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Department of Environmental Quality

e o 522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 87207

MEMORANDUM

Po: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Directox

Subject: Agenda Item No.H-1, July 17, 1981, ECC Meeting

Request for Variance from the General Emissions Standards
for Small Gasoline Storage Tanks, OAR 340-22-107 and 110(3),
for Chevron USA, Inc. Portland

Background

. Chevron USA operates gasoline storage tanks and stations at 620 SE Union
Avenue in Portland and 6217 SE King Rd. in Milwaukie. The company has
requested a variance for operation of these two facilities without vapor
controls until October 1, 1981.

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant a variance from
Department rules if it finds that strict compliance would be unreasonable
or burdensome.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Chevron USA, Inc. has already installed vapor recovefy equipment on over 80
gas stations in Oregon. However, the gasoline storage tanks at these two
Chevron stations are going to be replaced by October 1, 1981. The company
has requested a variance until then to operate the existing tanks without
controls. This would eliminate the need to install controls on the
existing tanks which would only be in use for two months.

On April 24, 1981, the Commission adopted a temporary extension of the VOC
compliance date until July 31, 1981. Since this request is for an
extension of only two months beyond that, the Department concurs with the
company that it would be burdensome to install controls for that short
period of time.

Summation

1. Chevron USA, Inc. operates gasoline stations at 620 SE Union Avenue in
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Portland and 6217 SE King Rd. in Milwaukie. Because the tanks will be
replaced by October 1, 1981, the company has requested a variance from
the rules reguiring installation of VOC controls by July 30, 1981.

2. The company has already installed controls on over 80 stations in
Oregon.

3. The Department concurs with the company that the installation of
controls on the old tanks for the two month period would be an
unreasonable burden on the company.

4, The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from
Department rules if it finds that strict compliance would be
unreasonable or burdensome.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant a variance from OAR 340-22-110(3) and 107 to Chevron USA,
Inc. For operation of the gas stations at 620 SE Union Avenue, Portland and
6217 SE King Rd., Milwaukie, without the required controls until October 1,
1981.

William H. Young

Attachments: Variance Request form Chevron USA, Inc.

F.A. Skirvinsib
(503) 229-6414
AILl085

May 15, 1981
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Chevron

Chevren U SA. Inc.
P. 0. Box 220, Seattle, WA 98111

March 11, 1981

State of Oregon

Department of Enviromental Quality
Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Gentlemen:

We are currently studying the paossibility of replacing our underground
gasoline storage at two of our service stations in your air- quality
maintenance area. The stations are located at 620 Southeast Union Avenue
in Portland, Oregon, and 6217 Southeast King Road in Milwaukie, Oregon.

Since it is our belief that these tanks will be replaced before October 1,
1981, we would like to ask for a six-month variance for these stations on
your April 1, 1981, deadline for Stage 1 vapor recovery installation.

We have already completed installation of Stage 1 vapor recovery at over
80 stations in Oregon and are asking for this extension merely to avoid
wasting money.

Very truly yours,

A.O. ROLSETH

By (F. & Anlitel

AER/jan
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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
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. H-2, July 17, 1981, EQC Meelting

Request for a Variance from the General Emisgion Standards
for velatile Qrganic Compounds from Bulk Gasoline Plants
and Small Gasoline Storage Tanks, OAR 340-22-107, 110(3),
and 120(2), for Birk 0il Company, Medford.

Background

The Birk 0il Company operates a bulk gasoline plant at 1000 S. Central
Street and storage tanks at ten gasoline serxvice stations in Medford.
The operator purchased the bulk plant and gasoline gtations in January,
1981, and has requested a variance to allow operation without controls
beyond the July 30, 1981 deadline for ingtallation.

The Commigsion is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from De-
partment ruleg if it finds that strict compliance would be burdensome

or unreasonable.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The operator has estimated that VOC controls for this bulk gascline plant,
one gasoline delivery vehicle and 10 service gtations would cost approxi-
mately $30,000. Because the plant was purchased recently, the company
has requested the variance to allow operation until October 1, 1981 with-
out the required contreol equipment. This time period is necessary
because of the significant start-up costs, the availability and workload
of contractors to install the equipment, and the availability of the re-
quired control equipment in the Medford area.

The control equipment for the tank truck will be installed prior to July
30, 198l so no variance will be necessary. The gas stations' tank con-
trols are being installed as rapidly as possible but not all will be
completed by July 30, 1981. A variance will be necessary for the gas
stations as well as the bulk plant.
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Since this extension is for only two months beyond the July 30, 1981 dead-
line for control installation, the Department concurs that it would be
burdensome for the company to attempt to ingtall all of the necessary
equipment by that date.

Summation

1. The Birk 0il Company, Inc., operates a bulk gagoline plant in Medfoxd.
The operator has requested a variance from the VOC rules for bulk
gasoline plants until October 1, 1981.

2. 'The variance was requested to allow additional time for financing,
delivery of equipment, and installation. The operator estimated the
cost of controls at $30,000.

3. The Commisgsion is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from
Department rules if it finds that strict compliance would be burden-

some or unreasocnable.

Director’'s Recommendation

Bagsed upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a variance
from QAR 340-22-107, 110(3), and 120(2) be granted toc Birk 01l Company,
Inc., for operation of the bulk gascline plant at 1000 §. Central Street
and ten gasoline stations in Medford without controls until October 1, 1981,

William H. Young
Director

Attachment: Variance Request from Birk 0il Company, Inc.

FASkirvin:ahe
06-03-81
229-6414
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BIRK OIL COMPANY, INC.
Jobber Shell Products

P. 0. Box 966 - 1000 S. Central f{’_-L(P

Medford, Oregon 97501 ,@TyTL ‘ ’__w

Telephone: (503) 779-6345 = (ﬁ_,i),ﬂ'ﬁl_-t._g...

|
April 7, 1981 /o
Y T
) A
/

Mr. Peter B. Bosserman, P.E.

Senior Envirqﬂﬁental Engineer

Air Quality Division - Special Projects
Department of Environmental Quality

P. O. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

subject: Variance Request - Oregon Revised Statute 468,345
Dear Mr. Bosserman:

I am writing you to request that a variance be granted to me so that
I may be allowed sufficient time to comply with the state requirements
concerning a vapor recovery system. '

As you may be aware, I purchased this ‘jobbership approximately three
months ago and am still in the process of properly organizing the
busginess. As vou, I am sure, realize, I am faced with numerous
start-up costs which have placed a heavy financial burden on the firm.
In addition the pure time factor of complying with the April date 1is
impossible from a practical standpoint.

I have taken steps to make a complete survey of my service stations,
bulk plant and truck and trailer to determine the probable dollar
expenditure as well as time regquirements.

The tetal capital expenditure will be somewhere between $25,000 to
530,000 which I frankly do not have availaple at the present time.

The total cost includes installation of a coaxial vapor recovery system
at ten service stations which Central Pump Company here in Medford

has agreed to undertake. Their worklcocad at the present time precludes
immediate undertaking of the 7job. Secondly both Northwest Pump and

Ace Tank Company have limited stock of the reguired eguipment at the
present time.




BIRK OIL COMPANY, INC.

April 7, 1981

Mr. Peter B. Bosgserman, P.E.
Senior Environmental Engineer

The installation of the requifed vapor recovery eguipwment on my
truck and trailer will take place at Clough Tank Company in Seattle.
This installation will require that my truck and trailer be out of
commission for one full week.

Lastly the bulk plant conversion will be undertaken as soon as local
contractors can provide a schematic plan meeting the state reguirements
and are then able to provide a proper bid.

I have written this rather detailed letter to you so that you will
know that I am making the proper efforts to comply with the law.

I am asking, however, for the commission's approval to provide me
a =g1x month delay or a completion date of Octcher 1, 1981.

Respectfully requested,
W

R. G. Birkinshaw
President

RGB:km




VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVEANOR

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-48

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No.H-3, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Request for a Variance from the General Emission
Standards for Volatile Oraganic Compounds, OAR
340-22-107 & ~110{(3), for Civic Parking, Portland

Background

Civie Parking operates a parking lot and gas station at 50 8W Second Ave.,
Portland. The company has requested a variance from the VOC rules for
small gasoline storage tanks.

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from the
Department rules if it finds that special circumstances render strict

compliance unreasonable or burdensome.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The property where the gasoline storage tanks are located is expected to
change ownership in June, 198l1. Civic Parking has leased the property
until June, 1982. At this time, the new owners have not indicated what
their plans are for this property. Civie Parking has requested a variance
until October 1, 1981, to allow time to determine whether or not they will
continue to operate at that location.

The throughput of this tank is approximately 2500 gallons per month.
Because it is an older tank, installation of VOC control equipment is
estimated to cost $6,000. During the two month period of the variance,
total VOC emissions from this source are estimated to be 90 pounds.

The Department supports the applicant's contention that the expenditure for
VOC controls for such a small emission rate would be unreasonable and
burdensome. If this property would continue to be used as a parking lot
and gas station, VOC controls would be installed.
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Summation

1) Civic Parking operates a small gasoline storage tank at 50 SW Second
Ave., Portland and has requested a variance from OAR 340-22-107 &
110(3) until October 1, 1981.

2) Civic Parking has leased this site until June, 1982. This site
recently changed ownership. The variance was requested to allow time
to determine the future use of this site. Controls would be installed
if the use of the property is not changed.

3) Estimated cost of VOC controls is $6,000. Potential emissions from
this source during the variance period would be 90 pounds.

4) The Department supports the variance request because of the uncertain
future use of the site and the minimal emissions which would result
from the variance.

5) The Commission iz authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from
Department rules if it finds that strict compliance special
circumstances render unreasonable or burdensome.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a variance
from OAR 340-22-107 & 110(3), VOC Emissions Standards for Small Gasoline
Storage Tanks, be granted to Civic Parking for operation of the gasoline
storage tank at 50 SW Second Ave., Portland until October 1, 1981.

G2 Y

William H., Young

Attachment: Variance Request from Civic Parking

F.A., Bkirvin:ib
(503) 229-6414
AIlll6

May 29, 1981




ROSS D. COHEN
MICHAEL A. FISHER

o PARKING OPERATORS AND CONSULTANTS
223-2135

50 S. W, SECOND AVENUE
April 2, 1981 PORTLAND, OREGON 97204

Mr. Ray Potts

Department of Environmental Quality
522 S.W. 5th. Avenue

P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Sir:

In compliance with our telephone conversation, I hereby am
requesting a six month variance in the installation of a vapor
collecting device for my gasoline installation. My request is
based on a condition which is beyond my control. The property
on which my gas tanks are located 1s expected to change owner-
ship by June 1, 1981. It is alsc expected, that I may not be
dispensing gasoline subsequent to that date.

If this change of ownership does not materalize for what ever
reason, I also do not believe I can economically afford the
costs involved, ag the total sales do not average over 2500
gallons a month. The cost of changing would run over $6000.00
to correct the present condition. This means a portion of my
business would have to be discontinued.

I would appreciate any favorable consideration you may be able

to extend to me in this matter.

Sincerely,

7D a/‘;ééégfﬁm

Roggs D. Cohen

cc: Fred Dolan
Mobil 0il Company

Operators of: Portland Memorial Coliseumn - Multnomah County Exposition - Mulinomah County Fair - Multnomah Kenpel Club
QOregon State Fair - Oregon State University Faootball.




VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. H-4 , July 17, 1981 EQC Meeting
Request for a Variance from General Emission Standards for
Volatile Organic Compounds at Bulk Gasoline Plants, OAR
340-22-107 & -120(2), for the Carson 0il Company, Portland

Background

The Carson Qil Company operates a bulk gasoline plant at SE 104TH and
Division Street in Portland. The company has requested a variance from the
July 30, 1981 deadline for installation of controls for volatile organic
compounds during loading and unloading of gasoline at bulk plants (OAR 340-
22-120{2)). ‘The company is constructing a new facility in Northwest
Portland and would like to operate the old facility without controls for an
additional 2 months (until October 1, 1981).

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant a variance from
Department rules if it finds that special circumstances render strict

compliance unreasonable or burdensome.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Carson 0il Company had intended to install controls on their bulk plant at
Southeast 104TH and Division to comply with Department rules on vapor
recovery. However, the company has recently decided to build an entirely
new facility in Northwest Portland and phase out the 104TH and bDivision
plant.

The 104TH and Division plant will only be in use until the new plant is
completed. Because it will only be used for approximately 2 months after
the deadline (July 30, 1981), the company is requesting that controls not
be attained for the old plant. It is estimated that approval of this
variance would allow less than 2 tons of VOC's more than if compliance were
required by July 30, 1981, The cost of installing controls on the existing
plant is approximately $18,000. The Department supports this variance
request.
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Summation

1)

2}

3)

Carson 0il Company operates a bulk gasoline plant at SE 104TH and
Division in Portland. The company is building a new plant and has
requested a variance from the rules requiring VOC controls (OAR
340-22-120(2)) for the old plant until the new plant is completed or
until October 1, 1981, whichever is sooner.

The estimated cost for controls is $18,000. Excess emissions would be
less than 2 tons during the variance period. The Pepartment concurs
that for control equipment for such a short period of time would be
unreasonable.

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from
Department rules if it finds that special circumstances render strict
compliance unreasonable or burdensome.

Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the

Commission grant a variance from OAR 340-22-120(2) until October 1, 198l to
Carson 0il Company for operation of the bulk gasoline plant at SE 104TH and

Division Street, Portland.

@Y

William H. Young

Variance request from Carson 0il Company

FA Skirvin:ib
FT9 (1)
229-6414

May 20, 1981
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CARSON

2191 N.W. BAVIER STREET  PCORTLAND, DREGON 87210 (503) 224-8500 OIL COMPANY

| February @me%? LmofOr&m
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Mr. Peter 8. Bosserman guﬁ Gla o
Departmefit of Environmental Quality A §§FF§@3
Post Office Box 1760 gﬂ\y€

Portiand, Oregon 97207
Dear Mr. Bosserman:

Re: ORS 468.345

In accord with our conversation of about Tast November, I am
hereby requesting a variance for Carson 011 Company on our
bulk Toading plant at 104th Avenue and S, E. Division Street.

We had originally intended to make that plant qualify for
vapor recovery as per your requirements and had submitted our
cost proposal to do that. It would better serve the community
and ourselves to have our bulk gasoline terminal located at
our main plant on Northwest Savier. We have made arrangements
with a sub-contractor to do that work; copy of this order will
be mailed promptly upon making all the details final which

we expect to be within the next week.

Because this is the extremely busy season for operation and

because of other details which might be inherent in the con-

struction of this entirely new bulk loading facility, request

is made for six months variance for completion.

Your consideration of this matter will be sincerely appreciated.
Sincerely,

o A

John A. Carson

QxiLmWhakMMJ }/kaiﬁy ‘ji?jﬂﬂ

hr

fon o




VICTOR ATIYEH

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No.H-5, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Request for a Variance from the General Emission
Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds from
Small Gasoline Storage Tanks, OAR 340-22-107 &
110(3) by Harold Conley, Portland

Background

Mr. Harold Conley operates a dasoline service station at SE 62nd and Powell
Blvd. in Portland. The City of Portland intends to widen Powell Blvd.
which will require relocation of this gasoline station. Mr. Conley has
requested a variance from the VOC rules until January 1, 1982,

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468,345 to grant variances from the
Department rules if it finds that special circumstances render strict

compliance unreasonable or burdensome.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The City's proposal to widen Powell Blvd. would eliminate Mr. Conley's gas
station at its present location. Mr. Conley has requested a change in

the Comprehensive Plan which would allow rebuilding of the station on the
remainder of the property. This rebuilding would require installation of
new gasoline storage tanks. Mr. Conley has requested a variance to allow
operation of the existing tanks without VOC controls until January 1, 1982.
This time period would allow rebuilding of the new station. The new
storage tanks would be equipped with the required vapor control equipment.
If installation of controls were required for the existing storage tanks,
they would only be in use for a maximum of five months. Because the
existing tanks are old, the equipment could not be transferred to the new
storage tanks.

In March, 1981, when the initial reguest was made, Mr. Conley had requested
a 6 month extension from the April 1, 1981, deadline. Based on more recent
events, he has verbally requested an extension to Januwary 1, 1982. The
City has delayed purchase of the property which in turn, delays
construction of the new station.
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The Department supports this variance reguest as it would be unreasonable
to install controls on tanks which would be in use only five months.

Summation

1) Mr. Harold Conley operates a gasoline station at SE 62nd and Powell
Blvd. in Portland. Mr. Conley has requested a variance f£rom the rules
requiring vapor recovery by July 30, 198l. The variance was requested
until January 1, 1982,

2) The City of Portland is planning to widen Powell Blvd., The existing
station will be eliminated. Mr, Conley plans to rebuild the station on
the remaining property and install new storage tanks with the reguired
controls, The variance requested would allow operation of the existing
tanks without controls until January 1, 1982, when the new tanks are
installed.

3) The Department supports this variance request because it would be
unreagonable to require controls on the existing tanks which will only
be used for an additional five months.

4) The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from
Department rules if it finds that special circumstances render strict
compliance unreascnable or burdensome.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant a variance to Harold Conley for operation of the storage
tanks at SE 62nd and Powell Blvd., Portland in violation of OAR 340-22-107

and 110(2) until January 1, 1982. ‘

William H. Young

F.A,., Skirvin:ib
(503) 229-6414
AT1118

July 17, 1981
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Mildred A, Schwab, Commissioner
Teny D. Sandblast, Acting Director
- 621 SW. Alder

Portland, Oregon 97205

(503) 2484253

February 25, 1981

Mr, Harold Conley
7875 SW 66th Avenue .
Portland, OR 97223 o
RE: Powell Boulevard Phase II—SE 62nd Avenue and SE Powell Boulevard
Dear Mr. Conley:

The purpose of this letter is to advise you of the steps that are being taken
by the City regarding your request for design change on the Powell Boulevard
project.

The City has requested that a project design change be made by the State to
allow redevelopment of your service station on your remaining property and
the parcel to the south (see attached sketch). This would require elimination
of the project berm for approximately 110 feet west of SE 62nd Avenue. As a
result, you would be responsible for construction of a noise.harxigr.between
your property and the residential property. to thgmggpth The barrier would
have to be a continuous, solid wall and would be required as a prov151on of
the proposed Design Zone, As the d:sign change would expose additional resi-
dential development to commercial activity and traffic noise, we will also
require that a noise barrier be provided between your property and the resi-
dential property to the west.

The Planning Bureau will be recommending that Council initiate a Comprehensive
Plan Map amendment and zone changes for the parcels in question to allow
redevelopment of the service station on the site. If Council adopts the

staff recommendation, a public heav.ng before the Planning Commission would

be required. '

S

If you have questions,regarding the zoning issues, please call me at 248-4254,

Sincerely,

Kibeeco Kotdationc A
Rebecca Kohlstrand ‘
City Planner, Transportation Planning
: i
RK/1b
cc:  Dave Hill
Bob Sandoval

CODE © LONGRANGE -+ - SPECAL - .. TRANSPORTATION.. . . HOUSING AND...
ADMINISTRATION PLANNING PROJECTS PLANNING POPULATION
2484250 . 248-4260 484509 2484254 2485525
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GOVERNCA
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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

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No.H-&, July 17,1981, EQC Meeting

Request for a Variance from the General Emission
Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds, OAR 340
-22-107 & 110(3) by the City of Milwaukie

Background

The City of Milwaukie operates small gasocline storage tanks at SE 40th and
Harvey. A variance from the VOC control installation deadline (July 30,
1981) has been requested until October 1, 1981.

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from
Department rules if it finds that special circumstances render strict

compliance unreasonable or burdenscme.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The City of Milwaukie is currently preparing a budget for the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 198l1. There are three alternatives being considered by
the City: a) install VOC controls on existing tanks, b} install new tanks
and controls at current site, c¢) purchase new facilities with VOC
controls. Because of this uncertainty, the City has requested a variance
until October 1, 1981.

This variance request would allow operation of the gasoline storage tanks
at the existing facility without VOC controls until October 1, 1981. By
that date, the alternative selected could be implemented and compliance
attained. This variance would be an extension of the July 30, 1981
deadline by only two months.

The Department supports this variance request because attaining compliance
by July 30, 1981 would be unreascnable in view of the alternatives still
under consideration,




EQC Agenda Item No. H-6
July 17, 1981
Page 2

Summation

1) The City of Milwaukie operates gasoline storage tanks at SE 40th and
Harvey. The City has requested a variance to allow operation of these
tanks without controls until October 1, 1981.

2) As part of the budget preparation for the £iscal year beginning July 1,
1981, the City is considering three alternatives for attaining
compliance with the VOC rules. Until the budget is finalized and the
alternative selected, the City cannot begin to implement that
alternative.

3) The Department supports the variance reguest because installation of
controls on storage tanks that may be in use for only two additional
months i% unreasonable.

4) The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from

Department rules if it finds that special circumstances render strict
compliance unreasonable or burdensome.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the
Commission grant a variance from OAR 340-22~-107 & 110(3) to the City of
Milwaukie for operation of the gasoline storage tanks at SE 40th and Harvey
without controls until October 1, 198l.

ds 0

William H. Young

Attachments: Variance Request from the City of Milwaukie

F.A. Skirvin:ib
{530) 229-6414
AI1125

June 1, 1981




PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
in the City Hall - phone 659-5171

CITS OF MILWAUIRIE

March 27, 1961 . State of Oregon
UEPARTIIENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
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Department of Environmental Quality
522 8.W. 5th Avenue

P.O. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Attn: F.A. Skirvin
Supervisor, Program Operations
Air Quality Division

Re: Volatile Organic Compounds
OAR 340-22-100
Request for extension of time/variance

Dear Mr. Skirvin:

The City of Milwaukie is requesting a time extension to the
current DEQ requirements for a period of six months. On or
before that period of six months, the City of Milwaukie will
comply with the requirements for a vapor recovery system in
our fuel pumping facilities. By the beginning of our new
fiscal year, 1 July 1981, the alternative to be utilized will
be known. These options are as follows:

1. Meet requirements of installing vapor return eqguipment
on three or four inch £ill pipes and/or install vapor
return "T" off the existing vent pipe.

2. 1Install new pumping facilities at existing shop site
(S.E. 40th and Harvey).

3. Acguire new shop facilities (in existence) which have
proper fueling facilities.

The last two items are tied to the budget currently being
considered by the City of Milwaukie. On or before the pre-
viously mentioned date of 1 July 1981 the option to be
persued will be known.

CITY HALL » 10722 S.E. MAIN STREET « MILWAUKIE, OREGON 97222 « TELEPHONE {503) 659-5171




D.E.Q. -2- March 27, 1981

By this letter, and the request for a time extension/variance
to the 1 April 1981 date, we are asking for an interim staff

approval until such time as your commission can act upon this
request. :

It is assumed by this letter that no response from you will
indicate D.E.Q. staff continuance of our current system until
such time as your commission has a chance to respond to our
variance request.

- Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely yours,

NS

Steven M. Hall, P.E.
Public Works Director

cc: Kenneth S, Whorton
City Manager

Clifford Harshman
Public Works Superintendent

Colleen Hagerman
Purchasing Agent

SMH: js




VHCTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR.
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Environmental Quality Commission

Maiting Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No.H-7, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting
Request for a Variance from the General Emission
Volatile Organic Compounds, OAR 340-22-107 & 110(3},
by 0il Products Inc., Mt. Angel

Background

0il Products Inc., operates a gasoline station at 9820 Wilsonville Road in
Wilsonville. The company has requested a variance from the July 30, 1981
deadline for VOC control installation for five years.

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from the
Department rules if it finds that special circumstances render strict
compliance unreasonable or burdensome.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The gas station operated by 0il Products Inc., in Wilsonville is located at
the boundary of the Portland AQMA. Gasoline is delivered from a bulk plant
because the gasoline tanks are too small €0 be serviced by a truck from a
terminal. This bulk plant is located in Mt. Angel and is exempt from
Department VOC rules. The three gasoline storage tanks are older tanks and
it would cost approximately $35,000 to upgrade the tanks and install wvapor
recovery equipment. Oil Products has requested a variance from the VOC
rules for small gasoline storage tanks for a period of five years. This
time period would allow purchase and installation of controls, 0il
Products Inc., has leased this property for the five year period.

This station has a throughput of approximately 30,000 gallons per month.
For the period of the variance, the estimated emiseions from this station
are 16 tons. Submerged filling of these tanks is already in use, O0il
Products Inc., is planning a gradual conversion of the existing tanks to
allow installation of vapor recovery equipment. At the end of the variance
period all necessary eguipment would be installed.

The Department concurs with the applicant's contention that immediate
installation of controls on this station at the edge of the AQMA would
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be unreasonable, especially when the low emission rate is considered.
Summation

1) 0il Products Inc., operates three gasoline storage tanks in
Wilsonville at the boundary of the Portland AQMA. The company has
requested a variance from the July 30, 1981 deadline for installation of
VOC controls.

2) 'The estimated emissions from this source are 3.2 tons per year.
Installation of vapor controls is estimated at $35,000.

3) The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to  grant variances from the

Department rules is if it finds that special circumstances render
strict compliance unreasonable or burdensome.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a wariance
from OAR 340-22-107 & 110(3}, WC Emisgsion Standards for Small Gasoline
Storage Tanks, be granted to 0il Products Inc., for operation of the
gasoline storage tanks at 9820 Wilsonville Rd., Wilsonville without

controls until July 1, 1986.

William H. Young

Attachment: Variance Request from 0il Products Inc,

F.A. Skirvin:ib
(503) 229-6414
May 22, 1981
AT1112
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Department of Environmental Quality ey
522 S.W. 5th Avenue

Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207 /ﬁ"/ﬂ

’ . § U=
Attention: Mr. Pet%;/86;gzz;an, P.E.

RE: OIL PRODUCTS, INC., GAS STATION :
9820 Wilsonville Road, Wilsonville, OR 97070

REQUEST FOR VARIANCE

Gentlemen:

Pursuant to ORS 468.345 and following, the undersigned makes
request for variance, and bases this request upon the following
facts and conditions:

1. That the above captioned gas station is located near
the wvery south end of the Portland-Vancouver Air
Quality Maintenance area.

2. That the station currently has three, 2,000 gallon
tanks with 2" fills. There is no equipment available
at this time to change the 2" fills over to 4" £ills.
Conversion to a 4" £ill, excluding new tanks, would
cost approximately $35, 000 to $40,000.

3. This wvariance is requested for a five year period, and
during this time, it is anticipated that the station
will be brought into full compliance with the Clean Air
Standards Act.

4. TFurther, and at this time, the undersigned intends to
put in submersible fill .pipes which will cut down vapors
in the air.

0il Products is acting under a lease agreement with the

owner of the property, that being a certain Larry Anderson,
Beaverton, Oregon,

Your kind consideration to this matter would be appreciated.




Department of Environmental Quality
Re: 0il Products, Inc., Gas Station
March 25, 1981

Page Two

“fhank you. very much.
.Very truly yours,

O bt 4 00

ROBERT H. RASH
President

RHR/cm




Environmental Quality Commission
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VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No.H-8, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Reguest for a Variance from General Emissions
Standards for Volatile Compounds from Small
Gasoline Storage Tanks, OAR 340-22-107(3) & 110(3),
for the Van Bean Shell Service Station, Salem

Background

Mr. Van Bean operates a Shell service station at 2510 State Street in
Salem. The City of Salem intends to widen both State and 25th Streets
which border and are the access to this gas station. The operator has
requested a time extension to allow operation without controls for four
years. This request can only be accommodated by issuing a variance.

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from
Department rules is it f£inds that special circumstances render strict
compliance unreasonable, burdensome or impractical due to spacial physical
conditions.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The scheduled widening of State and 25th Streets in 1985 will necessitate
either moving the station or going out of business.

The necessary equipment to control VOC emissions from the gasoline storage
tanks would cost an estimated $2,400. The operator has requested that he
be allowed to operate without controls until 1985. The cost of the control
equipment would be an economic hardship and would only be in use for four
years before the tanks must be removed from the site.

This station has a throughput of approximately 12,000 gallons per month.
VOC emissions from this station, without controls, would be approximately
1.3 tons per year. Installation of vapor recovery equipment would reduce
emissions by about 90% or 4.7 tons in four years.

The Department supports the contention that the cost of the VOC controls
would be unreasonable for the limited duration of use and the projected
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emission reduction. A variance until July 1, 1985 would allow enough time
for the City of Salem and the station operator to finalize plans for this
site. Any variance should be dependent upon the City's continued pursuit
of this project. In order to measure the progress of his project, the
following interim conditions should be part of the variance:

a. By no later than January 1, 1982, submit the final street project plans
for this site,

b. By no later than January 1, 1984, demonstrate that the City has
purchased the station property,

c. By no later than July 1, 1985, demonstrate that this station is in
compliance with the VOC rules or is no longer operating at this site.

d. If at any time the City of Salem revises its plans so that this station
can continue operation at this site, the operator shall immediately
proceed with VOC control installation.

Summation

1) Mr. Van Bean, operator of the Shell Service Station at 2510 State
Street, Salem, has requested a four year variance from the VOC rules
for gasoline storage tanks, OAR 340-22-107 and 110(3).

2) The City of Salem plans to widen State and 25th Streets which would
necesitate moving the service station or going out of business.

3) This variance would result in an additional 4.7 tons of VOC emissions
over the four years of the variance.

4} 'The Department supports the operator's contention that special
circumstances render unreasonable the expenditure of an estimated
$2,400 for controls for a four year life.

5} The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from the
Department rules if it finds that special circumstances render strict
compliance to be unreasonable.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the summation, it is recommended that a variance
from OAR 340-22-107 and 110(3) be granted tc Mr. van Bean for the operation
of his gasoline storage tanks at 2501 State Street, Salem, until July 1,
1985. This variance shall be subject to the following conditions:

a) By no later than January 1, 1982, submit the final street project
plans for this site,

b) By no later than January 1, 1984, demonstrate that the City has
purchased the station property,
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¢} By no later than July 1, 1985, demonstrate that this station is in
compliance with the VOC rules or is no longer operating at this site.

d) 1If at any time the City of Salem revises it plans so that this station
can continue operation at this site, the operator shall immediately
proceed with VvOC control installation.

Ry

William H., Young

Attachments: Variance Request from Mr. Van Bean

F.A. Skirvin:ib
(503) 229-6414
AIll36

June 3, 1981
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Dear Mr. Gjertsen

Shell 0il Co., has advised me that they will be in vieclation of the law if they
deliver pgasoline to my service station if it is not equipped with Stage I Vapor
recovery equipment.

The City of Salem has advised me that they intend to widen both 25th Street and
State Street by 1985. Both these streets are next to my station property, and
their widening will either close my station or force it to be relocated.

I have also been advised that Stége I recovery equipment will cost my business
about $2400 to install.

Since I pump only about 12,000 gallons per month, I can not justify, nor afford
Lo spend that kind of meney for, al the mosti, four more years of operation.

Is there any way that the installation of the required equipment can be delayed
until the city decides what they are going to do? If an extension of {ime can

be given tc me, I would be most appreciative.

Sincerely,

Zd/f;«uégb Qﬁ-ﬁw

Van Bean ~ owner

Van Bean Shell Service Station
2510 State 3treet

Salem, Oregon 97301
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CITY
OF SALEM
 OREGON

by Hatic 555 ey G100 0
Zip Cose 97301

April 7, 1981

Van Bean's Shell Service Station
2510 State Street
Saltem, OR 97301

RE: State Street Widening 770350
23rd Street to lLancaster Drive
Rtght -of-Way -- Van Bean's Shell Station

Dear Mr. Bean:

This is In reply to your telephone request to Gary Wilson of my staff
on April 2, 1981, regarding impacts of the State Street widening on
your Shell Service Station.

The City is now preparing preliminary plans and writing an Environmental
Assessment for the proposed widening of State Street between 23rd Street
and Lancaster Drive.

The proposed project would widen State Street to tnclude two traffic
lanes in each direction plus a center left turn lane. Also included
would be & widening on 25th Street just south of State Street, to

eliminate the "bottleneck! around the existing Shell Service Station.

We are now in the very preliminary design phase, so we cannot give

you very exact information.. We have attached a sketch to this letter,
showing the probable impact on your service station, as best we kriow
now. This may change based on testimony fFeviewed at the Public Hearing,
which is scheduled for Summer - Fall 1981. :

Our overall schedule for this project is as follows:

1980 - 1981 " Preliminary Design, Envirohmenta!_Study,
and Public Mearing

1982 - 1983 Right-of-Way Acquisition
Subject to Fundtng Ava11ab|11ty

1984 - 1985k : . Construétion _
Subject to‘Funding Availability

As we understand, you need this Information'to‘present to the Department
of Environmental Quality, as part of a application fora variance, from




STATE STREET WIDENING
RONALD J. MERRY, P.E.
PAGE TWO

the installation of a $2,400 vapor device.
Very truly yours, 
DEPARTMENT GF PUBLIC WORKS

meﬂ- )%uw?/
Ronald J. Merry, P. E. i

Acting Director of Public Works

RJM/RWL:nrc.
Attachment

cc: Karl D. Goertzen, Acting Chief Design Engineer
"Ralph W. Lambert, Project Engineer
Richard Santner, Principal Planner, M.W.V.C.0.G.

Larry Glassock, Real Estate Supervisor
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

DEQ-46

l VICTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
Tos Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No.H-2, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Reguest for Variance for the General Emisgsion
Standards for Volatile Organic Compounds QAR 340
-22-107 & 110(3) by Portland Police.Bureau, Portland

Background

The Portland Police Bureau operates two gasoline storage tanks at 222 SW
Pine 8t., Portland. The Portland Police Bureau has requested a variance
from the July 31, 1981 deadline for installation of vapor controls on the
two storage tanks.

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from
Department rules if it finds that special ¢ircumstances render strict
compliance unreasonable or burdensome.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The Portland Police Bureau operates two gasoline storage tanks with a total
monthly throughput of 13,500 gallons. These tanks are located at 222 SW
Pine St., Portland. The City of Portland is building a new Justice

Service Building and the Police Bureau is expected to move into that
building in December, 1983. A variance from the requirements for
installation of vapor recovery equipment was requested until December,
1983,

The variance was regquested because the controls required for the tanks at
SW Pine would only be in use for 2 1/2 years. In addition, the tanks are
located under the building. Installation of controls would require
excavation of the tanks and would be extremely difficult and costly because
of the location. Total VOC emissions from these tanks are estimated to be
four tons per vear.

The Department supports this variance request because of the high cost of
installing the equipment and the short period of time it would be in use.
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Summation

1} The Portland Police Bureau operates two gasoline storage tanks at 222

SW Pine. A variance form OAR 340-22-107 & 110 (3) until January 1,
1984,

2} vapor controls on the tanks would only be in use until the Police
Bureau moved into the new Justice Service Building in December, 1983.

3) 1Installation of controls on these tanks would be very difficult and
costly because the tanks are located under the building.

4) The estimated VOC emission rate is four tons per year. The Department
supports this variance request.

5} The Commission is authorized to grant variances from Department rules
if it finds that special circumstances render strict compliance
unreasonable or burdensome.

|
i
i
i
i
;
|
1
i
t
i
§

Director's Recommendation

Based on the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the

Commission grant a variance from OAR 340-22-107 and 110(3) until January 1,
1984 to the Portland Police Bureau for operation of the gasoline storage
tanks at 222 SW Pine without controls.

Gl

William H. Young

Attachments Variance request from the Portland Police Bureau

F.A. Skirvin:ib
AIlles

(503) 229-5414
June 19, 1981
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Department of Environmental Quality
Air Quality Division

P.C. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Attn: Fritz Skirvin
Dear Sirs:

The Portland Police Bureau is requesting a variance to the Volatile Organic
Compound rules OAR 340-22-100 for Central Precinct located at 222 SW Pine, Portland.

Current estimations by the City's Office of General Services places us moving into
the Justice Services Building in December of [983. Tanks of 1,000 and 4,000 gallon
capacity are located at Central Precinct. Neither has a direct fill line into the tank.
Currently the fills are located in the sidewalk approximately 7 - 8 feet away from the
building. The tanks are located under the building and the large tank is located two floors
below the sidewalk level. The buildings fire alarm sprinkler system is located above the
large gasoline tank with various large pipes branching out.

Compliance with the Volatile Organic Compund Rules would require pumping out
gasoline and {filling water into both gasoline tanks; drilling through an approximate foot of
concrete sidewalk near the building, motor pool basement floor and, in the case of the
large tank, another floor seven feet below the basement floor; installing new pipes;
pumping out the water and re-filling both gasoline tanks. There is some question as to
whether the fill line would need to come up through the building and the ability to work
and install pipes between the various sprinkler system pipes. D&H Oil has quoted me an
approximate one week time frame for completion of the modification. This would be
extremely detrimental to the operations of Central Precinct.

In consideration of the above stated problems, the projected move and the smali
gasoline tank sizes, I respectfully request a variance to the Volatile Organic Compound
Rules for Central Precinct in effect until operations begin in the new Justice Services
Building.

Sincerely,

(Bonit 2l

Ronald R. Still
Chief of Police

RRS:WW/jbh




‘Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

DEQ-46

VIGTOR aTIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. I, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Request for an Extension of a Variance from QAR
340-25-315(1) (b) Veneer Dryer Emission Limits, Granted
to Mt. Mazama Plywood Company, Sutherlin, Oregon

Background and Problem Statement

Mt. Mazama Plywood Company operates a plywood plant, including three veneer
dryers, in Sutherlin, Oregon. On March 21, 1980, the company was granted a
variance to operate the three veneer drvers in violation of the emission
limits until November 1, 1981. The variance was granted because of the
poor financial status of the company.

Mt, Mazama Plywood Company has requested an extension of the variance until
July 1, 1983 because of the continued slump in the market for plywood. The
Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from Department
rules if it finds strict compliance would result in substantial curtailment
or closing down of a plant.

Alternatives and Evaluation

One of the conditions of the variance granted on March 21, 1980, required
that purchase orders for the veneer dryer control equipment be issued by
April 1, 1981. However, the company has been unable to commit to the
purchase of the control equipment because their financial situation has not
gignificantly improved. The financial statement for the fiscal vear July
1, 1980 through February 28, 1981, for Mazama Timber Products, Inc. (which
includes Mt. Mazama Plywood, Mazama Timber Products in Creswell and the
Emerald valley Forest Inn and Golf Course) showed a net loss of $131,500.
Mt. Mazama Plywood showed a small profit ($17,549) for this same period.

Mt. Mazama spent a substantial amount of time and money in an attempt to
force the manufacturer of the wood firing system on dryer $#3 to meet the
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performance guarantees. That attempt has failed and dryer #3 will bhe
included in the control strategy.

The company is proceeding with the investigation of varicus types of
control equipment and getting bids from the manufacturers. One bid
already received for control of dryers #1 and #2 only was $475,000. Dryer
$#3 is a wood-fired dryer and that manufacturer would not bid on controls
for this dryer. Bids from other manufacturers are being submitted.

Mt. Mazama Plywood has requested an extension of the previously granted
variance to allow additional time for the financial recovery of the
corporation and the selection of a control strategy which will result in
contrel of all three veneer dryers.

The Department concurs with the Company's contention that the expenditures
necessary to install equipment immediately would place an unreasonable
burden on the corporation and could result in curtallment or closure of the
plant. This variance extension could result in approximately 25 tons of
emissions above the allowable emission rates. These emissions are not
expected to cause any significant degradation of air gquality in the area.

The company has proposed the following schedule for attaining compliance:

1. By October 1, 1981, submit a control strategy for all three veneer

dryers.

2. By March 1, 1982, issue purchase orders for all the necessary
equipment.

3. By November 1, 1982, begin construction of the veneer dryer control
equipment.

4, By July 1, 1983, complete construction and demonstrate compliance.

In addition to these dates, the Department recommends that quarterly
financial statements for the corporation be submitted. If the dryer
emissions would cause an adverse impact on the community or airshed the
variance could be revoked.

Summation

1. On March 21, 1980, the Commission granted a variance to Mt. Mazama
Plywood to operate its veneer dryers in violation of the emission
standards until November 1, 1981. This variance was granted because
of econmic hardship.

2. The company hag failed to meet the increment of progress date of April
1, 1981, requiring issuance of purchase orders.

3. The company has requested an extension of the compliance date in
current variance to July 1, 1983, Based on the information submitted
by the company the financial status of the corporation has not improved
enough to withstand the impact of immediate expenditures for control
equipment.,

4. The company is proceeding with the ewvaluation and pricing of various
types of control systems.

5. The company is located in Sutherlin and the approximately 25 tons of
emissions is not projected to have a significant impact on air gquality.

{
i
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6. The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant a variance if it
finds that strict compliance would result in substantial curtailment or
closing down of a business, plant or operation.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that an
extension of the variance from OAR 340-25-315(1) (b), Veneer Dryer Emission
Limits, be granted to Mt. Mazama Plywood Company f£or the operation of their
three veneer dryers until July 1, 1983. This variance is subject to the
foliowing conditions:

1. By October 1, 1981, submit a control strategy for all three veneer
dryers.

2. By March 1, 1982, issue purchase orders for the necessary control
equipment.

3. By November 1, 1982, begin construction of the veneer dryer controls.
4., By July 1, 1983, complete construction and demonstrate compliance.

5. Submit quarterly, corporate, financial reports until purchase orders
have been ilssued.

6. If the Department determines that the veneer dryer emissions cause
significant adverse impacts on the community or airshed, the variance
may be revised or revoked.

G 00

William H. Young

Attachments: Variance Request form Mt. Mazama Plywood Co. and supporting
documents

F.A. Skirvin:ib
{503) 229-6414
May 15, 1981
AL1084
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Attention: Mr. Ed Woods

Re: Mt. Mazama Plywood Company Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit and Variance Granted by the
Commission on March 21, 1980 as Variance from
OAR 34(0-25-315(1) {b) Veneer Dryer Emission Limits

Gentlemen:
On behalf of Mt. Mazama Plywocd Company and pursuant to
ORS 468.345 the following should be considered as a request for
variance from air contamination rules and standards and
CAR 340-25-315(1) (b) veneer dryer emission limits.

Factual Background

A current and correct factual background statement is con-
tained in the Environmental Quality Commission memorandum which
is marked Exhibit A and attached hereto and made a part hereof as
if set forth in full.

The plywood market for the calendar year 1980 and 1981 to
date has remained severely depressed, both in terms of price of
product and volume of sales. Economically, northwest plywood
producers have operated on a day-to-day basis fed only by day-to-
day sales, with no long-range plans or commitments from buyers.
The same holds true for Mt. Mazama Plywood Company who was faced
with a three-month shutdown in the first part of 1980. They have
been able to operate almost continuously since then, but on a
very thin margin.

The company had previously installed the wood fired system as
an attempt for compliance with the opacity limits. 1In spite of
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the cempany's attempt for compliance, the installation of the new
system did not meet the opacity limits. 1In an attempt to bring
the equipment into compliance as originally anticipated, legal
efforts were made with the manufacturing and installing company
which were pursued until the latter part of 1980. It became
apparent to the company that to further pursue that matter with
the manufacturer and installer would consume, including court
litigation, time which would run them far past the November, 1981
compliance date. Pursuing that remedy would further leave them
up in the air as to whether they should undertake any other inde-
pendent steps concerning repair, reconstruction or replacement of
the existing dryer system,

The company made the decision not to pursue further remedies
against the original manufacturer and installer. They are
currently receiving cost estimates for sealing the veneer dryers
and installing, repairing and replacing scrubbers. There are
three dryers which are in question. One cost estimate has been
received to date concerning two of those units. Burley
Industries, after reviewing the plant, has advised that at a
minimum, Mt. Mazama would incur charges of $345,000 for two
scrubbers and attempted repair of all three dryers, assuming
there is no panel replacement. Assuming further a 50% panel
replacement, an additional cost of $132,000 as a minimum is esti-
mated, thus bringing the minimum total cost for repair of two
dryers to $477,000.

Burley Industries declined to submit a bid for their wet-type
veneer dryer scrubber for use on the third dryer since it would
not control the chloride emission created by the enterjex burner.
Bids have not yet been received from someone willing to submit a
bid on that unit. It is estimated that the cost for a scrubber
on the third unit will exceed the cost of any one of the other
two units, thus placing the total expense at a minimum in the
area of $700,000 to $800,000.

Mt. Mazama is also soliciting competitive bids from Radar
Pneumatics and Georgila-Pacific, as well as attempting to review
installations in other plants.
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Summarv of Request for Variance

P

Mt. Mazama requests a variance from OAR 340-25-315(1) (b)
veneer dryer emission limits on the following grounds:

1. Current market conditions make it economically unrea-
sonable and burdensome to undertake the expenditure at this time
to bring the dryers in full compliance with opacity limits. Such
expenditures could result in a substantial curtailment or
necessitate a closing of the plant.

2. That in an attempt to gain repair and replacement of the
non~complying equipment by the manufacturer and installer through
legal redress, thereby negating the necessity of additional cost
to the company, much time was consumed and without success to
date. Those efforts have therefore been abandoned. This
attempt, however, did delay the company in pursuing other avenues
which they are now undertaking, but are far behind prior commit-
ments.

It:is submitted that the variance as above requested be
granted on the following time table.

1. By October'l, 1981, final control strategy for wood
fired veneer dryers shall be submitted.

2. By March 1, 1982, purchase orders for all equipment
necessary to control all three dryers shall be issued.

3. By November, 1982, the consitruction of controls of all
three dryers shall have been started.

4. By July, 1983, controls for all three dryers shall be
completed and compliance demonstrated.

At¥orney for Mt, Mazama Plywood Co.
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Mavvin O, Sanders
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State of OCEON oy
Mr. Edward Woods numﬁmaﬂonwmeMm“Q
Air Quality Division I‘]i E @ @ “ W \DJ
Dept. of Environmental Quality \D' 98\ P
522 Southwest 5th Ave. il roR 30

Portland, OR 97207
"

(pY CERTROL
Re: Variance Request 'lmwmmmww«
File No. 10-0022

Dear Mr. Woods:

I am responding further to your letter of April 9, 1981, and at this
point particularly to subsection a of that letter. T recognize that
in compliance with our previous variance we were required to provide
you with financial material for Mt. Mazama Plywood, It is my belief
that thdt financial information, because of its incomplete nature,
has been somewhat misleading to the department. Mazama Timber
Products, Inc. is comprised, in fact, of the mill located in Creswell,
Oregon, Mt. Mazama Plywood Co. located in Sutherlin, Oregon, and
Emerald Valley Forrest Inn and Golf Course located in Creswell,
Oregon. 1In viewing the economic ability, therefore, of any one
subsidiary one must view all subsidiaries together.

I am enclosing the Individual and Combined Income Statement for month
and yvear ending February 28, 1981. You will note that the net income
after taxes for Mt. Mazama for the month of February, 1981, was only
$17,549.00 while the other two subsidiaries lost money. Of greater
importance is the consolidation figure appearing on the right hand
side of the page for year to date showing that combined Mazama Timber
Products consolidated, including all subsidiaries, has generated an
after tax income of only 592,946, 00.

The company has historically and traditionally by the very nature of
its economic structuring been such that as needed cash flow from one
~subsidiary may go to another in periods of need. As you can see at
this time, the subsidiary Mt. Mazama Plywood is providing a minimal
cash flow to allow Mazama Timber Products and Emerald Valley Forrest
Inn and "Golf Course to operate. In the past the opposite has been
true. But for this structuring, Mt. Mazama Plywood as a subsidiary
would have had to borrow outside funds, which it most likely would
still, at least in part, be obligated on thus increasing its interest




Mr. Edward Woods
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April 27, 1981
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expense and decreasing the profit it is showing during these times.

I have asked the company to continue to provide me, as generated,
with the combined financial statements so that these may be made
availlable to you to provide a more meaningful picture.

The company 1s still awaiting bids other than the c¢ne I made refer-
ence to in my letter of March 11, 198lL. I am enclosing the bid

we did receive from Burley Industries and will pass the others on
as soon as they are received. Once that material has been received,
evaluated and we are able to determine what is going to be the most
efficient in terms of cost, effectiveness and speed of installation
I will be able to respond to subsection ¢ of your April 9 letter more
informatively,

Sincerely yours,

WISWALL, SVOBODA, THOR
DENNETT

—

p
Joh;/Svoboda Ve

JS:iek N

Encls.

bc: Jim Kline
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Het
‘ost of sales
Gross profit (loss)
voeral oand
adalnistrative

expenses

Operating profit
(oss}

cepreclation expense
.atérest expense-

1
Yitier income

Incoze (loss)
before taxes

iruvision for income
Tanes

Net incoae (loss)

INDIVIDUAL ANG COMBINED INCOME STATEHENT

February 28, 1981

Emerald
Hazama Valley
Tinber Galf Ht. Mazazma " Combined
Products Course Plywood Total Eliminations
$ 982,267.00 $ 982,267.00
1,5998,473.00 $146,517.00 $1,357,440.00 3,502,430,00 $286,322.00
2,580,740.00 146,517.,00 1,3597,440,00 4,484 ,697.00 296,322.00
2,918,930,00 197,758.00 241,607,400 4,358,295,00 296, 322.00
61,810.00 (51,241,00) 115,833.00 126,402.00
37,877.00 24,025.00 35,211.60 97,127,060
23,923.00 {75,276.00) 80,622.00 26,279.00
56,000.00 3g,0d0.00 25,000.00 ill,000.00
171,207.0C 34,451.00 23,157,00 228,815.00
(203,284.00) (139.721.00) 32,465.00 (310,540.00)
44,703.00 2,534.00 47,343.09
. ,
$(158,575,00) 5(139.?21.00) $35,059.60 $(263,197.00) -

$ (79,288,00)

b (69,860.00)

$17,549.00°

$(131,599.00)

(131,599.090)

$(131,599.00)

bonsglidated

Month

Year to Date

$

982,267.00
3.206,108.00

$ £,158,856.00
30,139,778.40

4,188,375.00

4,061,973.00

38,298,634.00

34,794,400.00

126,402.00 3,504,234.00
97,127.00 1,319,230.00
29,275.00 2,185,004 .00
111,000.00 880,000.00
228,815.00 1,537,271.00
(310,540.,50) (232,267.00)

47,343.00

. (263,197.00)

(13),599.00)

3(1311599.00)

418,158.00

—

185,851.00

(92,945.00)

$92,946.00
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February 26, 1981
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MAR 2 .1981

ol GIAZAMA PLYW00D ¢,

Mt. Mazama Plywood
Sutherlin, Oregon 97479

Attention: Jim Dew
Dear Jim,

In response to your request for updated prices on veneer dryer
sealing and scrubbers, the price for veneer dryer scrubbers
would be increased to $85,000 per dryer or $170,000 for dryers
#1 and #2. I would not be able to give you a firm price on
the dryer sealing because it is not possible to make an accu- °
rate evaluation of dryer panel condition until the dryer is
disassembled. Based on the cost of the last seven dryers
repaifed, you can expect to pay a minimum of $65,000 per dryer
to seal it if there is no panel replacement required.

You will need to add $3300 per section of dryer for top panel
replacement and $2200 per section of dryer for side panel re-
placement. Also, dryer #2 and #3 have problems with air
balance and will require positive air seals and automatic
damper controls to properly control fugitive leakage, This
will add another $15,000 per dryer in cost,

We are not interested in offering our wet type veneer dryer
scrubber for control on your #3 dryer since it is not able to
control the chloride emission created by the enterjex burner,

Minimum cost for two scrubbers and three dryer repairs, as-
suming no panel replacement, would be $345,000, Assuming a
50% panel replacement you could add another $132,000 in cost.
We will have information available soon on the fuel dryer and
we will contact you when it is available.

Sincerely, \ |

George Potter : '
President
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May 12, 1981

G. David Jewett
Robert A. Thrall
James M, O’Kief
Karen Hendricks
Jeffrey D. Herman

Marvin Q. Sanders
(1912-1877)
Jack B. Lively

(1923-1979)

Mr. Edward Woods

Air Quality Division : o
Dept. of Environmental Quality e
522 Southwest 5th Avenue

Portland, OR 97207

Re: Variance Reguest
File No. 10-0022

Dear Mr. Woods:

Enclosed please find the just received proposal from
Georgia-Pacific Corporation. I think the bid and price are
self-explanatory with the proviso, however, that it would
cost an approximate additional $30,000.00 for the foundations
for a total cost of approximately $700,000.00.

In further evidence of the financial condition of the
industry I can also tell you that an attempt was made by
Mt. Mazama tc obtain financing for some additional eguipment
which from a cost effective standpoint would have returned
the investment within 13 to 18 months. Mt. Mazama was unable
to obtain that financing for approximately $1,000,000.00. I
would submit that it is reasonable to expect that were they
to attempt to finance the Georgia~Pacific proposal to the tune
of approximately $700,000.00 they would meet with even less
enthusiasm in light of the lack of cost effectiveness of this
particular expenditure.

Responding finally to paragraph ¢ of your letter of April
9, it would appear that of the approaches now available toc Mt.
Mazama the Georgia-Pacific proposal is the best alternate
solution. Much of the timing schedule set forth in my letter
of March 11, 1981 is to allow for a market turnaround so that
financing and funding will become available to move ahead with
this project. I recognize that we are all guessing at the future
but it certainly is not a guess to know what is happening at this
moment. -

Finally, just gquickly it would be my observation that Mt.




Mr. BEdward Woods
May 12, 1981
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Mazama 'Wwere the proposed schedule to be approved would not
gain any financial advantage over any of its competition.

It would appear that at this point in time all companies

are suffering egqually but even were it good times the modif-
ications that we are talking about are not such that allow
Mt. Mazama to produce at a lower cost or at a faster rate
than any competitor.

If any other new, updated or additional information is
requested please do not hesitate to let me know and I shall
see to it that it is forwarded to you immediately.

Sincerely yours,

WISWALL, SVOBODA, THORY &
DENNET .C. g

Johy Svoboda H\\/

JS:am
Enc.

cc: Jim Kline




GeorgiaPacific Corporation . Proposda
Machinery Construction

7920 Hunziker Road
Tigard, Oregon 97223

Telephone (503! 620-4280
No.s.c.40843-0-1
0 DATE DELIVERY FROM RECEIPT OF ORDER
MT. MAZAMA PLYWOOD COMPANY MAY 6, 1981 WILL ADVISE
I
FO.8. . TERMS
P.0. BOX 738 PIGARD, OREGON 25-25-40-10%
R THIS PROPOSAL IS SUBJECT TG
SUTHERLIN, OREGON 97479 25 COMDITIONS STATED ON THE REVERSE SIDE

SUBJECT

GEORGIA~PACIFIC EMISSION ELIMINATOR

ATTENTION: JIM DEW

CeLwanl o TemTa W GENTLEMEN)WE AREPLEASED TO OFFER THE FOLLOWING PROTCSAL::

e QUANHTYV,- L e as e S A e e T A e e T e Cof PRICE o Lo:
1 ONE GEORGIA-PACIFIC EMISSION BELIMINATOR SYSTEM COMPLETE AS
FOLLOWS.

1.) 30 FOOT STAINLESS STEEL SPRAY SECTION WITH ACCESS

CATWALK AND LADDER,

2.) TWELVE STAINLESS STEEL CYCLONES SIZED TO ACCOMODATE

60,000 CFM.

3.) CYCLONE STRUCTURAL SUPPORT TOWER.

4.3 PITCH SEPARATICON TANK WITH AUGER AND DRIVE.

5.} PACK TOWER (APPROX, 14 FOOT DIA.} WITH ALL INTERNAL

SCRUBBING DEVICES (PALL RINGS, WATER SPRAY SYSTEM,

HIGH EFFICIENCY MONS.ANTO FILTERS)

6.) WATER PUMPS, MOTORS, AND FILTERS.

7.) TWO FANS WITH MOTORS AND NECESSARY DRIVES.

8.) NECESSARY MCC AND CONTROL STATIONS,

& I P |
corY 10 APFROVAL /
~ TIM FISHER Ll .
EXCEPTIONS DR DEVIATIONS NON-RECURRING TOCL CHARGES ¥ T ADDITIONAL CHARGES

NO TAXES OF ANY KIND ARE INCLUDED N PRiCE ABOVE

WERY TRULY YOURS

GeorgiaFacific Corporation 4a

|
DEBBIE POWNAE% ~ SALES COORDINATO
BY._.D;_b LL, -

EMGIMEERIMG ¢ BARAIITASTIATUS . GATUAAT o STOOMDITIOMING e DERMOSITION




Georgia-Pacific Corporation

A

Machinery Construction .

7920 Hunziker Rood
Tigard, Cregon 97223 .
Telephone (5031 6204280

Proposai

No.

5.C.#0843-0-K

10

MT. MAZAMA PLYWOOD COMPANY

DATE

MAY 6, 1881

DELIVERY FROM RECEIPI OF ORDER

WILL ADVISE

P.O, BOX 738,

F.0.8.

TIGARD, OREGON

TERMS

25-25-

40-10%

SUTHERLIN, OREGON.. 97479.

THIS PROPOSAL 15 SUBJECT TQ
CONDITIONS STATED ON THE REVERSE SIDE

SUBJECT .

GEORGIA-PACIFIC EMISSION ELIMINATOR® -

ATTENTION: JIM DEW.

E -0 St GENTLEMEN,- WE AREPLEASED TO OFFER THE FOLLOWING PROPOSAL '

QUANTITY . 8, L 0 L D e e R

a0 L
g

.".';' . V -'4.7 -‘_' D " + ST

PRICE

9.)

AND A AUTOMATIC ALARM-SHUT DOWN SYSTEM IN CASE OF

MALFUNCTION.

CUSTOMER MUST SUPPLY ELECTRICAL POWER

TO MCC AND APPROXIMATELY 10 GPM OF MAKE-~UP WATER TO

INSTALLATION SITE.

GEORGIA-PACIFIC WILIL PROVIDE

COMPLETE INSTALLATION AND START-UP OF TEE SYSTEM.

ALSO INCLUDED ARE COMPLETE FOUNDATION PRINTGS.

CUSTOMER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR INSTALLATION OF

FOUNDATIONS.

PRICE.....

-------------

5671,000}

THE ABOVE PRICE IS FOR BUDGET PURPOSES ONLY AND ARE™

SUBJECT TO CHANGE UPON ACTUAL FLOW RATE TESTING.

COPY 1O

APPROVAL

TIM FISHER

£XCEPTIONS OR DEVIATIONS

NO TAXES OF ANY KIND ARE INCLUDED IN PRICE ABOVE.

NON-RECURRING TOOL CHARGES

ACDITICNAL CHARGES

VERY TRULY YOURS

Georgia-Pacific Corporation

BBIE POWNAL

SALES CQ

CEVOIAY

o

A

THCINEEMING - A ARIUAT A ST Y

eAVACE

n o RECORTTITIONING NEMCTITINN
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Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Envirommental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item J, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Policy Guidance for Certifying Aix Quality Tax Credits
for vard Paving Projects

Background

During the first 10 vears of the Pollution Control Facility Tax Credit
Program about 8 paving projects were certified for reducing air pollu-
tion. These projects which were approved prior to installation by the
Department or a Regional Authority as a way to solve a specific ailr
quality problem, were generally heavily traveled or intense activity
areas of industrial sites.

In 1979-80, the Department experienced a substantial increase in the
number of requests for preliminary certification for paving projects
as well as a change in the types of such projects. Inguiries and
requests were received relative to paving public/private streets and
commercial businegs parking lots.

The Department has held up processing both preliminary and final cer-
tification actions for paving projects sco that a policy could be
developed for Commission approval. The policy which is presented
herein will provide guidance to the staff in processing applications
for paving projects. o

Discussion

Paving is recognized as a satisfactory/desirable means of dust suppres-
sion in many instances. However, other benefits unrelated to air
pollution control almost always occur. For example, it can help reduce
equipment and plant maintenance, provide better working conditions,
result in greater productivity, and help keep raw materials and/or pro-
ducts clean. Paving provides a smooth, solid surface which facilitates
vehicular and pedestrian traffic, especilally during wet weather, saves
on costs of periodic grading and gravelling of an unpaved surface, has
esthetic benefits, can increase customers at commercial facilities and
sporting eventsg, can aid in controlling runoff, and may aid in recovery
of raw materials by preventing them from sinking into the ground or
preventing them from being contaminated by soil.




Agenda Item J, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting
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Since paving most likely will never be done for a single purpose or bene-
fit, it's quite probable that all such projects will have some form of
economic benefit and a high percentage will have some air guality bene-
fit: While identification of major air gquality or economic benefits
usually can be done with relative ease, quantifying them can be quite
difficult. Therefore, the guidelines proposed herein may need to be
modified as additional experience is gained.

Guidelines for Project Eligibility

State sgtatutes provide that a facility may be eligible for air pollution
control tax credit if a substantial purpose of said facility is the pre-
vention, contrel or reduction of air pollution. Thus, to be eligible
for tax credit, a paving project should result in a discermnable air
quality improvement.

In order to comply with the statutory requirements, with due congidera-
tion of the potential multi-benefits of paving projects, tax credit
eligibility will be limited to those projects which:

1. wWill be located within particulate AQMA's where dust control has been
included ag an element in.a Commisgion approved attainment/maintenance
strategy and will significantly contribute to the attainment/maintenance
of air guality standards, or

2., The Department or LRAPA has concluded will effectively resolve a
specific identified public nuisance or public impact, or

3. Are gpecifically required or requested by the Department of Lane
Regional Air Pollution Authority.

Paving projects or portions thereof which do not contribute significantly
to air pollution control will be considered ineligible for tax credit bene-
fits. such projects will be those which:

1. Are installed for esthetic or commercial reasons, oxr
2. Are required by statute, ordinance, or code.

Some examples of anticipated ineligible projects are streets, low activity
areas, storage areas, public or private parking lots, and driveways.

Assessments of conditions prior to a paving project shall be an integral
part of the preliminary tax credit certification process regarding any pro-
ject for which tax credit will be sought subsequent to adoption of these
guidelines.

Guidelines for Costs Allocable to Pollution Control

The percentage of the costs of eligible projects allocable to pollution
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control should be established in accordance with ORS 468.190. Tax credit
certification will be given for only that portion or areas of the preoject
to which air pollution reductions can reasonably be assigned. Specifi-
cally, alternative sclutions, cost savings, or increases and other sub-
stantial benefits that may accrue from the project shall be identified
by the applicant and considered by the Department using the same methods
applied to other facilities having.economic benefits.

Cost Allocation Alternative

Although not proposed herein by the Department, the Commission, in recog-
nition of the highly probable multiple benefits and in consideration of
the expected difficulty in quantifying such benefits of paving projects,
may wish to adopt a fixed percentage allocable to pellution control for
the cost of eligibie projects or portions thereof.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission concur in the use of the guidelines
set forth above for determining eligibility and costs allocable to pollu-
tion control for air quality tax credit applications involving paving
projects.

%/\}Eszf?’i j Oﬁﬂ’ﬂw

William H. Young

Faskirvin:ahe
22906414
07-02-81
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MEMORANDUM
10 Environmental Quality Commissgion
FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Ttem K, July 17, 1981 EQC Meeting

Request for Extension of Date to Comply with Noise
Control Rules by Buddy Mobile Homes, Marion County

Backpround and Problem Statement

Buddy Mobile Homes is a mobile home manufacturing plant located in Mt. Angel and
owned by Skyline Corporation of Elkhart, Indiana. After complaints were received
from adjacent residences, the Department found the Commission's noise control
standards were being exceeded by the operation of the plant's cyclone system.
After notification that standards were being exceeded, the company requested a
variance from the rules be granted, At the January 30, 1981 EQC meeting, the
Commnission denied the variance request and ordered Buddy Mobile Homes to install
necessary controls to achieve compliance with the standards before May 30, 1981,

On April 13, 1981, the Department received proposals to mitigate the cyclone
noise from the company with a request for DEQ evaluation and comments. The
Department responded on April 21 that the proposals would probably not provide
significant noise reduction. Further evaluation by an acoustical consultant was
therefore encouraged prior to imstallation of the proposed controls.

On May 21, 1981, a letter was received from the company requesting that an

extension to the Commission's compliance order be granted so that the mnoise control
proposals could be evaluated and recommendations made by their acoustical consultant
(Attachment 1).

The company has requested a 30-day extensien to permit their consultant to evaluate
the control proposals and make recommendations. They would then submit any
alternative proposals for DEQ comment and accomplish the installation of controls.

The Commission was advised by memorandum on June 5, 1981 that the Department would
exercise prosecutoral discretion and not initiate enforcement action toward Buddy
Mobile Homes until a proposed control plan was submitted and the Commission had
considered an amended compliance order at its July 17, 1981 meeting.

Discussion

Buddy Mobile Homes has been reasonably responsive to the Commission's compliance
order to install necessary controls by May 30, 1981. The Department, after reviewing




control proposals, recommended further evaluation prior to installation due to
lack of confidence in the proposals. Therefore, additional time is warranted for
further proposal evaluation and controls development.

Negotiations through the company's attorney have resulted in a proposed revised
compliance schedule (Attachment 2), The Department believes the proposed schedule
can be met if the company expedites the necessary engineering and construction. If
the proposed schedule is approved and implemented, the company would attain full
compliance by September 15, 1981.

Summation
The following facts and conclusions are offered:

1. Buddy Mobile Homes was ordered by the Commission to
comply with noise control standards by May 30, 1981.

2. The Department, in response to a company request,
advised the Company that their control proposals
would probably not provide significant noise re-
duction. The company, following the Department's
recommendation, employed an acoustical consultant,

3. The company has requested additiomal time to permit
their consultant to evaluate the proposals and to
develop an acceptable control proposal and install
such controls.

4. The Department has propesed the following schedule
to the company, subject to approval by the Commission:

July 15, 1981 Submit detailed plans for Department
technical assistance review.

August 15, 1981 Initiate onsite construction.

September 15, 1981 Complete onsite construction and

demonstrate compliance.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the order for Buddy Mobile Homes,
Marion County, to comply with the requirements of noise control rules OAR 340-35-
035, be amended from compliance achievement by May 30, 1981 to the following:

Due Date " Action

July 15, 1981 Submit detailed plans for Department
technical assistance review.

August 15, 1981 Initiate onsite construction

September 15, 1981 Complete onsite construction and

demonstrate compliance,




WILLIAM H. YOUNG
John Hector:pw

June 22, 1981
503-229-5989

Attachments:
1. Fxtension Request dated 5/20/81
2. Proposed compliance schedule dated 6/10/81




Attachment 1
July 17, 1981
EQC Meeting

K
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW
1ZO0 ORBANCO BUILDING
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Mr. John Hector

Department of Environmental Quality
522 8.W. Fifth Ave.

P.C. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

RE: Noise Pollution Controls for Buddy Mobile
Homes, Mt. Angel, Marion County

Dear Mr. Hector:

This will confirm our telephone conversation of May 20, 1981
relating to the noise source at the Buddy Mobile Homes plant
in Mt. Angel, Oregon, As I indicated to you, after receiving
the letter from the Department of Environmental Quality

dated Rpril 21, 1981 concerning the proposals which had heen
submitted to Buddy Mobile Homes by Benz Alr Engineering Co.,
Inc., we became concerned as to the Department's expressions
of doubt that the proposed modifications would in fact solve
the noise standaxds problems even though Benz had "gqguaranteed"
this result. I know the Department had recommended that our
acoustical consultant, Ed Daly at Daly Engineering Company,
become inveolved to provide some additional assistance in
evaluating the proposals and some delay occurred before that
additional consultation while Skyline Corporation was making
a determination as to the futuré of the Mt. Angel plants.

As you may know, one of the two Skyline Mt., Angel plants is
being closed and obviously the future of the other has been
considered as well, a factor which obviously weighs heavily
on any determ1nat1on to gpend additional money on the

plant.

In any event, additional material has been sent to Daly
Engineering Company for their assistance in evaluating

the proposals, or in the alternative, in making recommen-
dations as to proposals which hopefully would resolve the
noige problems at the plant. Unfortunately, the various
delays which have occurred at this point would preclude the
modifications being made to the plant by May 30, 1981 as
previously directed. As I indicated to you in our telephone
discussion, I feel that if we would get another 3OA%
extension to permit Mr. Daly to do the @m&kﬁm”““ '

%@W ﬁ,l‘\@%% )
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make his recommendations, we could then submit alternative
proposals and accomplish the changes as required. Accordingly,
we are requesting an extension of the time permitted to make
the moedifications and lock forward to the Department's

prompt response to this request,

Thank you for ycur cooperation and assistance.

Very truly yours, /f{
ti .

MRS:dlp

cc. Mr, William Young
Mr. Jon E. Gjertsen
Skyline Corporation
Daly Engineering Company
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Acker, Underwood, Besrs & Smith JUhjj Q1 081
Attorneys at Law '
1200 Oxbanco Puilding
1001 8W 5th Ave.
Portland, OR 57204

RNome Potuaon Gontig)

RE: NP-Buddy Mobile Homes
Mt. Angel, Marion County

Dear Mr. Smithe

This will confirm our June 17 discussion regavding a revised compliancs
schedule for Buddy Mobile Homes, Mt. Angel,

At their last meeting, the Environmental Quality CQmﬂisalcn agreed with the
Department's exercising of prosecutoral dissretion and not initdating enforce-
ment action until:

1. The additional study 1s"ccmpleteﬁ and a control proposal is
" submitted; s :

2. A compliance aéhadule iésdeveloﬂ%d; and

3. The Commlssion considers an amended compliance order at
their July 17 medéting’ .

I undergtand Skyline Corporation, owner of Buddy Mobile Homes, has direscted
Benz Alr Engineering Company to work direatly with the local consultant.
Hopefully, this direct contact will expedite the control proposal and final
plans.

To avold further delays, the Depariment proposes the followlng compliance
schedule., The schedule will be subject to approval by the Commission in
thelr consideration of the amended order.

July 15: Submit detailed plans for Department
technical assistance review
August 15: Initiate onsite construction
Septembar 15: Complete onsite construction and

demonstrate compliance




: ‘ ‘ : : - . Attachment 2
i S ' July 17, 1981

: EQC Meeting
Mr. Milton B, smith ‘ Agenda Item K
Pages 2

June 18, 1981

I appreciate your assistance ln having relayved these deadlines to the
Skyline Corporatlon., We will look forward to receiving the detalled
plans,

If you have any questions or if we can he of any asslstance, please call
John Hectoy at 229-5989 in Poxtland, or me at 378-8240, Salem.

Sincerely,

David 8%. Louls, P.E.
haglstant Regional Manager

DSL/wr

Attachment: Commisgion Report of June 5, 1981

co:  John Hactor w/o att

e e e e ——————— e e ———
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Environmental Quality Commission

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

MEMORANDUM
To: Envirommental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No, L , July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Request for Approval of 43 Plan Actions Not Heretofore
Presented to the Commission

Background

This report was initiated by the Department to inform the Environmental
Quality Commission of 43 Plan Actions approved by the Department over
the past 14 months and to obtain concurrence from the Commission of the
Department action. During the first quarter of 1980 the Department
initiated computerized tracking of Plan Actions. After 12 months of
operation, the system was audited to determine the effectiveness of the
system and to correct all errors encountered. The audit disclosed that
43 Plan Actions had never been brought to the attention of the Commisg-
sion for concurrence in the routine monthly reports.

The problems occurred as a result of coding errors and an inadegquate
guality assurance tracking mechanism.

It should be noted that none of the 43 Plan Action discrepancies iesul—
ted in any air pollution facility or construction being delaved or in

any inconvenjence to any company.

Corrective Action

Action has been taken to prevent any further occurrence. The action
taken is as follows:

1. Computer point numbers (Plan Action identifying number) are being
tracked in the master log.

2. Computer printouts are checked against the master log monthly and
against previous reports.

3. "Completed Plan Actions" computer gsummaries are now tracked through
EQC concurrence and not just through Department action.
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Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission approve the 43 Plan Actiong shown

on the attached list.

William H. Young
Attachments: Itemized List of Plan Actions

FASkirvin:ahe
229-6414
June 22, 1981




Direct Souxces

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

FTAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

TOTAL NUMBER QUICK LOOK REPORT LINES g3

Date of
. County Number Source Procesgs Description Action Action
TMULTROMAH g9z 7 7 T TTEXACO TINGT : U UBOTTOM LOADING & vOC RECVRY " I1/28/80 AFPROVED
LANE 554 HATIOWAL METALLURGICAL ARC FURNACE & BAGHODUSE 04/08780 APPROVYED
LANE 558 GEORGIA PACIFIT CORP. BOILER IMPROYVEMENTS §4/02/80 APPROVED
HCOD RIVER 586 BEACHMAN ORCHARDS ORCHARD FAN 04,1080 AFPPROVED
DESCRUTES 568 HILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES REPLACEMENT BAGHQUSE 013714780 APPROVED
JACKSON 579 HUSKY INDUSTRYIES, INC. OFF GAS SYSTEM CONTROLS 03/24-80 APPRGVED
WASHINGTON 589 CHEVRON USA IKC. BULK PLANT v0OC COMHTROL 0314750 APPROVED
MARIQON 550 CHEVROHN USA IHNG. BULK PLANT ¥CGC CONTROLS Q7716780 APPROVED
JACKSON 594 MOBIL CQIL CORP. BULK PLANT ¥0C CONTROL t&8/22/80 APPROVEDR
JACKSOH 5%5 HAKK GIL COMPARY BULX PLANT ¥2C COHTROL 05716780 APPROVED
YAMHILL 597 ROWELL & WICKERSHAM CONTR ASPHALT PLT CONTROL 5YS GGrG7 /780 APPROVED
YAMHILL 5¢9¢% MARTIN & WRIGHT PAVING STREET SKEEPER 03731780 APPRGOVED
MULTHCMAH 610 CASCADE CONSTRUCTICGN €O INSTALL ECQWET 8YS 07/14/780 AFPPROVED
LANE 611 ANDERSOR PLYLWOOD, IKC. INCINERATOR FOR VENEER 83,2980 APPROVED
RLAMATH &13 WEYERHAEUSER COMPANY FUEL STZING SCREEHN G6/09/80 APPROVED
GRANT £16 PRAIRTIE HOGD PRODUCTS. WELLCH HOGGED EOILER 05722780 LPPROVEDR
MULTHOMAH 619 RORTHLEST PATTERN BACHCUSE 65728780 APPROVED
CLACKAMAS 823 OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT EXTEND KILW ¢ STACK B0 FT. 12,3030 APFPROVED
BEHTOH £32 EVAHS PRODUCTS €O RELGQCATE GLASS QL PLY-CRY. 07-1(0/80 APPROVED
LAMNE 637 ROSBORO LUMBER COMPANY SANDER DUSY FILT,HC BY LRAP 11r10/80 APPROVED
MARION 633 GREEN VEREER INC HOGGED FUEL BOILER 08s15,20 APPROVED
LAk 651 OIL-DRI PRODUCTIOGHN CO. EXISTING SCRUBRER ™M0GD 12726730 APPROVED
CLACKAMAS 652 OREGCOHN PUORTLAND CEMENRT VACUUN SWEEPER FOR YARD AREA 11-/18/80 APPROVED
WASHINGTON 653 PROGRESS QUARRIES INC REPLACEMENT ROCK CRUSHER 1¢/15478306 APPROVED
BENTCGH 653 VEHELL FARMS BAGHOUSE 16/07/780 APPROVED
LIHN 663 OREMET BGHSE, CYC & SCRUBERER 0%/726-80 APPROVED
LANE 665 WEYERMAEUSER €O, LMBR SANDER W/CONTROL(LRAPAY 1008780 APPROVED
LANE 666 TREPLEX DRYER EMISSION COMT (LRAPAY 12730780 APPROVED
CLACKAMAS £69 GLOBE UNIOMH-CAHBY YEMTILATION AIR FILTER SYS 11/7,246780 APPROVED
DOUGLAS 670 ROSEBURG LUMBER CO. BAGHOUSE 12712720 APPROVED
JACKSOH- 673 BOISE CASCADE CORP SEaAL VEMEER DRYER MNO.1 10/15/780 APPROVED
CURRY 875 CHAMPIOW BUILDING PRODUCT USED VEHEER DRYER IWSTAL ip 16780 APPROVED
KLAMATH 676 WEYERHAEUSER COMPANY PNEU. CONYEY. SYS. MOD 10/,28/730 APPROVED
LIMKH 589 DURAFLAKE CO INSTAL OF KHET VEMNTURI & 11714780 APPROVED
MULTHOMAH 691 RHAGHER HMINING EQUIPHMENY DEGREASER CONTROL 1i/17780 APPROVED
MULTHOMAH 693 MOBIL CIL CORP REPL EXIST BOILER 5YS 12702780 AFPROVED
JEFFERSOH 6oG MEM GROWTH CO DUST CONTROL SYSTEM 1z7227,80 APFROVED
LanE 628 BOHEMIA IHC PARTICLEROARD EXPANDED SHAVIMNGS BLDG 12715780 APPROVED
LINK 559 WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES YENEER DRYER CCOHUVERSIOH §1/29/81 APPROVED
LARE 704% THE MURPHEY CO VEHEER DRYER SCRUBBER Gls08781 APPRCVED
LAHE 71¢% WHITTIER WAOD PROGUCTS BAHSE, SPRAY SYS & MCOD 02-,03781 AFPPROVED
EIMM 723 OREMET BLAST CLEANER 02727781 APPROVED




Environmental Quality Commissior
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR §7207

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
®

MEMORANDUM

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM : Director
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SUBJECT: Agenda Ttem Ne. M, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Consideration of adopting proposed amendments to the motor
vehicle emission control inspection test criteria, methods,
and standards, OAR 340-24-300 through 24-350:

1. Inspection program standards (cutpoints) for
light-and heavy-duty motor vehicles;

2. Test method modifications for 1981 and newer
light-duty motor vehicles;

3. Upgrading of equipment gspecification for
licensed fleet inspection operations.

Background and Problem Statement

At the Environmental Quality Commission Meeting of April 24, 1981, authoriza-
tion was granted to conduct public hearings to gather testimony on proposed
amendmentg to the vehicle inspection program rules. Rule modifications
affecting test method, equipment specifications for licensed fleets, as well
as updated inspection program standards had been proposed. These rule amend-
ments are necessary to update the inspection program standards, for the 1981
model year motor vehicles and provide for other improvements in the test
operations.

Two hearings were held June 15 and 17, 1981, with testimony being received

from four individuals. A heaxing officer's report is included as attachment

1. Three letters commenting on the proposed rule amendments were also received.
The statement of need for rulemaking ig included as attachment 2. The pro-
pesed rule amendments are included as attachment 3.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Rule Modifications had been proposed in the following areas: test method,
(OAR 340-24-310 and 315), inspection program standards, (OAR 340-24-330 and
335) and exhaust gas analvzer criteria, (OAR 340-24-350). American Motors Corp.
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suggested several revisions in the formal test proceedure, most of which the
Department is currently doing as a matter of course for safety or uniformity.
Because of thege comments, OAR 340-24-310 (4) is additionally proposed to be
amended to provide a more uniform and safe testing proceedure.

The largest change propcsed involves the standards. For the past several years,
the format of the inspection program standards has been a vast array where all
major makes of motor vehicles are listed. A part of the need for the complex
array of standards was due to the wide diversity of emission control designs
that were used by the autce manufactures. Those designs are now primarily on
older vehicleg. These older vehicles are now a much smaller segment of the
overall wvehicle population. It is understood that a portion of the older
vehicle population will experience a higher pass rate if the alternative
simplified format, as proposed, is adopted. This increase, estimated at 3%,
should have a minimal impact on air quality.

Mid-technology vehicles still are catagorized by vehicle make. Over the past
five years, advancing technologies have found most makes in two general
catagories, i.e., catalyst and non-catalyst. These two major classes of 1975
and newer vehicles now account for about half of our car population. It is
expected that this will continue for the next few years. The testimony

recelved was supportive of the proposed change in standards format.

Also, representatives of the local repair industry favored the concept of the
enforcement tolerance within the newer format. Consequently, the alternative
simplified format incorporating enforcement tolerances is now proposed for
adoption.

Generally supportive testimony was received from General Motors Corp. regard-
ing the proposed addition to the test proceedure for 1981 and newer motor
vehicles. This concept has been maintained.

The last area of proposed rule amendment concerned the fleet inspection
program, Staff has proposed that effective January 2, 1982, all exhaust gas
analyzers purchased after that date for licensed fleet operations, have the
newer, BAR-80, California certification. This would provide an avenue to
upgrade the eguipment in the field but without making current equipment obso-
lete. No formal comments were received on this proposal, though staff did
receive several inguiries from the Department's licensed Fleets.

During the course of the public hearings, several issues were raised that
were directed at program concepts rather than areas for rule revision.

A. C. Xolbk of the City of Gladstone raised the igsue that publicly-owned
vehicles are tested annually rather than every other year as is done with the
cars owned by the general public. Mr, Kolb also figured the cost of general
maintenance into his cost of testing fiqure, on the assumptioan that if there
wasn't a program, his fleet would not be doing as thorough a job servicing
their motor wvehicles. The igsue of cars running "right" and being adjusted
and readjusted was raised. These questions have been raised and addressed
many times before, most recently, in staff reports to the Commission of
February 1981 and February 1979.




EQC Agenda Ttem No. M.
July 17, 198l
Page 3

Summation

Public hearings on proposed rule revisions have been held and the testimony
received has been evaluated. Based upon the testimony received, changes in
the proposged rule revisions have been made. Proposed rule revigion involve
test proceedure {OAR 340-24-310 and 315), standards ({OAR 340-24-330 and 335}
and fleet operations (OAR 340~24-350). Test proceedure changes involve de-
tailed proceedural changes. The standards changes result in a two-stage

idle test and a revised format for the program gtandards. The fleet opera-
tion changes provide for upgraded equipment if purchased after January 1, 1982,
These changes provide for continued operation of the motor vehicle emission
inspection program in an efficient manner.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the proposed rule
ammendments ag listed on attachment 3, be adopted.

A

William H. Young

Attachment 1. Hearing officer's report
Attachment 2. Statement of need for rulemaking
Attachment 3. Proposed rule amendments

W. P. Jasper:jy
229-5081
Juna 25, 1981




Attachment 1

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

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
o MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Hearing Officer

Subject: Hearing Report—--Proposed Rules for Emisgion Inspection Program

Background and Summary of Testimony

Two public hearings had been authorized by the Environmental Quality
Commission to be conducted June 15 and 17, 1981l. ©On June 15 at 1:30 p.m.
at the Conference Room of the DEQ offices in Portland, a hearing was held.
There were seven people in attendance and two offered testimony.

Mr. Loren Shrope of Loren Shrope's Chevron Service, Inc., asked several
gquestions about details in the rules. Mr. Shrope indicated that the
proposed alternative format would be easier to use.

Mr. Marvin J. Waletich, commented on the differences in available fuels,
declining gas tax revenues, and backyard burning. He indicated that he
thought that there was a problem with cars passing and not running "right™.
No one else in attendance that day made any comments for the recoxd.

