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OREGON ENVIRONMMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION MERTING
FPebruary 25, 1983

City Council Chambers

411 W. Eighth Street
Medford, Oregon

9:00 am

APPROVED
APPROVED
APPROVED#*

9:05 am

APPROVED
APPRCVED

APPRCVED

APPROVED

AGENDA

CONSENT ITEMS

These routine items are usually acted on without public
discussion. If any item is of special interest to the Commission
or sufficient need for public comment iz indicated, the Chairman
may hold any item over for discussion.

A. Minutes of January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting.

B. Monthly Activity Report for December 1982,

cC. Tax Credits. [*T-1572 and T-1578 were denied.]

PUBLIC FORIM

This is an opportunity for citizens to speak to the Commission
on envirconmental issues and concerns not a part of this scheduled
meeting. The Commission may discontinue this forum after a
reasonable time if an exceptionally large number of speakers

wish to appear.

HEARING AUTHORIZATIONS

D. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing to
consider proposed increases in Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit fees, OAR 340-20-155, Table 1, and QAR 34(0-20-165.

B. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing to
consider proposed increases in Water Quality Permit Fees,
QAR 340-45-970, Table 2.

F. Request for authorization to conduct public hearings on
proposed amendments to rules governing on-site sewage
disposal (including proposed fee increases) OAR 340-71-100
through 71-600, and 73-080.

G. Request for authorization to conduct a public hearing for
establishing a special water quality protection clause in
the Deschutes Basin Water Quality Management Plan for the
LaPine shallow aquifer, OAR 340-41-580(1).
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APPROVED w/
2 exceptions

APPROVED

APPROVED

POSTPONED

POSTPONED

ACCEPTED

ACTION AND INFORMATION ITEMS

Public testimony will be accepted on the following, except items
for which a public hearing has previously been held. Testimony
will not be taken on items marked with an asterisk (*). However,
the Commission may choose to question interested parties present
at the meeting.

H. Public hearing and consideration of adoption of the
Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA)
particulate control strategy as a revisicon of the Oregon
Clean Air Implementation Plan (SIP}.

I. Report on disposal of liquid scintillation counting waste
at Arlington Pollution Control Canter.

J. Proposed adoption of amendments to Pollution Control Bond
Fund Rules for Sewerage Projects, OAR Chapter 340,
Division 81.

K. Public Hearing to consider revocation of a variance to allow
open burning of solid waste at the Elsie Disposal Site
(Clatsop County).

M. Southwest Regional Manager's Report.

WORK SESSION

The Commission reserves this time, if needed, for further
consideration of any item on the agenda.

Because of the uncertain length of time needed, the Commission may deal
with any item at any time in the meeting except those set for a specific
time. Anyone wishing to be heard on any item not having a set time should
arrive at 9:00 am to avoid missing any item of interest.

The Commission will breakfast (7:30 am) at the Thunderbird Motor Inn,
1015 5, Riverside, Medford; and will lunch at City Hall.
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THESE MINUTES ARE NCT FINAL UNTIL APPRCVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES OF THE ONE HUNDRED FORTY-SIXTH MEETING
OF THE
OREGON ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

Pebruary 25, 1983

On Friday, February 25, 1983, the one hundred forty-sixth meeting of the
Oregen Envirommental Quality Comission convened at the Medford City Hall,
Medford, Oregon. Present were Commission members Chairman Joe B. Richards,
Mr. Fred J. Burgess, Vice-Chairman; Mrs. Mary V. Bishop; Mr. Wallace B.
Brill; and Mr. James Petersen. Present on behalf of the Deparitment were
its Director, William H. Young, and several members of the Depariment staff.

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's
recommendations mentioned in these minutes, are on f£ile in the Office of
the Director of the Department of Envirommental Quality, 522 S.W. Fifth

Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Written information submitted at this meeting
is hereby made a part of this record and is on file at the above address.

BREAKFAST MEETING

The breakfast meeting convened at 7:30 a.m. at the Thunderbird Motor Inn
in Medford. Commissioners Richards, Burgess, Bishop, Brill, and Petersen
were present, Also present were several members of the Department staff.

The following items were discussed:
1. Iegislation update: The Director reviewed the status of the

Department's proposed legislation. The woodstove bill was discussed,
as well as the tax credit aspects of that bill.

2. Sevin application to Tillamock Bay: A letter fram Senator Mike Thorne
to the Chairman was read to the Commission members. The letter
suggested that the Commission not inwolve itself in the Sevin issue
and requested that the EQC deny the petition submitted by the Oregon
Envirormental Council.

3. Gary Grimes, Regional Manager of the Southwest Region, reported his
office has had a recuest from the Legislature to prepare a report
on the Department's activities relative to gold miners, especially
regarding potential enforcement action.

FORMAL MEETING

Commissioners Richards, Burgess, Bishop, Brill, and Petersen were present
for the formal meeting,
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AGENDA ITEM A: MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 14, 1983 EQC MEETING

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Petersen
and carried wnanimously that the Minutes be approved as sulmitted.

AGENDA ITEM B: MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR DECEMBER 1982

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Burgess and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recamendation be approved.

The Commission requested that Linda Zucker, Hearings Officer, review the
Contested Case lLog for them at the next meeting.

AGENDA TTEM C: TAX CREDITS

Ron Elsner, Linnton Plywood, spoke in opposition to the Department'
recaomendation regarding Application T-1572.

Jack Payne, CHZM Hill, outlined reasons why Linnton Plywood should be
eligible for solid waste tax credits on the above application.

Robert Oslund, Georgia-Pacific, described in detail why the tax credit
on Application T-1578 should be granted for improved solid waste handling.

Bob Brown and Ernie Schmidt, Solid Waste Division, answered questions from
the Commission on the above tax credit applications, :

It was MOVED by Cormmissioner Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, and
passed unanimously that the Director's Recammendation be approved, Tax
credit applications T-1572 and T-1578 were denied.

PUBLIC FORIM
Alex Austin, Timber Products, thanked the Commission and the Department

for their advice and interest and for caming to meet with them in Medford,

AGENDA ITEM D: AUTHORIZATION TO HOID A PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER
PROPOSED INCREASES IN AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT
FEES (OAR 340-20-155, TABLE 1, AND OAR 340-20-165).

The Department is proposing to increase the Air Contaminant Discharge
Permit fees to partially offset inflationary costs within the permit
processing system and to exempt scme small sources having negligible air
quality impact.

It is proposed to increase the filing fee from $50 to $75 and to increase

the compliance determination fees an average of 7.8 percent. A public
hearing is scheduled for Friday, April 15, 1983.
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Director's Recommendation

Based upon the sumnation, it is recommended that the Commission
authorize a public hearing to obtain testimony on proposed changes
to Alr Contaminant Discharge Fees, OAR 340-20-155, Table 1, and
(AR 340-20-165.

AGENDA ITEM E: REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING ON
A PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF WATER QUALITY PERMIT FEES
{CAR 340-45-070, TABLE 2) TO INCREASE REVENUES FOR THE
1983~-85 BIENNIUM,

The Water Quality Division is requesting authorization to hold a hearing
regarding an increase in Water Quality Permit Fees.

The revised Water Quality Fee Schedule does the following:
1. Raises filing fees from $25 to $50.

2. Increases the fees for land disposal of waste waters to better
correspond to the staff time involved.

3. Increases all annual compliance determination fees. The fee increase
- ranges from $25 per year for the minor sources up to $125 per year
for major sources.

The hearing is tentatively scheduled for 10:00 a.m., April 15, 1983.

Director's Recomnendation

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission
authorize the Department to hold a public hearing on a proposed

amendment of the Water Quality Permit FPee Schedule (OAR 340-45-070,
Table 2).

AGENDA ITEM F: REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARINGS ON
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 'TO RULES GOVERNING ON-SITE SEWAGE
DISPOSAL (INCLUDING PRCPOSED FEE INCREASES). OAR

—71-100 THROUGH 340-71-600 AND 340-

Agenda Ttem "F" is a request for authorization to conduct public hearings
on the question of amending the On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules. Testimony
would be received on several housekeeping and substantive amendments,
including adjustments to the schedule of fees. Hearings are proposed to
be held in five locations throughout the state on April 5, 1983,

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission
authorize public hearings, to take testimony on the question of
amending OAR 340-71-100 through 340-71-600 and OAR 340-~73-080, as
presented in Attachment C,
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AGENDA ITEM G: REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC RULEMAKING
HEARING FOR ESTABLISHING A SPECIAL GROUNDWATER QUALITY
PROTECTION RULE IN THE DESCHUTES BASIN WATER QUALILY
MANAGMENT PIAN OAR 340-41-580(1) FOR THE LAPINE SHALLOW
AQUIFER.

Proposed action to:

Authorize the Department to conduct a public rulemaking hearing for
establishing a special water quality protection clause in the Deschutes
Bagin Water Quality Management Plan (OAR 340-41-580{(1} for the LaPine
Shallow Aduifer.

puring the past two years, Deschutes County has engaged in an intensive
gromndwater study in and around the LaPine area. The study was completed
this past August with the development of the LaPine Aquifer Management
Plan. This plan was presented to the public and subseguently accepted
by Deschutes County, who instructed staff to implement it.

The Department has developed the proposed rule to show our support for
this plan and establish the Commissicn's policy for protecting the
groundwater in the LaPine area.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission
authorize the Depariment to conduct a public rulemaking hearing on
whether to add a special groundwater quality protecticon rule to the
Deschutes Basin Water Quality Management Plan for the LaPine Area
Shallow Aquifer as set forth in Attachment A.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Burgess, seconded by Camissioner Brill, and
passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation on the above four
items, Items D, E, F, and G, be approved.

AGENDA ITEM H: PUBLIC HEARTNG AND CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF THE MEDFORD—
ASHIAND AQMA PARTICULATE CONTROL STRATEGY AS A RENVISICN
OF THE STATE OF ORMGON CILEAN ATR TMPLFMENTATION PIAN.

This agenda item was scheduled by the Commission at its last meeting to
hear public testimony and consider adoption of the Medford particulate
control strategy. Over the past two years, the Department has been working
with Jackson County, the local Air Quality Advisory Committee and local
cities on a plan to deal with the serious particulate problem in the
Medford-white City area.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, the Director reccmmends that, barring any
unforeseen major adverse coamments at the hearing, the EQC adopt the
Medford-Ashland AQMA Particulate Control Strategy as a revision of
the State of Oregon Clean Air Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP
revision includes: primary and secondary standard attairment
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strategies; OAR 340-30-020 (revision), OAR 340-30-043 (new), OAR
340-30-044 (new), and QAR 340-30-045 (revision); and redefinition
of the nonattaimment area boundaries. The documents making up the
SIP revision are included in Attachments 3 and 4.

Merlyn Hough, Air Quality Division, outlined for the Cammission the
Medford/Ashland AQMA particulate control strategy.

John Hallet, Medford City Council and Jackson County Air Quality Cammittee,
spoke in support of the Department's recommendation but opposed the
ghrinking of the nonattaimment boundaries.

John L. Smith, Secretary/Manager, Southern Oregon Timber Industries
Association, spoke generally in favor of the Department's proposed action.

Genevieve Sage, Oregon Lung Association, Southern Region, spoke in support
of the proposed particulate control strategy.

Jim Capp, Jackson County Planning Coordinator, said that the County
supports the Department's strategy but complained that they had no
opportunity for input into the decision to reduce the boundaries.

Hayes Rossman, Jackson County Air Quality Cammittee, had perscnal concerns
about deleting Talent and Phoenix from the boundaries because of their
meteorological history.

Vera Morrell, League of Women Voters, supports the Department's proposal.

Patricia Kuhn, former member of Jackson County Air Quality‘ Advisory
Committee, spoke generally in favor the Director's Recommendation.

Bill Carlson, Husky Industries, is concerned about the Department's
apparent change of direction to controlling emissions to meet the secondary
instead of merely the primary standard.

Lynn Newbry, Medford Corporaticon, supports SOTIA's testimony but does not
support the veneer dryer emission standards.

Garrett Andrew, Boise Cascade Corp., spoke to the Commission on the
emission control strategy for veneer dryers.

Merlyn Hough, answered questions from the Cammission regarding the
so~called "trigger mechanism"” which had been supported by same of the
previous testimony,

It was MOVED by Cammissioner Petersen, seconded by Commissioner Bishop,
and passed unanimously that the Director's Reccnmendation be approved,
but omitting the sections relating to veneer dryers and the nonattainment
area boundaries. These gsections should ke brought back for consideration
of these two matters at the next EQC meeting on April 8. The City of
Medford, Jackson County, and the Air Quality Advisory Committee should

be invited to review the boundary issue for any additional input before
that meeting.
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AGENDA ITEM I: REPORT ON DISPOSAL OF LIQUID SCINTILLATION COUNTING WASTE
AT ARLINGTCN POLLUTION CONTROL CENTER.

On March 11, 1981, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission deregulated certain
medical research and medical procedure wastes (liquid scintillation
counting and animal carcass wastes containing radicactivity) because:

1. The chemical (flammable, toxic) or hiological (pathogenic) hazards
were greater than the radiological hazard.

2. The chemical or biological fluids could increase the leaching and
migration of radicactivity from other wastes in a burial trench.

3. Valuable trench volume (only three camercial low-level radicactive
waste disposal sites operating at this time) was being used up by
wastes whose principal hazards were chemical or biclogical.

4. Other acceptable alternatives existed in the form of incinerators,
solid or hazardous waste landfills, and sanitary sewers that could
handle some or all of the LSC and animal carcass wastes.

In response to this actioﬁ, the 1981 legislature provided that these wastes
could be treated or disposed of at a licensed hazardous waste disposal
facility.

The Department, in cooperation with the Health Division, has determined
that liquid scintillation counting waste can be properly managed as an
ignitable waste without any rule changes. To provide for management of
contaminated animal carcasses would require additional rules. We are not
proposing any rules at this time since these wastes can continue to be
disposed of at Washington's Hanford site,

It was recommended that the Commission concur with the Department's
decision to allow ISC wastes to be disposed of at Arlington under the same
prior-approval program as is applied to any other industrial hazardous
waste.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Evaluation and Conclugion, it is recommended that

the Cammission concur with the Director's decision to aliow ISC waste
to be disposed of at the APCC. As with other chemically hazardous
waste, generators of ISC wastes would be subjected to the prior
approval program currently in effect.

It was MOVED by Camissioner Burgess, seconded by Cammissioner Brill, and
passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM J: PROPCSED ADOPTION OF AMENDMENTS TO POLLUTTION CONTROL BOND
FUND RULES FOR SEWERAGE PROJECTS, OAR CHAPTER 340,
DIVISICHN 81,

At the December EQC meeting, the Commission authorized the Department to
hold a hearing on proposed revised rules for use of the Pollution control
Bond Fund for sewerage works construction. The hearing was held

January 11, 1983.
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The initial proposed rules were modified in two main areas as a result
of the testimony:

The definition of the term "loan" was changed to delete a sentence
expresgsing preference for General Obligation Bonds as security for loans.
The rules elsewhere require EQC approval of loans secured by other than
General Obligation Bonds.

The criteria for prioritizing loan requests were rewritten. This part

of the rule is clearly the most camplex. Criteria that everyone would
consider fair and equitable are difficult if not impossible to develop.
We are recommending criteria that draw on available data fram the Loan
Applicant's adopted budget and plan for facilities. We do not anticipate
having to prioritize projects during the next year or two. During this
time we propose to test the criteria. Refinements can then be proposed
if they prove necessary.

The Department is recommending that the Commission repeal the existing
rules OAR 340-81-005 through 81-050) and adopt the rules contained in
Attachment D of the staff report in their place.

Director's Reccmmendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Cammission repeal
the existing rules contained in OAR 340-81-005 through 340-81-050
and enact the rules contained in Attachment D in lieu thereof,

It was MOVED by Camissiongr Burgess, seconded by Commissioner Brill, and
passed unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM M: SIGNIFICANT SOUTHWEST REGICN ACTIVITTIES AND CONCERNS.

It has been nearly two years since the Cammission has met in the Southwest --
Region, This report included a county-by—county presentation of L
significant envirommental activities and concerns in the region.
The report was accepted by the Commission,

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted,

ot

Jan Shaw
EQC Assistant
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THESE MINUTES ARE NOT FINAL UNTIL APPROVED BY THE EQC

MINUTES COF THE ONE HUNDRED FORTY-FIFTH MEETING
OF THE
OREGON ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION

January 14, 1983

On Friday, January 15, 1983, the one hundred forty-fifth meeting of the
Oregon Environmental Quality Commission convened at the Department of
Envirommental Quality, Portland, Oregon. Present were Commission members
Mr. Fred J, Burgess, Vice-Chairman; Mrs. Mary V. Bishop; Mr. Wallace B.
Brill; and Mr. James Petersen., Chairman Joe B. Richards was absent.
Present on behalf of the Department were its Director, William H. Young,
and several members of the Department staff.

The staff reports presented at this meeting, which contain the Director's
recommendations mentioned in these minutes, are on file in the Office of
the Director of the Department of Environmental Quality, 522 S.W. Fifth
Avenue, Portland, Oregon. Written information submitted at this meeting
is hereby made a part of this record and is on file at the above address.

BREAKFAST MEETING

The breakfast meeting convened at 7:30 a.m. at the Portland Motor Hotel

in Portland. Commissioners Burgess, Bishop, Brill, and Petersen were
present, Chairman Richards was absent. Also present were several members
of the Department staff.

The following items were discussed:

1. Mike Huston, Assistant Attorney General, described for the Commission
the effects of a recent Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) decision
on the requirement for land use compatibility statements. Mr. Huston
will be reporting back periodically as new information becomes
available.

2. February 25, 1983 Meeting, Medford - E. J. Weathersbee, Air Quality
Administrator, informed the Commission they had been invited to tour
facilities at 3M and Timber Products while in Medford for their
February meeting, Commissioners Burgess, Bishop, and Brill indicated
they were definitely interested in a tour. Commissioner Petersen
said he would attend if travel arrangements could be worked out.

FORMATL, MEETTNG

Comissioners Burgess, Bishop, Brill, and Petersen were present for the
formal meeting. Chairman Richards was absent.
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AGFNDA ITEM A: MINUTES OF THE DECEMBER 3, 1982 EQC MEETING.

It was MOVED by Comissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill and
carried unanimously that the Minutes be approved as submitted.

AGENDA TTEM B: MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT FOR NOVEMBER 1982

It was MOVED by Commissicner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM C: TAX CREDITS

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Petersen
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.
Item 2 of the Director's Recommendation regarding the denial of a Reguest
for Certification by Precision Castparts was postponed to a later date

at the request of the company., Director Young asked the Commission to
note that application T-1570, for Teledyne Wah Chang, was being certified
for 100 percent under solid waste. The claimed cost of the facility was
$148,844 and the Company estimated a return on that investment in one year
of $1,969,000. Director Young said that if the proposed changes to the
tax credit statutes were adopted, this application would be certified at
less than 20 percent.

PUBLIC FORIM

No one appeared.

AGENDA ITEM D: REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING TO
CONSIDER REPFAL OF MID-WILLAMETTE AREA NUISANCE RULE,
OAR 340-29-020, IN RESPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL
CCOMMENTS .

A Nuisance Rule, for miscellaneous air pollution sources, inherited by
the Department when the Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority
dissolved, was singled out by the Legislative Counsel Committee as not
being within the cited enabling legislation and also as being too vague
to be constitutional. Since it is limited to the five-county, Mid-
Willamette area and has had rare use, the Department asked the Commission
to authorize a hearing to consider repeal of this rule.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Department to
hold a hearing to consider the repeal of OAR 340-29-020.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill, and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.
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AGENDA ITEM E: REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING TO
CONSIDER ADOPTION OF THE CONTROL STRATEGY FOR TOTAL
SUSPENDED PARTTCULATE FOR THE MEDFORD AQMA AS A REVISION
OF THE STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLIAN (SIP).

This hearing is scheduled for the February 25, 1983, EQC meeting in
Medford. Both local ordinances and state rules will be reguired to
implement the strateqgy. The necessary local ordinances have now been
adopted by the City of Medford and Jackson County. The Commission was
requested to consider adoption of the Medford Particulate Control Strategy
at the February 25 meeting following the review of the public testimony.

Director 's Recommendation

Based on the Summation in the staff report, the Director recommends
that the EQC authorize a public hearing to consider public testimony
and adoption of the proposed Medford Particulate State Implementation
Plan (SIP) Revision at the February 25, 1983 EQC meeting in Medford.
The proposed SIP revision includes: primary and secondary standard
attaimment strategies; OAR 340-30-020 (revision), OAR 340-30-043 (new)
and CAR 340-30-044 (new), and OAR 340-30-045 (revision); and
redefinition of the nonattairment area boundaries.

It was MOVED by Commissicner Brill, seconded by Commissiocner Petersen,
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM F: REQUEST FOR A TIME-LIMITED VARIANCE FROM QAR
340-22~170(4) {j), SOLVENT IN PAINT LIMIT, FOR BOEING
OF PORTTAND.

Boeing of Portland requested a variance from the Department's solvent in
coatings rule as no product is currently available which meets rule
requirements. They desire a more lenient rule for aerospace coatings,
such as the similar rules in Seattle and Los Angeles, but may be able to
"bubble" their way into compliance. A limited-time variance will allow
selection of the best course of action.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation in the staff report, it is
recammended that the Commission grant a variance to Boeing of Portland
from OAR 340-22-170(4) (j) (C), VOC limitation in coatings, until
January 1, 1984, providing Boeing will continue to investigate
alternative ways of complying and submit a feasibility report not
later than October 1, 1983 to the Department.

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

AGENDA ITEM G: REQUEST FOR TIME-LIMITED VARIANCE FROM OAR 340-22-170(4) (j),
SOLVENT IN COATING LIMIT, FOR WINTER PRODUCIS OF PORTLAND.

Winter Products Corporation has requested a variance from the Department's
solvent in coating rule. They use a clear lacquer to give a bright finish
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to the furniture hardware they make. There is no lacquer available that
conforms to the coatings rule. A limited variance will give needed time
to develop an acceptable product. An alternative of a revised rule can
also be studied during the variance period.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation in the staff report; it is
recamended that the Commission grant a variance to Winter Products
Corporation of Portland from OAR 340-22-170(4) (j), VOC Limitation
in Coatings, until January 1, 1987, providing that Winter Products
provide annual progress reports each January on how they are
progressing to reduce their VOC emissions to that required by the
OAR.

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

AGENDA ITEM H: APPROVAL OF IANE REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY NEW
SOURCE REVIEW AND PLANT SITE EMISSION LIMIT RULES AND
AUTHORIZATION TO SUBMIT THEM AS A REVISION TO THE STATE
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (SIP). ‘

The Commission has before it newly adopted LRAPA New Source Review and
Plant Site Emission Limit rules nearly identical to state rules adopted
in 1981. If approved by the Commission and sutmitted to EPA as a SIP
revision, LRAPA can obtain delegation to administer these rules without
detailed Federal oversight.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended that the Commission approve LRAPA New Source Review,
and Plant Site Emission Limits as being at least as stringent as ORR
340-20-220 to =320, and to direct the Department to submit them as

a SIP revision with a request to EPA to delegate authority to
administer such in Lane County to LRAPA,

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

AGENDA ITEM J: APPROVAL OF STIPULATED CONSENT ORDERS FOR THE FOLLOWING
WATER PERMITEES:
l. CITY OF STILVERTCN
2. BEAR CREEK VALLEY SANTTARY AUTHORITY

Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority needs about a two-year delay in
connecting the White City sewers to the Medford regional treatment plant.
Some excessive infiltration must be removed from the sewers before the
connection can be approved by Medford.

The City of Silverton needs about a two-year extension to their

construction schedule because the project had to be redesigned due to
citizen objections to the original plan. A noteworthy item is the fact
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that, because of doubt surrounding the availability of a federal grant,
the City proceeded to pass a local bond issue for financing the entire
project. Even though federal funds were finally released and they didn't
have to sell the entire bond issue, the City should be commended for their
willingness to proceed on their own.

