-
(ENR = 3400) Months Months 

$25,000,000 '2 '6 
130,000 2 --
790,000 2 --
270,000 2 --
480,000 6 6 

1,310,000 6 6 
130,000 4 4 
550,000 6 10 
110,000 4 4 
330,000 4 4 

$29 ,lbo:OUO 

$ 740,000 6 6 
1,550,000 6 12 

310,000 4 4 
670,000 6 10 
110.000 4 4 

$ 3,J8o,OOO 

$ 360,000 5 6 
800,000 5 6 
820,000 5 6 

$ 1,980,000 

$ 710,000 6 10 
410,000 6 6 

$ 1,120,000 

$35,580,000 

s 500,000 

! 
7,130,000 

460,000 to be determined 

s ~·gg.ggg 

$45 ,000 ,000 

LEGEND 

-----Design 

_..--..-..... -construction 

Notes: 

!980 costs escalated at 12 percent per year. 

Description !tern 

PRELlMlNARY WORK 

SEGMENT l - GRANT-ELIGIBLE 
11.4 mgd, 20/20 effl. !. STP-excluding Land Cost 

2. Gregan City Rehabilitation 
3. West Linn Rehabilitation 
4. Gladstone Rehabilitation 

3,250'-42" 5. Willamette Interceptor - 42" 
1,800'-66"; 2600'-72" - 66", 72" 
1,650'-24" 6. Glads tone Interceptor 
2600/4000 gpm 7. Gladstone Pump Sta ti on 
4,000'-18" 8. Gladstone Force Main 
1,900'-48" 9. Interceptor from Oregon City STP - 48" 

10. Estimated Expenditures - $ 

SEGMENT II - GRANT-ELIGIBLE 

7,700'-21", 27", 36" 1. River St. Interceptor 
7,300/9,100 gpm 2. River st. Pump Station 
3,250'-24" 3. River St. Force Main 
2,200/3,400 gpm 4. Bolton Pump Station 
2,800'-16'' 5. Bolton Force Main 

6. Estimated Expenditures - $ 

SEGMENT II! - GRANT-ELIGIBLE 

3400'-24"; 700'-36" 1. Willamette Interceptor - 24", 36" 
300'-42"; 4300'-48" 2. Abernethy Creek Interceptor - 42". 48" 
3500'-18"; 4300'-21" 3. Newell Creek Interceptor 
4000' -24 II 

4. Estimated Expenditures - $ 

SEGMENT IV - GRANT-ELIGIBLE 

2,500/4,200 gpm 1. Tualatin Pump Station 
9,400'-18" 2. West Linn Willamette Force Main 

3. Estimated Expenditures - S 

TOTAL GRANT-ELIGIBLE EXPENDITURES - $ 

NON-GRANT-ELIGIBLE 

1. STP Land Cost - $ 
2. Oregon City Inflow Abatement 
3. West Linn Inflow Abatement 
4. Gladstone Inflow Abatement 

TOTAL NON-GRANT-ELIGIBLE 

TOTAL PROJECT COST 

11111111111111111 Review, grant, administration. advertise, 
receive bids, and award construction contract 
(minimum 4-5 months) 

====~Evaluation of sewer rehabilitation 

Source: STRAAM Engineers, Inc., October 3, 1979 projections. 

FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR (10/1 - 9/30) 

FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983 -
~ 111 If 111 ....... 

,,.. ____ _... __ _._ -----1111111 ---..... ~-....... 
-111111 -~--n111r ~-- Total escalate -· 11111111111 ... ..-..... .--

d -· IUllllllll _ _....._.. grant eligible 
-11111 11111111111 __ _,,,, -· 111111111111_ ..... __ 

_ _...,_,,_......, costs 
-llll 111111111111- $44, 120, 000 - 111111111111-

1,030,000 11,000,000 10,310,000 14,000,000 

-1111111111111-.--
-1 i1111111111.,._....--.-.- _. ...... .-.--..., 
-tlll IUllllllU _ _..._ 

-1111111111111_...-.- .......... .-.-
~ 11111111111v-.-

270,000 2,360,000 1,250,000 

11111111111-.--....--
111111111111 ... .-.-.... 

-->l<·'*/i-;-=·--lllllllllll-

10,000 170,000 2,280,000 

-lllllllllll ........ ~---- lllllllllll ..... __ _..._ 

46,ooo 420,000 80,000 900,000 

1,350,000 13,950,000 13,920,000 14,900,000 

500,000 Design and construction 



Additionally, the table shows $9 ,420,000 of non-grant-eligible costs 
for land and inflow abatement. About $500 ,000 of the non-grant­
eligible work apply to improvements on private property which will 
be financed by property owners. These $500, 000 have been excluded 
from the costs detailed in Table 8. 

Except for STP land costs, Table 1 does not specify a construction 
schedule for any of the non-grant-eligible costs. This financial plan 
outlines such a schedule in Table 8 and the accompanying text. 
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REGIONAL AND LOCAL STATISTICAL INFORMATION 

CURRENT USERS 

Table 2 estimates the number of equivalent dwelling units (EDU's) as 
of December 31, 1979 to be served by TCSD. The estimates are based 
on interviews with city officials and data gathered by Bartle Wells 
Associates. For the system as a whole, 13, 160 EDU's are estimated 
as of 12/31/79, including commercial/industrial users. 

TABLE 2 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
EQUIVALENT DWELLING UNITS AS OF DECEMBER 31, 

Oregon City 
Residential 
Commercial/Industrial 

West Linn 
Residential and Commercial/Industrial 

Gladstone (Oregon City served area) 
Residential 
Commercial/Industrial 

Equivalent 
Dwelling 

Units 

4,990 1 

1,4501 

4,2202 

2,3203 

1803 

13,160 

1979 

Percent 
of 

Total 

38% 
11 

32 

18 
1 

100% 

1 - Based on service charge revenues divided by EDU user charge. 
2 - City estimates. Commercial connections counted as 1 EDU. 