Oon June 17, 1981 at 7:30 p.m. at the City of Beaverton Operations Center,

a second public hearing was held. Seven people were in attendance.

Mr. Charles Dubbels related his experiences with his 1972 Dodge Pickup
truck at the inspection station in 1978, his conversations with Governor
Ativeh on controlling pollution from Intel, comments on his new 1980 Ford
truck which is for gale, and comments on government regulation of petroleum.

Mrs. Charles Dubbels asked a guestion on who established the boundaries
for the inspection program.

Mr. Marvin Waletich, who had testified at Monday's hearing, expressed
digappointment with the attendance at both hearings. He suggested that to
ease the burden on taxpavers, the inspection program should be dropped and
backyard burning should be allowed. He indicated that an idle test probably
wag not an appropriate test since cars do not idle all the time. He also
questioned why the press was not in attendance and at that point, the reporter
from KYXI introduced himself. The hearing was adjourned at 8:05 p.m.

£
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Hearing's Officer Report
June 15th and 17th, 1981
Page 2

The hearing record was held open until June 19. Written testimony was
received from General Motors Corp., American Motors Corp., and, the City
-of Gladstone. Copies of those letters are attached.

General Motors commented on the heavy-duty truck standards and supported
the concept of the alternative standards format. American Motors made
several comments on the test proceedure and supported the concept of the
alternative gtandards format. A.C. Kolb, of the City of Gladstone
commented that publicly-owned vehicles are required to be tested annually
while privately-owned vehicles need only be tested every other year and
he felt that this was an inequity.

Recommendation

Your hearing officer makes no recommendation in this matter.

Regpectfully submitted,
¥

# o A e
/r:{ .:{géﬁ,.g,,?,@x fyi’/} 5}% o

William P. Jasper
Hearing Officer

W. P. Jasper
229-5081

June 19, 1981
Attachments




STATE OF OREGON
ARECEIVERD

JUN ,ﬁ]gg] Environmental Activities Staff

General Motors Corgoration
General Motors Technical Center
Warren, Michigan 48090

fept. of Ervitonmsnial {_izfality
vehicle Inspestion Division

May 29, 1981

Mr. Ron Householder, Manager
Department of Environmental Quality
Vehicle Inspection Program

P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Mr. Householder:

General Motors appreciates this opportunity to comment on the State
of Oregon's proposed Motor Vehicle Emission Control Inspection
Regulations. These proposed regulations update and include idle and
2500 rpm standards for light and heavy-duty gasoline powered in-use
vehicles.

SECTION OAR 340-24~330: Light-Duty Motor Vehicle Emission
Control Idle Emigsgion Standards

As proposed in Appendix B, the idle Base Standards and Enforcement
Tolerances for carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons remain unchanged and
will be expanded to now include 1981 model year catalyst and non-
catalyst vehicles. In addition, 2500 rpm standards of 1.0% carbon
monoxide and 225 ppm hydrocarbons for 1981 model yvear and new light-duty
vehicles have been proposed. Since these proposed 2500 rpm standards
are identical to the 1975 through 1980 model year current standards and
are being proposed to include 1981 and newer wehicles, we have no
objections to this proposal.

SECTTON 340-24-335: Heavy-Duty Gasoline Motor Vehicle Emission
Control Emission Standards

We note the absence of a 1981 model year carbon monoxide idle emission
standard for heavy~duty vehicles. The carbon monoxide nominal 2500 rpm
emission Base Standard of 2% with an Enforcement Tolerance of 1.0%,
however, is being updated to include 1970 through 1981 model year heavy-
duty vehicles. We assume this is an oversight; consequently, we wish to
reserve the right to comment on the heavy-duty idle standards for 1979
through 1981 model year heavy-duty vehicles when they are proposed.

We have also noted the newly proposed "(3) 1981 and newer vehicle 2500
rpm standards of 1.0% carbon monoxide and 225 ppm hydrocarbons" for
heavy-duty vehicles is in conflict with those as they appear in "(2)
carbon monoxide nominal 2500 rpm emission values not to be exceeded:,"
particularly the carbon monoxide standard for 1981 model year vehicles.




This conflict was brought to the attention of Mr. William P. Jasper of
your staff and he informs us the entire proposed item (3) is to be
deleted from the proposals for heavy-duty vehicles.

SECTION 340-24-331: ldght Duty Motor Vehicle Emisgion Control
Cutpoints

This section contains the proposed new format in displaying wvehicle
emission standards. The purpose of this new format is to simplify the
structure and consolidate the number of model year categories into a
more composite form. During the review of this proposed format, we
noted the absence of the heavy-duty {over 8500 GVWR) idle and 2500 rpm
emission standards. This item was also brought to Mr. William P.
Jasper's attention. We were advised by Mr. Jasper that the current idie
HC and CO standards for heavy-duty vehicles would be summed (Base
Standard plus the Enforcement Standard) and the resulting numbers would
become the proposed standards, for each model year, to be contained in
the proposed new format.

If there are any questions regarding our comments on your proposed
regulationg, please advise us.

Very truly yours,

W Y

T. M. Fisher, Director

Automotive Emission Control
2LLF/520

cc: W. P. Jasper




STATE OF OREGQ;
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American Motors Corporation /UM 171 198

14250 Plymouth Road .
Detroit, Michigan 48232 ept. o Livivaimsial Geality

Vehicls lnspection Bivision

June 4, 1981

Department of Environmental Quality
Vehicle Inspection Program
P.0. Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207

Ref: Notice of Public Hearing Jdune 15 & 17; Proposed
Modification to the Motor Vehicle Inspection
Control Program Inspection Test Criteria Methods
and Standards OAR Chapter 340, Section 24-300
through 24-350.

Gentlemen:

American Motors Corporation (AM) has reviewed the information supplied to us
concerning your proposal to modify your current inspection (I/M) program from
an idle test to a two-speed idle test and updating the I/M program standards.
As a result of this review AM would Tike to recommend certain changes or
additions to the proposed test procedures which we believe will result in an
overall improvement in the accuracy of the program and resuit in fewer
wrongfully failed vehicles.

These suggestions are as follows:

1. The test procedure should be amended to specify that all two-speed idle
tests shouid be conducted in neutral; thus both manual and automatic
transmissions would be tested on an equitable basis.

2. For safety reasons, the test procedure should be amended to specify
that the hand brake or parking brake should be engaged during the
two-speed idle test.

3. The test procedure should be amended to specify that concentrations of
HC and CO for the both idle and raised RPM idle should be determined
only after a stabilized reading is obtained and within 30 seconds of
the engine reaching curb idle speed. This is necessary to preclude the
possibility of the emission control system "shifting" to a catalyst
protection mode which will not provide a representative test.

4. The test procedure should be amended to provide specific instructions
directing that concentrations for both initial and final idle should be
recorded and compliance determined by the lowest of the two
concentrations.




_7-

AM also supports the alternative simplified format for the program standards.
This format is much more simple to interpret and probably will result in far
less confusion to the owner and service industry.

AM does not plan to attend the hearings scheduled in June. Therefore, if you
have any guestions regarding our recommendations please contact us.

w. g

K. W. Schang, Director
Yehicle Emissifns and
Fuel Economy

1711EP
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e ¥ihe 16, 1981

Department of Environmental Quality
Vehicle Inspection Program

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

RE: Modifications to Motor Vehicle Inspection Control Program

Request that consideration be given to revising the requirements under
OAR 340-24-306 (1) "Publicly Ouwned Vehicles Testing Requirements’ in
relation to certification annually pursuant to ORS 481.190.

Publicly owned vehicles are normally maintained for engine performance on
a regularly scheduled basis, as opposed to privately owned vehicles.
Publicly owned vehicles travel fewer actual comparative miles than
privately owned vehicles,

The City of Gladstone owns twenty-five (25} vehicles which require testing
on an annual basis. The average annual mileage is 4,500 miles with a
total annual testing cost of $31.00 per vehicle.

Privately owned vehicles are required to be certified pursuvant to
ORS 468.375 (2) once during the period for which registration or
renewal of registration is issued, which is a two (2) year period.

On publicly owned vehicles, if required certification were on the same
two (2) year basis as privately owned vehicles, there would be a consider-
able cost saV|ngs to local governments which have larger fleets of
vehicles requiring compliance than the City of Gladstone.

g
Your consideration in resolv1ng this |nequ|ty Qf test procedu *fes and
cost is appreciated. - ’ o

‘N%Jfﬁ; Kol
Public Works Director

TGROW WITH GLADSTONE?"

656-5223




Attachment 2
STATEMENT OF NEED
Pursiant to ORS 183.335(2) this statement provides information on the

intended action to amend rule.

LEGAL AUTHORITY

Legal Authority for this action is ORS 468.370 and ORS 183.341.

NEED FOR RULE

The proposed amendments are needed to update the Ingpection Program
standards and criteria to include 1981 model year light and heavy duty
motor vehicles to provide modifications to the testing metheod for 1981
light duty wvehicles and tc make changes in the equipment specifications
list for licensed motor vehicle fleet operations.

PRINCIPLE DOCUMENTS RELIED UPON

The existing rules, the automobile and motor vehicle manufacturers' shop
manuals and service manuals have been relied upon. The California Air
Regources Board's staff report dated March 19, 1981 on the adoption of
standards for Loaded Mode testing has been relied upon. EPA documents
AA-TMS/81 and RAA-~IMS/80-8 have been relied upon.

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Estimated fiscal impacts are that some motorists will experience savings

while other motorists will experience ingrease cost in maintaining theirh;

motor vehicles due to these rules,

WPJita
vID26 (1) {o)




Proposed Revision to Motor Vehicle

Inspection Program Rules

OCAR

OAR

CAR

OAR

OAR

340-24-310

340-24-315

340-24-330

340-24-335

340~24-350

Attachment 3




Light Duty Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Method

340-240-310 (1) The vehicle emission ingpector is to insure
that the gas analytical system is properly calibrated prior to
initiating a vehicle test.

(2) The Department approved vehicle information data form
is to be completed at the time of the motor wehicle being
inspected,

(3) vehicles having coolant, oil, or fuel leaks or any other
such defect that is unsafe to allow the emission test to be
conducted shall be rejected from the testing area. The emission
test shall not be conducted until the defects are eliminated.

(4) The vehicle is to be in neutral gear [if equipped with
a manual transmission, or in "park" position if equipped with

an automatic transmission] with the hand or parking brake engaged.

{5) All vehicle accessories are to be turned off.

(6) An inspection is to be made to insure that the motor
vehicle is equipped with the required functioning motor vehicle
pollution control system in accordance with the criteria of
Section 340-24-320G(3). Vehicles not meeting this criteria shall
be rejected from the testing area without an emission test.

A report shall be supplied to the driver indicating the reason(s)
for rejection.

(7) with the engine operating at idle speed, the sampling
probe of the gas analytical system is to be inserted into the
engine exhaust outlet,

(8) The steady state levels of the gases measured at idle
speed by the gas analytical system shall be recorded. Except
for diesel vehicles, the idle speed at which the gas measurements
were made shall also be recorded.

{9) Except for diesel vehicles, the engine is to be
accelerated with no external loading applied, to a speed of
between 2,200 RPM and 2,700 RPM. The engine speed is to be
maintained at a steady speed within this speed range for a 4
toc 8 second period and then returned to an idle speed condition.
In the case of a diesel vehicle, the engine is to be accelerated
to an above idle speed. The engine speed is to be maintained
at a steady above idle speed for a [4 to 8] 10 to 15 second
period and then returned to an idle speed condition. The values
measured by the gas analytical system at the raised rpm speed
shall be recorded.

(1.0) The steady state levels of the gases measured at idle
speed by the gas analytical system shall be recorded. Except

U




for diesel vehicles, the idle speed at which the gas measurements
were made shall also be recorded.

(11) If the vehicle is equipped with a multiple exhaust
gystem, then steps (7) through (10} are to be repeated on the
other exhaust outlet(s). The readings from the exhaust outlets
are to be averaged into one reading for each gas measured for
compar ison to the standards of rule 340-24-330,

(12) 1f the vehicle is capable of being operated with both
gasoline and gaseous fuels, then steps (7) through (10) are to
be repeated so that emission test results are obtained for both
fuels,

(13) If it is ascertained that the vehicles may be emitting
noise in excess of the noise standards adopted pursuant to ORS
467.030, thenh a noise measurement is to be conducted in
accordance with the test procedures adopted by the Commission
or to standard methods approved in writing by the Department.

(14) If it is determined that the vehicle complies with
the criteria of rule 340-24-320 and the standards of rule
340-24~330, then, following receipt of the required fees, the
vehicle emission inspector shall issue the required certificates
of compliance and inspection.

(15) The inspector shall affix any certificate of inspection
issued to the lower left-hand side (normally the driver side)
of the front windshield, being careful not to obscure the vehicle
identification number nor to obstruct driver vision.

(16) No certificate of compliance or inspection shall be
issued unless the vehicle complies with all requirements of these
rules and those applicable provisions of ORS 468.360 to 468,405,
481.190 to 481.200, and 483.800 to 483.825.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468
Hist: DEQ 89, f. 4-22-75, ef. 5-25-75, DEQ 139, f. 6-30-77,
ef. 7-1-77




Heavy Duty Gasoline Motor Vehicle Emission Control Test Method

340-24-315 (1) The vehicle emission inspector is to insure
that the gas analytical system is properly calibrated prior to
initiating a vehicle test.

(2) The Department approved vehicle information data form
is to be completed prior to the motor vehicle being inspected.

(3) The vehicle is to be in neutral gear if equipped with
a manual transmission, or in "park" position if equipped with
an automatic transmission.

(4) All vehicle accessories are to be turned off.

(5) An inspection is to be made to insure that the motor
vehicle is equipped with the required functioning motor vehicle

pollution control system in accordance with the criteria of rule
340-24-325,

(6) With the engine operating at idle speed, the sampling
probe of the gas analytical system is to be inserted into the
engine exhaust outlet,

(7) The engine is to be accelerated, with no external
loading applied, to a speed of between 2200 REM and 2700 REM,
The engine speed is to be maintained at a constant speed within
this speed range for a sufficient time to achieve a steady-state
condition whereupon the steady-state levels of the gases measured
by the gas analytical system shall be recorded on the Department
approved vehicle information form. The engine speed shall then
be returned to an idle speed condition.

{8) The steady-state levels of the gases measured at idle
speed by the gas analytical system shall be recorded on the
Departient approved vehicle information form. The idle speed
at which the gas measurements were made shall also be recorded.

(9) If the vehicle is equipped with a [dual] multiple
exhaust system, then steps (6) through (8) are to be repeated
on the other exhaust outlet(s). The readings from the exhaust

outlets are to be averaged to determine a single reading for
each gas measured in each step (7} and (8).

(10) The reading fram the exhaust ocutlet, or the average
reading from the exhaust outlets obtained in each step (7) and
(8) are to be compared to the standards of rule 340-24-33b.

(11} 1f the vehicle is capable of being operated with both
gasoline and gaseous fuels, then steps (6) through (8) are to
be repeated so that emission test results are obtained for both
fuels.




(12) If it is ascertained that the motor vehicle may be
emitting noise in excess of the noise standards adopted pursuant
to ORS 467.030, then a noise measurement is to be conducted in
accordance with the test procedures adopted by the Commission

or to standard methods approved in writing by the Department.

(13) If it is determined that the motor vehicle complies
with the criteria of rule 340-24-325 and the standards of rule
340-24-335, then, following receipt of the required fees, the

vehicle emission inspector shall issue the required certificates
of compliance and inspection.

(14) The inspector shall affix any certificate of inspection
issued to the lower left-hand side (normally the driver side)
of the front windshield, being careful not to obscure the vehicle
identification number nor to obstruct driver vision.

(1.5) No certificate of compliance or inspection shall be
issued unless the vehicle complies with all requirements of these
rules and those applicable provisions of ORS 468,360 to 468,405,
481.190 to 481.200, and 483.800 to 483.825.

(16) Any motor vehicle registered on less than an annual
basis pursuant to ORS 481.205(2) need not pass more than an
annual inspection to assure compliance with ORS 481.1380. Such
vehicles shall be issued a Certificate of Compliance in a form
provided by the Department stating that the vehicle passed
inspection by the Department on a certain date and was in
compliance with the standards of the Commission, and having no
information to the contrary, presumes the continuance of such
compliance at the date of the issuance of the Certificate through
four consecutive quarterly periods.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 468
Hist: DEQ 136, f£. 6-10-77, ef. 7-1-77



OAR 340-24-330 LIGHT DUTY MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL [IDLE
EMISSION STANDARDS] CUTPOINTS OR STANDARDS

{1) {Carbon monoxide idle emission values not to be exceeded:

Enforcement
Tolerance
Through
% Oct,1981
ALFA ROMEO
1978 through 1980 0.5 0.5
1975 through 1977 1.5 1.0
1971 through 1974 3.0 1.0
1968 through 1970 4.0 1.5
pre-1968 6.0 0.5

AMERICAN MOTORS CORPORATION

1975 through 1978 Noncatalyst

1975 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped
1972 through 1974

1970 through 1971

1968 through 1969

pre-1968

Above 6000 GVWR 1974 through 1978
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BARRCW, Plymouth - see COLT, Dodge

AUDI

1975 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped
1975 through 1979 Noncatalyst
1971 through 1974

1968 through 1970
pre-19638
Diesel Vehicles All Years
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AUSTIN - see BRITISH LEYLAND

1979 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped
1975 through 1978

1974 6 cyl.

1974 4 cyl.

1971 through 1973

1968 through 1970
Pre-1968
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Enforcement

Tolerance
Through
% Oct, 1981
BRITTISH LEYLAND
Austin, Austin Healey, Morris, America, and Marina
1975 2.0 0.5
1973 through 1974 2.5 1.0
1971 through 1972 4.0 1.0
1968 through 1970 5.0 1.0
pre-1968 6.5 0.5
Jaguar
1975 through 1980 0.5 0.5
1972 through 1974 3.0 1.0
1968 through 1971 4.0 1.0
Pre-~1968 6.0 0.5
MG
1976 through 1980 MG 0.5 0.5
1975 MG, MG Midget and 1976 MG Midget 2.0 0.5
1973 through 1974 MGB, MGRGT, MGC 3.0 1.0
1971 through 1974 Midget 3.0 1.0
1972 MGB, MGC 4.0 1.0
1968 through 1971, except 1971 Midget 5.0 1.0
pre-1968 6.5 0.5
Rover
1971 through 1974 4,0 1.0
1968 through 1970 5.0 0.5
pre~-1968 6.0 0.5
Tr iumph
1978 and 1980 0.5 0.5
1975 through 1977 2.0 0.5
1971 through 1974 3.5 1.0
1968 through 1970 4.0 1.0
Pre-1968 6.5 0.5
BUICK ~ see GENERAL MOTORS
CADTLIAC — see GENERAL MOTORS
CAPRI - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY
CHECKER
1975 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5
1973 through 1974 1.0 1.0
1870 through 1972 2.5 1.0
1968 through 1969 3.5 1.0
pre-1968 6.0 0.5




Enforcement
Tolerance
Through
% Oct, 1981
CHEVROLET - see GENERAL MOTORS
CHEVROLET L.U.V. - see L.U.V., Chevrolet
CHRYSLER ~ see CHRYSIER CORPORATION
CHRYSLER CORPORATION (Plymouth, Dodge, Chrysler)
1975 through 1978 Noncatalyst 1.0 0.5
1975 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5
1973 through 1974 1.0 1.5
1970 through 1972 1.5 1.5
1968 through 1969 2.0 2.5
pre-1968 6.0 0.5
Diesel Engines (all years) 1.0 0.5
Above 6000 GWWR 1968 through 1971 4.0 1.0
Above 6000 GWR 1972 through 1978 2.0 1.0
CITROEN
1971 through 1974 3.0 1.0
1968 through 1970 4.0 1.0
pre-1968 6.0 0.5
COLT, Dodge
1978 through 1980 0.5 0.5
1975 through 1977 3.0 0.5
1971 through 1974 5.0 1.0
pre-1971 6.0 0.5
COURIER, Ford
1975 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5
1975 through 1979 Noncatalyst 1.5 0.5
1973 through 1974 2.0 1.0
pre-1973 4.0 1.0
CRICKET, Plymouth
1973 through 1974 (twin carb. only) 3.0 1.0
1972 (twin carb. only) 4.5 1.0
pre-1972 (and 1972 through 1973 single
carb. only) 7.5 0.5




DATSUN

1975 through
1975 through
1968 through
pre-1968

Enforcement

1980 Catalyst Equipped
1980 Noncatalyst
1974

Diesel Vehicles All Years

DE TOMASO -~ see FORD MOTOR COMPANY

DODGE ~ see CHRYSLER CORPORATION

DODGE COLT -~ see COLT, Dodge

FERRART
1978 through
1975 through
1971 through
1968 through
pre~19685
FIAT

1975 through

1975 through
1974

1972 through
1972 through
1972 through

1980
1977
1974
1970

1980 Noncatalyst
1980 Catalyst Equipped

1973 124 Spec. sedan and wgn.
1973 124 sport coupe and spider
1973 850

1971 850 sport coupe and spider
1971 850 sedan

1968 through
1968 through
pre-1968

1970, except 850
1970 850

FIESTA - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY

FORD - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY

Tolerance
Through
% Oct, 1981
0.5 0.5
2.0 0.5
2.5 1.0
6.0 0.5
1.0 0.5
0.5 0.5
2.0 0.5
2.5 1.5
4.0 1.5
6.0 0.5
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FORD MOTOR CCMPANY (Ford, Lincoln, Mercury, Capri, except Courier)

1975 through
1975 through

1978 Noncatalyst
1980 catalyst Equipped

1974 except 4 cvyl.
1973 except 4 cyl.
1972 except 4 ovl.

1972 through
Capri.
1971 through

1974 4 cyl., except 1971-1973
1973 Capri only
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Enforcement

Tolerance

Through
% Oct, 1981

1970 through 1971 2.0 1.0
1968 through 1969 3.5 1.0
pre-1968 6.0 0.5
Diesel Engines (all years) 1.0 0.5
Above 6000 GWR 1968 through 1971 4.0 1.0
Above 6000 GVWR 1972 through 1973 3.0 1.0
Above 6000 GWR 1974 through 1978 2.0 1.0

GENERAL MOTORS (Buick, Cadillac, Chevrolet, GMC, Oldsmobile, Pontiac)

1975 through 1978 Noncatalyst 1.0 0.5
1975 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5
1973 through 1974 1.0 1.0
1971 through 1972, except 1971 4 cyl. 1.5 1.0
1970, except 4 cvl. 1.5 1.5
1970 through 1971 4 cyl. 2,5 1.0
1968 through 1369 3.5 1.0
pre-1968 6.0 0.5
Diesel Engines (all years) 1.0 0.5
Above 6000 GVWR 1968 through 1971 4.0 1.0
BAbove 6000 GWR 1972 through 1973 3.0 1.0
Above 6000 GVWR 1974 through 1978 2.0 1.0

GMC - see GENERAL MOTORS

HONDA AUTOMOBILE
1980 Catalyst 0.5 0.5
1880 Noncatalyst 1.0 0.5
1975 through 1979 CvCC 1.0 0.5
1975 through 1979 except CWC engine 1.5 0.5
1973 through 1974 3.0 1.0
pre-1973 5.0 1.0

INTERNATTIONAL HARVESTER
1979 and 1980 below 8500 GVWR 0.5 0.5
1975 through 1978 2.5 0.5
1972 through 1974 3.0 1.0
1970 through 1971 4,0 1.0
1968 through 1969 5.0 1.0
pre-1968 6.0 0.5
Diesel Engines (all years) 1.0 0.5




Enforcement
Tolerance
Through

% Oct, 1981

JAGUAR - see BRITISH LEYLAND

JEEP — see AMERICAN MOTORS

JENSEN-HEALEY

1973 and 1974 4.5 1.0

JENSEN INTERCEPTER & CONVERTIBLE — see CHRYSLER CORPORATION

LAND ROVER ~ see BRITISH LEYLAND, Rover
LINCOIN - see FORD MOTOR COMPANY

L.U.V., Chevrolet

1980 0.5 0.5
1974 through 1979 1.5 1.0
pre~1974 3.0 1.0
MAZDA
1978 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5
1975 through 1980 Noncatalyst 1.5 0.5
1968 through 1974 Piston Engines 4.0 1.0
1974 Rotary Engines 2.0 0.5
1970 through 1973 Rotary Engines 3.0 0.5
MERCURY — see FORD MOTOR COMPANY
MERCEDES—-BENZ
1875 through 1977 Noncatalyst 4 cyl. 1.0 0.5
1975 through 1980 all other 0.5 0.5
1973 through 1974 2.0 1.0
1972 4.0 1.0
1968 through 1971 5.0 1.0
pre~-1968 6.0 0.5
Diesel Engines (all years) 1.0 0.5

MG - see BRITISH LEYLAND

OLDSMOBILE - see GENERAL MOTORS
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Enforcement
Tolerance

Through ;

% Oct, 1981 |

QPEL

1975 through 1979 Catalyst Equipped
1975 through 1979 Noncatalyst

1973 through 15874

1970 through 1972

1968 through 1969

pre~-1968

Shwwp O
- L I L]
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PANTERA ~ see FORD MOTOR COMPANY
PEUGEOT

1978 through 1980

1975 through 1977

1971 through 1974

1968 through 1970
pre-1968

Diesel Engines (all years)

ooy s W o
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PLYMOUTH - see CHRYSLER CORPORATION

PLYMOUTH CRICKET - see CRICKET, Plymouth

PONTIAC -~ see GENERAL MOTORS
PORSCHE

1978 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped
1975 through 1980 Noncatalyst

1972 through 1974

1974 Fuel Injection 1.8 liter (914)
1968 through 1971

pre-1968
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RENAULT

1977 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped
1977 through 1980 Noncatalyst

1976 Carbureted

1975 and 1976 Fuel Injection

1975 Carbureted

1971 through 1974

1968 through 1970

pre-1968
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ROLLS-ROYCE and BENTLEY

1975 through 1980
1971 through 1974
1968 through 1970
Pre-1968

ROVER —~ see BRITISH LEYLAND

SAAB

1978 through 1980 Catalyst

1975 through 1979 Noncatalyst

1968 through 1974, except 1972
99 1.85 liter

1972 99 1.85 liter

pre-=1968 (two-stroke cycle)

SAPPOR0O, Plymouth -~ see COLT, Dodge

SUBARU

TOYOTA

1975 through 1980

1972 through 1974

1968 through 1971, except 360's
pre-1968 and all 360's

1975 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped
1975 through 1979 4 cyl. Noncatalyst
1975 through 1978 6 cyl.

1968 through 1974 6 cyl.

1968 through 1974 4 cyl.

pre-1968

TRIUMPH - see BRITISH LEYLAND

VOLKSWAGEN

1975 through 1980 Catalyst Equipped
1977 through 1979 Rabbit and Scirocco
and Dasher and 1980 Pickup Truck

1976 Rabbit and Scirocco
1976 through 1978 All Others

1975 Rabbit, Scirocco, and Dasher
1975 All Others

- 12 -

Enforcement

Tolerance
Through
% Oct, 1981
0.5 6.5
3.0 1.0
4.0 1.0
6.0 0.5
0.5 0.5
1.5 0.5
3.0 1.0
4,0 1.0
3.0 3.5
1.5 0.5
3.0 1.0
4,0 1.0
6.0 0.5
0.5 0.5
2.0 0.5
1.0 0.5
3.0 1.0
4,0 1.0
6.0 0.5
0.5 0.5
2.0 0.5
0.5 0.5
2.5 0.5
0.5 0.5
2.5 0.5




Enforcement

Tolerance
Through
% Oct, 1981
1974 Type 4 Fuel Injection 1.8 liter 5.0 0.5
1972 through 1974, except Dasher 3.0 1.0
1972 through 1974 basher 2.5 1.0
1968 through 1971 3.5 1.0
pre-1968 6.0 0.5
Diesel Engines (all years) 1.0 0.5
VOLVO
1978 through 1980 0.5 0.5
1975 through 1977 6 cyl. 1.0 0.5
1975 through 1977 4 cyl. 2.0 0.5
1972 through 1974 3.0 1.0
1968 through 1971 4.0 1.0
pre-1968 6.5 0.5
Diesel vehicles All Years
NON-COMPLYING IMPORTED VEHICLES
All ' 6.5 0.5
DIESE]L, POWERED VEHICLES
All 1.0 0.5
ALL VEATCLES NOT LISTED and VEHICLES FOR WHICH NO VALUES ENTERED
1975 through 1980 Noncatalyst 4 cyl. 2.0 0.5
1975 through 1980 Noncatalyst all
except 4 cvyl. 1.0 0.5
1975 through [1980] Catalyst Equipped 0.5 0.5
1972 through 1974 3.0 1.0
1970 through 1971 4.0 1.0
1968 through 1969 5.0 1.0
pre-1968 and those engines less than
820 cc (50 cu. in.) 6.5 0.5

_.:!_3_




(2) Hydrocarbon idle emission values not to be exceeded:

PPM

No HC Check

1500

1200

800
600

500
400

300
200

125

Fnforcement Tolerance
Through Oct, 1981

100

100

100
100
100
100
100
100

100

All two-stroke cycle engines &
diesel ignition

Pre-1968 4 or less cylinder engines,
4 or less cylindered noncomplying
imports, and those engines less
than 820 cc (50 cu. in.)
displacement

Pre-~1968 with more than 4 cylinder
engines, and noncomplying imports
with more than 4 cylinder engines
1968 through 1969, 4 cylinder

All other 1968 through 1969

All 1970 through 1971

All 1972 through 1974, 4 cylinder
All other 1972 through 1974

1975 through 1980 without catalyst

1975 through 1980 with catalyst]

- 14 -




(1) Light Duty Diesel Motor Vehicle Fmission Control Cut Points
All: 1.0% CO NO HC Check

(2) Light Duty Gasoline Motor Vehicle Emission Control Cut Points -
two stroke cycle
All: 6.5% CO NO HC Check

(3) Light Duty Gasoline Motor Vehicle Emission Control Cut Points -
four stroke cycle - passenger cars

Pre 1968 Model Year Motor Vehicles
4 or less cylinders
All: 6.5% CO 1550 ppm HC
More than 4 cylinders
All: 6.0% CO 1250 ppm HC

1968 - 1969 Model Year Motor Vehicles
4 or less cylinders

AlT: 5.5% 850 ppom  HC
More than 4 cylinders
All: 5.0% 650 ppm HC

1970 - 1971 Model Year Motor Vehicles
All: 4.5 550 ppm  HC

1972-1974 Model Year Motor Vehicles

% CO Ppm HC
Alfa Romeo 3.5 450
American Motors 3.5 350
audi 3.0 450
BT 3.5 450
Bl ~Jaguar 3.5 350
BL-MG 4,5 450
BL—Tr iumph 4,0 45()
Buick 3.5 350
Cadillac 2.5 350
Capri 3.0 450
Checker 2.5 350
Chevrolet 2.5 350
Chrysler 2.5 350
Colt, Dodge 5.5 450
Courier, Ford 2.5 450
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1972-1974 Model Year Motor Vehicles

% CO pem HC
Cricket, Plymouth 3.5 450
Datsun 3.0 450
Dodge 2.5 350
Ferrari 3.5 350
Fiat 4.5 450
TFord 2.5 350
Ford - 4 cylinder 2.5 450
ar 2.5 350
Honda Automobile 3.5 450
International Harvester 3.5 350
Jenson-Healy 5.0 450
Lincoln 2,5 350
Mazda - Piston Engine 4,5 a50
Mazda - Rotary Engine 3.0 450
Mercury 2.5 350
Oldsmobile 2.0 350
Opel 3.5 450
Peugeot 3.5 450
Plymouth 2.5 350
Pontiac 2.5 350
Porsche 3.5 350
Porsche 1974 914 5.5 450
Renault 3.5 350
Rolls Royce and Bentley 3.5 350
SAAB 3.5 350
Subaru 3.5 350
Toyota 3.5 350
VolKkswaden — Type 4 4,5 450
— Dasher 3.0 450
- All Others 3.5 450
Volvo 3.5 450
All Vehcles Not Listed 3.5 450
1975 - 1980 Model Year Motor Vehicles
Catalyst Equipped Vehicle 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC
Non-Catalyst Equipped Vehicles 2.0% CO 250 ppm AC
1981 and Newer Model Year Motor Vehicles
At idle - AllL 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC
At 2500 rpm - A1l 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC
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(4) Light duty gasoline Motor Vehicle Emission Control Cut Points -
Light Duty Trucks.

(a) 6000 GWIR or less Pre 1968 Model Year 5

4 or less cylinders

All: 6.5% CO 1550 ppm HC
More than 4 cylinders
Alls 6.5% CO 1250 ppm HC

1968 ~ 1969 Model Year
4 or less cylinders

All: 5.5% 850 ppm HC
More than 4 cylinders
All: 5.0% 650 pom HC

1970 - 1971 Model Year
All: 4.5% 550 pom  HC

1972 ~ 1974 Model Year
4 or less cylinders

All: 3.5% 450 pom  HC

More than 4 cylinders

All: 2.5% 350 ppm HC

1975 - 1980

Catalyst Equipped

All: 0.5% 175 ppm HC

Non-Catalyst Equipped

All: 2.0% 250 ppm HC

1981 and Newer

All: At idle 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC

At 2500 rpm 0.5% CO 225 ppm HC

{b) 6001 to 8500 GWIR

Pre 1968 Model Year 6.0% CO 1250 ppm HC

1968 — 1969 Model Year 5.0% CO 650 ppm HC

1970 - 1971 Model Year 4.5% CO 550 ppm HC

1972 through 1974 Model Yr. 2.5% CO 350 ppm HC

- 17 - |



1975 through 1978 2.5% CO 250 ppm HC

1978 through 1980

Catalyst Equipped ©.53%C0 175 ppm HC

Non-Catalyst Ecuipped 2.0% CO 250 ppm HC
1981 and Newer

All: At idle 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC

At 2500 rpm 0.5% CO 175 ppm HC

(5) An enforcement tolerance of 0.5% carbon monoxide and 50 ppm

hydrocarbon will be added to the above cutpoints.

(6} [3] There shall be no visible emisgion during the steady-state

=" unloaded and raised rpm engine idle portion of the emission test from
either the wvehicle's exhaust system or the engine crankcase. 1In the
case of diesel engines and two-stroke cycle engines, the allowable
visible emission shall be no greater than 20% opacity.

—
f—

[4] The Director may establish specific separate standards, differing
from those listed in subsections (1)}, {2), [and]{3), for vehicle
classes which are determined to present prohibitive inspection
problems using the listed standards.

- 18 -~




340-24-335 HEAVY-DUTY GASOLINE MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSTON CONTROL
EMISSION STANDARDS

{1) Carbon Monoxide idle emission values not to be exceeded:

Base Standard Enforcement Tolerance

% [Through Oct, 1981]
ALL VEHICLES
Pre-1970 6.0 0.5
1970 through 1973 4.0 1.0
1974 through 1978 3.0 1.0
1979 [through 1980] and later 2.0 1.0

(2) Carbon monoxide nominal 2,500 RPM emission values not to be
exceeded:

Bage Standard Enforcement Tolerance

% [Through Oct, 19811
ALL VEHICLES
Pre-~1970 3.0 1.0
1970 [through 1980] 2.0 1.0
and later
Fuel Injected No Check

(3) Hydrocarbon idle emission values not to be exceeded:

Base Standard Enforcement Tolerance

PPM [Through Oct, 1981]
ALL VEHICLES
Pre-~1970 700 200
1970 through 1873 500 200
1974 through 1978 300 200
1979 [through 1980] 250 100
and later

(4) There shall be no visible emission during the steady-state
unloaded engine idle and raised rpm portion of the emission test from
either the vehicle‘'s exhaust system or the engine crankcase.

(5) The Director may establish specific separate standards,
differing from those listed in subsections (1), (2}, (3), and (4)
for vehicle classes which are determined to present prohibitive
inspection problems using the listed standard.
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GAS ANALYTICAL SYSTEM LICENSING CRITERIA
340-24-350 (1) To be licensed, an exhaust gas analyzer must:
(a) Conform substantially with either:

(3) All specifications contained in the document "Specifications for
Exhause Gas AnalyZer System Including Engine Tachometers" dated July 9,
1974, prepared by the Department and on file in the office of the Vehicle
Inspection [Division] Program of the Department, [or]

(B) The technical specifications contained in the document
"Per formance Criteria, Design Guidelines, and Accreditation Procedures for
Hydrocarbon (HC) and Carbon Monoxide (CO) Analyzers Required in California
Official Motor Vehicle Pollution Control Stations," issued by the Bureau of
California, and on file in the office of the Vehicle Inspection [Divison]
Program of the Department. Evidence that an instrument model is approved
by the California Bureau of Automotive Repair will suffice to show
conformance with this technical specification, or

(C) If a gas analytical system is purchased after January 1, 1982,
the technical specifications contained in the document "The California
Exhaust Gas Analyzer Specification ~ 1979"™ on file in the office of the
Vehicle Inspection Program of the Department.

(D) Be owned by the licensed motor vehicle fleet operation or the
Department .,

(B) Be span gas calibrated a minimum of once a month {(at least every
30 calendar days) by licensed inspector. The calibration and the
inspector's initials are to be recorded on the back of the exhaust gas
analyzer's license for verification by the Department.

(2) Application for a license must be completed on a form provided by
the Department.

(3) Each license issued for an exhaust gas analyzer shall be valid
through December 31 of each year, unless returned to the Department or
revoked,

(4) A license for an exhuast gas analyzer system shall be renewed
upon submission of a statement by the motor vehicle fleet operation that
all conditions pertaining to the original license issuance are still valid
and that the unit has been gas calibrated and its propoer operation
veriified within the last 30 days by a vehicle emission inspector in their
employment.

{5) Grounds for revocation of a license issued for an exhaust gas
analyzer system include the following:

(a) The unit has heen altered, damaged, or modified so as to no
longer conform with the specifications of subsection (11(a) of this rule.

20 -




(b)  The unit is no longer owned by the motor vehicle fleet
operation to which the license was issued.

(c) The Department verifies that a Certification of Compliance
has been issued to a vehicle which has been emission tested by an analyzer
that has not met the requirements of subsection (1) (c) of this section.

(6} Mo license shall be transferable.

(7) No license shall be issued until all requirements of section (1)
of this section are fulfilled and required fees paid.

VALS51L (1)
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
@
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

&

Caontains
Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46

Subject: Agenda Item No. N, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Public Hearing and Consideration of Adopting Proposed Vehicle
Inspecticn Fee Structure which would Increase Inspection Certi-
fication Fee From $5 to §7.

Background and Problem Statement

At the June 5, 1981 EQC Meeting, the Commission authorized a public hearing
on the establishment of a fee structure for the Vehicle Inspection Program.
A copy of that staff report is attached as Attachment 1. Included in that
report is the fiscal impact analysis of wvarious fee structures for the in-
spection program. Alsc included are the proposed fee schedules and state-
ment of need for rulemaking.

Ags. thisg report is being prepared, HB 2289 is still before the Senate. House
Bill 2289 would amend ORS 468.405 to read, in part, as:

"The fee for the issuance of certificates shall be estab-
lished by the Commission in an amount based upon the
costs of administering this program established in the
current biennial budget. The fee for a certificate shall
not exceed $10."

An emergency clause 1s attached to the bill.
As shown in the fiscal impact analvsis, the existing $5 certification fee

will not be sufficient to support program operational costs during the
1981-83 biennium.

Alternatives and Evaluations

Present statute limits the certification fee to $5. The fiscal impact
analysis indicates that the $7 fee will be required to fully fund the program
during the 1981-83 biennium. HB 2289, currently before the Senate, provides

\




EQC Agenda, Item No. N
July 17, 1981
Page 2

that the Commission shall establish the fee based upon program costs.

This legislation, if enacted, would then require Commission action. Since
the 1981-83 biennium starts July 1, 1981, exigent circumstances require
that rules be promulgated to provide prompt implementation. These rules
would not be enforced until enabling legislation is enacted.

The alternative to implementation of the proposed fee structure, would be
to utilize general funds to support program costs or to drastically cut
back the number of hours of cperation of testing lanes with resultant
increases in travel distances and in waiting lines|

Summation
1. Present statute limits the Certification fee at $5.
2., HB 2289, currently before the Senate, provides that the Commission
is to establish a fee baszed upon the costs of administering the
program; and that the fiscal impact analysis indicates a $7 fee

will be required.

3. Exigent circumstances reguire that rules be in place should there
be positive action by the legislature on HB 2289.

4. The rule would not be enforced until enabling legislation takes
effect.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, and taking into consideration public testimony,
the Director recommends that the Commission adopt the vehicle inspection
rule as proposed, establishing a fee structure which includes a $7 certifi-
cation fee to become effective on the date the enabling legislation becomes

effective.

WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Attachment 1: Agenda Item No. F , June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

Ron Householder:jy
229~6200
6/19/81




Department of Environmental Quality

T e 822 S.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1780, PORTLAND, CREGON 97207

MEMORANDUM

70! . Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Director
SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. F , June 5, 1981, EOC Meeting

Venricle Inspection Pules - Redquest for Authorization to Hold
a Public Hearing to Amend Inspection Program Fee Structurs.

Backaround and Problem Statement

Currently ORS 468.405 sets the maximum fee the department may charge to
issue a Certificate of Compliance at §5. This fee has been in effect since
the venicle inspection program first began issuing certificates in July,
1975. The EOC has not enacted any regulation establishina a fee structure
for the vehicle inspection program.

On May 14, 1981, House Bill 2289 passed the Oragon House and was for-
warded to the Senate for consideration. House Bill 2289 would amend
QRS 468,405 to read, in part, as:

"The fee for the issuance of certificates shali be established
by the commission in an amount based upon the costs of admin-
istering this program estzblished in the current biennial bud-
get. The fee for a certificate shall not exceed $10.".

An emergency clause is attached to the bill.

If this bill is enacted into statute, it will be necessary for the commission
to hold a public hearing and set an inspection fee for the 1981-83

biennium. The existing $5 certification fee will not be sufficient to
support program operational cost during the 1981-83 biennium. The
Governor's approved budget proposal provided for a $6 fee. During House
Committee considerations of the program budget, several additional cost
factors were reviewed which would prudently require a $7 cert1f1cat1on

fee if incorporated into the program budget.

The hearing proposed would be before the Commission. Copies of the pro-

posed rule and the propesed Public Notjce, Statement of Meed and Fiscal
Impact Statement are attached.

DEQ-1




Evaluation and Alternatives

The following fiscal impact analysis has been preparad by the department.

FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTIGN
1981-83 BUDGET

$5 FEE $6 FEE $7 FEE
Estimated Fund Balance 7-1-81 £350,204 £350,204 £350,204
Certification Fee Revenue Forescast $2,685,950 $3,223,140 $3,760,330
81-83
Less: Exemption of 20-year-old cars (104,165) (125,000)  (145,831)
Indirect Cost Assessment (437,921) (431,921)  (431,921)
81-83
Indirect Cost Assessment (247,917) (247,911)  (247,911)

Adjustment for 79-81 advance
Net Available Revenue £€2,252,157 $2,768,512 §3,284,871
Operating Expenses ($2,645,146) - ($2,649,146)(32,649,146)
Motor Vehicle Division Reimbursement (53,518) (53,518) (53,518}
Salary Increase Provision (209,260) (209,260)  (209,260)
Savings on exempt vehicles 25,023 25,023 25,023
Total Operating Expenses ($2,886,901) {%$2,886,901)(52,886,901)
£nd of 8iennium Fund Balance/(Ceficit) [$634,744) ($118,389)  $397,97C
Capital Ceonstruction/Beavertan ($212,900) ($212,900) ($212,300)

Station ‘
End of Biennium Fund Balance Carry ($847,644) {$331,289) $185,070

Forward/(Deficit)

The foracasted certification fee revenue shown for the $6 and $7 fee structure
is somewhat opyimistic in that it is based upen any increase occurring at the
start of the fiscal year. Approximately 15,000 certificates are projected to
ba {ssued each mqnth during the July-September, 1981, time period. In antici-
pation of a fee increase, test volume may increase somewhat over these projections.
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The bi11. to exempt 20-year-ald vehicles from the testing reguirements has
passed both houses. Air quality impacts are very small due, in part, to the
Yow annual mileage accumulated by such vehicles. The fiscal impact of the
$6 and §7 fee structure is based upon any increase occurring at the start

of the fiscal year.

The indirect cost assessment for FY 7981-83 {is based upon the standard
agency-wide rate. The FY 1979-81 assessment was based upon a lower rate.
This funding advance for indirect cost assessments is shown as being repaid
during FY 1981-33.

The reimbursement for the Motor Vehicle Division is for cost which they
incur as a result of handling the certificates of compliancs. This cost
has not previously been assessed. The salary increase provision contains
funds deemed prudent by the department's fiscal analyst to pravide for
salary increases during the biennium. The savings on exempt vehicles is
that savings seen possible as a result of the 20-year-old vehicle exemption.

The inspection program service level in central Washington County is not
acceptable and improvements need to be made. The City of Beaverton has
provided a site for an acceptable facility. The construction cost for this
fac{lity d{s shown in the fiscal impact analysis.

Summa tion

1. House Bi11 2289, if enacted, will require the Commission to estabiish
the vehicle inspection program certification fee,

2. The existing $5 certification fee is not sufficient to support program
operational cost during the 1981-83 biennium,

3. There has been no certification fee change since 1975,

4, A §7 certification fees provides sufficient funds to cover program
operational cost and capital construction needs during the 1981-83
biennium.

Cirectar's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
authorize the Department to schedule a public hearing before the Commission
at the July 17, 1981, meeting to amend the vehicle inspection program rules
to establish a fee structure which includes a §7 certification fee.

o
.)/&
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Attachment 1: Proposed motor vehicle inspection program fee schedule.
Attachemnt 2: Proposad Motice of Public Hearing.
Attachment 3: Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement.

Ron Householder
229-6200
5/22/81




Attachment 1

PROPOSED ADDITION TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES. CHAPTER 348
MOTOR VEHICLE EMISSION CONTROL INSPECTICN TEST
CRITERIA, METHODS, AND STANDARDS

MOTOR VEHICLE INSPECTION PROGRAM PEE SCHEDULE

340-24=-307 The following is the fee schedule for Certificakaes of
Compliange, and licenses issued by the Devariment of
Enviremnmental Quality, Vehicle Ingpection Program.

Certificate of Compliance ..usuveusuasurssanssas . $7.00
ISSUED RBY DEPARTMENT

Certificats of COmMPliance . ..ivieeiuenraeeneens «.-$3.00
ISSUED BY LICENSED MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET CPERATION

MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET OPERATION initial $5.00

annual renewal 51,00

FLEET OPERATION VEHICLE EMISSION INSPECTOR-initial $5.00
annual renewal 31.00

EXHAUST GAS ANALYSER SYSTEM initial $5.00
annual renewal $1.00




Attachment 2

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST STH AVE., PORTLAND, OREGON

VICTOR ATIYEH

SOVFRNOA

MAILING ADDRESS: P.0. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGONM 97207

Prepared: 5/20/81
. Hearing Data: 7/17/81

PROPOSED NOTICE OF PUBLIC EFARING

A CHANCE TO BE HEARD ABCUT:

Proposed Increase in Motor Vehicle Inspectlion Fees, ORR Chapter 240 Saction
24-307 for the Inspection Program operating in the Portland Metrovolitan
Area.

WEAT IS THE DEQ PROPOSING?

Interested parties should request a copy of the complete proposed rule
package. Some highlights are:

** Increase Certificate of Compliance fee from $5 to §7, contingent upon
enactment of HB2239 by the 1981 Legislative session.

** Listing of Motor Vehicle fleet operation Certificate of Compliance
fees and licensing schedule

WHQ IS AFFECTED BY THIS PROPCOSAL:

Motor Vehicle cwners

BOW TO PROVIDE YOUR INFORMATION:

Written comments should be sent to the Department of Environmental Quality,
Vehicle Inspection, Box 1780, Portland, Oregon 97207, and should be
received by 5:00 p.m. July 16, 1981.

Oral and written comments may be offered at the fcllowing public hearing
before the Environmental Quality Commissicn.

City Time Date Location
Portland /000D 4 July 17, 1981 date & time to be -
announced

}::IM ﬂ{w;Ld/a }Léﬂn:-) /é:_)ﬂq

QEQ- 1




Attachment 2

NotiCE of Public Hearing
Page 2

WHERE TU OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

Coples of the proposed rules may be obtained from:

DEQ Vehicle Inspection Program
Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

LEGAL REFERENCES FOR THIS PROPOSAL:

This preposal adds OAR Chapter 340 Section 24-307, contingent upon
enactmant of HE2289 by the 1981 Legislative sessicn. t is propossed under
authority of ORS 458.370.

This proposal does not affect land use as defined in the Department's
coordination program with the Department of Land Conservation and
Development.

FURTHER PROCEEDINGS:

After public hearing the Commission may adopt rule amendments identical

to the proposed zmendments, adopt modifiled rule amendmenis on the same
subject matter, or decline to act. The adopted regulations may be
submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency as part of the State Clean
Air Act Implementation Plan. The Commissicn's deliberation should come
after the public hearing as part of the agenda of its regularly scheduled
Commission meeting on July 17, 1981.

A Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Statement are attached to this
notice.



Attachment 3

STATEMENT OF NEED FCR RULEMAKING

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

Legal Authority

Legal Authority for this action is ORS 468&.370, CORS 183.341 and HB
2239-1981 Legislative Session.

Need for the Rule

Legislation (HB 2283) if enacted requires the establishment of a2 fee
schedule. The proposed rule is the fee schedule.

Principle Documents Relied Upon

HB 2239 - 1381 Oregon Legislative Session

Fiscal Impact Statement

Vehicle Owners in the Portland Metropolikan Area will experience a fee
increase from $5 to $7.




VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOR

DEQ-48

Environmental Quality Comimission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subiject: Agenda Item No. 0O, July 17, 1981, BEQC Meeting

Addendum Report Responding to Letters Recelved From:

1. Tom Donaca, Asgociated Oregon Industries
2. Roland Johnson, Portland General Electric

3. James L. Johnson, City of Oregon City

Background

The Commission has received several letters in the past week providing
comments on the proposed Plant Site Emission Limit and New Source Re-
view rules. The concerns ralged in three of these letters are addres-
sed in this addendum to the staff report.

Discussion

I. Regponse to Concerns Raised by Tom Donaca in a Letter Dated July 9,
1981.

1. suggested Policy Amendment (340-20-300)

The assumption made by Mr. Donaca that the Plant Site Emission
Limit (PSEL) is "essentially a management" tool is incorrect.
The PSELs are proposed as a regulatory tool providing a legal
baseline for administering several programs including control
strategies, PSD increments, banking, bubbling, and offsets.
Mr. Donaca has suggested that the Commissgion adopt a policy
statement c¢larifying the intent of the rule. Mr. Donaca's
suggested language could be modified as follows to reflect
what the Department believes to be the intent of the rule
(proposed deletions are bracketted and additions are under-
lined).

340-20-300 -~ Policy

The Commission recognizes the need to establish a more de-—
finitive method for [measurement of] regulating increases
and decreases in air emisgions of air quality permit holders
as contained in OAR 340-20-30%1 through 340-20-320. However,
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by the adoption of these rules, the Commission does not intend
to (a) limit the use of existing production capacity of any

alr guality permittee; (b) cause any undue hardship or expense
to any permittee due to the utilization of existing unused pro-
ductive capacity; or [(3})] ({(c) create inequity within any class
of permittees subject to specific industrial standards which

.are based on emissions related to production. [if, the condi-

tions or the permit in effect on the date of_édoption of these
rules would have allowed the use of the productive capacity.
Nothwithdstanding any other provision of OAR 340-20-301 to
340-20-320 the department is authorirzed to modify the conditions
of these rules to accommodate the provisions of this section
on a case-by-case basis, and any permittee unable to resolve
any issue involved in this rule may appeal to the Commission
for resolution.] PSELs can be established at levels higher
than baseline provided a demonstrated need exists to emit at
a higher level and PSD increments and air quality standaxds
would not be violated and reasonable further progress in
implementing control strategies would not be impeded.

Such language, however, would not appear to add or subtract in
any substantial way to the existing proposed rule. Therefore,
it would not seem necesgsary to adopt it. Clearly, the last
sentence of Mr. Daonaca's suggestion should be deleted as the
EQC cannct abbrogate its rule making power to the Department
and appeals can be made to the EQC under current variance pro-
cedures as discussed at the recent workshop.

Suggested QAR 340-20-310(1) Deletion

A deletion bracket was inadvertently left out and Mr. Donaca's
request to delete the second sentence is in accordance with the
Department’'s intent. The entire second paragraph has alsc been
deleted. It should be noted that the substance of this langu-
age is contained in the material that has been added (ghown
underlined). The Department believes that the option should be
kept open to establish PSELs at a rate different than the base-
line when they are initially established to minimize workloads
and provide the best service tc permit holders.

Request to Substitute EPA Definition of Major Modification

EPA's definition of "modification" exempts some types of emission
increases from detailed PSD analysis but does not exempt such
increases from being counted against the PSD increment. Our pro-
posed definition of "modification" requlres PSD review of any
physical change in the source or any change in the method of
operation which resultsg in a significant emission rate increase.
Fuel switching or increases in hours of operation would. not
require full PSD review under our proposed rules as long as the
source had the physical capability of making such a- change. The
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fact that such increases consume increment, however, is reflected
in EPA's definitions of "Baseline Concentration" and "Actual
Emissions" (see paragraphg 1 and 2 of Attachment 1). Since fuel
switches and increases in hours of operation do not require full
PSD review but must be counted against the increment, the Depart-
ment believes some review of these changes must be made at the
State level to identify the magnitude of potential increment con-
sumption and impacts on air gquality standards. The Department's
proposed Plant Site Emission rule requires a review of such in-
creases of less magnitude than a full PSD review. Reviews of fuel
switches and increases in hours of operation and other such emis-
sion increases are considered highly necessary in Oregon since
many of our permits do not adequately address potential major in-
creases in emissions from such changes as was discussed at the
workshop. EPA's new PSD rule approach was dictated by the Ala-
bama power court case and clearly reccgnizes the necessity of
including operation changes like voluntary fuel switches and
increased hours of operation in the increment as evidenced by EPA's
PSD rule preamble (paragraphs 3 and 4 of Attachment 2).

EPA does allow in its definition of "actual emissions" (paragraph

2 of Attachment 1) the presumption that source specific allowable
emigsions in permits are equivalent to actual emissions but EPA
clearly states that source specific emission limits represent
actual emissions (paragraph 5 of Attachment 3). In cases when
gource specific emission limits are not representative of ac-

tual emissions as in some Oregon permits, EPA clearly directs

the states to revise permits (or the SIP) to reflect actual emis—
sions {paragraph 6 of Attachment 3). This is what DEQ is proposing
to do in its PSEL rule.

In summary, EPA's definition of major modifications ig inappropri-
ate for Oregon since it would allow many potential major emission
increases to occur (through fuel switching, increased operation,
etec.) without providing an analysis of whether such changes would
viclate PSD increments, air quality standards, or reasonable future
program regquirements. This definition would also allow consumption
of PSD increments in some areas without public notice or public
participation. : : N Co

4. OAR 340-20-225(23} Reguest to Raise Significant Impact Criteria

The Department believes an impact criteria lower than EPA's is
justified on the basis of trying te prevent significant erroding
or control strategy effectiveness. Many control strategies, out
of necessity, are composéd. of elements which produce small improve-
mentg.., If just a few sources were allowed to construct at a

1 ug/m~ TSP impact, for instance, the effectiveness of many severe
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and expensive contrel strategies would be nullified and a search
for new strategies would likely be even more severe and costly.
For example, the effectiveness of a few prominent strategies is
ligted below.

TsP Strategy Effectiveness

3

(ug/m” annual average)
Medford
Weatherization of 50% of homes 3.2
Upgrading Veneer dryer controls 1.4
Clean-up winter sanding 0.4
Eugene
Pave 10 miles of unpaved roads 1.0
10% reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled 1.6
Dry wood cyclone controls 0.08
Portland
Construction site trackout control 0.7
Weatherization of 30% of homes 0.68
Street sweeping 2.56

Request to Liberalize Source Shutdown Requirement. in Banking Pro-
vision

This issue has been addressed in the workshop and tentatively re-
solved with the EQC by providing a definition of permanent source
shutdown or curtailment (see July 17 staff report).

Request to Lower the Minimum Banking Limit to 5 Tons

This matter has been discussed several times with the EQC and the
Department did reluctantly modify its proposed 25 Ton 1limit to

10 Tons, but pointed out the inaccuracies and uncertainties intro-
duced when lowering the limits. A further reduction would add
further uncertainty to the Banking program.

OAR 340-25-265(3) Delete Section on Reserved Control Strategies

Mr. Donaca is correct that "or those that are reserved for control
strategies pursuant to OAR 340-20-280" should be deleted from QAR
340~20-265(3).

IT. Response to Concerns Raised by PGE Letter Dated July 7, 198l.

1.

PGE Boardman Baseline Question

EPA ruled in 1975 that PGE Boardman Unit 1 was not subject to the
preconstruction review provisions of PSD because construction had
commenced prior to June 1, 1975. While Unit 1 was not subject to
review, the emissions from Unit 1 consume  increment because con-
struction commenced after January 6, 1975, the date on which the
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Clean Air Act requires that increment tracking begin for such
sources (see FEPA letter, Attachment 4). Thus, there does not
appear to be an inconsistency in EPA's handling in this matter.
Exemption from PSD review does not convey exemption from counting
against the increment. Thig was true under regulationg in effect
in 1974 and under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977. EPA can-
not grant an exemption from this regquirement imposed by Congress.

Even though Unit 1 congumes increment, the amount of increment con-
sumed is only 1l0% of the air quality standard (as required by the
EFSC gite certificate). Since new units must have sulfur dioxide
removal systems under the present New Source Performance Standards
to decrease emissions by 70%, any new units should consume even
less increment. The Department estimates that approximately five
additional 500 megawatt units could be installed at the Boardman
site without causing exceedances of the sulfur dioxide increments
and without retrofitting sulfur removal on Unit 1.

2. Combustion Turbine Quegtion

The Department believes that the proposed Plant Site Emission Limit
rule provides adequate flexibilityv to establish limits for the PGE
turbineg. PSD increment can be allocated for such facilities at
the time the initial Plant Site Limit is established. The Depart-
ment sees no need to estaklish a special category for combustion.

III. Response to Concern Raised by James L. Johnson, Jr. in Letter Received
July 9, 1981

Exemption from Offgsets for Rescurce Recovery Facilities

The proposed rules provide that Resource Recovery Units may be granted

an exemption provided that all offsets that are reasonably available have
been obtained. The advantage of this approcach ig that this provision may
help to recover valuable material and energy resources. This exemption
is allowed by EPA rules.

It should be noted that this exemption is not automatic and that all avail-
able offsgets must be secured. 1In the case of the proposed Oregon City
facility, the Department believes that substantial offsets are available
from Publishers and from other sources and the Department has so indicated
to the Metropolitan Services District. The Department's policy with re-
spect to this exemption is to require offsets to the maximum extent

reasonably available.
J K-’f}@ﬁ@/g" L(? )L.. s
?%lwl ﬁ?\f TNt

William H. Young
Director
Attachments:
1, 2, & 3 - Exerpis from EPA rules
4 - TLetter from EPA

LKogtow: ahe
229-5186
07-16-81
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c"/ design, equipment, work practlce or
.

operation, and shall pravide for

compliance by meang wluch achieve" ?E:

equivalent rasults.
= (13)(i) "Baseline concentration means
that ambient concentration level which
exigls in the baseline area at the time of
the applicable baselineg date. A baseline
concentration [s delermined for each
pollutant for which a baseline dale is
egtabllahed and shall includes

{a} The actual emigalons
represeniative of sources [n existence on
the applicable baseline date, except as
provided In paragraph (b)(13)(1);

(&) The allowable emiastons of major
slationary sources which commenced
construction before January 8, 1975, but
were not in operalion by the applicable
boseling dala,

(ii) The following will not be Included
in the baseline concentration and will
affect the applicable maximum
ellowable increase(s;): .

(a) Actual emissions from any major
stationary source on which construetlon
commenced after January & 1975; and

(6) Actual emissiona Increases and
decreases al any stoliopary source

occurring after the basellne dats.

(14){i) “Baselina date” mesns tha
earlirat date aller August 7, 1877, on
whieh the {irst complete application
under 40 CFR 52.21 {a submilted by a
ma)or stationary source or major
modification subject la the requirements
of 40 CFR 52.21. .

(i} The baseling date {a established .
for each poliutant for which increments
or other equivalent meaoures have been
calablished il

{a] The area in which the proposed
source ot medilication would conatruct
is designated ss aitalnment er
urclassifioble under section 107(d)(i} {D)
or {E) of the Act for the peliutent on the
date of ils complete applicalion under 40
CrI 52,22 and

{8} I the case of a major stalionary
source, (he pollulant would be emilted
in vignilicant smounta, or, In the case of
a major modificatlan, thera would be a4
significant net emiseione increass of tha
poilulanl

(15){i} “Baseline area" means any
intrastate area (and every part thereof)
designated as attainment or
unciassifiable under section 107{d){1)

(D) or {E) of the Act in which the major
source or major modification
establishing the buseline date would
consiruct or would have an alr quality
impact equal to er greater than 1 ug/m?
{annual average) of the pollutant for
which the baseline date iz established,

{il] Area redesignations under zection
107(d){1) (D) or (E] of tha Act cannot
intersect or be smailer then the area of

Impact of eny mjaor stationary source ot
Inajor modification which:

(o) Establishas a baseline daie: or

(&) Is subject to 40 CFR 52.23 and

E would be congtructed In the sams stale

aa the state propoaing the redesignation,

{18) “Allowsahble emissions" means the
emissfona rate of a stationary scurce
calculated using the maximum rated
capacity of the source {unless the source
is subject to federally enforceable limilg
which restrict the operating rate, or
hours of operation, or both) and the
moat stringent of the following:

(i) The epplicable standards as get
forth in 40 CFR Parts 80 and 81;

(i} The applicable State
Implemenation Plan emissions
limitatlon, including thoge with a future
compliance date; or

(ii1) The emissions rate spacified as a
federally enforceabla permit condilion,
gchudin,g thosa with & futurs compliaace

ale

{17) "Faderally enforceable” means al}
lim{lations and conditions which are
enforceabla by the Administrator,
Including those requirements developed
purguant to 40 CFR Parts 80 and 81,
requirements wilhin any applicabla
State Implementation Plan, and any
permit requiremants eatablished
purauant to 40 CFR 52.21 or under
regulalions appraved pursuant (o 40 CFR
561.18 and 40 CFR 51,24,

{18} "Secondwry emissiona’ means

- emisslona which would occur ng a result

of tha construction or operation of a
major stalionary sourcs or major
modification, but da not coma from tha
major slatlonary source or major
modification ftsell, For the purposa of
this section, secondery emissions must
be specific, well defined, quantifiable,
and lmpact the same general area ag the
stalionary sourca or medification which
causes tha secondury omiasions.
Sccondnry emlaslons may include, bul
arc not limited to:

{i) Emissiona from ships or trains
coming ta or from iha naw or maodified -
slationary source; and

{it) Emissions from any offsite support
facility which would not otherwise be
constructed or increase its emissions as
a result of the construclion or aperation
of the major stationary source or major
modification.

(19) "Innovative control technology”
means any system of air poliution
control that haa not been adequately
demonstrated in practice, but would
have a substantial likelihood of
achieving grealer continuous emissicns
reductien than any control system in
curtenl praciics or of achleving at least
comparable reducticas at lower cost in
terms of encrgy, econcrmics, or nonalr
qualily eavironmental impacta.

{20) "Fupitive emlsalons™ means thosa
emissions which could not reasonsbly

pass through a stack, chimney, vent, or @Jé

olher functionally equwalent openlng.

™ (21)(1) “Actual emissions™ meana the™ 3
actual rate of emissions of a poliutant
from an emissions unjt, as determined in
accordance with subparagraphs {{i}~{iv)
below.

(i) In general, actual emissicns as of a
particular date sahall equal the average
rate, In tong per year, at which the unit
actually emitted the pollutant during a
two-year period which precediea the
partfcular data and which i
representative of normal source
operation. The Administrator shall
allow the use of a different time period
upon a determination that it is more
representative of normal source
operation. Actual emissions shallbe |
calculated using the unit's actual ;
oparating hours, production rates, and |
types of materials processed, slored, or {
combusied during the selectad lima i
period. T

(ili} The Administrator may presure (
that source-speciiic sliowable emissions
for the unit are’ equivelent to the actual
amisalons of the unit.

{iv) For any ermisslons unit which has
not begun normal epefationa on the
particular date, actual emisstons shall

equal the potentlal fo emit of the unit O;J
that date. :

“™ (22) "Complele” means, ia referenca

to an application for 2 permit, that the
application contains all of tha
information necessary [or processing the
application.

{20}(1) “Significant” meana, in
reference lo a net emigsions incrensge or
the polentie! of a source lo emit any of
the following pollutants, a rate of
emissions thal would equal or excoed
uay of tho followlag rulew

Pollutont end Emissions Rulg |

Carban monoxide: 100 1ona por year (1py)
Nilrogen oxides: 40 tpy

Sulfur dioxide: 40 tpy

Purticulute mutior 25 tpy

Ozone: 46 lpy of volatile organic compounds
Lead: 0.8 lpy
Aabeslos: 0.007 tpy
Berylium: 0.0004 tpy
Mercury: 0.1 tpy
Vinyl chioridae: 1 tpy
Fluorides: 3 tpy
Sulfuric acid mist: 7 tpy

Hydrogen sulfide (H:S}h 10 tpy

Total reduced sulfue (including H,5): 10 tpy
Reducad sulfur cempounds {inciuding H.S):
. 10 tpy

(i) “Slgniflcant” means, ln reference
to a net emissions Increase or the
polential of a source to emit a pollutant
subject to regulation under the Act that
paragraph {(b}(23)(i} does not list, any
eminslons rate,

~
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,"'uun:e:; and since sectlon 189(4)
w,'y states that required monitering
(};,ould ba used in sstabhshmg

g!me concentrations, the court's

rdjsmmn supparts EPA's requirement ?3

/zjzat baseling concentrations reflect
r‘actual air quality, In addition, the court |
implicitly affirmed EPA's approach in
ruling that EPA correctly excluded from

baseline concentrations emisslons
Increases due to voluntary fuel swltches
after the bassline date, Since actual aie
gualily on the baseline date would not
rellect these increases, thelr exclusion

§ [rom baseline concentrations is

J consistent with EPA's actual air quallly
| approach to baseline concentrations, =
Fmally. the court noted Congress’
rejeclion of a House bill that would hava
allowed certain source emlsasions to be
included In baseline concentrations,
even though the emissions have not
occurred by the buagellne date, See 13
ERC 2026. The court concluded that
Congress considared and rejecled an
spproach that would depart from actual
air quality in calculaling basellne
concenirations, except In tha limited
circumslunces set Jorth In gection 168{4).

n ity beptembcr 5, 1979 reaponse to
he court's deciaion, EPA proposed lo
delele the unilorm August 7, 1877
Laseline dute und 1o doline basoline
dale as the dato of the flrsl complote -
application, after August 7, 1977, for a
PSP permil to construct or modify a
major stalionary source ot an areg
subject to PSD requiremeants, Aa part of
thal definition, EPA proposed to delina
baseline area og ell parts of an Alr
Quality Control Region (AQCR]
designated as atlainment or .
unclassifiable under section 107(d) of
the Act, Under that definition, gn
application of 4 major stationary source
1o conslruct in any part of an AQCR,
designaled as allainment or
unclassifluble would trigger the baseline
date [or both SO; and PM in ail portions
of the AQCR. '

EPA's proposed definition of baselina
area wad based in part on its
consistency with the term "area'” ag
used in section 107, which requires ajr
qualily designaticna for AQCRa or
portions thereof, Tha deflinition wos also
intended Lo avoid implementalion
problems that might result from having
different baseline areas and dates
within the sama AQCR., EPA proposed,
however, 1o allow stales some flexibility
in deflining baseline area. See discussion
at 44 FR 51642,

EPA further proposed to retain jis
current definition of baseline
_ concenlration hut asked for comment on

a particular problem specific to the Gulf
wLoasl areas (see 44 FR 57107, October 4,

1979 and discusslon in Increment
Consumplion). EFA's September 5
proposal spacifically asked for comment
on two aspects of lts proposal: {1}
whether baseline area should be defined
as clean portions of the AQCR In which
a source applies for a permit,and (2)
whaether a permit application should
trigger the baseline dale only in the

clean portions of the AQCR In which the .

sourge would locata or also in clean
argas of any AQCR which would be
impacted by the source,

Allar jssuance of the court'a {ull

opinlon In December, EPA proposad end '

asked for comment on throe changes to
its September 5 pmposal {45 FR 6802,
January 30, 1880} First”EPA atated it
was congidering defining baseline area
as any aren designated attainment ar
unclassifiable under sectlon 107{d} {n
which a agurce subject to PSD
requirements would locate or impacl,
rather than all clean portions of an
AQCR in which a source would locate
ot impact, Second, EPA’s soligited
comment on whether states should be
allowed {o redefineg the boundaries of
arens designated es attalnment or
unclaggifiuble. EPA suggesled, hawever,
that siates should be limited to
redesignations no smallar than the
sourca's area of Impact. Third, EPA
Indicated it was consgidering adoption of
a pollutant-specific baseline date and
area, Under that approash, a sourca
would trigger the basellna only for the
pollutants it emitted. Thua, if the source
would amit neither SO nor PM, il would
not trigger any basellne, EPA also
requested conunent on whether a source
which would be major for 50, and
minor for PM would trigges & baseline
date only for SO, or for both pollulanta.

EPA's [inal action and response to~
comments on each of the {ssues is
discussed below. Far simplification, the
discussion [ocuses on the four basic
issues of bascline concentration,
baseline area, basellne date, and
poilutant-gpecilic baseline. Issues
related lo increment consumption are
discussed in the next section.

A. Bassline Concentration

As proposed, EPA is conlinuing ils
gurrenl delinition of baseline
concentration as the ambient
concentration levels at tha time of the
first permit application In an area
subject to PSD requirements, Baselineg
concentralion generally includes actual
source emissions from exisling sources
bu! excludes emissions from major
sources cammencing conatruction alter
January 6, 1975. Actual source emissions
aro generally estimaled from sourca
records and any other information
refllecling actual source operation over

net in operatien by Auagust 7, 1977, .-1

the two-year time period preceding the
baseline date, The baseline
concentration also Includes projecied
emissions from major sources
commencing construction (including
madificalion) befera January 8, 1875, bul

Unlike the June 1978 policy, baseline
concentration will no longer routinely
include thosas emissiona increases after
the baseline dale from sources
contribuling to the baseline
conceniration, which are due to
increased hours of eperation or copacity

A e A Ese P S
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Jutiiization, Existing pollcy pu:mtled this]
grendlathering, provided auch increase’
were allowed undar the SIP.and
reasonably anticipated to ocour as of lhe
baseline data. Today's pollcy which

- normally excludes such increases la

consgistent with using actual source
emisslons to calculats baselina
concentralions. An aclual emlssions
policy, however, does allow alr quality
{mpacts dua to production rate increcses
to scmetimes be considered as part of
tha baseling concentration, If a source
can demonstrate that its operation after
the baacline data la more representative
of normal source operation than ita
operation preceding the basellne date,
the delinltion of aclual emissions allows
the revliewlng outhority to use the more
representative perlod to calculate the
source's actual emiaslons contribution to
the baseline cancentration, EPA thus
believes that sufficient Nexibillly exists

within the definition of actual emissions

to allow any reasonably anticipated
increases or decreases geauinely
reflecting normal sourca operation o be
inciuded in the baselina concentration.
EPA fa also promulgating a change in
its current pollcy on SIP relaxalions,
Under that policy, emissions allowed
under SIP relaxations pending cn
August 7, 1677 are included in the
baseline concentration if the allowed
source gmisaions were higher than
aciual source emissions. EPA adopted
that policy in June 1978 in recognllion of
the fact that some etales with SIP
revisions pending an August 7, 1977 had
allowed sources io (ncrease emissions
prior to final EPA approval of the
relaxations, while other sinles with
pending relaxations had required
sources to comply with the lower -
emissions Umitalions in the existing SIP
unlil final approva! occurred, See 43 FR
20401 col, 3, To avoid penalizing sources
in stales that did not allow Increases
prior lo appraval, EPA provided that
bageline concentrations include the
allowabls emissions under revised S1Ps,
il the relaxalion was pending on August
7,15977 and the allowed emissicns -
exceaded the source's aclual emissions,
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,ed in the Baseling
. Zion section, the Alobama
‘#ecision supported EPA's
e ments that bageline :
;jcgntratlons reflact actual air quality
¢74 area, Increment consumpltion or
fj’;paﬂﬁlon lg direcily related lo basellna
;oncen!rallon. Any emissions not
‘ncluded in the baseline ars counted
.geinst the increment. The
.omplementayy relationship between -
he concepts gupports using the same
.pproach for calculating emissions’
onlributions lo each, Since the
Jobama Power decision and tha statute
«alh provide that actual air quality be
sed 1o determine baseling
ongentrations, but provide no guidance

n increment consumption calculations, -

.PA has concluded that the most
easonable approach, consistent with
ne slatute, is lo use actual source
missions, to the extent possible, to
alculate increment conaumption or
xpansion.

EPA's decislon iy also baged on
¢ncerns raised by the Gull Cozst
roblem, discussed helow. In that area,
nd possibly others, source emissiong
{lowed under permits and SIP
rovirisia in maay cases are hagher
ran actua] source emigslona, Sources
ould therefore increase their emissions
sithout being sublect to PSD reviaw or
e SIP revision process. However, if -
wremend calculations were based on
lowable emissiorns, EPA believes
wcrement violatons would be
wppropeiately predicied and proposed
surce eonatruclon would ba delayed or
alted. In practice, EPA axpects that
w, if any, sources will increase thelr
misaions to allowable levals,

EPA Lelieves it s unwisa ia restrict
surce growth based only on emissiona
source is permitied to emit bul which,

. many Inatances, have nol been aad
e not likaly to ever be emitted,
werement calculations based on the
est prediction of aclusl emissions iinks
3D permitting mora closely to actual
ir quality delerioration than
ilculations based on allowabla “paper”
:nigsiona, [n additicn, use of actual
missions for Increment consumption is
ansistent with using an actual
mizsions baseline for delining a major
wodification and for calculaling
missiong offset baselines.

2. Calculation of Increment
onsumption Using Actual Emissiona,

To determine how much Increment
smains availabls to s proposed major
aurce or modification, the source owner
r operatar must analyze seversi types
[ emissions changes a5 of its

pplication date. Thesa changes |
meral}y Incitude: (1) emissionsa changes
1al have occwrred al baselina sources

end emisslony from new minor and areq
pources since the baseline date; (2)
emissions that have ocourred or will
occur'at sources which have submitted
complete PSD applications as of thirty
days prior to the date that the proposed
source files 113 application; and (3}
emigsiona changes reflected in SIP
relaxalions submitled after Auguat 7,
1977, and pending as of thirty days prior
to the date tha source liles its
spplication, or emisslons changes .
reflacted in SIP relaxalions which have
been approved since Aungust 7, 1077, but
which have not yet ocourred. {See,
discusgion below on ¢alculation of
increment cansumption for SIP
relaxations.) The thitty-day cutolfs arg
gpecified 1o stabilize the review process
by prevenling new applications and SIP
relaxation proposals from invalidating
otherwise adequate increment .
consumption analyses without warning.
Increment calculations wiil generally
ba based on actual emlasions as -
reflected by normal source operation for
a period of two years. EPA has pelected
two years based on ts recenl
experience in reviewing stale NSR
programa [or nonattalnment areas. The
state submittala uss periods of between
one and three years to evaluate source
emigsions. In EPA's jJudgmenl two years
reprosents a reasonable period for
agsessing actual source operation. Sincs
the iramework for nonattalnment NSR
programs will generally form the basia
for a state's PSD plan, EPA believes [t is
appropriate to use the same tima paried
for evalualng actunl source emlssions in
the PSD program. Two years is also R
being used to caleulate the emlzslans
olfsel baseline for modiflcations ln
nonaitainment areas.
The twa-year period of concarn

should genorally be the two years
precoding the date ea of which
Increment consumption |s being
calcutaled, provided that the two-year
‘period is representativa of normal
source operation. The reviewing
authorily has discretlon to use anather
two-year period, if Lhe authority
determines that some other perlod of
time I3 more typical of pormal gowrca
operatlon than the two years

_ Immediately preceding the date of

concern. [n general, aciual emissions
eslimates will be derived frem source
racords. Actual emlgaions may also be
determined by source tests or othar
malhods approved by the reviewing
suthority. Best engineering judgments
may be used o the absence of
acceplable test data,

EPA balleves that, In calculating
actusl emlssions, emlssions allowed
under federally enforceabls sourca-

Bt WWT@M¢ L

spamhc requirementz should be
presumed to represent actual emission
levels. Source-speciflc requirements
include permits that specify operating
conditions for an Individuai source, such
as PSD permits, siate NOR permits
lssued in accordance with § 51.18(j]) and
other § 51.18 programs, including
Appendix S [the Qffset Ruling), and SiP

" emissions limitations established for

individual sourcea, The preaumption
that federally enforceable source-
specific requirements correctly reflect
actual operaling conditions should be .
rejected by EPA or a stata, if reliable-
evidenca {s available which shows that
actual emissions differ from the level
estnblished in the SIP or tha permit,
f,'EPA. helieves two factors support the
presumplion thal source-specifls
requirements represent actual source
emissions, First, since the requirements
are lailored to the deslgn and operation
of lha source which are agreed on by the
source and the reviewing asuthority, EPA
belisves it ia generally appropriata to
presume the source will operate and
emit at the allowed levels. Second, the
presumplion maialalng the integrily of
the PSD and NSR syslems and the SIP
process. When EPA or a stats devoles
the resources necessary to develop
gource-specilic emissions limilations,
EPA believes it is reasonabla lo presumd
thoge limitations closely reflect actual
gource operation, EPA, stales, and
sources should then be able to rely on
those emissions lim{tations whe -

"modeling Inerement consumption]ln
addilion, the raviewing authority musl at
least initially rely on the allowed levels
contained In source-specific parmits for
new or mmodified units, since these units

re not yet operational at & normal level

of operation EPA, a state, or source
remains free ta rebut the presumption by
demonstraiing that the aource-spocific
roquirement 1z not representative of
ectual emissions, If this occurs,
howaver, EPA would encourage states
to rovise the permits or the SIP to reflect

will reduce uncertainty ahd complexity
“In the Increment tracking systerm, sincs
it will allow reviewing authorities and
sources 1o rely on parmits and SIP
emlasions lmitations o model
Increment consumpticn,

Review of lncrement usage dus o SIP
gelaxations will also be based initlally
on emlaslons allowed under the SIP ag
revised (provided thias allowed level is
higher than the scurce emissions
contributing to the baseiine
concentration). Calculations wiil
generally be mada on the difference
between the source emissions included
In the bassilne concentration and the

actual sourca emisslons)Such revislena
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We have conzgidercd your Jduly 2, 1981 letlter asn

'PG rtland General Blectric (PGE) Beoardman plant falls into the
bazeline Or consumes incremant under PPA's Prevention of
Sigﬁ“ilCdnt Deterisration (PSR} requlations. Our May 1975
letter to the Company stated that aince the Company nad
commenced copstruction before June 1, 1875 the source would npotb

need @ permit pursuant to the requirements of 40 CFR 52.21{4d)

in effect at that time. Bowever under the Decesher §,

regulations {39 FR 42510}, the PGE plant was nclt considered
part of the baseline since it did not receive its "BIP
pre-construction approval wnitil after January 1, 1975 {sece
CFR S2.230{0i{l1)}-

Sings the Hayv letter, Congress has changeh the BSD progranmp
considerably. A major Chdﬂ e that clarifies this situation
the addibtion of a statotory definition of "basaline
concentration® in Section 1%9{%} of the Clean Air Act (CAARj.

"apy major emitiing Ffacilitvy oo which constructio
commanced after Janvary &, 1975, shall aot be ine
i 5 3ao

the basceliose nﬁﬂ shall be counted adainst the
im

ig74

is

T CAM defines Laceline in terms of ambient concentrations
exioting at tho time of the first T?pliiati@ﬁ for a PSD permit
in the area. [loweveX, major stationary sources commencing
construction after Janunry &, 1975, conzume 1ECIEEEHE 211}
cannot be considered as contributing Lo ihe baseline
concentraticn.  The contract referred to in the Hay 1975 lsa
went into offect in fHarch of 1975, Tt i=s PpA‘s opinion tha
the stetute provides no dizcretion to exempt PGE’s emission
from increment consumption (see 45 PR 52721, August 7, 1980
FSE's emissions can not be grandfathered on the basis fthet

to the 1974 PSD requirements.

solice was not subiject




ptrationo” 1=
5 and no changes
cation that PGR's

T;ll-

The State of Ovegon's approach to “baseli
egquivalent to the CAR and EPA's PSD regul:
ApPeAT te he nesded in light of this olay
sre pot ineluded in the luoseline.
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VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNOA

DEQ-46

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (803) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

Tos Environmental Quality Commission
From: Diractor
Subject: Agenda Item 0O, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Consideration of Adopting Proposad Plant Site Emission Limit
and New Sourcs Review Rules and Proposed Revocation of the
following Existing Rules:

a} Special pPermit Requirement for Sources Lecating In or
Near Non-Attainment Areas, QAR 340-20-130 through 198.

b) Criteria for Approval of New Sources in the Portland
Special AQMA, OAR 340-30-005 through 025.

c) Specific Air Pollution Control Rules for the Medford-
Ashland AQMA, CAR 340-30-60 and 110.

d. Prevention of Significant Deterioration, OAR 340-31-1085,

definitions 1 through 11, 13, 14, and 17 through 22;
340-31-125; 340-31-133 through 195.

Background

A public hearing cohcerning proposed revisions to the Plant Site Emission
Limit and New Scurce Review Rules was held before the Commission April
24, 198]1. The issues addressed in the public testimeony and in the writ-
ten comments that were received were discussed in a staff report for the
Commission meeting of June 5, 1981 (see Attachment 1). Several revisions
to the draft rules were proposed in that staff report along with a recom-
mendation for rule adoption. The Commission delayed action on the
proposed rules. Subsegquently, & workshop was held befors the Commission
on June 30 and July 1, 1981, at which each issue in the June 5 staff re-
pert was reviewed in detail. As a2 result of the workshop and of comments
received from EPA concerning the draft rules (see Attachment 2), several
other revisions are proposed as discussad below. All changes proposed
since the April 24 public hearing are shown in Attachment i (additions
underlined and deletions bracketted)., Those areas in which propesed

changes cccurred after the June 5 workshop are indicated by an asterisk
(*).
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Discussion

Regponse to comments from workshop

Comment 1

The criteria for establishing when a permanent shutdown or curtail-
ment occurs {(OAR 340-22-265(4)) should bhe basad on a specific
acticn by the applicant or the Department.