Present at this meeting were the Mayor and City Manager of the City of
Silverton. The Commission congratulated them on undertaking the project
and being so successful. Vice-Chairman Burgess hoped that Silverton would
"serve as a model to other communities to show that projects could be
carried out without federal funds.

In response to questions from Commissicner Petersen, Commissioner Brill
presented some background to the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority
(BCVSA) project. Commissioner Brill served on the BCVSA Board for many
years.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the summation in the staff report, it is
recommended that the Commission approve revised stipulated consent
orders for Silverton and the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Brill, seconded by Commissioner Bishop, and

carried with Commissioner Petersen dissenting, that the Director's
Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM K: REQUEST FOR REHEARING AND RECONSIDERATION IN THE DALE MCOORE

VARIANCE DENIAL APFEAL,

At the reguest of the applicant, and with the agreement of the Commission,
this matter was postponed until a later date.

AGENDA ITEM O: INFORMATIONAL REPORT: 1982 ANNUAL FIELD BURNING REPORT
TO THE LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON TRADE AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT .

ORS 468.470 requiresg the Department to report annually to the Legislative
Committee on Trade and Economic Development on the effectiveness of its
field burning smoke management program and on the progress being made to
research and develop alternatives to open field burning.

Mr, Sean Q'Connell of the Department's Field Burning Office told

the Commission the State Department of Forestry had requested that
references to 1982 slash burning and slash utilization be deleted from
this report as DEQ has no legislative mandate to report on slash burning
to the legislature. The Department agreed and DEQ and Forestry will
continue to have discussions on DEQ's role in slash burning alternatives.

In response to dquestions from Commissioner Petersen, Mr. O'Connell informed
the Comnission on the progress of research into alternative crops, such
as Meadowfoam.
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Director's Recommendation

This report is submitted for your information, and with your
concurrence, will be sent to the Legislative Trade and Econcmic
Development Committee as provided by ORS 468.470.

The Commission agreed to accept this report and forward it to the
Iegislature,

AGENDA ITEM I: PUBLIC HEARTNG AND CONSIDERATION OF AMENDING THE AMBIENT
ATR QUALITY STANDARD FOR LEAD, OAR 340-31-055, AND ADOPTING
A PROPOSED LEAD CONTROL STRATEGY FOR THE STATE, AS
REVISIONS TO THE OREGON STATE IMPLFEMENTATION PLAN (SIP).

This agenda item is a public hearing and proposed adoption of the revised
ambient air standard for lead and the statewide control strategy for lead.
The Department received generally favorable written comments on this
proposed rule. The Envircnmental Protection Agency recommended minor
changes which are discussed in an amendment to the staff report.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the summation of the December 3, 1982 staff report and the
above summary, the Director recommends that, barring any unforeseen
major adverse comments at the hearing, the EQC adopt the revisicn
of the state lead standard and the proposed lead control strategy
as revisions of the State Implementation Plan,

It was MOVED by Commissioner Petersen, seconded by Camissioner Bishop
and carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation that the
revision of the state lead standard and proposed lead control strategy
as amended be approved and submitted as a revision to the State
Implementation Plan.

Scme time after this public hearing had concluded, Charles P. Schade, M.D.,
Multnomah County Health Officer appeared and offered oral and written
testimony generally supportive of the Commission's action. However, he told
the Commission that the health community may well be before them in the
future regarding this standard.

AGENDA ITEM L: INFORMATTIONAL REPORT: PROGRESS ON HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The Sixty-first Legislative Assembly (regular session 198]1) directed the
Envirommental Quality Commission to adopt hazardous waste disposal rules
that "shall provide for the highest and best practical disposal of the
hazardous wastes in a manner that will minimize:

{a) The possibility of a dangercus uncontrolled reaction, the release of
leachate, noxious gases and odors, fire, explosion or the discharge
of hazardous wastes; and

(b) The amount of land used for bhurial of hazardous wastes.”
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The Department was directed to investigate and analyze in detail the disposal
methods and procedures required to be adopted by rule and report to the
Sixty-second Legislative Assembly (regular session 1983) on its progress.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the Evaluation and Conclusion in the staff report, it is
recommended that the Commission concur with the Director's decision
to submit the attached report to the Sixty-second Legislative Assembly.

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

AGENDA ITEM M: INFORMATIONAL REPORT: REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE ON WASTE
REDOCTION.

SB 925 passed by legislature in 1979 requires a biennial report on the use
and status of waste reduction programs. Earlier, the EQC acted to accept
the Department's procedures regarding these programs. The Commission has
also submitted draft legislation to modify the original legislation. The
legislative report explains the present status of the program and need for
the additional legislation.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommerded that the Commission concur in the submission of the
report to the Legislature,

Tt was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill and
carried unanimously that the Director's Recommendation be approved.

AGENDA ITEM N: CILATSOP COUNTY SOLID WASTE VARIANCES: FAILURE TO MEET
VARTANCE CONDITICNS.

At the October 15, 1982 EQC meeting, the Commission granted variances to
three Clatsop County disposal sites. Two conditions were attached to the
variances, The status of these conditions, alternatives for action and the
Director's recommendation are included in the staff report.

Mr, Robert Brown of the Department's Solid Waste Division informed the
Commission of a meeting he and Director Young had with county officials and
local operators. Mr. Brown said the meeting had been less than effective,
but did indicate that the Elsie site could operate without burning. The
Solid waste Division will recommend to the Commission at their February 25
meeting that the Elsie variance be revoked. The operator in Vernonia has
indicated they could serve the Elsie area with existing equipment,

Director's Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation to go forward with Option 3 of the
alternatives in the staff report as follows:

1. Direct staff to work directly with the cities and operators
involved.
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2. Revoke the variance on Elsie, effective March 1, 1983.

3. Put all parties on notice that continuation of the variances past
October 31 1983 is highly unlikely.

It was MOVED by Commissioner Bishop, seconded by Commissioner Brill, and
carried unanimously that Items 1 and 3 of the Director's Recommendation be
approved, and that staff be directed to return at the February 25, 1983
EQC meeting for a public hearing to consider revoking the Elsie variance,
effective March 1, 1983.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

LUNCH MEETING

Legislation status: Stan Biles, Assistant to the Director, reported on the
status of the Department's legislative proposals.

Medford EQC Meeting: There was some discussion on what the agenda for the
Medford meeting might look like and what arrangements for travel and lodging

would be.,

Respectfully submitted,

Carol A. Splettstaszer
Acting EQC Assistant

DCOH787 -8-



Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 87207

VICTOR ATIVEN 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5636
MEMORANDUM
Tos Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subjects Agenda Item No. B, February 25, 1983, EQC Meeting

December, 1982 Program Activity Report

Discussion

Attached is the December, 1982 Program Activity Report.

OR5 468.325 provides for Commission approval or disapproval of plans and
specifications for construction of air contaminant sources.

Water Quality and Sclid Waste facility plans and specifications approvals
or disapprovals and issuance, denials, modifications and revocations of
air, water and solid waste permits are prescribed by statutes to bhe
functions of the Department, subject to appeal to the Commission.

The purposes of this report are:

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

2, To obtain confirming approval from the Commission on actions taken
by the Department relative to air contaminant source plans and [
specifications; and

3. To provide logs of ¢ivil penalties assessed and status of DEQ/EQC
contested cases.

Recommendation

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take notice of
the reported program activities and contested cases, giving confirming
approval to the air contaminant source plans and specifications.

William H. Young
Director

M. Downs:k

229-6485

February 2, 1982

Attachments
MK&616 (1)

DEG-46




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Monthly Activity Report

December, 1982
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

AQ, WO, SW Divisions December, 1982

{Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF PLAN ACTIONS

Plans Plans Plans
Received Approved Disapproved
Month Y Month FY Month FY

Bir
Direct Sources 11 34 10 42 0 0
Small Gasoline

Storage Tanks

Vapor Controls 0 0 0 0 O 0
TOTAL 11 34 10 42 0 0
Water
Municipal 11 92 20 85 0 3
Industrial 3 27 6 44 0 0
TOTAL 14 119 26 129 0 3
Solid Waste
Gen. Refuse 1 12 1 9 0 0
Demoliticn 0 0 0 0 0 0
Industrial 2 11 2 10 0 0
Sludge 0 3 1 4 0 0
TOTAL 3 26 4 23 0 0
Hazardous
Wastes 0 0 0 0 0 0
GRAND TOTAL 28 179 40 194 0 3

MAR.2 (1/83) MK1633
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DEFARTMENT OF ENVIRCONMENTAL QUALYTY
AIR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY RETORT
DIRECT SOURCES
FLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

DATE OF

COUNTY NUMBER SOURCE. PROCESS DESCRITTION ACTION ACTION
P MOREOW 668 FGE BOARDNAN .- NOX CoNTEOLS . 412720/82 APPROVED
| CLACKAMAS £51 PREC CASTPTS HTL MBS FACS DYST COLLECTION SYSTEM 12/28/832 AFPROVED
L JACKSGH. 262, SWEDENGURG ORCHAADS  WIND MACHINES _ 12F20/82_APPROVED _
L SACKSON 384 SUCKETE O3ICHARD WIND MACHIMES 1220782 APPROVED
| JACKSON 855 KNOLLCREST ORCHAAD WIND MACHINES 12/20/92 APPROVED
L SATKSON 554 MIGHCROFT ORCHARD  WiHD MACHINES. 12420487 _SFPROYVED
| JACKION B&7 HILLDALE ORCHMARDS WIND MACHINES 12/20/82 APPROVED
| sacxson 245 MERJER ORCHARD WIMD MACHIHE 12/20/82 AFPPROVED
LCROGOK________B7O___ _CREGON SUN_RANCH 8918 VEHT_SYSTER 12720782 APPROVED
| 4ATKSON 872 AHDETSON ORCHARD WIND MACHINES V2720782 APPROVED
70TAL _NUMBER QUICK LOGK_REPORI_LIMES 10
|
!
i
R . - N — e e _
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!
1
L
;
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Alr Quality Division

{Reporting Unit)

Dacanber,

1982

SUMMARY OF ALR PERMIT ACLIONI

(Month and Year)

Parmit Parmit
Actions Aetions Permit Souroes Sources
Roceived Complated fotlons Under Reqr'g
Month EY Month  EY  Pending  Permlhs  Permils
Direct Sources
Hew 20 1 T4 20
Existing 4] 3 L 16 13
Bonewasls 23 gz 5 6k fig
Modifications . S 23 23 1L
Total 30 124 13 114 139 1509 1942
Lhdirect dourcas
Haw ¥ 3 , 0 2 b
Existing g { ) 0 0
Renewals 0 0 0 o 0
Modifications a 1) 0 43 k4
Total 2 3 0 2 4 204 208
GRAND. TQTALS 30 127 13 116 143 2113 2150
¢
Humber of
Pendipx Permits Comments
20 To be reviewsd by Horthwest Ragign
14 Toe be reviewed by Willametite Valley Reglon
5 To be vreviewed by JSouthwest Reglon
5 To be reviewed by Central Reglon
3 To be reviewed by Eastern Reglon
26 To be reviewed by Program Planning Divieion
27 To be reviewed by Program Operations
20 hwaiting Public Hotice
3 Awaiting the end of Lthe 30-day periled
139 TOT AL

MAR.6 (8/79)
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DEPRRTMENT F CHVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ATR QUALITY DIVISION
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

DIRFECT SCGURCES
PERMITE ISSUED

PERMIT LPPL. DRTE TYPE
COUNTY SOURCE ) NUMBER RECEIVED S_l_g.guc KRCHIEVED APPL. PSEL
ARG L S S S D P T A YR FIE E L FERNTY Tysy }
2L anaTH WETERMEFUSER COMPANY 58 0037 J90/50/700 PED’—IT ISSUED 12709082 MCD
PHULTMOMAM _  OWENS-LORNMING_FIBERGLAS. .25 . 2044 03/02/32 _PERMIT . ISSUED | 12701782 AHW .
MULTNOMAH CONTINENTAL CAN COQ USA 25 2332 10779781 PERMIT ISSUED 12701/82 EXT ¥
PORT.SOURLE  ANGELL ASPHALTEZAGGREGATE 27 GO%T 07/13/82 1T IS3UED 127017582 BNV
PORT.SOUALE. BASLE B__PROTHERS INCD _3Z 121 G3/C03782 T__ISSUED 3270147 :z“_amé________
] O3RT.S50URCE MOISE BR0S. INC 37 G233 07728732 PERMIT ISsuch T2/01f82 BXT ‘
P DISCHUTES DIAMOND INTERMATIONAL 47 G001 12421782 PERMIT TESUED 127067862 MRD
TDJUSLAT ..“-“:’p...w“x.l,fiw‘t'.é\_.PL%’.!«'.OO,D_...M_____,_.__.’.\Q_____-"022_12:F3:’_6?._PEN%ILEE-SUED _izsovsa2 wOn_
DOUGLAS :Lﬂ. KMaeR S MTH VIEW FUN 10 0124 09729482 PEAMIT ISSUED T2415782 MEW
 LINN THN COUNTY GENL SZPV 22 150 GR/167/52 PERMIT ISSUED 12£15/782 ExT
HARTON ,’»aALLI.:‘:!G_S_.%‘4C__E_Gﬁa}z'EL_s_DJ_..ZA____5_?5_2__9_?’_!_30_/’__‘32 PERPMIT ISSUED __ 12/‘.‘&.5 SRZ_BMH_
FUORT.SCURCE ZTER KIEWIT SON'S (O 37 G0®3 0701737 PERMIT ISSUED 124915782 RHNW ¥ o~
: L TOTAL MUMBES QUICY L00K FErFOST_ _LINTES A o o o e
€
1 e
I - S o - S it e e R A e e e e et e e
I
£
| A
i
k
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Adr Quallity Division

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

December, 1982

{Reporting Unit)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

(Month and Year)

g  County 8 Name of Sourcs/Project # Date of % Action &
& #  /8ite and Type of Sawe ¥ Action # &
# # & & %
Andirect Jources

MAR.E (5/79)




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Wate ualit isi
{Reporting Unit)

December 1982

PLAN ACTTONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project
/8ite and Type of Same

& Date of

# Action
&

(Month and Year)

Action

e

%  County &
& #
& #
M CIPAL W,
Columbia

Union

Lane

Lane

Lane

Deschutes

Clatsop

Tillamook

MAR.3 (5/79)

RC 20

Riverwood Mobile Home Park

Septic Tank

Ridgewood Manor
Sanitary Sewers
Elgin

Metropolitan Wastewater
Management Commission
Contract C=10
Eugene/Springfield

Metropolitan Wastewater
Management Commissicn
Contract C=13
Eugene/Springfield

Metropolitan Wastewater
Management Commission
Contract EI-24
Eugene/Springfield

Terrebonne Estates
Subdivision
Sanitary Sewers

Gearhart Clubhouse
Condominiums
Sanitary Sewers
Gearhart

Kiwanda Shores Development

Sanitary Sewers
Pacific City

WLz2220

12/7/82

12/8/82

12/10/82

12/10/82

12/10/82

12/20/82

12/20/82

12/22/82

Comments to
Engireer

P.A.

P.A.

P.A.

P. A,

Comments to
Engineer

P.4.

P.A.



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPCRT

ate ualit ivis
( Reporting Unit)

£  County
&

#

#
#
&

December 1982

PLAN ACTIONS COMPLETED

Name of Source/Project
/Site and Type of Same

(

26

¢ Date of #

#
#

Action

#
&

Month and Year)

Action

L]

- MUNICIPAL WASTE SOURCES - Continued

Coos

Clackamas

Jackson

Columbia

Tillamook

Tillamook

Douglas

Jackson

MAR.3 (5/79)

Sewer District "KY
Sanitary Sewers
Myrtle Point

W.D. 8538 Glenmorrie Road
Sanitary Sewer Extension
Lake Oswego

Alder Creek - Phasze 1
Sanitary Sewers
Medforad

Orchard Ave.
Sewer Extension
Clatskanie

Lateral 1.2-1
South *C' St.
Sewer Extension
Rockaway

Etension Lateral M=S
Madrona Street
NTCSA

Club St.=Esther 3t.
Extension
North Umpgua S.D.

Strawberry Lane
Sewer Extension = Ashland

WL2220

12/22/82

t2/22/82

12/22/82

12/22/82

12/23/82

12/23/82

12723782

12/23/82

It

FP.A.

P. A,

P.A.

F.A,

P.A.

P‘ A‘

P.A.



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRCNMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Hate uali ivigi
{Reporting Unit)

December 1982

{Month and Year)

P ACT COMPLET 26

®  County ¥ Name of Source/Project % Date of *® Action &
# ¥ /Site and Type of Ssme ¥ fction # %
¥ H ) # #
MUNTCTPAL WASTE SOURCES - Continued
Jackson Granite St. Scenic Drive 12/23/82 P.A.

Sewerage System Extension

Ashland
Cooa 0ld Town Reconstruction 12/23/82 P.A,

Phase I - Bandon
Klamath Altamont Ranch Tracts 12/23/82 P.A.

Sewage System Extenaion

SS8D
Mul tnomah Burngide Corridor Sewers 12/28/82 P.A.

Sanitary Sewers

Gresham

P.A. = Provisional Approval

MAR.3 (5/79) WL2220



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

—Hater Quality Division ——December 1982
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)
N _ACTIO co ET 26
8 County # Name of Source/Project ¥ Date of # Letion #
& & /Site and Type of Same % Action # &
% # ' # # &
S Al, WAST RCE 6
Douglas International Paper Co. 12/6/82 Approved

Gardiner, Sewer System
Modification/Internal Spill
Control System

Columbia Bergsoe Metal Corp. 12/7/82 Withdrawn
Pretreatment System
System and Monitoring
Equipment, St. Helens

Columbia C. H. Loos, Manure 12/7/82 Approved
Control System
Seappoose

Mul tnomah Vetsch Dairy 12/7/82 Approved

Manure Control Syatenm

Tillamook Shirhar Farm Inc. 12/9/82 Approved
Tiilamook, Manure
Control System

Tillamook Wayne Barker Dairy 12/14/82  Approved

Tillamook, Manure
Control System

MAR.R (5/79) WL2219



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REFORT

Hater Quality Division December, 1982
(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

Permit Actions Permit Actions Permit Sources Sources
Received Completed Actions Under Reqr'ig
*w.}é*.“ g“:)éa= — /g%. ..éfl;ég;m.- L Jiﬁé '"“”g'“ﬁggﬁ
Municipal
New 0 /0 0 /9 0 /1 i /14 0 /8
Existing 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0
Renewals 6 /0 b3 /7 1 /2 6 /7 57 /6
Modifications 0o /1 1 M1 0 /0 1 /0 0 /1
Total 6 /1 by /17 1T /3 18 /21 57 /15 239/121 239/129
dustrial
New 0 /1 3 /6 0 /1 b /1 1 /6
Fxisting 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /1
Renewals T /5 22 /21 1 /2 g9 /13 51 /21
Modifications 1 /0 3 /0 0 /0 3 /0 2 /0
Total 8 /6 28 /27 1 /3 16 /14 54 /28 380/186 381/193

/0

/0 0 /0

New 0 0 i /0 1 /0
Existing 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0
Renewal s 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 o /0
Modifications 0 /0 0 /0 o /0 0 /0 0 /0
Total ¢ /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 0 /0 59 /15 60 /15
GRA TALS 1 /7 T2 /k4 2 /6 35 /35 112743 678/322 680/337

# NPDES Permits
#% State Permits
12 General Permits Issued (6 Heat Pumps, 3 New, 3 Transferred)

MAR.5W (8/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Water Quality Division December, 1982 . .
(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

# County # Name of Bource/Project % Date of # Letion &

& & /Site and Type of Same ¥ fotion # &

& # % % #
PDES (2)

Marion Castle & Cooke, Inc. 12=17-82 Permit Renewed
Mushroom Div. ~ Salem

Douglas Glendale, STP 12=17-82  Permit Renewed

MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL SOURCES = STATE PERMITS  (6)

Umatilla Douglas I. Brown 12=13=82 Permit Issued
(Doug's Septic Service)
Milton-Freewater

Clackamas East County Aggregates, Inc. 12-13-82 Permit Iasued
Clackamas Co. = Eagle Creek

Marion Nerthwest Organic Product 12-=13-82 Permit Renewed
Aurora :

Lane West Coast Truok Lines 12-13-82 Permit Renewed
STP

Klamath Bly Sanitary District 12=-17=82 Permit Renewed
STP

Pollk Norman Wiensg 12=17=82 Permit Renewed

Slaughterhouse - Monmouth

MAR.6 (5/79) WG1800 Page 1
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

1 a0

Vater Quality Division December, 1982 . .
{Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

& County & Name of Source/Project % Date of ¢ Action #

& & /Site and Type of Seme % fction & #

] & % & &

(12)
(10)

Marion Don Miller 12=-2=82 General Permit Issued
Salem {Heat Pump)

Benton Martin Thompson 12=2=82 General Permit Issued
Corvallis (Heat Pump)

Benton Mr, & Mrs. Jeff Miller 12=2-82 General Permit Issued
Corvallis (Heat Pump)

Benton Lowell McDaniel 12=6=82 CGeneral Permit Issued
Corvallis (Heat Pump)

Benton Haﬁlan Conkey 12=6-82 General Permif Issued
Monmouth {Heat Pump)

Eenton Leonard Atkinson 12-6-82 General Permit Issued
Corvallis (Heat Punmp)

Columbia Bergsoe Metal Corp. 12-9-82 General Permit Issued

St. Helens

Hood River Duckwall~Pooley Fruit Co. 12«10-82 General Permit Issued
Odell (Van Horn Cold Storage)

Lane Monsanto Company 12=17=82 Transferred to
Eugene General Permit

Mul tnomah Georgia-Pacific Corp. 12=27=82 Transferred to
(Iinnton) - Portland General Permit

Production, Permit 0300-J, F: 32560 (2)

Linceln Lee Webb 12=3=-82 General Permit Issued
Siletz

Jefferson Warn Springs 12=30--82 Transferred to
Fish Hatchery General Permit

MAR.6 (5/79) WG1800 Page 2
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTELY ACTIVITY REPCRT

Solid Waste Division December 1982 _
(Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

SUMMARY OF SOLID AND HAZARDOUS WASTE PERMIT ACTTONS

Permit Permit
Actions Actions Permit Sites Sites
Received Completed Actions Under Reqrig

Month FY Month FY Pending Permits Permits

General Refuse
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

g
N
g
LA
B

12 = 18

N E N
-3
B
-3

LS T T G I |

21 0 28 176 176

Demolition
New ' -

Existing -
Renewals -
Moaifications 1
Total 1

I - |
Ui —= ] -a
f

0 21 21

Industrial
New

Existing
Renewals
Modifications
Total

w iR o=
—
[en]
N o= ==
B A I

105 105

Sludge Disposal
New

Existing -
Renewals

Modificationsa
Total 5

o

- 1

WRN O,
-

SR TUN TR
'

5 12 12

Hazardous Waste

New 43 375 43 375 -
Authorizations - . - - -
Renewais - - - - -
Modifications - - - -
Total 43 375 43 375 - - -

GRAND TOTALS 54 423 47 h29 21 314 314

SC820.4
MAR.5S (4/79)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Solid Waste Division _ December 1982
{Reporting Unit) {(Month and Year)

PERMIT ACTIONS COMPLETED

% County # Name of Source/Project # Date of ¥ Action &

® # /Site and Type of Same # Action & ¥

# # ) # #

Marion Claude Brinegar 12/8/82 Letter authorization
Existing ind. waste site renewed

Linn Hank's Concrete Products 12/15/82 Letter authorization
Existing sludge site amended

Tillamook Pubklishers Paper 12/23/82 Letter authorization
New landfill issued

Mul Lnomah H. G. LaVelle 12/29/82 Permit amended

Existing landfill

SC820.D
MAR.6 (5/79)
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

So0lid Waste Division December 1082

(Reporting Unit) {Month and Year)

HAZARDOUS WASTE DISPOSAL REQUESTS

CHEM=SECURITY SYSTEMS, TNC.. GILLTAM CO.