Apartments counted as '-; EDU. 
3 - City estimates. Commercial connections counted as 1 EDU. 

PAST GROWTH RATES 

Population - Table 3 shows past growth in the Tri-City area in both 
population and assessed valuation. The population data indicates an 
annually compounded growth rate of 5. 5% between 1973 and 1977. In 
1977 a growth moratorium, as described in the table, was placed on 
Oregon City by the DEQ because of sewage treatment problems. This 
caused a decrease in Oregon City's growth rate--from 6% in the five­
year period ending July 1, 1977, to 4. 3% in the one-year period ending 
July 1, 1977. The moratorium also affected the portion of Gladstone 
served by Oregon City, but, as the table shows, growth in the other 
areas of Gladstone more than compensated for the slowdown in Oregon 
City served area. 
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TABLE 3 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
GROWTH INDICATORS 

1973 

Poi::mlation 1 

Oregon City 11,185 
West Linn 8,130 
Gladstone 

(entire city)2 7,725 
27,040 

Assessed Valuation 
Oregon City $136,130,790 
West Linn 85,008,710 
Gladstone 

(entire city) 56,551,370 
$278,690,870 

July 1 

1977 1978 

14,100 14,700 
10,355 11,600 

8,985 9,350 
33,440 35,650 

$215,257,910 $246,379,700 
151,006,940 185,844,030 

103,840,330 119,027,520 
$470,105,180 $551,251,250 

1973-77 1977-78 1973-78 
Compounded Growth Compounded 
Growth Rate Rate Growth Rate 

6.0% 4.3% 5.6% 
6.2 12.0 7.4 

3.8 4.1 3.9 
5.5% 6.6% 5.7% 

12.1% 14.4% 12.5% 
15.1 23.1 16.7 

16.4 14.5 15.1 
14.0% 17.3% 14.6% 

Note: Moratorium on new building took effect in Oregon City in May 1977. As of November 1, 1979, 
Oregon City estimates that its future growth is limited to about 290 equivalent dwelling units until the 
moratorium is lifted. Gladstone estimates that future growth in "Oregon City" served areas is limited 
to about 150 EDU's. 
1 - Portland State University estimates. 
2 - City estimates that growth rates for entire city, as shown here, are higher than growth rates in 

"Oregon City" served areas. 



Assessed Valuation - Table 3 also examines growth in assessed val­
uation (AV) which was 14%, compounded annually, for the tri-city 
area between 1973 and 1977. Table 4 shows the rates of inflation 
for the same period as measured by the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 
For the period 1973-1977, the 14% growth in AV, when adjusted for 
inflation according to the CPI, becomes 4. 9%. Thus, both the popu­
lation and AV data indicate a pre-moratorium growth rate of about 
5 percent. 

Commercial/Industrial - One other growth factor, besides population 
and AV, deserves attention: commercial and industrial growth. For 
Oregon City, Bartle Wells Associates examined building permit data 
from 1976 to 1979 and assigned an appropriate number of EDU's to 
each new commercial/industrial user based on its estimated strength 
and flow. In the three-year period, adjusted for the moratorium, 
Oregon City averaged 60 new commercial/industrial EDU's per year. 
City officials in Gladstone and West Linn have indicated that their 
commercial/industrial growth is not significant enough to separate 
from residential growth projections. 

TABLE 4 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
INFLATION INDICATORS 

Year 

1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 

Annually compounded growth rate 

1973-77 
1973-78 

1 - Portland area, annual average (1967 = 

8 

100) 

Consumer 
Price 
Index1 

127 
143 
157 
167 
180 
198 

9.1% 
9.3% 



EXISTING RATES AND CHARGES 

Each city has its own rate structure for sewer users, as shown in 
Table 5. Monthly sewer service charges (which may actually be billed 
on a bimonthly basis) are $3 per month for residents in Oregon City, 
$3 .15 per month in West Linn and $4. 50 per month in Gladstone. 
Commercial and industrial rates in Gladstone vary according to city 
ordinance, and in Oregon City and West Linn they are based on water 
usage. All three cities have a connection charge, with reductions for 
subsequent units in a development or additional toilets in a commercial 
establishment. West Linn also has a systems development charge. 

TABLE 5 
LOCAL SEWERAGE AGENCIES 
SYSTEM CHARGES 1979/80 

Monthly 
Sewer Service 

Charge 
Connection 

Charge 
Development 

Charge 

Oregon City 
Residential $3.00 
Commercial, industrial 3.21 

West Linn 
Residential $3.15 
Commercial, industrial 3.15 

Gladstone 
Residential $4.50 
Commercial, industrial 4.50 

$575 1 

(min.) 2 575 1 

$3503 

(min. ) 5 350 

$570 
(min. ) 6 5707 

NONE 

$3504 

3504 

NONE 

1 - For multiple family units, each additional unit is $350; for commer­
cial or industrial, each additional unit is $75 per toilet. 

2 - Based on 50% of lowest monthly water charge in either January, 
February, or March; minimum water charge is $10. 85 bimonthly. 

3 - For multiple family units, second unit is $200, each additional 
unit is $100. 

4 - Systems development charge, in addition to connection charge, is 
imposed in two parts; $0 .10 per square foot of building area con­
nection fee ( $150 min. ) and $0. 02 per square foot of land area 
($200 min.). Large commercial parcels charged $400 minimum. 
Proceeds (50% for water, 25% each for sewer and streets) are to 
be used only for improvements to their respective systems. 