Response

It is proposed that the following language be added fo OAR
340-20-265: A permanent source shutdown or curtailment shall
be considered to have ocgurred when a permit is modified, re~
vcked, or expires without ranewal pursuant o the procedures
and criteria established in OAR 340-14-005 through 050,

Comment 2

The moratorium on the use of banked emission reductions which
may be invcoked by the Commission pursuant to QAR 340-20-265(8)
should have a limited duration and the moratorium period
should not count against the ten-year banking pericd.

Response

It is proposed that OAR 340-20-265(8) be revised to read as
follows: The Commission may declare a moratorium not to ex-— -
ceed two years in duration on the withdrawals of emission
reduction credits from the bank if it is established that
reasonable further progress toward attainment of air guality
standards is not being achieved and no othér centrol strat-
egy is available. The time period involved in such a
moratorium shall not count against the ten-year banking
period specified in OAR 340-20-265(2).

Comment 3

Lane Regional Air Pcollution Authority (LRAPA) should have the
authority to establish minimum bankable emission credits which
are lower .than the ten ton per year level established in QAR

- 340-20-265(7).

Response

It is proposed that OAR 340-20-265(7) he rewcorded as follows:
Emission rsductions must. be in the amount of ten tons per year
or more to be creditable for banking except as follows:

a} In the Medford-Ashland AQMA emission reductions
must be at least in the amount specified in Table 2
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of OAR 340-20-225{22), and
b) In Lane County the Lane Regional Air Polluticn Author-
ity may adopt lower levels.

Comment 4

It should be clear that CAR 340-20-310(3) which allows separate
permit limits to he sst for process emissions, combustion
amissions, and fugitive emissions does not preclude bubbling

cf those emissions within a plant site.

Response

It is proposed that the referaence to "PSELs" be changed to
"mass emission limits" such that CAR 340-20-310(3) weould read
as follows: Mass emission limits may be established separ-
ately within a particular source for process smissions,
combustion emissions, and fugitive semissions.

Comment 5

The question cf whether the PGE Boardman facility £falls inte
the baseline or the increment has not been resolved to PGE's
satisfaction. The draft rules would place this plant in the
increment as EPA rules appear to reguire.

Resgponse

PGE has relied on a 1975 letter from EPA in arguing that Beard-
man falls in the baseline rather than the increment. The EPA
regulations have been changed and it now appears that Board-
man falls into the increment. The Department has expressed
concern about this changs and has requested a ruling from EPA
to clarify this point (see Attachment 3). It is recommended
that the draft rule not be relaxed on this question unless EPA
agrees to approve such a relaxation.

Comment 6

A gquestion was raised as to the appropriateness of the growth
increment for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) for the Medford-
Ashland AQMA (QAR 340-20-240(7}), since a plan to achiesve the
State ozone standard has not yet been developed. Concern was
also raised that EPA sanctions may apply 1f the State ozone
standard is not met.

Response

Even though a plan to meet the State ozone standard has not
been adopted, it is clear that EPA sanctions would not apply.
Sanctions are authorized only for the Federal health standards.
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The VOC growth cushiocn was adeopted hy the EQC as part of the
Medford ozone SIP and appears in the New Source Ravisw Rule for
informational purposes. If the EQC wishes to reconsider this
growth cushicn, it would seem appropriate toc do so at the same
time the ultimate fate of the State ozcne standard is decidad
{scheduled for the Octeober, 1981, EQC meeting). This informa-
ticn was conveyed by letter to the Jackson Ccocunty Beard of
Commissicners (Attachment 4).

Response to Comments from EPA

The Department proposes that the following raevisions be made to satisfy
the mandatory requirements of EPA from Enclosure 1 of their letter dated

June 3,

1981 (Attachment 2).
EPA Ccomment 1

"An important reguirement for emission trades within and between
sources (bubbles and offsets), is that the traded emissions have
the same or reduced impact on ambient air qualizy. The DEQ rules
require such in 340-20-315(3) and 340-20-2460 but fail %o include
provisions as to how it 1s to be demonstrated. The DEQ rules
must reguire apprepriate dispersion medeling for TSP and SC
trades with a sophistication which is dependent upon tha tybe

and location of the trades involved.® ‘

Response

The Department proposes that the wording underlined in OAR
340-20-260{1) and 34C0-20-315(3) be added to clarify that dis-
persion modeling may be required to show that emission trades
for bubbles and offsets are appropriats.

EPA Comment 2

"Existing sources in non-attainment areas must employ, at a
minimum, Reasonably Available Control Technelogy (RACT) for the
nen-attainment pellutants. To be approved, the state bubble
rules (OAR 340-20-320) must reguire that the baseline emissions
for bubbling in non-attainment areas be equlvalent to RACT on a
plant-wide basis."

Response

The staff beliewves that the Department rules reguire all exist-
ing sources in non-attainment areas to employ Reasonably Avail-
able Control Technology (RACT). No change is required to the
bubble rules {(CAR 340-20-320). However, a demonstration that
RACT controls have been reguired will be submitted to EPA.
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EPA Cqmment 3

"New and modified major stationary scurces may construct only
if they either smploy Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
or meet the Lowest Achiesvable Emission Ratz (LAER), whichever
is applicable. However, sources may avoid these requirements
by accepting voluntary permit limitations on their hours of
operation or production rates or both provided that they will
be required to retro-fit BACT or LAER should they ever desire
to relax the original limitations on hours of operation or
production rates. The DEQ definition of "major modifications"
in QAR 340-20-225(14) requiras such retro-fit control., How-
ever, the DEQ has in CAR 340-20-250(3) inappropriately exempted
these sources from BACT. The lanquage in 340-20-250(3) must
be changed so that it does not exempt from BACT requirsments
those sources which are proposing increases in hours of oper-
ation or production rates above levels which are used to avoid
BACT requirements in the first place.”

Responsa

The Department proposes that language be added to OAR 340-20-250(3)
to specify that the exempticn does not apply to sources that re-
ceived permits after January 1, 1978. OAR 340~20-250(3) is now
proposed to be worded as follows with the added wording underlined:
Proposed increases in hours of operation or production rates which
would cause emission incrsases above the levels allowed in an Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit and would not involve a physical
change in the scurce may be exempted from the requirement of OAR
340~-20~-245(1) (Best Available Control Technology) provided that

the increases cause no exceedances of an increment or standard

and that the net impact on a non-attainment area is less than

the significant air quality impact levels. . This exemption shall
not be allowed for new scurcaes or modifications that received

permits to construct after January 1, 1978.

The Department feels that the remaining EPA comments can be adequataly
addressed at a later time without specific wording changes.in the rule.

Several changes have been made in the proposed Plant Site Emission
Limit and New Scurce Review Rules in response to comments raised in

Summation
la
the
ae
ba

Commission workshop as follows:
A definition of permanent'Shutdown or curtailment has been added.

The moratorium period on the use of banked emission credits has
been limited to two years and the moratorium period no longexr
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counts against the ten-year bhanking pericd.

c. Authority is given to LRAPA to establish minimum bankable amounts
less than 10 tons/year.

d. A clarification is added toc the provision which allews separate
permit limits for process, combustion, and fugitive emissions to
insure that this provision dces not praclude bubbling among those
emissions.

e. The Department has sant a letter to EPA requesting a determination
on whether PGE Beardman falls in the baseline or the increment.

£. The VOC growth increment for the Medford-Ashland AQMA should be
reconsidered at the Octchber EQC meeting.

2. Several changes have been proposed in response to comments from EPA
as follows:

a. Wording is added to clarify that dispersion medeling may be re-
quired for bubbling and cffsets.

b. The Department will submit a demonstration of equivalency on EPA's
requirement for a RACT baseline for bubbling.

¢. Wording has been added to satisfy EPA's comment that a conflict
existed in the draft rules reagarding BACT for sources increasing
operating levels.

3. Other changes to the proposed rules which were made subsequent tc the
April 24, 1981, hearing were discussed in the June 5, 1981, staff
report (Attachment 1).

Director's Recommendation

Based on the above Summation and the Summation of the June 5, 1981, staff
report, it is recommended that the Commission consider adeopting the proposed
rules (OAR 340-20-220 through 275 and OAR 340-20-300 through 320) and re-
voking the existing rules for Plant Site Emission Limits and New Source

Review.
fifn
‘V%&tfg~¥Ajlw!:)gan\4—-
gl L
William H. Young
Attachments:

1. Staff report from June 5, 1981, meeting including proposed
rules and revocations, Notice of Public Hearing, and State-
ment of Need for Rulemaking

2. Letter from EPA dated June 3, 1981

3. Letter to EPA regarding PGE Boardman

4. Letter tec Jackson County Commissicners

L.Rostow: zhe
(503) 228-5186
July 8, 1981



IIVERMOA

Environmental Quality Cornrnission
Mailing Address: BOX 1780, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VICTOR ATlven 522 SOUTHWEST Sth AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (8C3) 229-56986

OEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Itam No. N, June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting
Congideration of Adopting Proposed Plant Site Emission

Limit and New Source Review Rules and Proposed Revocation
of the Following Existing Rules:

a) Special Permit Requirements for Scurce Locating In or
Near Nonattainment Areas, CAR 340-20-13S0 througn 198.

b} Criteria for Approval of New Sources in the Portland
Special AQMA, QAR 340-32-005 through 025,

<) Specific Air Pollution Control Ruleslfor the Medford-
“ashland AQMA, OAR 340-30-60 and 110.

d) Prevention of Significant Deterioration, OAR
340-31-105, definitions 1 through 11, 13 and 14, and 17
through 22; 340-31-125; 340-31-135 through 195.

Background

On April 24, 1981, the Commission held a public hearing concerning proposed
revisions to the Plant Site Emission Limit Rules and the New Source Review
Rules. Fifteen people presented oral testimony at the hearing and many of
these people also submitted written comments. A brief summary of the
testimony outlining the major issues was provided to the Commission in a
memorandum dated May 4, 1981. Subsequently members of the Commission
requested that the ¢taff address specific questions concerning points
raised in the testimeny. .

Alternatives and Evaluation

The issues receiving the most comment and which involve policy gquestions

are discussed below. Responses to guestions raised by Commission members
are specifically identified.
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Issue 1

Plant Sits Emission Limits should not be based on actual emissions as
proposed but rather on plant design capacity. This comment was made oY
several commenicors and 2z member of the Commission asked for a discussion
ot this moint.

The proposad rules would raquire that Plant Site EZmissicn Limits be basad
on actual emissions during the 1977-1978 baseline pericd or znother pericd
if it is more representative of normal source operation., Existing permit
limits may bDe used for the Plant Site Limit Lf they are within 10 percent
of the actual emissions. Plant Site Emission Limits could be established
zt higher levels ho accommodate neseded production increases up kO capacity
if it i3 shown that no zir quality standard or Prsvention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) increment would be exceeded in an attainment area or
that a grewth increment or cffset is provided in a nonattainment area.

The advantages of this approach are the following:

A, In attainment arsas the Plant Site Emission Limit, as proposed, would
be consistent with the Prevention of Significant Deterioration
baseline requiraments of the Clean Air Act and EPA rules. Using plant

- capacity in attainment areas would render the Plant Site Emission
Limit useless for administering a PSD increment tracking and
allocation system because the FPederal regulations clearly requirs a
baseline of actual smissions in the baseline year.

A Plant Site Zmission Limit based on plant capacity or some level
significantly above actual emissions could also allow PSD incraments
‘or air quality standards to be -exceeded when emissions increased
without the Department, the affected community, or even the source
knowing that such an event had occurred. This approach would clearly
be illegal under the Clean Air Act and EPA rules.

B.” In nonattainment areas, the Plant Site Emissicn Limits, as proposed,
would be consistent with the SIP control strategy data bases.
Establishing Plant Site Emission Limits based on plant capacity would
require that all of the SIPs be redone since they are based on actual
emissicns from point scurces. If point sources are allowed emissions
greater than the actual emissions, further control strategiss would be
‘required to compensate for the petential increase in emissicns above
the basaline. Such addizional conircl strategies would likely be very
costly and may not even be available in airsheds such as Medford which
are already overloaded. An emissieon allowance higher than actual

emigsions could allow already unacceptable air quality conditions to
worsen.

c. The Plant Site Emission Limit Rule, as proposed, establishes a
baseline of actual emissions for administering "eoffset", "banking",
and "bubbling" preograms which is compatible with EPA requirements.
EPA requires that these programs pe estzablished on the same basis as
the SIP control strategies. Establishing Plant Site Emission Limits
on a plant capacity basis would render these limits useless for the
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purpose of administering cffset, banking, and bubbling programs.

D. A Plant Site Emission Limit based on actual emissions clearly and
specifically defines the allowable emissions for each permit holder
which are within airshed capacity and facilitates tracking of prograss
toward attaimment and maintenance of standards. This requirement is an
essential step in developing an effective air management program, just
as i1t was when waste discharge limits were sst for Oregon river basins
years ago. Establishing Plant Site Emission Limits on a plant design
capacity basis can be subjective and may not be definable or
varifiable, particularly in cases involving fuel switching or
increased hours of operation.

E. The proposed rule would not prevent a source from receiving an
increase in the Plant Sites Emission Limit at the time the limits are
initially established or at a future time provided that airshed
capacity is available.

Alternatives:

An alternative to Plant Site Emission Limits based on actual emissions or
plant capacity would be to have no Plant Site Emissicn Limits. This
approach would have the following disadvantages:

A, Existing permitted emission-levels would allow increases in emissions
from the baseline levels which could cause exceedances of air quality
standards or PSD increments. Such increases could nullify control
strategies in nonattainment areas,

B. No mechanism for administering offset, banking and bubble programs
would be available.

Another alternative would be to follow the suggestion of one commentor that
a 20 percent operating margin should be added on top of the actual emission

baseline when establishing Plant Site Emission Limits. This approach has
the following disadvantages:

This dlternative has all of the disadvantages that setting Plant Site
Emission Limits on a plant capacity basis would have, The SIPs would
have to be redone on a higher baseline and in some cases air quality

standards or PSD increments could be exceeded without the source or
the Department knowing.

Discussion:

The proposed rules are intended to provide flexibility in establishing
Plant Site Emission Limits. A baseline year prior to the baseline pericd
can be used for establishing actual emission rates if it is more
representative of normal source operation. Existing permit limits can be
used if they are within 10 percent of actual emissgions. If PSD increments,
growth margins, or offsets are available, Plant Site Emission Limits can be
set higher than the actual emissions. Net emission increases above the
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actual smission baseline which are less than the significant emission rate
lavels would be allowed withcout air quality analysis or offsets. Redoing
the SIP control strateqgies or providing for pricrity allocaticn of growth
margins f£or sources cperating scelow capacity in the baseline pericd does
not seem practical or necessary. In crder to further c¢larify the inteant of
the rules and to satisfy :zhe comments of saveral of the commentors, the
following changes are proposed.

QAR 340-20-305 Definiticons

Definiticn 1 "Actuzl Emissions" s=action a: Delets the sentance {"The
Department shall allow the use of a diffesrent pericd upcon a determination
that it is more reprasantacive of normal source operation”.] and placs in
definition 3.

Definiticn 3 "Baseline Period": Replace the present definition with the
following: "Baseline Period" means either calendar vear 1577 or 1978. Th=
Department shall allow the use of 2 prigr time pericd upon a detsrminagion
that it 1s more representative of normal source operation.

QAR 340-20-310 "Criteria for Establishing Plant Site Emissicn Limits"
Section 1. For existing scurces, PSELs shall be based on the baseline
emission rate for a particular pollutant at a source and may e adjusted
upward or downward pursuant to Department Rules.,

If an apelicant requests that the Plant Site Emission Limit be established
at a rate higher than the baseline emission rate, the applicant shall
demonstrate that:

a. The redquested ihcrease is less than the significant emission rate
increase defined in QAR 340«20~22S(22) or,

b. Prowide an assessment of the air gquality impact pursuant to
Q;ocedures specified in QAR 340-20-240 to 245. A demonstration
that no air quality standard or PSD increment will be violated in
an attainment area ¢r that a3 drowtn increment or offset is
.available in a nenattzinment area shall be sufficient to allow an
increase 1n the Plant Site Fmission Limit b0 an amount not greater
than the plant's demonstratnd need to emit as long as no oovsical
modificacion OF &n emissions UnLit is_involved,

€. Increases above baseline emission rates shall be subject to public.
notice and opportunity for public hearing pursuant +9 the
Department's permit reguirements,

OAR 340~-20-320 "Temporary PSD Increment Allocation" Delete Section ¢,
{"No observable or measurable impact on air quality 1s created,"]

Issue 2

The major new source cutoff criteria for nonattainment areas should be
higher than the "significant emission rate" level. Several commentors
suggested nigher levels and a Commission member asked if this suggestion
had merit.
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The proposed rule establishes the cutoff for both major new sources and
major modifications in nenattainment areas and aresas adjacent to
ncnattalnment aresas at the "significant emission rate" level (25 tons per
vear for particulate and 40 tons per year for VOC).. EPA weuld allow 100
tons per vear for new sources but would still require significant emission
rate levels for modificaticns. The proposed rule establishes cutoffs for
attainment areas at the same level as EPA.

The advantages of using significant emission rate levels in nonattainment
areas are the following:

A, The "significant emission rate" levels were developed by EPA based on
modeling that demonstrated a significant impact caused by such
emissions. It makes sense that any emission increase that has a
significant impact, whether the increase results from a new source or
a modification, should be subject to New Source Review in a
nonattainment area. EPA was forced to use different cutoffs for new
sources and modifications by court interpretations even though these
different cutoffs make no technical sense.

B. By providing the same cutoff criteria for new sources and

modifications, equity would be provided for both new and existing
sources,

C. Sources locating adjacent to nonattainment areas that would
potentially impact the nonattainment area are also propeosed to be
subject to the "significant emission rate" criteria, thereby providing
equity for those sources locating inside and those adjacent sources
having a significant air quality impact on nonattainment areas.

D. It is estimated that, on the average, two additional new sources per
year will be subject to the proposed criteria over the number that
. would be subject to the 100 ton/year EPA criteria. These two

-+ additional sources will not add significantly to the Department's
workload.

Alternatives:

The cutoff criteria for new sources could be raised to 50 tons/year or 100
tons/year for new sources in nonattainment areas. The cutoff could not be
raised for modifications without becoming less stringent than EPA
requirements. The disadvantages of this approach are the following:

A, Scme sources which have a significant impact would escape review.

B. The more stringent cutoffs for modifications could put existing
sources at a disadvantage.

Discussion:

The Department believes that the proposed cutoff c¢riteria provide equity
and are necessary for the protecticn of Oregon alrsheds.
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Issue 3:

The Emission Reduction Credit Banking rules are too restrictive and should
be liberalized by (2) allowing shutdowns and curtailments to be bankabls,
() eliminating the discounting provisions, anéd (¢) eliminating the 10 yesar
maximum banking pericd. Ssveral commentors discussed these points and 2
Commission member asked for an evaluation of thsase issuss,

The propossd banking rula does not allow long-term danking of shutdowns and
curtailments. Shutdowns and curtailments can be used within one year for
contemporanecus offsets, however, The proposad rule has provisions wihich
requirs discounting of banked cradics wien new rulss are adoptad and also
allows the Commission to discount bankad credits if no cther strategies for
attainment are available. The maximum banking pericd is 10 years unless
extended by the Commission.

The advantages of the proposed banking rule are the following:

A, The oroposad banking rule is 2 limited program which allows the
Department to move cautiously into the banking arsa without
establishing unlimited airshed "rights" that cannot be reccovered if
air quality worsens. Totally eliminating the discounting provisions
would establish permanent air pollution "rights" for those sources
that participate in the bank.

B. Source shutdowns and curtailments are not bankable under the proposed
rules. It was felt that the Department should not promote the
. permanent shutdown or curtailment of facilities unless thoss offsets
are provided to another proposed project within one year. The
Premature closure of a facility may accrue a valuable banking credit
to the cwner without any investment in equipment to contrcl emissions
by the owner and without returning any econcmic benefit to the
community.

cC. The proposed rules would encourage those industries that have growth
plans to improve technology or move to more efficient processes in
order to establish emission reductions for banking. Such industries
would have a significant degree of certainty that those banked
reductions could be used for future plant expansion.

Alternatives:

The banking rules could be made less restrictive by allowing shutdowns and
curtailments to be bankakle, eliminating the discounting provisions,
and/or eliminating the 10 year maximum banking period. The disadvantages
of this approach would be the follewing:

A, The Departmerit and Commissicn would lose control of the banking
' program such that permanent air pollution rights are estanlished.

B, Without the discounting provision those emission reducticns needed to
demonstrate progress toward attainment and maintenance of standards
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could be banked and used to offset emission increases at any time.

C. The 10 year limit on banking establishes a reascnable period of time
for a source to utilize the banking credit after which time the credit
would revert to a permanent improvement in air quality. The
Commission could extend the 10 year period if a source had a reason
for rsquesting an extension.

D. If these provisions are relaxed the banking rule may be less stringent
than EPA gquidelines and could result in disapproval by EFA.

Discussion:

Many commentors disapproved of the provision in the banking rule (provision
6 of QAR 340-20-263) which would allow the Commission to discount banked
emissions when no other strategies are available. The Department agrees
that this provision may provide a needless disincentive and therefore to
satisfy these comments it is proposed that this provision be replaced by a
moratorium on withdrawals from the bank as follows.

OAR 340-20-265(6) The Commission may declare a moratorium on withdrawals
of emission reduction credits from the bank if it 1s estaplished taat
reasonable further progress toward attainment of air qualityv standards -is
not being achieved and no other control strategy is available.

Issue 4

Several commentors contended that the Alternative Emission Controls
provision (bubble} should allow bubbling of BACT, LAER, NSPS, and NESHAPS
reguirements.

The Proposed rules would not allow relaxation of BACT, LAER, NSPS, or
NESHAPS limitations which were established in a prevzously issued new
source permit. The New Source Review rule does allow future modifications.
of existing sources to escape BACT or LAER where no significant increase in

emissions occurs at the plant site. The advantages of this approach are
the following:

A. This provision is consistent with EPA guidance on bubbling.
Relaxation of this requirement would risk EPA disapproval.

B. Only the relatively few sources that were subject to BACT, LAER, NSPS,
or NESHAPS would be affected by this provision.

c. The technology forcing aspect of the BACT and LAER provisions would
not be relaxed for those sources that received permlts under those
provisions in the past.

D. The NSPS and MNESHAPS requirements are specifically required by the
Clean Air Act and cannot be relaxed. It would not be desirable to
allow a new plant to be constructed without meeting these requirements
or for an existing plant to bubble ocut of such requirements.
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Issue 5

One commentor testified that exemption from offsets should not be allowed
for rescurces recovery facilities,

The propcsed rules provide that Resource Recovery Units may 2e grantad an
exemption provided that z2ll offsets that are reascnably available have been
obtained. The advantage of this approach is that this provision may aelp
to recover valuable materi3l and energy rescurcss. This sxemption is
allowed by EPA rules.

Issue A

Cne commentor testified that the required emission offset ratio should be
1:1.3 rather than Ll:l.

The proposed rules require equivalent or grazter emission offsets such that
a net air quality benefit is provided. The advantage of this approach is
that the requirement of net air qual;ty benefit will in most cases rassult
in a greater than 1:1 cffset ratio which is aporoorlate for the particular
rollutant and geographical area,

Issues 7

Several commentors testified that the requirement for fine particulate to
be offset with fine particulate is not appropriate since we have a Total
Suspended Particulate (TSP) standard.

It is widely agreed that the present TSP standard is not adeguate to
protect against adverse health effects. - The proposed rule requires that
respirable particulate emissions be offset with respirable particulate.
The advantage of this approach is that large particulate could not be
traded for respirable particulate, thereby preventing increases in the
level of pollutant that actually causes adverse health effects.

Issue 8

Several commentors testified that the reserved control strategies to
protect the Portland Ozone SIP are not needed.

The proposed rules reserve six control strategies to prevent them from
being used as offsets until the time that Portliand Ozone SIP is completed.

This provision may not be justifiable in light of recent calculations
concerning the 0,12 pom ozone standard attainment strategies. Also
provision 5 of the banking rule (OAR 340-20-265) provides for discounting
of banked emissions if new control strategies are adopted. If provision 5
is adopted as presently worded, then OAR 340-20-28C Reserved Control
Strategies should be deleted.

Issue 9

One commentor testified that separate Plant Site Emission Limits should not
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be established for combustion sources, process sources, and fugitive
sources as allowed in QAR 340-20-310(3). A Commissicn member also
questioned this provision.

This provision is designed to facilitate emission calculations for
dissimilar emission units within a particular source and to speed up permit
preocessing for such permit modifications as fuel switching. This provision
would also make it easier for the Department to manage bubbling of
dissimilar pellutant emissions. This provision does not limit bubbling or
offsetting within the tetal plant site.

Issue 10

One ccmmenter testified that the rules should provide flexibility so that

other agencies such as LRAPA can develop growth management strategies which
could be more stringent.

The proposed rules do not limit the authority of local jurisdictions to
adopt additional, more stringent measures.

Issue 11

One commentor testified that PGE turbines had zero. operation during the
baseline period.

The proposed rule provides that PSD increments and the emission rates
associated with their usage can be allocated at the time the Plant Site
Emission Limit is negotiated. The Plant Site Emission Limits have already
been established for these turbines taking into account PSD increment

consumption. The proposed rules would regquire no ¢hanges to these existing

Issue 12

Orle commentor testified that the baseline concentration is defined such
that PGE-Boardman would fall into the increment rather than the baseline
-contrary to a 1975 letter received by PGE from EPA stating that the
facility would fall into the baseline, _

The propcsed rules follow EPA's baseline criteria. The 1977 Clean Air Act
Amendments and subsequent court rulings have altered the baseline criteria
since the 1975 letter. It is the understanding of the Department from
discussions with EPA that PGE's 1975 letter may no longer be valid. A
relaxation of the proposed criteria would mean that the State rule would be
less stringent than EPA requirements and therafore might be disapproved by
EPA, PGE should contact EPA directly to resolve this matter.

Issue 13

Several commentors requested clarification of the fact that the Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) applies only to nonattainment pollutants.
It is therefore proposed that the language "... for each nonattainment
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pallutant” be added ko the and of the first sentence of CAR 340-20-240
Section 1.

Issua 14

The Jackson Ccunty Commissioners commentsd that a VCC growth incrsment for
Medford should net be adoptad until the guestion of the .08 ppm State
ozeone standard is resclved.

The VCC growth increment was adopted by the Commission in 1979 as part of
the Medford ozone SIP which is based on the Q.12 ppm Federal standard.
Since the Department was dirscitsd 2y the Commission to develop 3IPs based
on the 0.12 ppm standard, it seems aporopriat: =0 let the Present growth
increment stand until such time 2s a new stats stratagy i3 daveloped to
achieve the 0.08 ppm ozone standard.

Issue 15

Several commentors contended that the 30 kilometer buffer zone around ozone
nonattainment areas is not appropriate and should be replaced oy modeling
to measure significant ozone impact.

Unfortunately, there are no acceptable procedures for modeling VCC
emissions from point sources to predict ozone impacts. The Department
therefore recommends that the 30 Kilemeter buffer ozone concept be retained
unless an applicant can demonstrate through some other means that a
proposed source would have no impact in the nonattaimment area.

issue 16

One commentor contended that the reguirements for Additional Impact
Analysis (CAR 340-20-245 section 6) is excessive and unworkable.

This provision is required by EPA and was taken verbatim from the EPA
regulations,

Issue 17

One commentor contended that the reguirement for short-term, seasonal, and
vearly time periods for calculating offsets is overly stringent.

This provision is included in the Net Air Quality Benefit section (OAR 340-
20-260 section 2) to insure that the offsets are appropriate to both the
short-term and long-term air guality standards,

Issue 18

Cne commentor contended that the reguirement for Statewide compliance of
sources owned or operated by an applicant in a nonattainment area (OAR
340~20-240 section 2) is unnecsssary.

This provision is specifically required by the Clean Air Act and is not
optional for the State.
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Izsue 19

One commentor wrote that the definition of "Baseline Concentration"™ (0AR

340-20-225 definition 2) should be consistent with the deflnltlon of
"Baseline Emissions”.

The definition of baseline concentraticn must be specific and well defined
to establish a baseline for performing air quality analysis. Baseline
emissions is defined much more broadly to accommodate production
variations. It is not necessary for baseline concentration and baseline

emissions to be defined oh precisely the same time frame. This approach is
consistent with EPA definiticns.

Issue 20

One commentor contended that the setting of significant emission rates for
pollutants not listed in Table 1 of QAR 340-20-225 definition 22 should be
subject to rulemaking and opportunity for public and technical review.

The cases where pollutants other than those listed in Table 1 are emitted
will be associated with specific permit applications under review by the
Department. The public notice and epportunity for hearing procedures of
the permit requlations shoulé provide adequate opportunity for review by
interested parties., If a separate rulemaking process is required the
permit application under consideration would be significantly and
unnecessarily delayed.

"Issue 21

One commentor contended that the 10 day period allowed for applicants to
submit responses made by the public after the close of the public comment

period is not adequate and should be changed to 10 "working" days
(OAR 340-20-230(3) (F)).

It is proposed that the word working be inserted with the understandlng
that permit issuance will be delayed by that additional amount of time.

Issue 22

One commentor contended that emissions from the construction phase of a new

source or modification should be exempt from all requirements including
BACT and LAER.

The proposed rule would exempt emissions from the construction phase of a
project from all reguirements except BACT and LAER (OAR 340-20-230(2))
Generally, construction emissions should be small and temporary. However,
in the case of major projects, construction emissions could involve
extensive dust problems or the installation of temporary sources. Also,
such projects could continue for a number of years. Such construction

sources should be subject to BACT or LAER depending on whether the area is
attainment or nonattainment.
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Issue 23

Cne commentor contanded that the period allowed for "contemperanecus”
offsets should be increased Srom one year to five years (CAR
340-20-280(4)). Severzl other ccmmentors stated thac the meaning of the
term "permanent" shutdown or curtailment is not clearly defined and that
some plant medifications may Se in the planning stages for more than one
vear. A Commission member asked for a justificaticn for heolding the
contemporansous pericd ko one year.

The propcsed rules zlleow one yaar for contsmperaneous offsets and allow
certain other smission rsductions to e banked for ten years., It is not
necassary to nave a five year contamgoraneous vericd in addition to the
banking ®rovision. The Department proposes o remedy the prodlem Of
planned expansions which extend over periods longer than cone vaar oy adding
the following language at the end <f CAR 340-20-263(4), The one v=ar
limitation for contemporanecus offsats shall not be apuvlicable to those
shutdowns or curtailments which are to ge used as internal Qrtsets witnin a
plant as part of a specific plan, Such a plan for use of internal offsets
shall be submitted to the Department and receive written approval within
cne vear of the permanent shutdown cr curtailment.

Issue 24

Several commentors testified that thers are no defined limi#s for air

conveying systems. A Cormission member asked why there are no such
limits.

The Plant Site Emission Limit Rule, as proposed, will allow the Départment
te establish specific limits for air conveying systams as part of the total
plant site emission limit., It has been difficult in the past to writes
rules applying to 2ir conveying systems because of the wide range of
different uses and operating ceonditions. The Department is continuing to
address this problem zs part of the Medford SIP and intends to consider
revisicns to the preésent air conveying system rules.

Issue 25

One commentor staked that the word "demonstration" which is used in OAR
340-20-260 Net Air Quality Benefit was not defined. A Commission member
asked if this term was defined elsewhere in the rules or by past practice.

The term "demonstration" is used in the rules in the context of a
"demonstration that standards are not violated". The term is simply
intended to have the dictionary definiticn of "procof"., There are many ways
of providing such demonstraticns including modeling, engineering
calculations, or other logical and reasonable arguments.

Summaktion

1. A revised New Source Review rule must be adopted in order for QOregon's
State Implementation Plans to be fully approved by EPA.
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2. A revised rule for Prevention of Significant Deterioration must be

5

adopted in order for Qregon to receive delegation of that program from
EPA.

A revised Plant Site Emission Limit rule must be adoptad to adequately
define the basis for setting permit limits and tc provide for adequate
management of airshed capacity in both attainment and nonattainment
areas.

The Department has reviewed the testimeony received during the public
comment pericd and at the April 24, 1981, public hearing. Several key
policy questions are at issue that have great bearing on the ability
of the Department to effectively manage airshed capacity, implement
desirable regulatory reforms, and keep the overall ownership and
control of airshed rights within the public sector. The Department
has reached the following conclusions and recommendations:

a. Plant Site Emission Limits must be based on an actual emissions
baseline adjusted upward or downward in accordance with specific
criteria in order tc provide for adequate administration of
nonattainment contrel strategies, PSD increment consumpticn and
banking, bubbling, and offset programs.

b. Basing Plant Site Emissicn Limits on plant capacity could allow

sources ko unknowingly and illegally excsed PSD increments or air
‘guality standards.

C. Basing Plant Site Emission Limits on plant capacity would require
that the nonattainment SIPs be redone on a higher baseline and
that more control strategies be added.

d. The proposed Plant Site Emission Limit rule allows considerable

flexibility for sources to obtain higher emission limits at the
time Plant Site Emision Limits are initially set if the airshed
- capacity is available or can be made available through offsets.

e. The cutoff criteria for major new sources and medifications
locating in or adjacent to nonattainment areas should be the
- significant emission rate criteria. Any higher level would allcow
significant impact on the nonattainment areas.

f. . The proposed banking rule, with the modifications included in
response to comments, provides a means for sources to reserve
offset credits for future growth without permanently giving away
the public’s airshed rights. Several rule changes were made in
response to comments including adding a provision allowing for
submittal of shutdown or curtailment plans extending beyond the
one year period and changing the uniform discounting requirement
to a moratorium,

g. Several other minor proposed revisions to the draft rules have
been made in response to comments and are shown in the

attachments for the Commission's consideration.
!
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Director's Recommendation

I recommend that the Commission consider the comments received at the
public hearing and during the ccmment period and consider adopting the
proposad rules and reveoking the existing rules for Plant Sits Emission
Limits and New Scurcs Review.

G

William €. Young

Attachments 1. Proposed Rules for Plant Site Emissicn Limits
2. Proposed Rules for New Source Review

3. Existing Rules Proposed for Revocation

4

Notice of Public Hearing and Statement of Need for Rulemaking
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DRAFT PLANT SITE EMISSION LIMIT RULES

340-20-30C Requirement for Plant Site Emission Limits

Plant site emission limits (PSEL) shall be incorporated in all
Air Contaminant Discharge Permits except minimal source permits
and special letter permits as a means of managing airshed
capacity. AllL sources subject to reqular permit requirements
shall be subject to PSELs for all Federal and State regqulated
pollutants., PSELs will be incorporated in permits when permits

are renewed, modified, or newly issued.

The emissions limits established by PSELs shall provide the basis

for:

1. Agssuring reasonable further progress toward attaining
compliance with ambient air standards.

2, Assuring that compliance with ambient air standards and
Prevention of Significant Deterioration increments are being
maintained.

3. Administering offset, banking and bubble programs.

4, Establishing the baseline for tracking consumption of

Prevention of Significant Deterioration Increments,
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340-20-305 pefinitions

1. "Actual Emissions" means the mass rate of emissions of a

pollutant from an emissions source.

a. In general, actual emission as ¢f the baseline period
shall equal the average rate at which the scurce
actually emitted the pollutant during a baseline period
and which is representative of normal source
operation. [The Department shall allow the use of a
different time periocd upon a determination that it
is more representative of normal source operation.]
Actual emissions shall be calculated using the source's
actual operating hours, production rates and types
of materials processed, stored, or‘cdhbusted during

the selected time period,

b. The Department may presume that existing source-
specific permitted mass emissions for the source are
-equivalent to the actual emissions of the source if
they are within 10% of the calculated actual

emissions.

C. For any newly permitted emission source which had not
vet begun normal operation in the baseline period,

actual emissions shall equal the potential to emit

of the source.
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"Baseline Emission Rate" means the average actual emission
rate during the baseline-period. Baseline emission rate
shall not include increases due to voluntary fuel switches
or increased hours of cperation that have occurred after

the baseline pericd.

"Baseline Period" means either (the average of] calendar

years 1977 or [(and] 1978. The Department shall allow the

use of a prior time period upon a determination that it is

more representative of normal source operation,

"Normal Source Operation" means operations which do not
include such conditions as forced fuel substitution,
equipment malfunction, or highly abnormal market

conditions.

"Piant Site Emission Limit (PSEL)" means the total mass
emissions per unit time of an individual air pollutant

specified in a permit for a source.

340-20-310 Criteria for Establiching Plant Site Emission Limits

AQ344

For existing sources, PSELs shall be based on the baseline
emission rate for a particular pollutant at a socurce and

may be adjusted upward or downward pursuant to Department

Rules. [Applications to increase PSELs above the baseline
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emission rate, may be approved only if PSD increments,

growth increments, or emission offsets are available,

When the requested emission increase is greater than the

significant emission rate specified in OAR 340-20-225(22),

the applicant shall provide an assassment of the

air quality impact pursuant to procedures specified in

OAR 340-20-240 to 245,

If an applicant requests that the Plant Site Emission Limit

be established at a rate higher that the baseline emissicn

rate, the applicant shall demonstrate that:

The requested increase is less that the significant

emission rate increass defined in OAR 340-20-225(22)

or,

Provide an assessment of the alr quality impact pursuant

to procedures specified in QAR 340-20-240 to 245. A

demonstration that no air gquality standard or PSD

increment will be violated in an attainment area or that

a growth increment or offset is available in a

nonattainment area shall be sufficient to allow an

increase in the Plant Site Emission Limit to an amount

not greater than the plant's demonstrated need to emit

as long as no physical modification of an emissions unit

ig involved,

Increases above baseline emission rates shall be subject
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to public notice and cpportunity for public hearing

pursuant to the Department's permit reguirements.

PSELs shall be established on at least an annual emission
basis and a short term period emission basis that is

compatible with source cperation and air quality standards.

Mass emission limitsyk[PSELs] may bDe established separately

within a particular source for process emissicons, combustion

emissions, and fugitive emissions.

Documentation of PSEL calculations shall be available to

the permittee.

For new sources, PSELs shall be based on application of
applicable control equipment requirements and projected

Operating conditions,

PSELs shall not allow emissions in excess of those allowed
by any applicable Pederal or State regulation cr by any
specific permit condition unless specific provisions of
340-20-315 are met.

PSELs may be changed pursuant to Department rules when:

a,. Errors are found or better data is available for

calculating PSELs,
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(o Mcre stringent control is reguired by a rule adopted

by the Environmental Quality Commissicn,

c. An applicaticn is made for a permit modification
pursuant to the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
requirements and the New Source Review requirements
and approval can be granted based on growth increments,
offsets, or available Prevention of Significant

Detericoration increments.

d. The Department finds it necessary to initiate

modifications of a permit pursuant to CAR 340-14-04C.

340-20-315 Alternative Emission Controls (Bubble)

Alternative emission controls may be approved for use within
a plant site such that specific mass emission limit rules

are exceeded provided that:

1. °~ Such alternatives are not specifically prohibited by a

permit condition.

2. Net emissions for each pollutant are not increased above

the Plant Site Emission Limit.

3. The net air guality impact 1s not increased as demonstrated

by procedures required by CAR 340-20-260 (Requirements for

ER
Net Air Quality Benefit).
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4, No other pollutants inciuding malodorous, toxic or hazardous

pollutants are substituted.

5. Best Available Control Technolegy (BACT) and Lowest
Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) where required by a
previously issued permit and New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) and National Emission Standards for

Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHEAP where required, are not

relaxed.
6. Specific mass emission limits are established for each
emission unit inveolved such that compliance with the PSEL

can be readily determined.

7. Application is made for a permit modification and such

modification is approved by the Department.

340-20-320 Temporary PSD Increment Allocation

PSELs may include a temporary or time-limited allocation against
an otherwise unused PSD increment in order to accommodate
voluntary fuel switching or other cost or energy saving proposals

provided it is demonstrated to the Department that:

a. No ambient air gquality standard is exceeded,
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b, No applicable PSD increment is exceeded.

[c. No observable or measurable detrimental impact on air

quality is created.]
¢. {d.] No nuisance condition is created.

d. [(e.] The applicant's proposed and approved objective

continues to be realized,.
Such temporary allocation of a PSD increment must be set forth in
a specific permit condition issued pursuant toc the Department's

Notice and Permit Issuance or Modification Procedures,

Such temporary allocations must be specifically time limited

and may be recalled under specified notice conditions.
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Draft New Source Review

Regulation

Air Quality Division

Department of Environmental Quality

May 15, 1981

Introduction—

The purpese of this proposed regulation is to update
the New Source Review provisions of the State
Implementation Plan. In addition, the new source
requirements of the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration provisicns have been incorporated into
this regulation.
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1.

Applicability

No owner or operator shall begin construction of a major

source or a major medificaticn of an air contaﬁinaﬁt source
without having received an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit from
the Department of Envirommental Quality and having satisfied CAR

340-20-230 through 280 of these Rules.

Cwners or operators of proposed non-major sources Or nen-major
medifications are not subject to these New Source Review rules.
Such owners cor operators are subject to other Department rules
including Highest and Best Practicable Treatment and Control
Fequired (OAR 340-20-001), Notice of Construction and Approval

of Plans (QAR 340-20-020 to 032), Air Contaminant Discharge
Permits (OAR 340-20-140 to 185), Bmission Standards for Hazardous
Alr Contaminants (OAR 340-25-450 to 480), and Standards of

Performance for New Stationary Sources (OAR 340-25-505 to 545).

Pefinitions

"Actual emissions” means the mass rate of emissicns of a

pollutant from an emissions source.
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a. In general, actual emissions as of the baseline period shall
equal the average rate at which the source actually emitted
the pollutant during the baseline period and which is
reprasentative of normmal source operation. [The Department
shall allcw the use of a different time pericd upon a
determination that it is mere representative of normal
source operation.] Actual emissions shall be calculated
using the scurce's actual operating hours, prcduction rates
and types of materials prccessed, stored, or combusted

during the selected time pericd.

b. The Department may presume that existing source-specific
permittéd mass emissions for the source are equivalent to
the actual emissions of the source if they are within 10% of

the calculated actual emissions.

¢. For any newly permitted emission source which had not yet
begun normal Operation in the baseline period, actual

emissions shall equal the potential to emit of the source.

"Baseline Concentration" means that ambient concentration level
for a particular pollutant which existed in an area during the
calendar year 1978. If mo ambient air quality data is available
in an area, the baseline concentration may be estimated using

modeling based on actual emissions for 1978,
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The following emission increases or decreases will be included

in the baseline concentration:

a. Actual emission increases or decreases occurring before

January 1, 1978, and
b.  Actual emission increases from any major source or majer
moedification on which construction commenced before

January 6, 1975,

3. "Baseline Pericd" means either {the average of] calendar years

1977 or {and] 1978. The Department shall allcw the use of a

prior time pericd upon a determination that it is more

representative of normal source operation.

4, "Basgth AvaiLable Control Technology (BACT)" means an emission
limitation (including a visible emission standard) based on the
maximﬁm degree of reduction of each air contaminant subject to
regulation under the Clean air 2ct which would be emitted from
any proposed major source or major modification which, on a case-
by-case basis, taking into accgunt energy; envirgmmental, and
econcmic impacts and other costs, is achievable for such source
or modification through application of preduction processes ot
available methods, systems, and teéhniques, including fuel

cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel combustion technigues

ATIB01
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Page 4
for control of such air centaminant. In no event, shall the
applicatidn of BACT result in emissicns of any air contaminant
which would exceed the emissions allowed by any applicable new
source performance standaré or any standard for hazardous air
tellutants. If an emission limitation is not feasible, a
design, equipment, work practice, or operaticnal standard, or
combination thereof, may be required. Such standard shall, to
the degrese possible, set forth the emission reducticn achievable
and shall provide for compliance by prescribing appropriate

permit conditions.

5. "Commence" means that the owner or operator has obtained all
necessary preconstruction approvals required by the Clean Air

Act and either has:

a. Begun, or caused to begin, a continuwous program of actual
on-site construction of the source to be completed in a

reasonable time, or

b, Entered into binding agreements or contractual obligations,
which cannct be canceled or medified without substantial
loss to the owner or operator, to undertake a program of

construction of the source to be ccmpleted in a reascnable

time,

AT&0L
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"Construction” means any physical change {including fabricaticn,
erection, installation, demolition, or medification of an
emissions unit) or change in the method of operation of a source

which would result in a change in actual emissions.

"Dispersion Technique" means any air contaminant control
procedure which deperds upon varving emissions with atmosgheric
conditicns including but not limited to supplementary or
intermittent control systems and excessive use of enhanced plume .

rise,

"Emission Reduction Credit Banking" means to presently reserve,
subject to requirements of these provisions, emission reductions
for use by the reserver or assignee for future compliance with

air pollution reduction requirements.

"Emissicns Unit" means any part of a stationary source (including

specific process equipment) which emits or would have the

- potential to emit any pollutant subject to regulation under the

Clean air Ackt.

"Pugitive emissions" means emissicns of any air contaminant which

escape to the atmosphere fram any point or area that is not

“identifiable as a stack, vent, duct, or equivalent opening.




New Source Review Regulation

Page

6

].,J...

AI6QL

1z,

"Good Engineering Practice Stack Height”" means that stack height
necessary to insure that'emissioﬁs fram the stack do not result
in excessive concentraticns of any air contaminant in the
immediate vicinity of the source as a result of atmospheric
downwash, eddies, and wakes which may be craated by the scurce
structure, nearby structures, or nearby terrain obstacles and

shall not exceed the following:

a. 30 meters, for plumes not influenced by structures or

terrain;

o, =H+1.5L , for plumes influenced by structuras;
e

Where Hg = good engineering practice stack height,

o i]
"

height of structure or nearby structure,

[
[}}

lesser dimension (height or width) of the

structure or nearby structure,

o Such height as an owner or operator demonstrates, after
notice and opportunity for public hearing, is necessary

to avoid plume dowrwash.

"Growth Increment" means an allccation of some part of an
airshed's capacity to accamodate future new major sources and

major medifications of sources,
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13.

14,

 "Iowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER)" means that rate of

emissions which reflects a) the mest stringent emission
limitatioﬁ wnich is contairned in the implementation plan of any
State for such class cor catsgory 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 in practice by such class or
category of source, whichever is more stringent. In no event,
shall the application of this term permit a proposed new or
modified source to emit any alr contaminant in excess of the
amount allowable under applicable new source performance

standards or standards for hazardous air pollutants,

"™Major Modification" means any physical change or change of
operation of a source that would result in a net significant
emission rate increase (as defined in definition 22) for any
pollutant subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act. This
criteria also applies tc any pollutants not previously emitted by
the source. Calculations of net emission increases must take
into account all accumulated increases and decreases in actual
emissions occurring at the source since January 1, 1978, or since
the time of the last construction approval issued for the source
pursuant to the New Source Review Regulations for that pollutant,
whichever time is more recent., If accumulation of emissicn

increases results in a net significant emission rate increase,
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1s.

16,

17,

18.

13,

the medifications causing such increases become subiject o the
New Source Review requirements including the retrofit of required

ceontrols.,

"Major source" means a stationary scurce which emits, or has
the potential to emit, any pollutant reqgulated under the Clean
Alr Act at a Significant Emission Rate {(as defined in definiticn

22} .

"Monattainment Area" means a gecgraphical area of the State
which exceeds any State or Federal primary or secondary ambient
air quality standard as designated by the Environmental Quality

Commissiocn.

"Offset" means an equivalent or greater emission reduction which
is required prior to allowing an emission increase fram a new

major source or major modification of a source.

"Plant Site Emission Limit" means the total mass emissions per
unit time of an individual air pollutant specified in a permit

for a source.

"Potential to Fmit" means the maximum capacity of a source to
emit a pollutant under its physical and operaticnal design.
Any physical or operational limitation on the capacity of the

source to emit a pollutant, including air pollution control
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20.

21,

equipment and restrictions on hours of operation or on the type
or amount of material combusted, stored, or processed, shall

Le treated as part of its design if the limitation or the effect
it would have on emissions is enforceable. Secondary emissions

do not count in determining the potential to emit of a source.

"Resource Recovery Facility" means any facility at which
municipal solid waste is prccessed for the purpose of extracting,
converting to energy, or otherwise separating and preparing
municipal solid waste for reuse, Energy conversion facilities
must utilize municipal solid waste to provide 50% or more of

the heat input to be considered a resource recovery facility.

"Secondary Emissions” means emissions from new or existing
sources which occur as a result of the construction and/or
operation of a source or modification, but do not come fram the
source itself. Secondary emissions must be spécific, well

defined, quantifiable, and impact the same general area as the

| source associated with the secondary emissions. Secondary

emigsions may include, but are not limited to:
a. Emissions from ships and trains coming to or from a facility,
b. Emissions fram off-site support facilities which would be

constructed or would otherwise increase emissions as a result

of the constructicn of a source or modification.
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22. U"Significant emission rate" means emission rates equal to or

greater than the following for air rollutants regulated under

the Clean Air Act,

Table 1: Significant Emission Rates for Pollutants Regulated
under the Clean Air Act

Pollutant
Carbon Monoxide

Nitrogen Oxides

Particulate Matter*

Sulfur Dioxide

Volatile Crganic Compounds*

Lead

Mercury

Beryllium
Asbestos

Vinyl Chloride
Fluorides

Sulfuric Acid Mist

Hydrogen Sulfide

Total reduced sulfur (including

hydrogen sulfide)

Significant Emission Rate

100 tons/year
40 tons/vear
25 tons/year
40 tons/year
40 tons/year
0.6 ton/year
0.1 ton/year
0.0004 ton/year
0.007 ton/year

1 ton/year
3 tons/year
7 tons/yea:
10 tons/year

10 tens/year

Reduced sulfur compounds (including 10 tons/year

hydregen sulfide)

* For the nonattairment portions of the Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Area, the Significant Fmission Rates for particulate
matter and volatile organic compounds are defined in Table 2.

21601 *
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For polliutants not listed above, the Department shall determine

the rate that constitutes a significant emission rate.

Any emissions increase less than these rates associated with a new
source or medification which would construct within 10 kilcmeters
of a Class I area, and would have an impact on such area equal to
or greater than 1 ug/m3 (24 hour average) shall be deemed tc be
emitting at a significant emission rate.
Table 2: Significant Emission rates for the Nonattaimment
Portions of the Medford-Ashland Air Quality

Maintenance Area.

Emis=gion Rate
Annual ' Day Hour

Air Contaminant Xilograms (tons) Kilograms (ibs) Kilograms (lbs]

Particulate Matter 4,500 (5.0} 23 (50.0) 4.6 (10.0)
{TSP)

Velatile Crganic 18,100  (20.0) 91 © (200) - -

Compound  (VCC)

23. "Significant Air Quality Impact" means an ambient air quality
impact which is equal to or greater than:

Pollutant Averaging Time

Pollutant Annual 24-hour 8-hour 3-hour 1-hour
'ely) 1.0 ug/m3 5 ug/m3 25 ug/m3
TSP 0.2 ug/m3 1.0 ug/m3
NO2 1.0 ug/m3
co , O.SVmg/m3 2 mg/m>

For sources of volatile organic compounds (VOC), a major scurce
or major modification will be deemed to have a significant impact
if it is located within 30 kilameters of an ozone nonattairment
area and is capable of impécting the nonattainment area.

AIGOL
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24,

“Socurce” meané any building, structure, facility, installaticn or
combination thereof which emits or is capable of emitting air
Eontaminants to the atmosphere and is located on one or more
contiguous or adjacent properties and is owned or operated by the

same person or by persons under commen control,

340-20-230 Procedural Requirements

AI6QL

Information Reguired

The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major
modification shall submit all information necessary to perform
any analysis or make any determination required under these

rules., Such information shall include, but not be limited to:

a. A description of the nature, location, design capacity, and
typical operating schedule of the source or modification,
including specifications and drawings showing its design and

plant layout;

b, An estimate of the amount and type of each air contaminant
emitted by the source in terms of hourly, daily, seasconal,

and yearly rates, showing the calculation procedure;

c. A detailed schedule for construction of the source or

modification;
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d. A detailed descripticn of the system of continucus emission
reduction which is planned for the source or medification,
and any other information necessary to determine that best
available control technology or lowest achievable emission

rate technology, whichever is applicable, wolld he applied;

e. To the extent required by these rules, an analysis of the
air quality impact of the source or medification, including
meteorological and topographical data, specific details of
models used, and other information necessary to estimate air

quality impacts; and

£. To the extent recquired by these rules, aﬁ analysis of the
air quality impacts, and the nature and extent of all
commercial, residential, industrial, and other growth which
has occurred since January 1, 1978, in the area the source

or modification would affect.
Other Obligations

Any owner or cperator who constructs or 6perates a source or
modification not in accordange with the application submitted
Fursuant to these Rules or with the terms of any approval to
construct, or any owner or operator of a source or nndification

subject to this section whe commences construction after the
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effective date of these regulations without applying for and
receiving an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, shall be subkject

to appropriate enforcement action,

Arproval to construct shall beccme invalid if construction is not
commenced within 18 months after receipt of such approval, if
construction is discontinued for a pericd of 18 meonths or more,
or if constructicn is not completed within 18 months of the
scheduled time. The Cepartment may extend the 18-month pericd
upon satisfactory showing that an extension is justified. This
provision does not apply to the time period between construction
of the approved phases of a phased construction project:; each
phase must commence censtruction within 18 months of the

projected and approved commencement date.

Approval to construct shall not relieve any cwner or operator of
the responsibility to comply fully with applicable provisions of
the State Implementation Plan and any other requirements under

local, State, or Federal law.
3, Public Participation

a. Within 30 days after receipt of an application to construct,
or any addition to such application, the Department shall

advise the applicant of any deficiency in the application

AI60L
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or in the infcrmation submitted. The date of the receipt
of a complete application shall be, for the purpcse of this
section, the date on which the Department received all

required information.

Notwithstanding the requirements of QAR 340-14-020, but

as expeditiously as possible and at least within six months
after receipt of a complete application, the Department
shall make a final determinaticon on the application. . This
involves performing the following actions in a timely

manner.

A. Make a preliminary determination whether construction

should ke approved, approved with conditions, or

disapproved,

B. Make available for a 30 day pericd in at least one
location a copy of the permit application, a copy of
the preliminary determination, and a copy or sumary
of other materials, if any, considered in making the

preliminary determination.

C. Notify the public, by advertisement in a newspaper
of general circulation in the area in which the
proposed source or modification would be constructed,

of the application, the preliminary determination,
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the extent of increment consumption that is expected
fran the source or modification, and the opportunity

for a public hearing and for written public comment,

Serd a copy of the notice of opportunity for public
comment to the applicant and to officials and agencies
having cognizance over the location where the proposed
constructicn would cccur as follows: The chief
executives of the city and cbunty where the source

or modification would be located, any comprehensive
regional land use plamning agency, any State, Federal
Lend Manager, cor Indian Governing Body whose lands

may be affected by emissions froem thé source Qr

modification, and the Environmental Protection Agency.

Upen determination that significant interest exists,
provide opportunity for a public.hearing for interested
persons to appear and submit written or oral comments
on the air quality impact of the source or
modification, alternatives to the source or
modification, the control technolegy required, and
other appropriate ;onsiderations. For energy
facilities, the hearing may be consolidated with the
hearing requirements for site certification contained

in OAR 345, Division 15.
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(onsider all written comments submitted within a time
specified in the notice of public comment and all
comments received at any public hearing(s) in making

a final decisicn on the approvability of the
application, No later than 10 working days after the
clcse of the public comment pericd, the applicant may
submit a written response to any comments submitted by
the public, The Department shall consider the
applicant’s response in making a final decision. The
Department shall make all ccrments available for public
inspection in the same locations where the Department
made available préconstruction information relating to

the propcsed source or modification.

Make a final determination whether construction should
be approved, approved with conditions, or disapproved

pursuant to this section.

Notify the applicant in writing of the final
determination and make such notification available
for public inspection at the same location where the
Department made available preconstruction information
and public comments relating to the source or

modification.
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340-20-235 Review of New Sources and Mccdifications for Compliance With

Regulations

The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major medification
must demonstrate the ability of the proposed scurce or medification

o comply with all applicable requirements of the Department of
Environmental Quality, including New Source Performance Standards

and Naticnal Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, and

shall obtain an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit.

340-20-240 Requirements for Sources in Nonattairment Areas

New major sources and major modifications which are located in
designated nonattainment areas shall meet the requirements listed

below.

1. Iowest Achievabie Emission Rate
The cwner or operator of the proposed major source or major
modification must demonstrate that the scurce or modification
will comply with the lowest achievable emission rate (LAER)(.]

for each nonattaimment pollutant. In the case of a major

modification, the requirement for [AER shall apply only to each

new or medified emission unit which increases emissions., For

AIB(L
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phased construction projects, the determination of LAER shall be
reviewed at the latest reasonable time prior to commencement of

construction cf each independent phase,

Source Compliance

The owner or operator of the proposed major source or major
modification must demonstrate that all major sources owned or
operated by such person (or by an entity controlling, controlled
by, or under ccmmeon control with such person) in the State are
in compliance or on a schedule for compliance, with all
zpplicable emigsion limitations and standards under the Clean

Alr Act.

Growth Increment or Qffsets

The owner or cperator of the proposed major source or major
modification must demonstrate that the source or modification
will comply with any establishea emissions growth increment for
the particular area in which the source is located or must
provide emission reductions ("offsets™) as specified by these
rules. A combination of growth increment ailocation and egission
reductions may be used to demonstrate compliance with this
section. Those emission inc;eases for which offsets can be found
through the best efforts of the applicant shall not be eligible

for a growth increment allocation.
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4,

Net air Quality Benefit

For cases in which emissicn reductions or offsets are required,
the applicant must demonstrate that a net air quality benefit
will be achieved in the affected area as described in

OAR 340-20-260 (Requirements for Net Air Quality Benefit) and
that the reductions are consistent with reascnable further

progress toward attaimment of the air quality standards.

Alternative aAnalysis
An alternative analysis must be conducted for new major sources
or major medifications of sources amitting volatile organic

compounds or carbon monoxide locating in nonattaimment areas.

This analysis must include an-evaluation of alternative sites,
sizes, prcduction processes, and environmental control technicues
for such proposed source or modification which demonstrates that
benefits of the proposed source or modification significantly
cutweich the envirommental and social costs imposed as a result

of its location, construction or modification.

Special Exemption for the Salem Ozone Nonattainment Area
Proposad major sources and major modifications of sources of

volatile organic compounds which are located in the Salem Ozone
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nonattaiment area shall comply with the requirements of Sections
1 and 2 of OAR 340-20-240 but are exempt frcm all other sections

of this rule,

7. Growth Increments

a., Medford-ashland Ozone Nenattairment Area

The ozone contrel strateqgy for the Medford-ashland
ncnattaimment area establishes a growth increment for new
majcr sources or major'mcdificatiOns which will emit velatile
organic compounds., The cumulative volatile organic compound

growth increment may be allocated as follows:

cumnulative
volatile organic compound

year growth increment

1980 to 1982 185 tons of VOC
1983 388
1984 591
1985 794
1986 997
1587 1200

Mo single owner or operator shall receive an allecation of more than
50% of any remaining growth increment in any one year. The growth
increment shall be allocated on a first come-first served basis

depending on the date of submittal of a complete permit applicaticn.
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340-20-245 Requirements for Sources in Attairment or Unclassified

Areas (Prevention of Significant Detericration)

New Major Sources or Major Mcedifications locating in areas designated

attainment or unclassifiable shall meet the following reguirements:

Best Available Control Technoclogy

The cowner or operator of the proposed major source or major
modification shall apply best available control technoloqgy (BACT)
for each pollutant which is emitted at & significant emission
rate (OAR 340-20-225 definition 22). In the case of a major
modification, the requirement for BACT shall apply only to each
new or mcdified emission unit which increases emissions. For
phased constriction projects, the determination of BACT shall

be reviewed at the latest reascnable time prior to commencement

of construction of each independent phase.

Alr Quality Analysis

Thérowner or operator ©of the propesed major source or major
modification shall demonstrate that the potential to emit any
pollutant at a significant emission rate (OAR 340-20-225
definition 22), in conjunction with all other applicable
emissions increases and decréases, (including secondary

emissions), would not cause or contribute to air quality levels

in excess of:
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d. Any State or National ambient zir quality standard, or

B. Any applicable increment established by the Praventicn of
Significant Deterioration requirements {(OAR 340-31-119),

or

C. An impact on a designated ncnattaimment area gresater than
the significant air quality impact levels (OAR 340-20-225

definition 23),

Sources or modifications with the potential to emit at rates
greater than the significant emission rate but less than 100
tons/year, and are greater than 50 kilcmeters.frqn a
nonattainment area are not required to assess their impact on

the nonattairment area.

If the owner cr operator of a proposed major scurce or major
modification wishes to provide emission offsets such that a net
air quality benefit as defined in CAR 340-20-260 is provided,

the Department may consider the requirements of OAR 340-20--245(2)

to have been met,

Exempticon for Sources Not Significantly Impacting Designated

Nonattaimment Areas.
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A proposed major scource i1s exempt from CAR 340-20-220 to 275

if:

a, The proposed source does not have a significant air quality

impact cn a designated nonattaimment area, and

b, The potential smissions of the source are less than 100
tons/vear for sources in the categories listed in Table
3 or less than 250 tons/year for scurces not in the

categories listed in Table 3.

Major modifications are not exemptad under this section.
Owners or operators of proposed sources which are exempted by
this provision should refer to OAR 340-20-020 to 032 and OAR

340-20-140 to 185 for possible applicable requirements.

Table 3: Source Categories

1. 7Fossil fuel-fired steam electric plants of more than
250 million BTU/hour heat input

2, Coal cleaning plants (with thermal dryers)
3. Kraft pulp mills

4, Portland cement plants

5. Primary 2inc Smelters

6. Iron and Steel Mill Plants

7. Primary aluminum ore reduction plants
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i0.
1l.
12.
i3.
14,
1s.

16.
17.
18.
1s.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24,

25.

26,

217,
28,

Primary copper smeltars

Mmicipal Incinerators capable of charging more than
25C tons of refuse per day

Hydroflucric acid plants

Sulfuric acid plants

Nitric acid plants

Petroleum Refineries

Lime plants

Phosphate rock processing plants

Coke oven batteries

Suifur recovery plants

Carbon black plants (furnace process)

Primary lead smelters

FUel.conversion plants

Sintering plants

Secondary metal producticn plants

Chemical process plants

Tossil fuel fired boilers (or combinations theraof)
Eg;ziinq more than 250 million BTU per hour heat

Petroleum storage and transfer units with a total
storage capacity exceeding 300,000 barrels

Taconite ore precessing plants
Glass fiber. processing plants

Charcoal prcduction plants




New Source Review Regulaticon
Page 26

4, Alr Quality Models

All estimates of ambient‘concentraticns required under these
Rules shall be based on the applicakle air gquality mcdels, data
bases, and other requirements specified in the "Guideline on
Alr Quality Mcdels" (QAQPS 1.2-080, U.S. Envirommental Protection
Agency, COffice of Alr Quality Planning and Standards, Research
Triangle Park, N.C. 27711, April 1%78). Where an air quality
impact mcdel specified in the "Guidelineé con Air Quality Models™
is inappropriate, the mcdel may be medified or another medel
substituted. - Such a change must be subject to notice and
opportunity for public comment and must receive approval of the
Camnission and the Environmental Protection Agency. Methods

- like those outlined in the "Workbcok for the Comparison of Alr
Quality Models" (U.S. Environmental Protecticn Agehcy, Qffice
of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Research Triangle Park,
N.C. 27711, May, 1978) shouid be used to determine the

comparability of air quality models.

5. Air Quality Monitoring
a. The owner or operater of a proposed major source or major
medification shall submit with the application, subject to
approval of the Department, an analysis of ambient air
quality in the area of the proposed project. This analysis
shall be conducted for each pollutant potentially emitted

at a significant emission rate by the proposed source or

AI60L
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modification. As necessary to establish ambient air quality
levels, the analysis shall include continuous air quality
monitoring data for any pollutant potentially emitted by
the source or mcdification except for normethane
hydrocartons., Such data shall relate to, and shall have
been gathered over the year preceding receipt of the
complete application, unless the owner or operator
demonstrates that such data gathered over a portion or
portions of that year or another representative year would
be adequate ﬁo determine that the source or modification
would not cause or contribute to a violation of an ambient

air quality standard or any applicable increment,

Alr quality monitering which is conducted pursuant to this
requirement shall be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR
58 Appendix B, "Quality Assurance Requirements for
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Alr
Monitoring™ and with other methods on file with the

Department.

The Department may exempt a proposed major source or major
mcdification fram monitoring for a specific pollutant if
the owner or operator demonstrates that the air quality
impact fram the emissions increase would be less than thé

amounts listed below or that the concentrations of the
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pollutant in the area that the source or modification would

impact are less than these amounts.

Carkbon moncxide - 575 ugﬁn3, 8 hour average

Nitrogen dioxide -~ 14 ugﬂn3, amnmual average

Total suspended particulates - 10 ug/m3, 24 hour average
Sulfur dioxide - 13 ug/m3, 24 hour average

Qzene - Any net increase of 100 tons/year or more of
volatile organic compounds fram a source or medification
subject to PSD is required to perform an ambient impact
analysis, including the gathering of ambient air quality
data,

Iead - 0.1 ug/m3, 24 hour average

Mercury - G.25 ug/m3, 24 hour average

Beryllium - 0.0005 ug/m>, 24 hour average

Fluorides - 0.25 ugﬂn3, 24 héur average

Vinyl chloride - 15 ugﬂn3, 24 hour average

Total reduced sulfur - 10 ug/m?’, 1 hour average
Hydrogen sulfide - 0.04 ug/m3, 1 hour average

Reduced sulfur compounds - 10 ug/m3, 1 hour average

b. The owner or operator of a proposed major source or major
modification shall, after construction has been campleted,
conduct such ambient air quality monitoring as the

Department may require as a permit condition to establish

AIS0L
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the effect which emissions of a pollutant (other than
nomiethane hydrocarkons) may have, or is having, on air

quality in any aresa which such emissicns would affect.

Additional Impact Analysis

The owner or operator of a propesed major source or major
modification shall provide an analysis of the impairment
to visibility, soils and vegetation that would occur as

a result of the source or medification and general
commercial, residential, industrial and other growth
associated with the source or modification. The owner or
operator may be exempted from providing an analysis of the
impact on vegetation having no significant commercial or

recreational wvalue.

The owner or operator shall provide an analysis of the air
quality concentration projected for the area as a result
of general commercial, residential, industrial and other

growth associated with the major source or modification.

Sources Impacting Class I Areas
Where a proposed major source or major modification impacts or
may impact a Class I area, the Department shall provide notice

to the Envirormental Protection Agency and to the appropriate
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Federal Land Manager of the feceipt of such permit application
and of any preliminary and final actions taken with regard to
such application, The Federal Land Manager shall ke provided
an opportunity in accordance with CAR 340-20-23C Section 3 to
present a demonstration that the emissicns from the prooosed
source or modificaticn would have an adverse impact on the air
Qquality related values (including visibility) of any Federal
mandatory Class I lands, notwithstanding that the change in air
quality resulting from emissicns from such source or modification
would not.cause or contribute to concentraticons which would
exceed the maximun allowable increment for a Class I area. If
the Department concurs with such demonstration the permit shall

rot be issued.

340-20-250 Exempticns

AI601

Fesource recovery facilities burning municipa; refuse and sources
subject to federally mandated fuel switches may be exempted DY
the Department from reguirements CAR 340-20-240 Sections 3 and

4 provided that:

a. No growth increment is available for allocation to such

source or modification, and
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b, The owner or operator of such source or modification
demonstrates that every effort was made to obtain sufficient

offsets and that every available offset was secured.

(Such an exemption may result in a need to revise the State

Implementation Plan to require additional control of existing

sources. )

Temporary emission sources, which would be in operation at a

site for less than two years, such as pilot plants and portable
facilities, and emissions resulting f£rom the construction phase
of a new source or modification must comply with OAR 340-20-
2404{1) and (2) or CAR 340-20-245(1), whichever is applicable, hut
are exempt fram the remaining requirements of OAR 340-20-240 and
CAR 340-20-245 provided that the source or medification would
impact nc Class I area or no area where an applicable increment

is known to be violated.

Proposed increases in hours of operation cor production rates
which would cause emission increases above the levels allowed
in an Air Contaminant Discharge Permit and would not involve
a physical change in the source may be exempted fram the
requirement of CAR 340-20-245(1) (Best Available Control
Technology) provided that the increases cause né exceedances
of an increment or standard and that the net impact on a

nonattainment area is less than the significant air quality
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impact levels. This exemption shall not be allowed for new

sources or modifications that received permits to construct after

%
January 1, 1978.

4. Also refer to (AR 340-20-245(3) for exemptions pertaining to

sources smaller than the Federal Size—cutoff Criteria.

340-20-255 Baseline for Determining Credit for Offsets

The baseline for determining credit for emission offsets shall be

the Plant Site Emission Limit established pursuant to CAR 340-20-300
to 320 or, in the absence of a Plant Site Emission Limit, the

actual emissicon rate for the source providing the offseté. Sources
in violation of air quality emission limitations may not supply
offsets from those emissions which are or were in excess of permitted
emission rates, Offsets, including offsets from mobile-and area
source categories, must be guantifiable and enforceable before the
Alr Contaminant Discharge Permit is issued and must be demonstrated
to reméin in effect throughout the life of the proposed source or

modification.

Offsets may not be provided from the amount of emission reduction
required by an air quality regulation or air quality attainment
strategy that has been reserved by the Environmental Quality

Commission (OAR 340-20-280).

AT601
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Requirements for Net Air Quality Benefit

Demonstrations of net air quality benefit must include the following.

A demonstration must be provided showing that the proposed
offsets will improve air quality in the same geographical area

affected by the new source or medification. This demonstration

may require that air quality modeling be conducted according to

the procedures specified in the "Guideline on Air Quality

Models". Offsets for volatile organic compounds or nitrogen

oxides shall be within the same general air basin as the proposed
source. QOffsets for total suspended particuléte, sulfur dioxide,
carbon monoxide and other pollutants shall be withiq the aréa of

significant air quality impact.

For new sources or modifications locating within a designated
nonattainment area, the emission offsets must provide reductions
which are equivalent or greater than the proposed increases.

The offsets must be appropriate in temms of short term, seasconal,
and yearly time periods to mitigate the impacts of the proposed
emissions. For new sources or medifications locating cutside

of a designated nonattajimment area which have a significant air
quality impact (CAR 340-20-225 definition 23} on the

nonattairment area, the emission offsets must be sufficient to
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reduce impacts to levels below the significant air quality impact
lavel within the nonattainment area. Proposed major sources

or major modifications which emit volatile organic compounds

and are located in or within 30 kilcmeters of an czone
nonattainment area shall provide reductions which are equivalent
or greater than the proposed emissicon increases unless the
applicant demenstrates that the proposed emissions will not

impact the nonattairment area.

The emission reductions must be of the same type of pollutant

as the emissicns fran the new source or modification., Sources

of respirable particulate {less than three microns) must be
offset with particulate in the same size range. In areas where
émnospheric reacticns contribute to pollutant levels, offsets may
te provided from precursor pollutants if a net air quality

benefit can be shown.

The emission reductions must be contemporaneous, that is, the
reductions must take effect prior to the time of startup but not
more than one year pricr to the sutmittal of a complete permit
application for the new source or modification. This time
limitation may be extended as provided for in OAR 340-20-265
(Emission Reduction Credit Bahking). In the case of replacement
facilities, the Depariment may allow simultaneous operation of

the 0ld and new facilities during the startup pericd of the new
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facility provided that net emissions are not increased during

that time period.

0-265 mmission Reductien Credit Banking

The owner or operator of a source of air polluticn who w1shi? ko
{;( é" //ﬂ;_‘..

reduce emissions by implementing more strlngent contrd%s than requlred

Wi o dpad Gaiigedh

by a permit or by an appllcat&e regulatlon may tank such em1551oniﬁ

S eaasgit pedn il Dk er'“H@; ek

reducticns, “p Cltles countles or other local jUIlSdlCLlOnS may

participate in the emissions bank in the same manner as a private
firm, Bmission reduction credit banking shall be subject to the

following conditions:

1. To be eligible for banking, emission reduction credits must be
in terms of actual emission decreases resulting fram permanent
continucus control of existing sources. The baseline for
determining emission reduction credits shall be the actual
emissions of the source or the Plant Site Bmission Limit

established pursuant to OAR 340-20-300 to 320.

2. Emission reductions may be banked for a specified pericd not to
exceed ten years unless extended by the Commission, after which
time such reducticns will revert to the Department for use in

attaimment and maintenance of air quality standards or to be
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allccated as a growth margin,

Emission reductions which are required pursuant to an adopted
rule or those that are reserved for control strategies pursuant

to CAR 340-20-280 shall not be banked.

Permanent source shutdowns or curtailments other than those used
within one year for contemporanecus offsets as provided in GAR
340-20-260(4) are not eligible for banking by the owner or
operator but will be banked by the Department for use in attaining
and maintaining standards., The Department may allocate these

emission reductions as a growth increment. The oné year

limitation for contemporaneous offsets shall not be applicable to

those shutdowns or curtailments which are to be used as internal

cffsets within a plant as part of a specific plan. Such a plan

for use of internal offsets shall be submitted to the Department

ané receive written approval within one year of the permanent

shutdown or curtailment. A permanent source shutdown cr

Cutailment shall be considered to have occurred when a permit is

modified, revoked or expiraes without renewal pursuant to the

]
Criteria established in GAR 340-14-005 through 0S0.

The amount of banked emission reduction credits shall be
discounted without compensation to the holder for a particular

source category when new regulations requiring emission reductions
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are adopted by the Commission. The amount of discounting of
tanked emission reduction credits shall be calculated on the same
basis as the reducticns required for existing sources which are
subject to the new regulation. Banked emission reducticn credits

shall be subject to the same :ﬁles, procedures, and limitations

as permitted emissions.

o , *
6. The Commission may declare a moratorium not to exceed two vears on

withdrawals of emission reduction credits from the bank [The

amount of banked emission reduction credits may be uniformly
discounted by action of the Commission] if it is established that
reasonable further ﬁrogress toward attainment of air quality
standards is not being achieved and no other coﬁtrol strategy is

available. The time period involved in such a moritorium shall

not count against the ten vear banking period specified in QAR 340~

e
20265(2) .,

7. Emission reductions must be in the amount of ten tons per year or

more to be creditable for banking except as follows: a) In the

Medford-Ashland AOMA emission reductions must be at least in the
amount specified in Table 2 of OAR 340-20-225(22), b) In Lane

County, the Lane Regional Air Pollution Authority may adopt lower

levels.*

8. Requests for emission reduction credit banking must be submitted

A160L
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to the Department and must contain the following documentation:
a. A detailed descripticn of the processes controlled,

b. Emission calculaticns showing the types and amounts of

actual emissions reduced,
<. The date or dates of such reductions,

d. Identification of the probable uses to which the banked

reducticns are to be applied,

e, Procedure by which such emission reducticns can be rendered

permanent and enforceable.

Requests for emission reduction credit banking shall be sutmitted
to the Tepartment prior to or within the year following the
actual emissions reduction. The Department shall approve or

deny requests for emission reduction credit banking and, in the
case of approvals, shall issue a letter to the owner or operator
defining the terms of such banking. The Department shall take
stgps to insure the permanence and enforceability of the banked
.emission reducticons by*incluaing appropriate conditions in Air
Contaminant Discharge Permits and by appropriate revision of

the State Implementation Plan.
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The Department shall provide for the allocation of the banked
emissicn reduction credits in accordance with the uses specifi d
by the holder of the emission reduction credits, When emission
reduction credits are transfered, the Department must be
notified in writing, Any use of emission reduction credits must
te compatible with local comprehensive plans, Statewide planning

goals, and state laws and rules,

340-20-270 Fugitive and Secondary Emissions

Pugitive emissions shall be included in the calculation of emission

rates of all air contaminants. Fugitive emissions-ére subject to
the same control requirements and analyses required for emissions
from identifiable stacks or vents; Secohdary emissions shall not
be included in calculations of potential emissions which are made
o determine if a proposed scurce or modification-is major. Once

a source or modification is identified as being major, secondary

emissions must be added to the primary emissions and became subject

to these rules.

340-20-275 Stack Heights

The degree of emission limitation required for any air contaminant

AI60L
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requlated under these rules shall not be affected in any manner by
so much of the stack height as exceeds good engineering practice or
by any other dispersion technique, This section shall nct apply with
respect to stack heights in existence before Cecember 31, 1970, or

to dispersion techniques implemented tefore that date.

{340-20-280 Reserved Control Strategies

AIGOL

The following categories of volatile organic compound sources are
heraby reserved in the Portland ozone nonattairment area for possible
use in standards attaimment plans and shall not be used for offsets
or emission reduction credit banking until such time as the ozone

SI? is adepted.

1 - Annual Automobile Inspection Maintenance Program

2 - Architectural Coatings

[F8]
1

Gasolire Service Stations, Stage II

e
I

Barge and Vessel loading of gasoline and other light petroleum
products
5 - Paper coating in manufacturing

§ = Petroleum Base (Stoddard) Dry Cleaners]
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Oear 8ill:

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to have worked with your staff
in the development of your new source review, bubble and banking
programs. We fesl that the DEQ has prepared an exceptional and
innovative approach to managing air quaiity. With the correction of
only three problems which are discussed in Enclosure 1, the May 153,
1981 draft regulations can be approved by EPA as revisions to the
QOregon SIP, There are also several areas of your program which we
feel are approvable but for which we will need to deavelop a
demonsiration of equivalency with the nelp of your staff. These are
discussed in Enclosure 2. Finally, many aspects of the DEQ program
have been designed to satisfy EPA requirements which have been or
soon will be proposed for revision. Although final approval of the
DEQ program may have to await final EPA action on these revisions,
we intend to expeditiously approve your program, acting concurrently
with the national changes and if necessary (and possible) proposing
-the national policy change as part of the Oregon approval action,

It is our understanding that the DEG wishes EPA to approve the New
Source Review Requlation (including Emission Reducticn Credit
Banking), the Plant Site Emission Limit Rules (including Alternative
Emission Control) and the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Rules so
that nearly all State actions taken under those programs are
recognized as federally enforceable upan issuance, thereby
eliminating the current requirement for case-by-case SIP revisions,
The only situations under these programs which would continue to
reguire separate SIP submittals would be irue SIP relaxations .
(including variances) and Alternative Emission Controls (bubbles)
for scurces with Plant Site Emission Limitations greater than 100
tons per year for TSP and SOp. All cother situations (netting or
voluntary controls for new scurce review, offsets for nonattainment
permits, banking emission reductions and most bubbles) will no
longer need EPA approval as SIP revisions,
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Qur approval action will therefore be premised on the following:

1. Since £PA will no Tonger be individually approving each-of these
State actions which revise the SIP, we will need to receive
information copies of each acticn in order to have avaiiabie to
EPA and the public the current SIF regquirements for each
source. We understand that the 0EQ will promptly provide us
with ail Air Contaminant Oischarge Permits which are issued or
revised pursuant to the final EPA approved reguiations.

2. Since ZPA will no Tonger be providing a public comment period
through the Federai Register gon these actians, the state must
provide the opportuniiy tor comment. Although the Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit rules do not contain such a
requirement, we understand that the DEQ will continue to follow
its Notice Pelicy {QAR 340-20-130) and provide an opportunity
for comment on each permit.

3. The DEQ program must require as a condition of the PSO permit,
compliance with all applicable SIP, NSPS and NESHAPs
requirements, However, the DEQ ragqulaticn (0AR 340-20-235) only
requires compliance with DEQ regulations and NSPS and NESHAPs
programs for which the state has requested and received
delegation. We understand that the 0EG will retain up-to-date
delegation of all NSPS and NESHAPs and that if proposing to
relax the federally approved SIP (i.e. new [OEQ requirements
would be less stringent than the current SIP} would continue to
require compliance with the current SIP until such time that the
relaxation is approved by EPA,

Again, I wish to compliment you and your staff for combining several
complicated Clean Air Act programs into a unified and workable
pragram, The resolution of those problem areas identified in
Enclosure 1 will allow us to approve the reguiations. Some
additional comments on changes whigh we feel may Strengthen the
reguiations, but are not necessary for our approval, are contained
in Enciosure 3.

If you have any questions or desire any assistance in resclving our
few remaining concerns, please do not hesitate to call me.

Sincerely, -

s -
o R
R

e
‘Donatd P. Qubois
Regionail Administrator



ENCLOSURE 1

The following concerns must be adequately rasclved in order far the
regulations to oe approved:

1.

An important requirement for emission trades within and between
scurces (bubbles and offsets), is that the traded emissions have
the same or reduced impact on ambient air gquality. The DJEQ
rules require such in 340-20-315(3) and 340-20-280 but fail to
include provisions as to now it 1s to be demenstrated. The DEQ
rutes must require appropriate dispersion modeling for TSP and
S0p trades with a sophistication shich is dependent upon the
type and location of the trades invatlved.

Existing sources in nonattainment areas must employ, at a
minimum, Reasonably Available Control Technolegy (RACT) for the
nonattainment poliutants. To be approved, the state bubble
rules (DAR 340-20-320) must require that the basaline emissicns
for bubbling in nenattainment areas be equivalent to RACT on a
plant-wide basis.

New and modified major stationary sourcges may consiruct only if
they either employ Best Available Control Technology (BACT) or
meet tne Laowest Achievable Emissicon Rate (LAER) whichever is
applicable. However, sources may avoid these raquirements by
azccepting valuntary permit limitations on their hours of
operation or production rates or both provided that they will be
required to retrofit BACT or LAER should they ever desire to
relax the original limitatiens con hours of operation or
production rates, The DEQ definition of "major modification® in
QAR 340-20-225(14) requires such retrofit control. However, the
OEQ has in QAR 340-20-250(3) inappropriately exempted these
sources from BACT. The language in 340-20-250(3) must be
changed so that it does not exempt from BACT regquirements those
sources which are proposing increases in hours of ¢peration or
production rates abave lavels which were used to aveid BACT
requiraments in the first place.