WASTE DESCRIPTION

8 ) % # Quantity

# Date ® Type # Source ¥  Present %  Future

# % & 8 #

TOTAL DISPOSAL REQUESTS GRANTED (43)

OREGON (9)

12/9 Spent ethanel, naphtha Ink manuf. 0 600 gal.
and IPA scolvent

12716 Mixed lab chemicals Chemical co. 30 drums t]

12716 Aluminum nitrate Chemical co. 2200 1b. 0

12/28 Latex paint sludge Metal finish. O 10 drums

12/28  Paint thinner Metal finish. O 10 drums

12/30 Paint sludge Fabrication 0 10 drums

12730 Trichloroethylene Electrn. shop 20 drums 0
tank sludge

12/30 Enamel paint sludge Auto body shop 0 150 gal.

12/30 Trim=scl machine Machine shop 480 gal. 1800 gal.
coolant

WASHINGTON {23)

12/9 Polyoxyalkylene Electrn. co. 12 drums 24 drums
glycol tinning oil

12/9 Spent solvents Ink manuf. 0 2000 gal.

12/9 PCB=contam. fluid Fed, facility O 8 drums

3C820.E

MAR.15 (1/82)
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8 # Quantity ®
# Date ® Type % Source Present Future &
# # #
1279 PCB=contam. rags, Fed. facility 0 i drums
tools, etc.
12/9 PCB liquid Fed. facility O 2 drums
12/9 Thermal batteries Fed. facility O 2 drums
1279 Spent trichloroethane Fed. facility 0 2 drums
12/9 Methylene-o~chlorcani- Fed. facility 0 100 drums
lene~contan, solids
12/9 Lithivm batteries Fed. facility O 12 drums
1279 Spent Freon solvent Fed. facility © 8 drums
12/9 Lead-contam. water Site cleanup 0 60 drums
12715  PCB transformers Chemical co. 24 drums 0
12/1%  PCB-contam. solids Chemical co. 10 drums 0
12/28  PCB-contam. material Wood product O 1 drums
12/28 PCB liquid 0il refinery O 10 drums
12/28 PCBecontam. liquid 0il refinery O 100 drums
12/28  PCB transformers 0il refinery 0 5 units
12/28  PCB-contam. transfrar. O0il refinery 0 5 units
12/28 PCB capacitors 0il refinery O 5 drums
12/28 Gasoline tank bottoms 0il co. 0 31 drums
12/28 Diphenylmethane Electrn. co. 165 gal., 0
diisocyanate
12/28 Trachlorofluoromethane Electrn. co, 165 gal. 0
12/30 PCB-contam. fluid Chemlcal co. 0 10 drums
OTHER STATES (11)
12715 Urea«formaldehyde- Chemical co. T2 drums T2 drums
contaminated spill (AK)
cleanup debris
3C820.E

MAR.15 (1/82)

16
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& # ® Quantity
# Date ® Type # Source #  Present Future
% # # #
12715 Silicon tetrafluoride- Zirconium 0 36 drums
contaminated charcoal manuf. (UT)
i2/15 Magnesium chloride Zirconium 0 100 drums
salts manuf. (UT)
12716 Sogium persulfate sln., Research facl. 2200 gal. 0 drums
(ID)
12/16  Mixed ignitable Research facl. 2200 gal. 40 drums
solvents (ID)
12/16  KCrOy-contam. water Research facl. 10,000 gal. 200 drums
(ID)
12716 Mixed photographic Research facl. 500 gal. 500 gal.
chemicals (ID)
12716 AgNOgp-contam. water Research facl. 600 gal. 600 gal.
(ID)
12716 HgNO3—contam. water Research facl. 500 gal. 250 gal.
(ID)
12/28  Solidified machine Polyurethane 0 40,000 1b.
flush with methylene plpe coating
chloride/Freon II (LK)
12730 PCB equipment Fed. agency 6 units 2h0 gal.
(MT)
3C820.E
MAR.15 (1/82)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MONTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control ‘Progran

December, 1982

(Reporting Unit)

SUMMARY OF NCOISE CONTROL ACTIONS

New Actions Final Actions

Initiated Completed
Source
Category Yo o EY o Y
Industrial/
Commercial 4 40 1 43
Alrports 6

18

(Month and Yeaar)

Actions
Pending
Mo Last Mo

101 28




CEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

MOWTHLY ACTIVITY REPORT

Noise Control Program : December, 1982

{(Reporting Unit) (Month and Year)

FINAL NCISE CONTROL ACTIONS COMPLETED

County * Name of Source and Location * Date * Action

Multnomah Minute Mart Food Store, Portlandg 12-82 In Compliance

19



CIVIL PENALTY ASSESSMENTS

1982

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

CIVIL PENALTIES ASSESSED DURING MONTH OF December, 1982:

Name and Location

of Violation

Stayton Canning Co.
Brooks, Oregon

Gerald Marca
Coquille, Cregon

Glenn Althauser
Boring, Oregon

Allan Hose
Mill City; Oregon

Sessler, Inc.
White City, Oregon

GB1708

Caze Ro. & Type
of Viglation

WO-WVR-82-113
Discharged waste
water to public
waters in violation
of waste discharge
permit.

SS5<SWR-82=101
Use of an unap-
proved on-site
sewage systen.

SH=NWR-82=~111
Maintaining an
unauthorized solid
waste disposal
site.

AQOB-WYR-82-120
Open burned demo-
lition waste.

AQOB-SWR-82-122

Cpen burned pro-
hibited materials.

20

Date Issued

12--28-82

12-28-82

12-28-82

12-28~82

12-28-82

Amount

$1,000

$500

$350

$350

$250

Status

Paid 1-10-83

Request for

hearing and

answer filed
1=10-83.

Request for
hearing and
answer filed
1-31=83.

Trying to get
service.

Respondent
requested
additional time
to respond to
the notice.



LAST
ACTIONS MONTH

Preliminary Issues
Discovery

Settlement Action
Hearing to be scheduled
Hearing scheduled

HO's Decision Due

PRESENT

Briefing
Inactive

SUBTOTAL of cases before hearings officer.

HO's Decision Qut/Option for EQC Appeal
Appealed to EQC

EQC Appeal Complete/Option for Court Review
Court Review Option Pending or Taken

Case Closed

TOTAL Cases

15-AQ0-NWR-81-178

= O NN O W
e o W0 o

l_l
CoomiH |
!
cCorwrF |

[ye)
18]
]
[v))

15th Hearing Section case in 1981 invelwving Air
Quality Division violation in Northwest Region
jurisdiction in 1981; 178th enforcement action in
Northwest Region in 1981.

ACDP Air Contaminant Discharge Permit

AGl Attorney General 1

AQ Air Quality

AQOB Air Quality, Open Burning

CR Central Region

- DEC Date Date of either a proposed decision of hearings

officer or a decision by Commission

$ Civil Penalty Amount

ER BEastern Region

FB Field Burning

RLH Robb Haskins, Assistant Attorney General

Hrngs Hearings Section

Hrng Rfrl Date when Enforcement Section requests Hearing
Section schedule a hearing

VBAK Van Kollias, Enforcement Section

LMS Larry Schurr, Enforcement Section

MWR Midwest Region (now WVR)

NP Neise Polliution

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
wastewater discharge permit.

NWR Northwest Region

FWO Frank Ostrander, Assistant Attorney General

0ss - On-Site Sewage

P Litigation over permit or its conditions

Prtys All parties involved

Rem Order Remedial Action Order

Resp Code Source of next expected activity in case

swW Solid Waste Division

SWR Scuthwest Region

T Litigation over tax credit matter

Transcr Transcript being made of case

Underlining New statug or new case since last month's contested
case log

WVR Willamette Valley Region

WQ Water Quality Division

CONTES.B (2)




Dacember 1982

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Heng Hrng DEQ Heng Resp Case Case
Name Rgst Rfrel ALty Date Code T™pe & No. Status
POWELL, Ronald 11/77 11/77 RLH 01/23/80 Prtys $19,000 Fld Brp Stipulated settlement
12-aQ-MWR-77-241 proposal to be drafted
Eor presentation ko
EQC,
WAH CHANG 04,/78 04/78 RLE Prtys LE-P-WR-WVR-T78-2843-J Current permit in
NPDES Permit force., Hearing
Modifjcation deferred.
WAH CHANG 04,78 04/78 RLH Prtys 08-P~HQ-WYR-78-2012-J Curtent permit in
NPDES Permit force, Hearing
Modification deferred,
M/V TOYOTE MARU 12/10/79 12/12/79 RLH Hrgs 17-WQO~NWR~79-127 Ruling due on requests
¥o. 10 01l Spill Civil Penalty for partial summary
of $5,000 judgment.
HAYWORTH, John 9, 12/02/80 12/08/80 LMS c4/28/81 Resp 313-AQ-WVR-B0-187 Resp, appealed hearings
dba/HERYWORTE FARMS Field burning civil officer's order, Brief
INC. penalty of $4,660 & eXceptions due 1/12/83,
PULLEN, Arthur W. 07/15/81 07/15/81 RLE Prtys L6-WQ=CR-81-60 Dept, does not wish to
dba/Foley Lakes actively pursue further
Mobile Home Park enforcement action pend-
ing expected progress in
establishing a community
sawage facility.
FRANK, Victor 08/23/81 09/23/81 LS 06/08,/82 Hrgs 19-AQ0-FB-B1-05 Decision due
FB civil penalty
of $1,000
GRTES, Clifford 10/06/81 MS Hrgs 21-85-SWR-81-90 To be scheduled.
SPERLING, Wendell 11/25/81 11/25/81 LMS 02/01/83 Prtys 23-AQ=-FBE-81-15 Hearing date subject to
dba/gperling Farms FB Civil Penalty confirmation.
of $3,000
NOFZIGER, Lec 12/15/81 01/06/82 LMS 06/29/82 Hrgs 26-AQ-FB~B81~-18 Decision due.
FB Civil Penalty
of $1,5C0.
OLD MILL MARINA 03/04/82 LMS 0L/06/83 Prtys 27-AQ0B-NWR-B82-01 Decision due,
open Burning Civil
Penalty
PULLEN, Arthur 03/16/82 RLH Prtys 28-WQ-CR-82~16 See companion case above.
BOWERS EXCAVATING 05/20/82 LMS Hrgs 38-SW-CR-82-34 To be scheduled.
& FENCING, INC.
ADAMS, Gailen VBK 08/25/82 Resp 31-55-WWR-82-51 To be reviewed by EQC
at April, '83 meeting.
OLINGER, Bill 09/10/82 09/13/82 RIH Preys 33-WO-NWR~B82-73 Discovery.
INC.
TCEDTEMEIER, 08/:0/82 09/13/82 LMS Hrgs 34-AQOB-WVR—82—65 To be scheduled.
Norman :
SYLER, Richard E. 09/20/82 08/28/82 VAR Hrgs 35-AQOB-WVR-82-746 To be scheduled.
OB c¢ivil penalty
of §100,
TOGSTON, Howard 09/23/82 Q9/28/82 LMS Hegs I6-AQ-ER-B2=T7%2 To be scheduled.
AQ civil penalty
of $2,000.
FRIENDS OF THE 05/14/82 09/21/82 10/15/82 37-MWR-82 Final order issued
EARTH/OREGON Petition to Amend 1/7/83,
OAR 340-14-~025(5)
FIREBALL 09/27/82 Resp 38-58-5WR-B2-B5 Preliminary Issues
CONSTRUCTION CORP,
& Glenn Dorsey
MOORE, Dale 12/06/82  12/68/8B2 01/14/82 40~35-NWR~82 To be before EQC at
Appeal of variance 1/14/83 meeting.
denial
TIPPET, James 12/02/82 12/06/82 M8 Prtys 39-AQ-FR-82-AG1 Preliminary Issues
Ag. Burning civil
penalty of $50
GIANELLA, Vermont 12/17/82 41-~AQ-FB-82-08 Preliminary Tssues

2e




December 1982

DEQ/EQC Contested Case Log

Pet/Resp Hrng Brng DEQ Hrng Resp Case Case
Hame Rgst - Rfzrl Atty Date Code Type & Wo. Status
ROPP, Jess E. 12/20/82 12/28/82  yAX . 42-A0-FB-82-04 Preliminary Issues

dba/Ropp Seed &
Manufacturing Co.

SCHLEGEL, 12/306/82 01/03/83 vaK 43-A0-FB=82-05 Preliminary Issues
George E.

EAMON, Jay 01,/03/83 44=AOFB~82-07 Preliminary Issues
dba/Faxon Farms FB Civil Penalty

of $1,000




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

DEQ-46

VICTOR aTiven 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Director

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. C, February 25, 1983, EQC Meeting

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS

Director's Recommendation

It is recommended the Commission take the following actions:

1. Approve tax relief applications:

Appl.

No. Applicant Facility

T-1568 International Telephone Electroplating wagtewater
and Telegraph Corp. pretreatment system

T-1575 Publishers Paper Co. Reconstruction of scrubber

_ and collection sump
T-1582 Tektronix, Inc. Heavy metal pretreatment
system

T-1583 Tektronix, Inc. Heavy metal removal system

T-1585 Cascade Construction Co. Agphalt grinder

T-1597 International Paper Co. 0il and bark removal system

2. Deny Application T-1572, Linnteon Plywood Association, under solid
waste and approve it under air quality (see review report).

3. Deny Application T-1578, Georgia~Pacific Corporation, under solid
waste with permission for applicant to reapply under water quality

(see review report). q .
ﬁ; i L § ra

i

'''''

(i
WilliamiH. Young

CASplettstaszer
229-6484

2/3/83
Attachments




Agenda Item C
February 25, 1983, EQC Meeting
Page 2

PROPCSED FEBRUARY 1983 TOTALS

Alr Quality g 355,941
Water Quality 11,110,959
Sclid/Hazardous Waste 96,474
Noise . -0-
$11,563,374

CALENDAR YEAR 1983 TOTALS

Air Quality $ 1,240,853
Water Quality 490,310
Solid/Hazardous Waste 1,233,052
Noise -0~

3 2,964,215




Application No. T=1568

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

2.

A icant

International Telephone & Telegraph Corporation

Phillips Drill Division - Construction Fastening Operation
5209 S.E. International Way :

Milwaukie, OR §7222

The applicant owns and operates a manufacturing facility which
produces heal treated, zine coated metal fasteners at Milwaukie.

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

Description of Claimed Facjility

The facility described in this application is an electroplating waste
water pre-treatment system consisting of tanks, mixers, pumps,
electrical control instrumentation, a clarifier, sludge press, and
sampling equipment.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made June 2%,
1981, and approved July 17, 1981. Construection was initiated on the
claimed facility August, 1981, completed December, 1981, and the
facility was placed into operation January 4, 1982.

Facility Cost: $154,806.79 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
aluation of ication

Prior to installaftion of the c¢laimed facility, the electroplating
waste waters were discharged to a neighboring industrial treatment
systen under contract. The applicant was informed the coniract would
expire on February 28, 1982 and it would not be renewed. Therefore,
the applicant developed plans to treat their own wastes onesite and
discharge the treated effluent to Clackamas County's Service Disztrict
No. 1 sewerage system. The pew system removes chromium and zine from
the waste waters below levels required by Clackamas County. The metal
sludges produced in the system are hauled to a DEQ approved disposal
site. The system functions as designed and has resulted in no return
on investment.



Application No, T-1568
Page 2

4, Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

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

d¢. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of" ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 80 percent or more.

5. Director's Recommendaftion

Baged upon the findings in the Suvmmation, it is recommended that a
Pollutlon Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $154,806.79
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1568.

CKi:g
(503) 229-5325
WG1T15



Application No. T-1575

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Appiicant

Publishers Paper Company
4000 Kruse Way Place
Lake QOswego, Cregon 97034

The applicant owns and cperates a pulp and paper manufacturing facility on
Wynooski Street, Newberg, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for an air poellution control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application amounts to reconstruction of the
cooling venturi~type gas scrubber and collection sump with corrosion resis-
tant tile liner, loops and associated piping which are elements of the
overall 802 absorption system for the existing sulfite recovery furnace.

Requegt for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on March 1, 1982,
and approved on March 30, 1982.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on July 3, 1982, completed
on July 10, 1982, and the facility was placed into operation on July 10, 1982,

Pacility Cost: $355,941 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The facility claimed in this application is a significant element of the over-
all sulfur recovery system at Publishers Paper Company's sulfite process pulp ;
mill. It functicns as both process eguipment and pollution control equipment. L

Reconstruction of the original wventuri and related equipment was necessary to
maintain compliance with permit emission limits due to extensive structural
and operational deterioration. The claimed equipment is capable of adequately
controlling 80, and particulate emigsions. The overall absorption efficiency
fox S0, is 95 plus percent.

The applicant indicated that the claimed facility contributes to the formation
of magnesium bi-sulfite (weak solution}.. Although not saleable, this material
is used by the applicant in the pulp production process to reduce sulfur make-
up. Annual value of recovered material, operating expenses, and net annual
profit (before taxes) are estimated to be $323,000, 369,000, and.$254,000,
respectively.

In accordance with procedures set forth in the DEQ Tax Credit Guidance Handbook,
these figures yield an internal rate of return greater than 50 percent. There-
fore, the portion of the claimed facility cost that ig properly allocable to
pollution control is less than 20 percent.




Application No. T-1575
Page 2 |

The original facility (S0, adsorption unit) and the recovery furnace was

previously certified for %ax credit purposes on August 13, 1971. (Certificate .
Ne. 181.) This cerxtificate has expired, i.e., all of the tax credits have i
been used. Therefore, there is no need to modify Certificate No. 181. |

The application was received on November 8, 1982, additional information was
received on November 18, 1982, and the application was congidered complets on
November 18, 1982.

4. Summation

a. PFacility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of ORS
468.175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

c. PFacility ig designed for and is being operated to a substantial®extent
for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing air pollution.

d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes of ORS
Chapter 468, and the rules adopted under that chapter.

e@. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to pollution
control is less than 20 percent.

5. Director's Recommendation

Rased upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a Pollution
Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $355,941 with .less than 20
percent allocated to pollution contrxol, be issued for the facility claimed in
Tax Credit Application No. T-1575.

FPASkirvin:ahe
(503) 229-6414
December 29, 1982

)
|



Application No. T=1582

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REFORT

1'

2.

Applicant

Tektronix,; Inec.
P. 0. Box 500
Beaverton, OR 9TO0TT

The applicant owns and operates a circuit board manufacturing facility
at Forest Grove,

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is a heavy metal
pretreatment system consisting of storage tanks, pumps, piping, manual
and motor control valves, mixers, ion exchange columns and filters, a
plate clarifier, a sand filter, electrical eguipment, computer, and
instrumentation control panels.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made

March 24, 1982, and approved May 25, 1982. Construetion was initiated
on the claimed facility April 5, 1982, completed December 1, 1982, and
the facility was placed into operation December 1, 1982.

Facility Cost: $2,286,790 (Accountant's Certification was provided).
Ev tion of Application

This facility was installed at the new Tektronix Forest Grove plant to
comply with the pretreatment requirements of the Unified Sewerage
Agency. The system relies on separate sewers to allow for individual
treatment of each pollutant. Chromium wastes are removed from the
water Cthrough reduction and precipitation. Fluoride concentrate is
treated with lime while the fluoride rinse passes through cation



Application MNo. T=1582
Page 2

exchange columns. Cyanide rinses are also passed through ion exchange
columns. The entire system is controlled by a programmable computer
system. To minimize upsets, surge Lanks have been provided on each
sewer. Alarms have also been installed on pump mobors, valves and
tanks. The system easily complies with the pretreament requirements.
There is no return on investment from this facility. Solids removed
from the treatment facility are disposed of at a local landfill.

k., Summation

a. Facility was constructed ip accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

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

d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter U68 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

e. The porticn of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 80 percent or more.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $2,286,790
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T=1582.

CKA:g
WG1988

(503) 229-5325
January 26, 1983




Application No. T=1583

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

Applicant

Tektronix, Ine.

P. 0. Box 500
Beaverton, OR 97077

The applicant owns and operates an electronic equipment manufacturing
facility at Beaverton.

Application was made for tax credit for a water poliution control
facility.

Desgceription of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this gpplication is a heavy metal removal
system consisting of storage tanks, pumps, piping, manual and motor
control valves, mixers, ion excheange columns, two plate clarifiers and
two sand filters, Also included is a building which houses the
wastewater control analytical laboratory, a control area for a Foxboro
Computer, electrical instrumentation control panels, an oil/water
separation system, two belt filter presses, a2 soniec sludge dryer and
so0lids handling equipment.

Reguest for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made
November 18, 1980, and approved June 7, 1982. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility December 1, 1980, completed
December 1, 1982, and the facility was placed into operation
December 1, 1082,

Facility Cost: $8,524,661 (Accountant's Certification was provided).



Application No. T-=-1%83
Page 2

3. ZEvaluation of Application j

The claimed facility is a modification of the existing treatment
system at the Beaverton complex. The new system provides a nuch
higher degree of removal of chromium, fluoride, copper, and cyanide.
The facility is highly automated and has reduced Lreatment plant
upsets through the control of hydraulic surges. The entire
pretreatment system is controlled by a computer which automatically
feeds control chemicals and warns operators of upset conditions. The
system currently discharges treated effluent to the Unified Sewerage
Bgency's sewerage system. Waste dryer solids are hauled to the
hazardous waste disposal site at Arlington. There has been no return
on investment from this project.

b, Summation

a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

¢. FPFacility 1is desighed for and is being operated to a substantial
extent for the purpose of preventing, controlling, or reducing
water pollution.

d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

e. The portion of the faecility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 80 percent or more.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, 1t is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $8,524,661
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-1583.

CKA:g

WG1G87

(503) 229-5325
January 26, 1983



Lpplication No, T-1585

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REFORT

1a

2&

Applicant

Cascade Construction Company, Inc.
P.O. Box U267
Portland, OR 07208

The applicant owns and operates an asphalt plant at Portland.

Application was made for tax credit for a solid waste, pollution
cohtrol facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application grinds used asphalt chunks
to a size consistent with road construction specifications for
inclusion in new asphalt mix.

Major items include:

Used Crusher $52,650,00
Used Pioneer Jaw 18,208.52
Installation 17,733.54
Miscellaneous

_71.882.58
Total 96,474 .64

Reguest for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
January 7, 1982, and approved on February 9, 1982.

Conatruction was initiated on the claimed facility in March, 1982,
completed in June, 1982, and the facility was placed into operation in
April, 1982.

Facility Cost: $96,474.64 (Accountantis Certification was provided).
Evaluation of licatio

Since the facility has been placed in operation, 28,430 tons of
asphalt has been diverted from landfilling and incorporated into
usable asphaltic pavement., Also 1475 tons (354,000 gallons) of
liquid asphalt has been reclaimed. The facility is the only known
plant in Oregon processing used asphalt pavement in a hot mix
operation.

Value of the reclaimed material is $369,600 annually.



Application No. T-1585

Page 2

4. Summation

8.

b.

Ce.

Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.

As required by ORS 468.165, the facility was under constructiocn
on or after Jamwary 1, 1973, and

(1) The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be so0lid waste, by mechaniecal
process; through the production, processing, or use of
materials for their heat content or other forms of energy or
materials which have useful chemical or physical properties;

{2) The end product of the utilization is a usable source of
power or other item of real economie value;

(3) The end product of the utilization, other than a usable
source of power, is competitive with an end product preduced
in another state; and

(4) The Oregon law regulating =solid waste imposes standards at
least substantially equivalent to the federal law.

In addition, the Commission finds that the facility will provide
a new or different solution to a solid waste problem than has
been previously used, or the facility is a significant
modification and improvement of similar existing facilities:

The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter 459, and the rules adopted under that chapter.

The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pellution control is 100 percent.

K. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the cost of $96,47L4.6%4
with 500 percent allocated to pollution control, be issued for the
facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No., T=1585.

R. L. Brown:b
(503) 229-5157

1/24/83
SB1758



Application No. T=1597

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

2.

3.

Applicant

International Paper Company
Wood Products & Resources Group
P. 0. Box 43 :
Cardiner, OR Q7441

The applicant owns and operates a lumber mill at Gardiner.

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

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application is an oll and bark removal
system consisting of three concrete in-ground oil/water separators.
Two of the separators have circulating tube o¢il removal mechanisms
while the third has a floating skimmer. Bar screens have also been
provided on each separator for the removal of bark.

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Creditf was made
January 27, 1981, and approved April 7, 1981. Construction was
initiated on the claimed facility February 1981, completed December
1681, and the facility was placed into operation September 1482.

Facility Cost: $134,702.08 (Accountant's Certification was provided).

Evaluation of Application

The applicant recently completed an enlargement and modernization of
its sawmill., The site was regraded for drainage to common points to
allow for collection and removal of contaminants. The three oil/water
separators have been located where the potentisl exists for the
release of oil or flcating debris. Bar screens remove bark and wood
debris while skimmers remove floating oil. The collected materials
are stored in barrels and are periodically blended with the hogged
fuel and burned in the boiler to generate steamn.

The return of investment from this facility is insignificant.
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4., Summation
a. Facility was constructed in accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.

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

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

d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter 468 and the rules adopted under that chapter.

e. The portion of the facility cost that is properly allocable to
pollution control is 80 percent or more.

5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that a
Pollution Control Faeility Certificate bearing the cost of $134,702.08
with 80 percent or more allocated to pollution control, be issued for
the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T=1597.

CEA: g %
(503) 229-5325 :
January 24, 1983

WG1970




Application No. T=1572

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

2.

3.

Applicant

Linnton Plywood Association
10504 N.W. St. Helens Road
Portland, OR 97231

The applicant owns and operates a plywood manufacturing plant at
Portland.

Application was made for tax credit for a solid waste pollution
control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of:

Georgia Pacific scrubber and burner $850,317.91
Engineering 29,212.80
Foundation, plumbing, electrical,

ductwork & misc. 204,679.77

$1,084,210.48

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
May 22, 1981, and approved on May 29, 1981.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility on July 25, 1981,
completed in March 1982, and the facility was placed into operation in
September 1982.

Facility Cost: $1,084,210.48 (Accountant’s Certification was
provided).

Evaluation of Application

The completed facility replaces an existing smaller facility and
increases consumption of solid waste. Consumption has increased from
30 units/day to 148 units/day. Of the 18 additional units consumed,
approximately 6 units is from waste previously disposed off-site

and the remainder is purchased from various local firms. Heat
generated from the facility replaces natural gas of 770,000
therms/year with an income of $374,000, The facility replaced had
previously received a tax credit under Application T-680. This
certificate should be revoked. However, a portion of the certificate
was for solid waste handling equipment which was 100% eligible at the
time of initial certification and is still eligible for the remaining
life of that certificate ($221,529). A new certificate for that
amount should be the remaining eligible life,
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To qualify as a solid waste tax credit, the facility would have to |
meet one of the conditions under ORS 468.170(9)(b). The facility
clearly does not meet (A) or (C).

There are two interpretations of Condition (B) which states:

W(R} That the facility will provide a new or different solution
to a solid waste, hazardous waste or used oll problem than has
been previously used, or the facility is a significant
modifiication and improvement of similar existing facilities; or?®

The first interpretation is that when discussing a significant
modification t¢ similar facilities, the statute is talking of the 'new
or different solution" listed at the first part of (B). This is the
position taken by staff.

A broader second interpretation would be any facility which

significantly modifies and improves a similar facility would be
eligible. Under the first category, this facility would not be
eligible for =olid waste tax credit, under the second, it would.

The policy adopted by the EQC effective December 31, 1980 states:

"o, Wood waste, with few exceptions is no longer considered to be a
severe scolid waste problem ., . ." (Attached Agenda Item @, November 21,
1980 EQC meeting). It is the further opinion of the staff that the
legislature intended to scale back tax credits by the language of ORS
468.170(9)(b). The broader interpretation of eligibility appears to
leave wide open the replacement or expansion of existing facilities.

The preliminary certification was granted in air quality and the :
facility is clearly eligible as follows: The medification to the f
source of heat for the two veneer dryers and the addition of a Georgia- '
Pacific emission eliminator system (wet serubber) at Linnton Plywood

has resulted in visual compliance of dryer emissions. Compliance of

the dryers for mass particulate emissions has not yet been :
demonstrated by source test.

Linnton Plywocd submitted a cost analysis for that portion of the |
project which was considered to be entirely for veneer dryer air

pellution control. Because the company's accounting or contracted
costs were not in detail as to process or pollution control, the
conpany applied various calculations to individual segments of the
project in order to develep a total cost for air pollution contrel.
For example: costs for foundations were allocated according to the
volume and surface ares of concrete used for the air pollution
scrubber base and the heal cell/boiler base. Engineering services,
electrical, and miscellaneous were proportioned to the other pollution
control and process related costs of the new facilities.
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Project costs and indicated percent of the listed project segment
claimed for 2ir pollution control is as follows:

Amount Claimed % of
for AQC Tiem Cost
Emissicn eliminator {scrubber) $291,125 100
Foundation &,089 34
Water plumbing 5,968 50
Air ducts (dryer to heat cell &
scrubber) 105,231 56.7
Alr ducts (dryer #2 to dryer #1 '
return) 34,229 33
Electriecal 17 :527 45
Engineering Services 15,146 u5
Miscellaneous 7,07k b5
Power peole relccate at serubber 544l 100
$489,329

The methods of arriving at the air pollution related costs for the
individual project segments are believed by the Department to be
acceptable. Considering the certified costs of comparable veneer
dryer air pollution control systems installed by other companies, the
Department notes that the $489,329 claimed by Linnton Plvwood is
reasonable. For example, Cellecote scrubbers installed at two
Scuthwest Forest Industries plants on two dryers each were certified
at $555.066 and $430,577 respectively.

The primary purpose of the emission eliminator and asscciated
Tacilities was for air pollution control, and therefore 80% or more of
the costs are allcocable to pollution control.

There are two alternatives available to the EQC dependent on
interpretation of legislative intent of (B).

1. Deny the sclid waste tax credit and approve an air quality tax
credit.

2. Approve the sclid waste tax credit.

Ope of the two should be decided at this meeting as the applicant's
tax year ends March 31.

Summation

a. Facllity was constructed Iin accordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification.
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As required by ORS 468.165, the facility was under construction
on or after January 1, 1975, and

(1)

The substential purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would ctherwise be solid waste by burning:
through the production, processing, or use of materials for
their heat content or other forms of energy or materials
which have useful chemical or physical properties;

The end product of the utilization is a usable source of
power or other item of real economic value;

The Cregon law regulating solid waste imposes standards st
least substantially equivalent to the federal law,

There are two alternatives available in this tax credit:

(1)

(2)

Deny the solid waste tax credit and approve an air quality
tax credit and make the following finding:

The tax credit does not meet the intent of ORS
168.17C{9)(b)(B). The facility will provide a new or
different sclution to a asclid waste problem than has been
previcusly used, or the facility is a significant modification
and improvement of =similar existing facilities (Interpretation
preferred by staff),

Approve the solid waste tax credit and make the following
finding:

The facility will provide a new or different solution to a
solid waste problem than has been previcusly used, or the

facility is a significant modification and improvement of

gimilar ewisting facilities. '

The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purposes
of ORS Chapter 859, and the rules adepted under that chapter.

Dependent upon the alternatives chosen, the percent allocable will

be:

Lip Quality . greater than 80% of $489,329

sSolid Waste - 1008 of $1,084,210.48
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5. Director's Recommendation

Based upon the findings in the Summation, it is recommended that
Alternative 1 be chosen and a Pollution Control Facility Certificate
bearing the cost of $489,329 with greater than 80% allocated to
pollution control, be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Credit
Application No, T=1572. It is further recommended that the
certificate granted under Application No. 680 be cancelled and a new
certificate be issued for 100% of $221,529 (=olid waste portion of
Application No. 680) for the remaining life of that tax credit.

R. L. Brown:b
(503) 2295157
January 28, 1983
SB1648
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POST OFFICE BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE (503} 229-5698

MEMORANDIM

To:

Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: BAgenda Ttem No. Q, November 21, 1980, EQC Meeting

Informational. Report: 8Solid Waste Tax Credits

Background

December 31, 1980, is a significant date relative to the bDepartment®s
tax credit program for solid waste management facilities., ©On that
date legislation takes effect that apparently was intended to signifi-
cantly reduce the number and types of facilities being certified for
tax credit as so0lid waste pollution control facilities. (Note: the
Department is currently reviewing the legislative record to confirm
legislative intenk.)

In order to properly implement these new requirements, some policies
must be established relative teo the key words in the statute as
underlined helow. To that end, the staff has drafted a series of
statements describing the positions which the Department would prefer
to take when evaluating applications for solid waste tax credit after
December 31, 1980. The intent of this report is to advise vou of this
impending statute change and to present our draft policy statements
for your review and conslderation. The Department will be returning
next month to feormally seek Commission approval of this proposed
course of action,

Statute Summary

ORS 468.170(8) (b) states, in part, that a facility commenced after
December 31, 1980, and prior to December 31, 1983, shall only be
certified for tax credit if it meets one ox more of the following
conditions:

1.

The facility is necessary to assist in solving a severe

or unusual solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil

problem;

The facility will provide a new or different solution to a
solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem than has

been previously used, or the facility is a significant
medification and improvement of similar existing facilities; ox
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3. The Department has recommended the facility as the most
efficient or anvironmentally scund method of selid waste,
hazardous waste or used c¢il control.

Proposed Policy Statements

1. "Commenced" means the date construction started, rather than
the date the facility was placed into operation. Note that
facilities which have received Preliminary Certification
but have not begun construction will be affected. The
Department will repoxrt the exact number of those potentially
affected at the December meeting.

2. Wood waste, with a few exceptions, is no longer considered to

be a severe solid waste problem. Accordingly, facilities

ssociated with wood waste utilization {e.g., hog fuel boilers,
heat sources, hogs, chippers, particle board plants, log yard
paving and assorted heg fuel handling equipment} will normally
ne longer be certified. Also, the Department will not consider
any of the facilities described above to be a new or different
solution to a solid waste problem.

3. In determining if a facility provides the most efficient ox
environmentally sound method of producing energy or a salable §
product from solid waste, the Department shall consider the
facility's cost effectiveness. Those facilities which
reprasent the least gostly means of diverting material from
the solid waste stream shall be considered to be the most
efficient.

4. Waste cardbeard and newsprint no longer represent a severe
disposal preoblem. Balers, deinking and repulping equipment
are no longer a new or different solution.

5. Grass straw, plastics, and tires, especially large truck
tires, continue to represent severe disposal prcblems.

6. The reprocessing of used motor oil into clean fuel or
lubricants represents the most efficient and environmentally
sound methed of control for that material.

7. Virtually any hazardous waste management facility may be
considered to be a new or different sclution, since none
have been certified to date.

W. H. Dana:dro
229-6266
11/18/80




Application No. T-=1578

State of Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT

2.

Applicant

Georgia-Pacific Corporation
Toledo Paper Division

900 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

The applicant owns and operates an integrated kraft pulp and paper
production facility at Tolede, Oregon.

Application was made for tax credit for a solid waste pollution
control facility.

Description of Claimed Facility

The facility described in this application consists of & 160 foot
diameter Dorr Oliver wastewater clarifier, a raw wastewater pumping
station and pipeline, a Parkson traveling screen, an underflow sludge
punping station and associated electrical equipment and
instrumentation. The costs are summarized below:

Clarifier and rake assembly $1,389,447.00
Solids pumps (#1 and #2) to
waste plant 49,837.00
Mill and storm sewers 133,930.00
Traveling bar screen 130,294.00
Clear effluent lines 4oy ,646.00
Associated sumps and lines 286,840.00
Electrical equipment and
instrumentation 160,191.00
Total $2,645,185.00

Request for Preliminary Certification for Tax Credit was made on
March 3, 1981, and approved on March 10, 1981 as a water quality tax
credit.

Construction was initiated on the claimed facility in April, 1981,
completed in December, 1981, and the facility was placed into
operation in December, 198%1.

Facility Cost: $2,645,185.00 (Accountant's Certification was
provided).
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3.

Evaluation of Application 3

Prior to the installation of the 160 foot diameter clarifier and the
associated screen and piping system, Georgia Pacific Corp. ugsed a T0
foot diameter clarifier at the Toledo Paper Division. This small
clarifier was hydrauliecally overloaded and removed only 2,000 to 4,000
pounds of solids per day. Fifty percent of these removed scolids were
useful fiber, used as a raw material in the paper manufacturing
process,

Completion of the new system allows the plant to recover between
35,000 to 43,000 pounds of useful fiber per day. Thus the new system
recovers between 17 tons and 22 tons per day of useful fiber valued at
$382,000 per year. This material originally entered the lagoon and
was periodically removed to the plant landfill.

To qualify as a solid waste tax credit, the facility would have to
neet one of the conditions under ORS 4#68.170(9)(b). The facility
clearly does not meet (&) or (C).

There are two interpretations of Condition (B) which states:

®"(B) That the facility will provide a new or different solution
to a solid waste, hazardous waste or used oil problem than has
been previously used, or the facility is a significant
modificaticn and improvement of similar existing facilities; or®

The first interpretation is that when discussing a significant
modification to similar facilities, the statute is talking of the "new
or different solution® listed at the first part of {B). This is the
position taken by staff.

A second and broader interpretation would be any faecility which
significantly modifies and improves a simllar facllity would be
eligible, Under the first category, this facility would not be
eligible for solid waste tax credit, under the second, it would.

It is the staff opinion that the legislature intended to scale back
tax credits by the language of ORS 468.170(9)(b). The broader
interpretation of eligibility appears to leave wide open the
replacement or expansicn of existing facilities.

There are two alternatives available to the EQC dependent on
interpretation of legislative intent of (B).

Te Deny the solid waste tax credit and allow the company to reapply
for a water quality tax credit.

2. Approve the solid waste tax credit.
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I,

Summation

a. Pacility was constructed in asccordance with the requirements of
ORS 468.175, regarding preliminary certification,

b. As reguired by ORS 468.165, the facility was under construcltion
on or after January 1. 1973, and

{1} The substantial purpose of the facility is to utilize
material that would otherwise be solid waste by mechanical
process through the production,; processing, or use of
materials for their heat content or other forms of energy or
naterials which have useful chemical or physical rproperties;

{2) The end product of the utilization is & usable source of
power or other item of real economic value;

(3) The end product of the utilization, other than a usable

source of power, is competitive with an end product produced
in ancther state; and

{4} The Oregon law regulaiing solid waste imposes standards at
least substantially eguivalent to the federal law.

C. There are two alternatives available in this tax credit:

(1) Deny the sclid waste tax credit, permit the applicant to
reapply for a water guality tax credit and make the
following finding:

The tax credit does not meet the intent of ORS
468.170(9)(b)(B). The facility will provide a new or
different solution to a sclid waste problem than has been
previously used, or the facility is a significant
nodification and improvement of similar existing facjilities
(Interpretation preferred by staff).

(2) Approve the golid waste tax credit and make the following
finding:

The facllity will provide 2 new or different sclution to a
solid waste problem than has besn previously used, or the
facility is a significant meodification and improvement of
similar existing facilities,

d. The facility is necessary to satisfy the intents and purpcses
of ORS Chapter 459, and the rules adopted under that chapter.
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5. Director's Recommendation

Based ugbn the findings in the Summation, it is reccommended that the
20lid waste tax credit be denied and that the applicant be permitted
to reapgly for a2 water quality tax credit.

R. L. Brown:b
(503) 229-5157
February 1, 1983 .
SB17 82 I
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PARTIAL TRANSCRIPT OF FEBRUARY 25, 1983, EQC MEETING - ITEM C

Richards:

Young:

Richards:

Elsner:

DOJL35

Agenda Item "C" ig the tax credits. We have two people
who have signed up to testify on that. I assume,

Mr. Young, that you don't wish to make any additional
staff presentation., We have representatives from
Linnton Plywood and Georgia-rPacific, and I assume it
would be your preference that we just simply call upon

those people to present their--

Surely, Mr. Chairman. We do have staff here that can

respond to any questions that the Commision may have.

Well then, we'll call on those in the order in which
they appear on the agenda. PFirst, having to do with
the Agenda Item "C" and, number two, the application
of Linnton Plywood Association under Solid Waste.
It's been recommended that it be denied and that it
be approved under the Air Quality. And to testify
on that matter, Ron Elsner and Jack Payne of Linnton
Plywood Association. Just come right up to the

microphone here, if you will, please,

Mr, Chairman and Commissioners: My name is Ron Elsner,
I am purchasing agent and part owner, along with 120
other members, of Linnton Plywood Cooperﬁtive
Asscciation. We at Linnton Plywood are asking that

you give special consideration to our application for

1=
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tax relief purposes under the Solid Waste proposal.

You well know what an effect the econcmy has had on

the small plywood mills. Having to meet DEQ compliance
in this low plywood market couldn't have come at a
worse time for us. And having to raise $1,084,000

on the low plywodd market hit us very hard. And having
to go out and borrow that kind of money is no easy
task. We are asking that you give our small company
all the consideration you possibly can. With market
conditions being what they are and being a small
company, we need all the help we can get, I would

like Mr. Payne of CH,M Hill to present to you why we
believe our application is eligible for Solid Waste.

Thank you.

Thank you, are there questions of Mr. Elsner? Thank

you very much, Mr. Elsner. Mr. Payne.

Mr, Chairman, Commissioners, good morning. My name

is Jack Payne, I work for CH,M Hill. We have been
retained by Linnton Plywood to assist them in obtaining
pollution control tax credit, PFrom our discussions
with DEQ staff and our understanding of your Solid
Waste tax credit program, we believe the clean facility
is eligible for tax credit certification under Solid
Waste status under Condition B of ORS 468.179(b),
regardless of the interpretation of, and I'll quote,

"or the facility is a significant modification and

-2~
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improvement of similar existing facilities." We believe
this for the following reasons: if you take the narrow
interpretation as the staff has indicated that the
significant portion of facility is a modification and
improvement of an existing facility and the existing
facility was new or innovative, we believe we are
eligible because in 1974, Linnton Plywood installed

a wood-fired system, of which the DEQ and your
Commission here gave them a pollution control
certification. 1In 1974, Linnton Plywoed replaced one
of two steam-heated veneer dryers with a new direct
wood-fired veneer dryer, complete with an Energex and
dry wood waste burner system and a dry wood waste
preparation system. At the time, this system was one
of the first direct wood-fired systems in the state;

it was a new or different solution to previously
natural gas-fired veneer dryers, which was tﬁe only
other alternative the plywood plant had; and it allowed
the plant to solve its solid waste problems, which
previocusly, natural gag-fired plywood plants had no
way of getting rid of their wood waste. As a result
of that facility in 1974, Linnton Plywood discontinued
disposal of approximately 30 units per day of dry wood
waste at the 8t. Johns Landfill., In September of 1980,
Linnton Plywood initiated a pregram to evaluate the
latest state—of-the-art wood-fired heat source and
emission control systems. This was needed because

the previous wood-fired suspension burner only provided

-3
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heat from one veneer dryer, the emissions from that
wood-fired system, and the existing steam;heated veneer
dryer were not in compliance with the DEQ visible and
particulate emissions standards. And éheir existing
natural gas and sander dust boiler emissions were
uncontrolled. They installed in 1982 the Georgia-
Pacific direct-fired wood heat system and associated
emission control scrubber system, which represented

a significant modification and imprﬁvement of the

existing 1974 facilities by maximizing the efficient

use of dry wood residuals as a fuel to provide heat
for two veneer dryers and a waste heat boiler and to
control the emission from both veneer dryers wﬁile
increasing Linnton Plywood's cousumption of dry wood
residuals by over 1,000 units per day. This is why
we believe that, regardless of how you interpret that
Part B, we are eligible for Solid Waste tax credits.

Thank you.

Are there questions of Mr. Payne? Mr. Payvne, I've
looked again at the informational report that was an
agenda item back in November of 1980--it's attached
to the tax credit analysis that's made in our packet
here. I assume you're familiar with that and have

gone over the proposed policy statements that the

Commission adopted there just a little over two years

ago.
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Yes, I have.

You've looked at that. Are you saying that your
particular situation constitutes an exception te the
policy that's been laid down by the Commission, or
are you asking the Commission, basically, to revise

its policy to accommodate this application?

We believe that Linnton Plywood's situation complies
with the policy as you've defined this Item B here.

I understand your policy statement here,

Well-~

But I believe that what Linnton Plywood has done hasg
been an improvement to a new or different solution

to a solid waste problemn.

Well, then, take me through the step again because I'm
still missing how you feel that you comply with that
policy. Where is it in that policy that you think

the staff is relying on the policy but that you are
exempt from the policy, in effect? I'm still having

some trouble.

If you're looking at Item 2 the of proposed policy...

correct?
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Yes, that's what I'm locking at.

We took it, I guess, one step further from the
standpoint of you developing the interpretation of
Condition B of ORS 468, where you went into further
defining a significant modification of improvement.
In that policy statement that you mention in November
of 1980, you don't go on and explain the significant
improvement aspects. So we assumed that that was an

addition or that was included later on.

Well, do you believe this is some new or different

solution? Are you claiming you—-

The facility originally put in a new or different
solution to the industry in 1974 when there were very
few wood-fired dryer systems; I think there were one

or two in the state. This company went ahead instead
of going with a natural gas syétem, they went ahead
and they had solid waste to dispose of at the landfill,
they went ahead and used the Energex wood-fired system,
which was one of the newest out. At that time, the
Georgia-Pacific system was not commercially available,
so0 they went ahead and invested some money to do that,
about $1 million total for that system, which included
a2 new dryer. Fortunately, over the years the systems
got better, and the Georgia-Pacific system for dry

wood system probably represents the state-of-the-art

-6~
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as maximizing the use of wood, providing heat for the
dryer, and alsc controlling the emissions. 8o this

is definitely an improvement over what they did in

1974, but in 1974 they thought they had one of the

better systems that was available.

Well, the problem I'm having--and I'm trying to do
more than just make this an exercise in logic, of
course—-- we certainly sat up and took notice with the
legislation that was effective that made some pretty
drastic changes in the tax credit. Obviously, there
was legislative intent and narrow eligible facilities.

So the thing we have to struggle with is, what is the

new or different solution? WNow, my guess 1s you take
"new or different," which was new or different at the
time of legislation, not new or different at the time
it was, basically, in the case of your company, new

or different in 1974. So, you know, maybe it's
certainly a question of fact here, but it's hard for
me to see that something that might be new and
different in 1974 is still encompassed within that
language that's adopted by the Legislature and
effective six years later, or so. BSo, that's the part
I'm struggling with. I never even get to the question
about significant...well, okay, maybe this is what

I'm thinking about: are you saying there's two ways

to meet Section B, that it could either be "new or

different" or a significant modification of an existing

-7=
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facility, or does it have to meet both tests? Which

are you--—

I think the way the staff and ourselves have looked
at that, all you have to do is meet that "or" condition
of B, There are two ways that that "or" condition

can be addressed., One is, if you have an existing

wood-fired system and you make a significant

improvement to it, whatever it is, you would be
eligible~~which I guess is what we call the broad
interpretation-—or the second interpretation is that
your improvement is an improvement to a new or
different system...if you look at that under narrow
interpretation and you've looked at the legislative
intent, which was in 1980, I guess is when this caﬁe
into effect, and it goes through December of 1983,
that gives you approximately a three~year window that,
one, you'd have to put in something new or different,
and then you'd have to modify it to be eligible,
Again, under this narrow interpretation, it doesn't
seem realistic that someone would put in a new and
different system and be eligible for a tax credit after
1980 and then turn around before 1983 and modify it.
It doesn't seem practical. 8o, that's why we didn't
think that the narrow interpretation was totally
appropriate and we felt that under the broader
interpretation--I understand where you're coming from,

it seems like you're penalizing because of time of

-8-
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a project, and especially if you look at the market
conditions nowadays and some of the wood waste problems
that maybe'it's not appropriate to think that the solid

waste problems have gone away now for the industry.