5 - 70% of water bill. 
6 - Charges vary as specified by ordinance, depending on type of 

user. 
7 - Each additional commercial toilet unit is $100. 
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INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENT 

The regional project requires a management agency with the requisite 
power to satisfy PL 92-500, Section 208, and to implement the regional 
project. The nature of this agency, its powers, and its formation have 
been discussed twice before in the March 1979 and June 1978 financial 
plans and by reference are included herein. The name of the regional 
agency will be Tri-City Service District (TCSD), a county service dis­
trict formed pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes. Table 6 summarizes 
the responsibilities of TCSD and the three participating cities in the 
regional sewerage program. 
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TABLE 6 
TRI-CITY INSTITUTIONAL PLAN 
BASIC MODEL 

Element 

Ownership 

Operation and 
Maintenance 

Plan, 
Design, 
Construct 

Annex, 
Extend System, 
Issue Permits 

Regulate Sewer 
System Use 

Set Monthly 
Service Charges 
and Connection 
Charges 

Billing and 
Collection 

Issue Debt, 
Receive Grants 

City Role 

Own collection systems 

Operate and maintain 
own collection systems 

Local collection 
systems, inflow 
abatement projects 
manageable at local 
level 

Annex new service 
areas to city, extend 
system, issue permits 

Adopt sewer use ordi­
nance consistent with 
regional standards 

Prepare bills and 
collect revenues 

Finance collection 
system additions and 
one-half of inflow 
abatement work 

TCSD Role 

Own regional treatment 
plant and connecting 
interceptors and pump 
stations 

Operate and maintain 
regional treatment plant, 
interceptors, and pump 
stations 

Regional treatment plant, 
pump stations, force mains 
and interceptors between 
pump stations and treat­
ment plants, subsequent 
additions, inflow abatement 
projects not manageable at 
local level, grant-fundable 
sewer rehabilitation 

Concurrent annexation to 
TCSD 

Set regional standards 
consistent with NPDES 
permit; implement in­
dustrial waste control 
program 

Adopt rates and charges 
for entire system, upon 
consultation with cities; 
rates and charges adopted 
on EDU basis to provide 
for local and regional cap­
ital and O&M expenses 

No direct billing 

Issue debt for regional 
facilities; receive federal 
grants; finance one-half 
of inflow abatement work 

11 



FINANCING PLAN 

The objective of the financing plan is to 
for cost sharing among the three cities. 
erage project costs include: 

provide an equitable method 
Elements of the regional sew-

o Capital costs for construction of Phase I sewerage facilities, 
including combined sewer separation. 

o Payments to cities for acquisition of existing major facilities. 

o Operation and maintenance costs for new regional wastewater 
facilities. 

o Payment of principal and interest on new debt service. 

o Cities' individual operation and maintenance costs for collection 
systems and payments on outstanding sewer bonds. 

SOURCES OF CAPITAL FUNDS 

EPA is the source of the major portion of construction funds. Grant­
eligible facilities receive 75 percent funding under the EPA grant pro­
gram. DEQ acts as administrator for these grants. 

Summary of Costs - Table 7 summarizes the costs shown in Table l 
and estimates a total local share of $24, 690, 000. The remaining 
$33,090,000 will be paid by EPA grants. Table 8, discussed below, 
details how the inflow abatement costs of $13, 160, 000 are determined 
for Table 7. 

Inflow Abatement Cost Distribution - This financial plan uses a ten­
year construction program for the inflow abatement program, begin­
ning in 1981. The actual schedule may differ from this ten-year 
schedule. The cities and district plan to correct the inflow problems 
as growth occurs and the needed revenues become available. In any 
event the work will begin with the district's first bond sale. 

Table 8 allocates the inflow abatement costs (1980 dollars) 50% to TCSD 
and 50% to the cities. The 50/50 split results in a $4 ,110 ,000 allocation 
to TCSD and $4,110,000 to the cities (1980 dollars). At the bottom of 
Table 8 these 1980 costs are escalated forward to estimated times of 
construction. This financial plan has TCSD assume the initial thrust 
of the inflow abatement program at the same time as other Phase I 
facilities are being designed and constructed--in other words, the 
period 1981-1984. TCSD's 50% share escalates to $5,160,000 as shown. 
This financial plan has the cities assume the second stage of the inflow 
abatement program during 1985-90. Their estimated escalated costs of 
$8, 000, 000 could be financed through three sources: 
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TABLE 7 
TRI -CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
LOCAL COSTS - PHASE I FACILITIES 

Grant Eligible 
Segment I 
Segment II 
Segment III 
Segment IV 

Non Grant Eligible 
Land Cost 
Inflow Abatement 

Total Costs 

Local Share 
25% share of grant eligible costs 
100% share of non-grant-eligible costs 
Total Local Share 

Total Costs 
Escalated 

to Time of 
Construction 

$36,340,000 
3,880,000 
2,460,000 
1,440,000 

$44,120,000 1 

$ 500,000 1 

13,160,0002 

$13,660,000 

$57,780,000 

$11,030,000 
13,660,000 

$24,690,000 

1 - Engineer's 1980 (ENR = 3400) estimates escalated to midpoint of 
construction at 12% per year. 

2 - Engineer's 1980 (ENR = 3400) estimates escalated to various con­
struction points as shown in Table 8. Excludes $500,000 to be 
borne by property owners for infiltration abatement. 