ENCLOSURE 2

fertain aspects of the DEQ program appear to be approvable.
However, because the approaches differ substantially from the CAA
and EPA praograms, the equivalency of the DEQ program must be
demonstrated ar if so desired, the regulations could be revised.

1.

The DEQ has chosen to adopt a substantially differsnt approach
to "baseline date," "baseline area" and "baseline concentration®
for the PSO program. While EPA is amenable to differsnt, but
equivalent, approaches it is not clear that certain of the CAA
requirements are adequately cavered by the DEQ program.
Specifically:

d.

Tne CAA defines basaline area as each area designated as
attainment or unclassifiable under Section 107(d)(1}(D) and
{(£) and baseline date as the time of the first PSO
applicatien after August 7, 1977, The DEQ defines the
“baseline area™ as the entire state and the "baseline date"
as January 1, 1978. Having a fixed date for the entire
state rather than a different date for different arsas can
rasult in different effects on available growth

increments. Whereas area and minor saurce growth after
January 1, 1878 will consume ingrement under the DEQ
program, it would be considered part of the baseline unti]
a permit application is received under the CAA program.
Conversely, any improvements in air quality after January
1, 1978 will make more growth increment available under the
DEQ program while such improvements would lower the
baseline under the EPA program. The 0EQ must show that
their program is equivalent or more stringsnt on an overall
state basis.

The CAA in Section 169(4) and EPA regulaticns in 40 CFR
51.24(b)(13) provide specific provisions for major
stationary sources and major modifications which commenced
construction before and after January 6, 1975,
respectively. The allowable emissions from scurces
constructed before January 6, 1975 are to be included in
the baseline if they were not in operation as aof the
baseline date. The actual emissions of sources constructed
after January 6, 1975 are to be counted against the
available increment. It appears that in QAR
340-20-225(2){a} the DEQ may be inappropriately inciuding
in the baseline concentraticn, actual emissions from major
sources or modifications which commenced construction after
January 6, 1975 and which were in operation by January 1,
1978. Also, in 340-20-225(2})(b), the time period for
"actual emission increases®™ is not specified: does it
refer to only the units for which construction commenced
before January 6, 1975 or all future units added to the



plant? CQOoes it refer tc the actual emissions as of initial
start-up aor does it inciude future increases in hours of
operation or production rates? The [EQ must show that
their requlation adequately caovers such sources and
madificaticns with respect to their impact on baseline
concentrations and available increments.

EPA regqulations in 40 CFR 31.18(J)(1){vii) and 51.24(b}(3)
define the term “net emissions incraase,” including how such
netting is done and what emission decreases and increases are to
be considered. The DEQ definition of 'major modification* (0AR
240-20-225(74}) includes the same concept but does not include
any specific provisions ragarding the baseiine for determining
credit for emission decreases. Tne 0EQ must show that
procadures similar to those in QAR 340-20-255 “Baseline far
Detarmining Crecdit for 0ffsets" and 340-20-260(4) will be used
in evaluating "net signiticant emission rate incrsases" for
major modifications,

EPA has defined a "major stationary source’ as all pollutant
emitting activities which belong to the same "Major Group" (i.e.
same two-digit SIC cocde), are located on one or more contiguous
properties, and are under the caontraol of the same person. The
BEQ has chosen not to include the SIC "Major Group" limitation.
The effect of fhis is to include more emission points within the
source, thereby possibly subjecting more new and modified
sources to review. B8y providing a broader base for offsets, it
may also exempt some modifications from review which would have
been covered by EPA regqulations. The 0EQ must show that their
overall program will be equivalent or mare stringent with regard
to the existing and potential source configurations in Cregon.

EPA regulations in 40 CFR 51,24(1}(4){i11) and Appendix §,
Section IV.B., provide certain exemptions for portabie
facilities which are major stationary sources subject to PSSO and
nonattainment area permit requirements. The exempiicns in 0AR
340-20-250(2) for the DEQ new source review regulations are
broader that aliowed by EPA requirements. Tnhe DEQ must show
that the remaining new source review requirements, combined with
applicable requirements of their Air Contaminant Discharge
Parmit Rules, are equivalent to EPA's requirements.

EPA regulations in 40 CFR 51.18{J)(1){vii)(f) and
51.24{b)(3){vit) allew a reasonable shakedown period, not to
exceed 180 days, when both an original unit and replacement unit
can cperate simultaneously., The JEQ rule in QAR 34C-20-280(4)
provides no time limit on the shakedown pericd. The DEQ must
show that their restriction on no net emissions increase during
the shakedown pericd is equivalent or more stringent than the

- EPA requirement.




ENCLOSURE 3

%he following additional comments and suggestions are provided for

your information and consideration.

1.

The definitions of "significant emission rate" (CAR
340-20-225(22)) and "significget air quality impact® (0AR
340-20-225(23)) should indicate that the raguiated pollutant is
ozone but that "volatile crganic compound" emissions are used as
4 measurement of significance.

The public participation requirements {QAR 340-20-230(3)(b){(8)}
should be revised to indicate that the information will be
available in the region where the scurce would be consiructed or
at least at the nearest DEQ offica.

The first paragraph of the PSSO program {QAR 340-20-245) should
be expanded to better clarify poilutant agplicability. Ffor
exampie, PSO applies to a major stationary source or major
modification for each pollutant emitted in significant amounts
for which the area is designated attainment or unclassifiable,
Also, it is not clear whether both PSD and Part D permit
requirements apply for the nonattainment poilutant in a
nonattainment area if the source is subject to PSD for another
pollutant.

The provision which allows fhe DEQ to accept less than cne year
of pre-application ambient meonitoring {0AR 340-20-245(3){a))
should be revised to specify that it shall be for no less than
four (4) months.

The provisicns for sources impacting Class I areas {04AR
340-20-245{7)) should be revised to indicate that the DEQ will
forward to EPA a copy of the permit application and subsequent
notice of each action taken with regard to such applicatiaon.

The provision allowing precursor offsats (340-20-26G(3)) should
be expanded and clarified as to which pollutants are covered and
what will be required for the technical demonstration of net air

- quality benefit in the area impacted by the proposed new source

ar modification.

The DEQ has twe different definitions of the term “source": in
QAR 340-20-225(24) for the purpcses of the New Source Review
Regulation and in Table A, QAR 340-20-155 for the purposes of
the Air Contaminant Oischarge Permit (ACOP} program. [t is not
clear which definition of the term source is to be used in the
Plant Site Emission Limit (PSEL) Rules. [t appears that the DEQ
intends to use the broader definition in CAR 340-20-225(24) even
though the PSEL is incorperated into the ACCP.

A1l banked emission credits must be treated as thcugh they are
still being emitted when conducting the air gquality reviews for



12,

[

12.

13.

14.

15,

new or modified sources. The DEQ reguiations should include
such a pravisian.

The banking rule requires that sources notify the DEQ when
emission reduction ¢redits are transferred but does not reguire
prior 0EQ approval of each transfer (0AR 340-20-265(10)). The
regulation should be clarified to indicats that the use of
emission reduction credits involving netting, bubbies or offset
will reguire specific DEQ approval.

The banking rule does not include any discussion with regard to
the use of banked emission reduction credits, It should be
clear that transactions for bubbles or ¢ffsets wiill be evaluated
in terms of their ambient impact, not just on a ten-for-ton
basis. In effect, an emission reduction credit is net only a
guantity of tons, but includes the ambient impact
characteristics of those emissions as well,

The BEQ shoultd keep a formal registry of banking transactiens.
EPA feels that this is the aonly way to keep a good handle on the
use of banked credits as well as providing information to
sources in search of offsets,

The Oregon ambient air quality standard for lead (0AR
340-31-055) is not as stringent as the NAAQS and should be
revised.

The "Restrictions on Area Classification" (0AR 340-31-120(3){a))
are not ceonsistent with the CAA with regard to Class I or II
designation of certain federal lands. A1l national monuments,
primitive areas, preserves, recreational areas, wild and scenic
rivers, wildlife refuges and lakeshores or seashoras which
exceed 10,000 acres in size may only be redesignated Llass I or
11 regardless of whether they were created before or after
August 7, 1977. Although EPA can approve the DEQ pravisieon at
this time since we are unaware of any areas which could be
adversely affected, the pravision shculd be revisad before it
would inappropriately allow Class III designaticn for lands
which the CAA restricts to Ciass [ or II.

The Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Rules (0AR 340-20-140 to
185) de not include any criteria which must be met to receive a
permit (e.g. compliance with applicable emissien limitations,
not cause or cortribute to NAAQS violations, etc.) nor does it
include any administrative procedures for issuing permits. Tne
0EQ should submit the "duly adopted procedures” referenced in
QAR 340-20-170 for inclusien in the SIP.

£PA has not yet promulgated regulations teo implement Section 123
of the CAA. As such, the terms "good engineering practice stack
height”" and "dispersion technique" have net been defined for the
purposes of SIP requirements. EPA, therefore, will noct be
acting {neither approval or disapprovail) on the DEQ's
definitions of those terms in QAR 340-20-225.
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OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 34, DIVISION 20 — DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

st be 2xemptad {rom ragistradon 25 required oy ORS
20 and QAR 34-20-003, 340-20-010. and 340-20-015.
- Sat. Auch.: ORS Ch. 268
Hist: DEQ 47, 1. 3.31.72, &f, 9-15.72; DEQ 63, f 12.20-73. ef.
Bil-74 DEQ 07, f, & ef. {5-76: Repumidred from
JA3-20-053.13: DEQ 10-1979. {. d 2f. 5-39-70 ’
Permit Progrum For Reyionu) Air Polludon Authority

30-20-135 Subject (0 the provisions of (his ruje. the
Con'{mi:'sion autharizes e Regional Authodty © (ssue.
medify, renew. susgend. and revoke air contaminang discnarge
permmits (or 2ur contaminacion sourcss within it jurisdicrion.

1) Each zermut proposed o be issued or modified by the
Rezgionai Authority shall ze submiczd o e Desartment at
feast ey 30) days prior 10 the oropesad issuancs date.

2} A copy of 2ach Dermit issued. modified. ar revakad by
a_j:ze Regional Authority shail oe promptly submigted to the
Lepartment.

Swt. Auath,: ORS Ch.

Hini: DEQ 47 ¢ 323172, =f, 915772 DEDQ 43, . 12-20-73, ef.

I-1-72 DEQ 107, f. & &f. {<=74: Renumpersd from
332040332 :

Speviul Permit Requirements
For Sources Lovating in or
Neme Nonaltizinment Areas

Applicubility in Nona{inment Areas
P

a PSS . P .
Rt T e R T S R A el S R R ) TS 2 W« Yo wt 37 :?
r
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proposed major new or modified carbon monoxide (CQO)
Yolatle Orzanic Compounds (VOC) soursas in acnaitain
areas.

St Auch.: ORS Ch, w53
Hise: DEQ 181975, f. & 2f, 82279

ot

TDefinitions: Rultes 340-20-194) 1o 340-20-192

3S0-I0-191 As used in rules 3=0-20-150 1o
untess othecwise required oy context:

{1} "Alernative Analysis’™ -means an anay
by the proposed sourcz which considers alte
production processes and environmenwal doncrol t2chniques
and which demonstraces rhat benz{its of rhe proposed scurce
significanily outweigh the environmegltal and social cost
imposad as a rasult of the project,

(2¥a) T"LAER" means the”
refiecis:

(A) The most swingent emiSsion limitatica which s
conizined in the implementatiog’ plan of any state for such
¢lass or category of source, unlgds the owner or operator of the
proposed sourcs demonstrategd that such limitations are not
gchiavaele, or not maintainazle for the proposad source: or

(B The most swring#nt emission limitatjon which is
achieved and maintained /n practics by such class or category
or-sodree, whichever is Fore stringent.

(b} In a0 event shail the applicadon of LAER allow a
proposed new or iified source w0 emit any polivtant in
excess of the amoynt allowable under a2pplicable new source
standards of perfogfmanca(OQAR 340-23-533),

{3) "Major Xew or Madified Source' means any station-
ary source wiplich emits or has the potenual to emit one
fundred rons/ber vear or more of CO or YOC and is proposad
for consrudiion after July 1. 1979 The term “modified”
means any single or 2umulative physical change or change in

f ogeration which increases the potential to emit
ts Of any griteria air pollutant one hundred toas per
more ovear previously permitted Hmits.

Ay Nonattainment Arza’ means. for any air poliutant the
*edral area. as shown in Figures 5 through {1, in which such
llutant exceeds any national amblent air qualicy staadard.

$is conduciad

e of emissions which

I1-Div. 20

tive sites, sizes,

L e M 14 { TR I Trry Do Py M T T --.l..u:‘..'- -
amit 3 pollutant absent air poliution conrol equipment whicrt. is
nat intringicaily vial to the production or operation of the
souree, .

i6) '"Reasonakle Further Progress'’™ means aanual
incremenai reductions in emission of the appiicabie alr
gollutant identified in the. SIP which are surficient 1o provida
for atzzinment of the applicable nadcnal amoient air /quality
standard oy e data reguiced in the S1P. ‘

(7Y "SIP” means e Oregon Stz Implementation Plan
submicted (0 and approved most reczacly by the EP4 pursuant
10 the Claar Air At J{

(8} ""Proposad for Consmuciion’” means that e ownaer or
Operator of a major stalonary sourcs or major imuodification
Mas applied for 2 permit from (e Degartment/ after july [,
1579,

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch, 43

Hist: DEQ (6-1979, . & 2f. £&12-79

Requirements — Nonattzinment Aceas

320-20-1927 A construction and operzdng sermil may be
issuad (© a major new or modified source Fgroposing 1o locate in
a4 nonattainment ares only if the {oilowing reguirements ars
meg:

(1) Thers (3 a sufficient emissjon growlh increment
available which is identified in the adopted stats zian or an
emission offse? is providad such ihat the r2asonatie J{urther
orogress commitment in the SIP s il met. The EPA Offse
Ruling of January 18, 1979, (20 CFR/PART 31 Appendix 5) wil
be used as 2 guide in indentifving sgecific offset requirements.

(2) The propesed source [ réauired o comply with the
LAER. Only the ncrements of changs apove the 100 torvyear
potential increase of the modjfied source are raquirsd
comply with LALRR, :

(3) The owner or Operatornas damonsirated that all major
siationary sources owned or/operatad by such perscn in the
State of Orsgon are in compijancs or on a compiiance schedule
with applicable raguirerneatg of the adoptad state plan.

{4} An altemative analvsis 15 made for major new or
modified sources of cagbon monoxide or volalile organic
compounds.

Stat. Auth,; ORS Ch,

Hist: DEQ 161979 /f. & af, 8.22-79

Applicability in Attaigdment Areas

343.20-193 Rules 350-20-153 0 3+0-20-155 shali zpply as
noted 0 proposed /major new or medified sourges located in
atrainment arzas that would have allowable emissions greater
than 30 tonsiyeag' of CO or VOC which may impact a gonal-
rinment area. (iy should e noced that for sourcas smitling less
than 50 fons/vear of an air pollutant that rule 340-20-001 sl
requires appiicAtion of highes: and best practicable reatment
and controi agd rule 340-31-010 provides for deniai of construc-
tion should siich & source prevent or interTare with attainmant
or maintenance of amobient air quality standards.)

Stat. Agth.: ORS Ch. 368

Hise: fDEQ 18-1979, ), & 2f. 3-22.79

Definitighs —= Rules 240-20-193 to 340-20-193

W-20-194 As used in rulas 3«40-20-193 w0 3=0-20-193.
unlesyotherwise raquired by context:

3 Major New or Modified Source’ means any station-
ary fourc2 which has allowable =mission greater than fifty tons
pef vear of CO or VOC and is prooosed {or consirugtion aftar
y 1, 1979, The term “modified” means zany single or
mulaative physical change or change in the method of
perdtion which increase the emissions of any criteria air

{June, 19807

oK,




OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPFTER 34, DIVISION 10 — DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

pollutantr—mere i oy T T YT T IV OT
permutied limits.

12) “Alternative Apalysis™, “LAER™, "Nonatrzinment
Arsa’, “"Rzasonapdte Further Progress’”. and "3(P" have the
same meanings as provided in rule 3=0-20-191.

Seat. Auth,: QRS Cn. w58

Hise: OEQ 141979, . & of. 4-22.79 /

/

Requirements ——/
240-20-195 A consuucuon and ogeradng pertiic may G
issued 10 2 Mmajor new ar modifisd sourse oroposing fo locatz in
an allainment ares only i onz of fhe touowmg rEgUIremens
ars mel /
{1y The ¢missions from N2 Iroposed sourss are Nodeisd
tg have in impact on 2il nonam2inment 2reas agual 1o or (253
than :he sigrufizangs laveis isted ot Taole 2/0f s division:
and or '
{2y The requirements 2f muis 340-20-157 are mter [ the
TssioNs {Tom e cropoused sQurc: ire m:ﬁe'ad o fave an
|rn;:ac' on the noratidinmsant aren meater Ahan tae significancs

levais of Tagle T of s Jivision.

Sat. Auch.: ORS Ch. £33
Hist: DEQ [6-i979, 7. & 2f 422.73

Emission Limitarions on 3 Plant Site Basis

2404204196 The surpose of ruley 330-10-196 1o 340-20-198 (s

10 insure that emissions {rom soupt=s [ocated anywhere in ihe
state are lirnit2d 12 levels sonsistent with State (mplemenration
Plan data basas, coatrgl suaagies, overall airsned 2artying
capacity, and programs o prevent significant dezzrioration.
Suat. Auch.: QRS Ch. 83
Hist: DEQ 151979, & & e £22-79

Lefinitions — Rules 320-204196 10 340-20-198

50-20-197 A3 used fin mles 3-0-20-196 o 340-20-198,
uniess otierwise requirsd oy <oatexe:

_ (1) “Facility” megns an identifiapie pigce of process
quipment. A ;Ourc-/may e comprised of 9n2 ar mors
pcilutanc-em:: ting faciitias.

(2y "*Sourss’” mez2ns any siructure. building, faciity,
eguiprnent, installagon or ogeration. 9r <ombination thersaf.
which is locatad /on one or mere coatiguous ar adjacent
properties and which is owner o operatad by the same rerson,
at by persons under common controi.

Stat. Auth.: ORS Ch. 443

Hist: DEQ 161979, § X =2f 33279

Limitation b4 Permit
-’0}598 For the purposes sat [orth in rule 340-20-196,

the Depagtment may limit by permit condition the amount of
alr contdminants 2mitted from 2 source. ThHis emission
limitation shall ks form of limiting amissions on a mass per
unir tirje basis including an annual kilograms per vaar limit and

sc include 2 monthly and daily Limic.

tat, Aueh.: ORS Ch, 253
ol i, L S, O ¥

Conflicts of Interest

58

330-20-200 The purpose of cules 320-20-200 o 340-20-213 is
o comply with the rzduirsrments of Sectivn 128 of the fedarsi
Clean Air Aci as amendad August. 1977 {Public Law 9399
(hereinaftar called “"Clzan Alr Act"). regarding pubiic intarest
represaniation by a majority of the membars of the Commis.
sion and by the Direcior and disclosurs by them of potential

{June, 1980)

conflic:s of interest,

Stat, Auth.: ORS Ch. -‘8
Hist:  DEQ 13.1974. L 01378
Definitions

3a0.20-20F A5 usad in rules 32D.I0-200 o FS0.20-213,
uniess otherwise r2quirad ov sontaxs:

(1) Disclose™” rm:ﬂns axpiain @ daad n 3 signed woitan
starement pregared at feast annuaily and 2vailabie {¢r subiic
inspestion at the Qffice of the Directar or he Cragon Z:ihics
Cammission.

12) CCommission’
Quaiin Comni:;s;on.

CDirssior” mez2ns e Dirseior of e Cregon Teoucs-
rne:*.c o: :r_wronmcntai Quaiiry.

(@) T Parsoms suSpec: in Oregon 10 I<rmmity O anfuregmens
arcers under he Clean Alr A2t includes any ncivigual.
SEIPOraon. rartmemitig, Or asiociadcnt who toids. s oan
zpgiicant for. Or 1§ JUD(RTT I Y SeTmIL OF WA 3 O may
TeCome SUDjeTI 10 ANy =:*forc...“e:-.: orgar undar iz Claan Alr
Acr. 2xcespt -:.‘“:at it Zoes qot inciuda:

2} Aa individuai wiho i:‘. ar mAav Tecume (uIiETt W0 oan
enforesmant order soisly 9y 2ag0) of Ris 37 A@c Jwnersiis or
aperation of 2 motar vahicte: ar

(o) Any deparunant or zgency of 2 siatz, ocal, or regional
govcn—.mcnc.

(3) "Patential conflicr of intarest’’ inciudas:

fay Any significant zortion of incarme rom persons sublect
in Oregon 10 permiils ar anforeemen: orders undar the Glezn
Alr Azt and

(b} Any intersst or relationship that would preglude :“
individual =aving ‘he in:er:s» ar relationsii s from =¢ing
considered one wiio represants s puu:.: 'nter:

means e Oregon Zaviconmendai

(&) " Rﬁ;rcsenc the pL.P‘lIC intzresz’’ means .32:. Sifer tnan
an insignificant portion of incame, the 11dwn.u.al nas no spedial
interest or re‘.atlor'sm:: nag would sregluds goleguve and Tair

ik
i

considerasion and scuon ov that individuai in the zes¢ iniar
of the g=neral puiiic.

{7) "Significant gorion of income ™ maans |0 zercent or
more of 2ross personal income {or : caleadar vear, ingi udx:‘
retirement benefits, consuliant fees, and stock dividznds.
2xcepe tnat it snall mean 30 persant ar more 3f Zoss personal
income for a calendar vear if the rezipisnt i3 over :D yars of
age and is recsiving such porton pursuant 0 retirsrment
pension, or similar arreng=ment. For purpeses of :hz: iecion,
income derived {rom mueual-fund gavments, or rrcm Qther

“diversified invesutients as o which the recipient - iges Aot

kniow the identity of the primary sources of income, shail e
considerad pact of the cecipient’s gross cersonal ncome Hut
shall not be trea:ed 2s ncome danved Tom ersons subjes: o
permits Or enforcement crders undar the Clean Alr Ag:,

Stat. Auth.; ORS Ch, 458

Hist: DEQ 1519781 & of, (3-13-73

Public Interest Represencation

JH40-20-210 At [2ast a majoriey of the members cr' he
Commission and the Dirsciar shail reprasent the pukhic intersst
and shall not darive any significant gortion of their ':5;}4:'.‘::.'\-::
incomas direcily Irom persons su‘sjec: in Cregon 0 fermuls or
enforcament crders under the Clean Air Act

Saat, Auth.: ORS Ch, =83
Hist: OEQ (51973, § & of [0-13.78
Disclnsure of Potentind Contlicts of lntarsst

24320-215 Each memieer of e Commission and iRe
Diractor shall disciose any soteatiai oafiic: of intarast,

Seat. Auch.: DRI Ch. =3 —

Hise: DEQ 13-{973, & Lef, 10-13-73

12-Div. 29



ORECON ADNMINISTRATIVE RULES

CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 32 — DEPARTENT OF ENVIROMYENTAL QUALITY

DIVISION 32

CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL OF NEW
AIR CONTAMINANT SOURCES IN THE
PORTLAND METROPOLITAN SPECLAL

AIR QUALITY MARNTENANCE AREA

LI T
<riferia {or the Departmernt o (ollow @ reviewing and agpro
ng air contaminan: discharge permit applicadons for aew /ér
expanded afr <onraminagt sourcss, ncluding their oroposed
sit2 locations and general designs, o the Partiagd Megopoiitn
Special Alr Cualicy Mainzzmancs Arsa; 0 assure ot ar
quality standards cas te achicved amd maimtained | without
major disrupdon ©w the ordarly growtl and deveiopment of the
arvn. n

StaL-Aurh.: ORS O, /
Hist: DEQ 34, £, 13075, of, 2-25-75% /‘-"
/s
Desinitions /

3a40-324010 (1) “Alr contaminant’ menns 2 dust, fume,
#2as, mist, odor, smoke, vapor, pollen, soot, carkon. acid, or
particulatz matter or any combmition thersat.

(2) loplemeatation plaa’™ means/the Stawe of Cregon
Clean Afr Act Impiementadon Plan dézcribed o nule :40-20-
047, together with amendments thererd.

. (3} "New or expanded air contdminant sourcs'" means an
air contamination source, 23 deﬁ;:’c‘d in CRS 458,275, whose
consgucuon, installation,  estzblishment, deveiopment.
todificadon, of enjargement isauthorized by the Department
after Ociober 25, 1974,

(4) "“Portland Megogolitan Spgecial Air Qualicy Mante-
napce Area'’ means that pertioa of the Stats of Oregon within
the boundaries designated/fy the Columbia Pegion Associagon
of Governments as the/ 1570 Transporuadon Study Area, g
shawn on Figure | artaghed (generally, the area bounded by the
Columbia River o the nomh: communifies of Trouwdale,
Pleasant Vailey, a;ie?/Gladstonc o the east; Cregen City o the
south: and Hillsbdro 10 the west), Legal definidon of the
mamienancs arends on flie with the Department,

(3) “"Yearly projected averngs conwrollable growth' ' means
213 wnsiyear &f pardeulate emissions and 715 tonsiyear of
sulfur dioxidd from pew or expanded air contaminant poiat
sourczs as [fllows: :

lid wastz incinerators, . -
igwam waste bumners, and )

Power plan:s,

Stat. Auth.; QRS Ch,

Hiet: DEQ M, (. 1-30-75, of, 2-25-75

1 -Div, 32

Spedial Alr Quailty Maintenance Area

240.32-015 The Pordand Meouopelitin Seecial Adr Guals
Maintenance Area [5 Gersiy <stablisfed a3 a sgecial air quoticy
maintenancs area (o wiich tie cules provided in this division
shail appiy.

Stae. Augh; ORS Ch.

He: DEQ R, L 1530475, of. 12977

Criteria

333428 (1) I reviewing aoplicadons for,air conami-
nant discharge permits for aew or sxpanded air’ contminant
sources m e Pordand MeoTpoilican Speciml Al Qualicy
“aimemoncs Ares, e Depurtment shall consider the potendal
sf=c: upon ar quality of mcrmeses in yardcuiace and suifur
dioxide e:missions Jom such asw or axpandad air contaminand
sources and sand 2pprove such permie ’_pp/ﬁmricns only 10 the
axtant thac:

(a) Ambient air quality sandards wdll not Se =xcoedad af
afr sampling stafons and adjacemt afens Derwesn sampiing
stagdons for partculates and sulfur doxide projected oy Uis
Department’s darch, {974, meporf on Designadon of AL
Qualicy Malotenancs Areas to b in compliancs with such
standards, A copy of the Deparmment’s March, 1972, report on
Designadon of Air Qualicy Maingeoancs Areas is on (e in the
Deparumant's Pordand o=,

(t) Increases in sardeuwads and suifur dioxide =missions
will ot axc=ed "wvo vears ,a'f projecied averige conttollabie
growth (equivalent o 430 doos/year of particuiate and (430
tons/year of sulfur dioxidq;/

(¢) Mo single new gr expanded air conmaminan! sourcs
shall emit particuiatas of sulfur dioxide in exc2ss of 25 perzent
of the tatal allowable ¢missions (noted in sugsactons (a) and
(B) above). The ? sropordon may be determined by the
Commissicn.

(2) The part
under subsecdon
smissicn in
emission redu

tz and sulfvr dioxide emussions ailowable
{a), (b}, and (¢) above shail b= basad on net
s after taking info account any offseqing
ions which may occeur within the Portdand

thereof, whi
(a) Ass

240-32.025 MNew or zxpanded alr contaminant sources
jected to emit less than ten (10) tons per year of particulate
£ : e - -I—y $ [l .

Stat. Auch.: ORS Ca.
Hst: DEQ &4, £, 1-30-75, «f, 2-25-75

(1C-1-79}
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CREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DTVISION 30 — DEPARTVENT OF ENVIRONVENTAL QUALTTY

and 34021020 which concern particulats amission concEnca-

uons and procass weignt,

Stat. Auehr,: QRS Ch, 468
Hist: DEQ-(T78, L &ef. +7-78

Ciu  iance Schedules

0-30-0435 (1) Tha cerson responsicle for an exisung
amiy  a sourgs subject 1o J-30-013 dirough 340-300 shall
orocs prompuy with a program 0 comply as 300n 28
practh  l¢ with these rues, A oroposed progam and imple-
mentzL  plan snall be submiged no later than June 1, 1978,
{or zac. nission source 0 the Departnent for review and
written . roval. The Deparment shall widin 45 deys of
reCeipt Ol complete oropmed srogram and implementzricn
pian, a0dt  he person coucsmed as (0 whertfler or act (L iS
aceaptanie.

(2) The .

ancs, inciud:
2mUssion soure

Tarument siail estabiish a schedule of compli-
increments of orogress, for each alfecred
=ach schedule shall include the dates, as soon

as pracucania, ;_}thich compitance shail »e achiaved, but in

no case snall full “y npliance be later than the following dates:

(2) Woed Wa'sy Soilers shall comply with ruie 320-30-0135
a8 5000 25 pracien e, in accerdance with approved compli-
ance scheduies. but =% no later than January 1, 1930,

{(®) Veneer Try"J shall compiy with rule 340-30-020 as
5000 as practicable, SR ecordancz with aporoved compliancs
sehedules, but by o la e than January 1, 1520,

(¢} Air Conveyin  Sysiemns shall compty with rule
34030025 as scon as pri 7able, in acsordancs with approved
compiiance schedules, bu ¢ no later than January |, 1981,

(d) Wood Particle Dry  at Hardboard and Particleboard

Plants shaill comply with nu 10-30-030 a3 soon as practicable,

i accordancs with approver  smplianca schedules, but by no

later than Jaauary 1, 1981,

(e} Wigwam Waste Bui -5 shall comply with rule
340-30-035 as soon as praciical 1 accordance with aporoved
compiiance schedules, but by no  2r than January |, 1380,

(0) Charcoal Producing Pla shall comply with rule
340-30-040 as scon as practicabie,  -ccordancs with approved
compiiance schedules, but by no lav  -ham January |, 1982,

(3) Compliance schedule for ¢ ~coal Producing Plants
and Wood Particle Dryers at Hare  ard and Particleboard
Plants shail contain reascnable exper  us interim datas and
pilot testing programs for contreol to me the emission limits in
340-30-040(1) and 340-30-030, respectiv, If pilot testing and
cost analysis indicatas that masting the ¢ sion limits of thesa
rules may te impractcal, 2 gublic hearing il be held no later
than July 1. 1980, for Charcoal Producing s and January 1,
1980, for Wood Particle Dryers at Hardboa:  nd Particieboard
Plants 10 consider amendments to this limit.

Stat. Audh.: ORS Ch. <88

Hist: DEQ 41978, f. &erf, 3+7-78

:

Continuous Monitoring

330-30-050 The
and operation of instwuments and recorders for measuring
¢missions and/or the paramaters which affect the emission of
air contaminants Tom sourcss coverad Dy thesa rulas 1o ensurs
that the sources and the air poliution conwol equipment are
operated at aif times ag their full efficiency and affactiveness o
that the emission of air contaminants 15 Xept at the lowest
precticable level. The instruments and recorders shall be
periodically calibrated. The method and fraguency of calibra-
tion shall be approved in writing by the Cepartment. The
recorded information shail be kept for a period of at [east one
year and shall be made available 1o the Department upon
request,

3-Div. 30

Department may require the installation -

Seae, Auth,; QRS Ch. %63
Hist: DEQ 1978, . & af. +7-78

Source Testing

© Z40u30-035 (1) The person responsitle for the following
sourcss of particuiate emissions shall make or have made tests
1o determine the type, gquantizy, quality, and duradon of
emissions, and/or procass parameters affecting srmissions, n
conformancs with test methods on file with the Department at
the foilowing frequencies: Source Test Fregquencies

(a) Wood Weaste Botlers — Once every vear™

() Venes=r Dryers — Oncs svery vear undl

January |, 1983, and oncs 2very 3 vears thersafter.

(¢) Weod Particle Drvers at Hardboard and Particiecoard
Plants — Onige 2vary yvear .

(d} Charcoal Producing Planes — Jncs every year”

*NOTE: [ this tast excezds the annual emission limiztion
then thres (3) additional tests shall e required at three (3)
mone intervals with all fowr (4) tests teing 2veraged 0
determine compiiancs with the annual standard. No single 23t
shall e greater than Twices the apnual average smussion
limizarion for that source. '

(2) Source testing shail begin ar these frequencies within
50 days of the date by which compliance {s (0 o achizved for
each individual emission source.

(3) These source testing requirsments shall remain in
affect unless waived in writing by the Department because of
adequate dzmonsuagon that e sourca (s consistently
operating a lowest practicable levels.

(4) Source tests on wood waste boilers shall act e
performed during periods of socot bjowing, Zrate cisaning, or
ather gperating <onditions which may resuit in temporary
excursions from normal.

{5} Source tests shail be performed within $0 days of the
starwup of air pellution conool systems,

Star. Auth,: QRS Ch. 468

Hist: DEQ 1978, f. & 2f. +7-78

Toml Plant Site Emissz'ams

= T ¥y

limit the total amount of particulate ma{tcr e-nttc
site, consistent with reguirsmentss in & rules. Such
limitation wiil pe applied. whers—ECessary. 10 2nsure thar
ambient air quahty stary Are not caused to be exceaded by
the plant sitz e as and that plant site emissions are Kapt 10
lowest | 4

Stat. Auth,; ORS Ch. 468

Hist: DEQ #1978, f. & ¢f, 4-7.78

New Sources ,

340-30-063 New sourcas shall be required o comply with
rules  340-30-013  through  340-30-040 immediateiy upon
initlation of operation,

Stat. Auth.; ORS Ch, 463

Hist: DEQ4-1978.f. & of. +7-78

Open Burning

3H)-20-070 No open buming of domestic wasie shail be
initiated on any day or at any time when the Deparmment
advises fire permit issuing agencies that open buming is not
allowed because of adverse metsorological or air guality
conditions.

Stae, Auth,; ORS Ch, 448

Hist: OEQ 1578, 7 & ef. 4.7.78

{June, 1980}



OREGON ADMINSTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 3, DIVISION H) — DEPARTMENT QF ENVIRONVENTAL QUALITY

Emission Offsets
RN RNEETIN--. S e P PO S sl

SOMe Cases oe —mr ii?!";‘:.".( than he Fadarsi E..:*:':r_.-..z.‘ée
Ry u"g oromuigaiad in 1ae January 18, 1579 Federni Registesr/on
sages 31352 taroush .’:SJ (=0 CFR, Part F{) nereov incoroprared
Qv r=fsrenge ise= Txhiou 1) To the axtent zny, ppdvision
therscy i3 0 condliQ: with 2 more saizgent e of igskaviron-
menml Quaiity Commission, e Sovironmaentg]l Quaiity
Commission rule shall arevail.

{1} Any gew or moedifizd sourss wiich is at 2 ~ate
aqual 10 or gmetar than in Tabiz | and ig pragosed o =
cgnsireciad or Jgerazad i the ar=a of e Mediood- Ashiard
nQ.\-L-\ swihers 2 sfacz of fadam| amgiang 1 Juality siapdard (s

13} Baten noEarfq snall somely i ;\t’fse: plal] -::cns.
sutsestions (2) tirougn (d) of seqtion LI

{5y Noe peing violatad, Tuc Ty modeiing i3 2rojeciad 9
2xcazg fafuzs 2f Tadie 2im tRe arza
whars Duent 207 sncdard s Jeing
VlGiEE-.... sauid noly Wil 3@l I2ACILONS, SUSILSIons (2

aermmental e qualicy

P2l Tz shall maezs oan asission
limitation wasl achigvamta mussion 2
for such -

=)l rification thag ail =xisting
3oureas amroiled 9y Re owner or
Speralcr are in carpptiangs with all

tJune, 1330

2. Oiw

zpeliczile rules or arz in compliance wh 2
seheduie and Ymetabis for sompolizncs undar a2
rulss,

re) Emission offser from  existing sourt
Meggord-Asiaizand AQMA. whzher or agr unds
ownersiup, are coein Ty W2 appiicant on
one-for-Ing 22sls.

(d) The armission ofiset
Tenefis in thae arffeciad ars

(A aew sourss installed and o e"*te" "cr =g s0is
purseEse Qf compiiznez with OAR :
irom suosecuons 1) and 12 of SR 30304110 groviding "_: o
the ‘oliowing ars mao /

2 T1= e amasion sgdras camziiss with o

: mItaens iF :

ha |
)
11
‘0
[
o]
-

p=
in

gaa % qummer
2y Banxg
’.'v'(C}tJ‘) {sa

St Auth.: QRS T,
Hist: D2EQ 31979, 7§ L 27 §.3.72

i




OREGON ADMINISTRA
CHAPTER 320, DIVISION 31 — DEPARTM

TIVE RULES
(ENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Crone

240-31-030 Concenerations of ozone az 3 primary 2ir mass
station. 235 measured 7y 1 method aoproved by and 9n fila wich
the Department af Tavironmeanal Quality, 40 oy 20 equivalent
mewtiod. shail not _m.:s.d U4 microgams per subic ez 0.8
pom), maumum -hgur avarage. Tais ::and"d is atuned
when the exzesiad aumber of davs ger calzadar year with
maximum fourly Qoncsntraions @aossr than ,60 TUCToZTAITIS
per ubic mear is 2qual 10 Or 1253 fh2n one as datsrmmed by
Aggendix H, CFR =), gnre 30.9 (pag= 3270} Faderal Ruuister <

Na. 23, Fagruary 3. 1975,
'Pubilmuom The cublicaticrus) c=farred 0 ar Z'c::morated 3y

T s muig are avadiaoie lrom ine 2f{icz of the CSezartment of
iroamanol Quaiicy
St Auth.: O8RS C‘*
M 2EQ ‘n :
"-22 T3 Q 7

Hy drrv._l.rmm:

:.r-.u an fie wieh e '-ae

ironm L or v oan aguivalent c.}d s.ﬂ.s.! sTal4
2x<2ed (&0 TUCTOTEMMS per Cule meder of ar (0.2: -soml.
maximum -hcur sonesnt it lon measursd {rom C&CQ 70 CNGO
ACL10 Do axca=xdzd muora than uncs per vear,

Stat. Auth.: ORS T, 538

Hie: 02Q 7L

a :ron'ed o
ol Qualiny

RRE: YRt Y S

Nitrngan Dioxide

o 34031040 Congzneations of nitrogen dioxide at 2 primary
Alr Mass 3:1anon, as measurad oy a methed zpproved and on {ile
with the Cepammant of Zavironmeantzi Quality, ar ov za

equivalant method, shall oot excsed (00 microgams ger quiic
3 opml.

mister of 2ir 0.6 zanual ariihimeic mean.

Stat.
H:.sc.

Particls Fallout

(JD-314k3 The particle fallout rate ar a grimary alr mass
stadon. orimary gound level siadon. or special saation, as
mezasures 2y & miethod approved v and on file widh e
Dreparmment of Zavircamantal Q‘J.—dltv Qr oy an szguivalent
methad, shall not excaxd:

{13 10 wams per squars meter s2r maath o an
area; 9

(2) 5.0 z2ms per sguare mel2r per month in an ndusial
arsz if visual coservations show 2 grasence of wood waste or
soot and the volatile fracion of the sample axcaeds seventy
percent (709 or

(3) 5.0 Zams par syudrs metar
Sommersial ar=as; or

3.3 @AMy ger squars metar ger menth in 7

industrial

er month in rasidantial and

=sidaniial and

Sommercial areas if visual observatigns show e oresence of
wood wasie or soct and the volatile fraciion of ke sampie

sxCaads saventy zercamt (7059).

Saat, Auth: OR3 Ch. <43
Hist: DEQ T, 1 21572, 2, 3.7

Calcium Onide (Lime Dust
031450 ¢ 1) Concentrations of calcivm oxids
suspended ramiculate al 2 grimary alr mass siation, as
Measured by a method z2pgroved 2y and on file with the
Dc;artmcn: af Enviroamenzal Qua‘i:v or Ty -an 2quivalant
"'Je.hod. shal net 2xczed I0 microwrams per cubic meter |
residential _na commersial ara2as at any dme.

asrasant 2§

{June.

1730 2-Div

(2} Concenerarons of calgium oxids present as zarticle
fallout at a yfll""a.f'1 alr mass sation, pt"me.rj.r wound leval
swaation, or special :.r.::.m as measared 2y 2 mectod jpproved
py and on file with the Cepartment of :.‘vnonmanr...‘ Quatity,
ar oy za 2quivaient mieriod, shall aot 2xgzeg 3.7 zmzms zer
sguare mefar fer mendh it residential and commercial areas,

Seat. Auch.: QRS Ch, <83

Hiwr DEQ 7.0 2-13-Thef. J-172

Amiient Adr Quality Swandard {or Lead

231053 The lecd coouenmmiion measured Al any
imdividezd sampling swadon. using samoiing ind anaivusgzl
schods an @2 with e Ceoer ---:-:m. ‘.*r.uf Aot 2sszed 3
cgm? s an zminmede average conuEnmrabon 2f 2l dampiEs

coileszad at thar smdion unng any one Saindsr mon fesod.
Seat. Auth.: DR3 Ch, =34

Higes DEQ 35, 12973 e 125.TT
Prevention of Signillcant
Leterioration
Ceneral

240-31-100 (1) The purmose of ese rulas i3 tgamplemant 2
orogam D orevent Teant dareriomtion ¢f e quality n ¢
Stata of QOr=gtn a5 reguired Hv e Fadaml Clean Air At
Amendments of 1577,

{2} The Depamment will raviaw the adsguacsy of the Sie
ImplemcﬁtﬂﬂOn Slan gn = pariodic sasis and within 40 days of

such ime as infocmation Fetomes available that aa agelicable
ingrament (s S=ing violaied, Any Plan ravision restitiag from
the reviews will be subjess 0 e epportiniy foc suoiic

nearing it aczordancs with srocedurss es@ziisned in the Plam,
Stat. Auth.: QRS T, '-’

Hist: DEQ 13-:577, [ & 2f. %212.7
Definitions
24031103 For the nurposas of these rules:

e

{a} Any of :he Lollcwwg .-,L..uon"f,' soursas of zir goliu-
tants which emic, of have M= cotenyal @ 2mis 100 oas p=r
yeaar or more of any 2ir pchu;am'. Tossil fyai-fired sigam
alecrric slanes of mors than 250 olilion Beitish .ner-ma. LS
per hour Reat input, soaf cleaning plants (with ermal dryers),
kraft pulp mills, Portiand cemenypianss, primery zine smelters,
iron and stesl mill plants, prifary aluminum ore reduction

plants, primary copper srgeitars. municipal  incinerators
Izpabie of Sharging mors fan 250 tons of refuse gar day,
nydrofiucric, suifuric, and nitic acid plants, ce': leum

oven batteries, sulfur rézovary sianrs, carzon biack ;la-x'.s
(furnace orocsss). arifary lead smeicars, fuel conversion
plants. sintzring plangs, s2¢0 r'c_r*_‘ rn—:::.l groduciion giants,
{ :i boilars (or combrinations
on British thermal uaits p2r
and rapsfer units with 2
thousand farrels. conite
r aroceEssiag alents, and

hour hez! input.
total storags <ag

f this mule. anv source which smits. or has .,.:
emit, 230 tQns per yaar or more of any potluiant.
{ajor modification’” means zny ohvsical <hang2 &7
n th2 mathod of ceeration of, or addition to 2 st auon
ree wilzch inereases the cotential 2mission e of any
azr géllutant (dasluding any Aot ,,r-wou.aiv amir2e and aking
aczoust 3l acsumuizted ‘ncrzases in "of:.":tl.ﬂi Eledt{tales
ocfurting 2t 172 sourcs sine# August 7, |977. 2c sincs dhe nme

cal



OREGON ADNINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 240, DIVISION 31 — DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMYOENTAL
QUALITY

& L. . i =) ) Pt 1] - v L " -
of the jast consTucticn approval issued for the sourcs pursuadt
w this sectin. whichever dme s more rec=ntf, regardless/fof
any ¢miision reductiond achisved cisewhers (o the sourcey by
sizher (00 tons per yenr or more {or any soWSs caizgzory
‘deadficd o supsecdon (1Xa) of this rule, or by 250 wpd per
year or morz (Or any S@Oonary sourcs.

(a) A paysicai change shall zot idciudse rousboe yle-N
napce, repair and replacementy,

(0} A change i the mehod of operadon. uniess previously
rmitad by enrforcsabte pemnit condigons, skail not in

(A) Ao ipcrease @ i sroduczor mta, i osus
does not exered the operaring dasign cisacicy of 2y

(B) An incrense o the hours of operition; [

{C) Use of zn alternadgyve fuel or mw matssialby reson of
an grder in «£f=wr under Seactons 2 (a) and ®) of the (edeml
Enerzy Supply and Eavircamenai Coordinaten Aot of 1974
(or agy superseding legisiadon), or oy re2sca Af a nanwad gas
artaiment plan n <2z puriuant 1o the Fadaral Power Ace:

(D) Use of an alternztive fel or aw mdt=rial, i orior 0
January 6, 1973, the souwre= was capable of aéonmicdanmy such
fuel or macerial;

(E) Use of an alternadve fusi by a of a federzl order
or rude under Secton 125 of the federat C Afr Agt: or

(F) Caangs in owmership of the sa

(3) "Potzntial to emit’”’ means the fur
Capacity W emdt 2 poflutane n the e of air colludon
controf equipment. " Air polfution control equipment’’ includes
control squipment which is not, aside from air pollution congol
laws and regulations, vital @ produghion of the normat product
of the sourcs or 1o its nomal ¢ tion. Anrual potsnual shall
tc based on the maximum annual fated capacity of the source,
uniess the soures is subject 19 gnfcrosable permit conditions
which lirait the annual bours of Speradon. Enforceable permit
conditdons on the type or am
processed may be used in deg

Uity at maximum

riining the poteatial emission

| : y struetre, budding, f(acdiry,
squipatent, instailadon, or dperation (or combination thersof)
wilich is located on cae/or more coatiguous or adjacent
propertias and which is o
(or by persons under <o
(5) “Facilicy” m
squipment. A soures i
emitting facilizies,
(8) “"Fugidve dus

an idendfiabie pieée of process
composed of oas or more poliutant-
_fug " means partculate marter composed of
sol which i3 uncogtaminated by pollumats resuiting ‘rom
mdustial actvicy, Fugidve dust may include emissions from
haul roads, wind frosion of expased sodl surfaces and soil
storage ples and other activities in which soil is either
removed, stored, ported, or redismibuted.

ction'’ means {abricaticn, erection, ipstaila-
don of a sourss.

{8) "Comyhence" as applied w consmucdon of a3 major
statidnary so or major modificadon means that the owner
ar operator all necessary preconsmuction approvals oc
penmnits and/either hasx:

(a} Begun, or caused to begn, a continvous program of
physical gn-site consmucton of the sourcs, (0 be compiated
within a nable time: or

Entered into binding agreements or contractual
03, which cannot be cancsiled or medified without
tal loss to the owmer 9r operator, (o undertake a
of consguction of the spurca (0 be completed within a
r nable time.

(9) "“Necessary praconsmucton approvals or permnits™
m#ans those permuts ar approvals required under Federal air
quality conol laws and reguladons and theose air quality

3-Dhv, 31

it of materials combusted or -

conoot laws and reguladons which are part of the Sig
Impiemenaton Flac,

(10) **Best avaijable congel tachnclogy’ meony an
cmission limitadon (including a visible emussion stdard)
tased on the maximum degre= of reducdon for eoch peilutant
which would be couced Som oy proposed Mmajor sAdogary
source or amjor modificadon wmsh e Def:.a.rt::/"ém. gnoa
Case-oy-=ase basis. king Moo account nergy, smyifommenad,
and economic impac:s and other cosis. desermines s achisva-
sle for suca soures or modificedon througn depiicadon of
oroduczon proczsses or availsidie metheds.” systems. and
tschaiques, aciudicg flet cleaniny Or TRctment or nnovadve
{af combuston tachmigues for coadol of such pollutast. {2 no
svent shall applicition of Sest avaiable Soaooi w=ohnology
resuit o emdssions of any podurant whigh would sxXez=d D=
armissions dilowed v any applicable swndard under 0 CFR
sart 30 and part 61,

If the Dwparmment detesminey’ thar lechnological or
econonmic lmiradons on the aoplcation of measurssent
metrodology 0 & grrsouddar class of sourcss would make the
imposition of an squssion swAdard nfeasible. a dasizm,
equipment, work praghcs or dpemadona| seandard, or combina-
Hon therzof, may be prescribed instead ‘0 reguire e appiica-
don of best available conmoltechnoiogy. Such standard shail,
& the degrse possible, &t forth the emission reduction
achievable by implermentagbn of such design, squipmeng, work
pracdcs or Operation, 3dd shzll prowvide for compiiancs by
means which achieve fvalent resudts,

{11} ‘“‘Basaline Aoncsacadon’” means that  amotent
concangaton level #flesing acmal air quality as of August 7,
1977, minus any c¥énioibuton from major statonary sources
and major modifigddens on which constucdon commencsd on
or after January 6, 1975. The baseline conczatration shail
inciuda conmipdtions from:

(a) The admeal emissions of other sowrsss n 2xistencs on
August 7, 1977, except that conmibutions fTom faclines within
sueh existrg sourcas for which a Plan revision proposing less

restricdve’ requirements was submitied on or before August 7,
1977, was pending acdon Sy the SPA Adminisoator on
that shall be determined &om the allowable smussioas of
such FAcilizias undar the Plar as revised; and

} The allowable smissions of rmajor stadonary sources
and major modificatons which <omumenczad constuction
fore January §, 1975, but were zot in operztion by August 7,
D
{12) “Federal Land Manager' means. with respes: to any
lands in the United States, the Sectelary of the federal
department with authoricy over such lands.

1 b AN LI T i — h s "
(= Ty T T T TR Iuon

(15} "*Indian reservadon’™ means any Federally rzcognized
reservation ¢stablished by Treaty, Agreement. Execudve
Qrder, or Act of Cougress.

(16} 'Indian Governing Body'™ means the governing nody
of any mibe, band, or group of Indians subject 1o the jurisdic-
don of the Unitad States and recognizad by the United States
as possessing power of self-government. .

TS n
piace where the fixed capital cost of the new fients
zsxeeed 5O percent of the fixed capial cost o1 comparble

bie entirely new {acilicy.

{10-1-79
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(BrThe—ssiimatet e or iy wRr e TS A men S
compared 0 the life of 3 comparabie sndrely now ‘a.n:‘.h:y

{c) The extent w which tis ompauents ceing oplacs
cnss or congibuts o the cmissions from the facilicy. V4

A recomsmuciad sourcs Wil De ceated as 2 gew sourceior
purpases of this secton, excapt HIag use of an altermatve fued
qr raw matsrial by reason of an order in effecs under sectons 2
(a} and (0} of the federal Exergy Supply and Environmencal
Coondinazicn Acz of 1974 (or any superseding legisfadon), oy
redsod of A namiral zzs curtadment plan - ofactpursuant 0
be Federal Power Acti. or by rexson of ju order.or rife undar
wedon 125 of die federal Clean A Acs, spall oot o consid-
2red Toonsgundon. (o determuning best 2vadaniz conaol
tzchnoiogy for a reconsmuctiad soures, the (cldowing provision
siaf] e taken info account in assessing whether a sandard of
performancs under ) TR gt & s applicable o such
soures: Vs
Any econonuc or tachnicy! imitardons on compliancs widh
applicable sizadards of xr:orr-:.a.nc_ which are inher=:it A the
proposed replacsments.

(13)""Fired capital cost'” mm.a:s the capital nesded o
provide ol of the dcpm::acic c::mmncnr:..

{(19) "Aflowable cmissicns’™ means the emission rate

caleslated using the maximum rated capacity of the sourcs
- (unless the source is sub]g:’ o eaforemable permit condidons
which Hmit the op:—'aung' rata, or hows of operadon, or bodh)
and the most sumg-nt ¢ the following:

{al) Applicable stafidards as set forth in %0 CFR part &0 and

Stat, Auch.: ORS Ch. 468
Hst: DEQ 181979, [, & of, 62273

Ambient Alr [ncrements

340-31-110 (1) This rule defines significaat datzrioration.
ln areas designated as class I, II or OL, emissions from oew or
modified sources” shall be limited such that increases i
pellutant coucsamatiog aover the basaline concenmradion shall
be limitad o those set out in Table 1. -

(2) For any peried other than am anpual peried, the

. applicable maximum dllowable increase may be excseded

during oae such peciod per year at 2ny one location.

Stat. Auth: QRS Cx. 468

Hist: DEQ 181979, L & of, 62-79

Ambient Alr Ceilings

340-31-115 No conesnmaton of a pollutant shall excaed:

(1) The concsntradcn permirted under the aztiogal
secondary ambient air qualicy standard; or

{2) The concentration permined under the natiopal
primary ambient air qualicy standard; or

_ (3) The concsatraton permitied under the state ambient

air quality standard, whichever concentration is lowest {or the
pollutant {or a period of exposure,

Stat. Auth,: ORS Ch. 468

Hiw: DEQ %1979, L. & of. 622-79

(10-1-79)

Reictons on Area Classdficdoas

340-31-120 (1) All of the following arms which were
axistancz on August 7, 1977, skail te Class [ arzas and may a0l
be redesignaed:

(a) Mt. Hood Wilderness;

(b} Eagle Cap Widerness;

(e} Heils Canyon Widerness;

{d} Me. JeForzon Wildarness;

(e} Mt. Washingron Wilderness:

() Thres Sistars Wilderness:

(g) Sawberry Mounin Widamesa,

(h) Dlamond Peak Widermess;

- i) Crater Lakes Nadonal Park:

(D Kadmiopsis Wildamess;

(k) Mountain [ake Wﬂdcﬁsss,

1} Cearhart Mounmin Wildermess.

{2} All ather areas, in OTegon dre indonily designaced Class
I, but may be redesiznated as gru-nacd i s secTon.

(3) The following areis may e redesignaced only as Class
lor O

fa) An area which as of August 7, 1977, excazded 10.000
arTes ig siz= and was a padooal moaument, a nadonal grimudve
area, a oationzl preserve, 4 gationzi regroadonal area, 2
nadonal witd and sceaic river, a natonal wildlifz refugs, 2
nadonal lakeshore or seashore; and

®) A nadonal park or natonal wilderness aren established
after August 7, 1577, which excseds (0,000 acrzas in size.

Stat. Auth.: QRS Ch. 468
His: DEQ 13-1979, L, & of. 62279

Exch.s'oas for I.ucn:mm: Coc:mmuom

e e r:; -t JUL-L«- =Tt \JLJ\-'UTY-LIJM\! ST T
public hearing held in accordance with proc.::durcs establispred
in the Plag, the Deparunent may exclude the f{oil
concmmtratons in detenmining compliance with a i
allowable ncrease:

(a) Conczutrarions afributzbie w the mersass |
from sources which have converted from the
produges, oanwzl gas, or both by reason of
under Sectous 2 (a) and (b} of the federal Sderwy Supplv and
Envioormental C‘,oordm.anon Act of 1974
legisladen) over the cmissions {rom sy
effective dats of such order;

(b) Coocanmadons arcicutable
from sources which have convertd from using nacurai gas by
reason of a samral gas curt nt plan o <ffzet pursuant to
the Federal Power Act over e cmissions Tom such sources
befote the effécrive date of ch pian:

{c} Conesnaadoas of iculatz marter attributabie tothe
increase o emissions Fom consTucdoo or other famporary
acdvides; and -

{(d) The in in concsatratiogs aftributable o new
sources outside e United States over the concznatons
aztributabie o /exisdng souress which are included in the

sourcss beforz the

the increase in cmissions

ion (l)('b) refers, wt'uchcvr:r is apphcablc If bodh such
and plan are apphc:wlc ao such c.:c’u.s:on sn.m} apply

.t b bty
O 4 S e~ B R ».u-rm e e e =~

Stmi. Axch.: ORS Ca. 463
Hix: DEQ 131979, {. & of. 6Z0.73

Redesignation
240-31-120 (1) All ardas in Oregon (excapt as othersise
provided uader rule 240-31-120) are designated Class [ as of

4 - Div, 31
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Decamber 5, 1974,

(o) Redesignadon {sxcept as otherwise prectuded by e
30-71-420) may b= provozed by the Departnent or [ndian
Govarning Bodiss, a5 providsd below, subject o approval by
the EPA AdmigiagaLor as a revision o the Stats lmplementa-
don Plan

(2) The Cepartmenr may submit 10 the EPA Adminiscator
a croposal to redasigners arens of the Stars Cass I or Class [T
crovided that;

() Ad¥®east ope public hearing has oe=n held 1 accordance
with procedurss established in the Plan;

(b) Cther Statss, [pdinn Coverning SBodies, imd Federsi
Land Managers whnose lands may be affsctad by the orogosed
redasignagon wers cotfi=d ar least 30 days prior o the puniic
nearm;

(c) A discussion of tha reasons for e proposed redesigria-
den. ioeluding 3 sadsfaciory descrpdon and apalysis of the
health, environmental, scomomic, social and 2geryy effects of
the proposed redesignadon, was gregarsd and mede availadle
for public nspecdon at least 30 days prior 10 the hearing and
e gotics announsing e hewimg coalained approprisce
aedfizaden of tie avadabiliry of such discussioa;

(d) Pricr to the i$suance of godes respecting the redasigna-
don of an arsa that includes any Faderzl lands, the Deparrment
has provided wrinsn godes o the appropriate Federal Tand
Manager and afforded adeguate opporwnicy (got in =xcess of
&) days) to confar with the Department respecting the redesiz-
gaton and to subwit writtan comments and recommendadons.
In redesignanng any ares with respect o wiich any Federal
Land Manager had supmitsd writtzen <dmments apd recom-
mendarioas, the Department shall have published a Ust of any
inconsistency tecween such redesignabon and such comments
and recommendadons {together with the r=asons for mzaking
such redesignadon againdt the-tecommendaden of the Federnl
Land Manager); and

(e} The Departnent has proposed the redesignadon after
consultation with the elected leadership of local and odher
substate generol pUIPOss goverfuDents m the area coversd by
e proposaed redesignation.

(3) Aay area owier than an aren o which nile 340-31-120
refers may be redesignated as Class 1 if:

(a) The redesignadon wouid meet the requirements of
secton (2) of rude 340-31-130;

(b) The redesignaticn, except any established by an Indian
Governing Body, has been specifically approved by the
Governor, after consultarion with the agpropriate committecs
of the legislarure, if it is in session, or with the leadership of
the legislarure, if it is not is session (unless State [aw provides
that the redesignadon must be specifically approved by State
legislation) and i general purpose units of lecal govermment
repraseuting a majority of the residents of the arex o be
redesignated enact legisladon or pass resolutions cancurting in
the redesignation:

{c} The redesignation would oot cause, or contibute 1o, a
concenmation of any air pollutant which would excesd any
maxymum allowable increase zermittad under the classificadon
of ;ny otfier area or any nadonal ameient air qualicy standard;
an,

(d) Any permnit application for any major staticrary soures
or majer modification, subject to review under section (1) of
this rue, which could receive a permit under this secton only
o the area in question were redesignated as Class [T1, and any
material submined as gart of that application, wers availabte
msofar as was practicable for public inspection prior W any
public hearing on redesignation of the area as Class I,

{4) Lands within the e¢xterior Soundares of Indian
Reservations may be redesignated only by the appropriate
Indian Governing Body. The appropriate Indian Governing

5-Div. 31

Body may submit © the EPA Admimsoawor a srogosal o
redesignacs arens Class [, Class O, or Class J1: Pravidad, ta”

{a) The Indian Guverming Sody hos {ollowed procadw
eguivalent W those required of the Desartment under secton
(2) and subsecdons (3X<¢) and (d) of this role; and

(b) Such redesignadon (s provosed after conswitadon wid
the state(s) o waich the [nding Reservaden is lecatsd and
which border the lndizn Reservaden.

(5) The EPA Admmisguawcr iaall disapprove, within %0
days of submission, 3 proposed redesignadon of any area only
if he finds, after notcs and cppormumity {or public hearing, thac
such redesizontion does ot Dest e srocadural mquirsmenis
of this paragizoh or is Wwoonsistenr witk rule 340-31-{20, I any
such disapgroval ocours. the classificadon of e aren shall e
thar whics was in effect prior (0 the redesignadon which 'vas
dizsapproved. :

(8) f the EPA Adminisoartor disapproves iny sroposed
redesignagon, the Demironent or [ndine Governing 3ody, as
apuroorisne, —ay resubmit the grocosal afer correeoing e
defcisnoies sotad by the EPA Adminismawor,

Stat. Aurh_; QRS Cu 63

His: DEQ 18-i979, £, & of. 31279

Stack Heights

o KT s W & B Ko IO B

‘}‘

I S e IS e T T T, T U e

{or conmol of 2oy air polutant uader this cule shall net
afected in any manner oy!

{a) So much of the sinck height of 2oy sourcs as sxcsgds
good enginesing pracdos (seg rude 340-51-195), or

(0) Aay other dispersion technique.

(2) Paragraph (h¥1) of this secdon shall not apgly with
respect Lo stack heights I existzncs before Deszmeper 2, 1970,
or to disparsion tachniques implementad before then

Sac Ak : ORS Ca. 453 -

Hhoe: DEQ 131979, . & of. 622-79

Souzes A dity and Geoeral Exempdons

240-31.140 {l) No major staticnary’ sourcs or major
modificadon shall be consoucisd unlesy'the r=quirsments of
rules 340-31-145 through 340-31.185, as/applicable, have teszn
met. The requirenents of rudes 3-102}.-1-15 through 0-31-i35

Review of Major Sizdonary Sources and Mx/'pr ¥ odificadoos-

shall apply to a proposed scurce of medification enly with
respect o those polutants for wifich it would be a major
stafonaAry source or major modifi;idon.

(2) The requirements of rales 3450-31-145 through 340-31-
185 shall pot apply w 2 majet stabocary sourcs or major
medificaden that was subject fo the review reguirements of <0
CFR 52.21(d)(1) for the prevéndon of significant darericradon
as in affect before March | /1973, f the owner or operator:

(2} Obtainad under 4CFR 32.21 a {inal approval <ffzcdve
before Mareh |, 1973;

(b) Commencad

{c) Did ot di

soucson before March 19, 1979 and
friue consgucton for a period of (3

aments of fules 340-31-145 through 340-31-
ply t0 a major statonary wowres of major
t was oot subject 0 20 CFR 52.21 as in eifect
1, 1978, if the owmar or operator:

ined all final Federal, Stats and loczal praconsiuc-
don permdts necsssary under the Stale Lmpiementztion Plan
before March 1, 1978;

(bYCommenced constuction before March 19, 1979; and
Did not disgonddnye consTucton for a seried of 13
motdhs or more ind compietad consmucton 'within a reason-
abié dme,

(10-1+7y,
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~3 (d) TreremmreTmemoe ot TR SRS SO A sehnoterr—retraistrmiimi— s R S ey
7 shall pot apoply w a m.a;or stagdonary sourgs or jor avply 0 such faciity if no net increase in smissions of i
mudification dme was subject o 0 (TR J2.21 w @ ozt applicable poilutant would oczwr 3t the sourcs, txidng nfo

before March 1, 1573, if review of an appicaden f{or amvai
for the sourcs of modmc:mon under £ CFR 52,21 would have
been completad 5y March [, 1§73, Hut for an cxm:::.:ou of D
public comment cericod pursuan: ‘& 2 r=guest {or ,suc.‘l aa
extension. [g such 3 case, the zoplicardon shail contgue w Se
proc=ssed, and ganied or denied. under 4 (5R J2.21 a5 ]
effect prior o Marel 1, 1978,

5 Toe ':nun":":mr_". of rules MM3=31-143, 31-153.
340-31-165, and 340-31-175 shall not avply to a ma;c;r stadopary
sgurez or major modificdon wAth rmspect o/ 4 partcuiar
poilurant if the owmer or operator demonsoaess tdag:

{2) As ta that potlutopt. the sourcs or modificadon 3
subjeet 1o the (edéri ermission ofs4¢ ruling (41 FR 55524), as it
may Se arrr.:-idc:d or W "-gulacon:. azpmved!ar srocntgatsd
sursuans 0 Secton (73 of the Acz; and /

(o) The sourcz or modification wowld impact no area
araining the sadonal ambieat air quaiiry/ standards (cither
ezl or eXtarnal o arens designated os popatainment uoder
Secdon 107 of the Ac),

(8) The mouiremens of rues 331145 dhrousi 0-31-
185 shall not appiy, upon writtan request ¢ - oY he
Governor 0 a acnprotit Yealth or edudaticn insdmudon ta be
located in Cregon.

(7} A pormble fasiicy which has proviously reesived
constructon aporoval under the requifsments of this section as
applicanie may rsiocats without Teing subject 0 those
requirsments if:

(a) Emissions from the facility vould not exceed allowanie
eTniisions;

(b} Emissions from the faclity would impact 0o Class [

.»vea and 0o ares where an applicabie increment is known bc
fey 'atad; and
= () NodesIs Ziven to the Departnent at least 3G days grior
to such relocadon idendfying/the propased new location and
the probable duradon of o tona at such locaden.

Stat. Auth,: ORS Ch. 488
Hist: DEQ 815979, [, &1 5-22.79

Coatrol Technology Ravi :

3-31.445 (1) A jor statignary source or major
modificagon shall m all appliczhie emissions limitdons
under the State Lnplementzdon Plan and all applicable
cmission standards apd standards of performancz under 44
CFR Part 63 and Part 51,

(2} A major stagortary soures Or major modificadon shall
2pply best availabig conmol technology for each applicadle
pollutant, unless the increase in allowmble smissions of that
pollutant from theSource or medification would be less than 50
wns per year, 1, pounds per day, or.100 pounds per hout,
whichever is moyt resmicdve.
dirg hourly and daily rates shall apply ouly
3 poi.lumm for which an increment, or state ot
nt air quality standard, for a period less than 24
hours or fof a l4-hour pericd, as appropriate, has been

t no emissicn reductions achzcved c!scwhcrc at Lhc
fich the modification would occur,

(3) 1A the case of a medificadon, the requirement for best
availab c.unn-ol wechnology shall apply only @ each new or
modifi¢d facility which would increase the allowable smissions
of an gpplicable pollutant.

Whers a facility within a source would e modified but
consoucted, the reguirements for best available conool

UG-1-79)

year, |,000 pounds per day,

acopune all emission incrseses and decrzases at D sourcs
which wouwld accompany the modificadon, and so adversg ar
quaiity impact would ocsur.

(3} For phased consgucdon projects the detzrminadon of
best availanie conool echnology shall te rz*dewcfd and
modified 15 iporopriace, af e jatzst rzasonan{e dme prior @
commencament of consoucton of 2ach independent Hnasa of
the propased sourcs or medificatden,

(&) o the case of 2 Tmjor swadoaary sourcy ot major
modificadon  which e owrter Of Jpeviior groposes 0
consgues @ 2 Cass OI area, emissions Tom which would
catise or congibutz o oalr cu_ury axpoeding Afh: qmum
allowable incronse thac would Se applicanie O wers i
Class I area and whers oo stndard under 20 TFR Part &0 has
been promulgated {or the sourss <utegory./the Cepartment
shail Jetermine the best available conaol (2chnoiogy.

Stae, Auch: QRS Ca. 458

Hig: DEQ (8-{979:; £, & of. 52077

Exsemptoos from Lpuct Anatyses

340-31-150 (1) The requirementy of rules 3+40-31-155,
Li0-31-145, and 340-31-175 shall aot agoly 0 2 major stationary
source or major modificaden with/ respect @@ a pardeoular
pollurant, Z:

(a) The incrzase in allowabie Amissions of that potlutant
from the sourcs or modificaton would imeact no Class [ar=a
and no area where an applicablé increment is kuown lo be
violated: and .

() The increase in allowable emissions of thatl polluwant
from the sourcs or medificsdgn would be less than 30 tons per
100 pounds per hour, whichever

is more resTicdve; or
(c) The emissions of /the pollutant are of 3 lemporary

i itad to thase from a pilot plang, 2

Zon, or sxplorzdon; or

fied, biit no increase in the net amount

emissions for any poilftant subject 10 2 cadonal ambientl air

i no adverse air qualicy impact wouwd

(2) The bourly And daily rates set in subsecmion (1)) of
this ruie shall a.pp{ only with respect ' 3 polivtant for which
zc ot national ambieat air quz.hcy standard,

appropriate, | | ‘sr.abl.ished
(3) In detsfmining for the purpose of subsscton (IXb) of
thj:, rue whestier a.nd to wha: extent the modmcauon would

r:duc::ion achisved eisewhers at Lhc*sou:c: at
odificaton would oczur.

determining for the purpose of subsecdan (1d) of
hether and w0 what exizot there would be an Increase
L amount of emissions for any pollutant subject (0 &
state of pational ambient air quality swandard {rom the source
whic 1:. modified, Lhcr': shalt b-c aken mto ac.:cunt all

t7, 19"7.
(%) The requirements of rules 3240-3[-15%, 340-31.185, and
31-175 shall not apply to 2 major statonary sourcs or (€ 2
jor modification with respect to cmissions {rom it which the
wher Or cpeTator has shown W e fugtive dust.

Stat, Auth.: QRS Ch, 168

Hist;y DEQ 181979, [, & «f, &12-77
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Air Quaiity Review

3T ES ST T =
or modificaden shall demousmale chat aldowable amissicr
imermses  from the proposed sourc= or @odifjcaton, /i
conjuncdon with al other applicatis smmssions increasey or

reductions, would Aot causs or conmibute o air pofludof n
viaiation of:
(1} Any stats or nadonsl amivient air quality stan i

any afr quality congoi region; or
2y Any agpl_ic:.bicl macmum aflowznle inersase gver the
tasaline concsnoaton in apy area.
Stmre. Augy: ORS Ca. 458
Hhaz: DEQ {979, £, & ol &2299

Adr Qusiirzy Models
340-31-168 (1) All estmazes of ambient $Oncsamagons
Fequired under parngrasn H) stail be based off the applicabie
air quality modefs, data oses. and othef requircments
speciiicd i the “Guideiine on Alr Cuaiity Modeds’* (OAQP‘b
1.2080, U.S. Eavironmental Protection Agzgey, Offics of Air
Quality Planning and Standards, Research Triangie Park, NC
Z7711, Aprl 1373).
(2'} Whers an air quality impact mode el specified In the
on Adr Quaiity Ylodels’® is lnagpropniats, the model
may be modified or another modiat subspmr.:d Such a change
must be subjest to noticz and opro ty foc public comment
under rule 30-31-135, Written approval of the EPA Adminis-
TRLor musi De obtained f{or any m Jmncu or substtuden.
Metheds like those outlined in the *Wocrkbook for the Compar-
Som of Alr Quallty Medels' (U.3. /Envircnmental Protectcn
Agency, Office of Alr Quality/ Planning and Standards,
Research Triangle Park, NC 2771/, May 1978) should be uscd
0 dete=rmine the csmpamblhty offair qua.ury modeis.

(3) The documents referghesd ip this ;va.ra.grauh are
availabie {or public inspecdon At the Deparument of Eaviroa-
mr-egzml Quaiicy’s Air Qualiry/Contol Divisicn beadquarters
atfics.

- Stad Auth,: ORS Ch 468 X

Hist: DEQ 131979, [, &.2f, 1279

73

Yonjtoring

3d0-31-165 {1} The ofmer or operztor of a proposed sourcs
or modifieation shall,/zfter construcdon of the sourcs o¢
modificaton, conduet, such ambient afr quality moaitoring as
the Dc-pa.rr.mcnt detz £5 MAY De pecsssary 10 establish the
eifect which smissidns from the scarce or modification of a
poilutant for whicl' a state or national ambieat air quality
‘standard exists {opher than non-methane hydrocartons) may
haw:, oc is pavigg, on air quality in any area which such
emissions wouwld £ffect.

(2} As neczfsary to determine whether cmissions for the
proposed so ar modificaden would cause or conmribute w2
viclagon of 2 stats or nagenal ambtent afr quality standard, any
permit applicidon subrnitted after August 7, |§73, shall include
an analysis ¢f contnuous afr quaiity mommnng data for any
pollutant ehited by the source or modificadon for which 2

non-methgne hydrocarbons. Such data shall relate to, and shall
have besh gathersd over, the year oreceding recaipt of the
compisid application, unicss the owmer or eperator demon-

over ¥ parton-or portions of that vear or another r-prt:mta-
tive year would be adequate 1o determine that the sourcs or
ication would not cause or congibute o a violaton of a
of natonal ambient air qualicy stz.nda.rd

Stat. Auth,: ORS Ch. 43

Hisz: DEQ 13-1979, [, & <f. 622-79

7 - Div. 31

donal ambient air quality standard exists, exqept. )

Source [nformadon

A e S TS DT I UL T T ORI SO O
medificzdoa shail submig 2] infermadon sscassary 0 perfory
any aoaivsis or mAke wny detsrmunadon rzguired under ofis
e

{1) With respecs 0 3 sourse or modificarion o which siies
340-31149, 34011155, 340-31-163. and 340-31-173 2pply, such
inforrcaden shail include: /

(a) A descripdon of the naqurs. locaton, dasign capacity,
and r/-gic:;\.i opcmmng seiedule of the soums or nodiﬁc;u:icm
inciuding specificadons and drawingd saowing is uﬂslgﬂ and

plant layour; /
M) A deratled schedule for consgucdor of :he souwres= or
moddficadon: /

() A detiled cescrpdon 1t 0 what svsiem of condnuous
ermission roducton is plammed for the soures orimedificanen.
amission esdmaczs, 1d any other mformmadeod aegsssary Lo
datsrmins that st available sooool echaclogy would 52
ipplied. !:‘

() Upon request of the Depargmeny, te ownsr or
opcmr.or saall also provide m.fommon an; /

{a) The afr queiiry mpast of the sowrgs or modificadon,
inciuding metzorological and wopagrephical <2 nwcessary W
estrnara such mpas:: and /

(t) The air quality impacts, and the ganurs asd axtent o:
any or afl gereral commersial, residendal, erus:r,z.l amd other
growth which has cezurted sines August 7, (977, o the are=a
the soures or medificaton would affzgz.

Stae, Authe: ORS Ch, #43
Hist: DEQ 131979, f &a: &9

Additional Impact Analvses

‘ 240-31-175 (1) The owner/or opematar shall provide an
analysis of the impeainpent o /visibilicy, sods and v:"-..a:..cn
that would ceour 25 2 tesult ot the sourcs or modifienton and
generzl commercial, residenfial, induswial and other growth
associated with the sowrcs/ or modificadon. Tae owner or
gperzlor need oot provi an an=lysis of the impact oo
vegatation having no sighifienn? commercial or ey ~zapional
value,

(2 The owner or opérater shail provide an analysis of the
alr quality impact projeézed for e arzs as a resuit of gezeral
commercial, residensal, industial 2nd other growth asso-::atcd
with the sourcs or mOfiit‘ic:s:iou.

Stat, Anth.: ey

F79, 1 & of, 62279

Federal Class [ Arwas — AddiHonal Requirs

mens: .
34-31.130 (l) Nodes w EPA, The Department shall
Tansmit o EPA AdmirisTator a copy of eagh penmit
appf..r::mo.n rladng w2 major su.uon.arv sourcs or major

0 the cousideradon of suc-x permil.
erdd Land Manage:. Tﬂc E-' ederal Land -k\r.[g.mgcr

t the air qualitv-related values (including visibiity) of
ds and {0 consider, in consultadon with the EPA
idisaator, whether & proposed sourcs or modification wil
adverse impact on stich values.

3) Demial — impact on air quality-relnted values., Thae
Federal Land Mazanagsr of any Class [ lands may present a
onsgragen 1o the Department that the smissions from a
! mposed sourcs of modificadon would have an adverse ""pat.
q the air qualicy-related values (u'c.ud...ng wsfcmry) of those
ands, nocwithsianding thal the chzags o air quality resuiting

(10-1-72)




OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPFTER 340, DIVISION 31 — DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY

- no¢
causs or conUibuls (0 conesaoadons wikch would excssd fie
maximum aflowabls Dowases for a2 Class [ oarem, [
Departmient concurs with such demonstaton, then @ skall aot
issue the pemmit.

(4} Class [ variancgea. The owner or cperzior of 2 propased
soures or medificadon may demonsgata o e Fed Land
Mapager thar iz ezussions Tom such soures or modification
would have 00 adversz impacs on (e air quahry-m-ar.:d valyes
af the Class [ lands {inciuding vxsmmry) :cmm:tammg thae
the changes it air qualicy resuifzg from smissions Jom such
sourza or modificzdon would ciuse or conmributs ta /;anc_—*m—
dond which would excz=d the maximum dlgwabit ner=uses
fer & Class [ areq. [f the Federal Lapd Manager neuUrs with
such demonsgzdon and he sg c..r:ia, the T MY,
provided that die wplicable requiremeats of :1: secion are
atherwise met, issus iz permut with such c‘ms?wn imitzdons
i3 may be cecossary 'O assure thar smissions of suifur dioxide
and pardewlazs magar would aot cxc-:::'d/ the {ollowing
maximum ailowable indreases over baseline fomcenoadon for
such pollutants, (Sez Tabie 2)

(3) Sulfur dioxide variangs by Governcr with Federal
Land Manager's concurrencs. The ownef or operstor of a
proposed sourcs or modificoden which ¢ be approved
undar section (4) of this rule may demonsgtmate w the Governer
that the soures or medificaton cannas be comnstructad by
reasem of any maximum allowable o for sulfur dioxide
for a period of twenty-four hours off less appiteable o any
(Class 1' area and, in the <nse of Federnl maodatocy Cass [
dreas, that 2 vanance under this e would not adversely
affect the air qualicy related valuds of the arez (including
wisibility). The Governar, after considerafion of the Federal
Land Manager's recommendadon/(if any) and subject 1o his
concurrencz, may, after godes And’ public hearing, gract a
varianez from such maximiumn jallowadle merease. [F such
variance is granied, the Tent may issue a permit to such
sourcs or modificaden pursuanf w the r-qmmnc—xs of sestion
{7) of this rule; provided, thay the a.pphca.ble requiremients of
this section are otherwise mat

(6) Variancz by the

vernor with - the President’s
concurTence. In any cass whers the Governor recomunends 2
variance in which the Fed Land Manager does not concur,
the recommendazons of the Governor and the Faderal Land
\f(.ma.g:- shall be Tansmftied lo the President. The President
may approve the Goverjor’'s recommendation f he finds that
te varancs {5 o the/ matdonal intarest. If the variance is
aproved, the Departmgnt may issue 3 permit pursyant to the
requirements of sactipa (T of this rule; provided, that the
applicable r:qu!.rcme ts of this section are otherwise met.

itazions for Presidential or gubernatorial
of a permit issued pursuznt ta sectons (5
e sourcs or modificaton shall comply with
tagdons as qiay e necassary to assure thag
dioxide from the source or modification
any day on which the otherwise applicable
maxirium alle able mcrcz_us are excasded) cause or coumb—

or (§) of this rule
such emission l
emissions of su

hours or igas {or more than |8 days, not aecessarily consecu-
i ifg any annual peried. (See Table 3}

Shat, Auch,: ORS Ch, 458
Hist: DEQ 181979, [. & of. 622.79

(10-1-79)

Ipd Bt e T T BT Ot 1aou&; .
tHonr o constuct, or 2oy addidon to such applicadon.
Departnent shail advisz the applicant of any deficiency .u/ e
applicacon or in the informadon submined, [n s syedt of
such a dediciency, e date of ceesipt of the apoplicodowy shoil
Be, for the purpose of this section, (e date on whigh e
Department, reeaived all required informadon.

{2) Within cne (1) year aftzr reesipe of a completa
appiicadon, e Department shail make 2 {nai detesminadon
on the appliczdon. This involves performing the/{oflowing
achgus (n 3 dmeiy TEnner, /

{3) Make a preiiminary detsrmmatdon whcr.h:r consgue-
dot shouwld e ipproved, approved ‘with mnmucm. ar
disavproved. / )

() Make avarable in 21 lenst one locadon infeach region &
which the propesed sourts or medificadon would ¢ consaucz-
=d 2 capy of all materials the applicaat submirt=d, a copy of e
grziiminary detsrminanon and a copy or summary of odher
materials, d any, considersd m.a.i:ing;’ the preliminacy
detzrmination. /

() Nodfy the puklic, by advertisement ig a newspaper of
general cirsulation in each region o whiclythe proposed sourss
or modification would be canstructed, of the application, the
Drchmm.ar‘f determinadon, the degree of increment consump-
ton that is expectad fom the source or medificedon, and We
opportmnity for comment at a public Searing at well 23 writian
public comment.

{d) Send a copy of the nom:.ﬂf public comment o the
applicant and to officials and agengjes having cognizance over
the locatdon where the proposed consoucton would occur as
follows: local air poliudon _Dnc;ol agoncies, the chief exe-
cutives of e city and county whers the sourcs or modification
would be located, amy comprehensive regional land use
plaoning agency and any Stare, Federal Land Manager, or
lodizn Governing Body whgse- lends may be affected by
emissions from the source or Aodification.

{¢) Provide opportunity for a public hearing for interested
perions (0 appear and subrr.u: writien or oeal comments oa the
air qualizy impact of the sofires or modification, alternatves (0
the source or modificatigh, the conmol technology requirsd.
and other appropriate corgsiderations.

{[) Consider all wriftan comments submitted within a tme
specified in the nodec/of public comment and 2ll comments
reezived at any public/hearing(s) in making a finai decision on
the approvability of e application. No later than 10 days after
the close of the public comment period, the applicant may
subrnit a wriften refponse o any comments submitted by the
et shall consider the applicant’s response
decisicn. The Departnest shall rmake all
Ie for public inspection in the same locations
cat m.adc available prec.nns:mcnon

is section.

(h) No the applicant o writing of the final datermina-
tion and m’zﬂca such nodficadon available {or public inspecion
at the e location where. the Department made available
ction information and public comments refating to
or madiricadon.

{3)/ The requirements of this rule shall not apply w0 any
major/stadonary source or major modification which rule

340-71-155, 30-31-165, and 320-31-173, but caly t0 the extent
thay, with raspec: to each of the c¢ritsria for consfuction
approval under the State Impiementatgon Plan and f{or exeme-
tdn under rule 340-31-130, requirements providing the public

8- Div, 31
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CREGON ADNINISTRATIVE RULES
CHEAPTER 248, DIVISION J1 — DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMVENTAL
QUALITY

wagh ac |
don as those of this rude have besn ;:c' in the grann.ug of sueh
consgucdon 2pproval.