My struggle here, of course, is that I never feel in
interpreting a statute like this that we've been given
very much discretion, I mean, this does not look like
a discretion area--yes, you can find out and interpret
what is, for example, "new or different,” but the main
thing is to f£ind out what the Legislature intended.
The Leglslature really says to us, "You carry out our
intent; of course, you've got to figure out what the
intent is."™ and that's what I'm struggling with here,
not from a policy standpoint, what we think is better
or not as good, but to find out what was actually
intended by these words and I'm still struggling a
little bit. Any other guestions of Mr. Payne? Thank
you very much, Mr. Payne. Bill, I'd like to ask again
what kind of analysis has been made the way that
subsection B has been adopted. It looks like it's
been adopted in the alternative, but I assﬁme that
from looking at page 2 of the report here is that,
even though it's a significant modification, you have
to find out that it's a significant modification of

a new or different sclution, and I'm still a little
bit bothered by that particular paragraph and if that

could be explained to me.
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Young: Maybe--Bob Brown's here from Solid Waste, is the one
who has worked most on this tax credit, I think, on

the Solid Waste side—-perhaps he can respond to that,

Browns: Bob Brown, Solid Waste staff. T guess our
interpretation is somewhat the same as the Chairman
made in that we felt that this legislation was designed
to narrow the amount of tax credits being given. In
other words, hog fuel boilerg were no longer ...they

were being put in because they were more economical

and tax credits were not needed. I guess staff'’s
interpretation of that Section B is that if the two
parts were no£ connected by the "or," the Legislature
would have made a separate section fo; the second half

of the-—in other words, if they wanted that to stand

on its own, they would've had an additional letter
there to say, "if it meets this test, then it's

eligible.™ The one thing on both of these tax credits

that wg're talking about was Linnton Plywood, the
preliminary application for certification was filed
in Air, With the third one, the preliminary
certification was filed with Water. The final
certifications came in under Solid Waste. And so,
S0lid waste staff had no opportunity to examine these
to make a recommendation of the denial or acceptance

on either one.
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At least this applicant really isn't claiming that
that's a factor, that they were misled, or socmething
like that. I think they're struggling as staff is to

interpret the statutes.

Essenkially, that's why we tried to get both of these
on the agenda at the same time, so the Commission could

make an interpretation of the legislation.

Then, let me ask you. What you're saying——when you
read the second half of B and you use the words "the
facility is a significant modification and improvement
of similar.existing facilities," {I'm going to
underline for emphasis here the word "similar")--are
you saying that the "similar," in effect, has to still
be soﬁething new and different?

"Similar® has to tie back to a new or different
solution. I can probably give you an example; the

best example I can think of is a tire shredder that

we have in North Portland, installed by Waste By-
Products. They've gone through a process of evolution—-
we'll have this probably as a tax credit later on--it
was a new technology; they've had to make modifications
to it; as far as we're concerned, those modifications,
the significant modificaticns, have improved the
eéuipment. They've been able to process more tires,

process them into a size more usable, and that would
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be what we were looking at under Section B, in the

second part.

When do you think the facility had to be new and
different. That is, and use the years in this case,
would you agree that in 1974 when this was put in that

it was new and different at that time?

I'm not really certain on that; I couldn't speak to
that. The one thing I could say is that burner at

that time was an Air Quality tax credit.

It was what?

An Air Quality tax credit. There were some solid waste
side handling facilities that were included in the

tax credit, but it was granted in--

So the original was in Air Quality?

The original burner. There was Solid Waste handling

facilities added on that were included.

Are there guestions? Jim?

Well, Mr. Chairman, I think that that second reference
to improvement of similar existing facilities

definitely ties in to the "new and improved," in my
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view anyway, and I think the thing does turn on whether
the original was, in fact, a new or improved way of
handling this problem. I don't know if we've gotten
any testimony to that efifect. I don't think, for
example, this policy statement that we're looking at
here, paragraph 2, does not deal with the modification
and improvement of similar existing facilities. It
does say that in 1980, a woodwaste facility such as
this is not considered "new or improved"., I don't
know whether that helps us in relating back to...can
we do that ex pést facto, if you will, and say that,

therefore, in 1974, it wasn't new and improved.

Well, and Mr. Payne and Mr. Elsner are saying this
was new in 1974, as an approach, and éo that's what
I'm kind of asking from staff, have they made an
analysis? So then, if you decide, as a Commissgioner,
that all they have to do is medify those facilities
which were new at the time they were installed. and
that's kind of the problem I'm having with the
concept., You're not ready to address, or you don't

have an opinion on either--

I could not address that, possibly somebody from Air

Quality could.

Mr. Burgess.
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I'm just thinking, I guess. I guess I have trouble
with that because that, in essence, says you can go
back ad infinitum into history into anything that’'s
been done and if it was new and different at the time,
it precedes this policy statement. You could simply
go back to something you did twenty years ago and add
a couple of new nuts to it and claim a tax credit
because it was new and different twenty years ago.

I don't think that's the intent of this at all. I
just think it says as of 1980, we're on a new track,
we have a new basis for making this determination,

and aftef that time woodwaste, as it says, is no longer

considered to be a severe solid waste problem.

Mr. Haskins, have yoﬁ addressed the legislative intent
aspect of this or come to some conclusion of your own

about-~-that you can help us in this interpretation?

Well, based on the language that was adopted and the
timing of the legislation of when it was adopted, it
would be my opinion that it was speaking as of that
particular date, As of then, anything new or different
would be speaking of things that were new or different
as of the date of adoption of the legislation, and

then of the modifications of a new or different

facility from then on.
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So your interpretation is that 1f the facility had gone
in before that time and people modify it, that's really

not new and different.

It would have to, at some time after adoption of the
legislation, it would have to be new or different, or a
modification of a new something that was after 1980,
T belieye it was—-whenever the date of that legislation

was--new or different.
That's certainly my sense,
Other qQuestions of staff? Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, I would recommend that rather than trying
to deal with this issue, you may want to hear the next
item. The issues, as you noted from reviewi;g the
staff reports, are very much the same kind of issue
raised and perhaps by hearing the testimony on that

other item, you may get a more complete picture of

the circumstances,

I agree. We have, as representatives of
Georgia-Pacific Corporation, Mr. Oswald, if I have
this correctly, Mr. MclLoughlin, Mr. Thompson, if you

would come forward please.
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Good morning, Commissioners. Thank you for this

opportunity te hear usg this morning on a review of a

proposed denial of Solid Waste exemption that has been
recommended by your staff. My name is Robert Oslund.
For the past 27 years, I've been Property and Timber
Tax Manager for Georgia-Pacific. The title isn't
exactly fully descriptive because the taxes of this
nature also fall under my general supervision, and
that's one of the reasons I'm here,‘plus the fact that
I just happen to be in the area and also wanted to
learn a little bit more about this. After some
discussion with your staff, I realized that perhaps

I didn't know as much about this exemption as i should
have. Anyway, in addition also this morning, my two
colleagues, Jim Thompson, who i1s General Manager of

our Toledo Pulp and Paper facility, and Dar;ell
McLoughlin, who is Environmental and Energy Supervisor—-
they are both engineers and very well-versed in the
technicalities of the facility that we're talking
about. But, as a layman, I'd like to give you a little
brief overview of the way I see it. WNow, it may be--I
think your Chairman put it aptly earlier this morning--
an exercise in what I consider logic, but it may not

be the way the law says it, I don't know. But, geing
back, I was with the company when the plant was
originally constructed in 1958, and, at the time, it
was a relatively small paper mill, preducing about

500 tons a day. BAnd the solid waste problem that we're
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talking about was handled in the typical fashion at
that time by running the waste water into lagoons where
the solids would precipitate to the bottom. The water
was aerated until it reached a satisfactory DEQ levels
of organics aﬁd then pumped by eight- or nine-mile
pipelines to the Pacific Ocean. But things didn't
remain static, and the plant was expanded until, now,
where it was originally about 500 tons a day, it's

now operating around 1,300 or 1,400 tons a day. Where
it had one machine, it now has three, With the
increase in the water quality standards, we c¢ould no
longer use what we call {(I'm sure you're familiar with
it) a sludge pond to accumulate these solids that were
the residue from our waste operationsf We had to take
a 40-acre sludge pond and convert it to a water
treatment facility. And then, to alleviate that
problem, we utilized a landfill across the river,
dredaged the sludge pond, and started moving the
residues over into the landfill. And so, I'm citing
this to point out that water quality wasn't our problem
and never has been. We always have met the water
quality standards, but what to do with the solid waste
that we're accumulating--that was becoming a problem,
inasmuch much as we were running out of places to put
it. 8o, as of about the late 70's, it became apparent
that we were just going to run out of space. We
started looking for a new solid waste dump and anything

else we could do to alleviate the problem. &nd that's
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when we struck upon the concept of putting in a new
¢larifier, a 170-foot clarifier, which is normally
considered to be a water treatment facility, but not in
the sense that we were using it. The clarifier was
used to recycle the sludge where we'recaptured a major
portion of the fibers that were in the sludge and,
since we had converted one of the paper machines to
what we call a corrugated medium machine (it's the
machine that makes the inner core of a corrugated
container) that particular type of material can be

of a low quality, ana the fibers that are left in the
sludge is of a low quality, and if you mix it with...
About 1974 or 1975, we started cutting hardwoods and
we could mix those two together and make a suitable
core, So, with that possibility, theh, we were able
to capture a large quantity of these sludges and
utilize them and extend the life of our sludge ponds

by roughly 100%. Still not great, probably maybe,

we're guessing now, but from three to five years to
maybe six to ten, something of that nature. We're
not sure. But that, in essence, is the point we're
making, that solid waste was our problem and this is
the way we coped with it. &and we feel, as a
consequence, that we qualify under A (b) because we
were approaching a serious problem under Solid wWaste.
anyone who's familiar with the Oregon Coast knows how
difficult it is to--and I'm sure you gentlemen know

(excuse me, ladies, also) know how diffieult it is to
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Oslund: find a solid waste site, It's just almost impossible.

But we're scouring around for themy; but in the interim,

this is the way that we were able to extend the life of
our existing site, our solid waste disposal. Then,

as far as the A and B thing, we're utilizing a fiber,

we're recapturing a fiber that was not utilized before,
where we're coping with an immediate problem. Within
a very brief peried of time, we got to the point we
had to do something or shut the mill down so far as
solid waste was concerned. And, three, that this was
a unigue and a greatly modified, improved method of
recapturing solid waste. Thank you. Mr. Thompson
and Mr. MclLoughlin are here, probably can add a great
deal to that because of their technical knowledge.

Thank you wery much.

Richards: Questions of Mr. Oslund.

Petersen: Are the other gentlemen planning to testify?

Oslund: They're here, yes.

Richards: Are they here to respond to questions or are they
here-—

Oslund: I can, but I'il probably most of the time refer you
to them.
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Mr. Oslund, I apologize to you for mispronouncing your
name when I first introduced you; I didn't read that

well off the sign-up sheet heré.

T didn't hear that you had.

All right.

I've got a rather bad cold, so I didn't catch it.

Well, I've got kind of bad eyesight, s¢ that's why

I think I mispronounced it. Are there gquestions of
any of staff or do Mr. McLoughlin or Mr. Thompson
wish to supplement in any way what's heen stated by
Mr. Oslund? One thing I guess I'd like to ask yoﬁ
and you might comment on, I noticed that the original
preliminary certification apparently was reguested

and approved as a Water Quality tax credit rather than

Solid Waste, and could you comment on that, please?

I wouldn't mind and Darrell can expand on it., I guess
it's simply an oversight. We got so used to
identifying thisz thing--in most of our applications—-—
as water gquality, and we just didn't read the law
carefully enough to realize what we were asking for,

that's just a mistake,
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That's fine. 8o, any other questions then of the

company representatives?

Let me make sure I understand, Mr. Chairman.
Essentially your position is that we really don't have
a water quality situation, here, we're really talking
about solid waste. The fact that this waste is
suspended in water is not the important thing, it's
the fact that what do you do with it after you take

it out of the water, is that correct?
Yes.
That's kind of an interesting apprecach. Thank you.

Other questions of company staff? Thank you very

much. Do you have questions of our staff?

Excusze me, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Petersen,

Are we to aszume that because a Water Quality credit
was approved on initial application that if they were
allowed to reapply that it would be approved again,

is that a fair assumption? I notice that the

Director's Recommendation is that they be allowed to--
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Yes, I think that is a fair assumption. I think our
interpretation regularly has been that when there's

a discharge that's watar-borne, there's some
requirement to improvg the quality of that discharge.
There are always sludges generated of some sort or
another, so ; think we're much more inclined to view
that ag a water kind of an activity than a solid waste
and I've no reason to suppose that, you know, it would
not be received in Water and be analyzed. The reason
that in one case we've tried to make the recommendation
on the case of Linnton as to the kind of credit they
would get and in the other case we did not is my
understanding that Linnton's close to the end of their
year and the final decision on the tax credit is
important to them. 1In the case of GP, there's enough
time that they could make that reapplication without
disadvantaging them for whatever credit might be

available in Water.

I had ; question in the Summation prepared by staff

on page 3 of this report and subsection C gives two
alternatives, one to deny and one to approve. But in
the back-up information, like in the second paragraph
of C{l), it cites the identical languade as cited under
C{2). Now I'm confused. Is there something missing
from C(1l) where it says under C(1l) and puts in
parentheses the interpretation preferred by staff,

unless I'm missing a word here, it's the identical
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language used in both of these paragraphs and I'm...
Can I explain that?
Yes.

Bob Brown again, Solid Waste staff. That just may

be a wording fault in that the leading in, the tax
credit does not meet the intent and then I just cited
"of that section.™ And in 2, you have to make the
finding if you decide that it does meet the intent
that it does. So the first sentence, I tried to make
that qualify and talked to counsel last night and it
sort of confused him also. But the statement was that
the tax credit dees not meet the intent of the
following, and...

But are you saying then, that the facility does not
provide a new or different solution, or that it is
not a significant modification or improvement of a
similar existing facility? 1Is that what you intend

to say?

That again is based on the strict interpretation that

staff has taken of the statute.

All right. Now, I take it that what you call a "strict

interpretation” is that not because the Legislature
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gave you the choice of either interpreting it strictly
or loosely, but you feel that they're looking at the
higtory of what the statute was before and then what
it looked like after the amendment. I think what
you're saying is that you've had a directive from the

Legiszlature to give it a strict interpretation.

Yeah, narrow the number of tax credits giwven,
essentially. One other point I'd like to make is we
met with members of the company yesterday afternoon,
and they are alzo saying there is a possibility that
they would gqualify under "A" also, and I had discounted
that on page 2, that the facility clearly does not

meet A or C. That came from cur Solid Waste Permit
file. We did not have the information that that site
was in the problem that the company seems to think

that it is.

What would be the possibility then of taking no action
on this particular permit at this time until you had

a chance to analyze A, that is compliance with A, or
maybe I've misunderstood you. Are you sayiné that

you would like more time to see whether it did comply
with A, or have yvou already made a judgment about

that?

Well, I guess it's Solid Waste staff opinion that

a wastewater treatment facility is not a solid waste
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facility eligible for tax credit.

So it's either one or the other; it's not eligible

under both, is your opinion.

That's our opinion. Aand, again, this is another one
we brought to the Commission for an interpretaticn.
We were having problems with the statute.

Further gquestions of staff.

Yes, Mr. Brown.
Mr., Petaersen.

Once again, is it the staff's opinion that woodwaste

can never be a severe solid waste problem?
No, that is not staff opinion. Woodwaste, in sSome

instances, probably cculd be a severe solid waste

problem, hut it would have to be established as such.
But is it possible in this instance that the wocdwaste
that we're talking about could he a severe solid waste

problem?

The fiber?
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Yeah.

It's possible if the site wére toc be filled in a year
and six months they had expended a major effort to
locate a new site and could not find it, this was the
only way that they could keep from closing the mill
because they were just plain running out of room, then
that would probably gqualify under "A," but from the
information that we have at present in the Solid Waste

file, that is not the case.

Purther guestions of staff.

I guess I've got a little problem with that issue of
separating out the solid waste from the water, whether
it's eligible under Water or Solid Waste. II you,
say, apply for tax credit under Water, you're treating
something and you get a sludge, you cbviously got to
get rid of that, somehow. It seems to me that's a
part of the whole project and so, that comes as a
credit under Water. It's eligible under Solid Waste,
that's a difﬁerent sort of thing. 8o I was having

a little difficulty, I guess, separating out those
costs, assessible costs. I don't see in a Water
facility that somehow or other you could stop when
you get to the point when you paid for the clarifier
and say "We're going to disallow getting rid of the

sludge." I guess that's the issue. How do you make

-G




Burgess:

Patersen:

Richards:

Petersen:

Burgess:

Petersen:

Burgess:

Young:

DOJL35

that "decision?
Well, but--
Mr. Petersen.

But that apparatus to get rid of the sludge should

be a Water Quality credit, is that what you're saying?
Yeah, but you still gotta--

In other words, it's all part of the problem and if
it's eligible for credit, I don't think that's the

question, it's whether it's Water or Solid Waste.

Yeah. Well, I guess I was having trouble with that
issue and reapply under Water with thé'assumﬁtion that
somehow or other that was going to be ckay. Whereas,
you can say that as a solid waste thing, it really
isn't okay. 1I'm having difficulty sorting that out

in my mind.

Mr. Chairman, if I am correct, the reason this becomes
an issue is because if it qualifies as a Solid Waste
credit, then thefe's a 100% credit given. If it
qualifies under a Water credit, there is some kind

of a percent allocable given. BAnd it's the gtaff's

view that, in fact, that has not been our past practice
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to deal with a Water Pollution Control tax credit,

as Commissioner Burgess was suggesting, sﬁop at that
point and say, "From this point forward, now, we're
going to be talking about a solid waste,™ or lump the
entire thing as a solid waste. We, in fact, in this
case, I think we are talking about a water treatment
process, the result of which is the generation of some
sludges that can, in fact, be a sclid waste as almost
any other sludge can. So that's, of course, why the
issue is a matter of concern to the company, and I
suppose a matter of concern to the staff as we try

to interpret what the Legislature meant when they
adopted the statute in 1979 or whenever it wasrthat,
from our point of view, was a deliberate effort to

narrow the amount of tax credit that was given.

(BREAK IN RECORDING AT CHANGE IN TAPES)

I'd like to make the observation that this is another
circumstance where the preliminary certification
process becomes important. If the request had been
made for the a preliminary certification as a Solid
Waste facility, then we would've had the opportunity
to make the evaluation of that clarifier and determine
whether, in fact, it was a solid waste facility or

a water gquality fagility., So, the point being that
the importance of the original f£iling again has been

made, that we really need to look at these things early
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in the process so that both the Company and the

Department is on the same track.

I have two guestions on that score. Have you had
instances befofe where it was made on one track, that
is, let's say, through a misunderstanding but in the
gtaff analysis you've reminded somebody that it really
ought to be a different kind of preliminary
certification. I assume you've done that bhefore.
We've given technical assistance, and we help people,
remind them that this, under our existing policies,

qualifies for something.

I'm sure that's true.

The second thing is on the Linnton Plywood
Association, it just says "request was made for
preliminary certification." Was that for a Solid Waste

credit or an Air? I thought the witness said "Air."

{inaudible)

Okay. Other questions of staff? Thank you very much.

Mr, Payne.

Mr, Richards, I'd just like to comment that when the
application was being submitted to the agency for the

claimed facility, not the preliminary, but the
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Payne: application, and in talking with the DEQ staff, the

DEQ staff advised Linnton Plywood that they should

file for this from Air and go under Solid Waste. They
did recommend it will get approval.gnder Solid Waste,
but the DEQ staff advised them that they should proceed
under So0lid Waste with the application, even though

it was preliminarily approved under Air.

Richards: I think that was just one of the examples I was trying
to recall. Thank you. What's the wish of the

Commission?

Burgess: ' Well, I sure have sympathy, of course, with the
industry and these hard times but, on the other hand,
I don't think we have that option. Tﬁe statute says
what we have to interpret it as saying, so I move the

Director's Recommendation.
Bishop: I second it.

Richards: It's been moved and seconded, Fred, I think I agree
witﬁ you, but subsection B is not well worded. ' If
we took literally the language of Subsection B of the
statute, I think I would agree with Linnton Plywood
in the sense that it could technically comply with

a significant modification of a similar facility; but

T was on the Commission at the time that this

legislation was adopted. I really feel that we got,

DOJ135 -30-



Richards:

Haskins:

Haskins

Richards:

DOJL1335

from the Legislature, a set of marching orders. A

set of marching orders was, in just every respect,
every subsection of that law was changed and it was .
changed dramatically, and I think that oftentimes you
have to look at not what was actually said but what
was intended. Courts do it when they look for
legislative intent. I just know what the intent was
because of the discussions at the time, and I don't
feel that unless I exercised my personal cpinion here,
{because, personally, I sympathize with Linnton) I

did not favor all of these, I'm probably the "raging
liberal™ on this committee as far as tax credits.

I think they've been a fine thing for all of the people
of the state of Oregon, not just particular industries

or particular companies, that have benefited. On the

-other hand, the job I've been given here is to carry

out legislative intent and, to the best I can discern
that, I'll continue to and, in this case, I think
there's no question in my mind that I would have to
deny that credit based on the legislative intent.

Do we have any further discussion? Mr. Haskins,

I was wondering whether or not there would be a motion
regarding findings. The point that you brought out
earlier about the discrepancy or actually the agreement

between alternative findings in 1 and 2.

Oh, you mean the GP?
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Haskins: Actually, it applies to both,

Richards: Pardon?

Haskins: There's a similar choice of findings in the Linnton
Plywood——

Richards: Okay, I see what you're saying. I believe that then on

the denial on part C{l) you're correct, Robb. We'd
have to say that the facility will not provide a new
or different solution, nor is it a significant

modification. I believe...

Burgess: I would amend my motion to include thgt.

Richards: And the second as well? Further discussion? Call
the roll.

Haskins: Commissioner Petersen?

Petersen: Yes.

Haskins: Commissicner Bishop?

Bishop: Aye.

Haskins: Commissioner Brill?
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Briil: Yesg.

Haskins: Commissioner Burgess?
Burgess: Yes.
1
Haskins: Chairman Richards?
Richards: Aye. The motion is adopted. Thank you very much for

your help on that.

I hereby certify that this is a true
and correct copy of the original
taped record of this matter.

Janusﬂlg, Assistant to the

4 . C
Envirdnmental Quality Commission

Date: November 29, 1983
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Telephone: (503) 378-4402

November 10, 1983

Jan Shaw

Management Assistant

Dept. of Envircnmental Quality
522 8W 5th

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Ms. Shaw:

.Enclosed for your information is a copy of the Order received

in this office yesterday.
Please contact me if you have questions.
Slnce:cely ours, )

p

////f_r;'/f i /f, /:/’/fwm_ “““““““

R:Lchard D. Wasserman
Assistant Attorney General
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF OREGON

LINNTON PLYWOOD ASSOCIATION, ) -

o ; . ) CA B27813

Petitioner, )
| | ) | |

v, .. ) ORDER
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL )
QUALITY, )
)
© Respondent . )

Respondent has moved for an order to supplement the

record. The Court of Appeals has today allowed the motion.