1. City reserves 
2. TCSD reserves 
3. Bonds sold by TCSD on behalf of the cities 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would take the form of loans by TCSD to the 
needy cities. The cities would repay these loans in a manner de­
scribed later in the section INFLOW ABATEMENT FINANCING. If 
TCSD needed to sell bonds on behalf of the cities, the scheduling 
could take place as outlined in Table 9 and the text which follows. 
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TABLE 8 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
INFLOW ABATEMENT COSTS 

Total costs 1980 (ENR = 3400) 
Less amount borne by property owners 

To be borne by TCSD 
To be borne by cities 

Escalated Costs 
TCSD: 

4-year construction program, 1981-1984 
$4,110,000 escalated to midpoint at 12%/year 

Cities: 
6-year construction program, 1985-1990 
$4, 110, 000 escalated to midpoint at 10%/year 

1 - From Table 1. 
2 - 50/50 split between TCSD and cities. 

$8,720,000 1 

(500,000) 
$8,220,000 

$4,110,0002 

4,110,0002 

$8,220,000 

$ 5,160,0003 

$ 8,000,0003 

$13,160,000 

3 - Total inflow abatement program scheduled over 10-year period. 

Bond Sales - TCSD can raise capital financing through general obliga­
tion bonded indebtedness, the cheapest bond alternative available to 
Oregon issuers. Bonds could be sold competitively or, possibly, to 
the State of Oregon Pollution Control Fund. Created in 1971, the 
fund contains proceeds from bonds sold by the state in 1971, 1972, 
and 1977. Monies are to be expended on sewer, water, and solid 
waste pollution control projects throughout the state. DEQ admin­
isters the Pollution Control Fund. Following an election to authorize 
bonds, local bonds are bought by DEQ with the proceeds of the 
Pollution Control Fund. Currently bonds sold to the state bear a net 
interest cost of about 4. 9 percent; however, almost all of the existing 
funds (about $20 million) are already earmarked for projects underway. 
The state is planning to sell $60 million for this fund in June 1980. 
The resulting interest rates could well be one full percent point or 
more above the current 4. 9 percent now offered. 

Annual costs of the bonds sold to DEQ would be about 25 percent 
lower than annual costs of competitive market bonds of the same 
length of maturity. Even so, the state does not usually purchase 
local bonds for non-grant-eligible facilities. Additionally, the 1979 
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fiscal year cutbacks in federal funds to the State of Oregon, and 
other financial factors, may occasion an even more stringent state 
policy towards purchasing bonds of local agencies such as TCSD. 
Furthermore, delays in negotiating a bond sale with the state could 
occasion increased project costs due to inflation which more than off­
set savings from a bond sale to the state. For these reasons this 
financing plan uses competitive market bonds, which can be sold ac­
cording to a schedule determined by TCSD. 

It should be noted, however, that over 95% of the non-grant-eligible 
costs, or an estimated $13, 660 ,000, are allocated to inflow abatement: 
work which is being required by DEQ. The state should consider, 
therefore, purchasing TCSD bonds, despite existing policies, to help 
alleviate the considerable repayment burden which will be placed on 
the citizens of the Tri-City area. 

Bond Sale Scheduling and Debt Service - Table 9 shows a means of 
scheduling TCSD 's bond sales, and the resulting debt service. Debt 
service has been calculated on the basis of 20-year maturity schedules, 
with interest of 7% per year on the remaining balance. Debt service 
for the first two years of each issue is interest only, principal repay­
ment escalating thereafter. The scheduling shows two sales for TCSD 
totaling $16,690,000, and two sales on behalf of the cities totaling 
$8,000,000. These amounts are derived in Tables 7 and 8. The sales 
on behalf of the cities are scheduled in Table 9 to meet the projected 
cash needs of the cities as they proceed with their share of the inflow 
abatement work. The bond proceeds would be made available by TCSD 
to the cities in the form of loans, with terms to be agreed upon when 
the loans are made. The cities' repayment of the loans is discussed 
later in the section INFLOW ABATEMENT FINANCING. Because, as 
time passes, both the cities and TCSD will be building cash reserves, 
which can be used for inflow abatement work, it is possible that less 
than $8. 0 million in bonds will need to be sold by TCSD on behalf of 
the cities. 

Multiple sales are most likely because of arbitrage restrictions on the 
sale of municipal bonds promulgated by the U.S. Treasury Department. 
Basically, these regulations state that bond proceeds must be spent 
within three years of the sale if the issuer wishes to earn interest on 
unused bond proceeds in excess of interest payable to bond holders 
(arbitrage). These interest earnings are desirable, of course, and 
help reduce the amount of bonds sold. Although TCSD may need to 
sell bonds four times, the total amount of bonds needed could be 
authorized by the voters in one election. 

Table 9 shows bond sales for TCSD in April of 1981, 1983, 1986, and 
1989. The actual sale times may differ. The bond sales agree with 
the inflow abatement construction schedule outlined in Table 8. The 
sizing of the bond issues shown in Table 9 does not take into account 
interest earnings during construction on one hand or contingency 
expenses on the other. Current bond market conditions are quite 
unstable due to uncertainty among investors about the U.S. economy. 
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m TABLE 9 

TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
BOND SALE SCHEDULING & DEBT SERVICE 

Sale Dates 

4/81 4/83 4/86 4/89 

SCHEDULING ($000) 

Segments I - IV $5,000 $6,030 -- --
Land 500 -- -- --
Inflow Abatement 2,580 2,580 -- --
On behalf of cities -- -- 4,000 4,000 

$8,080 $8,610 $4,000 $4,000 

DEBT SERVICE ($000) 
Fiscal Year 7 /1 - 6/30 

81/82 82/83 83/84 84/85 85/86 86/87 87/88 88/89 89/90 

On Behalf of TCSD 
4/81 sale $560 1 $560 1 $ 600 $ 650 $ 700 $ 800 $ 900 $ 900 $ 900 
4/83 sale -- -- 560 1 560 1 600 650 700 800 900 

$560 $560 $1,160 $1,210 $1,300 $1,450 $1,600 $1,700 $1,800 

On Behalf of Cities 
4/85 sale -- -- -- -- -- $2801 $2801 $350 $400 
4/89 sale -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 280 1 

$280 $280 $350 $680 

1 - First two years interest only; 20-year maturity schedule with 7% annual interest. 