Stae, Auth.: ORS QL 463
Hi: DEQ IZ-973,0L &

=, 5273

Souree Obligadon

F-31-190 (1) Any owaer or opeTRtar Wio,consoucs of
CpeTatEI 3 sourcs or modificaton ao¢ wm as:::urd.::.nc: wAth the
applicadon submied pursuant o i sac::orycr with the erms
of any approval o consguet, or any owher oOr operater of a
sourts or medificadon subjes o this secuon Wi comumences
constructon aftar the effzctve date /0f these reguiatons
without appiying for and rresiving appyival bernumder, shai] be
subject 10 appropnaie saforcement aghon.

{2) Approval 1o eonsguct siall Eecome nvalid if consgue-
don is not commencad wAthun 13 éonr_ﬁ: arftar recsipd Of susd
approval, i coastuczon s diFtondnued {or A paried of (3
months of more, ar if consGicZon i3 20t compledsd with a
rmsoozble dme. The Dc-,:am:.-:t Ty extzad the | 3~qoutl
pericd upon 2 aa:.r.sfa:.ary showing thal ag extznsioa
jusdfied. This grovision’ does go¢ agply to the @me pericd
Betwesmn consoucdon of the phasss of a phased construcdon
projesr; each phase (ust commencs consgucdon within 13
months of the projegied and approved commencament dazs.

(3) Approval fo constuct shall aot relieve any owner or
operator of the responsibility o compiy fully with applicanle
provisiogs of fhe State Implementagon Flag and any other
der local, state or federal law,

.. ORS Ch. 448

sights — Modeling Limits
31-195 {i{¥a) The degree of emission limitadon

9. Div, 31

==y ---A--JO_JJ._J‘T [FRL-~¥swr—ry 4

{A) The use of sna.ck height hat exceeds good ¢ngineer-
{ng pracic=, or /

(B} The use of any ‘Gher dispersion tachirigqus.

(b) The precading seatzacs shall oot apply with respest ©
stack heights in sxistenc: tefors Dezember 31, 1970, or
dispertion t=chniques impiemented before thae dats,

(2) The Dc::ar!.m:af. snai] give pubiic agtc= about stack
hmgnrs that c~c:=:i goond -::gmc::-mg practics prior (o issung
an air contaminani dischargs cermit.

(3) Definidons, A8 used ;n QAR 3403144
urless omcmsa:mmr-d Dy context: ‘

fay Dnsvcrsmn techmique’” means any conaol of wr
poilutants varying #ith ammospieric wundidons ipuinding Tut
oot dmited (o ’Sutpiz:ml:"mr! or mteTTusnl congol systams
and c'tc...sswc;us-: of snhzncsd piume rise,

G eaginesring practcs stack hatghe’’ means hat
2K § :.gntfrc..:ss.ar‘f 10 emsurs tiar smissions ffom the stack
da not re3ulf in sxcssive concIauntons of any ar zoilutant in
the mmediats Aty of e sowres 35 3 resudl of AGTosSphans
downwasp{ eddies, acd wakes which may be cr=aad gy the
souras {t5£if, neardy STUCIITSS of neardy tarrain gbsacias and
shail not Axz=ed aav of e following 2s agpropriats:

(A) /30 meters. for stacks infuencsd 9y sTuctires oF
larrain;

BiH.=H +t5L
where H. = good angineering proctcs siack heigho
H = height of stuctrs of nearby soucrs;

L = lesser dimeosion (height or widith) of the
sgu or oearty soucmte; for stecks inflummcsd by

10 to 331112,

(C} Such height as 2o owner of operntor of 2 soures
oastoawes is necassary through d'e s of .‘cid studies or

flhidmeomale-ats Hatie =, a
By

e e Lo et g
Stae Ak, ORS Ch 368 -
Hist: DEQ i41977. £ & =f. 62279

(10-1-79)




Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 3TH AVE SQATLAND, QREGON

VECTOR ATIVEH |7 MAIUNG ADDAESS: P.0. 80X 1760, PORTLANG, OREGON 97207

SQVERNQR
f S

Prepared: March 2, 1381
Hearing Date: April 24, 1381

NCTICE QF PUBLIC EEARING

A CEANCE TO BE FEARD ABOUT:

Provosed Revision of New Sourcs Raview and

visi
Plans Sitss Zmission Limiz Rules

The OQeparitment of Envirommental Qualibty (DEQ) is considering cevisions to
tha exlisting rules ragulating the construghion of new sourcas and =he
modification of exiszing sources of alr ggllution. The revisions to the
Mew Source Review rulas are necesgary Lo bring the Jrsgon Stats
Implamentation Plan into zcgord wikh the Clean Alr Act Amsndments of L377.
devisions ars also heing oeoposad for the Plant Sitz Imission Limit rule
to provide more specific criteria for sstablishlng emissien llmits,

I
<
T

A hearing on thi= mahter was originally scheduled for February 18, 1%81,
but was czacelled zo allow additional time for raview of tha groposed
rules. Some changes were @made in the originally proposed ZImission
Reduction 2anking and Plant Site Emission Limit rules. 7The hearing has
been rescheduled and will be held before the Envirommental Qualisy
Comission at i&s April 24, 1981, meeting,

WEAT IS TEZ DEQ PROPOSING?

R
Intarested parties should requast a copy Qf the coaplete progposed rule
package. Same highlights are:

** New Source Review and Prevention of Significant Detericration
raquiraments ars combined intoc one rule.

**  Raquirements for new source offsets, Preventicn of Significant
Dartericration apnalysis, and banking of emissicon reductions are
established.

** The Plant Site Emission Limit Rule is revisad to provide more specific
procedures for establishing emission limits,

. WHQ IS AYFRCTED BY TEIS PROPOSAL:

Major new sources and major modifications of sources of air pollution and
existing sources of air polliution.




Hotlce of 2ublic H
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BCOW TO DPROVIDE YOUR INFORMATION:

Weitken comments should be =aqt e the Departnent of Zavirornmantal Qualiny,

Air Quality CTiwvision, 30& L7680, Pecriland, Qrzgen 97207, and should be

racsived prior o Apzil 23, 13 81.

Oral and wriltfzn commencs may 2e offarcaed at the fcliowing public hsariag:

Loy Time Daka Location

===

Pernland 12:0C a.m. april 24, 1581  OQragon Departmenit of
Fish and Wildlifs

Confarance Rccm
306 SW Mili

The Commission may also consider adoption of the tulss at the same mesting.

WEFRE TOC O3TAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

Coples of the propo sed rules may 2e obtained

rn
r
[¢]
E|

LEGAT REFTRFNCES POR TEIS PROPOSAL:

This progosal amends OAR 340-20-130 to 198, CAR 340-30-110, Q&AR 340-32-305
to 025 and OAR 340-31-105 o 195. It is progosed under authority of CORS
Chapter 463, ingluding secticms 420 and 29S.

-LAND USE PLANNING CONSITERNY:

The Department has concluded that the progosals do affect land uss.

With c2gard to Goal 6 (alr, water, and land resourcas quality) and

Goal 9 (teo diversify and impose the eccnomy of the stata), the rules are
designed to enhance and preserve air guality in the affectad area whila
allewing sconomic growth, and are considered consistent with khe goals.

L

Goal 11 (public facilities and serviges) is desmed unaLEeched my the
proposals.

Public commeni on any larnd use issue involved is welcome and may bde
submitted in the sams fashlons as are indicated for testimony in &
NMOTICE CF PURBLIC HEARING.



Notice of Public HFearing
Page 3

It is ragquasted khat local, state, and federzl agencies review the proposed
action and comment on possible conflicis with thelr grograms affecting
land uses and with 3tatswide Planning Goals within zheir expartisza and
jurisdiction.

The Department of Environmental Qualirmy intends Lo ask the Department of
Land Conservation and Developmant =o mediate any apparent conflizi brought
to our aktention oy loccal, stats, or federal authoriiiss,

FURTHER PROCIEDINGS :

After public hearing the Znvirommental Quality Ccmmission may adopt fuls
amendments fdentical to the proposed amendments, adopt medifiad sule
amendments on the szme subjiect matter, or decline o ack. The adopte
requlations will be considered for submitfal to the 7.3, Znvicz ent
Protection Agency as part of the State Clesan Alr Agt Implementation
The Commission’s action could czme at the same Apzil 24, 1981, mes
or be defarced to the June 5 meeting.

A Statement of Heed and Fiscal Impact 3Statement zare attached to khis
notice.

2Q0C42(n) (L)




Pursuant o QRS 1331, 335. }, this statemens provides information on the
intended achion to amend 2 culz.

Legal Authority

Qragan Revisad Statutes Chagter <88, inciuding Sacticns 020 and 2995.
Mead for Rula

Thega cavisions %2 Lhe New Souccs Revisw apnd ?lamt Site Imiszicon Limi:
fules aca reguirad o c¢ozract daficienciess idsntiflasd ov the U.3.
Environmantal Profsction Agency [ZPA)} and zo Bring the rulas (nto
zompliance wiczh Clean Alr Agt Reguicements.

1. Fedaral Clean ALz agt 2.0, 33-935, Amendmenks <f Augusz 7, 1377,
Part © Sections LS50 through 1353 and Part 0 Sactlons L71 fhrough 173

i Final Rulemaking on approval o¢f Oregon Stakte Implementation Plan,
43 CTR 32, published an June 24, 1980 (435 FR 42283)

3 Jravention of Ailr Quality Detaricraticn, 40 CTR S1.24 zublished on
Jene 19, 1973, and revisaed on August 7, 1930 (435 FR S2676) .

4. Alapama Powers Company, 28 al, Petitioners wvs. Znvironmen:zal
Protazction Agency, et al, Respondents, Slerra Club, etk al,
Ingervensces; (Mo. 79-1006} U.S. Ccurt of appeals for the Dig:iric:
of Columbia, Cecided Dacember 14, 1972.

5. wmission Offset Interpretazive Rule, 4¢ CF2 Sl oendix 3, published
on January 18, 1979 (44 TR 3282)

Tiscal Impact Statement

The fiscal impact of thess progosed rule revisions on major sources of

iz polluticn is expected to ba minimal. Scme addinicnal resgurce impacts
may be sexpected on DEQ t¢ adminstec the offsat/banking provisicns and wo
ssume the ?Prevention of Significant Deterioratlon grogram fcom IPA.

|'l'

!
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Department of Environmental Quality

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1780, PORTLAND, QREGON 97207
July 2, 1981

M/8 521

Michael Johnston, Chief

Alr Permits Section

U. §. Environmental Protasction Agency.
Region X

1200 sixth Awvenue

Seattle, WA 98101

Dear Mr. Johnston:

Portland General Electric (PGE) Company is seeking to establish wihsthax
Unit 1 of their coal plart lecated at Boardman, Oregon, falls ints the
bageline or the increment. for the purpeses of tracking increments underx
the Prevention of Significant Deteriocration (PSD) program.

PGE has relied on the attached letter from EPA in asserting that the
plant falls intc the baseline., This ruling, made by EPA in 1975, is in
conflict with the propecsed rules for PSD which are now being considered
by the Oresgon Envircnmental Quality Commission (EQC). The Oregon rules
folloew the August 7, 1980 EPA reguirements for developing State Imple-
mentation Plans (3IP) for PS8D. The problem which PGE is raising seems
to be the result of changes in the EPA rules and it therefore sgenms
appropriate to seek a rescluticn of this guesticn from EPA.

We request that EPA investigate the question of whether the PGE plant
should be included in the baseline or the increment. Clearly, the Board-
man plant was considered to be in the baseline at one time and it seems
unfair to change that determination now to include it in the increment.

We therefore regquest that consideration be given te the fact that PGE

has relied on the EPA lettear, If EPA rules that the Boardman plant should
be placed in the baseline, the EQC may wish to amend the Oregon PSD rules

‘to accommodate such a ruling.

Since this issue will be discussed by the Envircnmental Quality Commis-
sion on July 17, 1981, a response hefcre that date would be most helpful.

Let us know 1f we can provide further information in resclving this ques-
tion.

Sincerely,

v@m F Hrtsidlee—
E. J. Weathersbes, Administrater
Air Quality Division
LK:ahe
Enclosure

cc: Roland Johnson, PGE -
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EXHIBIT 1

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
C’\ 60 REGION X

1200 SIXTH AYEMUE
o &R <
< \anf
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* c}p
1t pgott

SEATTLE, WASHINGION 98101

AGEHC{

i
M on M/S 613

Mr. H. H. Phillips

Yice Prestdent and Corporate Counsel
Portland General E£lectric Company
27 S.W. Alder Strest

Portland, Oregen 97205

& Dear Mr. Phillips:

RECEIVED'
MaY 16 1975

H. H. PHIL

The Environmental Protecticn Agency {EPA) has reviewed Portland
General Electric Campany's (PGE) #ay 1, 1975 request for g determi-
nation as to the applicability of 40 CFR 52.21(d) toc the coal plant
to be constructed by PGE near Goardwan, Oregon. Based on the in-
formation available to ug at this time, EPA finds that PGE is not

subject to the requirements of 40 CFR 52.21(d).

purchase of a turhing generator for the loardman plant,

ﬁZé Specifically, £PA's attention has becn directed to the agreament
, batween PGE and Westinghouse Electric Corporation relating to the
Based upen

our review of the documents pertaining te the Westinghouse contract
which you supplied us on May 1, 1975 and your letters of May 6 and 7,
1975, we conclude that PGE has “commenced" construction within the

meaning of 40 CFR 52.21(h){7) in that PGE has “"entered into a

: - binding agreement or contractual obiigation to undertake and complete,
é?% within a reasonab1e time, a continuous program of construction or
modification." Accordingly, PGE is not subject to 40 CFR 52.21(d)
- which only applies to a new or modified source which has not commenced

construction or expansion prior teo June 1, 1875.

If you have any further questions on this matter, please contact
Carol S. Doherty, Assistant Regiona} Counsel, at (206) 442-1152

SInCPre]j,

Jé e

ﬁ#brd V. Sm|th Jr.
TR Regwona] Administrator

cc:  Department of Environmental Quality

&

3
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DEQ-1

Department of Environmental Quality
502 S.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207

July 7, 1981

Jackson County Board c¢f Commnissioners
Jackson County Courthouse

10 3. Cakdale

Medford, OR 97501

Dear Commissioners:

The Environmental Quality Ceommission (EQC) considered your concerns
about the impact of proposed New Source Review Rules on the Madford
area ozone strategy at a workshop meeting on June 30 and July 1, 1981.
They asked that I convey the following information to you.

First, the Medford area would not be subject to Federal sanctions for
failure to have an adopted strategy to meet the State ozone standard.
The State standard schedule for compliance is not a part of the Fed-
erally enforceable State Implementation Plan (SIP) at this time and,
in any case, the sanctions apply only to the Federal health standards.

Seccnd, the wolatile organic compound (VOC} growth cushion is already
a part of the adopted ozone strategy for the Medford area. This
growth cushion should be re-evaluated at the time the EDC takes final

‘acticn on the State ozone standard. Meanwhile, it seems appropriate

to keep the growth cushion in the New Source Raview Rules as an in-
formational item until its ultimate fate is determined by the EQC.
This is scheduled for Qctober, 1981.

If you have any further comments, I am sure the EQC would be happy to
consider them., The EQC will be considering final action on the proposed
rules at the July 17, 1981, meeting.

Sincerely,

fin i s
MA@{;:/Q\ f S

William H. Young
Director

LX:ahe




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

DEQ-46

VIOTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. P, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Adoption of Proposed Amendments to Rules Governing
On-Site Sewage Disposal, OAR 340-71-100 to 340-71-600,

Background and Problem Statement

At its March 13, 1981 meeting, the Commission adopted rules for On-Site
Sewage Disposal to replace rules governing subsurface and alternative
sewage disposal. Since the adoption of on-site rules the Department and
Multnomah County f£ind it necessary to increase fees in order to continue to
provide an adequate level of service. Multnomah County has submitted a
proposed fee schedule with supporting documentation (Attachment "D"}. In
addition, several technical amendments are needed to provide smoother
administration of the new rules.

At its June 5, 1981 meeting, the Commigsion authorized public hearings

on the proposed amendments. On June 16, 198l, after publication of notice
in the Secretary of State's Bulletin, mailing to the On-Site mailing list,
and news releases, nine public hearings were held at various locations
around the state. (Portland, Grants Pass, St. Helens, Pendleton, Bend,

Coos Bay, Albany, Klamath Palls, Tillamook.) Hearing officers' reports are
Attachment "A". Upon completion of the hearings, staff reviewed the Hearing
Officers' reports and revised several of the proposed rule amendments.

Alternatives and Evaluation

Due to inflation, an increase in fees is necessary in order for the
Department and Multnomah County to maintain the on-site sewage program
at an effective level. Extra construction inspections required on some
of the new alternatives, such as the sand filter, cannot be carried out
effectively under the present fee schedule. These extra inspections are
neceggary to assure proper construction. In addition, the Department's
budget is predicated on a fee increage.

In addition to adjustments in the general fee schedule, the amendments
propose a surcharge on all new site evaluations and new construction permits
issued by contract counties as well as DEQ. This surcharge will be in
addition to the regular fee. This surcharge is intended to fund portions of
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the Department's On-Site Sewage Disposal Program administration that have
been supported by deneral fund monies in the past. This concept has been
presented to and accepted by the Legislature's Ways and Means Subcommittee.
Since rule amendments are necessary to adjust fees, it is felt that the
Department shounld take this opportunity to make some technical rule
modifications.

The proposed technical rule amendments are as follows:

OAR 340-71-290(3) {a). This rule sets forth site conditions where the
conventional sand filter may be approved. As the rule is written, it is
difficult to interpret and understand. The proposed amendments are
intended to clarify the rule without changing the standards.

OAR 340-71-305(3). This rule presently requires sand filters, other than the
conventional sand filter, to be under control of a municipality, for opera-
tion and maintenance. 8Since aeroblc systems are now exempt from this
requirement, this is the only on-site system that is required to be under such
control. These systems are no more complex than aerobic systems, therefore,
this requirement is not equitable. The proposed amendment would remove the
requirement that sand filters be under operational control of a municipality.

The rule also regquires that an annual system evaluation fee be assessed, but

allows the evaluation to be discretionary. The proposed amendment would allow
the Agent to waive the annual system evaluation fee when the evaluation is not

performed.

OAR 340-71-325. This rule deals with gray water waste disposal sumps.

It is felt that the rule, as written, is inadequate to achieve its intent.
The rule deals with "running water piped into" structures, rather than with
discharge of sewage from structures. The proposed amendment would change
the criteria for approval of gray water waste disposal sumps.

OAR 340-71-160(9) is a new rule that sets an effective period of one year
for construction permits. This rule was part of the old subsurface rules,
but was inadvertently omitted from the present rules.

Tables 4 and 5. These tables establish minimum length of disposal trenches
according to soil type and depth and depth to temporary groundwater. AS
adopted, these tables are inconsistent with other criteria developed during
the original hearing process.

340-71-275(5) (a) (&) (ii). The Hazen-Williams coefficient of smoothness
should be 150 rather than 120 for the type of pipe now being used.

340-71-290(3) (c). This rule, for conventional sand filters, as written, is
deficient in language to deal with permanent water tables at depths greater
than ¢ feet from the surface, and is inconsistent with rules for pressure
distribution. The proposed amendment remedies the depth to water deficiency
in the rule and makes it consistent with rules for pressure distribution
systems.
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Alternatives appear to be as follows:

1. Adopt the proposed amendments, including the general fee schedule,
county fee schedule and the technical amendments.

2. Adopt the fee schedules only or the technical amendments only.

3. Do not adopt the proposed amendments.
Summation

1. ORS 454.625 provides that the Commission, after hearing, may adopt rules
for on-site sewage disposal, including adoption of fee schedules.

2. ORS 454.745(4) provides that the Commission may by rule increase
maximum fees contained in ORS 454.745(1), provided the fees do not
exceed actual costs for efficiently conducted minimum services,

3. Multnomah County has requested the Commission to establish by rule a
new fee schedule that exceeds, in some categories, those set forth
in ORS 454.745(1).

4, The Department's budget is predicated on a fee increase.

5. A number of technical rule amendments are necessary to provide for
gmoother rule administration.

6. On June 5, 1981, the Commission authorized public hearings on the
proposed amendments.

7. After proper notice, on June 16, 1981, nine public hearings were held
at various locations around the state.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the

proposed amendments to OAR 340-71~100 to 340-71-600 as set forth in
Attachment "C". '

William H. Young
Attachments: 4
"A" Hearing Officers' Reports
"B" Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact
"C" Proposed Rule Amendments
"pD"  Supporting Documentation - Multnomah County

500:1
229-p443
June 22,1981
X1.384 (1)




Attachment A

Environmental Qualily Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

GOVERNQA

MEMORANDUM

TO: Environmental Quality Commission

FROM: Larry M. Schurr, Hearings Officer

SUBJECT: Report on Public Hearing held June 16, 1981, in Portland, Oregon
on "Proposed Amendments to On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules"

Pursuant to public notice, a public hearing was convened at 10:10 a.m. in
Room 1400 of the Yeon Building, 522 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon, on
June 16, 198l. The purpose of the meeting was to recelve public testimony
regarding proposed amendmenis to the rules for on~site sewage disposal.
Richard L. Polson, Chief Soil Scientist with Clackamas County, and Bill
Whitfield of Multnomah County Environmental Services, attended to act as
technical advisors and answer guestions from the public.

No members of the general public appeared, and no written or verbal
testimony was offered. The general procedings were tape recorded to
fulfill any legal requirements.

The hearindg was adjourned at 10:15 a.m.

IM5:a
GADl46 (1)
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR §7207

VIGTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
TO: Envirommental Quality Commission June 16, 1981
FROM : Mark P. Ronayne

SUBJECT: REPORT ON PUBLIC HEARING HELD JUNE 16, 1981 at PENDLETON,
OREGON, ON PROPOSED ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL RULES

June 16, 1981 at 10:12 a.m., pursuant to Public Notice, a Public Hearing
convened at the Oregon State Office Building, Room 360, 700 Emigrant St.,
Pendleton. The purpose of the hearing was to gather testimony regarding
Proposed On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules.

No individuals testified. The hearing was adjourned at 10:18 am.

Resppetfully submitted,

I{/ mj[(vﬁ{) ° N A

Mark P. Ronavhe

MPR:ak
June 18, 1981
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Environmental Quality Commission
Maiting Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VIGTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
Tos Envirommental Quality Commission
From: John H. Rowan, Hearing Officer
Subject: Report on Public Hearing Held

DEQ-46

June 16, 1981, concerning proposed
amendments to OAR 340-71-100
through 340-71-600

Summary of Procedure

Pursuant to Public Notice, a public hearing was convened in the city of
Grants Pass on June 16, 1981, at 10:00 a.m. The purpose of the hearing was
to receive testimony concerning several amendments to the rules governing
on-site sewage disposal and including an increase in the general fee
schedule.

Summary of Oral Testimony

Howard J. Buysman of Grants Pass made general comments with regard to the
efficiency of state and local governments. Feels that surcharge on top of
increased fees is a bit excessive.

Charles D. Costanzo, Josephine County Envirommental Health Services, feels
that the gurcharge is too high as proposed. Indicated that if the county
performed as much work during a vear when the surcharge is in effect as
they did during 1980, the Department of Environmental Quality would recelve
810,223 from Josephine County alone.

Summary of Written Testimony

No written testimony was received.
Respectfully submitted,

7

ohn H. Rowan
Hearing Officer
June 22, 1981

RC148




VICTOR ATIYEH
BOVERNOR

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 226-5696
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MEMORANDUM - June 23, 1981
To: Environmental Quality Conmmission
From: Christopher L. Reive, Hearings Officer

Subject: Proposed Amendments to Rules Governing On-Site Sewage
Dispogal, OAR 340-71-100 to COBR 340-71-600.

- Sumiary of Procedure

Pursuant to Public Notice, a public hearing was held at 10:00 a.m. on
June 16, 1981, at the Neighbeorhood Facility Building, Conference
Foam 2, 250 Hull Street in Coos Bay, Oregon., The purpose of the
hearing was to receive testimony on the above-mentioned proposed
rule changes to the on-site sewage disposal rules. The record for
receipt of written testimony was left open through June 23, 1981.

Summary of Testimony

Speaker: Tyrone L. Welty, R.S., Supervising Sanitarian,
Cuxry County Environmental Sanitation Depart-
ment, P, 0. Box 1277, Gold Beach, OR 97444.

(1) Does not oppose the new fee schedule or surcharge provisions as
long as the amounts used reflect actual costs of rumning the program.

(2) Would prefer that the surcharge be accounted for and forwarded to
the Department quarterly rather than monthly.

(3) Suggesﬁed the addition of "....if the agent so requires" to CAR
340-71-305(3). Intended t© collect an evaluation fee only if the
annual evaluation is actually conducted. "

{4) Suggested elimination of the requirement for an alarm and light

on dosing tanks., He thought it sufficient to have one or the other,
not both. Compared the alarm system requirement to a smoke detector.
(5) Questioned the rationale of reducing the minimm length of disposal
trench for Soil Growp A of depths of 48" or more from 75 feet to 50
feat. ‘ .

There was no written testimony submitted.

CLR:hk Christopiler 1., Reive




VICTOR ATIYEH
QAOVERNOR

Environmenial Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Quality Commission DATE: June 24, 1981
FROM: Charles H. Gray, Hearings Officer @H?}’

SUBJECT: Report on Public Hearing Held June 16, 1981
on Proposed Amendments to On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules

SUMMARY OF PROCEDURE

Pursuant to Public Notice, a public hearing was convened in St. Helens, 0Old
Columbia County Courthouse on June 16, 1981 at 10:00 a.m. The purpose of
these meetings was to receive testimony regarding proposed rules for
On-Site Sewage Disposal.

SUMMARY OF ORAL TESTIMONY

Robert M. Hunt, Chairman of Columbia County Commissioners, stated that he
was against increasing any fees and felt that the State should stay within
their budget. Columbia County's present fee structure is less than DEQ's
fees. The public is opposed to additional taxes and it is just a passing
on of the tax burden. It all adds up to a lot of extra cost for the public
and other agencies are continually asking for more fees. He suggested that
the Department reevaluate their program priorities.

Marion Sahagian, Columbia County Commissioner, felt that it was wrong for
the State to makeup for the lost income tax dollars by raising fees. She
said that the County Commissioner's had met earlier and discussed the
subject about the surcharge and that they all oppoged it.

Roy E. Eastwood, Columbia County Sanitarian, was opposed to the surcharge
section only. He also brought up the problem of requiring monthly payment
of the surcharge fees whereas the present contracts of agreement require
quarterly reporting of fees. He recommended that it be changed to
quarterly payments, and he also felt that a small bookkeeping fee should be
kept at the County level for their administrative costs.

CHG: ¢
RTD18G (1)
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VICTOR ATIYEH

GOVERNOR

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SOUTHWEST 5TH AVE. PORTLAND, OREGON

MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207

o MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: T. Jack Osborne
Subject: Report on Public Hearing Held June 16, 1981, in Tillamook,

on Proposed On-Site Sewage Disposal Rule Amendments

Summary of Procedure

Pursuant to public notice, a public hearing was convened in Tillamook, on

June
mony

16, 1981, at 10 a.m. The purpose of the hearing was to receive testi-
regarding proposed amendments to rules for on-site sewage disposal.

Summary of Testimony

1.

The hearing was adjourned at 12 noon.

Respectfully submitted,

Bill Zekan, Environmental Manager, Lincoln County. Mr. Zekan and the
Lincoln County Board of County Commissioners are concerned that the
proposed surcharge would "greatly irritate" the public due to the
current economic situation. How the DEQ treats the public now, (in
this time of economic hardship), will affect its future legislatively.
Mz, fZekan questioned whether the surcharge will bhe worth its future
effect on the program. In the short term the surcharge will help, but
in the long term it may be detrimental to the program.

Doug Marshall, Supervising Sanitarian, Tillamook County Health
Department. Mr. Marshall and the Tillamook County Board of County
Commissioners are concerned about the County collecting, accounting
for and forwarding the surcharge to DEQ without compensation for those
activities. If mandated, the County will cooperate in the surcharge
collection but would like request a percentage of the surcharge to
cover their administrative costs.

The'County (Tillamook) is currently drafting a a new fee schedule for
on—-site sewage disposal activities; a schedule that will more nearly
reflect their program costs.

TJO:1
XL39%6 (1)

June

24, 1981
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (503) 229-5686
MEMORANDUM
Tos Environmental Quality Commission Date: June 24, 1981
From: Van A. Kollias, Hearing Officer
Subject: Report on Proposed On-Site Sewage Disposal Rule Amendment

Public Hearing Held in Bend, Oregon.

Summary of Hearing

On June 16, 1981 at 10:05 a.m., a public hearing was called to order in the
State Office Building Conference Room in Bend, Oregon. The purpose of the
hearing was to receive testimony about the proposed on-site sewage disposal
rule amendments. Twenty-five persons attended the hearing. S8ix persons
gave oral testimony. All the persons giving testimony were against any
increase in fees.

Summary of Testimony

Jack M. Edwards of Bend, Oregon was opposed to a fee increase. He sgaid
both the county and state are raising fees and people cannot afford to have
a septic system and home. Mr. Edwards bhelieves we are forcing people to
have vacation homes out in the remote areas with no sanitation facilities.

Jack L. Broadley, Vice-President of L & J Contractors, Inc., Bend, Oregon
installs septic systems. His customers think the subsurface sewage fees
are exorbitant. Mr. Broadley said the fees are high enough, should not be
increased further and that the counties, through fees, are subsidizing DEQ.
He feels government is pricing people out of their homes,

Richard Pennington, L & J Contractors, Inc., Bend, Oregon expressed his
support of Mr. Broadley's testimony.

Mike Kment, representing the Central Oregon Builders Association said the
proposed fee increase will have a great impact in Deschutes County. He
said the proposed fee and surcharge amounts to a 31% increase in

the typical septic installation. The county increased its fee structure
last year. 'That increase plus the proposed increase would amount to a 121%
increase which Mr. Kment felt is inflationary and unjustified. Mr. Ement

DEQ-46




June 24, 1981
Page 2

also said that counties charge the maximum fees by using "creative
accounting” to justify fees collected for program expenses.

He understands the need for a surcharge because fewer general fund monies
are available. But Mr. Kment would like to see the surcharges matched with
DEQ service in the county. He doesg not feel surcharges from Deschutes,
County, a county that does high volume work, should be subsidizing DEQ in
other counties that do very little subsurface sewage work.

Mr. Kment also expressed concern for the high fees for alternative
systems. He felt people would not he able to afford an alternative system.

Lastly, Mr. Kment did support decreasing the amount of disposal trench from
75 linear feet to 50 feet. He gquestioned why a reduction in the 100 ft
requirement was not also made and asked the Commission consider doing so.

Wallace Walker of Wally Walker Excavation objected to the fee increase. He
stated it was difficult to live by DEQ's new rules and regulations,
especially those not proven as needed.

Bob Mayfield of Redmond, QOregon agreed with the previous speakerg. He said
it is discouraging to the people who keep coming to testify at DEQ and LCDC
hearings. The rules are passed anyway and their testimony seemg to be
ignored. The public is telling the Legislature te either streamline or
reduce government. Housing starts have fallen dramatically but the
subgurface sewage program has not been reduced that much., The builder

mugt pass on the costs of government to the home owner.

Ron C. Rice of Korish & Co Real Estate submitted a hand written note
stating "I consider proposal very inflationary and unnecessary”.

Written Testimony. Lloyd Hearing, Mr. and Mrs. Paul Kinnaird, Rit J.
Korish, and Patrick M. Gisler submitted written statements in opposition to
any surcharge and/or fee increase, These written statements are attached
and made part of the official record.

Respectfully submitted,

Uan A, Ketlna

Van A. Rollias
Hearing Officer

VAK:g
RG277 (1)
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June 17, 1981

Van A. Kollias

DEG

P.0. Box 1760
Portland, Or. 97207

Dear Mr. Kollias:

My husband and I attended the heaxing held in Deschutes County
on June 16, 1981, regarding proposed changes in septic fees.

We are both realitors in Deschutes County; and we oppose the
propesed surcharge, It is becoming more and more expensive for
people to prepare a homesite., This is Just ancother unnecessary
expense, adding yet more to the cost of living space today.

One of the people who testified at the hearing put it very
succinctly when he stated that the people keep voting budgets
down, trying to tell the government to streamline and cut back on
thelr operations. Yet, the DEQ is trying now to take the monsy
not voted for by other means.

There is no point in the people of Deschutes County subsidiz-
ing the DEQ by paying this surcharge. Also, by raising the limits
of what the county can charge (which they most certainly will
implement) the total increase would be quite prohibitive.

Degchutes County has raised all fees to the maximum as a
form of blackmail, because their budgets have also been voted
down. We feel that the state should not resocrt to the same
tactics.

If the opinions of the people really do count, please put
us down as opposed to this phase of your proposed changes.

Slncerely,

-
/ g et R ; ’-
K ) jae Eu 7 ct."‘ct.a..g_,é/_ {J‘ & el el

;f‘.‘-* "

.J/
o (%J Mr. & Mrs% Paul Kinnalxd

REGIONA
DEPARTM L Oiﬁ“"“m% UIvISion

NMENTAL QUALITY
NEGE] Y
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L ESTATE

June 16, 1981

van A, Kollias
Cepartment of Env1ronmental
Quality :
- PC Box 1760 : ' !
Portland Qr 97207 i

Re: Proposgsal to Increase Fees

Dear Mr, Kollias:

After attending your hearing here in Bend this morning, I
would like to express my opposition to your proposed fee
. increases for site evaluattonu, permits, licenses and

services., i
The Oregon public is presently being taxed beyond its
means, and increased charges by agencles such as the DEQ
only serve to increase the burden.

In addition, it is my feeling that the services provided

by the DEQ are not worth the asking price. We have already
seen a 120% increase in fees, and the ildea of additional
increasges is absurd. No prilvate enterprise could operate
on this philosophy, and I don't believe the DEQ should be
.allowed to, either,

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

KORISH & COB,,INC»
'\ .

S, | nUS YISO

- 7. el REGIONAL DPERAT OIS Y

. s . < d . DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QuALITY
Kit J, Korish

Broke;‘ E@EBWE
e i UK 22 1981 0

ccs  CGoverncor Victor Atiyeh .
Representative Tom Throop




Nent,iMC. 20N.wW. GREENWOODAVE. BEND, OREGON 97701 (503) 389-5800

June 15, 1981

Department of Environmental Quality.
“Attention: Jack Osborne

P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Subiect: Propeosed DEQ fes increases.
" Dear Mr. (Oshorne;

Please make this ietter a part of the public record on
the referenced matter, T will be unable to attend the scheduled
- hearings. -

The proposed fee increases and tax surcharges on fees relating
to subsurface sewage installations should not be approved. A
review of fee schedules for the past seven vears since DEQ
assumed the administration of subsurface sewage is a reprehensable
example of the government power to tax run amuki. Using padded
budgets and creative accounting, the subsurface sewage program
has been used to fund a fat and featherbedded bureaucracy with
few services and scant benefits to the public. The fees for
services rendered and services not rendered have far out-
stripped the incredible iInflation of the past eight vyears.

The current fees are grossly excegsive and have never been
‘justified te the people who have to pay them. The proposed
‘fee increases are incomprehensablie. The 107 tax surcharge is
truly incredible.

The number of salaries you have been able to pay and the
amount of expense you have been able to create while administrating
this program has no bearing whatsocever on the amount that is

"reasonable as a fee for the service rendered. Remember that
while the fee is being pald presumably for a service to be
rendered to an individual, it is the publie of this State which
must benefit in order for your administration to be a legal
"excercise of the police power. Accordingly the maximum amount
that any fee can be must be that cost for which the service can
be rendered in a reasonable and compentent manner. The current.
fees, the proposed fee increases, and the tax surcharge fee all
fail this test.

Star, s -
DEPART MY mo.. T

[&3[5 (F {ﬁ. N
JUN 21981
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Page 2

I'd like to dirsct particular attention to the imspection
fee on pressure systems., This tax paid annually is particulary
odious since the DEQ has made the pressure system a requirement
over and above normal drain field requirements even where a
previous feasibility approval has existed. UNot only does the
consumer pay an excesslve fee to get his system installed, he
must pay an annual tax for an inspection he may never get,

The sky is the limit on this tax, and if recent history is any
indicator, tha annual tax on the system will soon equal or
exceed the cost of the installation of the system. Since this
_inspection supposedly to protect the public health, the cost
of such imnspections should be born by the public in general
through general fund revenues.

A reasonable approach to calculating a fee is to arrive at
a reasonable amount of time for the services to be performed
multiplied by the average wage of the person providing the service,
adjusted for administration and clerical backup, then doubling
that amount for government inefficiency, then doubling that
amount again for dual or overlapping levels of government and you
have got a reasonable fee. When you take a typical sanitarian
Il spending an hour for feasibility and an hour for constructicn
inspection, it is very hard to justify a total fee greater than
$40. Only by quadrupling that amount to allow for government
inefficiency and dual authority can you get to allow the current
level of fees. If inspections take longer than that, those i
inspections should be regarded as being in the public interest
and therefore-a public expense.

In summary your fee schedule should be revised downward not
upward. There should be no fee for amnual inspectlons of exligting
systems of any kind.

Sincerely,
Patrieck M. Gisler

PMG/bb
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VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNDA

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
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- MEMORANDUM

TO: Environmental Quality Commission June 23, 1981
FROM: Gary W. Messer

SUBJECT: REPORT ON PUBLIC HEARING HELD JUNE 16, 1981, 10 a.m., AT
THE LINN COUNTY COURTHOUSE, ALBANY, CONCERNING PROPOSED
AMENDMENTS TO THE ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL RULES,

QAR 340-71-100 TO CAR 340-71-600.

Summary of Procedure

Pursuant to public notice, a public hearing was convened in the Linn
County Courthouse in Albany on June 16, 1981, at 10 a.m. The purpose
of this meeting was to receive testimony regyarding proposed amendments
to adjust the General Fee Schedule, establish a surcharge, and add
housekeeping changes to further clarify certain language of intent in
the existing on-site sewage disposal rules.

Summary of Testimony

Roy Burns, Administrator, Lane County Building and Envirconmental Health
Department, provided written testimony and summary. Mr. Burng generally
favorg adeoption of the proposed rules and had several recommendations fox
modifications of the proposed rules, plus recommendations for additicnal
rule amendments. See Attachment 1 for specific recommendationg. Mr. Burns
alsc noted that OAR 340-71-415 has two (2) Subsection (3's).

Ron Smith, Sanitarian, Benton County Health Department, expressed a desire
to know what program activities would be maintained with the surcharge. He
reguested that some of these Funds be used to provide surveillance and
monitoring activities on new alternative systems to ensure groundwater
degradation was not occurring. Mr. Smith also reguested that the counties
be allowed tec specify maintenance agreements for large flow on-site sewage
systems rather than just DEQ.

Bob Wilgon, Sanitarian, Linn County Department of Environmental Health,
aexpressed his county's support of the proposed new fee schedules and the
new amendments which clarified the sand filter criteria, OAR-71-290(3)

(A} (B} and (C}. Mr. Wilson requesgted DEQ to provide the contract counties
with a copy of the Hazen Williams Coefficilent of Smoothness 150. He also
requested that DEQ formally notify all owners of experimental systems and/or
permits that will no longer be monitored of their their status. Basically,
Linn County wants a final sign-off on these gystems from DEQ so they can
close their files.

GWM: ts,ak

Attachments: Witness Registration List
Written Statement from Roy Burng, Lane County
Tape Recording of Hearing
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MEMORANDUM ane county

Environmental Quality Commission
TO altey

FROM Roy Bgu\w;' Lane County

SUBJECT Proposed On-Site Rule Amendments DATE June 15, 1981

Lane County staff reviewed the proposed amendments and generally concur with
DEQ recommendations.

In our short period of analysis and use of the on-site rules subsequent to adoption
a number of minor problems associjated with administering the rules has occurred.
Prior to proposing additional amendments to Chapter 340 we have some suggested
changes to the amendments suggested by DEQ staff.

1) OAR 340-71-140 Fees General. There are two areas that require further
amendments:

i g
=

(A) A definition and conditions for renewal of permits and; A
b 2 g 9%”&}9{‘{2
(B) Surcharge DEWSREVENT OF CNVIRGNMENTA 1y53) ovy

BECEDY L

JUR 18 190

We suggest consideration of the following concerning permit renew

Construction-Installation Permit Renewal
If field visit required - $50.00

WaTE ¢
No field visit required - $10.00 ATER

BIALITY Comrney

MOTE: Renewal of a permit will be granted if an application is filed pricr to
the twelve (12) month original permit expiration, work on the on-site system
hds been initiated, and the renewal applicant is the original permit grantee.

We recommend amending item (4) on surcharges to permit quarterly as well as
monthly submission of revenue to the Dept. of Env. Quality.

We suggest the following amendment: "for separately and forwarded to the Department
(on a montly basis.)" as agreed within contracts.

We believe the amendments to OAR 340-71-305(e) Other Sand Filters are reasonable
and provide consistency with other alternatives for operation. and maintenance.
We suggest agents be extended the authority to approve operation and maintenance
methods in addition to the Department. The following is suggested:

...Meeting the approval of the Director or agent have been made...

Areas of consideration not addressed within the proposed rule amendments that we
are submitting are as follows:

(1) AR 340-71-160 Permit Application Procedures - General Requirements:

Amendment:  (5) (G) The permit would violate any building, ordinance or regulation
enacted or promulgated by a constitutd Local government
agency having jurisdiction over the subject real property.

Discussion: The issue of land use acceptance is appropriately and adequately addressed
at the application stage in 0AR 340-71-160 (3). No other provisions of
potential conflict to local jurisdictions are stated as a condition for




EQC
June 15, 13981
Page 2

denial. In many cases wdter supply adequacy or related concerns need
to be recognized where such regulation has been promulgated by a
County or City.

(2} O0AR 340-71-205 Authorization to Use Existing Systems.

Amendment: (1)...purpose for which a particular application is made. Applications
for Authorization Notices shall conform to reguirements of 0AR 340-71-160
(2) (3) and (4). :

Discussion: The procedure required for applying for authorization notices is vague
in the current rules. The proposed amendment would clarify administrative
procedures and provide consistency for applications through standardization
of applications under section 160,

RB/bs




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

N TaYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Quality Commission June 18, 1981
FROM: Sherman Q. Olson, Jr., Hearings Officer

SUBJECT: REPORT ON PUBLIC HEARING HELD JUNE 16, 1981, AT THE STATE
OFFICE BUILDING, 403 PINE STREET, KLAMATH FALLS, CONCERNING
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL RULES,
OAR 340-71-100 TC OAR 340-71-600.

Summary of Procedure

Pursuant to Public Notice, a Public Hearing was convened in the Klamath Falls
State Office Building conference room at 10 a.m. on June 16, 1981. The
purpose of the hearing was to receive testimony regarding proposed amend-
ments to the On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules.

Summary of Testimony

Mr, Tom Scurlock, owner of High Desert Construction, Christmas Valley,
offered his support to the proposed changes to Tables 4 and 5. He did
not support any increase in fees.

Mr. E. L. Buck, B-Z Construction, Crescent Lake, was in favor of the
proposed amendment of Tables 4 and 5. Mr. Buck also suggested the
Department lock into a mechanism by which recreational vehicles
(trailers, motor homes, etc.) could be placed temporarily on property
and connected to Department approved on-site systems without the need
of additional permits.

Mr. Dennis L. Fitzgerald, Denny's Backhoe, Christmas Valley, expressed
favor for the reduction in disposal trench length, as proposed in
Tables 4 and 5., Mr. Fitzgerald does not agree that fees should be
raised.

500:ak
June 18, 1981
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Summary of Written Testimony

Mr. Daniel M. Bush, Soil Scientist, Clackamas County Department of
Envirommental Services, recommends four {4) items to be amended or
added to the on-site rules. Mr. Bush's letter is attached.

Mr, Richard L. Polson, Chief Soils Scientist, Clackamas County Department
of Environmental Services, questions the proposed fee schedule as it
applies to systems serving commercial facilities. He feels the site
evaluation report fee is too high. Mr. Polscn recommends that the plan
review fee for systems serving commercial facilities be applicable only
when the projected daily sewage flow exceeds a set amount, such as

1000 gallons per day. He also suggests the proposed surcharge be limited
to five (5) percent. Mr. Polson's letter is attached,

Mr. Didrik A. Voss, District Sales Manager, Phillips Fibers Corporation,
recommends that filter fabric be used to prevent soil migration into
drainfield gravel. He provided a general filter fabric specification for
consideration. Mr. Voss's letter and suggested specificaticon are attached.

Mr. John K. Glover, Supervising Sanitarian, Deschutes Countyv Health
Department, suggests that this may not be the time to raise the fees and
add a surcharge. Mr. Glover's letter is attached.

Mr. Richard H. Swenson, Director, Linn County Environmental Health
Division, supports a strong State program, but feels the surcharge is
exorbitant. He also suggests that forwarding the monies collected on a
monthly basig would be burdensome and costly to the county. He favors the
surcharge be based on a percentage rather than a fixed fee. Mr. Swenson's
letter is attached.

Resgpectfully submitted,

,Mégl&A4ﬂkﬂ Cj‘C:{Me%

Sherman 0. Olson,
Hearings Officer

S00:ak
June 25, 1981
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Jack Osborne | |
Department of Environmental Qua11ty (503) 855-8521
Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207 JOHN €. McINTYRE

Direcior

SUBJ: Proposed Adoption of Amendment to QAR 340-71-100
Through 71-600 On~-Site Sewage Disposal

WINSTON W. KURTH
Agsislant Director
DON D. BROADSWORD
Operations Direclor
DAVID J, ABRAHAM
Utilities Director
DAVID R. SEIGNEUR
Planning Direclor
RICHARD L. DOPP
Development
Services
Administrator

The following are some housekeeping rule amendments for your consideration,

A.  Minimum trench depth requivement for low pressure distribution.

As per rule 340-71-220 (8-a) on Page 71-28, the minimum trench
depth required for low pressure distribution is 24". How-
ever, Diagram #12 shows a minimum 6" backfill required above the

drainfield rock, Add1t1ona11y, Rule 340-71-275 (4~b=C) o

Page 71-36, alTows a minimum 18" trench depth for seepage beds

utilizing low pressure distribution.

Clarification as to the minimum trench depth required appears necessary.

B. Filter Fabric.

It is recommended to eétab1ish a minimum performance standard
for filter fabric to be utilized in subsurface sewage disposal
system construction. As per Rule 340-~71-275 (4-c-B) on Page

- 71=35, the current requirement of

"permeable to f1u1ds that will not allow passage of soil

particies"

is found to be too open and vague for administration.

Both the

public and industry have expressed a concern as to the need to
establish a minimum acceptable standard for this compcnent.

v C. Friction Co-Lfficient,

Rule 340=71-275 (5-anAmif) on Page 71-37, establishes a hydraulic

design criteria for friction of C=120. This office has

experienced great difficulty in trying to obtain a table for small

diameter piping which gives the friction loss values,
recommend that such a chart be included in the rules.

We would
Additionally,

we would suggest for consideration a less conservative value more
in line with the type of pipe materials being used in system

construction.
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D.  Seepage Trenches.

It is suggested to establish a maximum trench depth requirement
for seepage trench systems. Currently, it is our understanding
that Rule 340-71-220 (8-a} applies Timiting seepage trenches to

a maximum depth of 36". On the other hand, it would be our
understanding that the trench depth would be dependent upon the
factors of separation from the ground water table, soils with
rapid or very rapid permeability, etc. Clarification within the
rules on this matter would be helpful. One criteria which we
would ask consideration for is the allowance of trenches deeper
than 36 inches where the soil conditions are deep and well drained.
Specifically, we anticipated being able to use seepage trenches
to eliminate the need for teeching drywells in some parts of the
County. Unfortunately, it appears this will not be feasible with
the 36" maximum trench depth limit.

If at all possible, we would ask that these four matters be considered in

your proposed amendments to the rules on On-Site Sewage Disposal., If
further information is needed, please feel free to contact this office.

DANTIEL M. BUSH - Soil Scientist
Development Services Division

mb

State of Oregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALFTY

NEGEIVE
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902 ABERNETHY RCAD XVINS!TOINDW, th,l_:{TH
) ssistant Direc
OREGON CITY, OREGON 97045 DON D. BROADSWORD
(503) 655-8521 Operations Direclor

DAVID J, ABRAHAM

Department of Environmental Quality o e e UR
P.0. Box 1760 : JOHN C-Mcé)'\%\éf;f Flanning Director
QPP
Portland, OR $7207 BovalonmentF
’ Services

Administrator

ATTN: dack Osbuorne

SUBJ: Proposed Amendments tofOregon Administrative Rules
340-71~100 to 71-600, asiPer Memo Dated June 1, 1981

I have just completed reviewing your proposed rule amendments, as
per the above memo. 1 have some serious concerns concerning some
portions of your proposed changes, and would Tike to have these
comments placed in the record at your hearings on June 16, 1981,

Under General Fees, I have the f0110wing comments:

1, The new rules allow the D.E.Q. to charge $135 for a site
evaluation for a residential development, However, commercial
facility lots would be evaluated at a cost of $135 for the
first projected 1000 gallons of daily sewage flow and
$40 for each 500 gallons beyond the 1000 gallons., This fee
schedule, it appears to me, puts an extremely high price for
even moderately sized commercial developments. For example,

~1f a development was expected to generate a maximum dailty
sewage flow of approximately 4000 gallons, the total fee for
site evaluations alone would be §375. Even with the largest
possible drainfield, 4000 gallons of sewage could be disposed
of in approximately 2 to 2% acres of reasonably open, Tevel
terrain, In my opinion, charging $375 to evaluate the 5 to
8 test holes necessary to examine 2 acres is excessive, 1
would much prefer to see the $40 incremental charge placed
upon steps of 2000 gallons of daily sewage flow, instead of
as currently proposed.

|

2. ' You propose to charge a $50 fee for plan reviews on any
commercial facility system, regardless of its size. Since
commercial is defined in the current regulations as any
structure other than a single family residence, it is apparent
that a $50 fee could be charged to review the sewage disposal

~Tayout for a small office building where sewage flows would

only be about 150 gallons per day. In my opipion, degai1ed

facility plans for commercial structures should only be
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necessary in the case whpre sewage flows exceed some figure

in the neighborhood of 1000 gallons per day. To charge for
plan reviews for sysfems much smaller than that does not appear
to be eqmtame° !

‘ |
3. Your proposals indicate that you wish to charge a surcharge for
site evaluation reports and new construction permits. This
surcharge is quite 11kely to raise a significant amount of
public hositility as weiﬂ as objections from the construction
industry., This office:has gone on record in the past of
supporting a surcharge similar to that used by the lepartment
of Commerce in work with the Uniform Building Code. At the
Department of Commerce, a 4% surcharge is charged on all
building permits. This money is used to finance the Department's
educational program and aid in overall improvement of the
knowledge and understanding of the building code. The surcharge
you propose is, in my opinion, extremely high. Using the data
for the fiscal year from July, 1979, to June, 1980, the amount
of revenue generated by such a fee schedu1e wou1d be in the
range of $310,000, Unless the public could see a significant
benefit from the expenditures of such funds, I would not faver
approval of the surcharge. If the rule could be rewritten to
earmark funds for an educational program or publication and
dissemination of information for the general public, then this
office could enthus1ast1ca1]y support such a proposal. However,
the fees you propose to charge seem to be well in excess of any
thing necessary to accomplish such a program. 1 would strongly
recommend returning to-a 4 or 5% sort of surcharge program, with
specific uses designated for the use of such funds.
I ;
Dan Bush from our office has forwarded comments relative to the current
regulations, but not necessarily relevant to your proposed changes. It is
my hope that his comments can be rev1ewed and answers to the questions
raised be presented either through the pub11c hearTng process or through
memos from your office. .

.1 appreciate the opportunity to present my views on this matter to you and
to the Department. If you have any questions with regard to the above,
do not hesitate o contact me,

fookoo T o

RICHARD L. POLSON = Chief Soils Scientist
Development Services Division

/mb




PHILLIPS FIBERS CORPORATION

A SUBSIDIARY OF PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY

ENGINEERED PRODUCTS MARKETING
1200 WESTLAKE AVENUE NORTH #414
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98109

{206) 2827148

June &, 1981

Department of Envivonmental Quality
Attn: Jack Osborne

P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Re: Amendments to Rule OAR 340-71-100 to 71-600
Dear Mr. Osbokne:

In your review of the above Rule, we would 1ike to recommend the use of
filter fabrics to protect the drain field from plugging due to soil
particles migrating into the open aggregate.

Phillips Fibers Corporation manufactures a filter fabric called Supac
which is used by the construction industry to protect drainage structures
along highways and around buildings. The use of Supac in completely en-
closing the drain rock assures a longer 1ife to the structure. This same
technology can be applied to drain fields, saving the homeowney the neces-
sity of digging up the field every few years to clean it. The fabric is
an inert material called polypropylane which is not effected by normal
waste products.

Enclosed is some 1iterature on Supac including a design guide for its use
in drains. Also enclosed is a general specification that would be appro-
priate for inclusion in your Rule.

If you have any further questions, piease feel free to contact me.

Very truly you}s,

iz

Didrik A, Voss, PE
District Sales Manager

DV :mt
Encl.

cc: Ed Fatz
Pacific Corrugated Pipe Co.



SPECTFICATION

Filter Fabric for Drain Fields

The filter fabric shall be a pervious sheet of polymeric fibers secured
by needle-punching, spun-bonding or melt-bonding such that the fibers are
stabie and free from defects, rips, holes and flaws.

The polymeric fabric supplied shall meet the physical and mechanical
properties listed below:

Property Value
Tensile Strength, Ths., minimum ASTM D-1682 80
Elongation, %, ASTM D-1682 50-90
Mullen Burst, psi, minimum ASTM D-751 200
Puncture, 1bs., minimum COE CW02215 50
Equivalent Opening Size COE CW02215 70-140

Coefficient of Permeability, CM/SEC, minimum 0.10




Deschutes County Health Department

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION
COURTHOUSE ANNEX BEND, OREGON 97701

May 26, 1981

Jack Osborne

Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Re: Proposed Amendment to OAR 340-71-100 to 71-600, On Site Sewage Disposal
Rules

Dear Jack:

| will be unable to attend the hearing due to the distance and a shortage
of funds in our travel budget. My comments are limited to the proposed
fees and surcharges.

An increase in fees for some new alternative systems is reasonable considering
the additional inspection time required. However, 1 was distressed to

read of a proposed increase of $53.00 for a feasibility and permit to serve
a single family residence. This amounts to approximately 33% and at a

time when the voters refuse to pass a county budget in excess of 6%.

| realize that a portion of this increase is the surcharge to cover your
administrative costs. To the public it boils down to the cost of a permit.
In Deschutes County alone, the surcharge for the first five months of this
year would have amounted to $9,800.00. |f the economic conditions improve,
the annual surcharge would be considerable. | doubt if this would be
acceptable to the public as proposed. Perhaps any surcharges should be
deducted from the permit costs instead of being an additional cost.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Supervising Sanitarian ES [’E @ "’5 n v E

JKG:mr MAY 2 8 1981

Water Qudalitv “iviglan
Dept. of Environ 4 Quality




Michael McCracken, M.8,

Benjemin Bonniander, M.D., M.P.H.
Health Officer .
Dennis D. Dahlen, M.8.W. ;oo
Mental Health Director i

Public Health Diractor

LINN COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
COURTHOUSE ANNEX
P.0. Box 100, Albany, Oregon 97321

JoAlina Olson, RN, Public Haalth 967--3888
Mental Health 967--3868

Richard Swanson, R.S. Environmental Health 9673821

Envitonmental Health Diractor Administration 967.-3905

May 26, 1881

Mr. Jack Osborne

Manacer ,
On-8ite Waste Nisposal b E @ E ” W E
Department of Environmental Quality ) - g
Portland, OR 97207 FRY 27 1981

Re: Proposed Surcharge | Water Quisiity Livision
H A -} . Bept. of Envirogn: -} Q“ﬂ”ty

Dear Jack:

I have received a copv of the prcoposed DEQ rule amendments that
recommend a state surcharde of $14 per site evaluation and $5

Per standard construction permit. Counties would be recuired

to forward the monies to the Department on a monthly basis. I
believe in a strong state program with up~to-date rules and good
technical assistance. Understandably, this costs money. Eowever,

I kelieve the proposed surcharge is exorbitant. I offer the fol-
lowing comments.

During the last three guarters, Linn County has done 302 site
evaluations and issued 116 permits. Therefore, the total due

over the last nine months would be $4,808 or an average of $534.22
per month.

With the adoption of the new rules on March 13, 1581, counties
have more responsibilities and DEQ has less. COn the averadge, we
request a field visit from the DEQ sanitarian once a month. This
means we would be paying approximately $450 per month for admini-
strative activities. I find this very high as I just reduced my
budget and had to lay off one sanitarian.

Total on-site program receipts for the last nine months for Linn
County was $34,910; 3% of this is $1,047.30--a figure that I
think is fair and still allows for a strong state program.

Forwarding this amount on a monthly basis would be too burdensome
and costly for the county. I would prefer that the accounting be
performed quarterly as is your statistical report.
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May 26, 1981
Page 2

I prefer a percentage surcharge rather than a flat rate for easier
bookkeepihg purposes, but I understand your intent to have the
surcharge clearly separate from the county fee.

Therefore, I recommend that the DEQ surcharge be $5 for site eval-
vations. This represents about a 4% surcharge acress the board.
No surcharge should be required for permits.

Since counties are negotiating contracts, this would be an excel-
lent opportunity for the Department to clarify exactly what ser-
vices would be provided for this surcharge income.

I understand this surcharge must be approved by the Joint Committee
on Ways and Means as well as the Environmental Quality Commission
to be effective.

Thank vou.

Sincerely,

Lozt

Richard H. Swenson, R.S., Director
BEnvironmental Health Division

RHS/klb

cc: Mike McCracken
John Borden
Roger Hevden
Roy Burns
(zene Clemens
Chuck Costanzo
Dwvke Mace
Bob Foster
Gordon Fultez
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ATTACHMENT "B"

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

In the Matter of Amendment
to Rule OAR 340-71-100 to 71-600
On-Site Sewage Disposal

Statutory Authority.,

Statement of Need,

Principal Documents Relied Upon
and Statement of Fiscal Impact

T Nt S

1. Citation of Statutory Buthority: ORS 454.625, which requires the
Environmental Quality Commission to adopt rules pertaining to
On-Site Sewage Digposal.

2. Need for Rule: The Department of Environmental Quality as well as
Multnomah County require an increase in fees for permits and services in
the on-site sewage disposal program in order to carry on an efficient
level of service. In addition, some technical rule amendments are
necessary to provide smoother administration of the On—-Site Sewage
Disposal rules.

3. Documents Relied Upon in Proposal of the Rule Amendments:

Letter from Multnomah County with attached documentation on fees,
dated April 10, 1981,

This document may be viewed at Department of Environmental Quality,
522 S8.W. Pifth, Portland, Oregon, or at the Multnomah County Department
of Environmental Services, 2115 S.E. Morrison Street, Portland, Oregon.

4. Fiscal and Economic Impacts: Fiscal and economic impacts would affect
persons applyving for a permit or service under the statewide rules for
on-site sewage disposal. Generally such applicants would pay an
increased fee for a permit or service. 1In addition, the new fee
schedules will result in additional revenue for the Department and
Contract Counties to use for program operation.

Date: July 17, 1981
William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality

XL384.B (1)




ATTACHMENT "C

PROPOSED ON-SITE RULE AMENDMENTS

Anend OAR 340-71-140 as follows:

340-71-140 PFees—General.

(1) Except as provided in Section [3] (5) of this rule, the following
nonrefundable fees are required to accompany applications for site

evaluations, permits, licenses and services[:] provided by the

Depar tment.,
ON~-SITE MAX TMUM
SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS FEE

(&) New Site Evaluation:

(A} Single Family Dwelling:

(i) First Iot......... e eerereeeerenes cee.  [120] $135

(ii) Each Additional Lot Evaluated During Initial

Visit [While On—-site]l..ceveeonnns casses {1001 $110

(B) Commercial Facility System[,]: [for Each 1200
Gallons Projected Daily Sewage Flow or
Part Thereof....vcncaeue cesecaes essooan caas [120]

(i) For First 1000 Gallons Projected Daily

Sewade PlOW voecenssacaes caecessscana . $135

(ii1) Plus For Each 500 Gallons or Part Thereof

Above 1000 Gallons .eeesess . cecanas $40

{C) Evaluation Denial Review ...... ceeees cee [25] $30

A2] (1) -1- 6/26/81
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(D) [(A}] Fees for site evaluation applications made to an

E) [B)]

) [©)]

agreement county shall be in accordance with that

county's fee schedule.

Each fee paid entitles the applicant to as many site

inspections on a single parcel or lot as are necessary

to determine site suitability for a single system.

The applicant may request additional site inspections

within 90 days of the initial site evaluation, at no

extra cost.

Separate fees shall be required if site inspections

are to determine site suitability for more than one

system on a single parcel of land.

(b) Construction Installation Permit :

@)

(M

For First 1000 Gallons Projected Daily Sewage Flow:

i) Standard On—Site SYSLell seeeccovansos

(ii) Alternative System[s] :
AerobiC SYSTEeM ceeisvens viscossea eson
Capping Fill .cveoacenns vesauve secuanes
Cesspool  seieeeanans sesecsssns sessos
Evapotranspiration-Absorption ......
Gray Water Waste Disposal Sump .....
Holding Tank ...... cesosveesorsacaans
Pressure Distribution .....cce.. veas
Redundant ......... bessane ceseasenas
Sand Filter ..c.cevosucascnes caessess
Seepage Pit ..oececocs escsavassronas

-2

[40]  $50

$90
$50
[40]  $90
$90
$90
[40] $130
$50

6,/26/81




Seepage Trench  sveevseoscssococssses $50

Steep S1OPE  ..evscnccns cesessasssnns $50
Tile Dewatering ...eceessees ceeacnas $90
[Other] @9 PTEoe PEd0ePERAdoDRaCBr 'EEEER] [40]

(B) For systems with projected daily sewage flows greater

than 1000 gallons, the construction installation permit

fee shall be equal to the fee reguired in OAR 340~-71--140

(1) (b) () plus $10 for each 500 gallons or part thereof

above 1000 gallons.

Note: Fees for construction permits for systems with

projected daily sewage flows greater than 5,000 gallons

shall be in accordance with the fee schedule for WPCF

permits.

{C) Commercial Facility System, Plan Review [,] :
[for each 1200 gallons daily sewage flow, or part
thereof.......... omeonen cesssncas cevssae caos 40}

(i) for first 1000 gallons prgjected daily sewage

£1OW vovonvene ceesessas cevsnans ceessoas $50

(ii) plus for each 500 gallons or part thereof above

1000 gallons .eeeeon. Crasnenns vesaen ceenes $10

[Commercial Facility System, Permit, for each 1200
Gallons Daily Sewage Flow, or Part Thereof.. 40]
(D) Permit Denial ReVieW.....cevevsscscsosns <. [25]1  $50

{E) Construction-Installation Permit Renewal :

(i) If Field Visit Required.....ceecovsacns {251 §50
{ii) No Field Visit Required......cceevseenen $ 10
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(c} Alteration Permit ....veevecsceceocsconaes ceecae [40] $ 50
(d) Repair Permit:

{8) Single Family Dwelling ...vvcecsscccocs cenee $ 25

(B) Commercial Facility ... The appropriate fee

identified In OAR 340-71-140(1) (b) (A) and (B)

applies.

(e) Authorization Notice:
If Field Visit Required .....cecu0. cesacases [40] $50
No Field Visit Required ......cvcecoenscnsas $ 10

(£} Annual Evaluation of Alternative System
(Where Required) ...... Cevesaoens caeees ceene [40] 50
(9) Annual Evaluation of Large System (2501 to 5000 GPD) [40] $50
(h) Annual Evaluation of Temporary Mobile Home....... [25] §50
(1) Variance to On-Site System RULES ...ceeecassns ves $ 225
An applicant for a variance is not required to pay the
application fee, if at the time of filing, the owner:
(A) 1Is 65 years of age or older; and
(B) 1Is a resident of the State of Oregon: and
(C) Has an annual household income, as defined in ORS
310.630, of $15,000 or less.
(j) Rural Area Variance to Standard Subsurface Rules
(A) Site Evaluation.....eecee.. srieesessescannn . [120] $135
[Permit v.veecocevosscnonacscas cesenssasces ceenun . 40]
Note: 1In the event there is on file a site evaluation report
[application] for that parcel that is less than ninety

days old, the [above] site evaluation fee shall be waived.
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(B) Construction Installation Permit....The appropriate

fee identified in OAR 340-71-140(1) (b) applies.

(k) Sewage Disposal Service:
Business License ......eeee cetressenaas ceesnon R $ 100
Pumper Truck Inspection, Each Vehicle ......... .. $ 25
(1) Experimental Systems:
PErMit vvvevevevenes Ceereneeneenns ceeneees ceveree $ 100
(2) Contract County Fee Schedules.

Pursuant to ORS 454,745 (4), fee schedules which exceed maximum

fees in ORS 454.745(1l), and Section {1) of this rule, are

established for Contract Counties as follows:
(a) Lane County (set forth in Appendix K).
{b) Clackamas County (set forth in Appendix L).

(¢) Multnomah County (set forth in Appendix M).

(3) Contract County Fee Schedules, General.

(a) Fach county having an agreement with the Department under ORS

454,725 shall adopt a fee schedule for services rendered and

permits and licenses to be issued.

(b) A copy of the fee schedule and any subsequent

amendments to the schedule shall be forwarded to the Department.

(c) Fees shall not:

(A) Exceed actual costs for efficiently conducted services: or

(B} Exceed the maximum established in Section (1) of this

rule, unless approved by the Comission pursuant to

ORS 454.745(4).
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(4)

Surcharge. In order to offset a portion of the administrative costs of

31 5)

the statewide on-site sewage disposal program, a surcharge for each

activity, as set forth in the following schedule, shall be levied by

the Department and by each Agreement County. Proceeds from surcharges

collected by the Department and Agreement Counties shall be accounted

for separately. Each Agreement County shall forward the proceeds to

the Department as negotiated in the memorandum of agreement

(contract) between the county and the Department.

Activity Surcharge

(a) Site evaluation: per lot: or

for each 1,000 gallons projected

daily sewage flow or part thereof

S5

up to 5,000 gallons seveeoceaveosns teaeeeses veaes $1

[$)]

(b) New Construction Installation Permit ....eececace

The Agent may refund a fee accompanying an application [for a
construction-installation permit, site evaluation report, or
variance,] if the applicant withdraws the application before the
Agent has done any field work or other substantial review of

the application,

Amend OAR 340-71-290(3) as follows:

(3)

Sites Approved for Sand Filter Systems. Sand filters may be permitted

on any site meeting requirements for standard subsurface sewage
disposal systems contained under OAR 340-71-220, or where disposal
trenches {including shallow subsurface irrigation trenches) would be

used, and all the following minimum site conditions can be met:
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(a) The highest level attained by temporary water would be : ;
[eighteen (18) inches or more below ground surface; or twelve
(12) inches or more below the natural ground surface where slopes
are twelve (12) percent or less, and either a pressurized
distribution system or a capping £ill constructed pursuant to
Section 340-71-265(3) and 340-7L-265(4) {(a) through (c) is used.
Temporary groundwater levels shall be determined pursuant to
methods contained in Subsection 340-71-220(2) (b).]

{A) ™welve (12) inches or more below ground surface where

gravity equal distribution trenches are used. Pressurized

distribution trenches may be used to achieve equal

distribution on slopes up to twelve (12) percent; or

(B) Twelve (12) inches or more below ground surface on sites

requiring serial distribution where distribution trenches

are covered by a capping fill, provided: trenches are

excavated twelve (12) inches into the original soil profile,

slopes are twelve (12) percent or less, and the capping

fill is constructed according to provisions under OAR

340-71-265(3) and 340-71-265(4) (a) through (c). A

construction—installation permit shall not be issued until

the £ill is in place and approved by the Agent; or

(C) Eighteen (18) inches or more below ground surface on sites

requiring serial distribution where standard serial

distribution trenches are used.

(b} The highest level attained by a permanent water table would be

equal to or more than distances specified below:
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Amend OAR 340~-71-305(3) as follows:
(3) No permit shall be issued for the installation of any other sand
filter which in the judgment of the Department would require
operation and maintenance significantly greater than the

conventional sand filter unless [responsibility] arrangements for

system operation and maintenance [is vested in a municipality ag
defined in ORS 454.010(3) which the Department determines to have
adequate resources to carry out such responsibility, unless other

arrangements] meeting the approval of the Director have been made

which will ensure adequate operation and maintenance of the
system. Each permitted installation may be inspected by the
Agent [or responsible public entity] at least every twelve (12)
months and checked for necessary corrective maintenance. [An

anmual system evaluation fee shall be assessed.] The Agent may

waive the annhual system evaluation fee during years when the

field evaluation work is not performed.

Amend OAR 340-71-325(1) and (2) as follows:

340-71-325 Gray Water Waste Disposal Sumps. (Diagrams 14 and 15)

(1) Por the purpose of these rules "gray water waste disposal sump"

means a series of recepticales designed to receive hand-carried

gray water for [absorption] disposal into the soil.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracked [ ] material is deleted.
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(2)

Criteria for Approval,

(a)

Hand-carried [Glgray water may be disposed of in gray water

waste disposal sumps which serve facilities such as
recreation parks, camp sites, seasonal dwellings, or
construction sites [which do not have running water piped

into the units.] where the projected daily gray water flow

does not exceed ten (10) gallons per unit. Gray water or

other sewage shall not be piped to the gray water waste

disposal sump. Where projected daily sewage flow exceeds

ten (10) gallons per unit, gray water ghall be disposed of

in facilities meeting requirements of OAR 340-71-320(2) (b).

Amend OAR 340-71-160 by adding a new section (9) as follows:

(9) A permit issued pursuant to these rules shall be effective for one (1)

year from the date of issuance and is not transferrable.

Amend OAR 340-71-275(5) (a) (&) (i1) as follows:

Xa21 (1)

(1i) Pipe friction shall be based upon a Hazen Williams

coefficient of smoothness of [120] 150 . All pressure
lateral piping and fittings shall have a minimum diameter
of two (2) -inches unless submitted plans and
specifications show a smaller diameter pipe is adedquate.
The head loss across a lateral with multiple evenly
spaced orifices may be considered equal to one-third
(1/3) of the head loss that would result if the entrance

flow were to pass through the length of the lateral.

~9- 6/26/81




Amend OAR 340-71-290(3) {¢) as follows:

w2l (1)

{c)

Permanent water table levels shall be determined in
accordance with methods contained in subsection

340-71-220(1) (d). Sand filters installed in sgoils as

defined in Appendix A, 107, in areas with permanent water

tables shall not discharge more than four hundred fifty
(450) gallons of effluent per one-half (1/2) acre per day

except: where;

-10~ 6/26/81




Add OAR 340-71-140(2) (c), Appendix M, as follows

340~71-140(2) (c} APPENDIX M

MULTNCMAH COUNTY FEE SCHEDULE

(A) Septic Tank and Disposal Field's

(i) New site evaluation, lst lot $1.20,00

(1i}) Fach additional lot evaluation while on gite 120.00

{B) Seepage Pitg, Cesspools or Holding Tanks

(New Site Evaluation)

(i) __Commercial site 120.00
(i) Industrjal site 120.00
(iii) Multiple residential site, lst system _170.00

Fach additional system 50,00
(iv}) Single family residential site _70.00

{(C) Construction Installation Permit

(1) Standard septic tank/drainfield, with daily

flow of 450 gallons per day maximum 65,00
(ii)  Septic tank capping f£ill on disposal areas 75.00
(iii) Sand filter system 100.00

(iv)  Septic tank/drainfield system in excess of

450 gallons per day. 65.00
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(v)

Plus $20.00 for each increment of 450 gal/day

All alternative systems other than capping f£ill

and sand filter systems 100.00
(vi) Cesspool 65.00
(vii) Cesspool excess of 20*' of rinas 100.00
(viii) Septic tank (maximum capacity 2500 gallons)
and one 15' or 20' seepage pit 65.00
(ix) Septic tank (maximum capacity 2500 gallons)
and two 15' X 20' seepage pits 100.00
(%) System with septic tank larger than 3000 gallons
shall be prorated at increments of $50.00/1000
gal. capacity. $50.00 for each increment of
1000 gallons of capacity 100.00
(xi) Holding tank permits 100.00
(D) Alteration of septic tank and drainfield 40.00
(E) Extension of septic tank and drainfield 40.00
(F} Repair of septic tank and drainfield 40.00
{G) Inspection of sewage disposal pump truck 25.00
Fach additional licensed truck on premises 10.00
(H) Evaluation of existing system adequacy 30.00
(I) Annual evaluation of alternative system 40.00
(When required including holding tank)
(J) _Annual evaluation of temporary mobile homes 25,00
{K) Abandonment of subsurface system 35,00
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Bmend QAR 340-71-220(3)

(@) B} (Table 4) as follows:

TABLE 4

Minimum length of disposal trench (linear feet) required per cne hundred
£fifty (150) gallons projected daily sewage flow determined from soil
texture versus effective soil depth.

18" to Less than 24" 125 150 175
EFFECTIVE

24" to Less than 36" 100 125 150

SO0IL
36" to less than 48" 75 100 125

DEPTH
48" or more [75] 50 75 125
A B C

5011, GROUP *

*  Soil Group A
Soil Group B
Soil Group C

X2l (1)

Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam
Sandy Clay Loam, Loam, Silt Loam, Silt, Clay Loam
Silty Clay Ioam, Sandy Clay, Silty Clay, Clay

Tables - 4
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Amend OAR 340-71-220(3) (a) (C) (Table 5) as follows:

TABLE 5

Minimum length of disposal trench (linear feet) required per one hundred
fifty (150) gallons projected daily sewage flow determined from soil
texture versus depth to temporary groundwater.

DEPTH 24"

To Less 100 125 150

O Than 48"
TEMPORARY

48!!

GROUNDWATER or [75] §Q [1.00] _7_§ 125
More

A B C

SOTL GROUP *

*  Soil Group A
Soil Group B
Soil Group C

NOTR: Under lined

Sand, Loamy Sand, Sandy Loam
Sandy Clay Loam, Loam, Silt Loam, Silt, Clay Ioam
Silty Clay Ioam, Sandy Clay, Silty Clay, Clay

material is new,

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

Xa21 (1)

Tables ~ 5
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Attachment D ,Vf;/

MULTNOMAH CoOuUnTY OREGON

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE DONALD E. CLARK
ROOM 136, COUNTY COURTHOUSE COUNTY EXECGUTIVE
PORTLAND, OREGCN 97204

(503) 248-3308

April 10, 1981

Mr, William H, Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Qregon 97207

Dear Mr., Young:

Multnomah County, a contract county with the Department of Environ-
mental Quality, in accordance with 0.R.S. 454.745 (4), requests an
amendment to current approved fees,

Multnomah County 1s performing minimum services efficiently and
effectively, but has been unable to support service costs with
existing fees., The extent of our inability to support service costs,
since current fees were established, is evidenced in our quartexrly
reports,

Enclosed you will find the requested fee revisions along with statis-
tical data and an explanatory narrative,.

We will appreciate your forwarding this request to the Environmental
Quality Commission for appropriate action.

Please advise Bill Whitfield, 248-3047, if any additional data is
requested.

S{erely, {M

Donald E. Clark -
County Executive

]_jW State of Uregoe-
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRGNMENTAL QUALITY
®ELYE
REGE!WE
!.ji,l o ] e
APR 14 16901

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

Ar EQUAL ORPORTUNITY EMSLOVYEA




MULTNCMAH COUNTY
DEPT. OF ENVIRCNMENTAL SERVICES

PERMIT SECTION

SUBSURFACE SEWAGE PROGRAM
PERMIT FEE STATISTICAL DATA

APRIL 19281




Page 1 & 2

Page 3

Page 4

Page 5

NARRATIVE

Provide a comparison between the existing and
proposed subsurface permit fees. The requested
fee increases reflect increases in installation
and repair permits. This, we feel, is the area
contributing most significantly to the program
deficit.

Provides the actual fees received from the exist-
ing fee schedule and fees anticipated from the
proposed schedule. The period March 1980 to March
1987 was used because the existing fee schedule
was put into effect in March of 1980.

Sets forth the fiscal year program cost beginning
July 1981. The program wage reflects a ccnserva-
tive break down of the percentage of total gross
wage applicable to the subsurface program. Wages
and direct services are derived from our 1987-82
budget. The direct materials and services com—
prise office supplies, communications, minor equip-
ment, fuel, maintenance, etc. The indirect mater-
ials and service is established by the Office of
County Management as a percentage of all direct
budgeted items in the Department of Environmental
Services. For this purpose we are using I.M.S.

as a percentage of personnel costs only. The
19.6% I.M.5. covers the cost of space rental,
automobile purcahse, county counsel, payroll,
insurance, etc.

Indicates the subsurface activity volume for the
last two years. Activity figures are obtained

from in-house monthly reports, which contain in-
formation in more detail than required on guarterly
reports. These figures should, however coincide
with those activities shown on the D.E.Q. quarterly
report form. '




SUBSUEFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL
PERMIT FEE AMENDMENTS

FEE SCHEDULE

A,

Septic Tank and Disposal Field's

.
2.

New site evaluation, lst lot
Each additional lot evaluation while on site

Seepage Pits, Cesspolls or Holding Tanks
(New Site Evaluation)

1.
2.
3

4,

Commercial site

Industrial site

Multiple residential site, 1st system
Each additional system

Single family residential site

Construction Installation Permit

1.

2.
3.
4

o ~J

10.

11.

Standard septic tank/drain field, with daily
flow of 450 gallons per day maximum

Septic tank capping £ill on disposal areas
Sand filter system

Septic tank/drain field system in excess of

450 gallons per day

Plus $20.00 for each increment of 450 gal/day
All alternative systems other than capping fill
and sand filter systems

Cesspool

Cesspool excess of 20°' of rings

Septic tank (maximm capacity 2500 gallons)

and ong 15' or 20' seepage pit

Septic tank (maximum capacity 2500 gallons)

and two 15" X 20' seepage pits

System with septic tank larger than 3,000 gallons

Page 1 of 5

shall be pro-rated at increments of $50.00/1000 gal.
capacity. $50.00 for each increment of 1,000 gallons

of capacity.
Holding tank permits

Alteration of septic tank and drainfield

Extension of septic tank and drainfield

Repair of septic tank and drainfield

Inspection of sewage disposal pump truck
Each additional licensed truck on premises

PRESENT PROPOSED
$120.00 $120.00
120.00 120.00
126.00 120.G0
120.00 120,00
70.00 70.00
50.00 50.00
70.00 70.00
40.00 65.00
40.00 75.00
40.00 100.00
40,00 65.00
40.00 100.00
40.00 65.00
40,00 100.00
40.00 65.00
40.00 100.00
40.00 100.00
40.00 100.00
25.00 40.00
25.00 40.00
25.00 40.00
25.00 25,00
10.00 10.00




Proposed Subsurface Disposal
Fee Schedule Amendments

H. Evaluation of existing system adequacy

I. Anmal evaluation of alternative gystam
(When required including holding tank)

J. Anmual evaluation of temporary mobile hcomes

K. BAbandonment of subsurface system

Page 2 of 5
30.00 30.00
40.00 40.00
25.00 25.00
35.00 35.00




SUBSURFACE SEWAGE PERMIT REVENUE

Activity EXISTTNG FEE

ACTUAL INCOME
MAR. 80 to Mar. 81

Site evaluation $36,505
Construction permit (new) 38,175
Construction permit (Repl.) 1,300

- V.A. 10,770
Abandonment 15,380
Alternative systems 400
Holding tanks _ 0
Punper Ttruck inspection 400

Total $102,930
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PROPOSED FEE

PROJECTED INCOME

{est.)

F.Y. 1981-82 |

$36,505
62,034
2,080
10,770
15,380
1,000

1,000
400

$129,169




1981-82 F.Y. SUBSURFACE
FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

NAME PERCENT OF TIME
Chinn 100
Stupey 100
Crawford 100
McVeigh 50
Baker 3
Schumacher 10
Whitfield 10

Total Gross Wages Paid
Direct Materials and Service 10% G.W.
Indirect Materials and Service 19.6% G.W.

Total Subsurface Program Operating Cost

PROGRAM
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GROSS ANNUAL PROGRAM WAGE
WAGE
$35,202.00 $35,202.00
29,024.88 29,024.88
25,284.46 25,284.46
18,881.66 9,440.83
22,091.40 1,104.57
22,404.36 2,240.44
42,108.88 4,210.89

$106,508.07
10,650.81
20,875.56

$138,034.44




SUBSURFACE PERMITS

TWO YEAR ACTIVITY RECORD
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ACTIVITY APR-JUN'79 JUL-SEP'79 OCT-DEC'79|JAN-MAR' 80| APR-JUN' 80| JUL-SEP'80| OCT-DEC'80 |JAN-MAR' 80
Btart Aug.
PERMITS ISSUED 190 203 228 ou6 229 223 238
OFFICE CONSULT 2,437 2,245 2.083 2.20% 2,136 1,418 2,118 2,430
S.T7.& D.F. INSP %6 54 45 18 38 29 27 30
C.& S.P. INSP 282 288 180 201 232 127 242 279
RECHECK ON SYST ne 48 56 39 5% 27 48 46
EVAL EXIST SYST 190 134 107 107 107 0% 90 66
COMPLAINTS INVEST 109 4 44 54 70 62 47 54,
SYST PLAN REVIEW 809 525 651 497 391 330 404 526
FEASIBILITY STUDY 62 68 %9 55 35 29 36 56
Start Mar.
ABANDONMENT IRSP 45 132 101 05 91
SUPPORT SERV MEET 241 208 110 129 182 87 144 142




Environmental Quality Commission

522 S.W. 5th AVENUE, P.O. BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commisgsion
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item Q, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting
Request for a Variance from OAR 340-21-015(2) (b) and

OAR 340-21-030 for the Mid-Oregon Crushing Company
Asphaltic Concrete Plant

Background and Problem Statement

Mid-Oregon Crushing Company operates an asphaltic concrete paving plant at
Lower Bridge, seven miles northwest of Redmond, Oregon. The plant ig por-
table, but has been at Lower Bridge for four years. The locatipn is a
special control area and particulate emission limits of OAR 340-21-015(2) (b)
and 340-21-030 apply. The company has requested a variance from these limits
until March 1, 1982. Attachment A contains .the variance reguest.

The Department has been working with Mid-Oregon Crushing Company since 1978
to reduce emissions so that its planticould operate in continuous compliance.
However, the plant has never been observed in compliance and has not passed
an emissions test as required by its permit. There has been an extensive
enforcement history since 1978, which is outlined in Attachment B.