é/w@ ///// (/..%&M.,

Chief Judge

November‘9,‘1983

Date

cc:J/RichardD. Waéserman,
Neale E. Creamer

REPLIES SHOULD BE DIRECTED TQ‘THE STATE COURT ADMINISTRATOR,
RECORDS DIVISION, SUPREME COURT BUILDING, SALEM, OR 97310
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VICTOR ATIVEH
GOVERNOA

Environmental Quality Commission

Matling Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 87207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (803) 229-5686

- MEMORANDUM

DEQ-48

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. D , February 25, 1983, EQC Meeting

Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing to Copnsider Proposed

Increases in Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Fees (O

340-20-155, Table 1, and OAR 340w20—165.>

Backeground

The permit fee revenues are used fto support a portion of the permit
program. As required by ORS 468.065(2), the fees are set in accordance
with the cost to the Department of filing and investigating the
application, issuing or denying the permit, and determining compliance or
non=-compliance with the permit. As part of the proposed budget for the
1983-85 biennium, the Depariment has proposed to increase permit . revenues
to partially offset inflationary costs by increasing the compliance
determination fees by an average of 7.8% and increasing the filing fee
$25.00.

In addition to these modificaticns of permit fees, it is proposed

to exempt small oil=fired boilers (less than 10x10® BTU/hr) and small non-
pathological incinerators (less than 500 lbs/hr) from the permit

program. The Department considers these sources to have negligible air
gquality impact, thus permit activities for these sources are not cost
effective,

The proposed revisions to the fee structure were presented to the Air
Contaminant Discharge Permit Fee Task Force, a group representing,
industry,agriculture, general public, and the Department. If was their
feeling that any increase during the present economic climate is
inappropriate.

At this time, the Legislature is considering the Department's proposed
budget as submitted by the Governor. A copy of the proposed fee schedule,
Table 1, with proposed rule revisions consistent with the proposed budget
are attached. The "Statement of Need for Rulemaking" is alsc attached.
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The Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Fees are comprised of three parts: a
non-refundable filing fee, presently %50, submitted with all applications;
an application processing fee submitted only with applications for new or
modified sources; and a compliance determination fee submitted either
annually by holders of regular permits or once every five yeara by holders
of minimal source permits. The latter two types of fees dif'fer between
source categories depending upon the relative time reguired to draft and
imasue permits and to determine compliance with the permit.

The revenue for the 1983-85 biennium is projected to be $737,625. This
projection was developed in the following manner:

Projected Fee Inconme $724,200
{present fee -schedule)
Proposed exemption of Small Boilers (28,325)

and Non-Pathological Incinerators
Projected Fee Increases

Filing Fee $25 22,425
ACDP fee 7.8% 54,120

Estimated revenue Loss due to
permanent shutdowns (34,795)

Projected revenue for 1983-85 Biennium $737,625

Revenue from filing and processing fees resuliing from new or modified
sources cannot be anticipated or forecasted. Therefore, the Department
historically has not included these fees in any revenue projections.

In accordance with the proposed budget, revenues for the 1983-85 biennium
should be increased to $737,625 to cover inflated operating costs. This
amount will be generated by compliance determination fees and the increase
in the filing fee. Compliance determination fee revenue would be increased
by approximately 7.8%. These fees would then range from $110 to $3,235.

The Department intends to review costs of processing permit applications
for new and modified sources. Upon completion of the review, the results

" with appropriate proposed modifications of processing fees, if warranted,
will be presented to the Commission for its consideration. Although
processing fees were raised approximately 15% on July 1, 1981, they may not
adequately represent present Department costs to draft and issue permits.

Filing fees have not been adjusted since July 1, 1979. Complilance
determination fees were last adjusted on July 1, 1981.
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Summation

1. The Department’s proposed budget contains projected revenues of
$737,625 from the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit program.

2. In preparing the budget, revenue losses from exempting some small
sources and permanent shutdowns were considered.

3. The DPepartment has proposed a fee schedule (Table 1) with associated
rule revisions which would generate approximately $737,625 by
increasing filing fees $25 and increasing compliance determination
fees an average of 7.8%.

y, The Department proposes to review permit application processing costs
with the intent of appropriately modifying the processing fees based
upon Departmental costs, il warranted.

5. In order to consider modification of OAR 340-20-155, Table 1, and OAR
340-20-165 as proposed, EQC authorization for a public hearing is
required.

Director's Recommendation

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission authorize a
public hearing tco obtain testimony on proposed changes to Air Contaminant
Discharge Fees, OAR 340-20-155, Table 1, and OAR 340-20=165,

William H. Young

Attachments (2)
1} Proposed amendments to OAR 340-20-155, Table 1, and OAR

340-20=165(1),
2) Statement of Need for Rulemaking and Public Hearing
Notice.
WJFuller:z
229-5749

February 1, 1983
AZB(




ATTACHMENT 1

Fees

340-20-165(1) All persons required to obtain a permit shall be subject
to a three part fee consisting of a uniform non-refundable filing fee of
[¢50.00] ¢75.00, an application processing fee, and an annual compliance
determination fee which are determined by applying Table 1.

(4) Applicatiecns for multiple-source permits received pursuant to OAR
340-20-160 shall be subject to a single [$50.00] $75.00 filing fee.




TABLE 1

ATR CONTAMINANT SOURCES AND
ASSOCIATED FEE SCHEDULE

{340-20-155)

NOTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fee
for other applicable category. '

Fees to be Fee to be
Standard Annual Fees to be Subnitted Submitted
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Applica-
Classifica~ Filing Processing Determina- "with New Reneyal tion to
Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee tion Fee Application Application Modify Permit
1. Seed cleaning located in
special control areas, com=-
mercial operations only (not
elsewhere included) 0723 [50] 15 100 [175] 190 [325] 365 [225] 265 (1501 175
2. Smoke houses with 5 or
more employees 2013 [50] 15 100 [125] 135 [275] 310 1751 210 [150] 175
3. Flour and other grain mill
products in special control areas 2041
a) 10,000 or more t/y [50] 15 325 [350] 375 [725]1 115 [400] 450 [375] 400
b) Less than 10,000 t/y [50] 75 250 [150] 160 [L50] 485 [200] 235 [300] 325
4, Cereal preparations in
special control areas 2043 [50] 75 325 [250] 270 [625] 70 [300] 345 [375] 1090
5. Blended and prepared flour
in special control areas 2045
a) 10,000 or more t/y [50] 715 325 [250] 270 [625] 670 [300] 345 [375] k09Q
b) Less than 10,000 t/y [501 15 250 [125] 135 f425] 460 [175] 210 [300] 325
6. Prepared feeds for animals and
fowl in special control areas 2048
a) 10,000 or more t/y [50] 15 325 [350] 375 [725] 115 [400] 150 [375] 400
b) Less thamn 10,000 &t/y [5G] I5 200 [275] 295 [525] 570 [325] 370 [250] 275

04A2308.B1

[b/24/81] 2/3/83



TABLE 1 Continued (340-20-155)

NOTE: Persons whe operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58 or 59, or 60 in addition to fees
for other applicable category.

Fees to be Fee to be
Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted Submitted
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Applica-
Classifica~ Filing Processing Determina=- with New Renewal tion to
Air Contaminant Source tion Number  Fee Fee tion Fee _ Application  Application Modify Permit
7. Beet sugar manufacturing 2063 [50] 75 425 [1725] 1860 [2200] 2360 [1775] 1935 [&75] 500
8. Rendering plants 2077
a) 10,000 or more t/y [501 15 250 [425]1 460 [725] 785 [475] 535 [300] 325
b) Less than 10,000 t/y [50] 715 250 [250] 270 [550] 595 [200] 345 [300] 325
9. Coffee roasting 2095 [50] 15 200 [225] 245 [475]1 520 (2751 320 (2501 215
10. Sawmill and/or planing 2421
a) 25,000 or more bd.ft./shift [50]1 75 200 [350]1 375 [600] 650 [300] 450 [250] 275
b) Less than 25,000 bd.ft./shift {501 15 75 [2501 270 [3751 420 [300] 345 [125] 150
11. Hardwood mills 2426 [50] 715 75 [225] 245 [350] 385 [275] 320 [125] 150
12. Shake and shingle mills 2428 [50] 15 75 [275] 295 [400] 45 [325] 370 [125] 150
13. Mill work with 10 employees
or more 2431 [50] 75 150 [275]1 205 [4751 520 [325] 370 [200] 225
14, Plywood manufacturing 2435
& 2436
a) Greater than 25,000 sg.ft./hr,
3/8% basis (501 75 625 [foo] 7565 [1375] 1855 [7501 830 (6751 100
b} Less than 25,000 sq.ft,/hr,
3/8" basis [50] 15 450 f475] 510 [975] 1035 [525] 585 £500] 525
15. Veneer manufacturing only 2435
{(not elsewhere included) & 2436 [50]1 715 100 [250] 270 (4007 435 [300] 345 [150] 175
16. Wood preserving 2491 [501 75 150 [250] 270 [450] 495  [300] 345 [200] 225
17. Particleboard manufacturing 2492 [50] 75 625 [825] 890 [1500] 1590 [875] 965 [6751 700

0A2308.B1 [4/24/81] 2/3/83



TABLE 1 Continued (340-20-155)

NOTE: PFersons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 in addition to fees

for other applicable category.

Fees to be Fee to be

Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted Submitted

Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Applica-

Classifica~- Filing Processing Determina- with New Renewal tion to

Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee tion Fee Application Applicatiocn Modify Permit
18. Hardboard manufacturing 249G [50] 185 625 [675] 730 [1350] 1430 [725] 805 [675] 700
19. Battery separator mfg. 2499 [50] 15 100 [500] 5u0 [65C] 115 (55071 815 [150] 1715
20. Furniture and fixtures 2511
a) 100 or more emplcyees [50] 715 200 [350] 375 [600] 650 [200] 450 [250] 215
b) 10 employees or more but
less than 100 employees [501 75 125 [225] 245 [400] a45 £275]1 320 (1751 200
21. Pulp mills, paper mills, 2611
and paperbeard mills 2621
2631 [50] 715 1250 [3000] 3235 [4300] 4560 [30501 3310 {13001 1325

22. Building paper and building-
board mills 2661 [50] 15 200 [225] 245 [475] 515 [2751 320 [250] 275
23, Alkalies and chlorine mfg. 2812 (501 15 350 [600] g45 [1000] 1070 [650] 720 [4007 425
24, Calcium carbide manufacturing 2819 {501 15 375 [600]1 645 [1025] 1095 [650] 120 [425] 450
25, Nitric acid manufacturing 2819 [50] 75 250 [300] 325 [600] 650 [350] 400 [300] 325
26. Ammonia manufacturing 2819 [50] 75 250 [350] 375 [650] 700 [400] 450 [300] 325
27. Industrial inorganic and or-
ganic chemicals manufacturing
(not elsewhere included) 2819 [50] 15 325 [425] 160 [800] 860 [475] 535 [3751 ko0
28. Synthetic resin manufacturing 2819 [50] 75 250 [350] 3715 [6501 700 [400] 450 [300] 325
29. Charcoal manufacturing 2861 f50] 15 350 {7251 780 [1125] 1205 [T775] 855 [400] 425
30. Herbicide manufacturing 2879 [50] 75 625 £3000] 3235 [3675] 3935 [305C] 3310 [675] 100

0A2308.B1

[4/24/81] 2/3/83



NOTE:

for other applicable category.

TABLE 1 Continued (380-~20-155)

Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 in addition to fees

Fees to be Fee to be
Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted Submitted
Industrial Applicaticn Compliance Submitted with with Applica-
Classifica~ Filing Processing Determina-~ with New Renewal tion to

Air Contaminant Source tion Number TFee Fee tion Fee Epplication Application Modify Permit
31. Petreleum refining 2911 [50] 75 1280 [30001 3235 [4300] 4560 [3050] 3310 [1300] 4328
32. Asphalt preduction by 2951 [50] 15 250 [3501 375 [650]1 700 [L00] 450 [300] 3285
distillation
33. Asphalt blowing plants 2951 [50] 75 250 [450] 485 [750]1 810 [5001 560 [300] 325
34. Asphaltic concrete paving
plants 2951
a) Stationary [50]1 75 250 [275] 295 [575] 620 [325] 370 [300] 325
b} Portable [501 15 250 [350] 375 [650] 700 [L00] 450 [300] 325
35. Asphalt felts and coating 2952 [501 75 250 [525] 565 [825] 890 [575] 640 [300] 325
36. Blending, compounding, or
refining of lubricating ecils and ,
greases 2092 [50] 15 225 [325] 350 [600] 650 [375]1 425 [275] 300
37. Glass container manufacturing 3221 (501 75 250 [425] 460 [725] 185 [475] 535 [300] 325
38. Cement manufacturing 32141 [50] 715 800 [2200] 2370 [3050] 3245 [2250] 2445 [850] 875
36, Redimix concrete 3273 [50] 75 ~ 100 [150] 160 [300] 335 [200] 235 [150] 175
40. Lime manufacturing 3274 [50] 1% 375 [225] 245 [650] 695 [275]1 310 [425] 450
41, Gypsum products 3275 [50] 715 200 [250] 270 [500] 545 [300] 345 [250] 275
42. Rock crusher 3295
a) Stationary {501 75 225 [275] 295 [550] B85 [325] 310 ~[275]1 300
b) Portable [50] 15 225 [350] 375 [625] &75 [400] 450 (2751 300

0A2308.B1

[4/24/81] 2/3/83



TABLE 1 Continued (340-20-155)

NOTE: Persons whe operate beoilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 in addition to fees

for other applicable category.

Fees to be Fee to be
Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted Submitted
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Applica=
Classifica=- PFiling Processing Determina- with New Renewal tion to
Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee tion Fee Application Application Modify Permit
43. Steel works, rolling and 3312
finishing mills, electrometallurgical [50] 15 625 [6001 645 [1275] 13385 [650] 720 [675] 700
procducts & 3313
2, Incinerators
a) 1000 lbs/hr and greater capacity [50] 15 375 [225] 245 [650] 895 [275] 320 [u25] 450
b) [40] 500 lbs/hr to 1000 lbs/hr [50] 15 i25 [175]1 190 [350] 390 [225] 265 [175] 200
capacity
c) 40 lbs/hr to 500 lbs/hr capacity iy 125 190 390 265 200
pathological waste only
45, Gray iron and steel foundries 3321
Malleable iron foundries 3322
Steel investment foundries 3324
Steel foundries (not else-
where classified) 3325
a) 3,500 or more t/y production [50] 75 625 [525] 565 [1200] 1265 [575] &40 [675]1 700
b) Less than 3,500 t£/y production [50] 15 150 [275] 295 L4751 520 [325] 370 [200] 225
46. Primary aluminum production 3334 [50] 75 1250 [3000] 3235 [4300] 4560 [3050] 3310 [1300] 1325
47. Primary smelting of zirconium
or hafnium 3339 [50] 7% 6250 [3000] 3235 [9300] 9560 [3050] 3310 [6300] 6325

04A2308.B1

[4/24/81] 2/3/83



NCTE:
for other applicable category.

TABLE 1 Continued (340-20-155)

Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 in addition to fees

Fees tc be Fee to be
Standard Annual Fees to he Submitted Submitted
Industrial Applicaticen Compliance Subritted with with Applica-
Classifica- Filing  Processing Determina- with New Renewal tion to
Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee tion Fee Applications Application Modify Permit
48, Primary smelting and refining
of ferrous and nonferrous metals
(not elsewhere classified) 3339
a) 2,000 or more t/y production [50] 15 625 [1300] 1400 [1975] 2100 [1350] 1475 [675] 700
b) Less than 2,000 %/y production {p0]1 15 125 [500] 540 [675]1 740 [550] 615 [175] 200
49, Secondary smelfing and refining
of nonferrous metals 3341 [501 15 300 f350] 375 [700] 750 L4007 450 [350] 375
50, Nonferrous metals foundries 3361 [50] 75 150 [300] 325 [500] AR50 [350] 400 [200] 225
3362
57. Electroplating, polishing, and
anodizing with 5 or more employees 3471 [50]1 75 125 [225] 245 [300] 445 [275] 320 (1751 200
FE2. Galvanizing and pipe cecating—-
exclude all other activities 3479 [50] 15 125 [225] 245 [400] Lys [275] 320 [175] 200
53. Battery manufacturing 3691 [50] 75 150 [300] 325 [500] 550 [350] 400 [200] 225
54, Grain elevators--intermediate
storage only, located in special
control areas b221
a) 20,000 or more t/y [50] 75 225 [475] 510 [750] 810 [525] 585 [275] 300
b) Less than 20,000 t/y [s50] 15 125 [225] 245 [#00] 445 {2751 320 [1751 200

0A2308.B1

[472b4/81] 2/3/83



TABLE 1 Continued (340-20-155)
NQIE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 in addition to fees

for other applicable category

Fees to be Fee to be
Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted Submitted
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Appli-
Classifica- Filing Processing Determina- with New Renewal cation to
Air Contaminant Scurce tion Number Fee Fee tion Fee Application  Application Medify Permit
55. Electric power generation 4911 #
A) Wood or Coal Fired - Greater [50] 715 5000 [3c00] 3235 [8050] 8310 [3050] 331C [5050] 5075
than 25M{J
B) Wood or Coal Fired - Less {501 75 3000 [1500] 1615 [4550] 4690 [1550] 16980 [3050] 3075
than 25 MW
€) 0il Fired (501 15 450 [725] 780 [1225] 1305 [775] 855 [500] 525
56. Gas production and/or mfg. L4g25 [501 7185 b5 [3501 375 L8751 925 [400] 450 [525] 550
57. Grain elevators--terminal elevators
primarily engaged in buying and/or
marketing grain--in specizl control
areas 5153
a) 20,000 or more t/y [50] 18 625 [600] 645 [12757 1345 [6501 720 [675] 700
b) Less than 20,000 t/y [501 15 175 [225] 245 [450] 495 [275] 320 [225] 250

58. Fuel Burning equipment
within the boundaries of the
Portland, Eugene-Springfield
and Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Areas and the Salem
Urban Growth Aregz®##

a) Residual or distillate oil fired

250 milliion or more btu/hr (heat input)
b) Residual or distillate oil fired,

[5] 10 or more but less than 250 million
btu/hr (heat input)

[c) Residual oil fired, less than] [50] [50]
[5 millicn btu/hr (heat input)]

496 1%¢

{501 1% 200
[50] 15 125

0A2308.B1

[225] 245
{1251 135

[100]

L4751 520
£300] 335

[200]

£275] 320
(1751 210

[1501]

(Fees will be based on the total aggregate heat input of all boilers at the site)

[250] 275
“[175] 200

(100}

[4/24/81] 2/3/83



TABLE 1 Continued (3240-20-155)

NOTE:
for other applicable category.

Standard

Industrial

Classifica- Filing
Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee

Fees to be
Annual Fees to he Submitted
Application Compliance Submitted with
Processing Determina- with New Renewal
Fee tion Fee Application  Application

Persons who coperafe boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 in addition to fees

Fees to be

Submitted
with Applica=-
tion to

Modify Permit

59. Fuel burning equipment within the 49l #%
boundaries of the Portland, Eugene-
Springfield and Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Areas and the Salem Urban

Growth Area##%

*'Excluding hydroelectric and nuclear generating projects, and limited to utilities.
#%8 Including fuel burning equipment generating steam for process or for sale but excluding power generation (SIC 4911).

#%% Maps of these areas are attached,

a) Wood or coal fired, 35 million or

more Btu/hr (heat input)

b} Wood or coal fired, less than 35
million Btu/hr (heat input)

60. Fuel burning equipment outside 496 1%%
the boundaries of the Portland,
Eugene-Springfield and Medford-

Ashland Air Quality Maintenance

Areas and the Salem Urban Growth

Area.

[50] 75
[50] 15

211 wood, coal and oil fired greater [50] 15

than 30 x 100 Btu/hr (heat input)

0A2308.B1

Legal descriptions are on file in the Department.

[475] R20
[225] 260

[275] 320
[175] 185

[225] 2&5
50 [125] 135

200

(Fees will be based on the total aggregate
heat input of all boilers at the site.)

125 [125] 135 [300] 335 [175]1 210

[250] 275
f100] 125

[175] 200

[b/24/81] 2/3/83



TABLE 1 Continued (340-20-155)

NGTE: Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 in addition to fees

for other applicable category.

Fees to be Fee to be
Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted Submitted
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Applica-
Classifica~ Filing Processing Determina- with New Renewal tion to
Air Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee tion Fee Application  Application Modify Permit
61. New sources not listed herein [Fees] [Ea#E#] [eugs] [##E%] [#E%%] [#ERE]
which would emif 10 or more tons B ' o B o T
per year of any air contaminants
including but not limited tc particulates,
80y, or NOy or hydrocarbons, if the
source were to operate uncontrolled.
2) Low cost 15 BEEE 150 BEES 225 BZDE
b) Medium cost 75 ERES 350 EEER 425 RERE
¢) High cost 75 FITY 2000 EREE 2075 EERE
62. New sources not listed herein [Rass] [#EER] [H#EE] [#8#E] [#8EE] [28E%]
which would emit significant o o o o T
malodorous emissions, as determined
by Departmental or Regional Authority
review of sources which are known to
similar air contaminant emissions.
é-..)_ LOE COSL 15_ EXRH ﬂ SEEH _2_25 EEES
b) Medium cost 15 EERE 350 EREE 425 FEEE
c) High cost 75 FEEH 2000 HEEY 2075 BERE
63. Existing scurces not listed herein [#8&%] [#Es] [#ss] [#uEE] [#%%%] [##r®]
for which an air quality problem is . o o o : S
identified by the Department or
Regional Authority.
gl LOH cost 15 EEEE _15_Q BrEs 225_ EREE
b) Medium cost 75 EEEE 350 EEEE o5 BETE
&) High cost 75 BELE 2000 AEEE 2075 REEH

0A2308.B1

(4/24/81] 2/3/83



NOTE:

TABLE 1 Continued (340-20-155)

for other applicbie category.

Persons who operate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 in addition to fees

Fees to be Fees to be

Standard Annual Fees o be Submitted Submitted
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Applica-
Classifica~ Filing Processing Determina- "with New HRenewal tion to
Lir Contaminant Source tion Number Fee Fee tion Fee Epplication Application Mocdify Permit
64, Bulk Gasoline Plants 5100 ¥E2%E& [50] 75 55 [150] 160 [255] 290 [200] 235 [1057 130
65. Bulk Gascline Terminals 5171 ###%% [50] 75 1000 [500] 540 [1550] 1615 [550] 615 [1050] 1075
66. Liquid Storage Tanks, L2Q0 =EEE%  [50] 75 50/ tank [100] 110 /tank
39,000 gallons or more - -
capacity, not elsewhere
included
67. Can Coating 3411 #E2Ex [50] 75 1500 [900] 970  [2450] 2545 [950] 1045 [15501 1575
68. Paper Coating 2641 or 3861BEREE[50] 75 1500 [900] 970 [2450] 2545 [950] 1045 [1550] 1575
69. Coating Flat Wood 2400 EEEER [50] 75 500 [300] 325 [850] 900 [350] 400 [550] 575
T0. Surface Coating, 2500, 3300, 3400, 3500, 3600, 3700, 3800, 3900 #=x¥s
Manufacturing .
a) 1-20 tons VOC/yr [50] 75 25 [85] 80 [160] 190 [135] 165 {751 100
b) 20-100 tons VOC/yr [50] 15 100 [200] 215 [350] 390 [250] 290 [150] 115
c) over 100 toms VOC/yr [50] 75 500 [400] 430 [950] 1005 [450] 505 [550] 575
71. Flexographic or Hoto- 2751, 2754 ##¥EEX[50] 75 50/press [150] 160 /press

graveure Printing over
60 tons VOC/yr per plant

0A2308.B1

[4/24/81] 2/3/83



TABLE 1 Continued (340-20-155)

Persons who cperate boilers shall include fees as indicated in Items 58, 59 or 60 in addition fo fees

NOTE:
for other applicable category.
Fees to be Fee to be
Standard Annual Fees to be Submitted - Submitted
Industrial Application Compliance Submitted with with Applica-
Classifica- Filing Processing  Determina- with New Renewal tion teo
4ir Contaminant Scurce tion Number  Fee Fee tion Fee Applicaticen  Application Modify Permit
72. New sources of VOC not #EBEE [50] [E88E] [#Es#] [#RER] [#E2E] [#E#%]
listed herein which have T S T SR
the capacity or are
allowed to emit 10 or
more tons per year VOC
a) Low cost 75 EHEE 150 ELEE 225 Frpres
b) Medium cost ' 75 EEEE 360 FXRRF 25 FERE
¢) High cost 75 BEEE 2000 HRER 2075 GEES

EE8E Sources required to obtain a permit under items 61, 62, 63 and 72 will be subjeet to the following fee
schedule to be applied by the Department based upon the anticipated cost of processing [and compliance

determination].
[Annuall]
[Compliance]
Estimated Permit Cost Application Processing Fee [Determination Fee]
Low cost $100.00 - $250.00 [$100.00 - $250.00]
Medium cost $250.00 ~ $1500.00 [$250.00 - $100G.00]
High cost $1500.00 - $3000.00 [$1000.00 - $3000.00]

As nearly as possible, applicable fees shall be consistent with sources of similar

complexity as listed in Table A,

¥EEE¥ Pepmit for sources in categories 64 through 72 are required only if the source is located in the Portland AQMA,

" Medford-=Ashland AQMA or Salem SATS.