Totals 

$11,030 
500 

5,160 
8,000 

$24,690 

90/91 

$ 900 
900 

$1,800 

$400 
280 1 

$680 



A 7% effective interest rate for the bonds, as shown in Table 9, is 
an educated guess at best. To itemize interest earnings and issuance 
costs of bond sales one or more years away will not give a clearer 
picture of debt service at a time when bond interest rates can fluc­
tuate by one half of one percent in one week. 

EQUALIZATION PLAN 

Certain existing facilities, including pump stations, force mains, and 
treatment facilities, will either be incorporated into the regional sys­
tem or abandoned according to the engineering plan. These facilities 
represent a capital investment on the part of the cities which should 
be reimbursed. To equalize local costs, TCSD should compensate the 
cities for these facilities. The amount to be paid will be equal to the 
original construction cost plus 10 percent, less any grants received 
for construction. Table 10 shows a breakdown of costs of the cities' 
existing facilities. 

Table 11 is the equalization plan. Each city's original cost, plus 10 
percent, less grants, is payable over 20 years at 5 percent interest. 
Although Gladstone does not own any treatment facilities, part of its 
payments to Oregon City include capital payments for Oregon City's 
treatment plant and Gladstone is credited for the debt retirement por­
tion of its payments. Table 12 shows the total payments by Gladstone 
to Oregon City since Oregon City began treating Gladstone's sewage 
in 1953. Table 12 also shows the portion of Oregon City's payments 
allocated to capital payments based on the ratio of Oregon City's bond 
principal payments to its total annual sewage cost. This ratio applied 
to Gladstone's payments yields Gladstone's ownership in treatment 
facilities for which it should be credited. In Table 11, these adjust­
ments are made in the column "Special Capital Cost Allocation. 11 The 
equalization plan results in installment payments by TCSD of $22,850 
to Oregon City, $36, 180 to West Linn, and $14, 960 to Gladstone, for 
a total of $73, 990 per year. 

Under this equalization plan, the cities will continue to pay their own 
local debt service. Equalization payments and revenue transfers from 
TCSD to the cities will be sufficient to pay for local debt service and 
O&M/capital costs. 

FUTURE GROWTH 

In order to project future revenues and expenses for TCSD and the 
three cities as accurately as possible, and thereby adequately deter­
mine the needed rates and charges, the Tri-City area growth projec­
tions must be well chosen. Table 13 shows the best growth information 
available, gathered from city officials and Portland State University. 
The projections indicate an overall growth rate for the region of about 
4 percent. This compares with a historical growth rate between 1973 
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1--' TABLE 10 
00 

TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
ORIGINAL COST, MAJOR FACILITIES 

Pump Stations and Force Mains Treatment 
Total 

Year Total Grant Net Local Total Grant Net Local Net Cost 

Gladstone 1955 $62,300 $ -- $ 62,300 
1969 35, 744 17,872 17,872 
1973 21,244 -- 21,244 

$101,416 $101,416 

Oregon City 1953 $138,500 -- $138,500 
1953 $25,500 -- $ 25,500 
1964 264,305 $101,319 162,986 

$ 25,500 $301,486 $326,986 

West Linn 1952 $ 50,150 -- $ 50,150 
1955 61,100 -- 61,100 
1960 $35,000 -- $ 35,000 
1963 139,250 -- 139,250 
1963 49,400 -- 49,400 
1977 75,000 -- 75,000 

$ 35,000 $374,900 $409,900 

$838,302 
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TABLE 11 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
EQUALIZATION PLAN 

Oregon City 

West Linn 

Gladstone 

Original 
Cost, Less 

Grants + 

$326,986 

409,900 

101,416 

$838,302 

Special 
Capital Cost 
Allocation 1 

($68,100) 

68,100 

+ 
Total 

Plus 10% = Compensation 

$25,889 

40,990 

16,952 

$284,775 

450,890 

186,468 

Installment 
Reimbursements 2 

$22,850 

36,180 

14,960 

$73,990 

I - Ratio of Oregon City principal payments for treatment, times total Gladstone payments to Oregon 
City. 

2 - Payable for 20 years plus 5% interest beginning 7 /l/80. 



TABLE 12 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
ESTIMATE OF CAPITAL COST CREDIT TO GLADSTONE 

Oregon City Expenditures 
Principal payments for sewer bonds 1 

Total sewer expenditures 1 

Ratio of principal payments to total expenditures 
(capital allocation factor) 

Gladstone's total payments to Oregon City2 

Capital allocation factor 
Gladstone's capital cost credit 

Total 

$ 207,000 
2,064,700 

0.100 

$ 681,200 
x 0.100 

$ 68,100 

1 - Oregon City Financial Reports, fiscal years 1968/69 through 1978/79. 
2 - Gladstone record of payments 1968/69 through 1978/79, from letter to 

Bartle Wells Associates, September 4, 1974 and city financial reports. 

and 1977 of about 5 percent, as discussed in the section REGIONAL 
AND LOCAL STATISTICAL INFORMATION. A future growth rate, 
which is about 20% less than past performance, is consistent with 
growing trends in Oregon to control and limit city expansions. 

PROJECTED REGIONAL FINANCING 

Operation and maintenance costs of regional facilities, repayment of 
regional debt, a revenue transfer to the cities, and payments to cities 
for existing facilities are the annual costs for which TCSD must provide 
annual revenues. Three primary resources to pay annual expenses 
are sewer service charges, connection charges, and property taxes. 