On March 2, 1981, the Director issued a legal notice notifying the company
that its permit application would not be renewed. The company appealed
this notice. Action on the appeal by the Hearings Section has been post-
poned awaiting consideration of the variance request.

Since 1978, the company has regularly attempted to improve its pollution con-
trol system on the asphaltic concrete plant., These adjustments- have cut
emissions, although the emissions still remain significantly above the per-
mit limits. The asphaltic concrete plant operated infrequently during both
1979 and 1980. TFrom the plant's production data, Department staff egtimates
actual operating time of 220 hours in 1979 and 140 hours in 1980.

The company's variance request contains a financial statement which shows a
poor financial condition. The request also contains statements by five local
paving companies who rely on the asphaltic concrete plant for material. It
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is claimed that Mid-Oregon Crushing Company is the only asphalt producer

in Central Oregon who will sell material to these pavers. Finally, the
variance request discusses the majority stockhelder's medical condition

and the subsequent problems of managing the company and making improvements.
Based upon these circumstances, the company requested a variance from opacity
limits and an emission test requirement until March 1, 1982,

The Commission is authorized by ORS 468.345 to grant variances from Depart-
ment rules if it finds that strict compliance is inappropriate because,
among other options, "strict compliance would result in a substantial cur-
tailment or closing down of a business, plant or operation."

Alternatives and Evaluation

The following is a discussion of alternatives when considering the excessive
emissions from the asphaltic concrete plant.

1. Mid~-Oregon Crushing could purchase a new pollution control system for
the plant. The company applied for construction approval and preliminary
tax credit certification for installation of a baghouse in 1979. The
ingtallation never occurred. Because of the apparent poor economic con-
dition of the company, purchase of pollution contrel equipment may not
be feagible.

2., The company could upgrade its existing wet scrubber system to meet
emission limits. This has been attempted over the past three years
without succegs. It is the Department's opinion that a comprehensive
analysis by a competent consultant might result in the plant’'s emis-
sions meeting standards. However, it is doubtful if a consultant
could be retained at this time because of the company's financial
problems.

3. The company has the option of selling the plant. This might eliminate
financial burdens caused by the plant not operating and might make the
company's other operations profitable. However, potential buyers may
not be interested in a plant that is not meeting emission standards.
The present economy probably lessens the chance of selling the plant.

4, The company could choose tc not operate the plant until the overall
economy and the company's economic situation improve. This option was
not explored in the variance request. It is likely that the shutdown
of the. plant would hurt--not help--the company's economic condition,
The five paving companies which reportedly rely on the asphalt plant
may have to curtail or end their operations under thig alternative.

After reviewing these alternatives, the Department feels that a variance
request is worhty of consideration,




Since 1978, the Department has worked with the company to obtain voluntary
compliance with its permit. Toward this goal, the Department has allowed
several extensions of compliance dates and has allowed emigsions over per-—
mit limits during interim periods. It could be argued that the company has
had more than enough time to meet the emission limits of its permit. Asphal-
tic concrete production is quite competitive in Central Oregon and consistent
application of rules and regulaticns is important.

The Department has proposed to deny renewal of the company's permit. It
took this action ag a last resort; compliance schedules, extensions of com-
pliance dates and enforcement actions have not resulted in compliance. The
company continues to occasionally operate, although it realizes that such
operation could result in maximum civil penalties.

Mid-Oregon Crushing's asphaltic concrete plant cannot meet two permit con-
ditions. The company has not passed an emissions test showing compliance
with the 0.1 gr/SCF standard. Also, the plant emissions have never met the
20% opacity limit. The plant is in an open rural area with only a couple
residences within three or four miles. The emissions are easily visible
from Highway 97 eight miles to the east. During the past three years, the
staff has made several cobsexrvations of emissions. The plant seems capable
of operating at 25% to 35% opacity, although much higher emissions have
been obsgserved. The plant has never been observed causing a nuisance condi-
tion and does not impact any urban ailr sheds.

The Department's principal concern with supporting the variance request is
the lack of evidence indicating the company can achieve compliance by
March 1, 1982. The company beliewves that the problems associated with the
medical condition of the majority shareholder will be resolved by then.
However, that alone does not assure that Mid-Oregon Crushing will become
financially sound. If a variance is allowed, it should contain a time
schedule to adequately monitor progress toward compliance.

The statute allows the Commission to grant variances if compliance would
result in substantial curtailment or closing down of a business, plant or
operation. The Department suggegts that, from the evidence presented, strict
compliance at this time would force the closing down of Mid-Oregon Crushing's
asphaltic concrete plant and possibly impact the businesses of five paving
companies. Strict compliance could result in the closing down of Mid-Oregon
Crushing's entire business.

Finally, the wvariance request contains a proposed compliance date of March 1,
1982. The Department doeg not believe that date isg realistic. The Depart-
ment believes October 1, 1982 would be a more realistic compliance date with
the understanding that if compliance is not achieved, maximum civil penalties
and denial of the permit will be pursued.

The Department proposes a variance from OAR-340-21-015(2) (b) and QAR 340-21-
030 until October 1, 1982, with the following cconditions:
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1. Visible emissions from the plant shall not equal or exceed 40% opacity
for more than three minutes in any one hour.

2. The variance applies only to operation of the plant at the present
Lower Bridge site.

3. 1If the Department determines that emissions cause a nuisance condition
to persons or property, this variance may be revoked.

4. The company must meet the compliance schedule contained in the Director's
Recommendation.

Summation

1. Mid-oOregon Crushing Company has requested a variance from OAR 340-21-
015(2) (b) and OAR 340-21-030 for operation of its asphaltic concrete
paving plant at Lower Bridge until March 1, 1982,

2. The Ccomission has the authority, under ORS 468.345, to grant a variance
from a rule when strict compliance would result in substantial curtail-
ment or closing down of a business plant or operatiomn.

3. Mid-Oregon Crushing Company has presented a financial statement which
shows a poor financial condition. 8Strict compliance would probably end
the plant's operation. Other information presented in the variance
request shows that five local companies may be impacted ag a result of
the closing down the asphaltic concrete plant's operatiom.

4. From the Department's evaluation, it is concluded that a variance to
October 1, 1982, is necessary.

5. The plant lies in a rural area and does not presently cause a nuisance
condition or gignificantly impact an urban air shed.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that the Commis-
gion grant a variance from OAR 340-21-015(2) (b) and OAR 340-21-030 for the
Mid-Oregon Crushing Company Asphaltic Concrete Plant (Permit No. 37-0174},
subject to the following conditions:

1. Visible emissions from the plant shall not exceed 40% opacity for more
than three minutes in any one hour.

2. The variance applies only to the operation of the plant at the present
Lower Bridge site.

3. If the Department determines that the emissions from the plant are
cauging a nuisance condition, thig variance may be revoked.




4. The wvariance granted to the plant is until Qctober 1, 1982, and is
contingent upon meeting the following compliance schedule. The variance
may be revoked by the Director upon failure to comply with the increments
of progress in the schedule.

Compliance Schedule

Increment Date

Progress Report including detailed January 1, 1982
financial status of Company

Preliminary pPlan for meeting March 1, 1982
Permit Limits

Submit Notice of Construction and June 1, 19282
Detailed Plans and Specifications

Order Equipment July 1, 1982

Install Equipment, Conduct Source Test, October 1, 1982
and achieve compliance

G2
WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Attachmentsg: (2)
(A) Variance Request
(B) Enforcement History

RJN : dmc
388-56146
June 25, 1981




Attachment A

Law OFFICES OF

. TrLEPHONE Davip F. P. GUYeETT
(503} 38D-B0610 155 N. W, IgvING
BeND, OREGON 97701

P. O.Box 83

June 12, 1981

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

Re: DEQ vs. Mid Oregon Crushing Co., Inc.
Case No. 11-AQ-CR-81-19 (Deschutes County)

Gentlemen:

This letter shall constitute Mid Oregon Crushing's formal
request for a variance pursuant to the authority of ORS 468,345
concerning the environmental standards imposed to operate a hot
plant which provides paving materials. Mid Oregon Crushing is
reqguesting that a variance be issued to allow them to operate
their existing hot plant until March 1, 1982 on the grounds that
strict compliance with the DEQ standards would result in a sub-
stantial curtailment, if not an outright closing, of their hot
plant and paving business., In addition, it would result in the
probable substantial curtailment or outright closure of five
local companies strictly dependent on them for hot plant mater-
ials. Those five companies are: (1) American Paving Company,
Bend, Oregon of which Cliff Price is the owner. A letter from
Mr. Price is attached hereto as Exhibit "A"™ and by this reference
incorporated herein. (2) Spike Durfee Construction, Crooked
River Ranch, Oregon of which Spike Durfee is the owner. Exhibit
"B" is attached hereto indicating his company's dependence on Mid
Oregon Crushing to supply him AC material for his paving busi-
ness. (3) Ponderosa Paving, Bend, Oregon of which Lynn McMurray
is the owner. It has also indicated its dependency on Mid Oregon
Crushing in Exhibit "C" attached hereto. Attached hereto as
Exhibit "D" and Exhibit "E" are affidavits from (4) Robert L.
Brown, owner of R, L. Brown Contractors, Inc. and (5} Steve
Marquardt, owner of Marquardt Paving, respectively, both of which
indicated their dependency on Mid Oregon Crushing for paving
materials.

In summary, if a variance is not granted, it is most prob-
able that these five pavers, as well as Mid Oregon Crushing will
suffer a substantial curtailment in their business enterprises




| Department of Environmental Quality
Page 2
June 12, 1981

with the accompanying result of substantial loss of employment
for a substantial number of people, all in Central Oregon.

The closure of the hot plant as threatened by the pending
action in the Notice of Denial of Air Contaminant Discharge Per-
mit Renewal Application would result in a substantial loss of
business for Mid Oregon Crushing because it is not in a financial
position currently to bring said hot plant into compliance based
on today's cost of technology. Enclosed as Exhibit "F" is a
financial statement of Mid Oregon Crushing which clearly indi-
cates the severity of this matter and one will easily conclude
after reviewing said financial statement, the closure of this hot
plant would probably cause the company to close permanently.

At the present time Mid Oregon Ready Mix, a subsidiary of
Mid Oregon Crushing, averages approximately 25-35 employees, most
of which would lose their jobs if the hot plant is closed.

The state of the economy is also a factor in bringing finan-
cial hardship to Mid Oregon Crushing and it has been fortunate to
have survived as well as it has in view of the state of the econ-
omy but the cost of compliance with the DEQ's standards is finan-
cially prohibitive at least in the short term. The company be-
lieves that by March 1, 1982 there will be sufficient funds to
bring the hot plant into compliance.

Another special factor constituting the basis for this re-
quest for a variance is the fact that the primary shareholder of
Mid Oregon Crushing is Phil Dahl. Mr. Dahl owns approximately
70% of the common stock of the company and has been in very poor
health over the past several years. He suffers from alcoholism
and at the present time his financial affairs are being handled
by several conservators appointed by the court. As a result of
Mr. Dahl's medical condition, the other shareholders and officers
of the company have not been in a controlling position to make
the decisions required to improve the company's financial status
including acquiring the necessary funding for compliance of the
hot plant with DEQ regulations. Presently, Robert Johnnie and
his brother—~in-law, Dick Reiten, are in the process of negotia-
ting a complete acquisition of Phil Dahl's 70% ownership of con-
mon stock in Mid Oregon Crushing. Mid Oregon Crushing is the
sole shareholder of Redmond Ready Mix The details of this acqui-
sition should be achieved over the next six to nine months. One
of the conditions is requiring an outside lender to infuse the
-company with more funds to permit continued operation as well as
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Page 3
June 12, 1981

bringing the hot plant into compliance with DEQ's regulations.
No funds are presently available to establish compliance.

It is clear from Exhibits "A"™ through "E" attached hereto
there is no question in the minds of the five companies therein
that their competitors in Central Oregon are attempting to drive
them out of business. It is submitted that this factor alone is
sufficient to justify a variance from the existing regulations.
When all the factors presented above are taken into account, it
ig Mid Oregon Crushing's position that the only practical solu-
tion to this problem is a granting of a variance through March 1,
1982 to allow them sufficient time to obtain funding to bring its
hot plant into compliance. The reason they were unable to in the
past was because of the diversity of views of the shareholders
owning the company and the medical condition of Mr. Dahl, all of
which prevented Robert Johnnie and Dick Reiten from acting by
themselves as minority shareholders as well as the deteriorating
eCconomy.

Mid Oregon Crushing also respectfully requests permission to
operate its hot plant on a limited basis until such time as the
request for a variance herein is acted upon. It is in the best
interest of Mid Oregon Crushing and the five companies totally
dependent on Mid Oregon Crushing as well as the public in Central
Oregon to allow as much competition as possible in the aggregate
and paving business until such time as the variance request is
acted upon.

Very truly yours,

David F. P. Guyett

DG /mw
Enclosures
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AFFIDAVIT: FROM LYNN.MGNURRAY

My company is Ponderesa Paving, address 16751 Peterson Ridge Road,
Bend, Oregon 97701. My phome number is 382-5807., I am the ownar
and general managert. I have been in the asphalt paving business as
a general contractor for about five years, three of which have been

in the Central Oregon area,

The company employs five people seasonally, plus mysself, -F—lmwn.

Mid-Oregon Ready Mix is my asphélt supplier., There are no other
asphalt producsrs in this area except Mid-Oregan Ready Mix that will
sell'ﬁzg mix, The éeuple at Bend Aggregate have told me that they
will not sell me mix because thesy want no compstition in any form.
The people at Deschutes Ready~Mix will pot sell hot mixed asphalt to
me; They will not even talk to me about selling mix, I have been
able to buy hase rack from Bend Aggregate, however, they charge me
45-60% more for the rock than they do other non-paving contractors.
It looks to me like they are trying to subdue any small paver in the
area, If I am unable to buy mix from Rid-Oregon Ready Mix, I'll
peobelEy be out of the paving business., I do have a large captial
investment in my company and it would progbably be lost. I am a
home owner in this area and if I am forced out of business, I will

probably have to leave the area and sell my house, if 1 can,

I put/w W




DEQ - MID OREGON CRUSHING CO., INC.
DEQ - REDMOND READY MIX

AFFIDAVIT

1. I, Robert L. Brown . am the owner of

Inc.
R. L. Brown Contractors,and have been in such position since

1980 .

2. Presently our only suppliér of ready mix materials is
Mid bregon Crushing and Redmond Ready Mix.

3. All other suppliers of these aggregate paving mater-
ials have refused to deal with us because they do not wish for us

" to compete with them,

4. 1In the event Mid Oregon Crushing and Redmond Ready Mix
are shut down_,r i.e., their hotplant is closed, we will be forced
out of business because no one else will supply us with the mat-
erials we require. This will cause us to shut down pefmanently
and will also create. a hardship to our customers in the form of
reduced competition for aggregate and paving materials and appli-
cation.

5. It is in our best interest as well as Central Oregon's
to allow Mid Oregon Crushing and Redmond Ready Mix to continue to
operate their hotplant,

6. Our company employs approximately 6 people in the
Central Oregon area and in the event our company goes out of
business, a substantial portion, if not all of these employees,
will be laid off.

DATED this 4th day of June, 1981,

O AL B

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me thls,/%%‘day of June,

oot /577Qf¢/ //fi ;ZZ: 7z

Notary PUbllC for Oregon
My commission expires: ; —a;_gdfjf

EXHIBIT "D"

1 Affidavit




DEQ - MID OREGON CRUSHING CO., INC.
DEQ - REDMOND READY MIX

AFFIDAVIT
1. I, steve Marquardt _, am the owner of
Marguardt Paving and have been in such position since

1977 .

2. Presently our only supplier of ready mix materials is
Mié Oregon Crushing and Redmond Reaéy Mix.

3. All other suppliers of these aggregate paving mater-
ials have réfused to deal with us because they do not wish for us

" to compete with tﬁem.'

4. In the event Mid Oregon Crushing and Redmond Ready Mix
are shut down, i.e.,.their hotplant is closed, we wfll be forced
out of business because no one else will supply us with the mat-
erials we require. This will.cause us to shut down pefmanently
and will also create. a hardship to our customers in the form of
reduced competition for aggregate and paving materials and appli-
cation.

5. It is in our best interest as well as Central Oregon's
to allow Mid Oregon Crushing and Redmond Ready Mix to continue to
operate their hotplant.

6. Our company employs approximately 6 people in the
Centrql Oregon area and in -  the event our conmpany goes out of
business, a substantial portion, if not all of these employees,
will be laid off.

DATED this 4thday of June, 1981.

,JZ?—W

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me th15ﬁ7€7 day of June,

1981.
1y SN g S s

EXHIBIT E Notary Public fof’Orego
My commission expires: /.2 [

1 Affidavit

0




Mid-Oregon Crushing Co., Inc., and Subsidiary .
Consolidated Financial Statements
Year ended January 31, 1981
(Unaudited - See Accountants' Review Report)
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Horsfield & Crawford / Cerlified Public Accountants / 354 N.E. Greenwood Avenue, Suite #100 / Bend, Oregon 97701

EXHIBIT "F"
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Horsfield & Crawford

Certifled Public Accountants

~ Gregory H. Horsfleld, CPA

d, CPA
* Calvin W. Crawfor March 31, 1981

Accountants' Review Report |

Board of Directors
Mid-Oregon Crushing Co.,
Inc. and Subsidiary
Redmond, OR 97756

We have reviewed the accompanying consolidated balance sheet of
Mid-Oregon Crushjng Co., Inc. and its wholly owned subsidiary, Mid-Oregon
Ready Mix, Inc. (both are Oregon Corporations} as of January 31, 1981,
and the related statements of operations, changes in financia! position for the
year then ended and supplemental information, in accordance with standards
established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. All
information included in these financial statements is the representation of the
management and stockholders of Mid-Oregon CrUShmg Co., Inc and its
subsndsar‘y.

A review consists principally of inquiries of company personne! and
analytical procedures applied to financial data. It is substantially less in scope
than an examination in- accordance with generally accepted auditing standards,
the objective of which is the expression of an opinion regarding the financial
statements taken as a whole. Accordingly, we do not express such an
opmlon.

The Company and its wholly owned subsndlary are in: techmcal default
on a majority of their loans and have suffered significant operating losses
for several years. 'Serious doubt exists as to the ability of the companies
to survive unless its lenders are willing to formally alter the terms of their
loans and/or infuse capital into the Company or its subsidiary. The majority
of the companys loans are due and payable to the majority stockholder
C. Phitip Dahl. ' _

=

Based on our re,view, which was performed on a going concern basis,and
subject to the items mentioned in the preceeding paragraph, we are not aware
of any material modifications that should be made to the accompanying financial
statements in order for them to be in conformity with generally accepted

accounting principles. WO

HORSFIELD & CRAWFORD
L Certified Public Accountants

-1-

354 N.E. Greenwood Avenue, Suite #100/ Bend, Oregon 97701/ 389-8588




Mid-Oregon Crushing Co., Inc. and Subsidiary

Consolidated Balance S heet

January 31, 1981

Assets
Current Assets

Cash _
Accounts Receivable
Inventories

Prepaids and Deposits

Total Current Assets
Notes Receivable
Land
Buildings
Machinery and Equipment

Total Assets

(Unaudited - See Accountants' Review Report)

Y 276

199,208
134,300
24,674

358,458

35,439
398,214

6,233 .

623,830 -

$ 1,422,174

Current Liabilities
Bank Over-draft
Accounts Payable
Accrued Liabilites
Current Portion Long-term Debt
Contingent Liabilities (Note 3)

Total Current Liabilities:
Long-term Debt

Total Liabilities
Common -Stock, no par valué, 5,000 shares

authorized, issued and outstanding

Retained Earnings

Total Stockholders' Equity

Total Liabili.ties and Stockholders' Equity

basis financial statements,

-2-

Horsfield & Crawford / Certified Public Accountants / 354 N.E. Greenwood Avenus, Suite #100 / Bend, Oregon 97701

Liabilities and Stockholders' Equity

S 2,553
- 192,520
686, 154
2,187,311

3,068,538 -

7,066

3,075,604

50,000
(1,703,430)

(1,653, 430)

$ 1,422,174

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these review




- Mid-Oregon Crushing Co., Inc. and Subsidiary
Consolidated Statement of Operations
- Year Ended January 31, 1981
{Unaudited - See Accountants' Review Report)

-

Net Sales o - B | 3 2,6.69,232."'
Cost of Sales | ‘ | o | (2,810,938]
Gross Loss - - (147,706)
General & Administrative Expenses 614,851

Loss from O.pération:s | ._ : o - {756, 557)
Oti;er !nlcom:e and Extraordinary iféms- ) 428,623

Income befor‘e Taxes ‘ : (327,934}
Provision for State of Oregon Excise Tax 20

Net lnc_ome- _ - (327,954)
Retained Earnings ‘—,_ January 31, 1980. (1,375,476)
Retained Earnings - January 31, 1981 $ (1,703,430)

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these review basis
financial statements.

-3-
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, - Mid-Oregon Crushing Co., Inc. and Subsidiary
o Consolidated Statement of Changes in Financial Position
L : : : -Year Ended January 31, 1981 - .
(Unaudited - See Accountants' Review Report)

Funds Were Provuded By,

-

. Add back those items not requiring
" the use of worklng capltalz LT T e R S
Depreciation o Co T 105,879 _

o Funds From Operations : [222 075)." o

- . ""f' ’

1

. Loans From Related Party 248 804
Eqmpment Loans : o 212,-560

Short term Loans reclassified as Long term . 36,205

Total Funds Provu:led _':T‘ e T 275,494

Funds Were Used For : .
Equ:pment Purchases ERL S e T B i256,061
Princlpal PaYments on Debts '3::‘ a = ' !na 577 =

v

: lncrease :n Current Portion Long term Debt ‘ L 1 863 276 B

Total Funds Used N - L ) -8 2,535,914‘1

Decrease ln Working Capital B ST 2,260,420

Analysis of Changes in Working Capltal
Increase(Decrease) . o B
" Y 1-31-80 - L -31-81 T
Current Assets ..« - 1,105, 149 .- 358,658 (746,691)
Current Liabllities . 'I 5514, 809 ,:J__3,068,538 v (1,513,729) -

Decrease in Workmg Cap!tal _7' o s (2.26(‘);4’20} o

The accompanying notes are an integral part of these review basls
" funancial statements. ‘ .

P

. Horsfleld & Crawford / Certified Public Accountants / 354 N.E. Greénwood Avenue, Suite #100 / Bend, Oregon 87701 - '




; ’for bad debts of accounts recelvable, employee advances and notes receivable.
"~ At January 31, 1981 a provision totaling $82,414 was made in’ accordance wnth
= .generaliy accepted accountmg prmciples for bad debts, .

‘. '-;'_:was made for materials that were either slow moving or unrealszable. At b

“January 31, 1981 a provision of $25, 807 was made to reduce inventory to . E b
"'}'.;'stated at the lowey
out methqd

-"method of accounting for __both fmancial statements and tax purposes-

; "declining balance methods and estimated useful Iives of (3) three to (15)

_tax investment tax credits are applied as a reduction of income taxes on :

: Corporations wholly owned subsidiary. Mld-Oregon Ready Mix, ‘Inc

L L Mld Oregon Crushing Co., lnc.and Subsldiary B SRR
Y ,.;.‘,: Notes to Financial Statements . .- oL I '
R - January 31, 1981 .-. ¢ "

— NmieT.

l

ln prior years the Company and lts‘subsidiary had made no,provlsions

a4
A i e

,
SR

f b "-’Li—" ¥ .ri:} Fiie g T \Jt ‘: “L

'-"'::.-f'ln prior years inventories were ‘stated at cost. however, no, provlsion

‘its lower of cost or estimated net realizable value. Inventories are currentiy

Che e

Revenue and expenses are recognlzed uslng :the completed contract

: t‘ifteen |years

).._\ .;

: " The Corporatlons have net operatlng loss carryovers of $1 105 697
‘and’ investment ‘tax ‘credit carryovers of § 54,000, . :These net operating
carryovers and tax credit carryovers will expire in’ 1983 to 1988 and 1982 - :
to 1988 respectively. At January 31, 1981 the Companies have refundable
fuel tax credit receivables of $600. from the Federal Government and ' . .

minimum State of Qregon corporate excise taxes payable of $20. Federal

‘the flow-through method., Consolidated tax returns are filed with the

The parent company's investment in its wholly owned subsudiary has o
been recorded using the equity method of accounting. " Since.1979 this -
mvestment has been carried at the nominal value of one (U dollar :

The Company and its subsidlary are in technical default in a
majority of its debt. obligations as a result of failure to make specifled
payments when due ‘(solvency), avoid liens being filed which could’ impair P
the lenders claim to the security and other provisions of its loan agreements.r.”.w N ok
Consequently, the majority of its debt has been recorded as due on demand, --: - -V &
The Company is endeavoring to reach formal agreements with its lenders to -~ =
obtain forebearance from the default provisions of its loans. No assurance .~ -~ ..
can be given at this time that it will obtain the Ienders' formal cooperation ln A
these matters. RO, Y ) S Y
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Mid Oregon Crushing Co., Inc. and Subsidiary ;;;
. Notes to Financlal Statements cooe o
il January 31, 1981 - SR
‘-j-il.inaudited See Accountants‘_Review Report)

e
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! et ‘. ;'The Company and Its subsidiary are involvedin several Iegai actions .'_:; ﬂ“l
“In the’ opinion of management an adverse result of these actions would be -

; .minlmal on the financial status of the Company and lts subsidlary. ! i E;
The Company.and its subsndiary have several judgements against : é
t |t for amoung other -things, Federal Payroll Taxes. - These Ilabillites have_»-- A
been fuily accrued in the financial statements. PO Bk

During 1980 the Board of Directors and a majority of its stockholders %a

W,

ks

_ formally ‘voted to'liquidate the Company and Its subsidiary by filing a petltion
{ under the Federal Bankruptcy Act. No such filing has been made to date, '
however;, the boards' action has not been rescinded and still isa formal ;
adoption of ;a comtemplated action by the Board of Dlrectors'

s

A, During 1980 the Company discontinued |ts crushlng operations. " The

subsidiary rents_certain equipment and has pald. some expenses on behalf
- of the Parent Company .These charges and credits are reflected in the .. -
".Intercompany account aiong with purchase of rock frorn the Parent Company
AII of these items have been recorded at cost. e
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- C ..Phllip- ‘Dehl due on demand
partially secured by titled

Mcd Oregon Crushlng Co., Inc and Subssdlary
. Notes to Financial Statements ‘
: : January 31, 1981 ‘ R
‘ [Unaudited - See Accountants' Review Report)

)

e

Al ‘l .Short—'terrr't' ’end 'Long"—ter‘m debt:

Interest Rate " 'Balance

| ‘equipment TG R u—12% ;7u; § 1,596,722

> '.S:;;;:Phl|ip A Dahl due on demand
. secured by Iand & titled »
o _,equlpment

i '-'_Northwest Acceptance Corporatlon

 $5,150 per month, “skips in

L secured by equlpment R

o Northwest Acceptance Corporatlon.

January-March of 1981-1985,

: -’m\ B

- $7,034 per month,_secured by

 Cequipment oo T aas 92,36

L "":Malcon Aggregate Equipment
T Ines, 43,988 per month,

- $1,592 per month, ,secured by
: .eqUIpment T ON o

T secured bY eqmpment S 18% o 34,226

Ferrous Financial Serwces, L

2 22,207

178 149,924

S s

“Amount Due

within one year .

[y —

'$ 1,596,722

S 122,207

149,924

92,136 -
34,226

26,910

IWI'"B"’I & Bernice Durfee 5T S v ) s

' by Tethemw Butte Iand ' S 128 _-' _73,762

$12,390 annually, secured

" Durfee Enterprlses, lnc., o

. Tom Stearns ' \,-
" _$400 per month

Master Builders,
. $I 600 per month’

Vsecured by equipment e 15% kR - 26,000

o Fou ]
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$14,950, secured by

Tetherow Butte property‘ r - % IIIG..‘I3-.9

“R.L. R:emenschneider Lo B o

$2,000 per month plus lnterest, s

-

1:'1ut-f;f1-;‘ 22,87

3,160

- 173,782
46, 439

" 26,000
' 15,805

3,160

$2,187,311

IR

Tt e 108,377
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Mld Orggon Crushlng Co., Inc. and Subs!diarx

_ January 31, 1981 .
(Unaudlted - See Accountants' Revnew Repor_l
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' Schedule of Aged Accounts Recelvable ..
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Mid Oregon Crushlng_Co., lnc. and Subsidiary
‘ Scheduﬁ of Aged Accounts Payable

. January 31, 1981

- See Accountants' Review Report)

116,254

$192,521

e

schedules.
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Mid—Oregon Crushlng Co.,_lné. and Subsldléry
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- January 31, 1981 -




Attachment B

Department of Environmental Quality
CENTRAL REGION

VICTOR ATiYEH

GOVERHOR 2150 N.E. STUDIO ROAD, BEND, OREGON 97701 PHONE (503) 382-6446

June 24, 1981

Enforcement Hisgtory
Mid-Oregon Crushing Company
Agphaltic Concrete Plant at Lower Bridge

37-0174
Date Action
3-8-78 Notice of Violation (excessive emissions, failure
' to test emissions)
3-28-78 5-Day Warning Notice (excessive emissions, failure
' to test emissions)
38-7-78 $200 Civil Penalty (excessive emissions, failure
to test emissions)
12-8-78 Notice of violation (failure to meet compliance
schedule}
3-9-79 Director's discretionary authority not to assess
penalties pending baghouse installation
(failure to meet compliance
schedule)
11~-5-79 Director stays civil penalty assessment (excessive
emissions, failure to test
emissions)
2-11-80 5600 Civil Penalty
4-2-80 Civil penalty not paid; judgment filed
10-27-80 Notice of Violation (failure to test emissions)
1-10~81 ' 2-11-80 - Civil penalty paid
3-2-81 Notice of Denial of permit application

(A
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VICTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
° MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. R, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting.

Request For Approval Of Stipulation And Final Congent Ordexr
No. WO-WVR-81l-59, Between The Department And The City Of Salem,

Background

The City of Salem operates two sewage treatment plants {(STP's), each with
its own collection and transport gystem:

1. The Willow Lake STP is the City's principal facility, with a design
flow of 35 million gallons per day (MGD). Built originally in 1964
as a trickling filter plant, it was expanded 1n 1976 by adding a pure
oxygen (UNOX) activated sludge plant in parallel. The expanded treat-
ment process was specifically selected to handle the community's
extensive fruit and vegetable processing industry wasteloads. The
1976 expansion was based on a capability of treating an organic
{BOD-5) loading of 840,000 population equivalents, with a
projected design life of 1985,

This discharge represents the second largest oxygen demanding point
discharge to the Willamette River. As such, it has a significant impact
on the Willamette River's water quality, and warrants thoughtful con-
sideration. Although river water quality standards have not

been violated in recent years, discharges from the Salem area

do have measurable impacts, especially at the Department's

primary Willamette River monitoring station at Wheatland Ferry.

Two mixing zone surveys for the Willow Lake STP conducted during

the summers of 1977 and 1980 both substantiated the asgsumption that

the Willamette can assimilate only a finite amount of wastewater.

2. The Wallace Road STP was constructed in 1969 and serves that portion
of West Salem, which is primarily residential in character, with
very limited commercial development and no industrial connections.
The principal industrial wasteload {e.g., Agripac) is connected to
the Willow Lake STP via a force main across the river. The 0.4 MGD

&0

Contains
Recycled
Materials

DEQ-46
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activated sludge plant presently serves a population of about
5,000 and is essentially at, and frequently above, design capacity.

Both collection and transport systems have severe infiltration and inflow
(I/I) conditions, although the Willow Lake system has much more massive
problems:

1, Although hydraulically rated at 105 MGD, the Willow Lake STP
cannot handle all of the winter flows due to an inability to
transport the I/I laden wastewater through town. The Willow
Lake system has identified seventy-three (73) points of bypass.
Although these do not all operate concurrently, they do allow raw
wastewater to enter the Willamette River, area creeks and
drainageways. As yet, no summer bypass problems have been
encountered.

2. The Wallace Road STP has experienced flows as high as 2.0 MGD
during the winter months, with concurrent bypassing of raw
sewage occurring at the plant's headworks on a régular basis.
To date, bypassing within the collection system has not occurred,
nor has summer bypasgsing at the headworks. Higher influent flows,
however, have persisted into the summer months.

An infiltration/inflow analysis conducted as part of the 1976 STP expansion
determined the I/I to be "non~excessive". The City and the Department
accepted this conclusion, and the City has pursued a comprehensive I/1
correction program to reduce the bypass problems. However, based upon docu-
mented incidents of bypass and citizen complaints, it appears they are

at besgst keeping even, with little, if any, ground being gained.

In addition to its I/I problems, the City has attempted to address many of
its other pressing sewerage issues. These include planning for growth,
identifying alternatives for the food processing industry, identifying in-
dustrial pretreatment options and implementing sludge disposal alternatives,
to name a few. :

Since early 1979, Department staff have been active participants in many

of those deliberations, and several "position papers" were develeoped jointly
with Salem for City staff's information and use. An example of such a

paper is attached (Appendix A).

The NPDES Permits governing the Willow Lake and Wallace Road STP's expired
on September 30, 1979 and July 31, 1979, respectively. The impending permit
expirations prompted a series of discussions and negotiations between
Department and City staff in mid-1979, which have continued up through the
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Present. An lssue list was mutually developed, with the major problems
being:

l.  Raw wastewater is being bypassed within both sewage collectiocon
and transport systems ag discussed above. Data collected as
part of an ongoing 208 Urban Runoff Study indicates water
quality bacteriological standards are being violated in area
creeks and Willamette tributaries.

2. Due to raw wastewater characteristics and inherently low
natural alkalinity, the Willow TLake STP has suffered effluent
pH violations,

3. Due tc plant configuration problems and overload conditions,
the Wallace Road STP has not met its discharge limitations for
biochemical oxygen demand {BCOD) and total suspended scolids.

The City has attempted to address all of their sewerage lssues under an EPA
201 Facilities Planning Study. Their initial grant application was first
submitted in January, 1979. However, a shortage of grant funds has per-
sistently prevented a grant award.

In light of past experience and considering the likelihood for future
EPA funds, the City recently elected to pursue a "mini" facility plan
with its own revenues., Thus, compliance schedules were negotiated
around such a study without grant funds, and draft NPDES Permits were
forwarded for City review on September 30, 1980,

During the early negotiation process, it became obvious to Department staff
that for reasons discussed above, the City could not consistently meet
secondary treatment standards, and water quality and public health could be
jeopardized. Thus, the necessity for a Stipulation and Final Order became
apparent. The initial draft order was circulated within the Department in
July 1980; with the City's first formal review draft following in December,
1980. Extensive negotiations and subsequent drafts culminated in City Council
approval of the proposed Final Order (Appendix B) on June 15, 1981, and
acceptance of the final draft NPDES Permits (Appendices C and D}.

Alternatives and Evaluation

On an administrative basis, the Department has two alternatives:
1. Issue renewal NPDES Permits for both treatment plants alone.

2. Issue renewal NPDES Permite in c¢onjunction with a Stipulation
and Final Order.
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The Department bhelieves the second alternative to be most viable, since the
City is unable tc consistently meet secondary treatment standards. An
evaluation of this alternative reguires the following considerations:

1.

7.

Summation

It is a cooperative voluntary process--a mutual approach to
solve the sewerage problems in a planning and priority seitting
framework rather than an adversary enforcement setting,

The Order embodies all sewerage issues in one document. This is
not otherwise possible in NPDES Permit format.

It provides the Department with more options and a broader
range of discretionary judgement,

The Order does require extra compliance tracking effort by the
Department,

It provides the City time to solve problems by allowing interim
effivent limits not posgible in NPDES Permits.

The Order may increase the City's eligibility for othexr grant/
loan funding sources.

It may regquire an earlier.commitment by the City than it might
otherwise have had to make for certain problems.

1. The City of Salem has major sewerage problems which pose a serious
concern to public health and water quality.

2. Until major sewerage upgrading is completed, the City cannot con-
sistently provide secondary treatment.

3. The propesed interim effluent limits and bypass restrictions are based

on realistic sewerage system performance, and their respective potential

impacts on the recelving streams.

4. The proposed Order and associated time schedules will operate independ-—

ently of EPA Construction Grant funding.

5. Compliance with the proposed Order and NPDES Permits will result in a

significant reduction in (and possible eventual elimination of) untreated

wastewater bypassing, and provide compliance with the Department's
secondary treatment standards.
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Director's Recommendation

Based on
1. The
No.
2. The
the

Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

the Summation, it is recommended that:

Commission approve the Stipulation and Final Order (Appendix B)
WO-WVR-81-59,

Commisgsion divect the City of Salem to present a status report to
Commission by no later than July, 1983, regarding progress being
achieved under the Final Order.

o 0w

William H.  Young

DEQ Sewerage "Position Paper" for the City of Salem, November, 1979,
Stipulation and Final Order No. WQ-WVR-81-59.

Draft NPDES Permit for Salem's Willow Lake STP (OR-102640-9).

Draft NPDES Permit for Salem's Wallace Road STP (OR-102659-0).

Stephen C. Downs:wr

378-8240

June 24, 1981




APPENDIX A
DEQ SEWERAGE POSITION PAPER FOR THE
CITY OF SALEM
NOVEMBER 1979
Willow Lake System: DEQ Goals-Objectives practicably achievable will prob-
ably be less, in some cases, than the ideal stated here,

DEQ Objectives

1. A sewage treatment plant that is always in compliance with
water quality effluent limits.

2. Eliminate any existing summer sewage bypassing within the
system {manholes, storm sewers, lift stations, at sewage
treatment plant, etc.). Prevent its recurrence.

3. Reduce winter bypasses within the sewerage system to well
below measurable impacts on receiving streams. This will
require no bypassing to tributary streams or intermittent
drainageways.

L, Provide adequate sewage collection and transport capacity
within each drainage basin to handle not only existing
flows, but those associated with projected growth as well,

5. Protect groundwater by reducing exfiltration.

6. Have the smallest possible mixing zone.

7. Provide for year-round sludge management aimed at beneficial
use.

8. Provide for adequate handling of toxics in accordance with
the industrial user pretreatment requirements of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

9. Maintain discharges within the overall Salem service area's
mass allocations (BOD, TSS and NH$). Growth must be accommo-
dated without increasing the area's allocations.

Problems and Concerns

. Effluent Limits:
a, Nearly always excellent, without documented problems.

b, STP is at or over theoretical suspended solids design
capacity during the canning season.

C. Design capacities for flow and BOD are projected to be
reached by 1985.

d. Influent character is creating treatment problems (rags,
pH, low alkalinity).




No known summer bypasses exist. However, current growth rates
without substantial infiltration/inflow removal will prolong
the bypass period (later spring/eariier fall). Heavy summer
rains will more likely result in bypassing under low streamflow
conditions.

The existing seventy-three bypasses to public waters within the
service area constitute serious concerns with respect to public
health and water quality degradation.

Little documentation of exfiltration and groundwater degradation
exists. However, past exfiltration problems (e.g., Patterson
Street) raise a concern for public health and groundwater pro-
tection.

No documented mixing zone problems, but measurable biological
impacts are suspected.

Studge management:

a. Disposal options are limited during wet conditions and
crop harvesting. Options are highly dependent on crop
selection and rotation practices.

b. Solids concentrations are lower than the design basis,
overtaxing the sludge handling, treatment and disposal
facilities.

C. STP influent solids loading is at or above design levels
during the canning season.

No toxic problems are known, but a pretreatment program must be
implemented in conformance with EPA regulations.

Area waste discharge allecations are generally met, except for
excursions at Wallace. Road STP and unmeasured bypassing within

the collection and transport system. Current growth rates (domes-
tic and industrial/commercial) will increasingly stress these
allocations.




Wallace Road System: DEQ Goals-Objectives practicably achievable will
probably be less, in some cases, than the ideal stated here.

DEQ Objectives

1. A sewage treatment plant that is always in compliance with water
quality effluent limits.,

2. Eliminate any existing summer sewage bypassing within the system
{manholes, storm sewers, 1ift stations, at STP, etc.}. Prevent
its recurrence.

3. Reduce winter bypasses within the sewerage system to well below
measurable Impacts on receiving streams. This will require no
bypassing to tributary streams or intermittent drainageways.

L, Provide adequate sewage collection and transport capacity within
each drainage basin to handle not only existing flows, but those
associated with projected growth as well.

5. Protect groundwater by reducing exfiltration.

6. Have the smallest possible mixing zone.

7. Provide for year-round sludge management aimed at beneficial use.
8. Provide for adequate handling of toxics in accordance with the

industrial user pretreatment requirements of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA).

9. Maintain discharges within the overall Salem service area's mass
allocations (BOD, TSS and NH3). Growth must be accommodated without
increasing the area's allocations.

Problems and Concerns

1. Monthly monitoring reports show violations of effluent suspended
solids and BOD monthly averages and daily maximums, as well as pH.
STP design capacity is being exceeded {hydraulically and solids
limited, with organic capacity being marginal).

2. No known summer bypasses exist. However, current growth rates without
substantial infiltration/inflow removal will prolong the bypass
period (later spring/earlier fall). Heavy summer rains will more
likely result in bypassing under low streamflow conditions.




Winter bypassing has reportedly not occurred in the past. However,

modified STP operation to meet effluent limits, coupled with current
growth and service area's infiltration/inflow, will result in head-

works bypassing.

Past discussions have revealed probable exfiltration problems,
raising a concern for public health and groundwater degradation.

No documented mixing zone problems.
Sludge management:

a. - Disposal options are Timited during wet conditions and crop
harvesting. Options are highly dependent on crop selection
and rotation practices.

b. STP influent solids loading is at or above design levels
during the winter. -

No toxic problems are known, but a pretreatment program must be
implemented in conformance with EPA regulations. This is par-
ticularly important if West Salem's industrial users are rerouted
to Wallace Road STP.

Area waste discharge allocations are generally met, except for
excursions at Wallace Road STP and unmeasured bypassing within
the Willow Lake collection and transport system. Current growth
rates (domestic and industrial/commercial} will increasingly
stress those allocations.




Salem Area Food Processors
(If not on the municipal sewerage system)

DEQ Objectives

1.

2,

3.

Fully utilize the beneficial use of wastewater in an
environmentally acceptable manner.

Accommodate new summer discharges to the Willamette
River only with accompanying wastelcad allocation
reductions elsewhere.

Dispose of waste solids in an environmentally acceptable
manner.

Problems and Concerns

1.

Willow Lake STP is at or over theoretical suspended
solids design capacity during the canning season.
STP design capacities for flow and BOD are projected
to be reached by 1985.

Alternatives to STP expansion will likely include
cannery wasteload reductions, or the use of alternative
treatment and disposal systems.

Water quality and nuisance problems have resulted from
past land disposal of food processing wastewater and
waste solids.

Food processing wastewater discharges will be subject
to EPA Best Conventional Treatment (BCT) effluent
guidelines when promuligated.




DEQ SEWERAGE ASSESSMENT OF THE CITY OF SALEM

1.

Treatment plant effluent limits for wastes discharged to
Willamette River:

a. Nearly always excellent, without documented problems.
b. But treatment plant is at or over theoretical sus-
pended solids design capacity during the canning

season.

c. Design capacities for flow and Biochemical Oxygen
Demand (BOD) are projected to be reached by 1985.

d. Influent character is creating treatment problems
(rags, pH, low alkalinity).

Mo known summer sewage bypasses exist. However, current

~growth rates without substantial infiltration/inflow

removal will prolong the bypass period (later spring/earlier
fall). Heavy summer rains will result in bypassing under
low streamflow conditions. Low streamflows are the most
vulnerable conditions.

The existing seventy three{(73) known winter sewage bypasses
to the Willamette River and creeks within the service area
constitute serious concerns with respect to public health
and water quality degradation.

Little documentation of exfiltration and groundwater
degradation exists. However, past exfiltration problems
{({e.g., Patterson Street) raise a concern for pubiic
health and groundwater protection.

There are no documented mixing zone problems, but measur-
ablie biological impacts are suspected in the River below
the sewagé treatment plant ocutfall pipe. Stream data at
Wheatland Ferry shows a noticeable impact,

Year-round sludge management and beneficial use:

a. Sludge disposal options are limited during wet weather
conditions and when crops are harvested. Options are
highly dependent on crop selection and rotation prac-
tices.




b. Sludge solids concentrations are lower than the
treatment plant design basis, thus greatly overtaxing
the sludge handling, treatment and disposal facilities.

c. Treatment plant raw sewage influent solids loading is
at or above design levels during the canning season
(July through October).

No toxic substance contamination problems are known, but an
industrial waste pretreatment program (before such wastes
enter city sewers) must be implemented in conformance with
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA} regulations.

Salem area waste discharge allocations for the Willamette
River are generally met except for excursions at Wallace
Road sewage treatment plant and unmeasured bypassing within
the collection and transport system. Current growth rates
(domestic and industrial/commercial) will increasingly stress
these allocations. As mentioned, the River is already
noticeably impacted as measured at the Wheatland Ferry.

Problems and Concerns for the Wallace Road Sewage Treatment

I,

City provided monthly monitoring reports show violations
of sewage treatment plant effluent suspended solids and
BOD monthly averages and daily maximums, as well as pH.
Treatment plant design capacity is being exceeded
(hydraulically and solids limited, with organic capacity
being marginal).

No known summer sewage bypasses exist. However, current
growth rates without substantial infiltration/inflow removal

will prolong the bypass period (later spring/earlier fall).

Heavy summer rains will more likely result in bypassing
under low streamflow conditions. Low streamflows are the
most vulnerable conditions.

Winter bypassing to the Willamette River has reportedly not
occurred in the past. However, modified treatment plant
operation to meet sewage effluent 1imits, coupled with

" current growth and service area's infiltration/inflow, will

result in bypassing at the treatment plant headworks.

{2).




Past discussions have revealed probable exfiltration prob-
lems to local groundwater, raising a potential concern for
public health and groundwater degradation.

There are no documented mixing zone problems in the Willamette
River, and little impact is anticipated.

_Year-round sludge management and beneficial use:

a. Sludge disposal options are limited during wet
weather conditions and when crops are harvested.
Options are highly dependent on crop selection
and rotation practices.

b. Treatment plant raw sewage influent solids loading
is at or above design levels during the winter.

No toxic substance contamination problems are known, but

an industrial waste pretreatment program (before such wastes
enter city sewers) must be implemented in conformance with
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations. This

is particularly important if West Salem's industrial users
are rerouted to Wallace Road sewage treatment plant.

Salem area waste discharge allocations for the Willamette
River are generally met, except for excursions at Wallace
Road sewage treatment plant and unmeasured bypassing within
the collection and transport system.: Current growth rates
(domestic and industrial/commercial) will increasingly

stress those allocations. As mentioned, the River is already
noticeably impacted as measured at Wheatland Ferry.

" Problems and Concerns for Salem Area Food Processors (If not on

1.

Willow Lake sewage treatment plant is at or over theoretical
suspended soilds design capacity during the canning season
(July through October), Treatment plant design capacities
for flow and BOD are projected to be reached by 1985.

Alternatives to treatment plant expansion might include
cannery wasteload reductions to the city sewers, or possible

~use of .alternative treatment and disposal systems.




River and stream water quality and nuisance problems have
resulted from past land disposal of food processing waste-
water and waste solids.

Food processing wastewater discharges will be subject to
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Best Conventional
Treatment (BCT) effluent guidelines when promulgated.




APPENDIX B |

BEFORE, THE ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF OREGUN

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Or THE STATE OF OREGON,

)
)
Department, )
) STIPULATION AND FINAL CONSENT CRDER
) No. WO-WVR~-Bl-g5g
)  MARION COUNTY AND POLK COUNTY
)
CITY OF SALEM, )
)
Respondent:. )
WHEREAS

1. The Department of Envirommental Quality (Department} issued National

Pollutant Discharge Ellnnnatlon System Waste Discharge Permit Nurbers
and {(hereinafter referred to as "Permit") 1o

the City of Salem (Respondent) pursuant to Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS)
468.740 and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of
1972 (P.I. 92-500}) and 1977 (P.L. 95-217). The Permits authorize
the Regpondent to construct, install, modify or operate wastewater
treatment control and digposal facilities at the Wallace Road and
Willow Lake sewage treatment plants {(81P) and discharge adeguately
treated wastewaters therefron into waters of the State in conformance
with the regquirements, limitations and conditions set forth in the
Permits. Both Permits expire on December 31, 1985. Respondent:'s
Permits are in effect at all material times cited herein,

2. Both Permits have certain effluent limitations and prohibitions,
including as follows:

a. Condition 1 of Schedule A of each Permit prcohibits Respondent:
fram exceeding certain waste discharge limitations after the
Permit issuance date. Those limitations are incorporated
herein by reference.

b. General Condition Gic of each Permit generally prohibits the
byvassing of untreated waste, without the prior written permission
of the Department, except where unavoidable to prevent loss of
life or severe property damage.

c. Condition 2 of Schedule A of each Permit prohibits violations of
Water Quality Standards, as adopted n OAR 340-41-445, except in
specifically defined mixing zones for each of the City's two
sewage treatment plant cutfalls,




Respondent proposes to comply with all the effluent limitations
and prohibitions set forth in its Permits by constructing and
operating new and/or modified wastewater collection, transporta-—
tion and treatment facilities. Respondent has not completed
construction and has not commenced operation thereof.

Respondent presently is capable of collecting, transporting and
treating its effluent so as to meet the waste discharge limita-
tions and prohibitions specified in its Permits a great majority
of the time. However, because of severe infiltration and inflow
(I/1) problems within the sewage collection and transportaticn
system (which generally ccour when Willamette River stream flows,
measured at Salem, exceed 15,000 cfs), coupled with unique raw
sewage characteristics, Respondent has suffered, and the parties
anticipate that Respondent will continue to suffer, the foliowing
problems and vieclations, until the construction referred to in
Paragraph 3 above is completed:

a. Untreated sewage has been bypassed during the winter months
at the Wallace Road STP headworks, and discharged to the
Willamette River at river mile 80,

b. Although rated at a peak design fiow of 105 million gallons
per day (MGD}, the Willow Lake 3TP has provided secondary
treatment for only 60 MGED during the winter; and 35 MGD
Aduring the sumer. Winter flows in excess of 60 MGD have
received primary treatment (sedimentation) and disinfection
only before heing discharged to the Willamette River at
river mile 78.2.

¢c. Because of low influent pl and low natural buffering alka-
linity in the wastewater, neither treatiment plant has always
met the permitted pH range of 6.0 to 9.0. Effluent data
collected since January, 1978 show the lowest effluent pH
was 5.69 at Willow Lake STP. Wallace Road STP effiuvent pi
was as low as 4.81. In 1981, p# control facilities became
operational at Willow lLake S5TP,

d. - The Willow Lake STP collection and transport system has
seventy-three (73) integral points of bypass, as identified
by the City's Infiltration/Inflow Analvsis dated November,
1978. Some of the bypasses are manually controlled.
Although not all of these bypass points have operated
concurrently, they have allowed raw, untreated sewage to
enter area creeks and the Willareite River during pericds
of heavy infiltration and inflow. Manhole surcharging
and ovarflowing onto streets and into drainageways hag
also occurred,

(2}




. DBecause of severe infiltration/inflow and same plant con-
figquration problems, the Wallace Poad STP has not always
met the effluent concentration and mass limitations speci-
fied by Condition 1, Schedule A of the Permit. Moderate
growth anticipated until new and/or modified treatment
facilities are campleted will compound this deficiency.

f. Respondent has committed violations of its previous NPDES
- Permits Nos. 1715~3 (Wallace Road STP) and 1988-J (Willow

Lake SIP), and related statutes and regulations., Those
vioclations are cutlined in Paragraphs 4a through e above and
have been disclosed in Respondent's waste discharge monitoring
reports to the Department covering the period from January
18, 1977 through the date which the order below is issued by
the Environmental Quality Commission.

g. To the best of Regpondent's and Department's knowledge, paragraphs
4a through 4f above reécite all past violaticns of Crecon's
envirormental statutes and rules, and Respondent's Permits and
special authorizations.

5. Respondent is capable of meeting the following waste discharge
limitations and prohibitions at all times:

a. Wallace Road STP effluent pH shall be within the range of 5.5
to 9.0.

b. In recognition of current STP deficiencieg and to acconmodate
a reascnable amcunt of growth within the sewerage system until
new and/or modified treatment facilities are completed, the
Wallace Road STP interim effluent limits shall be:

Wallace Road STP

Average Effluent Morthly Weakly Daily
Concentrations Average Average Mazgimmm
Parameter Monthly Weekly kg/day (lb/day) kg/day (lb/day) kg (ib/day)
BCD 45 mg/1 52 mg/l 136 (300) 159 (350) 182 (400)
T5S 45 mg/1 52 mg/L 136 (300) 159 (350) 182 (400)
FC per 100 ml 200 400




C. Bypassing:
(1) Between June 1 and October 31, all bypassing is prohibited.

(ii)  Bypassing {(if it must involuntarily occur due to severe
infiltration and inflow) is allowed between Novenber 1
and May 31, provided Willamette River stream flows are
greater than 15,000 cubic feet per second, as measured at
the USGS Salem Gauge Station.

The Department and Respondent recognize that the Environmental
Quality Commission has the power to impose a ¢ivil penalty and to
isste an abatement order for any of the akove violations. Therefore,
pursuant to ORS 183.415(5), the Department and Respondent wish to
resolve those violations in advance by stipulated final order
requiring certain action, and waiving certain legal rights to
notices, answers, hearings and judicial review on these matters.

The Department and Respondent intend to limit the violations which
this stipulated final order will settle to:

a. All those Willow Lake STP effluent pH violations specified in
Paragraph 4c above, occurring through June 19, 1981;

b. All those Wallsce Road I/T induced sewage bypasses at the SIP
headworks and all pil, BOD and 1SS concentration and mass
discharge viclations detailed in paragraphs 4a, 4c and
4e apove; occurring through but not beyond Decanber 31,
1885 or beyond any dates agreed to pursuant to Permit
Condition C-~1, whichever dates camne first.

c. All those Willow Lake STP sewerage system I/T induced
bypass violations as detailed in paragraph 4d above
occurring through December 31, 1985 or such dates agreed to
pursuant to Permit Conditicon C-3.

However, this stipulated final order is not intended to settle any
future violations (i.e., after June ]9 , 1981) of the final order
waste discharge limitations set forth in Paragraph 5 above. Fur-
thermore, this stipulated final order is not intended +o Iimit, in
any way, the Department's right to proceed against Respondent in
any forum for any past or future violation not expressly settled
herein.

The Department and Respondent acknowledge that the Willamette
River's capacity to agsimilate pollutants is especially limited
during the sumrer and that, therefore, Respondent has heen given
BOD and TSS waste discharge allocations. These allocations are
made up of the sum of the respective June 1 - Octcber 31 effluent

{4)




limitations specified in Condition 1 of Schedule A of the City's
two Permits as summarized below:

Monthly feakly Daily
Parameter Average {(lbs/day) Average (lbsg/day) Maximm (Ibs)
BOD-5 11,067 13,150 15,133
TSS 11,067 13,150 15,133
NHA-N#* 3,000 3,500

*Wallace Road STP Permit does not contain an NH,-N effluent limit
because such NHz-l discharge is negligible compared to Willow Lake
STP which is environmentally significant.

The construction and operation of all existing and future wastewater
collection, transportation and treatment facilities shall be within
the constraints of those waste discharge allocations. For any
given Permit duration, allowed effluent limits shall be equal to
those respective allocations, or less than those allocations based

on applicable Envirormental Protection Acency (EPA) effluent quidelines,

the Statewide Water Quality Management Plan, other applicable
statutes, rules, regulations and orders, and other relevant factors.

9. The Department contends that the past and present untreated waste
bypass conditions pose a serious concern to public health and water
guality. Major sewerage upgrading efforts are necessary to keep
sewage flows within the collection system. Our mutual short-term
goal is that as soon ag practicable wastewater bypasses be into a
receiving stream providing adequate dilution {(i.e., the Willamette
River) during pericds of non-recrestional use (MNovember 1 - May
31). Our mutual long—term goal is to eliminate all hypasses.

10. The Department and Respondent acknowledge that every reasonable
effort must be made to minimize the volume of untreated or inade-~
quately treated waste water bypassed to the Willamette River,
area cresks, drainageways, and streets.

HOW TEEREFORE, it ig stipulated and agreed that:
A, The Envirommrental Quality Commission shall issue a £inal order:

(1) Requiring Respondent to expand the annual infiltration/inflow
reduction program, such that bypasses will be eliminated as
scon as practicable in accordance with the approved financing
plan and timetables required by Conditions 1 and 3, Schedule
C, of NPDES Permit Number (Wallace Road STP) and by
Conditions 3, 5 and 6, Schedule C, of NPDES Permit Numbexr
' (Willow Lake STP).

(5)




(2) Requiring Respondent to meet the ol effluvent limitations at
Wallace Road STP set forth in Paragraph 5 above, through but
not beyond December 31, 1985, or as agreed pursuant to Con-
dition C-1, of NPDES Permit No. , whichever is earlier.

(3) Requiring Respondent to meet the Wallace Road STP interim
effluent limitations set forth in Paragraph 5 above, through
but not beyond December 31, 1985, or as agreed pursuant to
Condition C-1 of NPDES Permit No. , whichever is
earlier.

(4) Requiring Respondent to meet the bypass limitations and
prohibitions contained in Paragraph 5S¢ above at Wallace Road
STP, through but not beyond Decenber 31, 1985, or as agreed
pursuant to Conditions C-1 and C-3 of NPDES Permit Mo. '
whichever is earlier.

(5) Recuiring Respondent to meet the bypass limitations and
prchibitions contained in Paragraph S5c above within the
Willow Lake STP sewerage system, through December 31, 1985,
or as agreed pursuant to Conditicns (-3, C-5 and C-6 of NPDES
Permit No. .

(6} Unless otherwise aporoved Iy the Department on a case-bv-case
TESLE, IROITITS FesoomiEtt o Zhesrlv =nd oorsSpiononshy nost
all areas within the Salem sewer service limits where and when
bypasses occur. The posted signs shall warn the public that

the waterway is contaminated with untreated sewage.

The Department and Respondent hereby agree that sewer extensions
and connections thereto may be prchibited if:

(1) Existing and interim bypass conditions cause or contribute
to a serious water pollution problem or public health hazard.
|

(2) The effluent limitations set forth in Paragraphs 2 and 5 above
are not met in accordance with the schedules specified by
Paragraphs A(2) through A(5) ahove.

(3) Respondent does not make satisfactory progress for complying
with Paragraph A(l) above.

Regarding the violations set forth in Paragraph 4 above which are
expressly settled hersin {see Paragraph 7), the parties hereby waive
any and all of their rights to any and all notices, hearings, judicial
review, and to service of a copy of the final order herein.




D. Respondent acknowledges that it has actual notice of the contents
of and requirements of this stipulation and final consent order and
that failure to fulfill any of the requirements hereof would constitute
a violation of this stipulated final order. Therefore, should
Respondent commit any viclaticns as outlined by Paragraph 4 above
of this stipulated order, Respondent hereby waives any rights it
might have to any and all ORS 468.125(Ll) advance notices prior to
the assessment of civil penalties for any and all such viclations.
Respondent does not walve its rights to any and ail ORS 468.125(1)
advance notices for any violations not covered by Paragraph 4
above, Moreover, Respondent does not waive its rights to any and
all ORS 468.135(1l) notices of assessment of civil penalty for any
and all viclations of this stipulated final order.

DEPARIMENT OF ENVIROMNMENTAL QUALITY

AUG 3 1981
Date WB_LIN’E H. YO
Director
RESPONDENT
G-19-81 SIB00.8
Date {Name  Kent Aldrigh

— !

(Title Mayor

FINAT, ORDER
IT IS 80 ORDERED:

FNVIRONMENTADL QUALITY COMMISSICN

1

Date - WILLIAM H. Yom@’/mrqgﬁor
Department of Envirommental Quality
Pursuant to CGAR 340~11-136 (1)
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HATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

WASTE DISCHARGE PERMITP
Department of Environmental Quality
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue, Portland, OR
Mailing Address: Box 1760, Portland, DR 97207
Telephone: (%03) 229-5696

Tesued pursuaant to ORS 468.740 and The Federal Clean Water Act

ISSUED T0: ' SCURCES COVERED BY THIS PERMIT:
Qutfall Outfall

Type of Waste  Number Logcation

Clty of Salem Domestic 0ol R.M. 78.2

555 Liberty 8B Sewage

Salem, OR 97301

PLANT TYPE AND LOCATION: RECEIVING SYSTEM INFORMATION:

Willow Lake Major Basin: Willamette

Sewage Treatment Plant Minor Basiny - '

Windsor Island Road N, Recelving Stream: Willamette River

County: Marion
Applicable Standards: OAR 340-41-445

Issued in response to Application Number OR 102640-9 received 10-25-79.

William H. Young, Direcktor bate

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

Until thig permit expires or is wodified or revoked, the permittee is
authorized te construct, install, modify, or operate a waste water
collection, treatment, control and disposal system and discharge to public
waters adequately treated waste waters only from the authorized discharge
point or points established in Schedule A and only in conformance with

all the requirements, limitations, and conditions set forth in the attached
schedules as follows:

Page

Schedule A ~ Waste Disposal Limitations not to be Exceeded.....
Schedule B = Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Reguirements.....
Schedule C -~ Compliance Conditions and ScheduleS......coeavioss
Schedule D -~ Special ConditionS..ceesonecnsasiennerovevasceavsane ™

General CondiflonS....cessssssscnanrssasosensorsercasraorcssnanas 073

2
3
4~5

Each other direct and indirect discharge to public waters is prohibited.

This permit does not relieve the permittee from responsibility for
compllance with any other applicable federal, state, or local law, rule,
standard, ordinance, order, judgment, or decree.
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SCHEDULE A

i. Waste Discharge Limitations nol to be Exceeded After Permit Issuance.

Outfall Number 001

Average Effluent Monthly Weekly Daily
Concentrations Average Average Maximum
Parameter Monthly Weekly kg/day {lb/day) kg/day {lb/day) kg (1lbs)

1

July 1 - October 31 (Normal Cannery Season)

BOD 3Tmg/ 1 45mg/L 4994 (110D0) 5902 (13000) 6810{150060)
TSS 37mg/ 1 45mg/1 4994 (11000) 5902 (13000) £810(15000)
FC per 100 ml 200 460

Amaonia as N 1384 (3000) 1589 (3500)

November 1 -~ June 30:

BOD 30mg/1 45myg/1 3576 (8757) 5964 (13136} 7951(17514)
T35 30mg/1 45mg/1 3976 (8757) 5964 (13136) 7951(17514)
FC per 100 ml 200 400

Other Parameters (Year-Round) Limitations
pH Shall be within the range 6.0 - 9.0
Average dry weather flow 3
to the treaiment facility 132,.475m” /4 (35 MGD}

2. Notwithstanding the effluent limltations established by this
permit, no wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall be
conducted which will cause or contribute to violations of Water Quality
standards as adopted in OAR 34(0-41-445, except in the following
defined mixing zone:

The allowable mixing zone shall not extend beyond a radius of 50
meters from the point of discharge.
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SCHEDULE B

Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Reguirements
{unless otherwise approved in writing by the Department)

Outfall Number 001 (sewage treatment plant outfall)

Item or Parameter Minimem Frequency  Type of Sample
Total Plow {MGD) Daily Continuous-Meter
Quantity Chlorine Used Daily Weighb
Effluent Chlorine Residual haily Grab
BOD-5 {influent) 2/week Composite
BOD~3 {effluent) 2/week conposite
758 (influent) 2/waek Composite
T35 {effluent) 2/week Composite
pE {influent and effluent) 3/week ~ Grab
Fecal Coliform (effluent) weekly Grab
Average Percent Removed (BOD & TS8) monthiy Calculation
Ammonia as ¥ {effluent) 2/week (Tuly-Oct:) Grab
Digested Sludge Analyses® i1/year 30~day composite
Flow Meter Calibration 2/vyear -

Monitoring reports shall include a record of the lecation and method
of disposal of all sludge and a record of all applicable eguipment
breakdowns and bypassing.

Reporting Procedures

Monitoring results shall be reported on approved forms. The reporting
pericd is the calendar month. Reports must be submitted to the
Department by the 15th day of the followlng month.

Digested sludge analyses shall include: percent total solids,
NH5-N, TKN, Cu, Cd, Cr, Pb, Ng)z,-l, K, and P,
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SCHEDULE C

Complliance Conditions and Schedules

L.

The permittee shall develop and submit for approval an industrial
waste pretreatment program in accordance with the following time
schedule:

W By July 1, 1981, complete a detailed industrial inventory
and submit it to the Department; "

b. By January 1, 1982, acquire the neceséazy legal authority to
apply and enforce a pretreatment program as required by the
federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR Part 403);

c. By January 1, 1982, develop the necessary funding to implement
an approvable prograin;

4. By July 1. 1982, develop provedures for implementing the
pratreatment program: and

2. By January 1, 1983, submit an approvable program to the
Department -

Prior to Januarv 1, 1882, Hhe City shall submit a detailed enhgineering
report diieh sucY¥ines the” «ifectivensss of 1lts present sludge
treatment, storage and disposal program {BIOGRO)., That report shall
consider the reguirements of 40 CFR Part 257, and the Department's
Sludge Disposal Guidelines, az well as any other independently imgosed
limitatlons; and propose a time schedule and implementation plan for
any necessary modifications or sxpansions.

The permittee shall insure continued compliance with the effluent
Limits specified in Condition 1 of Schedule A in accordance with the
following:

B Prior t Fanuarv 1. 1983, wubicit a comprehensive engineering
report which analyzes tne present sewage collection, transport
and treatment facilities’® capacities and oparaticnal
difficulties, with a proposed implementation program and time
schedule for either facilities lwprovements or expansich and/or
alternative collection, transport, treatment and disposal
facilities. Any proposed treabtment plant expanslion {or other
alternative employing a discharge to public waters) shall be
within the constraints of the existing Salem area waste discharge
allocations (as contained in Condition Al of both City of Salem
NPDES Permits). A Progress report shall be submitted to the
Department by April 1, 1982,

b.  Following Department approval of the program submitted in 3a
above, proper and complete final plans and specifications for
the new facilities shall be subwitted to the Department for
approval prior o construction. It is the permittee's
responsibility to insure sufficient lead time such that the
expanded and/or alternative facilities are provided before the
existing facilities become overloaded {or cause effluent
violations).
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The permittee 8hall maintain a continuing annual program for reducing
infiltration and inflow (I/I} in the sewage collection and transport
system. Annual progress reports shall be submitted by October 1,
summarizing activities of the past 12 months and indicating thosge
reduction activities scheduled for the next 12 months.

Prior to July 1, 1982, the permittee shall submit proposed
infiltration/inflow (1/1} workload indicators toe the Department for
approval., As a minimum, those lindicators shall include: detailed.
1line item hudgeted amounts vs. actual expendituresg, length of sewer
sealed, lined and/or replaced, manhele defects repaired, private

I/7 sources identified and/or corrected, and flow data Irom key
sub-basin monitoring stations, correlated to rainfall and groundwater
conditions. Once approved, these workload indicators shall be the
hbasis upon which the annual reporte required by Condition C4 above are
evaluated as "satisfactory" or "“defilecient"., A progress report shall
be incorporated into the October 1, 1981 annual report reuuired by
Condition 4 above.

As scon as possible, but not later than July 1, 1981, the permittee
shall initiate negotlations with Marion County to insure that an
agressive on-going program of sewerage maintenance and
infiltration/inflow control is provided in the Fast 3alem, Kelzer and
Labish Village Sewer Districts. Progress reports shall be Incorporated
into the Annual I/1 report required by Condition 4 above.

The permittee is expected to meet the compliance dates which have

been established in this schedule. Either prior to or no later than
14 days following any lapsed compliance date, the permittee shall
submit to the Department a notice of compliance or noncompliance with
the established schedule. The Director may revise a gchadule of
compliance if he determines good and valid cause resulting from events
over which the permittee has little or no control.

Construction of sewer extensions and connections thereto iz permitted
as long as the added waste load will not cause any of the limitations
of this permit to be exceeded, and provided that plans and
specificationsg are submitted to and approved by the Department of
Enviromwental Quality prior to construction, as required by ORS
454,415,

In the event the permittee's connected industrial user centribution
ig significantly reduced, this permit shall, in accordance with
procedures in OAR 340-45-055, be modifisd to insure effluent limits
comply with 40 CFR 133.103(h). This means a propcrtional reduction
in the permittee's effluent limitations contained in Condibion A(l}.
If pollutants introduced by the sum of all industrial categories fall
below ten (i) percent of the design flow or loading of the publicly
owned treatment works (POWDL), then the POTW effluent limits shall

be bhased on a design flow of 35 MGD and secondary treatment criteria
as defined by 40 CFR 133.102 (30/45/60 mg/l of BOD-5 and TS5 each).
For the purposes of this condition, the hase industrial contributlon
shall be as outlined by Figure 3-6, of Brown and Caldwell's February
1980 Engineering Report for the NWFPA Salem Member Raw Pack Records
and Projections.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

All discharges and activities authorized herein shall be consistent
with the terms and conditions of this permit. The discharge of any
poliutant more freguently than or at a level in excess of that
identified and authorized by this permit shall constitute a violation
of the termg and conditions of this permit,

Monitering reccords:

W All records of monitoring activities and resulis, including all
original strip chart recordings for continuous monitoring
instrumentation and calibration and maintenance records, shall
be retained by the permittee for & minimum of three years. This
period of retention shall be extended during the course of any
unresolved litigation regarding the discharge of pollutants by
the permittee or when requested by the Director.

b The permittee shall record for each measurement or sample taken
pursuant to the requirements of this permit the following
information: (1) the date, exact place, and time of sampling;
{2} the dates the analyses were performed; (3) who performed
the analyses; (4) the analytlcal technigues or methods used;
and (5) the results of all required analyses.

. Samples and meagurements taken to meet the requirements of this
condition shall be representative of the volume and nature of
the monitored discharge.

d. All sampling and analytical methods used to meet the monitoring
requirements gpecified in this permit shall, unleas approved
ctherwise In writing by the Department, conform to the latest
edition of the following reference:

American Public Health Association, Standard Methods for
the Examination of Water and Wastewaters.

The permittee shall provide an adequate operating staff which is duly
gqualified to carry out the operation, maintenance and testing
Functions required to insure compliance with the conditions of this
permit,

211 waste collection, control, treatment and disposal facilities shall
be inspected at least daily when in operation and be eoperated in a
manner consistent with the following:

a. At all times all facilitles shall be operated as efficlently as
possible and in a manner which will prevent discharges, hsalth
hazards, and nuisance condlticons.

b. All screenings, grit, and sludge shall be disposed of in a manner
approved by the Department of Environmental Quality such that
it does not reach any of the waters of the state or create a
health hazard or nuisance condition.

C. Bypassing of untreated waste is generally prohibited. ¥Neo
hypassing shall occur without prior written permigsion from the
Department except whers unavoidable to prevent loss of life or
severe property damage.

Whenever a facility expanslion, production increase, or process
modification 18 anticipated which will result in a change in the
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character of pollutants to be discharged or which will result in a
new or increased discharge that will exceed the conditions of this
paermit, a new application must be subwmitted together with the
necessary reports, plans, and specifications for the proposed changes.
No change shall be made until plans have besen approved and a new
permit or permit modification has been issued.

The permittes shall require the following of all industrial users
of the municipal sewerage and sewage treatment system:

a. Each industrial user shall pay its fair share of construction
costs and operation, maintenance and replacement costs in
accordance with quidelines promulgated pursuant Lo
Bection 204 (b) (2) of the Pederal Act.

b, Bach industrial user shall provide applicable pretreatment of
waste in accordance with guldelines promulgated pursuant to
Section 307 {b) (1) of the Federal Act. AaAny industrial user
subject to these requirements shall be required to subwit to the
permittes periodic notice (over intervals not to exceed 9 months)
of progress toward full compliance with the requirements of
the pretreatment guldelines. Coples of these notices shall be
forwarded to the Department.

Q

The effluent from each industrial user shall be adeguately
monitored either by the permittee or by the industry for the
permittee pursuant to Section 308 of the Federal Act. These
menitoring records shall be retained by the permittee and made
avallable to the Department upon reguest.

The permittee shall notify the Department in writing each time an
industrial user which will discharge more than 10,000 gallons per

day is connected to the sewarage system, unless the industrial user

is dlccharglng only domestic sewage at volumes not expected to have

a noticeable impact on the sewage treatment works. Such notice shall
include information on (a) the quality and gquantity of pellutants

to be introduced to the treatment plant and (b) any anticipated impact
of such change in the guality or quantity of effluent to be discharged
from the treatment works.

A similar notice is also required each time there 1s a substantial
change in volume or character of waste being dlscharged to the
treatment works from industrial users already connected to the
Sewerage system.

After notice and opportunityv for a hearing this permit may be
modified, suspended, or rewvoked in whole or in part during 1ts term
for cause including but not limited to the following:

. Viclation of any terms or conditions of this permit or any
applicable rule, standard, or order of the Commlission:

. Obtaining this permit by misrepresentation or failure to disclose
fully all relevant facts;

c. A change in the condition of the receilving waters or any other
condition that requires either a temporary or permanent reduction
or elimination of the authorized discharge.

The permittee shall, at all reasonable times, allow authorized
representatives of the Department of Environmental Quality:
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a. To enter upon the permittee's premises where an effluent source
or disposal system is located or in which any records ars
required to bhe kept under the terms and conditions of this
permit;

b, To have access to and copy any records required to bs kept under
the terms and conditions of this permit;

e To inspect any monltoring equipment or monitoring method required
by this permit; or :

d, To sample any discharge of pollutants.

The issuance of this permit doss not convey any property rights in
elther real or perseonal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor
does it authorize any injury to private property or any Invasion of
pergonal rights, nor any infringement of federal, state or local laws
or regulations.

The Department of Envirommental Quality, its officers, agents, or

“employees shall not sustain any liability on account of the issuance

of this permit or on acecount of the construction or maintenance of
facllities hecause of this permit.

In the event the permittee is unable to comply with all the conditions
of this permit because of a breakdown of equipment or facilities,

an accldent cauvsed by human error or negligense, or any other cause
such as an act of nature, the permittes shall:

a. Tmmediataly take action to stop, contain, and clean up the
unauthorized discharges and correct the problem.

b Imnediately notify the Department of Environmental Quality so
that an investigation can be made to evaluate the impact and
the corrective actions taken and determine additional actlon
that must be taken.

C. Submit & detailed written report describing the breakdown, the
actual quantity and guality of resulting waste discharges,
corrective action taken, steps taken to prevent a recurrence,
and any other pertinent Information.

Compliance with these requirements does not relleve the permittee
from responsibility to maintain continuous compliance with the
conditions of this permit or the resulting liability for fallure to
comply.

If a toxic effluent standard or prohibition {including any schedule

or compliance specified in such effluent standard or prohibition)

is established under Sectlon 307{a) of the Federal Act for a toxic
pollutant which is present in the discharge authorized herein and

such standard or prohibition ig more stringent than any limitation
apon such pollutant in this permit, this permit shall be rewvised or
modified in accerdance with the toxic effluent standard or prohibition
and the permittee shall be =0 notified.

Definitions of terms and abbreviations used in this permit:
2. BOD means five-day biochemical oxygen denand.

b. TS5 means total suspended solids.
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C. mg/1 means milligrems per liter.

d. kg means kllograms.,

3
e. m /4 means cublc meters per day.
£f.  MGD means million gallons per day.

q. hverages for BOD, T58, and Chemical parameters based on
arithnetic mean of samples tak

In. Average Coliform or Fecal Coliform is hased on geometric mean of
samples taken.

i. Composite sample means a combination of samples collected,

generally at egual intervals over a 24-hour period, and

apporticned according to the volume of flow at the time of
sampling.

1. FC means fecal coliform bacteria.

v78140 (a) (7)
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NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

WASTE DISCHARGE PERMIT
Department of Environmental Quality
522 Southwest Fifth Avenue, Portland, OR
Mailing Address: Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207
Telephone: (503) 229-569%6

Igcued pursuvant to ORE 468.740 and The Federal Clean Water Act

ISSURED T0: SQURLCES COVERED BY THIS PERMIT:
Qutfall Qutfall

Type of Waste  Number Location

City of Salem Domestic 0ol RM BO

555 Liberty St. SE Sewage

Salem, OR 97301 '

PLANT TYPE AND LOCATION: RECEIVING S5YSTEM INFORMATION:

Wallace Road N.W. Major Basin: Willamette

Sewage Treatment Plant Minor Basin: -

Recelving Stream: Willamette River
County: Polk
Applicable Standards: OQAR-340-41~445

Tssued in response to Application Mumber OR-102659-0 received 5/1/79.

Wililiam H, Young, Director Date

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

Until this permit expires or is modified or revoked, the permittee is
authorized to construct, install, wedify, or operate a waste water
collection, treatment, control and disposal system and discharge to public
waters adequately treated waste waters only from the authorized discharge
point or points established in Schedule A and only in conformance with

rll the requirements, limitations, and conditions set forth 1n the attached
schedules as follows:

Page

Schedule A - Waste Disposal Limitations not to be Exceeded..... 2
Schedule B ~ Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Reguirements..... 3
Schedule C ~ Compliance Conditions and ScheduleS...vevvvccvesre &
Schedule D - Special ConditionS..aivosessenioasosnssansssnsanos ™
General ConditlonS.escercsocsssoensosoanstoscaossonsonssncnnsssns 9708

Rach other direct and indirect discharge to public waters is prohibited.
This permit does not relieve the permittee from responsibility for

compliance with anvy other applicabie federal, state, or local law, rule,
standard, ordinance, order, judgment, or decree.
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SCHEDULE A

1. Waste Discharge Limitations not to be Exceeded After Permlt Issuance.

Qutfall Number 001

Average Bffluent Monthly Weekly | Daily
Concentrations Average Average Maximum
Parameter Monthly Weekly kg/day (Ib/day] kg/day (Ilb/day) kg {lbs)

June 1~ October 31:

ROD 20 mg/1 30 mg/l 30 (67) 45 (100) 60 (133)
TSS 20 mg/l 30 mg/l 30 (67) 45 {100) 50 (133)
FC per 100 ml 200 400

Novembar 1 - May 31:

BOD 30 mg/l 45 mg/l 45  (100) 68 (150) 90 (200)
TS 30 mg/L 45 mg/l 45 {100} 68 (150} 90 (2G0)
FC per 100 m1 200 400

Other Parameters (Year-Round) Limitations
il Shall be within the range 6.0 - 9.0
Average dry weather flow 3
to the treatment facility 1,514 m~ /4 (0.4 MGD)

2. Notwithstanding the effluent limitations establlshed by this
permit, no wastes shall be discharged and no activities shall he
conducted which will viclate Water Quality Standards as adopted
in OAR 340-41~445 except in the following defined mixing zone:

The allowable mixing zone shall not exceed that portlion of the
Willamette River within a radius of 30 meters from the peint of
discharge,
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SCHEDULE B

Minimum Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
{unless otherwise approved in writing by the Department)

Outfall Number 001 (sewage treatment plant outfall)

Ttem or Paramater Minimum Fregquency  Type of Sample

Total Flow (MGD) Daily Meter

Quantity Chloring Used Daily Weight

Effluent Chlerine Reslidual Daily Grab e

BOD~5 {infliuent) 2/ week 24 hr. composgite

30b-5 {effluent) 2/week 24 hr. composite

78S (influent) 2/waek 24 hr. composite

7SS {effluent) 2/ week 24 hr. composite

pH (influent and effluent) 3/week Grab

Fecal Coliform (effluent) 1/week Grah

Average Percent Removed (BOD & TSS) Monthly Calculation

Flow meter calibration 2/vear -

Digested Sludge Analyses(l) Annually One month’s
composite

Monitoring reports shall include a record of the location and method of disposal
of all sludge and a record of all applicable equipment breakdowns and
bypassing.

Reporting Procedures

Monitoring results shall be reported on approved forms. The reporting period is
the calendar month. Reports must be submitted to the Department by the 15th day
of the following month,

{l)Digested 5ludge analyses shall inglude: Percent {%) solids, NH3~N,
TEN, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Ni, 2n, K and P.




Permit Number:

Expiration Date: 12/31/85
File Number: 78049
Page 4 of 8 Pages

SCHEPULE C

Canpliance Conditions and Schedules

1.

The permittee shall insure continued compliance with the effluent
limitations specified in Condition ! of Schedule A in accordange with
the following:

=R Prior tg Julv 1, 1181, the permittee shall submit a comprehensive
engineering (&POTL FOr the Department's approval which analyzes
the present plant's capacities and operational difficulties, with
a propesed program and time schedule for either plant expansion
or alternative treatment and disposal schemes. This latter
program shall incorporate the growth related needs identified by
the Urban Growth Management Program and West Salem Sector Plan;
and will further identify a target date beyond which no new
connections will be allowed due to a lack of present treatment
plant capacity. Any proposed treatment plant expansion shall be
within the existing Salem area waste discharge allocations (as
contained in Condition Al of both City of Salem NPDES Permits).

b, Following approval of the submitted program, proper and complete
Final plans and gpecifications for the new facilities shall be
submitted to the Department for approval prior to construction.
It is the permittee's responsibility to insure sufficlent lead
time such that the expanded and/or alternative facilities are
provided before the existing facilities become overloaded (or
cause effluent violations).

The permittes shall maintain a continuing annual program for reducing
infiltration and inflow in the sewage collection sys%em. Anaual
progress reports shall be submitted by Qctober lst, summarizing
activities of the past 12 months and indicating those reduction
activities scheduled for the next 12 months.

Prior #o Julv L., 1982 the permittee shall submit proposed
infilleacawys inriow (1/1) workload indicatorg to the Department for
approval. As a minimum, those indicators shall include: detalled
line item budgeted amounts wversus zctual expenditures, length of sewer
sealed, lined and/or replaced, manhole defects repaired, private I/I
sources identified and/or corrected, and flow data from key sub-basin
monitoring stations, correlated to rainfall and groundwater
conditions. Once approved, these workload indicators shall be the
basis upcon which the annual reports required by Condition €2 above are
evaluated as "satisfactory” or "deficient”. A progress report shall
be incorporated into the October 1, 1981, annual report required by
Condition 2, Schedule C of this permit.

The permittee ig expected to meet the compliance dates which have
been established in thig schedule, Either prior to or no later than
14 days following any lapsed compliance date, the permittee shall
submit to the Department a notice of compliance or noncompliance with
the established schedule. The Director may revise a schedule of com—
pliance if he determines good and valid cause resulting from events
over which the permittee has little or no control.