042308.B1
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ATTACHMENT 2

RULEMAKING STATEMENTS
for

PROPOSED INCREASES IN
ATR CONTAMINANT DISCRARGE
PERMIT FEES '

Pursuant to ORS 183.335, these statements provide information on the
intended aection to amend a rule.

STATEMENT OF NEED:

Lezal Authority

This proposal amends QAR 340-20-155, Table 1, and 340-20-165. It is
propozed under authority of ORS Chapter U468, including Seections 065, 31G.

eed e Ru

Additional funds are needed to offset inflationary costs of administering
the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit Program included in the Department's
1983-85 budget.

rine ocuments Relie
1) OAR 340-20-155, Table 1, and 340-20-165.

2) Proposed DEQ budget for the 1983-85 biennium.

FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT:

The proposal would be very beneficial to small businesses and industries
having small boilers and small non-pathological incinerators by exempting
those boilers and incinerators from the permit requirements, The effect
upon all other holders of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits, including scme
small businesses, would be slightly adverse as a result of the increased
fees,

LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT:
The proposed rule does not affect land use as defined in the Department's

coordination program approved by the Land Conservation and Development
Commission.

STMT (9/82)
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Cregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON

PROPOSED INCREASES IN AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMIT FEES

Public Hearing J)

WHO IS AFFECTED:

WHAT IS PRCPOSED:

WHAT ARE THE HIGHLIGHTS:

HOW TO COMMENT:

WHAT IS THE NEXT STEP:

o)
bdznnen i

P.O. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207 .
long distance charges

#10/82 Environmental Quality.

April 15, 1983

Industrial and commercial facilities in Oregon who are
required to obtain Ailr Contaminant Discharge Permits.

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing
to amend OAR 3U40-20-155, Table 1 and 340=-20-165 to
inorease Compliance Determination and Filing Fees and
to exempt certain small sources from Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit requirements. A hearing will be held
in the 14th floor conference room at 522 3. W. Fifth
Avenue, Portland, Oregon on April 15, 1983 at 1:00 p.m.

Compliance Determination Fees would be increased by
approximately 7.8%. The Filing Fee would be increased
by $25. Small oil-fired boilers less than 10x106
BTU/hr and small non-pathological incinerators would
become exempt from the Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
requirements,

Copies of the complete proposed rule package may be
obtained from the Air Quality Division in Portland or
the regional office nearest you.

A public hearing will be held before a hearings
officer at:

1:00 p.m.

Friday, &pril 15, 1983

Yeon Building, Room 1400, 522 3. W. Fifth Avenue,
Portland, Oregon

Oral and written comments will be accepted at the
public hearing. Written comments may be sent to
William Fuller of the Air Quality Deparitment in
Portland, but must be received by no later than 5:00
p.m., April 15, 1983.

After public hearing, the Environmental Quality
Commission may adopt rule amendments identical to the
proposed amendments, adopt medified rule amendments
on the same subject matter, or deeline to act.
PUBN. AH (9/82)
A762

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:

Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by calling 229-8696 in the Portland area. To avoid

from other parts of the state, call 1-800-452-7813, and ask for the Department of 0




The adopted rules will be submitted to the U. S.
Environmental Protectlion Agency as part of the State
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan. The Commission's
deliberation should come May 20, 1983 as part of the
agenda of a regularly sacheduled Commission meeting.

A 3tatement of Need, Fiscal and Economic Impact
Statement, and Land Use Consistency Statemeant are
attached to this notice.

PUBN.AH (9/82)
AZ62



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

DEQ-46

VICTOR ATIVER 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 228-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Ttem No. E, February 25, 1983, EQC Meeting

Reqguest for Authorization to Held a Pu ¢ Hearin
Proposed Amendment of Water Quality Permit Fees (04

340-45-070, Table 2) to Increase Revenues for the 83-85
Biennium.

Backeground and Problem Statement

The Water Quality Permit Fees were originally adopted by the Commission April 30,
1976, following enactment of a fee requirement by the Legislature in 1975. 4
three~part fee was adopted, consisting of a fixed filing fee of $25, an
application processing fee which ranged from $25 to $500, and an annual
compliance determination fee, The annual compliance determination fee varied
from $50 per year for simple sources to $950 per year for complex industrial
sources. When the fees were established, the Department was instructed to
increase the fees as necessary =o that fee revenues continue to support
approximately the same proportion of permit related costs.

On August 31, 1979, the Commission adopted an increase in the permit processing
fees. The annual compliance determination fees were increased June 5, 1981.

For the 1683-85 biennium budget, the Department has projected fee revenues of
$369,400. This is an increase from 81-83 revenue levels of about $28,000 or
& percent.

With the increase in fee revenue needed, coupled with the less in fee revenue
from general permits, the total increase in fees required for the biennium is
$78,000.

For the 1983-85 biennium, a number of changes in the program create a need for a
revision of the fee schedule beyond the normal "inflationary"™ increase. The
Department is in the process of transferring many of the minor sources to general
permits. This results in a reduction in paperwork and workload for the
Department and the permittee. There is also a reduction in fee revenues, since
there are no fees associated with general permits. A net reduction in revenue of
about $50,000 is projected for the biennium as a result.




EQC Agenda Ttem No. E
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The current fee schedule is based on some assumptions which are no longer valid.
When the fee schedule was prepared, a reduced fee was assigned to land
application projects because the time involved in processing the applications and
making inspections was less than for an equivalent source with a discharge to
public waters. However, with a greater emphasis on groundwater protection, the
permit processing time and inspection time have increased so that they are now
comparable to that of discharging facilitiles.

It is therefore proposed that the special reduced fees for non-discharging
facilities be eliminated from the fee schedule with the exception of non-overflow
sewage lagoons, small confined animal feeding operations and dalries. The change
will affect primarily the large food processing type waste irrigators and the
municipalities which dispose of waste by irrigation or seepage. The projected
inereased revenue from this change is about $12,000 for the bilennium.

The permit filing fee of $25 has never been increased. The filing fee for air
quality permits is currently $50. It is proposed to increase the filing fee to
$50. That should provide increased revenues of about $10,000 for the biennium.

The most significant changes are in the fee schedule for the annual compliance
determination fees. Ag investigation of pretreatment programs, toxic pollutant
ocourrence, and the potential for groundwater pollution is added to the
compliance determination process, costs will increase at a rate greater than the
simple inflationary increase. Therefore, an increase of 10 percent to be rounded
up to the nearest $25 is proposed. This will mean a $25 increase on small fees
and a 10-13% increase on the major fees. The maximum increase would be $125 per
year for the largest =zources.

The projected increase in revenue would be $22,475 per year or $44,950 for the
biennivm, as shown in the follewing table.

Number Increased
0ld Fee New Fee lnerease Affected ~Revenue
$ 75 $ 100 $ 25 276 $ 6,900

100 125 25 159 3,975
200 225 25 218 5,450
375 hag 50 35 1,750
575 650 75 6 450
750 825 75 7 525
950 1050 100 8 800
1200 1325 125 21 2625

$22,075

With all of the proposed changes the projected net increase in revenue from
existing permitted sources is about $16,950 for the biennium. Although this is
less than the $28,000 projected in the budget, =some additional revenue can be
expected from new sources. The pumber of new scurces will depend upon the
Statefs economy. During the 1982 ealendar year aboui $9,000 in permit processing
fees from new sources was received. A comparable level of growth is expected to
occur over the next biennium.
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The Department will take the revised fee schedule to the permittees and other
segments of the public for review through the rulemaking proecess. The purpose of
this proposal before the Commlssion at this time i= %o request authorization to
hold a public hearing.

Summation

1. A three part wabter permit fee schedule was first adopted April 30, 1976. It
consisted of a $25 filing fee, permit processing fees ranging from $25 to
$500, depending upon size and complexity, and an annual compliance
determination fee which ranged from $50 to $950.

2. The Department has been instructed to increase fees as necessary so that fee
revenues continue to support approximately the same proportion of permit
related costs.

3. The current fee schedule shows a filing fee of $25, processing fee range of
$50 to $1,000 and annual compliance determination fees ranging from $50 to
$1,200. The budgeted fee revenues under this schedule were $341.,422 for the
81=83 biennium,

u, For the 1983-85 biennium the Department has projected fee revenues of
$369,400, which is an increase of about 8 percent over the 1981-83
biennium.

5. The Department proposes to get this additional revenue by increasing the
filing fee to $50, changing fees charged permittees using land disposal to
be equivalent to permittees discharging to public waters, and increasing the
annual compliance fees to range from $60 to $1,325.

Based on the summation, the Director recommends that the Commission authorize the
Department to hold a public hearing on a proposed amendment of the Water Quality
Permit Fee Schedule (0AR 340--45-070, Table 2).

N4

William H. Young

Attachments:

1. Revised Fee Schedule
2. Draft Public Notice and Fiscal Impact Statement
3. Statement of Need

Charles K. Ashbaker:g
229=-5324

January 31, 1983
WG2013



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY Water Quality Program

TABLE 2

{ 340-U45-070)

PERMIT FEE SCHEDULE

(1) Filing Fee. A filing fee of [$25] $50 shall accompany any
application for issuance, renewal, modification, or transfer of an
NPDES Waste Discharge Permit or Water Pollution Control Facilities

Permit. This fee is non-refundable and is in addiiion to any
application processing fee or annual compliance determination fee
which might be imposed,

{2) Application Processing Fee. An application processing fee varying
between $50 and $1,000 shall be submitted with each application.
The amount of the fee shall depend on the type of facility and the
required action as follows:

{(a) New Applications

(&) Major industriesl -~ 1000
{B} Mipor industries -~ $500

(C) Major domesticl—- $500

(D) Minpor domestic -— $250

{(E) Agricultural =-= $250

[(F) Minor nondischarging -- $175]

(b) Permit Renewals (inecluding request for effluent limit
modification:

(A) Major industriesl-- $500

{B) Minor industries -~ $250

{(C) Major domestic? - $250

(D) Minor Domestic -~ §$125

(E) Agricultural -- $125
[(F) Minor nondischarging -- $100]

{c) Permit Renewals {without request for effluent limit
modification):

(A) Major industriesl -- §250

(B) Minor industries =- $150

(C) Major domestic? ~- $150

(D) Mipor domestic -- $100

(E) Agricultural == $100
[(F) Minor nondischarging - $100]

February 1, 1983 i5.1 Permit Fee Schedule
WG585
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(d) Permit Modifications (involving increase in effluent
limitations):

(A) Major industriesl -- $500

(B) Mipor industries -- $250

(C) Major domestic® —= $250

(D) Minor domestic -— $125

(E) Agricultural -- $125

[(F) Minor nondischarging -- $1001]

(e) Permit Modifications (not involving an increase in effluent
limits): All categories -- [$50] $75
[(f) Department Initiated: Modifications3 - $25]

(3) Annuval Compliance Determination Fee Schedule:

(a) Domestic Waste Sources (Select only one category per permit)
(Category, Dry Weather Design Flow, and Initial and Annual Fee):

(A) BSewage Discharge ~-- 10 MGD or more -- [$950] $1050

(B) Sewage Discharge -- At least 5 but lesz than 10 MGD =
[$750] $825

(C) BSewage Discharge -- At least 1 but less than 5 MGD --
[$375] 8428

(D) Sewage Discharge -- Less than 1 MGD -= [$200] 3225

(E) [No scheduled discharge during at least 5 consecutive months
of the low stream flow period -- 1/2 of above ratel]

(F} [Land dlsposal'uw'no“scheduled'dlscharge to public waters
- l/& of above rate or $?5, wh;chever is greater ] Qﬂ_ﬁi&g

[(G) Chlorinated septic tank effluent from facilities serving
nore than 5 families and temporarily discharging to public
yaters -« $75 ]

[(H) Chlorinated septic tank effluent from facilities serving
5 families or less and temporarily discharging to public
waters == $50]

[{I) Chlorinated septic tank effluent from facilities serving
more than 25 families or 100 people and temporarily
disecharging too wazte disposal wells as defined in OAR
340-1434--005(L) -~ $50]

(b) Industrial, Commercial and_Agricultural Sources (Source and
Initial and Annual Fee :

(For multiple sources on one application select
only the one with highest fee)

February 1, 1983 5.2 Permit Fee Schedule
WG585




DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL QUALTITY e ual rogr

(4)

(B)

(¢)

(D)

(E)

(F)

(G)

(1)

(1)

(J)

(k)

Major pulp, paper, paperboard, hardboard, and other fiber
pulping industry [discharging process waste water other than
log pond overflow] == [$1200] $1325

Major sugar beet procesaing, potato and other vegetable
processing, and fruit processing industry [discharging
process waste water] -- [$1200] $1325

Fish Processing Industry:

(1) Bottom fish, crab, and/or oyster processing -
[$100] $128

(i1)  Shrimp procesaing -~ [$125] $150.

(1ii) Salmon and/or tuna canning — [$200] $225

Flectroplating industry [with discharge of process wabter]
(excludes faeilities which do anodizing only):

(i) Rectifier output capacity of 15,000 Amps or more =-

[$1200] %1325
(ii) Rectifier output capacity of less than 15,000 Amps

;but _more than 5000 Amps =- [$575] $650
Primary Alumioum Smelting -- [$1200] $1325

Primary smelting and/or refining of non-ferrous metals
utilizing sand chlorination separation facilities ==

[$1200] $132%

Primary smelting and/or refining of ferrous and non-ferrous
metals not elsewhere classified above =- [$575] $650

Alkalies, chlorine, pesticide, or fertilizer manufacturing
with discharge of process waste watera -- [$1200] $1325

Petroleum refineries with a capacity in excess of 15,000
barrels per day discharging process waste water --

[$1200] $1325

Cooling water discharges in excess of 20,000 BTU/sec. «-

[$575] $650

Milk products processing industry which processes in eXcess
of 250,000 pounds of milk per day [and discharges process
waste water to publie waters] - [$1200] $1325

February 1, 1983 453 Permit Fee Schedule
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL OQUALITY Water Quality Program

(L) [Fish bhatching and rearing facilities == $100] Major mining
operators =- $1325

(M) Small [placer] mining operations [which process less than 50
cubic yards of material per year and] which:

(i) Discharge directly to public waters -- [$75] $150
(ii) Do not discharge to public waters - [$None] $100

(N) All facilities not elsewhere classified with [discharge]
‘ disposal of process waste water [to public waters] --
[$200] $225

(0) All facilities not elsewhere classified which [discharge
from point sources to public waters] dispose of non-process
waste waters (i.e. small cooling water discharges, boiler
blowdown, filter backwash, etc.) -~ [$100] £125

(P) [411 facilities not specifically classified above
{A-M) which dispese of all waste by an approved land

irrigation or seepage system -- $75]., ajries and other
confined feedi eratio m—

1 Major Industries Qualifying Factors:

=l- Discharges large BOD loada; or

=2= I8 a large metals facility:; or

=3= Has gignificant btoxiec discharges; or

=l4- Has a treatment system which, if not operated properly, will
have a gignificant adverse impact on the receiving stream; or

-=he Any other industry which the Department determines needs special
regulatory control.

2 Major Domestic Qualifying Factors:

=l= Serving more than 10,000 people; or
-2- Serving industries which can have a 31gn1flcant impact on the
treatment system.

[3 Those Department initiated modifications requiring payment of fees zre
those requiring public notice such as:

=l- Addition of new limitations promulgated by EPA or the Department.
=2e Addition of conditions necessary to protect the environment.
Changes in format, correction of typographical errors, and other
modifications pnot requiring public notice, require no fee.]

February 1, 1983 454 Permit Fee Schedule
WGRE5 :



[4 por any of the categories itemized above (£-0) which have no
discharge for at least five consecutive months of the low stream flow
period, the fee shall be reduced to 1/2 of the =cheduled fee or
$75 whichever is greater.]

[For any specifically classified categories above (A-L) which
dispose of all waste water by land irrigation, evaporation, and/or
seepage, the fee shall be reduced to 1/% of the scheduled fee or
$75, whichever is greater.]

ate valit rogr

February 1, 1983 U5.5 Permit Fee Schedule
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Oregon Depariment of Environmental Quality

Inerease in Wabter Quality Permit Foes

PUBLIC HEARING

WHO I3 AFFECTED: All municipalities, industries, and other persons with
wastewater digposal or discharge permits.

WHAT IS5 PROPOSED: The Water Quality Division is proposing an increase In
; perpit fees, as follows:

(1) Increase $25 filing fee to $50

{2} Increase fees for wastewabter irrigation systems to the same level as thoss
which discharge to public waters.

(3) Inecrease annual compliance determination feeg by an amount rangling from $25

per yvear for small minor disposal systems to $125 per year for large major
disposal systems.

NOTE: Copies of the revised fee schedule are available upon request.
HOW TO COMMERT: PURLIC HMEARING

Friday, April 15, 1983 -~ 10 a.m.

Portland DEQ Cffice, 1i4th Floor Conference Room
£22 S.W. Fifth Ave.

Portland, Cregon

Written comments should be sent te the Department of Environmental Quality, Water
Quality Divisden, P. 0. Box 1760, Portland, Oregen 97207. Comment period will
close at 5 p.m. April 18, 1983.

WHAT I3 THE NEXT STEP: After the héaring record has been evaluated, the fes

schedule as proposed, or revised, will be presented for
Commission approval at thelr May 20, 1983, Commission meeting.

FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACTS:

The fee increases range from $25 per year for the small disposal systems up to $125
per year for the large disposal systems. Although this impacts small businesses,
the 425 per year increase should not be an eccnomlc hardship. The application
filing fee is to be increased by $25 hut there is no across~the~board increase In

permit processing fees so the impact on new businesses trying to get a permit should
be minimal.

LAND USE CONSISTENCY This rule change does not affect land use.

PUBN.H (8/82)
WG2018

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:
P.0. Bok 1760

Portland, OR 87207 Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by calling 229-5696 in the Portland area. To avoid

long distance charges from other paris of the state, cail 1-800-452-7813, and ask for the Department of
811002 Emvironman  Duality,

<
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ATTACHMENT 3

m*AEEMEﬂJ__ELﬂEMENEQE_EQLEMAKIEQ

Pursuant to ORS 183.335(7), this statement provides information on the
Environmental Quality Commission's intended action to adopt a rule change.

(1) Lesal futhoriihy

ORS 468.065(2) authorizes the Commisaion teo establish a schedule of
permit fees.

(2) Need for the Rule

The Water Quality Permi! Fees were coriginslly adeopted by the Commisaion as
a rule on April 30, 1976.° When the fees were established the Department
was instructed to increase the fees as necessary so that the fee revenuss
would continue to suppori approximately the same proportion of permit
related costs. There have been sz¢ome changes in the fee achedule each
biennium, For the 1983-~-85 bilennium budget, the fee revenue levels are
projected to be increased by about 8 percent. This requires a rule 3
change. In addition, other portiocne of the fee schedule, which are no
longer applicsble, will be removed or changed.

(3) Bxiag;na&JmxaﬂmﬁuaLjE&igg_Eggnmxn_ﬁﬁiguﬂgigmggiﬂg
. OAR 340-45-070, Table 2 - Permilt Fee Behedule

b.  ORS 468.065(2)
c. Current printout of water qualilty vermittees

WG2019




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

VIGTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 2298-5596
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. F, February 25, 1983, EQC Meeting

.T.e S;:é;e
. OAR 340-71-100

ORS 454.625 provides that the Commission, after hearing, may adopt rules
for on-site sewage disposal. ORS 454.T45(Y4) provides that the Commission
may, by rule, increase the maximum fees contained in ORS USH.TLU5(1),
provided the fees do not exceed actual costs for efficiently conducted
minimum services.

Onr July 17, 1981, the Commission adopted several amendments to the on-site
sewage disposal rules, ineluding revisions to the fee schedule. Since that
time the Department finds it necessary to increase fees in order to
continue to provide an adequate level of minimum services. Funding for the
program comes from two sources (state general fund revenue, and income
derived from fees for services). The contribution from the general fund
has been continually shrinking, while inflation has caused the overall
costs to rise. The proposed fees include an increase due to inflation and
an increase due to the shift in the funding base. Using the Roseburg
Branch Office as an example, staff have aralyzed the various field
activities from which fees are generated and determined the proposed fees
more closely approximate actual costs for those activities occurring twenty
miles from the office. The cost of a permit to repair a failing system is
an exception in that the fee collected is approximately one half the
estimated cost to the program. Beginning with the July 1, 1984 license
period the sewage disposal service license fee is proposed to be increased
by fifty percent. This fee has not been adjusted since firat adopted by
the Commission in 1974,

DEQ-46
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In addition, the Department bas found that several substantive and
housekeeping rule amendments are needed to correct identif'ied deficiencies
and inconsistencies to allow smoother rule administration. The propesed
housekeeping amendments will not change how a particular rule has been

applied.

Many of the housekeeping amendments concern terminology changes.

The proposed substantive amendments will generally affect how an existing
rule is interpreted and implemented. The rules being proposed for
substantive amendments are as follows:

1.

Existing System Evaluation Report. A new rule is proposed to
address an oversight in the existing rules. Many banks and other
home locan institutions require an inspection of the on-site
sewage disposal system serving a home or business before a loan
is granted. An inspection performed by the Department or
Agreement County would result in a report being issved rather
than a permit or Authorization Notice. The proposed rule
provides the tool to do this.

Authorization Notice. Generally, an Authorization Notice must be
issued before an existing system is placed into service; the use
of the system is changed, or the sewage flow into the system is
increased (to a limit). Criteria for lssuing the Authorization
Hotice is missing when a system is proposed to be placed into
service. The proposed amendment would correct for this
deflciency.

Alteration of Existing Systems, Alterations are accomplished by
making physical changes to the existing system, and may result in
an increase in the system's design capacity. The proposed
amendments would affect alterations that increase the system's
design capacity by more than three hundred gallons per day or
fifty vercent of the existing design capacity, whichever is less.
All other system alterations are not impacted.

Manhole Riser on Septic Tank. Installation of a manhole riser

to the ground surface is required when a sepiic tank has more
than eighteen inches of backf'ill or when it 1s part of a sand
filter system. Septic tanks without risers are not readily
accessible for necessary periodic maintenance, and when buried
thelr location is easily forgotiten. The proposed amendment would
add pressurized systems and systems serving commercial
facilities. Pressurized systems use small diameter piping and
are susceptible to clogging if the septic tank is not pumped
periodically. Systems serving commercial facilities may also
require frequent septic tank maintenance due to the nature of the
sewage being discharged.

Seepage Trench Systems. Use of this system is limited to lots
created prior to Januvary 1, 1974, that have insufficient area to
phyaically locate a standard subsurface system. The preopeosed
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amendments would place a maximum limit on the design flow (three
hundred gallons per day, equivalent to a two bedroom home) and
allow deeper disposal trenches.

6, Sand Filter Systems. The substantive amendment would allow the
Agent to determine the construction seguence when use of a
capping fill is necessary.