Table 14 presents four-year historical revenue and expense data on 
all three cities served by TCSD. The expense information has been 
used to project future expenses for the TCSD and the cities in Tables 
15 and 16. Expense items are therefore divided into categories for 
"treatment" and "collection", as TCSD will assume all treatment, leav­
ing collection to the cities. Revenue and expenses for 1978/79 and 
1979/80 have been obtained from city budgets and therefore most likely 
overstate expenses. Even so, expense items for each city have shown 
large increases over the four years. 
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TABLE 13 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
FUTURE GROWTH RA TES 

1977 1980 

July 1 

1985 1990 

Oregon City 
Population 
% Growth 

14,100 16,8001 

6.0 
20,7002 

4.3 
26,1002 

4.8 

West Linn 
Population 
% Growth 

10,355 1 20,0003 

5.2 

Gladstone (entire city) 
Population 
% Growth 

8,985 1 10,7004 

1.4 

TCSD 
Population 
% Growth 

33 ,440 56,800 
4.2 

1 - Portland State University Estimates 
2 - Planning Department Estimates 
3 - City estimate 
4 - Bartle Wells Associates estimate based on city projection of 12 ,000 

people by year 2000. 

Table 15 presents a financing plan for TCSD through 1986/87. The 
table assumes that TCSD will be formed in time to assume all treat­
ment of wastewater at existing facilities by July 1, 1980. Shortly 
after formation a bond election will be held to secure authorization 
for sale of all bonds needed for the project. The timing of the first 
sale of bonds will take place in 1980 or early 1981. This financial 
plan assumes that TCSD will generate sufficient reserves from ser­
vice and connection charges to begin design in 1980 and that bonds 
will be sold in April 1981. 
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TABLE 14 
LOCAL AGENCIES 
HISTORY OF SEWERAGE REVENUES AND EXPENSES 

Actual 
~rounded to nearest $100) Budget 

1976/77 1977/78 1978/79 1979/80 

City of Oregon City 
Revenues: 

Service charges $111,500 $116,500 $114,000 $169,500 
Contracts 56,900 65,200 112,400 112,000 
Connection charges 105,200 61,300 30,000 2,500 
Other 4,200 4,800 4,000 4,000 
Investments 5,900 10,000 
Sewer Assessments 9,500 9,300 10,000 7,300 

Total Revenues $287,300 $263,000 $270,400 $305,300 

Expenses: 
Treatment plant $164,100 $165,900 $202,200 $251,200 
Local collection systems 21,900 23,100 39,000 44,600 
Debt service 26,400 27,000 26,200 26,400 
Capital outlay: 
- Treatment 1,900 20,500 77,900 48,700 
- Collection 4,400 17,600 20,000 9,000 

Total Expenses $218,700 $254,100 $365,300 $379,900 

City of West Linn 
Revenues: 

Property taxes $ 43,300 $ 42,400 $ 41,500 $ 40,600 
Service charges 93,100 103,100 95,000 115,000 
Connection charges 119,400 121,700 85,000 85,000 
Extension fees 17,600 17,700 15,000 12,000 
Development feesl 22,200 
Other 200 1,300 

Total Revenues $295,800 $286,200 $236,500 $252,600 

Expenses: 
Treatment plant 
- Personnel services $ 66,500 $ 87,100 $106,000 $135,300 
- Materials & services 2 52,700 65,600 86,200 87,200 
- Transfers to other 

funds 14,600 14,600 32,700 34,400 
Local system 
- Personnel services 4,700 4,700 4,500 11,700 
- Materials & services2 8,600 5,100 15,3003 10,3003 

- Transfers to other 
funds 10,900 15,400 20,300 20,600 

Bond service 43,300 42,400 41,500 40,600 
Capital outlay 
- Treatment 3,200 11,000 27,900 42,900 
- Local sewers 16,600 3,800 17,100 15,000 

Total Expenses $221,100 $249,700 $351,500 $398,000 

(continued) 
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TABLE 14, continued 
LOCAL AGENCIES 
HISTORY OF SEWERAGE REVENUES AND EXPENSES 

Actual 
(rounded to nearest $100) Budget 

1976/77 1977/78 

City of Gladstone 
Revenues (entire city): 

Service charges $101,800 $105,900 
Connection charges 20,000 51,500 
Other 1,300 2,500 

Total Revenues $123,100 $159,900 

Expenses (Oregon City portion only): 4 

Contract for treatment 
and dispisal with 
Oregon City 

Local collection system 
- Personnel services 
- Materials & services2 

Capital 
- Treatment 
- Collection 

Total Expenses 

$50,900 

18,600 
6,500 

2,700 
$78,700 

$ 64,800 

24,300 
10,600 

11,600 
$111,300 

1978/79 

$174,000 
36,000 

2,000 
$212,000 

$110,000 

34,300 
8,400 

22,6006 

$175,300 

1979/80 

$195,000 
31,000 

1,000 
$227,000 

$110,000 

40,700 5 

10,300 

16,8006 

$177,800 

1 - Beginning in 1977 /78, development fees have been paid into the 
Systems Development Fund. Fees are paid by customer when per­
mit is issued. 