Construction of sewer extensions and connectionsz thereto is rmitted
as long as the added wasteload will not cause any of the limitations
of thig permit to be exceeded, and provided that plans and
specifications are submitted to and approved by the Department of
Environmental Quality as reguired by ORS 454,415,
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GENERAL CONDITIONS

Bll discharges and activitles authorized herein shall be consistent
with the terws and conditions of this permit. The discharge of any
pollutant more freguently than or at a level in excess of that
identified and authorized by this permit shall constitute a violation
of the terms and conditions of this permit.

Monitoring recordo:

& All records of monitoring activitles and results, including all
original strip chart recordings for continucus monitoring .
instrumentation and calibration and maintenance records, shall
be retained by the permittee for a minimum of three years. This
period of retention shall be extended during the course of any
unresolved litigation regarding the discharge of pollutants by
the permittee or when requested by the Director.

b. The permittee shall record for each measurement or sample taken
pursuant to the regquirements of this permit the following
information: (1) the date, exact place, and time of sampling;
{2) the dates the analyses were performed; (3) who performed
the analyses; {(4) the analytical techniques or methods used;
and {5} the results of all regquired analyses.

G Samples and measurements taken to meect the requirements of this

condition shall be representative of the volume and nature of
the monitered discharge.

d. All sampling and analytical methods used to meet the monitoring
requirements specified in this permit shall, unless approved
otherwise in writing by the Department, conform to the latest
edltion of the following reference:

American Public Health Assoclation, Standard Methods for
the Examination of Water and Wastewaters.

The permittee shall provide an adequate operating steff which i1s duly
gualified to carry out the coperation, malntenance and testing

functions required to insure complisnce with the conditions of this
parmit.

ALl waste collectlon, control, treatment and disposal facilities shall
be inspected at least daily when in operation and be operated in a
manner consistent with the following:

Ae At all times all facilities shall be cperated as efficiently as
possible and in a manner which will prevent discharges, health
hazards, and nuisance conditlions.

b, ALl screenings, grit, and sludge shall be disposed of in a manner
approved by the Department of Environmental Quality such that
it does not reach any of the waters of the state or create a
health hazard or nuisance condition.

Ca Bypassing of untreated waste is generally prohibited. No
byrassing shall occur without prior written permission from the
Department except where unavoidable to prevent loss of life or
severe property damage.
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Whenever a facllity expansion, production increase, or process
modification ia anticipated which will result in a change in the
character of pollutants to be discharged or which will result in a
new or increased discharge that will exceed the conditiong of this
permit, a ney application must be submitted together with the
necessary reporis, plans, and specifications for the proposed changes.
Ho change shall be made until plans have been approved and a new
permit or permit modification has been lssued.

The permittes shall require the following of all industrial users

of the municipal sewerage and sewage treatment system:

a. Fach industrial user shall pay its falr share of construction
costs and operation, maintenance and replacement costs In
aceordance with gquidelines promulgated pursuant to
Section 204 (b) (2) of the Federal Act.

b,  Rach industrial user shall provide applicable pretreatment of
waste in accordance with guidelines promulgated pursuant to
Section 307 {b) (1) of the Federal Act. Any industrial user
subject to these reguirements shall be reguired to submit to the
permittee periodic notice (over intervals not to exceed 9 months)
of progress toward full compliance with the requirements of
the pretreatment guidelines, Coples of these notices shall be
forwarded to the Department,

<. The efflyent from each industrial user shall be adequately
monitored either by the permittee or by the industry for the
permittee pursuant to Section 308 of the Federal Act. These
monitoring records shall be retained by the permittee and. made
available to the Department upon request.

The permittee shall notify the Department in writing each time an
industrial user which will discharge more than 10,000 gallons per

day 1s connected to the =sewerage systenm, unless the industrial user

i gischarging only domestic sewage at volumes not expected to have

a noticeable impact on the sewage treatment works. Such notlce shall
include information on {a) the quality and quantity of pollutants

to be introduced to the treatment plant and (b) any anticipated impact
of such change in the quality or guantity of effluent to be dis schat ged
from the treatment works.

A similar notice is alsgo required esach time there is a substantial
change in volume or character of waste being discharged to the

treatment works from industrial users already connected to the
Seweragse system.

After notice and opportunity for a hearing this permit may be
modified, suspended, or revoked in whole or in part during its term
for cause including but not limited to the following:

a. Violation of any terms or conditlons of this permit or any
applicable rule, standard, or order of the Commission;

b. Obtaining this permit by misrepresentation or fallure to disclose
fully all relevant facts;

C. A change in the condition of the receiving waters or any other
condition that requires either a temporary or permanent reduction
or elimination of the autherized discharge.
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G9. The permittes shall, at all reasonable times, allow authorized
representatives of the Department of Environmental Quality:

B, To enter upon the permittee’s premises where an effluent source
or disposal system iz located or in which any records are
required to be kept under the terms and conditions of this
permit;

h. T have access te and copy any records required to be kept under
the terms and conditions of this permit;

C. To inspect any monitoring eguipment or monitoring method reguired
by this permit; or

d. To sample any discharge of pollutants.

G10. The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in
either real or personal property, or any excluslve pllVlleqee, nor
does it authorize any injury to private property or any invasion of
personal rights, nor any infringement of federal, state or local laws
or regulations.

Gll. The Department of Environmental Quality, its offlecers, agents, or
smplovees shall not sustain any liability on account of the issuance
of this permit or on account of the construction or maintenance of
facilities because of this permit.

GiZ. In the event the permittee iz unable to comply with all the conditions
of this permit because of a breakdown of equipment or facilities,
an accident caused by human error or negligence, or any other cause
such as an act of nature, the permittee shall:

A Immediately take achion to stop, contain, and clean up the
unauthorized discharges and correct the problenm,

be Tmmediately notify the Department of Environmental Quality se
that an investigation can be made to evaluate the Impact and

the corrective actions taken and determine additional action
that must be taken.

Ce Submit & detailed written report describing the breakdown, the
actual quantity and quality of resulting waste discharges,
corrective action taken, steps taken to prevent a recurrence,
and any other pertinent Information.

Compliance wlth these requirements does not relieve the_permittee
from responsibility to maintain continuous compliance with the
conditions of this permit or the resulting liability for failure to
comply.

Gl3. If a toxic effluent standard or prohibitien (including any schedule”
or compliance specified in such effluent standard or prohlbition}
is established under Section 307(a) of the Federal Act for a toxic
pollutant which is present in the discharge authorized herein and
such standard or prohibition is more stringent than any Limitatien
upon such pollutant in this permit, this permit shall cevised or
modified in accordance with the toxic effluent standard or prohibition
and the permittee shall be so notified.
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G1l4. Definitions of terms and abbreviations used in this permit:

P780493

BOD meang five-~day blochemical oxygen demand.
798 means total suspended aolids.

mg/l means milligrams per liter,

kg meanz kilograms.

m’/d means cubic meters per day.

MGD means million gallons per day.

Averadges for BOD, T8S; and Chemlcal parameters based on
arithmatic mean of samples taken.

Average Coliform or Fecal Colliform is based on geometric mean of
samples taken.

Compogite sample meanz a combination of samples collected,

generally at equal intervals over a 24-hour peried, and

apportioned according to the volume of flow at the time of
sampling.

FC meansg fecal coliform bacteria.

(a) (7)
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Environmental Qualily Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Sukject: Agenda Item S , July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Request By The Lane Board of Commiggioners To Postpone
Progress Under Certain Conditions Of The River Road/Santa
Clara Tntergovernmental Agreement.

Background and Problem Statement

1.

Cn September 18, 1980, the Lane County Board of Commisgioners and
the Environmental Quality Commission signed an Intergovermmental
Agreement to effect long-term groundwater quality improvements in
the River Road/Santa Clara area.

Some progress has been made pursuant to the Conditions of the
Agreement. A more complete recounting of history and specific
progress ils described in Attachment 1.

In & June 3, 1981 letter to Bill Young (Attachment 2), the Lane
Board of Commissioners requested postponement of further progress
until approximately January, 1982. The principal reasgons cited
for the delay were:

a. County fiscal constraints.

b.

Continued "progress" as described in the Agreement may interfere
with real progress in light of certain recent events. Such
recent events include a potential LCDC compliance order for Lane
County, and resoluticn of House Bill 2521 relating to incorpora-
tion of cities.

Alternatives and Evaluation

1.

The alternatives include do nothing; prepare a staff response of
approval or denial; refer to the Environmental Quality Commission.




Since the Intergovermmental Agreement is signed by the Environmental

Quality Commission, a Commission response is appropriate. The Director

advised the Lane Board of this recommendation in his June 23 letter
(Attachment 3).

Examples of current events likely to affect the Agreement include
excerpts from the LCDC staff report Acknowledgement of Compliance
Eugene/Springfield Metropeclitan Area, Recommendation Section under
Goal 11, Public Facllities and Services:

a. "2. Lane County must amend its versicn of the Metro Area
Plan consistent with the Eugene-Springfield verszion with
respect to Poliecy 7 . . .Policy 12 . . .and Geographic
Phaging . . . Lane County must delete Policy 17, which
rermits development on "alternative forms" of sewage
disposal systems."

b. "3. Eugene, Springfield and Lane County must amend the
Metro Area Plan to include a long-term master sewerage plan
for River Reoad/Santa Clara, consistent with requirement "2"
above. This plan must include the layout and location of any
required pump stations, interceptors and trunk lines, and a
strategy and schedule for implementation . . ."

C. "6. Eugene, Springfield and Lane County must amend the
Metro Area Plan to reguire that development on private sewage
disposal systems in the unincorporated area within the UGB be
permitted only under the following conditions:

a) lot divisions shall not result in new lot sizes of
less than ten acres; and

b} the siting of residences shall be reviewed to ensure
that development to full planned densities can be
achieved when sanitary sewer service is available.

Lane County must amend its zoning and land division codes
to carry out this requirement."

In light of the above and other current events, the Lane Board of
Commissioners' request appears reasonable.

Condition VII of the Intergovernmental Agreement states that the
"EQC shall conduct a public hearing by no later than January 1, 1982
to evaluate progress." It is probable that certain issues will be
more certain by then, and progress under the Agreement could resume.

(2)




T Summation.

1.

On June 3, 1981, the Lane Board of Commissioners requested a
postponement of progress.umder the River Road/Santa Clara
Intergovernmental Agreement.

This request seems reasonable in light of recent events, most
particularly a potential compliance orxder from LCDC which
would affect the subject area. :

Condition VII of the Intergovernmental Agreement states that
the EQC will conduct a public hearing to review progress by

no later than January 1, 1982, This is consigtent with the
Board's request, and should be an appropriate time to evaluate
whether the Agreement needs to be modified.

‘Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation:

1.

Tt is recommended that the Commisgion grant an extension of

Conditions II, IITI and VI of the Intergovernmental Agreement
until January, 1982, and consider authorization of a public

hearing or informational meeting at that time if the issues

are sufficiently clear by then.

It is further recommended that the Commission instruct Lane
Board of Commigssioners to prepare an analysis by no later
than December 1, 1981, of the then current situation which
includes - recommendations - as to what Lane County activities
can commence or resume to.accomplish the original objectives
of the Intergovernmental Agreement.

B

- William H. Young

Attachments: (3)

1. Agenda Item P, March 13, 1981, EQC Meeting.

2.. June 3, 1981 letter from Lane Board of Commissioners' Chairman,
Harold Ruthexford.

3. June 23, 1981 letter from Department of Environmental Quallty
Director, William H. Young.

JEB:wir

378-8240

June 23, 1981 (3)
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ATTACHMENT 1

Environmmental Cuality Commission
tailing Address: BOX 1780, PORTLAND, OR 97207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 37204 PHONE (503} 223-5695

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Environmental Quality Commission
Director

Agenda ltem No, _ P, March 13, 1381 Envircnmental Quality
Commission Meeting.

Status Report Regarding The EQC-Lane Board 0f Commissioners
Intergovernmental Agreement For The River Road/Santsz Clara
Area.

Background and Problem Statement

. On April 15, 1980, the Environmental Quality Commission found that:

The River Road/Santa Clara shallow agquifer is generally con-
taminated with Tecal coliform organisms in excess of drinking
water and body contact standards.

Existing nitrate-nitrogen concentrations within the study area
exceed the 5 mg/) planning target on the average. The |0 mg/i
EPA maximum drinking water standard is currently exceeded in
several locations. Said 10 mg/l standard contains no safety
factor.

About 73% of the nitrate-nitrogen pollutants (and by analogy

a simitar share of the fecal coliform contamination) resulls
from sepric tank effluent. Septic tank pollutants can migrate
rapidly to the groundwater from drainfields via macropore
travel .

A public health hazard exists based on fecal coliform data for
persans using the aquifar for domestic (drinking) or irrigation
ourpases. A health hazard similarly exists in several subaresas
based on nitrate-nitrogen levels.

2. The Commission further concluded that even if the septic tank mora-
torium then in effect were continued, groundwater pollution would
increase before stabiiizing at some worse condition. The Commission
stopped short of declaring a health hazard or even continuing a full

scale septic tank moratorium beacause:




The Lane Board of Commissioners, who had originally requested
the septic tank moratorium, submitted a . subsequent requast to
Tift that moratorium op February 21, 1980, and

The Commission felt there were better ways to solve the
documented area-wide pollution problems in the long term uwtil-
izing the local planning process.

3. Accordingly, on April 18, 1980, the Commission:

Repealed the septic tank moratorium.

Adopted a temporary regional rule which allows some new davelop-
ment on septic tanks. The Commission recognized that such action
wouid add to the pollutant ioad to local groundwater, but hoped
such approval would support the Lane Board in their efforts to
develop a long term remedy for all of River Road/Santa Clara.
Thus the total groundwater problem would be solved in some
reasonable time as facilitated by permitting the problem to
temporarily worsen.

The EQC made the temporary regional rule permenent on Jctover 17,
1580,

Authnorized DEQ staff tc approve a groundwater protection and
remedial action plan for the River Road/Santa Clara aresa when
Lane County submitted one. |t was further allowed that such
plan could accommodatas even further temporary groundwater
degradation if necessary to accomplish a lang term remedy.

For example, temporary high density on septic tanks might be
necessary to provide the financial base for ultimate remadies.

Directed DEQ staff to secure within 120 days a voluntary
stiputated agreement with the Lane Board to prepare a ground-
water protection and remadial action plan for tha River FRoad/
Santa Clara area.

L, Cn September 17, 1980, tha Lane Board of Commissioners adopted a
voluntary stipulated agreement by a four to one vote {Appendix A).
The EQC signed said agreement on September 19, 1980. Its important
provisions include:

a.

A recognition that the River Road/Santa Clara area will
aventually be served by urban sewer facilities.

Sewers are the effective overall method to reduce pollutants
to groundwater,
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c. Sewers will ultimately be routed to a central sewage Lreatment
facility, namely the MWMC plant currentiy under construction.

d. lLane County agrees to adopt or amend the existing ''Eugene-~
Springfield Metropolitan Area Treatment Alternatives 208 Plan'
of April, 1977 in a reasonably short time frame.

e. Lane County will maintain the current subdivision moratorium
in River Read/Santa Clara at least until they adopt & long term
urban master sewerage pian, and indicate how thay will commit
to its eventual implementation.

f. A commitment toward resclution of the jurisdictional question.
A tri-party agreement among lLane County, Eugene and the Environ-
mental Quality Commission is recommended te '"hasten improvement
in groundwater quality and thereby enabie further development®
in the subject area.

The Envircnmental Quality Commission, Department staff, the Lane
Board of Commissioners, and Lane County staff have several specific
obligations spelled out under conditions of the voluntary stipuiated
agreement. The River Road/Santa Clara Intergovernmental Agreement
is contained in Appendix A,

The conditions most relevant fo this staff report are:

a. Conditien 1i: Lane County agrees to adeopt a long term urban
master sewerade olan by December 19, 1981.

b. Condition Vi: Lane County agrees to provide semi-annuai reports
to the EQC beginning January 1, 1881, te indicate progress under
the agreement and status regarding jurisdictional questions.

c. Condition IX: Lane County, City of Efugene and the EQC should
enter into a tri-party agreement by December |, 1980. That
agreement would define a process to distribute information on
Jurisdictional alternatives to River Reoad and Santa Clara
area residents, '

d. Condition XI1: The EQC agrees to adopt a final groundwater
guality policy on or before March, 1981,

On January 22, 1981, the Depertment received the Lane Beard of
Commissioners' semi-annual progress repeort (Appendix B), submitted
pursuant te Condition Y1 of the agreement. This staff report is
an analysis of the sami-annual progress report.




7.

The Department evaluated the progress report and the Director sent
that analysis to the Lane Board of Commissioners on February 18, 198]
(Rppendix C).

Egﬁiuation

i,

Lt

&.

Condition VI of the Intergovernmental Agreement requires semi-annual
progress reports by Lane County.

The first prograess report was receivaed on January 22, 1981, which
detailed the following:

a. The Lane County Department of Envircnmental Management has
been assigned rasponsibility for implementing and monitoring
the Agreement.

b. A work plan, with time schedule, was enclesed with the progress
report. This work plan, if adhered to, will ailow for completion
of Conditions 1, I1l, and ¥ of the intergovernmental Agreement.

Condition IX of the agreement suggests that lLane County, the City of
Eugene, and the Environmental Quality Commission enter into a tri-
party agrasment by December |, 1380, Said agreement would define

2 joint process to distribute information regarding jurisdictional
alternatives to area residents.

Mo tri-party agreement has been drafted or negetiated.

Lane County feels that the distribution of the "River Road Tabloid'
by the City of Eugene has fulfilied Condition IX.

Department staff feels that the "Tabhioid" partially fulfills Condi-
tion IX:

a. The "Tabloid" addresses only annexation of the River Road area
to the City of LBucene.

b. The County, in its January 13 letter to the Director, does
nat provide alternatives to the jurisdictional gquestion,

<. The Director's February 18 letter reguests that Lane County
provide information about urban services and jurisdiction to
Santa Clara regidents in a time frame compatible with Lane
County®s own work plan.

o
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Summation

1. On April 18, 1980, the Commission directed DEQ staff to secure a
voluntary agreement with the Lane Board. |t was secured and signed
by the Environmental Quality Commission on September 19, 1980.

2. Conditions in the agreament spell out specific obligations for the
EQC, Department staff, the Lane Board of Commissioners, and Lane
County staff. The semi-annual progress report required by Condition
Vi is among them. The first report was received on January 22, 1381.

3. The Director responded to the first report on February 18, 1981.
tane County has made substantial progress. In his letter, the
Director noted that information which was to be provided by a tri-
party agreement In Condition [X of the Intergovernmental Agresment
has been provided only to residents of River Road. Santa Clara
must also be addressed. Lane County may submit additional informa-
tion before March 13. If so, it will be brought to the Commission's
attention.

hy, Staff witl return to the Commission with appropriate status reports
or requests for action as necessary. HNo action is reguired by the

Caommission at this time.

Director's Recommendation

Since this is an informational item and the progress report (5 ganarally
sufficient, no Commission action is requested at this time.

The Lane Board of Commissicners should be commended for their continuing

efforts to resolve the River Road/Santa Clars groundwater pollution and
sewerage issues.

/in :
- m
Mo [ G
Ao
WILLTAM H. YOUNG
Appendix A:  EQC-LBOC Intergovernmental Agreement.,

Appendix January 13, 1981 LBOC Progress Report.
Appendix C: February 18, 1981 letter from 8111 Young to Harcld Rutherford.

o

Laurence H. Lowankron:wr
A86-7601
February 13, 1881




APPENDIX A

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, the Lane County Board of Commissioners and the Envirommental Quality
Commission recognize that public health must be protected and that a hign-
quality environment be maintained in the area generally known as River
Road/Santa Clara, and

WHEREAS, Lane County recognizes that the River Road/Santa Clara area will
eventually receive urban services including bubt not limited to sanitary sewers,
and

WHEREAS, recent studies indicate that porfions of the shallow groundwater in the
area are affected with bacteria and nitrate-nitrogen, and

WHEREAS, studies indicate that signiticant poilutants may result from septic
tank discharges from current developments, and

WHEREAS, Lane County and the Envirommental Quality Commission agree that
sanitary sewers are effective long-term nmeans to reduce the level of
contaminants in the River Road/Santa Clara area and,

VHEREAS, Lane County recognizes that the sewage tr atment needs of the area
should be provided by the Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission's Sewage
Treatment Facility, and

WHEREAS, Lane County and the City of Eugene have not jeointiy determined the most
anpropriate jurisdiction to prov1da sanitary sewage collection facilities to the
araa, and

JHEREAS, both jurisdictions recognize the planning and installation of Tong-term
sanitary Tacilities in the area requires resolution of the guestion of
Jurisdictional responsibility, and

WHEREAS, Lane County and the EQC agree T}dt concerted covernmental effort to
enhance the public health <h0u1d be 1n1L fated prior to resoluticon of the

jurisdictionai question,
THEREFORE BE [T MHERCBY RESOLVED

[. -Lane County hereby agrees to r@nove 1ts current subdivision movratorium which

was originally implemented on June 9, 1971 after the following have been
acconol ished:

A, Lane County adopts a long-term urban master sewerage pian as described
in Paragraph Il.

B. lane County develons and adopts an interim

sewage collection, treatment
and-disposal ordinance as described in Paragreapi

h 1171,

oy

Lane County considers a olat control program as described in Paragraph
Iv.

=
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III,

v,

VI

VIl

WP 2927402

St 19, 1980 + 415 me * Dac,ﬁi/?ﬁ/

lL.ane County agrees to adopt a long-term urban master sewerage plan for the
River Road/Santa Clara area ne later tha(:§§7ﬁ5ntﬁ§:hfter approval of this
agreement. Such plan shall utilize or aménd™tHE Existing “Lugene-
Springfield Metropolitan Area Treatment Alternatives 208 Plan" of April
1977, This master sewerage plan shall specify the method of management,
collection, treatment and disposal of sewage.

Lane County agrees to develop and adopt an "Interim sewage collection,
treatment and_disposal ordinance” for the River Road/Santa Clara ares no
later than(six monthdyafter adoption of the master sewerage plan described
in Paragraph Il above. Interim facilities are defined as temporary, and are
to be replaced by permanent regional facilities when availabie.

“Interim facilities shall include, but are not Vimited o, standard
subsurface sewage disposal systems, mechanical oxidation facilities, sewage
stabilization ponds, sand filters or others as described in Oregon
Administrative Rules 340-71-005 through 71-045,

The ordinance shall at a minimum specify:
A.  HMinimum criteria for facilities siting and construction.
. Ynho will own and operate the facilities.

C. Under what circumstances and time schedules the Tacilities shall be
salvaged or abandoned,

Lane County agrees to consider a new “Plat control program” no tater than
Cduly 1, 19%3) to facilitate reasonanie developmeni in the area.

The purpese of g olat control progran is to maintain desired ultimate
development density potential in areas where development may occur at lower
densities prior to provision of full urban services. Developing areas
cutside of cities rely upon on-site sewage disposal. The large parcal sizes
necessary to accomeodate on-site sewage disposal can diminish ultiinate
density potentials and preclude the economical provision of urban services
it pilat control is not implemented,

Lane County agrees Lo continue a public education program originally

implemented on Fehruary 21, 1960.

Lane County agrees to prov1deé§£@j;gggﬂal nrogress ragorhd to the £Q6 o

indicate the status of these programs_and the interagency jurisdiction

—

question. The first report is duddanuary 1, 19?3) T T by, T
Hary ) e

e

The £QC will review the semi-annual progress reports mentioned in paragraph
VI., above. The £0C shall conduct a public hearing by no latar than

OS——

R L . Y A B 3
January 1, 1980%to evaluate progress. Upon review of said progress reports,
at TRe punTid Rearing, or at any other time the tOC may comment, assist, or

take attion outside the intergovernmental agreement incltuding but not
Timited to that described in Oregon Reviced Statutes (ORS) 222,250 through
222.915, ORS 454.235(2), and/or ORS 454.468

~o




T VI

1X.

X1,

Lane County agrees to work with the public, and affected public agencies
during the planning and implementation of the public education, plat
control, and atternative interim sewage programs.

Lane County and the Environmental Quality Commission agree that resolution

f the jurisdicticnal question will hasten improvement in groundwater
quality and thereby enable further development of the area. A separate tri-
party agreement among Lane County, the Environmental Quality Commission, and
the City of Eugene is needed to define a joint process to distribute
information regarding jurisdictional alternatives to area residents. In
particular the City is encouraged to develop positions on, and disseminate
information partaining to a) annexation procedures, b) available city
services, ¢) costs of identified services, and dj cptional strategies to
deliver services including but net Timited to phased delivery of city
services and phasaed financial mechanisms. A tri-party agreement including
provisions identified above should be completed no later thaQ:EEEEﬁgér 1,
1980.) T -

st

Upan a delineation of the appropriate jurisdiction to provide long-term
sanitary services, lLane County agrees to develop or to work closely with
appropriate public agencies to develop a plan to provide sanitary
facilities.

The £0QC agrees to offer Lane County technical staff assistence on call as
expeditiously as possible. To enhance local program capabiiities, this
assistance from the EQC will not be less than ore-fourth FTE position.

The EQC agrees to edopt a final_groundwater quality policy, as discussad on
19 April, 188G, on or beforqiﬁg%ch l@?i;
N ““"—«.—___._w.,._-

Lane County and the Epvironmental Quality Commi
implementation of this agreement may be impacte
regulations, 1itigation, and financial conditio
reserves the right to request from the EQC alte
established time scnedules.

WP 20274-02 3




r Ay

Board of County Commissioners
of Lane County, Oregon

: e v
A L b/ ,&,/
By: e ///

Otto t Haofb, Chawrman

Harol d nUt thO?d V]LL

Chairman

,45/7

<7

J&?LTT ?”bL
Ng Ne No No

e REHRE THE Lz BNS
CoNST I TUTionelL Lisker &7

Arcnie

Welnstelin

Date

ot
~ Juni o i%ui -
Agprmmxbﬁs to Form

G180

P 29274707

Environmental

Quality Commission

of Oregon
Q&% / xﬁ.
ﬂfrr —
. Lhdir '](LT'[
Albert H. Densmore, Yice
Chairman
7 Ronatld M. Somers
/""1
,-"-- ”’f/w 3
/‘gi, ,-/{ L—‘r ?(/ =
dﬁjﬁ&d’d. burgt

}"i‘ 1
.J -. \J'/)/

Mary V. )b];wop
l

U919 -%0

L )Kx (O o
R

Date

Approved as to Form




Liaeich

To

APPENDIX B

2
oo
Py AN 1t
Pey g, 1T Vi,
FEA N I A -
S
State of Qrepon \\\- 0 aay

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL QUALITY

REGELVE]

\|!'*\‘- 1 ) A

xJA{ 20 19?] oL P

January "13

QFFICE OF THE DIRECTCOR

Bill Young
Director,
522 S.W

Portiand,

Department of Environmental Quality

5th

OR 97204

Dear B1ll:

Last September, after several months of jelat

{ounty and the Stute Department.of Invironment

an Intcrygovernmental Agrcement regarding the a

a5 River Road/Santa Clara. The agreement form:

nents to allocate stall resources to address s
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and accountability should be vested in one dep
Adiministrator's Office will continue to monito
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month implementation work plan was prepared by
Environmental Management and submitted to the
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to perform each County Obllg;ti@ﬂ. By orguanic
at this time, we will ensure an efficient use
achleve development of a plat control program,
ordinance, and other objectives.
is dttacned for your vefercnce. Lastly,
ment suggested a separate tri-party’ agresmen
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Page 2
Bi1ll Young, Director
Department of Envircenmental Quality

réquired the assistance to D.E.Q. staff. Yet, as we approach the
more difficult components of our work plan, your staff may be called
upon to lend their expertise to our efforts. In the meantime we
shall procesd according to the work plan and prepare our second
status report during July. If yvou or your staflf wish to discuss

our progress at any time, do not hesitate to contact ocur ¢ffice.

Sln%orel),

LY M =)

rold uthﬂlford Chdltmﬂl
Lane County Board of Commissioners

Attachments
cc: Board of Commissioners

George E. Mergan, Leneral Administrator
Rich Owings, Envirvonmental Management
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Date
Complietad
Cec:- 19, 1980
Jan. 30, 1981*
fep. 2-20, 1981
:"*.&_r. }; ‘9 -i
Mar, 13, 1881F
Mar, 16-30, 1981
Ape. 3, 1981%*
Aor, o-tay 1, 1881
May 4-29, 1921
May 22, 198%*
June 1-Aug. 20,

1981
June 1-20, 1921
Aug. 3-7, 198i~
Aug, 1, 1931
Aug. 26, 1981
Sep. 4. 19810
Sep. 9, 18317
Oct. 7, 1981~
et 30, 19517
Hov. 4, 1981
Dec, 2, 1981%
Dec. 16, 1951*
Jan, 6, 19852

Agreement Item

I
[

*Milestones
HORK PLAN

Activity/Task

Board confirms reqicnul concept commitment

Complete review 1970 River Road/Santa Clara Sewerage
Collection System Study

Complete preliminary draft of Master Plan alter
segments of technical, Financial and managsment
nanents and implementation schedule

natives
[ VT

Staff and agencies review preliminary craft of Mascer
Plan

Preliminery draft of Master Plan to Lane County and
City of Lugene for revjew and camnent

£

Complete preliminary draft interim facilities grdi-

aance alternatives

Staff and agencies review preliminary interim ordi-
nance draft

Complete proliminary draft plab control program
alternatives

iy

taft reviews praliminary piat control dra

anning comnission and agency raview prelimi

5
Pl
of nlat control and interiin orainance of

County and City of fugene action on

D

an

—

Comutnity organization reviegy

Info meating (specific piaces vet fo Le decermined)

-Community organizations sponsor public meetings in
Hiver Rpad and Santa (lara

Commnity organizations finalize input and cecommendations
Public hearing on proposed plat control ordinance
Revised draft dodicating recomnended aiternatives to
BCC, Legal and acgencies

Board adnpts plat control orogram ordinance

Public hearing on recommended master sewerage plan

alkernarnives

rinal draft master scwe

fu
[fw)

ge plzn vo BCC arnd acencies

Draft interim facilities ardinance ba“Pd UPON rocom-
mended alternatives o BCC, Lecal and agencies

Board adoprs masior sewaraqe plan reconmended 3ltor-
natLives

Public mearing on propesad interim facilitics ordinan

Board adopts interim Tecitities ordinence
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BOARD OF COMMIESIONERS

Yance Freeman
Scott Lisuallen
Gerald Rust, Jr.
Otto t'Hooft

. . tHHarold Rutherford
June 3, 1981

Mr. Willdam Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
522 SW Sth

Portland, Or 97204

Ra: River Road/ Santa Clara Sewerage Planning
- Dear Bill:

Pursuant fto paragraph XIII of the River Read/5Santa Clara stipulated
agreement dated January 13, 1981, Lane County requests an alteration to
the initially established time schedules.

Fiscal constraints have resutted in significant, County-wide staff
reductions. Personnel currently committed to the stipulated agreement
must be temporarily reassigned to othey higher priority projects. Further,
it is the consensus of the Lane County Board that .an interruption of the
stipulated agreement work schedule is in the public interest, Specifically,
the agreement work should be interrupted until the Eugene/Springfield
Metropolitan Plan is resubmitted to LLDC. As you know, the sewerage of
the RR/SC area is one of many inter-related urbanizing issues that wili
be addressed in acknowledgement of the Metro Plan. Clearly,a comprehensive
approach is desirable rather than initiating a "singie" issue public
invoivement process which would result from continuation of the current
agreement work plan. In additien, this interruption will permit resolution
of tegislation regarding incorporation currently before the State
Legislature. Both of the above ftems could significantiy influence the
jurisdictional and financial segments of the Sewerage Plan.

We concur with the conclusion in your May 13, 1981 Tetter that the
collection system {i.e. pipes) should not be substantiaily altered from
the current staff's draft. Thus, pricr to the end of this month the
technical portion of the draft Sewsrage Plan will be reviewed by the Board.

- BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS .
COURTHOUSE - PUBLIC SERVICE BUILDING /126 EAST §TH AVENUE  /  BUGENE, OREGON 97401/ 1508) 6874203/  3-800-452-8379
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‘We anticipate this review to be beneficial in our preparation for
resclution of remaining issues in the Metro Plan., The Board and County
staff appreciates the efforts of vour staff and cooperation ef all the
agencies who commented on our draft Sewerage Plan.

Based upon these considerations and County fiscal constraints, it
is the desire of the Board that progress on the stipulated agreement be
postponed until approximately January 1982 by which time the Metro Plan
should have been resubmitted. Subsequent to the Metro resubmittal a
revised work schedule will be forwarded to you for your review.

Your consideration of this request and the conditions which have

prompted it is appreciated,
Si;;;re1j,

IAhOLD RU1HERFORD Chalrman
Lane Codnty Board of Commissiorers

HR/ta

cc: Lane County Commissioners
Gee:ge Morgan, General Administrator
Rich Owings, Environmental Management
WOhﬂ(Bord‘in “DEQ
John-Porter, City of Eugene
Bi1l Pye, MWMC ’ ‘
Diane Nechak, Boundary Commission
Garrett Rosenthal, L-Cog




ATTACHMENT 3

Department -of Environmenial Guality

VICTOR ATIVER 522 8.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1760, POATLAND, OREGON 97247 PHONE (803) 229-

GOVEANGH

S
June 23, 1981

Mr. Harold H. Rutherford, Chairman
Lane County Board of Commissioners
Public Service Building

125 Bast 8th Avenue

Fugene, Oregon 97401

i WQ-River Road/Santa Clara
Lane County
Reguest ¥For Agrecment Extension

Dear Harold:

Regarding your reguest that progress on the River Road/Santa Clara
Intergovernmental Agreement ke postponed unitil approximately January, 1982,
T must defer that judgement to the EBnvironmental Quality Commission.

In the way of review, dates contained in the Agreement and thelr respective
status are as follows:

1. Condition II; Adept long-term master sewerage wlan by
December 19, 1981,

Status: Lane County clrculated a draft River Road/
Santa Clara Master Sewerage Plan Rlternatives
to Lane County staff and agencies for review
on March 16, 1981, thus beginning this process.

2. Condition IIY; Develop and adopt an "Interim sewage
collection, i{reatment and disposzl
o ordinance" six months later.

Status: Dependent on Condition Il; yvet to be
accomplished. '

#

DEQ-1




Mr. Harcld H. Rutherfgrd
June 23, 1981

Page 2

3. Condition IV: Consider a "Plat control program”™ by
July 1, 1981.

Status: County staff is currently having discussions
with area planners. Draft 1Is not yet prepared
and way be significantly impacted by potential
LCDC compliance order on or after June 26, 19381.

4. Condition VvI; Submit semi-annual progress reports beginning
Januvary 1, 1981,

Status: The January, 1981 status report was received and
reviewed by the Environmental Quality Commission
on March 13, 1981 (Agenda Item P}. The July, 1981
status report will be waived subjegt to the
discussion below,

5. Condition VII; Envircommental Quality Commizsion conduct a
public hearing to review progress by
January 1, 1982,

Status: Hot yel due.

6. Condition IX; Attempt to secure a tri-party agreement by
December 1, 1980.

Status: Circulation of informaticnal "River Road Tabloid"
by the City of Fugene in November, 1980 partially
fulfills this condition.

7. Condition ¥1T7; Enviropmental Quality Commigsion adopt final
groundwater guality protection policy by
March, 1981.

Status: Pubhlic hearings commenced in March, 1981. Aanother
hearing will be held June 30. Target adopbion by
- Enviromuental Quality Commission is July 17, 1981,

I gather from discussions between your staff and mine that progress will
continue under some of the Conditions above, e.g., Condition IV and VI,
even if the postponement is granted. Therefore, your postponement
reguast is limited to Condition I and related Condition TIZ.

In any event, considering your recent descriptive letters and postponement
request; I see no need for a July 1, 198l progress report (Condition VIT).




Mr. Harold H. Ruthexford
June 23, 1981
Page 3

I have instyructed my staff to prepare a report along these lines for
presantation at the July 17 Envirommenial Quality Commission meeting.
The meeting will be in Portland at the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife hearing room.

Sincerely,

William H. Young
"Director

JEB: ts
Attachment: June 3, 1981 letter from Harold rutherford
co:  Joe Richards, Chairman, EQC, w/att
Craig Greenleat, Department of Land Conservation and Develepment, w/ati
Lane County Board of Commissioners
George Morgan, Lane County General Administrator
Biil Pye, MWMC
Diane Nechak, Lane Boundary Commission
Garrett Rosenthal, Lane Council of Govermments
‘Willamette Valley Reglon, Eugene, DEQ
Water Quality Division, DREQ




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

DEQ-46

VICTOR ATIYEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
Froms Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. 7, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption of Amendments to Solid Waste Management
Rules, OAR 340-61-005, 61-010, 61-020 and 61-025 through
61-040

Background and Problem Statement

The Department's current solid waste management rules were adopted in March
1972. These rules no longer accurately reflect the Department’'s
philosophies and policies, nor current state-of-~the-art in proper solid
waste management. In addition, certain sections of the rules have been
found to be somewhat vague and confusing, while other sections have been
found to be unworkable and have not been strictly enforced.

The current rules are also not consistent with national landfill criteria
recently adopted by the U.8. Environmental Protection Agency, pursuant

to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA). On

January 30, 1981, the Commission adopted a State Solid Waste Management
Plan which the Department developed in accordance with RCRA reguirements.
The plan calls for adoption of revised rules, consistent with EPA's
landfill criteria, as soon as possible. The Commission is authorized to
adopt such rules by ORS 459.045. A "Statement of Need for Rulemaking" is
attached.

Alternatives and Evaluation

One alternative to amending these rules as proposed is to continue with the
existing rules. This alternative was considered and rejected, becauge the
Department believes that an effective program requires rules which reflect
current policy and best available environmental protection strategies.

In addition, failure to adopt rules consistent with the federal c¢riteria
might cause some landfill owners and operators to be subjected to two
different sets of standards which may be conflicting. Further, failure

to implement the recently adopted State Solid Waste Management Plan would
make some landfill operators and the Department vulnerable to citizen suit
under the provisions of RCRA.
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In propogsing these rules, a draft was prepared based upon the Department's
experiences with the current rules, EPA's landfill criteria and a review
of current rules from fifteen other states. Initlal drafts were reviewed
by a task force of fourteen people representing DEQ headquarters and
regional staff, landfill operators from private industry and logal
government, and consultants specializing in solid waste disposal site
design and construction. Later drafts were also reviewed by the
Department's Enforcement Section and legal counsel from the Department

of Justice.

Following the April 24, 198} Commission meeting, at which authorization to
conduct a hearing was granted, copies of the propogsed amendments were

mailed to 82 individuals on the division's advisory group and to 24 DEQ

staff members around the state. A hearing notice was mailed to an
additional 144 permittees, including industry and local govexnment, and to
the news media. On May 19, 1981, a public hearing was conducted in Portland.

Written and/or oral comments were received from 23 individuals. The staff
evaluated these comments and a number of changes have been made in the
proposed rules. The attached "Hearings Officer's Report" and "Response to
Public Comment" summarize the comments received and the staff's response.

The proposed rule amendments include the following major provisions:
i. An expanded list of definitions for the purpose of clarity.

2. A more detailed explanation of the roles and responsibilities of
the Department and applicants in the permitting process.

3. An expanded description of the information to be included in
a permit application.

4, A provision that the Department may waive the requirements for
detailed plans and specifications, a feasibility study report and
construction certification for low-volume, low-risk disposal
sites. Current rules include no such provision.

5. A provision that applications for new or expanded disposal sites
include evidence of need. Current rules include no such provision.

6. A provision that the Department may require major or critical
construction projects at landfills be certified as properly
completed by the permittee's engineer. Currently, the Department
has responsibility for checking construction.

7. The establishment of groundwater contamination limits for
Landfills consistent with the Department's proposed Groundwater
Protection Policy (essentially a federal standard). Currently,
there are no gtate groundwater standards.

8. A clarification of the Department's authority to require
permittees to collect and analyze samples of groundwater, surface
water and landfill gases where deemed necessary and practicable.
Current rules give general authority to require reporting, but do
not specifically address groundwater, surface water or gas
monitoring.
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9.

10.

1l.

Summation

1.

5.

A provision that the Department may reqguire the welghing of
incoming loads of refuse at a disposal site, to facilitate

planning decisions related to resource recovery, transfer and
landfill siting. Current rules include no such provision.

A restriction on the types of waste which may be open burned
at a landfill, to allow burning of only tree stumps and limbs,
brush, timbers, lumber and other wood waste (federal standard).
Current rules also allow open burning of cardboard and other
bulky combustibles.

The establishment of standards for landfill operators pertaining
to protection of endangered species, control of landfill
decomposition gases and the prevention of bird hazards to
aircraft (federal standards). Currently, there are no state
standards in these areas.

Existing rules,; written in 1971, no longer adequately reflect

current policy and state-of-the-art in the field of solid waste
management.

Existing rules are not consistent with new federal landfill
standards.

In January 1981, the Commission adopted a State Solid Waste
Management Plan which calls for the adoption of updated rules.

The staff has drafted amendments to the rules which are intended
to overcome current deficiencies and requests authority to
conduct a public hearing.

The Commission is authorized to adopt solid waste management
rules by ORS 459.045.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission adopt the
proposed amendments to the Department's solid waste management rules, OAR
340-61-005, 61=010, 61~-020 and 61-025 through 61-040.

B

William H. Young

Attachments

(1)
(2)
{(3)
(4)

W.H., Dana:

8C239
229-62646

Statement of Need for Rulemaking

Hearing Officer's Report

Department's Response to Public Comment

Proposed Rules, OAR 340-61-005, 61-010, 61-020 and 61-025
through 61-040

C

June 19, 1981




In the Matter of the Adoption of
Amendments to Solid Waste

Sections 61-005, 61-010, 61-020

Attachment L
Agenda Item No. T
July 17, 1981 EQC Meeting
Before the Envirommental Quality Commission
of the State of Oregon

Statutory Authority,
Statement of Need,

and Statement of Fiscal Impact

}
}
Management Rules OAR Chapter 340, ) Principal Documents Relied Upon,
)
)

and 61-025 through 61-040

1.

Statutory Authority: ORS 459,045, which requires the BEnvirommental
Quality Commigsion to adopt rules pertaining to solid waste
management.

Need for the Rule: Current rules, adopted in March 1972, no longer
adequately reflect departmental policy and the state-of-the-art in
proper solid waste management. The rules are not consistent with
national landfill criteria adopted by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, in September 1979, pursuant to Public Law 94--580
(the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976).

Principal documents relied upon in this rulemaking:

a. Criteria for Classification of 50lid Waste Disposal Facilities
and Practices (Federal Register, September 13, 1979)

b. Current or proposed new solid waste management rules from fifteen
other states.

Fiscal Impact:

Positive impacts on economic resources would primarily result from
the institution of safer management practices which, if undertaken
now, will result in reduced risk of envirommental damage and reduced
cost for cleanup measures and remedial programs later on.

Although the proposed revisions provide a public benefit of protecting
natural resources and public health, they may result in inecreased
costs to permittees and consumers. The extent of these costs cannot
be presented in specific detail, however. The revisions would affect
permittees statewlde and the number of facilities involved would make
an analysis of this kind prohibitive.

It should be noted that during 1979-80 the Department conducted an
inventory of most landfills which receive domestic garbage using the
new federal criteria. Of the 125 sites evaluated, only 31 were found
not to be in compliance with these standards. Therefore, the number
of domestic waste landfills that will require substantial upgrading
of closure to conform to the Department's proposed new rules should
not be great., Scme industrial waste landfills have also been
evaluated and results are similar.
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When new landfills are established and when existing landfills are
upagraded to conform to the new standards, the increased costs to
operators will likely bhe reflected in increased user fees and/or taxes
to consumers. If the costs to operators- should prove to be
unreasonable, burdensome or impractical, the Commission may grant

a variance from these requirements in accordance with ORS 459,225,

Date: April 1, 1981
85C242
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STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY INTEROFFICE MEMO
TO: Environmental Quality Commission DATE: June 24, 1981
FROM: Gayla Reese, Hearings Officer

SUBJECT: Public Hearing on Amendments to Solid Waste Management Rules

On May 19, 1981, a public hearing was held pursuant to a hotice issued
May 1, 1981l. "he hearing was held in Portland at 1:00 p.m. in Room 1400 of
the Department's offices at 522 SW 5th.

Ten persons were present. Following an explanation of the purpose of the
meeting, five persons gave testimony: Ezra Koch, River Bend Landfill Co.;
Bill Webber, Valley Landfills, Inc.; Roger Emmons, Oregon Sanitary Service
Institute; Angus MacPhee, Newberg Landfill; and Tom Donaca, Associated
Oregon Industries. Others who attended were John Graham, Douglas County
Environmental Health; Chuck Xemper, R.A. Wright Engineering; Craig Starr,
Lane County; Noel Groshong, Douglas County Environmental Health; and Steve
Sander, DEQ Solid Waste Division.

The record was left open until 8:00 a.m., May 26. Additional written and
oral comments were received from 19 people: Kent Ashbaker, DEQ Water
Quality Division; Ed Quan, DEQ Water Quality Division; Gary Messer, DEQ
Willamette Valley Region; Dave St. Louis, DED Willamette Valley Region;
Frank Ostrander, Counsel for Department of Energy; Howard Mellors, Crown
Zellerbach Corp.; L.M. Steffensen, Georgia-Pacific Corporation; Jerry Re,
Eugene, Oregon; Ron Baker, DEQ Southwest Region; Randall Hledik, Associated
General Contractors; Bugene Gjeritsen, consulting engineer; George Morton,
APA Environmental Committee; Kenneth Brikson, Douglas County Department of
Public Works; Noel Groshong and John Graham, Douglas County Environmental
Health; G.A., Kennar, Monsanto Plastics & Resins Co.; T.R. Aspitarte, Crown
Zellerbach; Roger Emmons, Oregon Sanitary Service Institute; and Craig
Starr, Lane County Solid Waste Management.,

Major points from all comments included:

1. General concern with overregulation in the rules, i.e.,
regulations are too detailed, restrictive, and expensive,
especially for rural areas and small private operators. Also,
the rules cover business management instead of just environmental
protection,

2. Strong opposition to weighing. Landfill operators say it is not
important to them.

|
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3.

5.

2.

10.

1.

1z.

13.

SC360

Dislike of self-monitoring of groundwater. Landfill operators
feel that the public would distrust the results; DEQ should
monitor the groundwater.

Criticism varied on the groundwater standards with comments such
as the standards need to be eased and the standards are too
lenient.

Concern about landfill closure reguirements. Suggested closing
each area of a landfill as £full capacity is reached and
periodically reporting the status of closures to DEQ. At time of
closure, require additional cover (e.g., four to six feet of soil
or clay cap) and land-use plans.

Question about the legality and propriety of DEQ requiring a
statement of need before a proposed landfill is approved.

General opposition to requirement for local approval of a
landfill gite if DEQ approves it.

Desire for separate standards for industrial waste and demolition
waste disposal sites.

Disapproval of construction certification and feasibility report
requirements because they are too expensive and complexX.

Concern that letter authorizations are too easy to obtain and too
permissive. BSuggestion was made to place a six-month limit on
letter of authorization and require Environmental Quality
Commission's approval.

Opposition to the definition of "solid waste boundary" included
agreement with the need to measure groundwater contamination
inside the property boundary, but at some point away from the
landfill,

Criticism about household composting ranged from those who felt
the rule was too lenient to those who felt it was too
restrictive.

Concern about the standard for odor control; it is too
subjective.
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Department's Response to Public Comment

The following is a summary of comments received in response to proposed
amendments to administrative rules for solid waste management (0OAR
340-61-005, 61-010, 61-020 and 61-025 through 61-040) and the Department's
responses to those comments:

Comment :

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Proposed rules are too detailed, restrictive and expensive to
comply with, especially for rural areas and small private
Operators.

The proposed amendments are intentionally more detailed than the
current rules. The current rules had been criticized as being
somewhat vague and unclear and the intent was to correct this
deficiency. The proposed amendments are also admittedly more
restrictive and expensive to comply with than the current

rules. The current rules were adopted in March 1972 and the
state of the art has changed substantially since then. From our
review of other states'® rules, however, we are convinced that
these proposed amendments are not excessively detailed or
restrictive., For example, the rules in no way exceed EPA's
regulations and the rules are not as stringent as those of
several other states in respect to such things as cover
frequency, groundwater protection and open burning, among
others.

In order to ease the impact of these rules on small operators,
the proposed amendments include section 340-61-025(4), which
allows the Department to exempt operators of low-volume, low-
risk disposal sites from several of the more costly reguirements
{i.e., detailed engineering plans, engineering construction
certification and feaslbility study reports}. In addition,
requirements such as cover frequency, self-monitoring, weighing
and others are applied on a case-by-case basis. Nevertheless,
in response to the above comments, the Department has further
reduced some of the detail from the sections on permit
applications, feasibility study reports and special rules
pertaining to landfills.

Weighing is a needless expense. It is not important to landfill
operators.

The Department strongly believes that weighing is essential in
planning for resource recovery facilities, transfer stations and
regional landfill sites. One simply cannot make an intelligent
financial analysis of such a proposed facility without accurate
data, collected over a period of at least one year to allow for
seasonal fluctuations.
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Several landfill operators commented that volume estimates were
adequate for their needs. OQur experience, however, is that
volume estimates are highly inaccurate. We suspect that some of
the industry's concerns may be based on the fact that weighing
will result in higher disposal fees and road taxes for
collection vehicles which are carrying more than their rated
capacity. In any event, the Department intends to require
weighing only at selected landfills where it clearly seems to be
in the public's best interest to do so,

Self-monitoring by permittees is not a good idea. DEQ should do
it.

If the Department had unlimited resources, we would agree to do
all the monitoring. However, in the face of decreasing staff
and resources, the Department feels that it must request some
help from those who can reasonably provide it. To help
emphasize our intent, this section of the rules has been changed
by the addition of the term "where practicable" (e.g., where a
permittee has his own lab). Also, to assure quality control, a
requirement has been added that allows the Department to
periodically split samples with permittees who do seli-
monitoring.

Groundwater standards are toco lenient/too tough.

The proposed groundwater standards, taken verbatim from the RCRA
criteria, met with mixed response. 1In the final analysis, the
Department decided that it could not in good faith accept EPA's
position that virtually all groundwater be treated as drinking
water. Accordingly, the proposed rule has been amended to
conform to the Department's proposed General Groundwater
Protection Policy, which is based on the concept of preserving
an aquifer's recognized beneficial uses.

It is important to note that this change is not necessarily a
weakening of the standard. Where an aquifer is or is likely to
be used as a drinking water source, drinking water standards
will still apply. Only where an aguifer is unlikely to be used
for drinking water will other standards apply.

Landfills should be closed in phases, as areas reach capacity.
Four to six feet of cover, including a clay cap, should be
required.

The proposed rule was written with the intent that landfills be
required to close each portion when final grade was reached.
Apparently the rule was unclear in this regard so it has been
redrafted.

With respect to final cover, the Department agrees that
additional earth and a clay cap are desirable in some areas of
the state, but we do not agree that it is needed at all sites.
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Comment:

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment :

Response:

Comment:

Response:

The proposed rule has been modified to require that final cover
be of a type approved by the Department and suitable for the

planned future use (i.e., farm use may require more soil than
range land).

Is a statement of need an appropriate requirement?

The Department obtained an informal legal opinion from the
Department of Justice which indicates that such a requirement is
reasonable and appropriate under ORS Chapter 459.

Local approval for a landfill permit is unnecessary red tape.

Recommendations by the local government unit or units having
jurisdiction is a statutory requirement {(ORS 459.235}. 1In
addition, ORS 197.180 and DEQ's Coordination Program with LCDC
also require local approval before any new landfill may be
established.

There should be separate rules for industrial waste and
demolition waste disposal sites.

The Department agrees that some industrial waste disposal sites
and some demolition waste disposal sites pose little threat to
the environment., Such facilities may gualify for a special
letter authorization or otherwise be exempt from many of the
more cogtly requirements as noted above. We do not agree,
however, with the premise that wood waste and demolition wastes
are inherently so much less threatening than domestic refuse
that separate rules are needed. For example, the most serious
landfill-related groundwater contamination problem that we are
aware of was associated with a wood waste landfill. Also, the
most serious methane gas problem we have encountered was
associated with a demolition waste landfill. Our proposed
rules, therefore, allow exemptions based on a consideration of
several factors, including volume of waste received, site
location, geophysical characteristics of the site, climate,
etc., and not just waste types.

Construction certification and feasibility report requirements
are too costly and complex.

General comments about overregulation have bheen addressed above.
Construction inspections are something that the staff would like
to be able to do. However, in view of shrinking resources, we
must shift some of this burden to permittees. The proposed

rule has been modified slightly to make it clear that
certification will be required only for major or critical
construction (e.g., a liner installation).

The feasibility study report section is a good example of why
the 1972 rules need to be amended. The current rule is both
somewhat vague and incomplete. The proposed new rule is
intentionally more detailed and demanding, as it reflects
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Comment:

Response:

Comments

Response:

Comment s

Response:

current philosophy and state-of~the-art. Again, the feasibility
report is one of the requirements that the Department may waive
for low-volume, low-risk disposal sites,

Letter authorizations are too easy to obtain and too permissive.
They should be issued by the Commission.

Letter authorizations are issued for short-term, low-volume,
low-risk disposal operations. The intent is to minimize red
tape and delay for the applicant in cases where the Department
has little concern regarding potential envirommental impact. We
believe that EQC approval would cause needless delay and would
be a burden to both the staff and the Commission.

We agree that in some cases letter authorizations have been
issued too permissively. The proposed rule amendments are
therefore considerably more restrictive than the current rules.
In response to comments received, the Department is proposing to
further restrict letter authorizations by limiting them to six
months in duration, rather than one year as originally proposed.

The definition of "solid waste boundary" should he changed from
the edge of the f£fill material to 50 to 100 feet inside the
property line.

The solid waste boundary is the point at which groundwater
contamination is monitored, unless the Department specifies some
other monitoring point in accordance with certain procedures.
Several individuals stated that groundwater should not be
evaluated right at the edge of the £ill, but at some point
inside the property line. We basically agree with this

premise., However, landfills are variable and many sites do not
have a 50- or 100-foot buffer zone inside the property line.

The proposed definition is the one that appears in the RCRA
criteria. We believe that our rules should parallel EPA's to
the extent practicable. As noted, the rules provide flexibility
in that the Department may specify some sampling point other
than the solid waste boundary at those sites where it is
appropriate to do so.

The permit exemption for household composting is too lenient/too
restrictive.

Current rules prohibit all household composting unless a permit
or a letter authorization is obtained from the Department. This
was not an intentional restriction, but is the result of the
definition of "disposal site." We believe this is an
unreasonable restriction and are proposing to change it.

The rules, as proposed, would have exempted compost piles
receiving less than 5 cubic yards of household waste per year.
This figure was based on a yard debris survey the Department

|
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Comment:

Response:

8C367

conducted in the Portland area. Reviewers criticized this
number as being too large and too small. The Department is now
proposing to limit composting to single family residences with
no specific volume limit. We do not want to completely exempt
composting facilities, since a large pile of rotting organic
waste can be a severe nuisance.

Odor control requirement is too subjective.

Landfills can be a source of malodors and at least one site in
the Portland area has received numerous complaintg in this
regard. Odors can be controlled by frequent application of
earth cover, positive gas venting and other techniques.
Therefore, we believe that a rule pertaining to odor control is
appropriate.

This rule, as originally proposed, required that landfill odors
not cause a public or private nuisance. We agree that private
nuisances are too subjective and have deleted this term from the
proposed rule.
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340-61-005 PURPOSE. The purpose of these rules is to prescribe
requirements, limitations, and procedures for storage, collection,
t;ansportation, and disposal of solid waste[, pursuant to Chapter 648,

Oregon Laws 1971 (HB 1051)7.

340-61-010 DEFINITIONS. As used in these rules unless [the context
requires] otherwise specified:

(1) "Access road" means any road owned or controlled by the disposal

site owner which terminates at the disposal site and which provides access

for users between the disposal site entrance and a public road.

(2) "Airport" means any area recognized by the QOregon Department

of Trangportation, Aeronautics Division, for the landing and taking-off of

aircraft which is normally open to the public. for such use without prior

pPermission.

{(3) "Aquifer"” means a geologic formation, group of formations or

portion of a formation capable of vielding usable quantities of ground ...

water to wells or springs.

{4) "Baling" means a volume reduction technique whereby solid waste

is compressed into -bales for final disposal.

(5) "Base flood" means a £lood that has a one percent or greater

chance of recurring in any vear or a flood of a magnitude equalled or

exceeded once in 100 years on the average of a significantly long period.
[(1)] (6) "Commission" means the Envirommental Quality Commission.

(7)  "Cover material" means soil or other suitable material approved

by the Department that is placed over the top and side slopes of solid

wastes in a landfill,

[(2)] (8) "Composting™ [is] means the process of controlled
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[biochemical degradation] biological decamposition of organic solid

waste. {under controlled conditions.] _

. [(3)] (9) "Department" means the Department of Environmental
Quality. o . 7 |
7[(4)] (10) "Digested §§Q§9§ sludge"‘méans the concentrated sewage
sludge that has decomposed ﬁnder controlled conditions of pH, temperature
and mixing in a digester tank.

[(5)] (11) "Director" means the Director of the Department of

Environmental Quality.

[(6)] (12) "Disposal site" means land and facilities used for the

disposal, [or] handling or transfer of or resocurce recovery from [of]

solid wastes, including but not limited to dumps, landfills, sludge
lagoons, sludge treatment facilities, dispogal sites for septic tank

pumping or cesspool cleaning service, transfer stations, resource recovery

facilities, [salvage sites,] incinerators for solid waste delivered by

the public or by a solid waste collection service and composting plants~-::
but the term does mot include a facilty subject to the permit requirements‘
of ORS [449.083] 468.740; [or] a landfill site which is used by the owner
or person in control of the premises to dispose of soil, rock,. concrete

or other similar nondecomposable material, unless the site is used by the

public either directly or through a solid waste collection service; or

a site licensed pursuant to ORS 481.345.

(13) "Endangered or threatened species” means any species listed as

such pursuant to Section 4 of the Federal Endangered Species Act and any

other species so listed by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

(14) "Floodplain" means the lowland and relatively flat areas

adjoining inland and coastal waters which are inundated by the base flood.
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(15) "“Groundwater" means water that occurs beneath the land surface

in the zone(s) of saturation.

(M7 (16) fHazardous [Solid] Waste" [is solid waste that may, by
itself or in combination with other solid waste, be infectious, explosive,
poisonous, highly flammable, caustic or toxic or otherwise dangerous or
injurious to humaﬁ, plant or animal life, but does not include
Environmentally Hazardous Wastes as defined in Section 1, Chapter 699,

Oregon Laws 1971 (Enrolled HB 1931).] means discarded, useless or unwanted

materials or residues in solid, liquid or gaseous state and their empty

containers which are classified as hazardous pursuant to ORS 459.410.

[(8)] (17) "Heat-treated" means a process of drying or treating
sewage sludge where there is an exposure of all portions of the sludge
to high temperatures for a sufficient time to kill all pathogenic
crganisms,

[(9)1 (18) "Incinerator" means [a combustion] any aevice

[specifically designed] used for the reduction{, by burning,] of

combustible solid wastes by burning under conditions of controlled air

flow and temperature.

[(10) “Land Disposal Site" is a disposal site at which solid wastes
are placed on or in the ground for disposal, such as but not limited to
landfills, sludge lagoons and sludge spreading areas.]

[(11) "Modified Landfill" is the disposal of solid waste by
compaction in or upeon the land and cover of all wastes deposited, with
earth or other approved cover material at specific designated intervals,
but not each operating day.]

[(12)] (19) "Landfill" [is a general term meaning all landfill

operations such as sanitary landfills and modified landfillis.] means a

-4 -



facility for the disposal of solid waste involving the placement of solid

~waste on or beneath the land surface.

. [(13)] (20) MIeachate" [is] means liquid that has came into

. direct contact with [percolated through] solid waste and contains

dissolved and/or Suspended contaminants as a result of such contact.

(21) "Local govermment unit" means a city, county, metropolitan

gservice district formed under ORS Chapter 268, sanitary district or

sanitary authority formed under ORS Chapter 450, county service district

formed under ORS Chapter 451, regional air quality control authority formed

under ORS 468.500 to 468.530 and 468.540 to 468,575 or any other local

govermment unit responsible for solid waste management.

7[(14) "Non-digested Sludge" means the sewage sludge that has
accumulated in a digester but due to a lack of environmental control has
only partially decomposed. ]

(22) "Open Dump" means a facility for the disposal of solid waste

which does not comply with these rules. ar

[(15)] (23) "“"Permit" means a document [written‘permit] issued
by the Department, bearing the signature of the Director or his authorized
representative which by its conditions may authorize the permittee to
construct, install, modify or operate a [specified facilities] disposal
site [conduct specified activities, or dispose of solid wastes] in
accordance with specified limitations.

[(16)] (24) "Person" means the [United States or agencies thereof,
any] state or a public or private corporation, local government unit,
public agency, individual, partnership, association, firm, trust,_éstate
or any other legal entity.

[(17)] (25) "Public Waters" or "Waters of the State" include
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lakes, bays, ponds, impounding reservoirs, springs, wells, rivers, streams,
 creeks, estuaries, marshes, inlets, canals, the Pacific Ocean within the
territorial limits of the State of Oregon and all other bodies of surface
or underground waﬁérs, naﬁural ot artificial, inland or coastal, fresh

or salt, public or private (except those private waters which do not
combine or effect a junction with natural surface or underground waters),
which are wholly or partially within or bordering the state or within its
jurisdiction.

{26) "Processing of Wastes" meang any technology designed to change

the physical form or chemical content of solid waste including, but not

limited to, baling, composting, classifying, hydropulping, incinerating

and shredding.

[(18)] (27) "Putrescible [Material] Waste " [is] means solid waste

containing organic material that can be rapidly decomposed by

microorganisms, which [and] may give rise to foul smelling, offensive

products during such decomposition or which is capable of attracting e

-,

or providing food for birds and potential diseage vectors such as rodents

and flies.

[(19) "Raw Sewage Sludge" means the accumulated suspended and
settleable solids of sewage deposited in tanks or basins mixed with water,
to form a semi-liquid mass.] |

(28) "Regource Recovery”" means the process of obtaining useful

material or energy from solid waste and includes:

{a) "Energy recovery," which means recovery in which all or a part

of the solid waste materials are processed to utilize the heat content,

or other forms of energy, of or fram the material.

(b) "Material recovery," which means any process of obtaining fram
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solid waste, by presegregation or otherwise, materials which still have

. useful physical or chemical properties after serving a specific purpose

| and can, therefore, be reused or recycled for the same or other purpose.

(¢} "Recycling," which means any process by which solid waste

materials are transformed into new products in such a manner that the

original products may lose their identity.

{d) "Reuse," which means the return of a commodity into the econcmic

stream for uge in the same kind of application as before without change

in its identity.

[{20)] (29) "salvage" means [separating or collecting reusable solid

or liquid wastes for resale or the business of separating or collecting

and reclaiming] the controlled removal of reusable, recyclable or

otherwise recoverable materials fram solid [or liquid] wastes at a solid

waste disposal site. _

[(21)] (30) "Sanitary Landfill" [is the disposal of solid waste
by compaction in or upon land and cover of all wastes deposited with ear;?;
or other approved cover material at least once each operating day.] gggggrl

a facility for the disgposal of sclid waste which complies with these

rules.

(31) "Sludge" means any solid or semisolid waste and associated

supernatant generated from a municipai, commercial, or industrial

wastewater treatment plant, water supply treatment plant or air pollution

control facility or any other such waste having similar characteristics and

effects,

[(22)1 (32) ™Solid Waste" means all putrescible and non-putrescible
wastes, including but not limited to garbage, rubbish, refuse, ashes, waste

paper and cardboard; sewage sludge, septic tank and cesspool pumpings or
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other sludge; commercial, industrial, demolition and construction wastes;
discarded or abandoned vehicles or parts thereof; discarded home and
industrial appliances; manure; vegatable or animal solid and semi-solid

| wastes, dead animals and other wastes; but the term does not include:

(a) [Environmentally] Hazardous Wastes as defined in [Section 1,

Chapter 699, Oregon Laws 1971 (Enrolled HB 1931).] ORS 459.410.

(b) Materials used for fertilizer or for other productive purposes
or which are salvageable as such materials [and] are used on land in
agricultural operations and the gro&ing or harvesting of crops and the
raising of fowls or animals.

(33) "Solid waste boundary" means the outermost perimeter (on the

horizontal plane) of the solid waste at a landfill as it would exist at

completion of the disposal activity.

[{23)] (34) "Transfer Station" means a fixed or mobile facility,
normally used as an adjunct of a solid waste collection and disposal system

Or resource recovery system, between a collection route and a disposal

site, including but not limited to a large hopper, railroad gondola or

barge.

{35) "Underground drinking water source" means an aquifer supplving

or likelvy to supply drinking water for human consumption.

(36) "Vector" means any insect, rodent or other animal capable of

transmitting, directly or indirectlv, infectious diseases from one person

or animal to another,

[(24)] (37) "Waste" means useless or discarded materials.

(38) "Zone of saturation" means a three (3) dimensional section of

the soil or rock in which all open spaces are filled with groundwater. The

thickness and extent of a saturated zone may vary seasonally or
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periodically in response to changes in the rate or amount of groundwater

recharge, discharge or withdrawal.

. 340-61-020 PERMIT REQUIRED. :(l) Except as provided by [sub]sections]
- (2) fand (3)] of this rule, [after July 1, 1971, a disposal site] no
Eg_r_g_o_g shall [hot be] estabiish[éd]_,_ [and after July 1, 1972, a

disposal site shall not be] operate(d], maintainled] or substantially

alter[ed], expand{ed] or improveld,] a disposal site, and {a change] no

person shall [not be made in] change the method or type of disposal at
a disposal site, until the person owning or controlling the disposal site
cbtains a permit therefor from the Department.

[{2) Disposal sites in existence at the time of adoption of these
rules and used only by the owner or person in control of the
premises, to dispose of industrial or agricultural wastes generated by
the owner or ?erson in control of the premises, need not obtain a permit
until July 1, 1973, unless the Department determines that a permit is
necessary for a specific site prior to July 1, 1973, in ordgr to adequately
protect envirommental quality or the public health or welfare.]

[(3)] (2) Persons owning or controlling the following classes of

disposal sites are specifically exempted from the above requirements to
obtain a permit under these rules, but shall comply with all other
provisions of these rules and other applicable laws, rules and regulations
regarding solid waste disposal: | |

(a) Disposal sites, facilities or disposal operations [covered under]

operated pursuant to a permit issued under ORS [449.083 or under Chapter

639, Oregon Laws 1971 (HB 1931).] 459.505, 459.510 or 468.740.

(b) A landfill site [which is] used [only] exclusively [by the

owner or person in control of the premises to dispose] for the disposal
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of soil, rock, concrete, brick, building block, tile or [cother similar

non-decomposable materials.] asphalt paving. (Note: Such a landfill may

require a permit from the Oregon Division of State Lands,

(c}) Canposting operations used only by the owner or person in control

of a single family residence to dispose of food scraps, garden wastes,

| weeds, lawn cuttings, leaves, and prunings generatad at that residence and

operated in a manner approved by the Department.

[(4)] (3) The Department may, in accordance with a specific

[conditional] permit containing a [and] compliance schedule, grant

reasonable time for solid waste disposal sites or facilities which were
existing at the time of adoption of these rules to comply with these
rules.

[(5)] (4) If it is determined by the Department that a proposed or
existing disposal site [or solid waste handling operation used only by
the owner or person in control of the premises,] is not likély to create
a public nuisance, health hazard, air or water pollution or other
environmental problem, the Department may waive any or all requirements

of rules 340-61-025, 340-61-030, [and rule] 340-61-035 and 340-61-036 and

section 340-61-040(1) {of these rules] and issue a [properly conditioned

written authorization, which may be in the form of a letter. Application
for such authorizaticn shall be in the form of a letter which fully
describes the need and justification therefor, the materials to be disposed
and the conditions under which the operation is to be carried out and shall

include an agreement by the applicant to terminate the operation

immediately upon request by the Department.] special letter authorization

in accordance with rule 340-61-027.

(5) Each person who is required by section (1) of this rule to obtain
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a permit shall:

(a) Make prompt application to the Department therefor;

| "(b) Pulfill éach and évery term and condition of any permit issued by

the Department to such person;

{(c) Comply with these rules; -

(@) Camply with the Department's requirements for recording,

reporting, monitoring, entrv, inspection, and sampling, and make no false

statements, representations, or certifications in any form, notice, report,

or document required thereby.

(6) Failure to conduct solid waste disposal according to the

conditions, limitations, or terms of a permit, letter authorization or

these rules, or failure to obtain a permit or letter authorization, is a

violation of these rules and shall be cause for the assessment of civil

penalties for each violation as provided in OAR Chapter 340, Division 12

or for any other enforcement action provided by law. Each and every day

‘that a violation occurs is considered a separate violation and may be the

subject of separate penalties.

340-61-025 APPLICATIONS FOR PERMITS. (1) Applications for permits
ghall be [filed and permits shall be issued, denied, modified or revoked]
processed in accordance with the Procedures for Issuénce, Denial,
Modification and Revocation of Permits as set forth in OAR Chapter 340,
Division 14.

(2) Applications for a permit shall be accepted by the Department

only when coamplete, as detailed in section 340-61-025(3).

[{2)] (3) [In order for] Applications for permits [to] shall be
[considered] complete [and accepted for processing] only if they {shalll:

(a) [Be] are submitted in [triplicate] duplicate on forms provided
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by the Department, {and be] accompanied by [a like number of copies of]

all required exhibits, and the forms are campleted in full and are signed

gg the progrty owner or person in control of the premises.
| (b) Include wrltten reccnmendatlms of the local [or state health

agency] govermment unit or units having jurisdiction.

[{e) Include recammendations of the local governing body and its
regicnal solid waste advisory committee and the city or county planning
commission having jurisdiction], to establish a new disposal site or to

substantially alter, expand, or improve a disposal site or to make a change

in the method or type of disposal. Such recammendations shall include

a statement of campatibility with the acknowledged local camprehensive

plan and zoning reguirements or the Land Conservation and Development

Comnission's Statewide Planning Goals.,

[(d)] (c) Include[, for all existing landfill operations, a] detailed

[site development and coperational] plans and specifications as required

by [subsection 61-040-(1) (b)] rule 340-61-035 [of these rules.]

[(3)] (d) [Applications for a permit to establish a new disposal site“'k':_
or to substantially alter, expand or improve a disposal site or to make
a change in the method or type of disposal shall be accompanied by]
Include a feaéibility study report prepared in accordance with rule

340-61-030 [of these rules], to establish a new disposal site or to

substantially alter, expand or improve a disposal site or to make a change

in the method or tvpe of disposal at a disposal site, unless the

requirements of said feasibility study have been met by [sulmittal of a
regional or county-wide plan or] other prior submittals.
(2) Include such other information as the Department may deem

necessary to determine whether the proposed disposal site [and solid waste
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disposal facilities] and the operation thereof will comply with all

applicable [requirements] rules of the Department.

{4) 1If in the judgment of the Department, a proposed new, modified

or expanded disposal site or a proposed change in the method or type of

disposal is not likely to have significant adverse effects on public health

or the environment, the Department may waive the requirements of

subseCtions 340-61-025 (2) (c) and 340-61-025(2) (d), rule 340-61-036 and

section 340-61-040(1).

In making this judament, the Department may consider the size and

location of the disposal sites, the volume and types of waste received ang

any other relevant factor. -

(5) If the requirements of subsections 340-61-025(2) {(c) and

340-61-025 (2) (d) , rule 340-61-036 and section 340—61—040(l)rare waived, the

applicant must submit plan drawings and pertinent information including:

{a) A site location map indicating section, township,'range and site

boundaries.

(b) A site layout drawing that illustrates the approximate size and

location of all pertinent man-made and natural features of the site (roads,

ditches, streamé, berms, buildings, etc.) and the sequence of developing

fill areas at the site.

(c) A minimun of two perpendicular cross section drawings to show the

design of the landfill cells and any pertinent landfill structures. Each

cross section shall illustrate approximate existing grade, excavation grade

and proposed final grade.

(d) An operational plan which describes the proposed method of

operatioﬁ and progressive development of the trenches and/or landfill 1ifts

or cells, The plan shall also include a descripticn of the types and
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average total daily quantity of waste materials that will be received;

types of cover material to be used and proposed frequency of application;

and measures to be used for the control of leachate, surface drainage, fire,

litter and other potential hazards or nuisances as pertinent.

[(4)] (6) If a local public hearing regarding a proposed disposal
site has not been held and if, in the judgment of the Department, there is
sufficient public concern regarding the proposed disposal site, the
Department may, as a condition of receiving and acting upon an application,
require that such a hearing be held by the County Board of Commissioners or
County Court or other local government agency responsible for solid waste
management, for the purpose of informing and receiving information from the
public.

[(5) Landfills, incinerators, composting plants and sludge disposal
sites are subject to special regulations under rules 340-61-040,
340-61-045, 340-61-050 and 340-61-055 of these rules, however nothing in
rules 340-61-040, 340-61-045, 340-61-050 and 340-61-055 shall be construed”‘r__

to limit the methods of solid waste handling or disposal which may be
permitted by the Department to only those methods cited.]

340-61~026 DENTAL OF PERMITS. (1) Upon receipt of a completed

application, the Department shall deny the permit if:

(a) The application contains false information;

~{b) The application was wrongfully accepted by the Department;

{c) The proposed disposal. site would not camply with these rules

or other applicable rules of the Department.

(d) The proposal is not part of or not campatible with the adopted

local solid waste management plan approved by the Department.

(e} There is no clearly demonstrated need for the proposed new,
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modified or expanded disposal site or for the proposed change in the

methods or type of disposal.

' 340-61-027 LETTER AUTHORIZATIONS. The Department may authorize the

temporary operation of a disposal site by issuing a "letter of

- authorization" subiect to the following:

{1) A letter authorization may be issued only on the basis of a

- complete written application which has been approved by the Department.

Applications for letter authorizations shall be complete only if they

contain the following items:

(2) The quantity and types of material to be disposed.

(b) A discussion of the need and justification for the proposed

project.
{c) The expected amount of time which will be required to

camplete the project.

(d). The methods proposed to be used to insure safe and proper

disposal of solid waste.

(e) The location of the proposed disposal site,

(£) A statement of approval from the property owner or person in

control of the property, if other than the applicént.

(g) Written verification from the local planning department that

the proposal is compatible with the acknowledged local camprehensive plan

and zening requirements or the Land Conservation and Development

Commission's Statewide Planning Goals.,

{h) Any other relevant information which the Department may require.

(2) Upon receipt of a camwplete written application the Department

may approve the application if it is satisfied that:

(a) _The applicant has demonstrated sufficient need and justification
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for the proposal.

(b) The proposed project is not likely to cause a public nuisance,

health hazard, air or water pollutlon or other env1ronmental problem.

jB) The Department may deqy an application for a letter authorization

revoke or suspénd an issued letter authorization on any of the following

rounds:

(&) A material misrepresentation or false statement in the

application;

(b) Any relevant violation of any statute, rule, order, permit,

ordinance, judgment or decree;

(4) The Department may issue letter authorizations for periods not

to exceed six (6) months. Any reguests to conduct additional disposal

shall require a new application and a new authorization.

340-61-030 FEASIBILITY STUDY REFORT. A feasibility study report
shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

(1) [A description of and background in formation on the service area )
including climate, topography, political entities, transportation system, -
major contributors to the area economy, population density and trends and
projections of factors affecting solid waste management in the area.]

An Existing Conditions Map of the area showing land use and zoning

within 1/4 mile of the disposal site. Also, any airport runway within

10,000 feet of the site or within 5,000 feet if used only by propeller-

driven aircraft. (Note: Runways may be shown on a scaled insert). The

map shall show all, structures, natural features of the land and the

precise geographical location and boundaries of the disposal site. An on-

site bench mark shall be indicated and a north arrow drawn. Unless

otherwise approved by the Department, the scale of the map shall be no




greater than one inch equals 200 feet, and, for landfills, topography of

the site and area within 1/4 mile shall be shown with contour intervals not

to exceed five feet,

[(2) A statement of'the'exiSting disposal practice in the service
area, including types and qﬁantities of wastes, methods of processing
“and disposal presently used.] \ |

[(3) The status of a regional or county-wide solid waste management
plan and evidence that the proposed disposal facility is a part of or is

compatible with such a plan.]

[{4)] (2) A description of the propocsed method or methods to be used

in processing and disposing of solid wastes, including anticipated types
and quantities of solid wastes, justification of alternative disposal

method selected, general design criteria,_[ulthnate] planned future use

of [land] the disposal site after clésure, type of equipment to be used,
and projected life of the site[, and proposed administration of the
program] .

[(5) Maps, exhibits and reports to show graphically the location and
nature of the proposed project. For a land disposal facility, the geologic
characteristics of each site reflecting depths and types of soil; depth
to rock; depth to local and regional groundwater tables; location and legs
of soil borings; down-gradient uses of groundwater; direction and flow
of groundwater; historic and seasonal surface water flows and elevations;
proposed surface water diversion structures, berms, ditches, access roads,
residences, buildings, streams, springs, ponds, wells and existing contours
and elevations, For all sites and facilities the land use and zoning in
the vicinity of the proposed site; population projections; prevailing and

seasonal wind characteristics; supporting data and other pertinent
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information shall be presented. ]

(3) For a landfill, a detailed soils, geologic, and ground water

report of the site prepared and stamped by a professional Engineer,

Geologist or Engineering Geologist with current Oregon registration. The

report shall include consideration of surface features, geologic

formations, soil boring data, water table profile, direction of ground-

water flow, background quality of water resources in the anticipated zone

of influence of the landfill, need and availability of cover material,

climate, average rates of precipitation, evapotranspiration, runoff, and

infiltration {preliminary water balance calculations).

Soil borings shall be to a minimum depth of twenty feet below the

deepest proposed excavation and lowest elevation of the site or to the

permanent groundwater table if encountered within twenty feet, A minimum

of one boring per representative landform at the site and an overall

minimum of one boring per each ten acres shall be provided.' Soil boring

data shall include the location, depth, surface elevation and water level

measurements of all borings, the textural classification (Unified Soil

Classification System), permeability and cation exchange capacity of the

subsurface materials and a preliminary soil balance.

For all water wells located within the anticipated zone of influence

of the disposal site, the depth, static level and current use shall be

identified.

Background groundwater quality shall be determined by laboratory

analysis and shall include at least each of the constituents specified

by the Department.

[(6)] (4) A proposal for protection and conservation of the air,

water and land envirormment surrounding the disposal site, including control
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and/or treatment of leachate, methane gas, litter and vectors, [prevention

of traffic congestion] and control of other discharges, emissions
[or] Q@ aétivities which may result in a public health hazard, a public
' nuisance or envirommental degradation.

" [(7) A proposed fiscal program for plan implementation, including
initial capital required, capital budget and bond or loan amortization
if applicable.]

340-61~031 PRELIMINARY APPROVAL. (1) The Department may issue

written preliminary approval to any applicant for a Solid Waste Disposal

Permit, prior to submission of detailed engineering plans and

specifications, based on the material submitted in accordance with the

requirements of rule 340-61-030.

(2) The purpose of the preliminary review and approval process is

to inform the applicant of the Department's concerns, if any, regarding

the proposal and to provide guidance in the development of £he detailed

plans and specifications required to camplete the permit application.

Receipt of preliminary approval does not grant the applicant any right

to begin construction or operation of a disposal site.

{3) Requests for preliminary approval shall be made to the Department

in writing. Within 45 days of receipt of such request, the Department

shall either grant or deny preliminary approval or request additional

information.

(4) Granting of preliminary approval shall not prevent the Department

from denying or conditionally approving a completed permit application.

(5) 1If the Department denies preliminary approval, it shall clearly

state the reasons for denial. Failure to receive preliminary approval

shall not prevent an applicant from completing a permit application. Any
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application completed after denial of preliminary approval shall

specifically address those concerns listed in the Department's letter of
denial. |

| 340-61-035 DETAILED PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS REQUIRED. Except as

provided in Section 340-61-025(4):

| (1) [Before a new disposal site or fixed transfer station used by the
public is established, constructed, maintained or operated and before an
existing disposal site or fixed transfer station is substantially altered,
expanded or modified, an applicant must submit to the Department final
detailed plans and specifications for construction and operation of the
proposed diéposal site or transfer station and all related facilities and
obtain written approval of such f£inal plans and specifications fram the

Department.] Any person applying for a Solid Waste Disposal Permit shall

submit plans and specifications to the Department suffiéiently detailed and

camplete so that the Department may evaluate all relevant criteria before

issuing a permit.

The Department may refuse to accept plans and specifications that

are incamplete and may request such additional information as it deems

necessary to determine that the proposed disposal site and site operation

will comply with all pertinent rules of the Department,

(2) Engineering plans and specifications submitted to the Department
shall be prepared and stamped by a professional engineer with currrent
Oregon registration,

[(4) Plans and specifications submitted to the Department
shall be sufficiently detailed and complete to ensure that the proposed
disposal site and related facilities will be constructed and

operated as intended and in compliance with all pertinent state and local
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air, water and solid waste statutes and regulaticns.]

(3) 1If in the course of fac:.llty constructlon any person desires

to dev:.ate significantly from the approved plans, the permittee shall

suk:m1t a detailed descrlptlon of the proposed change to the Department for

review and approval prior to implementation.

340—61—035 CONSTRUCTION CERTIFICATION. Except as provided in Section

340-61-025 (4) :

(1) The Department may require, upon completion of major or critical

construction at a disposal site, that the permittee submit to the

Department a final project report signed by the project engineer or manager

as appropriate. The report shall certify that oconstruction has been

completed in accordance with the approved plans including any approved

amendments thereto.

(2) If any major or critical construction has been scheduled in the

plans for phase development subsequent to the initial operai:ion, the

Department may require that the permittee submit additional certification

for each phase when construction of that phase is completed.

340-61-038 AUTHORIZED AND PROHIBITED DISPOSAL METHODS. (1) Sanitary

Landfill. Disposal of solid waste is authorized only at a sanitary

landfill,

(2) Open Dump. The establishment, operation, or maintenance of an

open dump is prohibited.