2 - Excludes amounts budgeted for Tri-City Sewage Study. 
3 - Does not include Systems Development Fund costs, which began in 

1978-79, spent largely for inflow abatement. 
4 - Expenses factored on the basis of contract payments to Oregon City, 

Oak Lodge, and Clackamas S. D. 
5 - Excludes new staff position for utility worker III resulting from 

growth in areas other than Oregon City served area. 
6 - Excludes storm water separation. 
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TABLE 15 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
REGIONAL FINANCING PLAN 

First year 
First year of new 
of TCSD facilities 
1980/81 1981/82 1982/83 1983/84 1984/85 1985/86 

Number of EDU's 13,500 13,830 14,490 15,150 15,810 16,470 
New EDU's/year: 

Residential 300 600 600 600 600 600 
Commercial 2 30 60 60 60 60 60 

Growth rate 2.4% 4.8% 4.6% 4.4% 4.2% 4.0% 
Regional service 

charge/year $72 $72 $84 $84 $96 $96 
Regional connection 

charge $1,000 $1,100 $1,200 $1,300 $1,400 $1,500 
Tax rate/$1000 -- -- $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 
True cash 

value ($000)3 $640,000 $715,000 $800,000 $900,000 $1,005,000 $1,125,000 

Beginning balance -0- $210 $210 $790 $850 

Revenues ($000) 
Service charges $ 970 $1,000 $1,220 $1,270 $1,520 
Connection charges 330 730 790 860 920 
Property taxes -- -- 400 450 500 
Total Revenues $1,300 $1,730 $2,410 $2,580 $2,940 

Expenses ($000) 
Regional O&M/Capital 
- Old4 $ 700 $ 770 $ 850 $ 930 
- New5 -- -- -- -- $1,230 
Regional revenue transfer 

to cities 6 320 330 350 360 380 
Regional debt service 7 

- On behalf of TCSD -- 560 560 1,160 1,210 
- On behalf of cities -- -- -- -- --
Equalization payments• 70 70 70 70 70 
Total Expenses $1,090 $1,730 $1,830 $2,520 $2,890 

Ending Balance (available 
for loans to cities) $ 210 $ 210 $ 790 $ 850 $ 900 

1 c--Figures rounded to nearest $10, 000. 
2 - Oregon City only. Commercial growth in West Linn and Gladstone included in residential projections. 
3 - Escalated at 12% per year. Gladstone AV within TCSD estimated at 65%. 
4 - Based on treatment expenses shown in Table 14. Expenses escalated at 10% per year. 

$900 

$1,580 
990 
560 

$3,130 

$1,350 

400 

1,300 
--

70 
$3,120 

$ 910 

5 - Based on cost estimates in Table IX-13, Sewerage Facilities Plan, December 1978. Costs escalated at 10% per year. 
6 - Allocation of $24 per EDU. 
7 - From Table 9. 
8 - From Table 11. 

1986/87 

17,130 

600 
60 

3.9% 

$108 

$1,600 
$0.50 

$1,260,000 

$910 

$1,850 
1,060 

630 
$3,540 

$1,490 

410 

1,450 
280 

70 
$3,700 

$ 750 



All figures in Table 15 are rounded to the nearest $10, 000. The 
financial plan incorporates the following key items. 

Growth - The number of EDU's as of July 1, 1980 is estimated at 
13, 500 (13, 160 from Table 2 escalated forward six months at about 
5 percent per year). Table 15 shows an overall growth rate of 4 .1% 
over the six-year period. However, in 1980/81, the first year of 
TCSD, growth is only shown at 2. 4% due to the expected difficulties 
in drafting plans for Phase I implementation that are acceptable to 
DEQ--plans which will result in the lifting of the moratorium. In 
1981/82 and 1982/83 growth is shown in excess of 4. 5% as builders 
satisfy demand built up during the moratorium. Thereafter growth 
slows to 4. 0% and below. 

All growth figures are expressed in terms of equivalent dwelling 
units (EDU's). The line item for "commercial" growth represents 
the contribution commercial/industrial customers will make in Oregon 
City. The 60 EDU's/year shown are discussed in a previous section, 
REGIONAL AND LOCAL STATISTICAL INFORMATION. 

Regional Service Charge - Monthly or bimonthly sewer service 
charges are recommended as the primary source of annual revenues. 
Table 15 shows a regional charge of $6 per month in 1980/81, esca­
lating to $9 per month in 1986/87. Service charge revenues have 
been sized to at least match expected annual O&M. This will be 
a requirement of receiving federal grants. 

Service charges shown are the yearly rate per EDU. The EDU con­
cept requires each type of sewer user to be classified as a multiple 
of an average single-family dwelling unit. The concept calls for 
standardization on the part of the three cities as to how commercial 
and industrial customers should be classified on an EDU basis. 

Regional Connection Charge - Connection charges are one-time 
charges to property owners at the time they wish to connect a new 
unit to ·the sewer system. The financial plan recommends a connec­
tion charge high enough to ensure that new users pay an equitable 
share of project cost. In the regional financing plan shown, the 
charge begins at $1000 in 1980/81 and escalates at $100 per year, 
allowing for inflation. 

Property Taxes - If voters authorize general obligation bonds, 
ad valorem property taxes could be used to pay the full amount 
of debt service. This financial plan recommends an ad valorem 
tax to supplement other revenues to pay bond service. A tax 
of $0. 50 per $1, 000 of assessed valuation is shown beginning 
in 1982/83. The tax may need to be increased in future years 
depending on (1) the growth which actually occurs in TCSD, 
(2) the manner in which the cities' share of inflow abatement 
work is financed, and (3) other economic factors. The table 
does not schedule a tax for 1980/81 and 1981/82. This hiatus 
will assist the district in winning its bond election. 
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Regional Expenses - In this plan TCSD assumes operation of exist­
ing treatment facilities as of July 1, 1980, paying associated O&M 
and administration costs until the new regional treatment plant is 
completed. Table 15 shows operation of the old facilities ending 
1983/84, and operation of the new regional facilities beginning 
1984/85. No overlap of use of the old and new treatment plants 
is assumed. 

Debt service and bond sale scheduling are taken from Table 9. 
Finally, equalization payments, as detailed in Tables 10-12, are 
shown being paid in installments over 20 years at 5 percent 
interest. 

Local Expenses - Projected expenses for TCSD include a regional 
revenue transfer to the cities beginning in 1980/81 for local O&M 
and capital expenses. This transfer will provide capital to the 
cities to operate and maintain their collection systems. It will also 
allow the cities to build reserves to begin work on their share of 
inflow abatement on a pay-as-you-go basis, as well as pay for new 
interceptors and other major capital items. 

The revenue transfer in Table 15 is based on an allocation factor of 
$24 per EDU per year. As time passes this amount can be changed 
when mutually agreed upon by the cities and TCSD. In their oper­
ating agreements, TCSD and the cities should agree to conduct an 
impartial yearly audit and budget review to establish a fair alloca­
tion factor. 

The allocation factor is based on EDU, not on connection charge 
revenue. Connection charge revenues will be used by TCSD to help 
pay debt service used to finance both Phase I facilities and inflow 
abatement. Therefore the cities will be receiving direct benefit from 
the connection charges they contribute. Furthermore, to base the 
allocation factor on connection charge revenues would unduly penal­
ize Gladstone whose TCSD service area is largely built-out. 

PROJECTED LOCAL FINANCING 

Table 16 presents projected revenues and expenses for operation of 
the local collection systems. 

Growth - Table 16 uses the same growth assumptions as Table 15. 
Regional growth of 600 residential and 60 commercial EDU per year 
is distributed according to percentages shown in Table 2 and the 
recognition that Gladstone is largely built-out. 

Regional Revenue Transfer - The cities will receive monies out of 
TCSD revenues. The transfer will be based on a set number of dol­
lars per year per EDU in each city. This allocation factor will be 
agreed upon by TCSD and the cities based on a review of the cities' 
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TABLE 16 
TRI-CITY SERVICE DISTRICT 
LOCAL COLLECTION SERVICES, PROJECTED REVENUE AND EXPENSES 

Oregon City West Linn Gladstone2 

1980/81 1982/83 1984/85 1986/87 1980/81 1982/83 1984/85 1986/87 1980/81 1982/83 1984/85 1986/87 

Estimated number of EDU 1s3 6,600 7,170 7,930 8,690 4,390 4,765 5,265 5,765 2,510 2,555 2,615 2,675 
New EDU's/year3 190 380 380 380 125 250 250 250 15 30 30 30 

Revenues ($000) 
Regional revenue transfer4 $160 $170 $190 $210 $105 $115 $125 $140 $ 60 $ 60 $ 65 $ 65 
Equalization revenue 25 25 25 25 35 35 35 35 15 15 15 15 
Total Revenues $185 $195 $215 $235 $140 $150 $160 $175 $ 75 $ 75 $ 80 $ 80 

Expenses ($000) 5 

o&M• $50 $55 $60 $65 $ 45 $ 50 $ 55 $ 65 $50 $55 $60 $70 
Capital 20 20 25 25 15 15 20 20 10 10 10 15 
Debt service 25. -- -- -- 45 40 45 40 -- -- -- --
Total Expenses $95 $75 $85 $90 $105 $105 $120 $125 $60 $65 $70 $85 

Yearly surplus (deficit) ($000) $90 $120 $130 $145 $35 $45 $40 $50 $15 $10 $10 ($5) 

1 - Figures rounded to nearest $5, ODO. 
2 - Reflects only that portion of Gladstone served by Oregon City. 
3 - Growth based on projections in Table 15 and distribution in Table 2. 
4 - Based on $24 per EDU. 
5 - Based on local collection expenses shown in Table 14. 
6 - Expenses escalated at 10%/year. 



audits and budgets and the status of the inflow abatement program. 
The allocation factor is based on EDU for reasons discussed above, 
and in Table 16 is $24/year/EDU. 

Expenses - Expenses in Table 16 are based on the cities' experience 
as shown in Table 14. O&M expenses are escalated at 10% per year. 

INFLOW ABATEMENT FINANCING 

As discussed earlier, this financial plan has TCSD and the cities split­
ting the costs of inflow abatement 50/50. Capital for half of the inflow 
abatement program will be incorporated in TCSD's first two bond sales, 
and construction will begin at the same time as Phase I construction. 
Connection charge revenues will pay, in part, for this debt service. 
New residents will therefore be contributing to both inflow abatement 
and expansion of the facilities when they first buy their homes. They 
will also contribute thereafter, along with all other users, through 
the monthly service charge and the ad valorem tax. 

Tables 15 and 16 show end-of-year surpluses accruing to both TCSD 
and the cities. The cities will use their surpluses to begin war k on 
their 50% share of inflow abatement plus finance interceptors and other 
major capital items. Work on inflow abatement will proceed as growth 
occurs, revenues are available, and treatment plant capacity is needed 
for new development. 

TCSD cash reserves, along with bond proceeds sold on behalf of the 
cities (as discussed in SOURCES OF CAPITAL FUNDS and shown in 
Table 9), could be made available to the cities, if needed, for the 
cities 50% share of inflow abatement work. TCSD would loan monies 
to the cities, with terms to be agreed upon when the loans are made. 
Repayment of these loans could be made by the cities through adjust­
ments to the regional revenue transfer allocation factor. The cities 
could also adopt service or connection surcharges. The actual method 
of repayment will be determined once the size and terms of the loans 
are known. 

REGIONAL BILLING 

The regional service and connection charges will be collected by the 
cities through their existing billing systems. 

FINANCING SAFEGUARDS 
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o Interest earnings on district and local revenues are not shown. 
o O&M projections are escalated at 10% per year over a seven-year 

period. 
o Growth for the region is escalated at about 4% per year over a 

seven-year period. 
o Bond amounts are not adjusted by potential interest earnings on 

construction funds. 