340-61-040 SPECIAL RULES PERTAINING TO LANDFILLS. (1) Plan Design

Requirements. Unless an exemption has been granted under section

340-61-025(4), in addition to the requirements of rule 340-61-025, detailed

plans and specifications for landfills shall include but not be limited to:

(a) Topographic maps which show natural features of the site;
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the location and design of all pertinent existing and proposed structures

[physical features of the site], such as berms, dikes, surface drainage
control devices, access and on-site roads, water and waste water

'facilities, gas control devices; [trenches, landfill lifts and cells,]

monitoring wells, fences, utilities, [truck washing] maintenance

facilities, shelter and buildings; legal boundaries and property lines,

[1and use,] and existing contours and projected finish grades [at not to
exceed five (5) foot contour intervals].  Unless otherwise approved by

the Department[.], the scale of the plan drawings shall be no greater than

one inch equals 200 feet, with contour intervals not to exceed five feet.

Horizontal and vertical controls shall be established and tied to an

established bench mark located on or near the site. Where practicable, the

bench mark shall be referenced to the Oregon State Plane Co—ordinate

System, Lambert Projection.

{b) A minimum of two perpendicular cross section drawiﬁgs_through the

landfill. Each cross section shall illustrate existing grade, excavation

grade, proposed final grade, any additions for groundwater protection,

water table profile and soil profile. Additional cross sections shall be

provided as necessary to adequately depict underlying soils, geology and

landfill contours, and to digplay the design of environmental protection

devices or structures.

{c) A display of the design calculations used to forecast flows and to

determine the sizing of pumps, pipes, ditches, culverts and other hydraulic

ecuipment used for the collection, treatment and disposal of leachate and

for the control of surface drainage.

[(b)] (d) A detailed operational plan and timetable [including]

which describes the proposed method of operation and progresssive
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development of trenches and/or landfill lifts or cells [sequence of site

development, utilization and operation and a proposal for monitoring and

reporting ariy enviromental affects resulting therefram]. Said plan shall

include a description of the types and average total daily quantity of

waste materials that will be received; methods of waste unloading,

placement, campaction and covering; areas and/or procedures to be used for

disposal of waste materials during inclement weather; types and weights of

equipment to be used for site operation; detailed description of any

salvaging or resource recovery operations to take place at the facility;

such measures for the collection, contairment, treatment or disposal of

leachate as may be required; provisions for managing surface drainage; and

measures to be used for the control of fire, dust, decomposition gases,

birds, disease vectors, scavenging, access, fioodingt erosion, and blow'ing

debris, as pertinent.

[(2) Authorized Landfill Methods:]

.[ (a) Sanitary Landfill. Disposal of solid waste by landfilling shall
be by the sanitary landfill method unless a modified landfill is <
specifically authorized by written permit.]

[(b) Modified Landfill. Modified landfills may be permitted if it
is determined by the Department that special circumstances such as climate,
geographic area, site location, nature or quantity of the material to be
landfilled, or population density justifies less than daily compaction
and cover.]

[(c) Open Burning or Open Dumps. Open burning or open dumps of
putrescible solid wastes shall not be permitted.]

[Open burning of non-putrescible combustible wastes at a disposal site

at distances greater than five hundred (500) feet fram the active landfill
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area may be permitted in accordance with plans approved and permits issued
by the Department provided that such burning is permitted by rules and
regulations of the air poilutior_l control authority having jurisdiction.]

- .(3)"' @en Burhirg, No person shall conduct the open burning of solid

waste at a landfill, except in accordance with plans approved and permits

issued by the Department prior to such burning. The Department may

authorize the cpen burning of tree stumps and limbs, brush, timbers, lumber

and other wood waste, except that open burning of industrial woed waste

is prohibited.

[(3) Landfill Design and Construction:]

[(a) Location. Modified landfills should be located a minimum of
1/4 mile from the nearest existing residence or commercial establishment
other than that used by the landfill operator.]

[(b)] (4) Leachate. Any person designing, constructing, or

operating a landfill shall ensure that leachate produétion fshall be]
is minimized, [and] Where required by the Department, leachate shall )

be collected and treated or otherwise controlled in a manner approved by
the Department.

[(c)] (5) Groundwater[.]: [Areas having high groundwater tables
may be restrici:ed to landfill operations which will maintain a safe
vertical distance between deposited solid waste and the maximum water table
elevation.}

[Solid wastes other than tires, rock, dirt, brick and concrete rubble
and similar non-decomposible materials shall not be deposited directly
into the groundwater table or in flooded trenches or cells,]

{a) Each landfill permittee shall ensure that:

(A) The introduction of any substance from the landfill into an
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underground drinking water source does not result in a violation of any

applicable'federal or state drinking water rules or regulations beyond the

solid waste boundary of the landfill or an alternative boundary specified

by‘the Department,

(B) The introduction of any substance fram the landfill into an

aquifer does not impair the aguifer's recognized beneficial uses, beyond

the solid waste boundary of the landfill or an alternative boundary

specified by the Department, consistent with the Comission's adopted

Groundwater Quality Protection Policy and any applicable federal or state

rules or regulations,

(b) The Department may specify an alternative boundary based on a

consideration of all of the following factors:

{A) _The hydrogeological characteristics of the facility and

surrounding land;

{B) The volume and physical and chemical characteristics of the

leachate;

(€} The quantity and directions of flow of groundwater;

(D) The proximity and withdrawal rates of groundwater users;

(B) _The availability of alternative drinking water supplies.

(F) The existing quality of the groundwater including other sources

of contamination and their cumulative impacts on the groundwater; and

(G) Public health, safety, and welfare effects.

{6) Burface Water:

{a) No person shall cause a discharge of pollutants from a landfill

into public waters, including wetlands, in violation of any applicable

state or federal water quality rules or regulations,

(b) Each landfill permittee shall ensure that surface runoff and
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leachate seeps are controlled so as to minimize discharges of pollutants

into public waters.

{7) (@)1 Mohitoring [Wellé.]i

{a) Where the Department finds that a landfill's location and

geophysical cenditions indicate that there is a reasonable Qrobability of

potential adverse effects on public health or the enviromment, the

Department may require a permittee to provide monitoring wells [may be

required where deemed necessary] to determine the effects of {[a] the
landfill on [usable ground water resources in accordance with plans

approved in writing by the Department] groundwater and/or on the

concentration of methane gas in the soil.

{Other sites may be required to provide monitoring wells if they are
determined by the Department to be necessary.]

(b) If the Department determines that monitoring wells are required

at a landfill, the permittee shall provide and maintain the wells at the

locations specifiéd by the .Deparment and, at the Department's request,

shall submit a copy of the well logs to the Department within thirty (30) -

days of completion of construction.

{c) Where the Department determines that self-monitoring is

practicable, the Department may require that the permittee collect and

analyze samples of surface water, groundwater and/or gas, at intervals

specified and in a manner approved by the Department, and submit the-

results within a time frame s;ﬁecified by the Department.

{d) The Department may require permittees _who do self-monitoring to

Periodically split samples with the Department for the purpose of quality

control.

(8) Endangered Species. ‘No person shall establish, operate, expand
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or modify a landfill in a manner that will cause or contribute to the

actual or attempted:

_(a) Harassing, harming, pursuing, hunting, wounding, killing,

" trapping, capturing or collecting of any endangered or threatened species

of plants, fish, or wildlife.

{b) Direct or indirect alteration of critical habitat which

appreciably diminishes the likelihood of the survival and recovery of

threatened or endangered species using that habitat,

(9) Gas Control. No person shall establish, operate, expand or

modify a landfill such that:

{(a} The concentration of methane (CH,) gas at the l_andfill exceeds

twenty-five (25) percent of its lower explosive limit in facility

structures (excluding gas control or gas recovery sSystem camponents) or

its lower explosive limit at the property boundary.

(b) Malodorous decamposition gases became a public nuisance.

(10) [(e)] Surface Drainage Control. Each permittee shall insure

that: [A disposal site shall be so located, sloped or protected] o

(a) The landfill is designed, constructed and maintained so that

drainage will be diverted around or away from [thel active and completed

operational areag [of the site].

(b) The surface contours of the [site shall be] landfill are

maintained such that ponding of surface water [run-off will not flow

into or through the £ill.] is minimized,

[(f) Dikes. Landfill sites which may be subject to flooding shall
be protected by dikes which are constructed to be impervious to the passage
of water and designed to prevent erosion or cutting out of the filled

portions of the landfill site.l
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{11) Floodplains. No permittee of a landfill located in a floodplain

shall allow the facility to restrict the flow of the base flcod, reduce

the temporary water Storage capacity of the floodplain, or result in

washout of solid waste so as to pose a hazard to human life, wildlife or

land or water resources.

{12) [(g)] Cover Material. Each permittee shall provide adequate

quantities of cover material of a type approved by the Department [shall

be available to provide] for the [periodic] covering of deposited solid

waste at a landfill in accordance with the approved operaticnal plan,

[and] permit conditions and these rules.

[Final cover material must be available which will permit minimal
percolation of surface water and minimum cracking of the completed fill.]

{13) Cover Frequency. Each permittee shall place a cawpacted layer

of at least six inches of approved cover material over the compacted wastes

in a landfill at intervals specified in the permit. In setting a

requirement for cover frequency, the Department may consider such factors

as the volume and types of waste received, hydrogeologic setting of the

facility, climate, proximity of residences or other occupied buildings,

site screening, availability of equipment and cover material, any past

operational problems and any other relevant factor.

f(h)) (14) Access Roads. Each permittee shall insure that roads

from [a public highway to a) the [disposal site] landfill property line

to the active operatijonal area and roads within [a disposal site] the

operational area are [shall be designed] constructed and maintained

so as to [prevent] minimize [traffic congestion,] traffic hazards,

[and] dust and [noise pollution] mud and to provide reasonable all-weather

access for vehicles using the site.
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[(1) PFences. Access to landfills which are not attended on a
twenty-four hour basis shall be controllable by means of gates which may
be locked and the site shall be completely enclosed by a perimeter fence
. unless access is adequately controlled by the natural terrain features
of the site.]

(15) Access Control., Each permittee shall insure that the landfill

has a perimeter barrier or topographic constraints adequate to restrict

unauthorized entry.

[{3)] (16) Site Screening. [Site screening shall be provided as
required to effectively screen, insofar as is practicable, the active

landfill area from residences and public view.] To the extent practicable,

each permittee shall screen the active landfill area from public view by

trees, shrubbery, fence, stockpiled cover material, earthen berm, or other

appropriate means.

[(k) Public Dumping. Where practicable, special facilities such
as a transfer station, vehicles or drop-box shall be provided to keep the
public out of the active landfill area.]

[{(L}1(17) Fire Protection. [Fire protection shall be provided in
accordance with design and operational plans approved by the Department
and in accordance with pertinent state and local fire regulations.]

[Where practicable, water under pressure shall be available at the
site.] |

[A minimum water supply of not less than 300 gallons should be
provided.]

{a) Each landfill permittee shall make arrangements with the local

fire control agency to immediately acquire their services when needéd and

shall provide adequate on—site fire protection as determined by the local
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fire control agency.

(b) In case of accidental fires at the site, the operator shall be

responsible for initiating and continuing appropriate fire—fighting methods

until all smoldering, smoking “and burning ceases.

{c}) No operator shall permit the dumping of combustible materials

within the immediate vicinity of any smoldering, smoking or burning

conditions at a landfill, or allow dumping activities to interfere with

fire-fighting efforts.

{(m)] (18) Special Handling. Large dead animals, sewage sludges,
septic tank pumpings, hospital wastes and othe;: materials which may be
hazardous of difficult to manage, shall not be deposited at a disposal
site unless special provisions for such disposal are included in the
operational plan or otherwise approved by the Department [or local health
department having jurisdiction]. |

{{n)] (19) signs. [Clearly stating dumping area rules shall be
posted and adequate to obtain compliance with the approved cperational

plans.]

Each permittee of a landfill open to the public shall post a clearly
visible and legible sign or siéns [shall be erected] at the eéntrance to the
dispdsal site [which shall contain at least the following:

(a) Name of facility and owner.

(b) Emergency phone number of attendant.

(c) Restricted materials (if applicable).

{d) Operational hours during which wastes will be received for
disposal.

(e) Penalty for unlawful dumping.]

specifying the name of the facility, the hours and days the site is open
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to the public, an emergency phone number and listing the general types of

materials which either will be accepted or will not be accepted.

[(0)] (20) Truck Washing Facilities. Each permittee shall insure

that any truck washing areas at a landfill [shall be] are hard surfaced

and that any on-site disposal of [all] wash waters [shall be] is

acccmplished in a ménher [conveyed to a catch basin drainage and disposal

system] approved by the Department [or state or local health agency having

jur isd;'.ction] .

((P)] (21) Sewage Disposal. Bach landfill permittee shall insure

that any on-site [Sanitary waste] disposal of sewage is [shall be]
accomplished in a manner épproved by the Department [or state or local
health agency haviﬁg jurisdiction].

{(4) Landfill Operation:

(a) Compaction and cover. Solid Waste deposited at a landfill site
shall be spread on a slope no steeper than 3 horizontal to 1 vertical and
compacted in layers not to exceed 2 feet in depth up to maximum cell
heights in accordance with the approved 6perationa1 plan and covered with
not less than 6 inches of compacted cover material at intervals specified
in the permit. Alternative procedures to achieve equivalent results may
be approved by the Department,]

[(b) Final Cover and Grading. A layer of not less than two (2) feet
of compacted earth, in addition to intermediate cover material, shall be
pPlaced over the completed fill following the final placement of solid
waste, The final cover shall be graded, seeded with appropriate ground
cover and maintained to prevent cracking, erosion and the ponding of
water. ]

[{c) Exposed Solid Waste. Unloading of solid waste on the site shall
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be confined to the smallest practical area and the area of exposed waste
material on the active landfill face shall be kept to a minimum. ]

{(d) Bquipment. Sufficient equipment in gocod operating condition and
adequate to construct and operate the landfill site including placement,
compaction and covering of solid wastes under all anticipated weather and
soil conditims shall be available at .a]_'L times, with provisions for |
auxiliary or standby equipment as required in accordance with the approved
operational plan.]

[(e} Accidental Burning. All reasonable precautions, such as
segregation of flammable wastes and early removal of "hot spots", shall
be taken to prevent accidental ignition or spontaneous cqnbustion_'of solid
wastes at a landfill site. Water, stockpiled earth or cther means shall
be available to extinguish such fires as may occur.]

[Hot or burning materials, or any materials likely to cause fire shall
be deposited temporarily at a safe distance from the £ill area and shall
not be included in the landfill operation until the fire hazard is
eliminated. ] =

[(£)] (22) Salvage.

(a) A permittee may conduct or allow the recovery of materials such

as metal, paper and glass from the landfill only when such recovery is

conducted in a planned and controlled manner approved by the Department.

[Salvaging or scavenging shall be controlled so as to not interfere
with optirﬁun disposal site operation and to not create unsightly conditions
or vector harborage.]

[All salvaged materials shall be removed fram the disposal site at
the end of each operating day, unless same other recycling or storage

program is authorized in the operational plan approved by the Department.]
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{b) No person may salvage food products, hazardous materialsl,

containers used for hazardous materials] or furniture and bedding with
concealed filling'[shall not be Salvaged}'frcm a [disposal
site]. landfill.

(23) Litter. (a) Each permittee shall ensure that effective measures

such as campaction, the periodic application of cover material or the use

of portable fencing or other devices are taken to minimize the blowing of

litter from the active working area of the landfill.

(b} Each landfill operator shall collect windblown materials from

the disposal site and adjacent property and properly‘dispose of same at

sufficient frequency to prevent aesthetically objectionable

accumulations.

(24) Vector and Bird Control:

{a) Fach permittee shall ensure that effective means such as the

periodic application of earth cover material or other techniques as

appropriate are taken at the landfill to control or prevent the

propagation, harborage, or attraction of flies, rodents, or other vectors

and to minimize bird attraction.

(b) Mo permittee of a landfill disposing of putrescible wastes that

may attract birds and which is located within 10,000 feet (3,048 meters)

of any airport runway used by turbojet aircraft or within 5,000 feet (1,524

meters) of any airport used by only piston-type aircraft shall allow the

operation of the landfill to increase the likelihood of bird/aircraft

collisions.
[{(g) Nuisance Conditions. Blowing debris shall be controlled such
that the entire disposal site is maintained free of litter.]

[Dust, malodors and noise shall be controlled to prevent air pollution
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or excessive noise as defined by ORS Chapter 449 and Chapter 452, Oregon
Laws 1971, and rules and regulations adopted pursuant thereto.]

f (h) Héalth Hazards. Rodent and insect control measures such as
.baiting and insecticide spraying shall be provided as necessary to prevent
vector production and sustenance.]

.[Any other conditions which may result in transmission of diseases
to man and animals shall be controlled.]

(25) Weighing. The Department may require that landfill permittees

provide scales and weigh incoming loads of solid waste, to facilitate solid

waste management planning and decision making.

[(i)] (26) Records. The Department may require [such] records
and reports [as] it considers [are] reasonably necessary to ensure
compliance with conditions of a permit [of] or these rules.

[(3)] (27)  Closure of Landfills(.]:

[(a) Before a léndfill may be closed or abandoned to further use,
all solid wastes at the disposal site shall be compacted and covered and
the site finally graded and restored in a mamner approved in writing
by the Department.]

[A maintenance program for continued control or erosion, repair, and
stabilization of the fill shall be provided until the completed £ill has
stabilized to the point where maintenance is no longer required.]

(a) Unless otherwise approved or required in writing by the

Department, no person shall permanently close or abandon a landfill, except

in the following manner:

(A) All filled areas shall be covered with at least two (2) feet

of compacted earth graded to a minimum two (2) percent and maximum thirty

(30) percent slope.

-~ 34 -



(B) Final cover material shall be applied to each portion of a

landfill within sixty (60) days after said portion reaches approved maximum

'£i11 elevation., In the event of inclement weather, final cover may be

- applied as soon as practicable.

(b) Unless otherwise approved by the Department as provided in

section 340-61-025(4), permanent closure of landfills shall be in

accordance with detailed plans approved in writing by the Department.

(3) The finished surface of the filled areas shall consigst of soils

of a type or types consistent with the planned future use and approved by

the Department. Where appropriate, the finished surface shall be pramptly

seeded with native grasses or other suitable vegetation.

(28) Completed Landfills:

(a) Upon completion or closure of a landfill, a detailed description

of the site including a plat should be filed with the appropriate county

land recording authority by the permittee. The description should include

the general types and location of wastes deposited, depth of fill and other

.

information of probable interest to future land owners.

(b) Completed landfills shall be inspected and maintained by the

permittee as necessary to prevent significant surface cracking, erosion,

or ponding of water and to comply with these rules.

SP0605
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MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. U , July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Réquest_by Hood River County for Recongideration of the
Auqust 5, 1981 Closure pate at Hood River County Landfill

ngkground

At the June 5, 1981 EQC Meeting, the Department presented an Informational
report on the status of Hood River County Landfill. (The report is attached
ag Attachment A.} The report stated that a solid waste disposal permit had
been issued which required the landfill to be closed on July 1, 1981, After
hearing testimony from Hood River County, the Commission extended the closure
date to August 5, 1981. A modified permit with the August 5, 1981 closure
date was issued by the Director on June 10, 1981.

Hood River County has requested to appear at the July 17, 1981 Commission
meeting to ask for reconsideration of the reguired closure date. At the
time this report was prepared, the basis of their request had not been
received.

The staff has reviewed the county's plans for adding an additional lift of
garbage at the landfill. The Department does not believe there will be any
environmental benefit with an additional lift. Such a 1ift will not signi-
ficantly improve surface runoff. (Good control of surface runoff prevents
intrusion of this water into the landfill and reduces the amount of leachage
produced.) Additional garbage in an additional 1ift will add to the amount
of waste causing leachate in the landfill. Further, keeping the site oper-
ating through the winter will increase the amount of precipitation that will
enter into the landfill. Closing the site before winter will reduce this.

If the landfill iz closed on August 5, 1981 or at any time before a perma-
nent transfer station is constructed, Hood River County will have to develop
an interim transfer facllity. Apparently, the county is concerned that the
cost of providing an interim facility will divert monies away from the perma-
nent transfer station. This might require a bond election in the county to
finance the permanent system. Success of an election is questionable.




Probably the biggest concern of the staff is the county's permanent solid waste
facility. At this time there has been no commitment to do anything specific.
There may be some consensus by the Hood River County Commission to install a
transfer facility near the Hood River sewage treatment plant. However, no
agreement has been reached with the City of Hood River who owns the land. The
staff believes that closure of the landfill may be the only way to regquire the
county to proceed with a permanent alternative.

Summation

1. Based upon a Commission decision at its June 5, 1981 meeting, the Hood
River Landfill must be closed on August 5, 1981.

2. Hood River County hag requested reconsideration of the August 5, 1981
closure date. ' .

3. 1In the staff's opinion, there will be no environmental benefit in continuing
the landfill past August 5, 1981, Continued operation will increase the
amount of leachate that ultimately discharges from the land£ill,

4, A permanent transfer facility will not be available on August 5, 1981.
Cotisequently, the county will have to provide a temporary transfer facility
until the permanent facility is constructed. Coste to individual county
residents will be relatively high.

5. In order to implement a temporary transfer facility, the county may have
to use funds that have been set aside for the permanent, facility. This
may require the county to go to the voters for a bond issue to build the
Permanent system. ’

6. At the time this repcrt was drafted, the county had not made any commit-
ments toward a permanent solid waste facility. The staff believes that
closure of the landfill is the only way to require the county to implement
a permanent alternative.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission deny any extension of the August 5, 1981
closure date for the Hood River County Landfill.
! 1
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WILLIAM H. YOUNG

Atfachments: (1)
{2} Informational Report

RIN:dmc
388-6146
June 24, 1981
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Environmental Quality Comimission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

‘ VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
t
MEMORANDUM
To: _ Environmental Quaiity Commission
from: Director |
Subject: Agenda Item Np. J, June 5, 1981, EQC Meeting

Informational Report: Status of Hood River County Landfill

Background

This matter is presented to the Environmental Quality Commission on the
staff's initiative. The Department has issuved a solid waste disposal
permit that calls for closure of the Hood River County Landfill on July 1,
1981.

' (  The staff desires to inform the Commission of the situation at the Hood
: River disposal site and reguests Commission concurrence with the
Department's approach regarding Heood River County.

The Department has been working with Hood River County for several years to
close the landfill. The site is located in a natural drainage way and is
discharging leachate to public waters below the site. While the county has
attempted to collect and treat the leachate, the results have not been
effective. Due to the geologic and groundwater -situation at the site, it
is not possible to intercept all of the leachate leaving the landfill. The
Dapartment believes the solution is to restrict leachate productiocn by
- stopping the disposal of garbage in the landfill.

Hood River County has not opposed closure of the site and has, in fact,
cooperated with staff in several lengthy studies to evaluate alternatives
to the landfill. The recommended alternative is to construct a transfer

- facility and to haul solid waste out of the county, most likely to the
landfill at The Dalles. The county is alsoc considering the future option
of an incineration/energy recovety facility.

While the county has evaluated alternatives and possible site locations, no

firm decision has yet been made on which direction to proceed. In the
meantime, the existing site has reached design capacity.

DEQ-46
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The county could begin an additional 1ift on the top of the present site,
which could extend the landfill life up to two more years. The Department
opposes this plan because it will only add to the existing leachate
problems, it would require expensive importation of cover material, and it

does not commit the county to any definite time schedule for implementing a
long-term alternative. While we believe that the county is cooperating in

attempting to find a solution to the problem, there is no assurance that
the county will move any closer to a decision iIf a two—year extension is
allowed.

The Commission should also note that Hood River County presently has the
opportunity to enter into a contractual agreement with the operator of the
Northern Wasco Landfill at The Dalles for disposal of solid waste
transferred from Hood River. With the passage of time this situation could
change, leaving Hood River County with greatly limited alternatives.

Staff believes that the county could install and arrange for the operation
(contractually or otherwise) of a temporary itransfer facility by July 1,
1981. While this option may prove somewhat expensive, so would expansion
of the existing site. Initiation of a transfer operation would move the
county out of the existing landfill and toward an ultimate solution.

Summarz

The Hood River County Landfill is almost full unless the Department allows
the county to add one more lift. The Department has been trying to close
the site for several years because of leachate problems. The county has
been trying to f£ind an alternative to the landfill, but progress has been
slow. No specific alternative has been chosen nor is there a schedule for
developing an alternative. The Department has issued a solid waste .
disposal permit that will close the site on July 1, 198l. The county will
then have to use a temporary transfer site until a permanent solution is
implemented.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission concur with the Departmenﬁ's issuance
of a permit to close the Hood River Sanitary Landfill on July 1, 1981.

William H. Young

Richard J. Nichols:c
SC336

382-6446

May 21, 1981




VICTOR ATIYEH
GOVERNCR
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Environmenial 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

FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda ltem No. V, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

Informational Report: Update of Fieid Burning
Smoke Management and Research and Development Programs.

Background

This report is presented to the Environmental Quality Commission
(EQC) for the purpose of informing the Commission and the general
public on the status of preparations for the summer field burning
season and planned FY82 research and development program activities.

Smoke Management

Pre~season Preparations and Registration:

Revisions to the field burning rules adopted by the Commission at its
regular meeting on March 13, 1981, have been forwarded to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) for approval as a State Implementation
Plan (SIP) revision. Though as of thls writing no formal approval has
been received, discussions with EPA have indicated that approval would
be forthcoming. The Smoke Management Program Operational Guidelines
document prepared in 1980 at the request of EPA has been updated in
accordance with the new rules and a copy forwarded to EPA for the record,

Preparations for the 1981 field burning season began in March with
meetings with fire district permit agents and growers to advise them
of the new rule revisions and other planned operational changes.
Specific instructions were given on the procedures for completing
registration forms, mapping fields, and collecting and forwarding fees.
Procedural manuals and other instructional materials were prepared and
distributed to each permit agent for reference during the burning
season ahd written instructions were made avallable to growers as well.




Despite the new and more complex requirements for registration, the process

went smoothly and without any major problems. As of this writing, a total of
307,557 acres have been registered for burning in 1981, the highest amount

in the ten vears since the recording of registered acreage began. This

figure, which can be expected to Increase slightly with the addition of late
registrations, represents a 3.5 percent increase over last year's total of 297,169
and a corresponding decrease in fire district allocation (percentage sub~-
allocated to each district for a pro-rata share of the legal maximum

acreage 1imit of 250,000 acres) from 84 percent in 1980 to 81 percent

this year. The cause of this increase is unclear, but may in part be attri-

buted to more complete and accurate reporting of field size by growers, reflecting
the more rigid requirements for field mapping and their potential use as an
enforcement tool.

Summer Burning Operations:

With a few exceptions, smoke management operations in 1981 will not differ
dramatically from those of last year. Staff hopes to continue the trend
toward reducing smoke impacts in populated areas through improved monitoring
and increased enforcement surveillance. In addition, the transfer of addi-
tional administrative and technical responsibilities to the industry, which
was initiated last year and proved to be effective, will be continued in
1981, The Department's 1981-83 contract with the Oregon Seed Council

for provision of staff and technical, communication, and coordinating
services has been increased accordingly at a total cost of $337,000. It is
expected that funding at this level will accommodate increases in
operational costs over the next two years and provide for stability and conti-
nuity in maintaining trained personnel from one year to the next.

Correspondingly, the Department's field burning program has also undergone

some adjustments:in personnel and positions reflecting this shift toward
increased industry involvement. The Coordinator and clerical support

positions remain essentlally unchanged. A new position (heretofore vacant)

has been filled and will serve in an assisting capacity and, specifically,

as lead enforcement officer for the program in coordinating aerial and

- ground-based enforcement activities, The Meteorologist position will be
reduced in duration to 6 months (July through December) and will primarily
oversee and evaluate available meteorological information and forecasts and
assist in post-season analyses. A crew of field inspectors (4) and an infor-
mational officer will be hired during the summer months to assist in enforcement
and public affairs, respectively. A Contracts Ccordinator position, which is
currently vacant, will not be filled due to reductions in available funding for
research and development projects. Research administrative duties will be
accomplished by existing staff.

The need for increased field burning enforcement has been the subject

of prior staff reports and administrative rule revisions. Current rules
allow the Department to assess civil penalties for field burning violations
based upon a specified penalty schedule in lieu of the usual per-acre
method of assessment, This should lessen the need for field inspectors

to gather extensive field size Information at the site of the burn and
allow them to make more contacts with growers during critical burning
periods.




...3_

In addition, as.mentioned earlier, the Department will expand the use of
aerial surveillance to include a second airplane-based observer solely
for enforcement purposes., Flights will be made during and followihg
heavy burning periods, Upon viewing a suspected illegal burn, the
observer will, through radio communications, notify and direct ground-
based field inspectors to the site, or may photograph or otherwise
document the time and location of the burn in question for subsequent
use in follow-up investigations.

The registration maps, while not of direct use for enforcement by them-
selves, will greatly enhance enforcement capabilities when used in
combination with information gathered from ground or aerial observations.
Also their potential benefit to fire district permit agents as a manage-
ment tool cannot be overemphasized.

In an effort to improve our understanding of the over-burning probiem, and to
evaluate the effectiveness of these new enforcement strategies which are
intended to address that problem, the Department will again support an
independent aerial sampling analysis of total acreage burned during the course
of the 1981 burning season. The 1980 study suggested a 25 percent rate of
over-burning in the areas sampled. In response to questions of the validity of
those findings, the analytical approach in 1981 will be refined and sampling
will be intensified for an improved burned acreage estimate. Depending on

the findings from this summer, staff would not expect to continue this

project as a routine annual expenditure.

With regard to the collection of burning fees, the Department has instituted
some changes which should improve the timely collection and accountability

of fee revenues to the program. First, growers have been instructed to make
all checks payable to the Department, and to submit payment immediately after
accomplishing the permitted burn. Fire district permit agents will forward
the fees to the Department's Business Office at the end of each week. Finally,
a new system of numbered receipts will be used this year to more readily allow
auditing of payments and of fire district accounts.

Air quality monitoring has become a key component of the smoke management
program both In making burn advisory determinations and in analyzing impacts.
A network of surface monitoring stations was established several years ago
for the purpose of gathering continuous meteorological and smoke impact data.
Beginning in 1980, information collected by that network was telemetered to
smoke management staff on a real-time basis and served as one of the most
important sources of information available to the program.

The network has been modified in 1981 to provide more effective monitoring,
with sampling stations better fitted to the particular informational need.
Specifically, air pollution monitoring equipment (nephelometers) will be
situated in Portland, Carus, Salem {(new), Lebanon, Sweet Home (new), Coburg,
Eugene, and Springfield. Smoke intrusion information for Salem and Sweet
Home have been particularly lacking. Meteorological monitoring equipment
(wind speed and direction} will be situated in Portland, Carus, Blodgett
(new), Corvallis {relocated), Coburg, and Springfield (new). The station at
Blodgett and the relocated site near Corvallis should be especially useful
in the advance forecasting of wind changes in the South Valley.

The Seed Council also operates several other surface metecorological stations
which can be accessed by telephone. In addition, the Department of Forestry and
U.S. Forest Service operate meteorological stations at various locations in the Coast
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Range and Cascades and this information from these sites will be available to
smoke management personnel on a limited basis.

Coordination With Department of Forestry Slash Burning:

Efforts will continue to be made to improve communications with Department

of Forestry smoke management personnel and to better coordinate analysis of
impacts and resolution of their sources. Forestry will continue to limit
sfash burning on days when significant field burning is likely to occur.

Any observations or measurements of smoke intrusions in the Valley suspected
to be a result of slash burning will be relayed to Forestry staff on a timely
basis for their further investigation.

The Department will, as in past years, monitor and report to the public on both
field and slash burning impacts in the Willamette Valley. Forestry officials
have, on an experimental basis, agreed to a set of uniform criteria for charac-
terizing slash smoke intrusions into populated areas. These are based on the

same light-scattering measurements (nephelometer readings) currently used by the
Department to characterize field burning smoke impacts. Though such impact
classifications for slash burning will result in no regulatory restrictions as in
the case of the Eugene/Springfield "Performance Standard" for field burning,

their use should improve the timeliness and quality of information disseminated to
the public and media.

Research and Development

As mentioned earlier, funding for research and development of alternatives

to field burning will be somewhat reduced in the 1981-83 biennium. This is
primarily a result of a general recognition by staff and the Departments'
Advisory Committee on Field Burning that many traditionally promising ave-
nues of study have been exhausted. In their place, more applied and less
costly research will be emphasized. There will be a corresponding increase

in resource emphasis on smoke management operations, however, which, through
past experience, has resulted in a direct and measurable improvements in smoke
management effectiveness.

During the last several months, Department staff, the Advisory Committee and
its various Subcommittees have met to review and evaluate current areas of
study and research projects proposed for 1981-82 funding. In those deliber-
ations, priority was given to projects which 1) fill critical information
gaps, 2} address or develop alternatives which would potentially result in
a direct and significant reduction in acreage burned annually, or 3) apply
or demonstrate a promising concept or method.

As a result of this review, the following study areas were approved for funding:

1. Crew-cutting/Less-Than-Annual Burning ($76,000): This project,
funded through 0SU Department of Crop Science, would be a
fourth-year continuation of a scheduled five-year study of the
agronomic effects (changes in seed yield, seed quality, etc.)
of crew-cutting and other alternative residue treatments compared
to the effects of burning., The effects of these alternatives
when used in combination with burning on a less-than-annual
basis are also under examination. Preliminary findings are some-

what encouraging though cost estimates for crew-cutting are high.
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2. Meadowfoam Yield Research ($24,300): This project, also to be
funded through 0SU Crop Science, encompasses two individual
studies directed to improve seed yields from meadowfoam, a new
and potentially promising oil-seed crop. Work on developing
markets for meadowfoam oil is progressing and several firms
have expressed [nterest in the oil for industrial use.

3. Wind Forecasting lmprovement ($30,000): Past piume studies have
identified 'rapid-ignition' burning techniques as a useful smoke
management tool. More recently the benefits of evening burning were
examined and shown to be of limited value. This project, to be funded
through the 0SU Department of Atmospheric Sciences, would compile
and analyze in a comprehensive manher extensive meteorological data
available this summer in order to evaluate or develop any special
techniques of forecasting wind changes in the Willamette Yalley.
During the course of a typical summer burning season, the occurrence
of abrupt wind shifts present considerable problems to smoke
managers and often result in significant impacts. The causes of
these wind changes are poorly understood. Findings from this project
will be used to evaluate optimal strateaies for meteorological
monitoring and would refine the interpretive techniques currently
in use.

4, Straw Bale Combustion ($4,347 to $40,000): This project, funded
through the 0SU Department of Mechanical Engineering, will be a
phased approach to evaluating the economic and technical constraints
to development, constructlon and use of straw bale furnaces for heat
production. On-farm applications will be emphasized.

5. Preliminary Health Effects Survey ($9,217): This project, funded
through the 0SU Survey Research €enter, will involve a formal health
survey of a selected group of individuals from around the valley with
chronic respiratory ailments. Comparisons will be made between
reported health responses and measured smoke levels. Previous statis-
tical analyses of local hospital admissions records have not identified
any significant direct correlation of hospitalization rates with field
burning smoke levels.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission concur in the proposed courses of action
outlined in this report.

W
WILLIAM H. YOUNG

SKO: pd
6/22/81
686-7837
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Subject: Agenda Ttem W, July 17, 1981, EQC Meeting

INFORMATIONAL REPORT: REVIEW OF FY82 STATE/EPA AGREEMENT
AND OQOPPORTUNITY FQR PUBLIC COMMENT

Background

Each year the Department and the Environmmental Protection Agency (EPA}
negotiate an agreement whereby EPA provides basic program grant support
to the air, water and solid waste programsg in return for commitments
from the Department to perform planned work on environmental priorities
of the state and federal government.

The draft State/EPA Agreement (SEA) not only encompasses the
traditional strategies and work plans for the air, water and solid waste

programs, but also a series of three proposed "integrated" projects that
address environmental issues that require the participation of two or more
programs to provide an adequate response. It will also contain & summary
of major publi¢ comments received on the Agreement and specific DEQ/EPR
response to those comments at the end of the public review period.

Commission review of the annual grant application materials is intended to
achieve two purposes:

1. Commission comment on the strategic and policy implications
of the program descriptions and integrated projects contained
in the draft State/EPA Agreement; and

2. Opportunity for public comment on the draft Agreement.
Further public comment is being provided under federal A-95 clearinghouse

procedures where the Department's Regional Managers are briefing local
governments on the Agreement, at their request.

Cne other item of note is that EPA's strategy and work plan for implementing

the Safe Drinking Water Act in Cregon is included in the draft Agreememt.
Oregon has not accepted delégation of the program and thus the work plan
is included in the Agreement to show EPA's commitments to implement the
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program in Cregon. Itg inclusion does not commit Oregon to assume primacy,
nor does 1t preclude it at some point in the future.

The draft Agreement summary is attached to this report. A complete copy of
the draft Agreement will be forwarded to the Commission as soon as it becomes
available, After July 10, 1981, the draft Agreement may be reviewed by
interested persons at the DEQ headquarters office in Portland, or at the

DEQ regional offices.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commigsion:

1. ©rrovide opportunity for public comment at today's meeting on
the draft State/EPA Agreement; and

2. Provide gtaff its comments on the policy implications of the

draft agreement.

William H. Young

MJDowng:cs
229-6485
2/29/81]

Attachment: State/EPA Agreement Summary




STATE OF OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

SUMMARIES OF ENVIRONMENTAIL PROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS TO BE ADDRESSED IN
FISCAL YEAR 1982 STATE/EPA AGREEMENT i

JUNE 26, 1981




AIR QUALITY PROGRAM

INTRODUCTICON

The Air Quality Division of the Department of Environmental Quality‘
operates an air pollution control program for the henefit of the
health and welfare of the people of Oregon.

FPederal and state air quality standards are divided into two classes,
primary and secondary. Primary standards are designed to protect
public health with a built-in margin of safety. Secondary standards
are somewhat stricter and are designed to protect the public welfare
from effects such as visgibility reduction, soiling, material damage,
and nuisance.

The following overview of Oregon's Air Quality problems, issues, and
the approach for dealing with each problem or issue, is based upon -
current perceptions and is subject to modification as new infermation
and/or problem resoluticn evolves. Solution strategies can be found
in the body of the Agreement.

AIR QUALITY PRIORITY PROEBLEMS AND ISSULS

Overall air quality in Qregon is generally very good. There are, how-
ever, areas of concern which require priority attention.

Non—-Attainment Areas

The Portland, FBugene/Springfield, Salem, and Medford areas are officially
degignated as non-attainment areas for national ambient air quality
standards ag follows:

Portland-Vancouver: carbon monoxide (C0O), ozone (0.), and total sus-

pended particulates (TSP ~ secondary standard
only.)

Fugene/Springfield: CO and Secondary TSP (secondary standard only)

Jackson County, Medford/Ashland: CO, 0., Primary TSP (primary and
seconaary standards)

Salem:; CO and‘o3

There has been only Bne exceedance of the Federal czone gtandard in Port-
land and in Salem since 1979 and no exceedance in Medford, If the total
accumulated exceedances do not exceed three in any of these areas
through 1981, those areas will be eligible for re-designation as attain-
ment for Ozone, without proposing additional strategy elements.

Air guality in these non-attainment areas adversely impacts public health
and/or welfare. Therefore, priority efforts are being directed toward
planning and implementation of air quality control strategies,




Industrial Point Socurces

Recent studies have shown that air pollution caused by industrial sources
has been greatly reduced, particularly in Oregon's major urban areas. How-
ever, impacts could increase unless surveillance and enforcement activites
are maintained at high levels and new sources are evaluated and controlled
with the best available technolegy.

© Area Sources

Wood heating has been identified as one of the major sources of air pol-
lution in Oregon's urban areas. Other area sources such as road dust
and vehicular emissicons are also prominent. New and socially acceptable
ways of controlling these sources must be sought through studies and dem-
onstration projects,

Growth Management o

It will take several years to bring non-attainment areas into compiiance
with federal air quality standards. Managing growth in the interim and
beyond will require development of new and cost effective measures, in-
cluding emission offset and banking programs, parking and circulation
plans and airshed allocation processes.

FPield Burning

P

Recent improvements to the smoke management plan have enabled field burn-
ing impacts in the Eugene-Springfield area to be held to minimal levels.
Currently, field burning impacts in less populated and pristine areas

is of significant concern and will necessitate continued efforts to im-
‘prove the program.

Slash Burning

Slash burning is one of the largest remaining unregulated air pecllution
sources in the state. New efforts will be needed to (1) identify actual
air guality impacts; (2} improve smoke management practices; and (3)
develop control technigues, expecially increased utilization of forest
slash.

Alternative Fuels

Massive convergion to residential wood heating has caused many new air
quality problems in urban areas. Also, the potential conversion to ceoal
by both industry and private residences necegsitates new efforts to
accurately quantify existing and potential impaets and to identify con-
trol measures,

GOALS - AIR QUALITY PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The primary mission, or goal, of the Alr Quality Program is to attain and




Maintain Air Quality Standards Statewide and Prevent Significant Dete-

rioration of Air Quality in Present Clean Air Areas. The following

Objectives, or ways of obtaining this goal, were developed with inter-
agency/public participation. They are similar to past year's objectives
except for Cbiective #4 which signifies a shift of emphasis from point
source to area source controls.

1. PLAN AND.MANAGE AN EFFECTIVE AIR QUALITY PROGRAM

2. ATTAIN AND MAINTAIN ADEQUATE DATA BASES STATEWIDE

3. MAINTAIN CCONTROL OF POINT SOURCE EMISSIONS

4. DEVEIQP CONTROL STRATEGIES FOR SIGNIFICANT AREA SOURCES

5. REDUCE IMPACTS OF FIELD AND SLASHE SMOKE CN AIR QUALITY

6. CONSIDER THE IMPACTS OF AIR QUALITY STRATEGIES ON LAND USE:PLAN—
NING, ENERGY, THE ECONOMY, AND OTHER-THAN-AIR RESOURCES

7. BETTER INFORM, AND THEREBY INCREASE, PUBLIC AND POLITICAL UNDER-
STANDING AND SUPPORT OF AIR QUALITY GOALS AND PROGRAMS

SOLUTIONS

b

The highest priority Air Quality problems in Oregon identified previously
will be addressed in FY'B2 through the following activities:

1. Complete and implement strategies to attain/maintain standards in
non-attainment areas:

submit finalized TSP control strategies for the Medford-Ashland
area in the lst quarter of FY'82.

Submit finalized CO control strategy for the Medford area in the
2nd or 3rd quarter of FY'82.

Submit finalized CO control strategy for the Portland area in the
1st quarter of FY'82,

Submit finalized O, control strategy for the Portland area by
the 3réd quarter of FY'82 (unless application is made to re-
designate this area as attainment for O3 based on evaluation

of the 1981 summer 03 data).

2. Prevent signifcant deterioration of air guality in present clean aix
areas: :

Adopt a revised State new source review rule, with specific. growth
management provisions, seek delegation of authority to operate the
PSD permit program in the lst quartexr of FY'82 and accept such
delegation upon EPA approval.

Demonstrate and adopt effective and practical strategies to mini-
mize air guality impacts of non-traditicnal sources.




3. Conduct studies and demonstration projects leading to implementation
of effective and practicable area-gource strategies, including:

- wood stove emission control
- road dust control
- reduction of motor vehicle miles traveled.

4. Operate a statewide monitoring network with the ability to meet
Federal/State requirements in the most cost effective manner.

5. Review and revise annually the air monitoring program to meet
prioritized needs which are consistent with available resources.

6. Continue to operate a fully effective Naticonal Air Monitoring Sys-
tem (NAMS) network, meeting all EPA regulatory requirements on
ingtrumentation, monitor siting and quality assurance.

7. Inspect industrial point sources in order to maintain a high level
of compliance with emission standards and permit conditions as
follows: :

- Major industrial point sources annually
- Sources emitting hazardous air pollutants (NESHAPS) annually.

- Sources covered by new source performance standards (NSPS)
annually. ) .

-  Other permitted sources as needed, consistent with available
resources.

g. Study, in conjunction with EPA and the State of Washington, the im-
pacts of slash burning on regional Air Quality and coordinate with
EPA and other Federal and State agencies to develop programs to
mitigate these impacts to the extent necessary and practicable.

Other significant activities the Department proposes to do, to the
extend rescurces will allow:

Continue analysis and interpretation of special fine and coarse
particulate samples in Portland, Willamette Valley, Medford and
Bend. !

Continue to improve the field burning smoke management program,
i.e., work toward development of a simulation model to quanti-
tatively predict field burning impacts, and continue to seek
viable alternatives to open field burning.

Conduct a study to determine potential and probable patterns of
alternative fuels use and resultant impacts on air quality.

9. Submit a State Plan for monitoring and protecting visibility in
Class I PSD areas {Crater Lake National Park and eleven Wilderness
areas} by the lst quarter of FY'82. Proceed to implement this




plan subject to availability of resources.

OVERALL AIR QUALILITY PROGRAM -COMMITMENTS

The FY '82 peried will emphasize completion and implementation of Part D
State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions. Medford area TSP and Trans-
portation strategies for Portland, Eugene, and Medford will be officially
submitted, and scheduled non-traditional source control demonstration
projects on road dust and wood heating will be completed. The PSD - Major
New Source Review Program will be. assumed from EPA dependent upon passage
of a comprehensive State - New Source Review Rule which will include de-
tailed growth management (offset and banking) provisions. Compliance
assurance activities for VOC and particulate sources will continue. Air
monitoring and guality assurance procedures will fully meet EPA require-
ments for NAMS and SLAMS sites., Air seource compliance and enforcement .
activities will be carried out under current. rules including the currént
air contaminant discharge permit fee program., The compliance assurance
agreement with EPA will be reviewed and revised asg is appropriate,

WORK PLAN

A Work Plan is included in the Body of this Agreement which details the
Air Quality Program strategy. The Work Plan identifies goals, objectives,
and tasks for addressing the priority problems and issues as well as the
routine on-going work to maintatin alr quality in Oregon. A schedule is
presented which indicates ocutput @uring FY.'82 and for FY '83. Resource
estimates are presented for each fiscal year,

Note: Accomplishments are subject to availaBility of indicated sources,




NOISE CONTROL PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

Excessive noise is claimed to be the most pervasive environmental problem in
modern society, Recent attitudinal surveys show that noise is a major factor in
neighborhood guality. A recent survey in the Portland metropolitan area found that
noise from motor vehicles (cars, trucks, buses and motorcycles) is a-serious problem.

In ranking community problems, motor vehicle noise ranked fourth after 'property taxes',
"quality of schools and education" and "crime". Other envirommental problems were of

less concern as "air pollution" ranked sixth and "water quality or sewer problems"

ranked tenth.

To develop a strategy to control excessive noise, program goals and objectives
were drafted in 1977. 1In early 1980 the goals and objectives were revised and
appropriate time schedules developed. Again in early 1981 program goals;“
were amended to veflect budget shortfalls and necessary redirection. This document

is attached as a reference to overall noise contyol problems, solution and time

schedules.

Statewide rules and standards have been adopted as an effort to reduce excessive
motor vehicle noise. HNew vehicles sold in the State must meet noise emission limits.
Operaticnal standards have been adopted for road and off-road vehicles. However, this

noise source continues to have major impacts due to the number of sources, and complexity

i
t

of the problem. Many enforcement jurisdictions do little or no motor vehicle noise
enforcement. DEQ is limited in its enforcement capability of this source. Thus,

programs to utilize other resources are being explored.

As DEQ rescurces are limited and some noise sources are best controlled at the
local level, the Department, with assistance from EPA, is providing direct assistance

¢ .
to Oregon citiles and counties interested in developing local noise ordinances. Assistance




to community programs will depend upon need. Services include help with attitudinal
and physical surveys, drafting and adoption of ordinances, enforcement training and

equipment locans.

Although excessive noise is recognized as a major problem by much of the public,
few are aware of its environmental impact on health and welfare. It is also believed
that the public does not demand better noise control because they think noise is a by~
product of progress and control is not achievable nor desirable. Therefore, Pub}ic
awareness and understanding of the noise problem is a necessary and desirable aséect

1

of DEQ's noise program.

It is 1ikely that future availability of EPA resources.to DEQ's noise control
effort will continue to be limited or perhaps discontinued. Although EPA has only
had the authority to provide grants to DEQ since 1979, this source of funding may
stop due to the new federal Administration's Aesire to phase out the EPA noise control
program and return all responsibility to State and local govermment to control this

form of pollutant,

PRIORITY PROBLEMS AND TSSUES

Complaint Investigation. Limited resocurces require that existing noise sources are

investigated and controlled only after staff is aware of the problem, normally because
of a citzen complaint. Present staff resources do not allow for a timely response to

such problems, nor can staff respond to motor vehicle noise problems.

Consistent Control. Present rule implementation is based upon citizen complaint

that a noise problem exists. Such a procedure does not provide comsistent rule

implementation throughout the state, nor is there any assurance that worst offenders

are corrected first.

v
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New and Modified Source Control. Without permit authority, new and modified noise

sources are often constructed without noise impact analysis and are subsequently found

to exceed standards.

Noise Compatible Land Use Development. Many noise problems are caused by the development

of noise sources that are non-compatible with sensitive uses. These conflicts can be
i

prevented with adequate fand use’planning and development controls.

Unregulated Major Sources. Although existing rules speak to most major source

1

categories, several major sources remain without standards, e.g., public roads and

heat pumps.

Motor Vehicle Noise Information. The public and motor vehicle service industry need

information and assistance to comply with vehicle noise standards. DEQ presently
" operates air quality inspection stations throughout the Portland metropolitan area for
motor vehicle air emission contrel, HNoise emissions are being checked at these stations

on a voluntary basis, however, mandatory tests could be implemented.

Local Jurisdiction Motor Vehicle Enforcement. Although motor vehicle noise standards

are contained in DEQ rules and statewide motor vehicle statutes, little enforcement is
being accomplished by local jurisdictions, DEQ assistance to local police must be

continued to increase the number of jurisdictions measuring and enforcing vehicle

noise emission limits.

Public Awareness. A need exists for better public awareness and understanding of

excessive noilse. Without public awareness, the success of noise control programs will

be limited.

[




SOLUTIONS
The priority Noise Control problems in Oregon will be addressed in FY 82 through

the following activities:

~ Respond to citizen complaints of excessive noise from regulated source
categories. DEQ staff will continue to be equipped and trained to
implement Department rules as necessary within limited availability

of resources,

~ Track complaints as a tool to determine major source subcategories.

kN

1f additional resources are obtained, a consistent contrel strategy

will be developed and implemented that will shift emphasis from complaint

response to monitoring of all sources in each major subcategory.

—- BScreen sources requiring air guality, water quality and solid waste
plan reviews for potential noise impacts. Industrial, commercial and
governmental sources will be encouraged to submit plans for a voluntary

noise impact review.

- Provide comments on local comprehensive land use plans for adequacy of
noise elements that identify major noise sources and encourage noise

compatible land use planning,

- Develop a schedule for rule promulgation toprioritize unregulated source
catepories.
- Develop and distribute public information materials to inform and encourage

compliance with motor wvehicle noise rules and standards., In addition,

£y




workshops for muffler shops and other vehicle service interests will be

held to encourage rule compliance.

- Develep new procedures to improve noise testing in Air Program's
Inspection and Maintenance (I & M) program. A strategy may be developed
to include mandatory ﬁoise inspection of vehicles registered in the
area or it may continue a referral procedure which allows police to

refer viclators to the inspection station for compliance testing,

~ Continue to hold workshops to teach and encourage police enforcement
by

of motor vehicle standards.

Contact Oregon cities and counties to determine interest in noise control.
Provide communities with direct assistance for their development of

noise control capabilities. Assistance will be provided for approximately
twelve months, then new communities will be added to the program. This

effort will be supported under a cooperative EPA agreement if federal

funds are available,

NOLSE CONTROL PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The planning mission, or goal, of the Noise Program is to reduce excessive
noise in the State of Oregon. The following program objectives have been selected

to help achieve that goal:

1. ‘DEVELOP, IMPLEMENT AND MAINTAIN A STATEWIDE PROGRAM TO CONTROL MAJOR

SOURCES OF NCISE.

2. TRAIN, ASSIST AND ENCOURAGE PUBLIC AGENCIES TO DEVELOP LOCAL NOISE CONTROL

PROGRAMS . o




INCREASE PUBLIC, LEGISLATIVE AND DEPARTMENTAL AWARENESS AND UNDERSTANDING

(%)

OF THE NOISE PROGRAM,
4. TO REDUCE EXCESSIVE MOTOR VEHICLE NOISE.

WORK PLAN

A work plan is available outlining the Noise Control Program Strategy. The work
plan identifies goals, objectives and tasks for addressing the priority problems and
issues as well as the routine on-going work of the Noise Program in Oregon. A‘éphedule
is presented which indicates output during the remainder of FY 198l and for FY‘1982. The
schedule also identifies a very general timetable for outputs through FY 1984.

Resource estimates are presented for each fiscal year. Note: accomplishments are
b

subject to availability of these resources.




WATER QUALITY PROGRAM

L

INTRODUCTION

The primary mission of the Water Quality Program is to attain and maintain
water guality throughout Oregon sufficient to meet in-stream water quality
standards and to protect recognized beneficial uses. This is consistent
with the federal goal of fishable/swimmable water where attainable.
Pollutants that reach Oregon streams have two general origins: “point
source” pollution, such as wastewater from industries, sewage treatment
plants, and the like, that enters streams at an easily identified location;
and less easily identified "non-point source" pollution, such as runoff
from agricultural lands, forest lands, and urban areas.

Cities and industries that discharge waste effluent to streams must have

a permit to do so. Since non-point sources cannot be so easily treated,
"best management practices" are required. Tor example, agricultural best
management practices might include waste storage areas to keep organic
wastes from reaching nearby streams, or contour plowing to prevent erosion
of soil into rivers.

The tools, or subprograms, employed to ¢arry out the Water Quality mission
include ambient monitoring, planning and analysis, source control {permits,
grants, technical assistance), subsurface sewage disposal, and program
administration.

Oregon's water quality is very good. This is a result of a2 high level

of envirommental awareness on the part of its citizens and diligent effort
by cities and industries to control their waste discharges. However,
because of rapid pepulation and economle growth, the potential for creating
new water quality problems is great. In addition, there remain some known
water quality problems and many suspected problems,

PRIORITY PROBLEMS AND ISSUES

Priority problems and issues are discussed at some length in the Water
Quality Program Strategy contained in the body of this Agreement,
Significant water guality problem areas are briefly listed below:
|
1. Growth Accommodation. Qregon experienced rapid population and
economic growth during the 1970's and this trend is expected to
continue to at least year 2000. 7This increased growth will
dramatically increase raw waste loads. Substantial efforts and monies
to fund construction of pollution control facilities will be required
simply to maintain current water quality.

2. Financial Needs. The need for a larger treatment facilities to
accommedate growith; the need for increased treatment efficiencies
to maintain water quality; declining federal grants for facility
construction; and inflation has created serious financial
difficulties., Efforts aimed at identifying alternative firancing
mechanisms are of extremely high priority to the Department.
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Groundwater Deterioration. Known areas of groundwater deterioration

are being studied and control strategies are being developed using
federal Water Quality Management (208) funds.

Coos and Yaquina Estuaries. Shellfish production is impacted by high-
bacteria levels., A study similar to the Tillamook Bay Bacteria Study
is being initiated in Coos Bay. '

Tillamook Bay Bacteria. A program and strategy to better identify
source problems and protect the shelifish resource has been developed
and is now being implemented.

Vessel Wastes. Federal regulations require modification of vessels
to provide holding or treatment and discharge of sewage wastes.
Federal 208 funding are being used to develop a plan to assure
availability of pumpout facilities and to designate areas where
discharges will not be allowed.

Toxics, There is intense public concern over potential environmental
degradation caused by toxics. Current data is through improved
analytical capability and monitoring is needed to determine whether

a problem exists. Such improvements can only be initiated if
additional resources are made available.

Urban Runoff Urban runoff has been identified as a potential
pollution problem in the Portland, Salem, and Eugene areas. Control
strategies are now being developed by local planning agencies.=

Geographic Area Problems (Projects Underway). Several areas impacted

by nonpoint sources of waste have been identified. Projects have
been completed or are ongoing in four geographic areas:
Malheur/Owyhee drainages sublect to irrigation impacts; the area
around Bear Creek in Jackson County, impacted by irrigation and
urbanization; Northeastern Oregon dryiand wheat areas subject to
severe erosion, and the Silverton Hills area in the Willamette Valliey
where the erosion potential is high if land is converted from grass
seed production to annual cropping.

Geographic Area Concerns (Future projects). Recent analysis of data
has identified the need for studies to address the following water
quality concerns: Deschutes Basin, based on dissolved oxygen and

a downward trend in general water quality; and the South Umpgua based
on bacteria, dissolved oxygen and suspended solids.




SOLUTIONS

The Water Quality Program Strategy is presented by major subprograms.
Within each subprogram, pertinent problems are identified along with
long-range strategies to deal with the problems. In summary, these
include: -

Ambient Monltoring, Problems or issues include: (1) lack of long-term
adequate geodqraphic coverage of ambient data collection, and (2} present
inability to store, retri$ve, analyze and display pertinent water quality
data., The monltoring network has been evaluated and redesigned to yield
data for future trend analysis. In-house capability to process data is
being developed as rescurces permit.

Pilanning and Analysis. Major issues or problems include the lack of
capability for data storage and retrieval, and the need to evaluate
identified area concerns and develop control strategies so as to prevent.
water quality problems from developing. In-house gapability is being °
developed to store, retrieve, analyze, and display all data. Studies .
and strategy development will be undertaken as resocurces permit.

Source Control. Major issues and problems include the accommodation of
new federal standards for discharges covered by the NPDES permit program.
A new management program must be developed to deal with the problems of
rising costs and reduction in available federal grant funds. Program
efforts are being undertaken to require pretreatment of industrial wastes
discharged to municipal systems. The overall strategy for permit i¥suance
is to even out the workload over a five-year permit cycle. To the extent
possible, new federal requirements will be incorporated at the time of
permit renewal.

Subsurface Sewage Disposal. The major issue to be addressed are staff
training and ewvaluation of field office performance.

WATER QUALITY PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJRECTIVES

As stated earlier, the mission, or primary goal, of the water quality
program is to attain and maintain water gquality throughout Oregon. In
order to do this, the following objectives must be met:

1. IDENTIFY BASELINE QUALITY OF OREGON'S PUBLIC WATERS BY COLLECTING,
ANALYZING, DISPLAYING AND REPORTING AMBIENT WATER QUALITY DATA,.

2. ASSESS WATER QUALITY STATUS AND IDENTIFY CURRENT WATER QUALITY NEEDS
ON A CONTINUING BASIS.

3. DEVELOP CONTROL STRATEGIES FOR HIGH PRIORITY PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED IN
THE STATUS REPORT AND ASSURE PROTECTION COF BENEFICIAL USES BY FURTHER
DEFINING THE PROBLEMS THROUGH SPECIAL SUTDIES, DEVELOPING ALTERNATIVES
FOR CONTROL, AND IDENTIFYING IMPLEMENTATION METHODS.




4. MAINTAIN A CURRENT WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE STATE OF
OREGON AND EVALUATE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ITS IMPLEMENTATIONX

5. CONDUCT AN EFFECTIVE SOURCE CONTRCL PROGRAM TO:

Protect public health.

- Provide for recognized beneficial uses.

-  Accommodate growth within existing waste loads.
- Meet established waste treatment requirements.

~  Minimize adverse impacts on overall environmental gquality and
social and economic well being. (Implement the Water Quality
Management Plans.)

6. PROVIDE THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE WITH METHODS OF ON-S5ITE SEWAGE .
DISPOSAL THAT WILL NOT CREATE HEALTH HAZARDS OR WATER POLLUTION.

7. GAIN IMPROVED PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING O THE STATE'S ON~-SITE SEWAGE
DISPOSAL CONTROL PROGRAM.

g. PLAN AND MANAGE THE WATER QUALITY PROGRAM OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.

WORK PLAN s

4 work plan is available outlining the Water Quality Program Strategy.
The work plan identifies goals, objectives and tasks for addressing the
pricrity problems and issues as well as the routine ongoing work to
maintain water quality in Oregon. A schedule is presented which indicates
outputs for FY 1982. The achedule also identifies a very general timetable
for outputs through FY 1986. Resource estimates are presented for each
fiscal year. Note: accomplishments are subject to availability of these

. resources.
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SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

The DEQ Solid Waste Program is an outgrowth of disposal site inventorying
and evaluation work done by the State Health Division (State Board of
Health) during the period 1967-1970. Comprehensive state-level scolid waste
management authority was centralized in DEQ by the 1971 Legislature. Local
government is assigned the responsibility of implementing facilities and
systems, while DEQ is to assure effective programs and give assistance.

A statewide planning effort commenced in 1972 with the guidance of a
state-level Citizens' Advisory Committee and similar committees for each of i
the local planning units. Out of this, 24 regional plans evolved with
short- and long-range goals and time schedules for closing open dumps and
implementing transfer stations, resource recovery facilities and sanitary - -
landfills. Major program activities continue, moving toward completion of
the implementation of those plans.

A strong interest is growing for source separation recycling in the state.
The DEQ has encouraged and assisted this effort, but more technical
assistance is being demanded. It is the 50lid Waste Program's intent to
see recycling woven into the regional waste management plans as they are
updated. The 1979 Legislature provided additional opportunities for
establishing local waste reduction plans as a provision of the “supeg:
siting" bill, which gives the DEQ the authority to site landfills for local
governments. This legislation required that any local government
requesting landfill siting assistance under this act, or wishing financial
assistance from the DEQ, must prepare a waste reduction program as a
condition of such assistance. Any local government wishing to locate a
landfill in a dedicated farm zone is also required to prepare a waste
reduction program.

During the winter of 1979-80, the Agency updated goals and objectives with
the assistance of citizen advisors. These goals and objectives were

prioritized subsequent to anticipated budget cuts by the Legislature.

SEAINT.RO




PRIORITY PROBLEMS AND ISSURS

Coagtal counties. Continued open burning practices and maintenance of open
dump facilities remain problems. Closure or improvement of site operation
is a primary concern. :

Small Eastern Oregon cities. Closure of inadequate dump sites will
continue to be addressed.

Portland metro area. Location of a satisfactory and adequate landfill site
is a pressing problem.

Marion and Lane counties. Technical assistance is needed in the planning,
developing and/or operation of resource recovery facilities.

Landfills with leachate problems. Cottage Grove, Hood River, Crééwell and
Reedsport will continue to need attention until leachate resolved.

Loss of resource to landfills. Need to divert to resource recovery
activities. Technical assistance will be redquired.

SOLUTIONS

i

Since, unlike many states, QOregon has a well-developed, ongoing solid waste
management program, it has been DEQ's objective, with EPA's concurrence, to
"plug in" to the RCRA framework with a minimum of backtracking. EPA's
highest priority for FY 80 Subtitle D funding was the inventory of "open
dumps” and programs for upgrading and closure under Section 4005. The
first phase of this inventory, which included 126 municipal solid waste
disposal sites, was substantially completed by October 1980. In FY 81, DEQ
substantially completed the second phase of the inventory, which includes
185 industrial disposal sites., DEQ will continue to concentrate on the
dump closing and upgrading aspects of this task, This includes a host of
Planning, financing, technical assistance and enforcement activities.

EPA's second priority under Subtitle D for 1980 and 1981 was the State

"S0lid Waste Management Plan" under Section 4003. The plan was adopted, by
rule, by the EQC on January 30, 1981, and submitted to EPA.

All activities and commitments for FY 82 under RCRA are to be carried out
within the context of a public participation program including an advisory
group and task force consultation process and a solid waste education
program for development and dissemination of information. Details of the
public involvement program are contained in the body of the SEA document.
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Solutions to major environmental problems, as well as ongoing maintenance
of the solid waste/hazardous waste programs, are detailed in the program
strategy (attached) and in the goals and objectives.

SOLID WASTE PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The primary mission, or goal, of the Solid Waste Program is to promofe thé
protection of health and the environment and to conserve valuable material

and energy resources. Major program objectives for achieving this goal
include:

L. TO REDUCE/MINIMIZE GENERATION OF SOLID WASTE AND HAZARDOUS WASTE.

2. TO INCREASE/MAXIMIZE RECOVERY OF USABLE RESQURCES FROM SOLID WASTE AND
HAZARDOUS WASTE.

3, TO ENSURE ENVIRONMENTALLY ACCEPTABLE MANAGEMENT OF SOLID WASTE AND
HAZARDOUS WASTE RESIDUE.

4. TO PLAN AND MANAGE THE SOLID WASTE PROGRAM FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY.

WORK PLAN

A work plan is available in the body of this Agreement which outlines the
Hazardous Program Strategy. The work plan identifies goals, objectives and
tasks for addressing the priority problems and issues as well as the
routine ongoing work to maintain a Solid Waste Management Program in
Oregon. A schedule is presented which indicates output during the
remainder of FY 80 and for FY 8l. The schedule also identifies a very
general timetable for outputs through FY 84. Resource estimates are
presented for each fiscal year. BSince funding under Subtitle D iz not
available, a specific work plan is not included. However, many Subtitle D
activities are included in the goals and objectives work tasks and will be
completed subject to General Fund availability.

SEAGOA.LS




HAZARDOUS WASTE

INTRODUCTION

Oregon was one of the first (1971) few.states to recognize the need for
special program emphasis on hazardous wastes. An initial inventory and
evaluation of the "program" was completed in 1973 and expanded and updated
in 1980. Establishment of a hazardous waste disposal site near Arlington
in 1976 made it possible to begin implementation of a comprehensive
regulatory state program. Each legislature since 1971 has reviewed and
improved the statutes, and the Environmental Quality Commission and Public
Utility Commissioner have adopted administrative rules which establish
complete regulatory control of the generation, storage, transportation,
treatment and disposal of hazardous wastes.

Rey features of the state program are: identification of waste by list and
criteria; generator notification and registration; transporter notification
and registration; licensing of off-site storage, off-site treatment and
disposal facilities; use of a manifest by generators, transporters and
cperators of management facilitles; submission of reports by denerators and.
operators of management facilities; environmental monitoring at management
facilities; and posting of closure and post-closure performance bonds by
operators of disposal facilities.

The passage of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) in late
1976 also gave regulatory authority for hazardous wastes to the federal
government (EPA}. A provision of RCRA allows "equivalent and consistent”
state programs to operate in lieu of the federal program. Extended delays
in promulgation of the EPA regulations have allowed DEQ to gain valuable

operational experience in management of a hazardous waste regulatory
control program. -

Phase I of the federal program wag adopted on May 19, 1980, Since May,
numerous amendments have been adopted, as well as Phase I1--Components A &
B (which deal with permitting of storage, treatment and incineration
facilities). Believing our program to be substantially equivalent, DEQ has
applied for, and expects to be operatlnq under, Phase I--Interim
Authorization during FY 82. During ¥Y 82, we will also be preparing an
application for Phase II or ¥Final Authorization. In the meantime, Phase II
requirements will be implemented Jjointly under the auspices of a
cooperative arrangement between DEQ and EPA--Region X.

|

PRIORITY PROBLEMS AND ISSUES

Highest priority during FY 82 will be to implement the state-authorized
program for Phase I activities and RCRA program for Phase II activities.
Second highest priority will be for DEQ to make additional progress toward
Phase II or Final Authorization by adopting expanded administrative rules
and preparing necessary applications. %hird priority will be for DEQ to
identify its role in the implementation of the new federal program entitled
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of
1980 (commonly referred to as Superfund). Our previous work in emergency

spill response and uncontrolled hazardous waste disposal sites will need to
be meshed with the implementation of CERCLA.

SOLUTIONS

Strategies and solutions are detailed in the accompanying Work Plan and
body of document.
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SAFE DRINKING WATER PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

In 1974, Congress enacted the Safe Drinking Water Act which established
a program to ensure safe drinking water throughout the nation. The Safe
Drinking Water Act applies to systems defined in the Act as "publie

water systems.” These are systems serving 15 or more connections or 25
or more people. Community water systems are those serving year-round
residents; non—community water systems are all other public water systems
such as traller parks, company sites, restaurants, and roadside motels
with thelr own water supply. Regulations established under the Safe - -
Drinking Water Act set specific water gquality requirements for all

public water systems. EPA has the responsibllity for Implementing the
national program in Oregon, since Oregon is one of several states which
chose not to assume this responsibility,

Minimum self-monitoring and reporting requirements are established in
the regulations to assure that the water served consistently meets the
established standards. All monitoring results must be reported to EPA.

A unique feature of the Safe Drinking Water Act is its public notification
requirement. The Safe Drinking Water Act Regulations require public
notification when a water system falls to monitor or report water quality
or when a maximum contaminant level has been exceeded.

The Act also provides for regulating the underground Injection of waste
fluids to prevent contamination of underground sources of drinking
water. The underground injection control (UIC) program Is & part of a
coordinated groundwater protection policy and strategy which encompasses
all activities mandated by the Safe Drinking Water Act as well as the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and the Clean Water Act. Oregon
was Ildentified in June, 1979, by EPA as needing a UIC program. Like the
drinking water program, 1t is intended that Individual states willl have
the primary enforcement responsiblility for regulations. However, in
cases where a state has an Inadequate program for injection control, the
EPA will establish and/or enforce the program.

Despite many good features of the Act——establishment of minimal national
health standards, renewed efforts in research, and financial assistance
for states—there are some weaknesses which greatly restrict the ability
of this Act, when Implemented alone (as 1s currently occurring in Oregon)
to assure continuous supplies of safe drinking water.




A large npumber of public water systems In Oregon are physically deficient -
and 1ncapable of serving consistently safe water. For example, roughly
25 percent of the surface water systems have no treatment of any kind
(including disinfection) and only about 30 percent have full treatment
facilities. As a result, Oregon has three times as many confirmed
waterborne disease outbreaks as the national average. This problem is
compounded by the fact that due to severe resource constraints, not all
reported outbreaks can be followed up. Additionally, an absence of a
good reporting mechanism in Oregon results in a number of outbreaks not
belng reported. Consequently, the true number of waterborne outbreaks
is suspected to be higher than reported or confirmed.

By statute, the thrust of the EPA program is oriented toward responding
to violations of the standards rather than toward prevention of health -
problems through improving water system construction, operation, and
maintenance. This problem of statutory limitations is compounded by
agency resource limitations. Because of these resource constrailnts, FPA
is unable to respond to all violations of the standards; it is quite -
possible that a problem may go unnoticed until an outbreak occurs.

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS

The federal drinking water program places primary emphasis on:

- Responding to emergency situations involving public water systems;

= Developing inventory of water systems and determining the quality of
publiec drinking water statewlde through both self-monitoring by each -
system and EPA field checks; '

=~ Public awareness of violatlions and the need for compliance through
public notice;

- Voluntary compliance by systems, with selected federal enforcement
agalnst systems with high priority violations; and

—~ Working to improve the State program to supplement EPA's limited
authority and resources. 5

WORK PLAN

Specifics of EPA's Goals and Objectives and resource commitments are
contalned in the body of the SEA document.




PRIORITY PROBLEMS AND ISSUES

National regulations are, by statute, oriented toward periodic monitoring
of £inished water quality--after it is delivered to the public-—and
public notification when violatlons occur. Monitoring alone, however,
will not assure safe water. It merely documents that all other aspects
of system design, construction and operation have been carried out
properly. While the number of systems failing to monitor is relatively
large, the percentage of populatilon served by those "non-reporting”
systens 1s very small., Furthermore, most of the systems failing to
monitor are the smaller water systems. Data indlcate that most problems
occur with small systems. Therefore, a major effort is needed in providing
technical assistance and training for operators of these systems.

Another problem area 1s the proliferation of small, inadequate systems ’
which provide less effective, less efficlent, and more costly service to:
consumers and increase the cost of survelllance to all levels of govermment.
This issue requires state and local involvement to assure efficient
planning coordination for public water system facilities and maximum-
utilization of the state's water resources.

To date, 135 out of 184 surface water systems have satisfled thelr
chemical contaminant monitoring requirements, and 525 out of 706 groundwater
systems have satisfled those requirements.

Radiological monitoring was to begin in June, 1979, with the first set
of samples to be completed by June, 1980; however, private laboratories
in the Pacilfic Northwest presently do not have the capacity to promptly
complete the required analyses for all the water systems in the regiou.
In consideration of this laboratory constraint, EPA will establish a
schedule so that the monitoring will be phased in over a pericd of
successlve years. Individual water systems will be notified by EPA at a
later date as to when monitoring should commence.

Non~community systems are!required to monitor for a less extensive list
of contaminants than community systems. Both community and non-community
systems are required to meet the same standards for contaminants that
have detrimental health effects based on short-term exposure. Also,

both types of systems must notify users if the quality of the water
served does not meet the standards.

The avallable data show that during the past 24 meonths, 59 community
systems serving approximately 92,000 people have failed to meet the
microbioclogical standards during one or more months, and 66 systems
serving approximately 190,000 people have failed, periodically, to meet
the turbidity standards. To date, there have been only a few reported
minor violations of the chemlcal standards.




SUMMARY

INTEGRATED PROJECT WORK PLAN--PORTLAND METRO RECOVERY PROJECT

Procblem Description

The Metropolitan Service District is in the final stages of planning before
the construction of a $140 million resource recovery plant. Delays in

making permit decisions could slow the project, placing extra pressure on
already near-capacity landfills.

Purrose of Project

Because of the critical nature of the airshed, and the need to expedite the
project, progress on permits and the project must be monitored tc minimize
red tape and ensure that critical decisionsg regarding emission limits and
trade-offs are made in a timely manner.

INTEGRATED SLUDGE MANAGEMENT PROJECT '

Problem Description

The first phase of the Integrated Sludge Management Project involved the
review of state laws, regulations and procedures to determine DEQ
authority to regulate sludge utilization and disposal, and to identify
additional needs to implement or refine the sludge management program.

The second phase of the project included introduction of a bill in the
Legislature to clarify the Department's authority to regulate sludge used
in agriculture; revision of the Department's sludge guidelines;
participation in numerous workshops and training sessions attended by
sludge generators, users, regulators and the public; and discussion with
EPA on changing EPA criteria requiring liming of soils with less than 6.5
PH or inclusion of a variance provision.

Purpose of Project

During the FY 82 phase of this project, the Department will (1) develop
more uniform regulation of sludge utilization and dispeosal, (2) continue
training for staff, treatment plant operators, consultants, others involved
with sludge utilization and the public, (3) continue pursuing changes in
EPA criteria regarding liming of soils where pH is less than 6.5 or
advocate that a variance provision be included, and (4} assess the outcome
of the legislative session on the Department's authority to regulate sludge
utilization and amend the administrative rules and procedures as needed,.

SEASUM




PROJECT NAME:

PROJECT LEADER:

PRCOJECT PARTICIPANTS:

PROBLEM DESCRIPTION:

PURPOSE OF PROJECT:

INTEGRATED PROJECT WORK PLAN
June 18, 1981

Hazardeous/Toxic/Dangerous Materials Impacts’
Richard P. Reiter

1. Task Force for advice and implementation with
representatives from:
a, Hazardous Wastes
b. Solid Wastes
c. Alr Quality
d. Water Quality !
e. Laboratories & Applied Research
f. Regilonal Operations
g. EPA

2. Agency Management Group

3. Outside groups and agencies impacted by Hazardous/
Toxic/Dangerous Materials,

Hazardous, toxiec and dangerous materials management and
control are problems throughout the United States. Federal,
and State laws and regulations have been prdiiulgated to deal
with many of the problems. Public concern is high. Sound -
governmental management must be assured. No single media
can handle all the associated situations.

The State of Oregon has fewer chances for hazardous materials
to enter the environment than many other areas, but has had
spills and problems of significant size., The Department of
Environmental Quality must attempt to keep abreast of
problems and minimize exposure to the public and the
environment. In an era of tight budget, this can only be
done by close cooperative effort.

The purpose of this project is to develop and implement
within limited resources and time a coordinated approach
to control hazardous materials, that affect the public and
the environment. Several concurrent approaches are needed,

1. Continual identification of problems, impacts and
assessment of needs among the media or air, water and
solld wastes,

2. Management of existing local, state and Federal portions
of control toward an integrated plan action.

3. Development and implementation of additional controls as
problem identification, regulations and standards are
determined.




RESOURCES REQUIRED:

PROJECT SCHEDULE :

ey

2=

4. Attainment of compliance with applicable standards
and criteria by generators or dischargers.

5. Establishment of adequate laboratory and field
capability for identification of toxics.

Portions of budgeted positions amounting to about eight full-
time equivalents along with minimal services and supplies

are assigned to this coordination effort. Supplementary

help is ocobtained through Federal agencies, other state
agencies, committees, local government and private industry.
As budget cuts become apparent this will decrease.

The appended Laboratory capabilities section will add ancther
1.84 FTE to the current total and is urgently needed to
perform adeguately. The Oregon Legislature is being asked to
approve the Decision Package for this capability.. It appears
that they will approve the package, but no funding.!

Under the current instability of funding and resocurce
capability the existing schedule will be kept in the project.
However, heavy emphasis for the remainder of calendar year
1981 and to October 1982 will be to carry out a mandate of the
Task Force that @rocedures and training for coping with

spills and accidents be accomplished in all regions of the
State of Oregon.

T




OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

July 17, 1981 '

BREAKFAST AGENDA

Reninder: Selection of new Vice~Chairman
Budget status

Legislation status

Powertrain demonstration unit

SEA guestionnaire interim results

Downs

Downs

Swenson

Downs

Friteler




INTERIM REPORT

Citizen Survey on Qregon's Environment

As part of the FY 82 State/IPA Agreement public participation process,

a survey was designed to poll perceptions by Oregon c¢itizens and interest
groups on the health of the State's environment., The form asked questions
relating to the DEQ's major divisions--air, water,etc.—-—-as well the manner
in which the agencies and jurisdictions with environmental responsibilities
are carryving out their duties., The results will be used by DEQ and EPA
staff in preparing the final S/EA document. The results will also be used
by the DEQ and its divisions during the biennial goals and objectives
planning retreats during the fall.

The guestionnaire and a fact sheet on the 5/BA were sent to approximately
1,000 names derived from the DEQ's notice lists for each division. 1In
addition, copies were sent to news media statewide. It should be noted,
therefore, that the sample iz not strictly random. The survey was also
reprinted as an insert in Ambience, the DEQ's newsletter, in the June-July
igsue, published July 16 and mailed to 2,000 subscribers. There will be
some overlap in names between the two lists.

Returns from the first mailing (not vet including response from the
Ambience section) totaled nearly 20% by July 15, which is already

good, by polling standards. Control cards and plans for encoding the
responses for computer analysis have begun. When complete, it will be
posgible to break down resultsg by county , zip code, profession, division,
etc, or in almost any other manner desired.

A sample of the responses were hand tabulated for early review. Twenty
key questions were tabulated from 100 of the returned survey forms. The
questions and the raw results are reported below.

Questions Total r_= 100

# 1. Do you feel that Oregon's environment has decreased in quality
in the past 5-10 years? r = 98

Yes - 47 )
Ne - 51 a

# 2. "In your community, which do you believe are the greatest
enviromeental problems? Please number them, starting with 1 as
the most serious." (Ed. Note: The following shows distribution
only for those items ranked § 1) r = 98

Air quality - 44 Noise -9
Garbage disposal - 2L Hazardous waste - 5
Water quality - g Drinking water 7 2

Other - 9




The "other" category included: sewage sludge disposal,

groundwater, septic tanks and cesspools, and land development
problems.,

# 5. "Do you feel that water pollution is a problem where you live?"
r = 100

Yes -~ 4% '
No - 51

$ 6. "If yes, what is the cause?" (Ed. Note: The following shows
distribution only for items ranked #1) 1 = 53

Sewage ~ 27 Runcff from street - 3
Land practices Landfills - 1
{(forestry, ag., Pesticides/herbs - 1
const.) - 20
Industrial waste - 3

$ 10. "Do you believe the air quality in your community is generally
healthful?" ¢ = 97
Yes -~ 65
No - 32

# 11, "Please rank the causes of ailr pollution in your area, starting
with 1 as the most seriocus." (Ed. Note: The following shows
distribution only for those items ranked #1.) r = 93
Cars and trucks - 42 Field burning - 13
Woodstoves/fireplaces - 18 Slash burning - 5
Industry - 13 Backyard burning -~ 0

Cther - 2

¥ 14. "Do your use a woodstove or fireplace?" r = 95
Yes ~ 72
No - 23

# 16. "Would you voluntarily NOT use your woodstove or fireplace during
an air pollution alert?" r = 91
Yes - 79
No - 12

# 19. "Is solid waste {garbage) disposal a problem in your community?"
r = 95

Yes -~ 52 !
No - 43 '




'
# 23.

¢

25.

26.

28.

34.

"Do you feel that reducing waste at the source, recovering
resources in waste, and recycling should have a higher priority

in state and local planning?" ¢ = %4
Yes -~ 84
No - 10

"Are there areas in your community that you know or suspect

may contain hazardous wastes improperly stored or disposed of?”
r = 89

Yes - 26
No - 63

Of those responding "Yes", areas named included:
U. of 0. Health Sciences Center (no waste identified)
Nickel mining and refining plant plant at Riddle, Cregon
St. John's landfill - waste from Wacker Siltronic
Bsco waste on Sauvie Island
Malheur Co. dump {no waste identified)
Coffin Butte landfill (no waste ldentified) Weyerhauser
plant in Springfield { no waste identified)

"Do you feel that Oregon should have more than one licensed
hazardous waste disposal site?" r = 88

Yes -~ 43
No - 45

"Should Oregon set up its own low-level radioactive waste dump?”
r = 90 :

Yes -~ 53

Ho - 37

"Do you feel excessive noise is a problem in your community?"
r = 96

Yas 49
No - 49

t

"What is the major cause of the noise? Number, starting with
1 as the most serious." (Ed. Hote: The following shows
distribution only for items ranked # l.) r = 73

Trucks - 27 Airplanes - 3
Cars - 19 Ag/Forestry -~ 2
Motoreycles - 16 Other - 6

"Do you belleve that envirommental regulations, such as air or
water quality standards, should be relaxed?” r = 97

Yes -~ 21
Mo - 76




# 39, "For public involvement to be effective in environmental decision
making, rank the following in importance."” (Ed. Note: The
following shows distribution only for items ranked # 1.)
r = 94

Information and facts easily available = 63

Greater opportunity for citizen participation in government
decision making. - 5

Increased government responsiveness to public

participation, - 24
Other - 2
# 40 "Does the DEQ provide enough opportunities for you to

participate?® r = 93

Yes -~ 70
No - 23
$ 42, "Do you feel that state government is doing enough to protect

the environment where you live?" ¢ = %6

Yes - B3
No -~ 43
# 42, (a) "lLocal government?" r = 81
Yes - 37
NO - 44 1
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