T Steep Slope Systems., Staff have determined the length of
disposal trench required on this system iz excessive. The
proposed amendment would reduce the trench length by twenty-five
percent.

8. Tile Dewatering System. The existing rule does not identify
criteria to be used in determining how effective the fisgld
collection drainage tile is at lowering groundwater levels. The
proposed amendments would establish the level of performance, and
would allew for installation of shalleow field collection drainage
trenches at sites with high temporary groundwater levels.

9, Sewage Disposal Services. The sewage disposmsal service definition
i1s proposed to be modified to clesarly state that persons who
place, pump out or clean, dispose of materials pumped or cleaned
from, leaze or rent portable toilets to another person are
obligated to obtain a license from the Department. This
amendment is considered tc be housekeeping in nature because a
poriable toilet is a non-water carried system, which is one of
several on-site sewage disposal systems that may be used in this
state. The Department also proposes that a separate license
application be submitted for each business. Proposed amendments
will allow licenses to be amended or transferred, and provides a
mechanism for reinstatement of suspended licenses.

The alternatives are as follows:

Te Authorize the Department to conduel public hearings on the
proposed amenhdments.

2. Do not authorize public hearings.

Public hearings must be held before the Commission may adopt or amend
rules. It is staff's opinion that the rules governing on-site sewage
disposal need to be amended so that an adequabte level of ninimum services
may continue to be provided, and so that identified rule deficlencies and
inconsistencies may be corrected. It is through the hearing process that
testimony from outside the Department is gathered on the question of
whether the rules should be amended. This testimony frequently assists
staff in preparing the proposed rule amendments to be presented for
Commission consideration and possible adoptien.
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A presentation of the proposed amendments is contained in
Attachment wCw,

Supmation

1.

28

ORS 454,625 provides that the Commission, after hearing, may
adept rules for on-site sewage disposal.

ORS 454.745(4) provides that the Commission may, by rule,
increase maximum fees contained in ORS 454.7H5(1), providing the
fees do not exceed actual costs for efficiently conducted minimum
services.

Several technical rule amendments are necessary to provide for
smoother rule administration.

Based upon the summation, it is recommended that the Commission authorize
public hearings, to take testimony on the question of amending OAR 340«=TT-
100 through 3480-T1-600 and QAR 380-73-080, as presented in Attachment ®C%.
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= Principal Documents Relied Upon
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Januvary 31, 1983
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ATTACHMENT A

Cregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT

Proposed Amendments to the On-Site Sewage Disposal Rules, Including Proposed
Fee Increases, QAR 340-71-100 through 340-71-600 and OAR 340-73-080.

April 5, 1983, 10 a.m.

WHO IS AFFECTED: Persons submitting applications for on-site sewage
disposal activities and sewage disposal service
licensees.

WHAT IS PROPOSED: The DEQ is proposing several substantive and

housekeeping rule amendments. If adopted, the
proposed amendments will correct specifically identified rule deficiencies and
inconaistencies, thus allowing for smoother administration of the rules, Also, an
adeguate level of minimum services may continue to be provided if the proposed fee
gchedule amendments are adopted. A copy of the propesed amendments may be obtained
by writing the Department of Envirommental Quality, On-3Site Sewage 3ystems Section,
Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207.

WHAT ARE THE HIGHLIGHTS: The fees charged for on-site activities are proposed to
be adjusted te cover a greater percentage of the costs

of providing the services. The sewage disposal service license fee iz proposed to
be increased the first time since adopted in 1974. In addition to the fee for
license, fees are being proposed for reinstating suspended licenses and amending or
transferring licenses. A new rule addressing existing system evaluation reports is
proposed, along with a fee for the service. Substantive amendments to several
alternative systems (sand filters, seepage trenches, tile dewatering and steep
slope} are suggested. The rule pertaining to sewage disposal services has several
revisions, including new language addressing reinstatement of suspended licenses and
license transfers or amendments.

HOW TO COMMENT: Public hearings are scheduled to begin at 10 a.m. on
Tuesday, April 5, 1983, at the following locations:

Bend Hewport Medford

State Qffice Bldg. Lincoln Co. Public Service Bldg. dackson County Courthouse

Conference Room Public Meeting Room Room 300

2150 NE Studic Rd. 210 S.¥W. Second Street 10 South Qakdale

Bend, Oregon Newpert, Oregon Medford, Oregon
endlet Portland

State 0ffice Bldg. Department of Envirommental Quality

Suite 360 Room 1400

700 S.E. Emigrant 522 S.W. Fifth Avenue

Pendleton, Oregon Portland, Oregon

PUBN.H (8/82)
XG2027

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:
P.O. Box 1760

Portland. OR 97207 Contact the person cr division identified in the public notice by calling 229-5696 in the Portland area. To avoid
' iong distance charges from other parts of the state, call 1-800-452-7813, and ask for the Depariment of
§/10/82 Environmental Quality.

€2

Contans
[
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A Department of Enviropmental Quality staff member or an Envirommental Quality
Commission Hearing Officer will be named to preside over and conduct the hearings.

Written comments may be sent to the Department of Envirommental Quality, On-Site
Sewage Systems Section, Box 1760, Portland, Oregen 97207, but must be received by
April 5, 1983.

WHAT IS THE NEXT 3TEP: The Environmental Quality Commissicon may adept rule

S o amendments identical to the proposed amendments, adopt
modified rule amendments as a result of the hearing testimony, or decline teo adopt
rule amendments.

Statements of Need, Fiscal Impact, Land Use Consistency, Statutory Authority, and
Principal Documents Relied Upon are filed with the Secretary of State.

PUBN.H (8/82)
xG2027



ATTACHMENT B

Before the Envirommental Quality Commissicn
of the State of Oregon

In the Matter of Amendment Statutory Authority

to Rules QAR 340-71-100 Statement of Need

through 71-600 and Fiscal and Economie Impacts

OAR 340-73-080, On-Site Land Use Consistency Statement
Sewage Disposal Rules : Principal Documents Relied Upon
1. Citation of Statutorv Authority

2.

3.

ORS 454,625, which requires the Environmental Quality Commission to
adopt rules pertaining to On-Site Sewage Dispoaal.

Statement of Need

The Department of Environmental Quality requires an increase in fees
for permits and services in the On-site Sewage Disposal Program in
order to carry on an efficient and effective level of service. In
addition, some technical rule amendments are necessary to provide
smoother administration of the On-Site Sewage Disposal rules.

Fiscal and Ecopomic Impacts

Fizeal and economic impacts would affect persons applying for a permit
or service under the statewide rules for on-site sewage disposal.

Such applicants would pay an increased fee for a permit or service.

In addition, the new fee schedule will result in additional revenue
for the Department and Contract Counties to use for program cperation.
Small businesses will be impacted by the increased fees at the time
they apply for the permits and services. Further, the increased
license fee and associated fees for transfer of license, amendment of
license, and reinstatement of suspended license will impact all =ewage
disposal service businesses.

Land Use Consistency Statement

The proposed rule amendments will not generally affect land use.
However, the proposed rule amendments to several alternative systems
may allow installatiocn of scme systems that could not have been
installed previously.




ATTACHMENT B (cont'd.)

5. Pringlipal Documents Relied Upon

G.

Letter of February 17, 1982, to Sherman Olson (Department of
Environmental Quality) from Anne Cox (Columbia County).

Letter of September 28, 1982, to Sherman Olson (Department of
Environmental Quality) from Douglas Marshall (Tillamook County).

Interoffice Memo of October 26, 1982, to Sherman Olson
{Department of Environmental Quality) from Don Bramhall
(Department of Environmental Quality).

Letter of November 17, 1982, to Jack Osborne {(Department of
Environmental Quality) from D. C. Mace (Yamhill County).

Letter of January 4, 1983, to Sherman Olson (Department of
Environmental Quality) from Roy Eastwood (Columbia County).

Letter of January 17, 1983, to Sherman Olscon (Depariment of
Environmental Quality) from Richard Polson (Clackamas County).

Letter of January 21, 1983, to Sherman Olson (Department of
Environmental Quality) from Daniel Bush (Clackamas County).

The documents may be viewed at the Department of Environmental Quality, 522
S.W. Fifth Avenue, Portland, Cregon, during regular business hours, 8§ a.m.
to 5 p.m. Monday through Friday.

XG2028



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Proposed Rule Amendments
OAR 340=T71-100 through OAR 340-71-600

and

OAR 3%40-73-080

February 25, 1983

ATTACHMENT C




Amend OAR
(17

Amend CAR

(3)

Amend OAR

(%)

Amend OAR

(19

Amend GAR

(23)

Amend QAR

(34)

Amend OAR

(43)

XL2281

340-71-100(17) as follows:

"On-Site Sewage Disposal System [(System)]"™ means any [installed]

existine or proposed on-site sewage disposal [facility] system
ineluding, but not limited to a standard subsurface, alternative,

experimental or non-~water carried sewage disposal system, installed
or proposed to be installed on land of the owner of the system or

cn other land as to which the owner of the system has the legal right
to install the system.

340-71-~105(3) as follows:

"Alternative System™ means any Commission approved on-site sewage
disposal system used in lieu of [, ineluding modifiecations of] the
standard subsurface system,

340-71=-105(4) as follows:

"puthorization Notice™ means a written document issued by the Agent
which establishes that an existipeg on-site sewage disposal system
appears adequate to serve the purpose feor which a particular
application is made.

340-71=-105(19) as follows:

nCurtain Drain™ [(in excess of thirty (30) inches)] means a
groundwater interceptor introduced upslope from a disposal field

to intercept and divert groundwater or surface water from the
absorption facility . [, which] It may be required to be installed
as a condition for approval of a system.

340-71-105(23) as follows:

"Disposal Trench" means a ditech or trench with vertical sides and
substantially flat bottom with a minimum of twelve (12) inches of
clean, coarse filter material into which a single distribution
[l1ine] pipe has been laid, the trench then being backfilled with a
minimum of six (6) inches of soil. (See Diagram 12)

340-71-105(34) as follows:

"Emergency Repairs™ means repair of a failing system where

immediate action is necessary to relieve a situation in which sewage
is backing up into a dwelling or building, or repair of a broken
pressure gewer [linel pipe,

340-71-105(43) as follows:
"Groundwater Interceptor® means any natural or artificial

groundvwater or surface water drainage system including agricultural
drain tile, cut banks, and ditches, (See Diagram 13)

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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Amend OAR 340-71-105(55) as follows:

(55) "Permanent Groundwater Table™ means the upper surface of a saturated

zone that exists for greater than nine (9) months each year
[-round]. The thickness of the saturated zone, and, as a result,
the elevation of the permanent groundwater table may fluctuate as
much as twenty (20) feet or more annually; but the saturated zone
and associated permanent groundwater table will be present at some

depth beneath land surface [throughout the] for greater than pine
{9) months each year.

Amend OAR 340-71-105(78) as follows:
(78) "Sewage Disposal Service" means:

{(a) The installation of on~site sewage disposal systems (including
the_placemernt of portable toilets) , or any part thereof; or

(b) The pumping out or cleaning of on-3ite sewage disposal systems

{ineluding portable toilets) , or any part thereof; or

(¢} The disposal of material derived from the pumping out or
cleaning of on-site sewage disposal systems (dnecludine portable
Loilets) ; or

(d) Grading, excavating, and earth-moving work connected with the
operations described in subsection (a} of this section, except
streets, highways, dams, airports or other heavy construction
projects and except earth-moving work performed under the
supervision of a builder or contractor in connection with and
at the time of the construection of a building or structure; or

(e) The construction of drain and sewage lines from Five (5) feet
outaide a bulilding or structure to the service lateral at the

curb or in the street or alley or other disposal terminal
holding human or domestic sewage[.] j or

(£} Leasing or rentine portable toilets to apy person,
Amend CAR 340-71-130(4) as follows:

(k} Discharges Prohibited. No cooling water, air conditioning water,
water softener brine, ground water, oil, hazardcus materials or
roof drainage shall be discharged into any system.

Amend OAR 340-T71-140C as follows:
340-71-140 FEES-GENERAL.

(1) Except as provided in section (5) of this rule, the following
nonrefundable fees are required to accompany applicaticns for site

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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evaluations, permits, licenses and services provided by the

LDepartment.
ON-SITE MAXIMUM
SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS FEE

(a). New Site Evaluation:
(A) Single Family Dwelling:

(1) PFirst Lob..iveeseeossscacvanrensa R $ 150 [135]

(ii) Each Additional Lot Evaluated During Initial
Vislt civciveesnrascvncnsnanns eensssesssaas $ 130 [110]

(B) Commercial Facility System:

(1) For First Ope Thousand (1000 ([1000]
Gallons Projected Dally Sewage Flow ...... $ 150 [135]
(i1) Plus For Each Five Hundred (500) [500]

Gallons or Part Thereof Above (ne Thousand
(1000) [1000] Gallons for Proiected Daily
Sewage Flows up to Ten Thousand (10,000)

_mlm sssaas st aaannduEsanan R u
{C) Evaluation Denial ReVIEW .civeveecsccesneserssss & 6O [50]

(D) Fees for site evaluation applications made to an
agreement county shall be in accordance with that
county's fee schedule.

(E) Each fee paid entitles the applicant %o as many site
inspections on 2 =ingle parcel or lot as are necessary
to determine site suitability for a single system.
The applicant may request additiconal site inspections
within pinety (90) [90] days of the initial site evaluation,
at no extra cost.

{(F) Separate fees shall be required if site inspections

are to determine site suitability for more than one (1)
gystem on a single parcel of land.

(b) Construction-Installation Permit:

(A) For First Qpe Thousand (1000} [1000] Gallons Projected Daily

Sewage Flow:

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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L2281

(1) Standard On-Site SyStem ...ceceseeees $ 120 [50]

{ii) Alternative System:

{I) Aerobic Systel...cevaas vevaee  $ 120 [901
(II) Capping Fill .veeseannes PR $ 280 [90]
(ITI) CesSSpPO0l.svssessracsancans $ 120 [50]
{(IVv) Evapotranspiration—Absorption $ 120 [90]
{(v) Gray Water Waste Disposal Sump $ 60 [50]
(VI)  Holding Tank ..eveveces veese  $120 [90]
(VII) Pressure Distributiom ...... § 120 [90]
(VIII) Redundant ...... cessensssess. $ 120 [90]
(IX) Sand Filter ...ecvceeaseesan. $ 280 [130]
(X) Seepage Pit ..ivivevnnenns . ¢ 120 [»0]
(X1 Secpage Trench ..osseseesns $ 120 [50]
(XII) Steep SloPe +eeease seavsaass  $ 120 [50]
(XIII) Tile Dewatering cieevivresas $ 120 [90]
€ pe =) e st ard £3pQ ea e
ee e en ste 2
to sixty dollars ($60), providing the permit application
tte he £ s onths of [ te
a t te he ste erve i
(-} te sit =] e
e e _Dpe

(B) For systems with projected dally sewage flows greater than one
thousand (1000) [1000] gallons, the construction-installation
permit fee shall be equal to the fee required in OAR 340-71-140
(L)(b)(A) plus $10 for each five hundred (500) [500]gallons or
part thereof above 1000 gallons,

Note: Fees for construction permits for systems with
projected daily sewage flows greater than five thousand
{5.000) [5000] galions shall be in accordance with the fee
schedule for WPCF permits.

(C) Commerecial Facility System, Plan Review:

3te e e e
=1 s e
(i1 (ii) For a svstem with a projected daily sewage flow of six

hundred (600) gallons, but not more than [For first]
one thousand (1000) [1l000] gallons projected daily
Sewage floWw cevevencas veveasasasenassnessanseas 360 [$ 50]

[(ii)] (iii} Plus for each five hundred (500) [500] gallens
or part thereof above one thousand (1000)
[1000] gallons, to a maximum sewage flow limit of

B,000 2allons per day .ceievcissonasseveennnssas 3518 [$ 10]

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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L(4144)] {iv) Plan review for systems with projected

sewage flows greater than five thousand
(5,000) [5,000] gallons per day shall be
pursuant to OAR 340, Division %2,

(D) [(E)] [Construction-Installation] Permit Renewal:

{E) [(e)]
(F) [(d)]

(1) If Field Visit Required...ieessesceecosases
(1i) No Field Visit Required....eeec.. crecnanne .
NOTE: Renewal of a permit may be granted to the
original permittee if an application for permit
renewal is filed prior to the criginal permit
expiration date. e =T1=
Alteration Permibt ..vieencceanverosnnsnnsanssssonnnas

Repair Permit:

{1} [(A)] Sirgle Family Dwelling «.eceeevnanaan

(ii) [(B)] Commercial Facility ... The appropriate
fee identified in paragraphs (1){b) (4) and (B) of

this rule applies.

{G) [(D)] Permit Denial ReVieW..cesveossavsosccesnaassasnae

{e) [(e)]

(d) [(£)]

{e) [(g)]
(£ ()]
) [(1)]

XL2281

Authorization Notice:

(A) If Field Visit RequUired ....eeesesancassrans
(B) No Field Visit Required ..cuieeveeesnasnncsas

$690 [$ 501

$ 10

$95 [$ 50]

$35 [$ 25]

$60 [¢ 501

$-60 [$ 50]
$ 10

(C)__Authorization Denial RevieWw ..eeesorrsscsesssass $ 60

Annual Evaluation of Alternative Systenm

(Where Required) ...veseseecesnsisesccnnsnns $.60 [$ 501
Annual Evaluation of Large System (2501 to 5000 GPD) $ 6014 50]
Annual Evaluation of Temporary Mobile Home....... $ 60 [$ 501
Variance to On-3ite System Rules ......ev0vsvaaen $225
Note: The varianpce application fee may be waived if the applicant

e - -

[An applicant for a variance is not required to pay the

application fee, if at the time of filing, the owner:
{(4) 1Is 65 years of age or older; and
(B} Is a resident of the State of Oregon; and

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed | ] material is deleted.
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(C) Has an annual household income, as defined in ORS
310.630, of $15,000 or less.]

{h} [{3)] Rural Area Variance to Standard Subsurface Rules:
(4) Site Evaluation,eeeeeeesan reseanas Creanas 3150 [$135]
Note: In the event there is on file a site evaluation
report for that parcel that is less than ninety days old,
the site evaluation fee shall be waived.
(B) Construction-Installation Permit....The appropriate
fee ldentified in subsection (1)(b) of this rule
applies.
{4) [(x)] Sewage Disposal Servige:

(A) Appual Business LICENSE .veeesencesvacenes $150 [3$100]

[(B}] (D) Pumper Truck Inspection, Each Vehicle .... - $ 25
(1) [(1)] Experimental Systems:
Permit ...cevvaes teasrtassseseseavrestaanacanan . $100
S e .

(2) Contract County Fee Schedules. Pursuant to ORS 454.745(14),
fee schedules which exceed maximum fees in ORS 454.74%5(1), and
Section (1) of thiz rule, are established for Contract Counties
as follows:
(a) Lane County: See OAR 340-72-050.
(b) Clackamas County: See OAR 380-72-060,
(e) Multnomah County: See QAR 340-72-070.

e =T D

NOTE: Underlined material iz new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(3) Contract County Fee Schedules, General:

{(a) Each county having an agreement with the Department under OR3
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.

{e¢} 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 Commission pursuant to

ORS 454.745(4).

(4) Surcharge. In order to offset a portion of the administrative costs of
the statewide on-site sewage disposal program, a surcharge for each
activity, as set forth in the following =schedule, s=hall 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 cof agreement (contract)
between the county and the Department.

Aetivity Surcharge

(a) Site evaluation: per lot or site; or
for each 1,000 gallons projected
daily sewage {low cr part thereof,
vwhichever is greater,

up to 5,000 £2llO0S seiscecesrcosaanassnsensvnanns $ 15

{b) [New] Constructicn—Instgllation Permit  cecvveas $ 5
H e 8 3

(e) Alteration Permit .vieveensasescaassasccsassconns $ 5

(d) Authorization NotiGe ..ceseessscsercnassaassnsnns $ 5

(5) Refunds. The Agent may refund a fee accompanying an application if
the applicant withdraws the application before the Agent has done any
field work or other substantial review of the application.

Amend OAR 380-71=150(4) as follows:

(4) Approval or Denial:

(a) In order to obtain an approved site evaluation report the
following conditicns shall be met:

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(A) All criteria for approval as outlined in rules
340-T71-220 and/or 340-71-260 shall be met.

(B} Each lot or parcel must have [contain] sufficient
usable area available to accommodate an initial and

replacement system. he e _are a e te
e lo ) hin the
th t e e uant to C
340-71-130{(11)., Sites may be approved where the

initial and replacement systems would be of different
types, e.g., a standard subsurface system as the
initial system and an alternative system as the
replacement system. The site evaluation report shall
indicate the type of the initial and type of
replacement system for which the site is approved.

EXCEPTION: A replacement area is not required in areas
under control of a legal entity such as a city, county, or
sanitary district, provided the legal entity gives a written
commitment that sewerage service will be provided within
five (5) years.

(b} A site evaluation shall be denied where the [above]
conditions identified in subsection (#)(a) of this rule

are not met.

(e¢) Technical rule changes shall not invalidate a favorable site
evaluation.

Amend OAR 340, Division 71 by adding & new rule, OAR 340-71-155, as follows:

NOTE: Underlined material is new.

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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Amend QAR 340-T71-160(9) as follows:

(9)

A permit issued pursuant to these rules shall he effective for
one (1) year from the date of issuance for the construction of
the system, T[and] Ihe construction-installation permit is not

transferable. e = s a the pe
€ 8 to c 3_bhee sue
ondi g 1 e equireme ermit
u e tinue e _as he 8
use.

Amend OAR 340-71-160 by adding a new section as follows:

Amend OAR 340-71-205 as follows:

340-71-205 AUTHORIZATION TO USE EXISTING SYSTEMS.

(1)

(2)

L2281

For the purpose of these rules, "Authorization Notice™ means

a written document issued by the Agent which establishes that
an exjisting on-site sewage disposal system appears adequate to
serve the purpose for which a particular application is made.
Applications for Authorization Notices shall conform to
requirements of OAR 340-71-160(2) and (4).

Authorization Notice Required. No Person shall place into
service, change the use of, or increase the projected daily
sewage flow into an existing on-site sewage disposal system
without obtaining an Authorization Notice , Construetion—
Installation Permit or Alteration Permit as appropriate.

Exceptions:

~a- An Authorization Notice 1is not required when there is
a change in use (replacement of [mobile homes or]
recreational vehicles with similar units) in [mobile
home parks or] recreational vehicle facilities operated
by a publie entity or under a license or Certificate
of Sanitation issued by the Oregon State Health
Division , [or Oregon State Department of Commerce. ]

=b~ An Authorization Notice is not required for placing
into service [use of] a previously unused system for
which a Certificate of Satisfactory Completion has been
izsued within one (1) year of the date such system is
placed into service, providing the projected daily
sevage flow does not exceed the design flow.

NOTE: Underliined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(3

(%)

(5)

(6)

(7

L2281

1

For placing into service or for changes in the use of an existing
on-site sewage disposal system where no increase in sewage flow
is projected, or where the design flow 1s not exceeded; an
Authorization Notice shall be issued if:

(a) The existing system is not failing; and

(b) All set-backs between [from] the existing system apd the
Structure can be maintained; and

(e) In the opinion of the Agent the proposed use would not
create a public health hazard[.] gon the ground surface or in
surface public waters,

If the condition s [(a) or (b)] of Section (3) of this rule
cannot be met, an Authorization Notice shall be withheld until
such time as the necessary alterations and/or repairs to the
system are made.

For changes in the use of a system where projected dally sewage
flow would be increased by not more than three hundred (300)
gallons beyond the design capacity or by not more than fifty
(50) percent of the design capacity for the system, whichever
is less; an Authorization Notice shall be issued if:

(a) The existing system is shown not to be failing; and

{(b) A1l set-backs between [from] the existing system and the
Structure can be maintained; and

(e) Sufficient area exists so that a complete replacement area
meeting all requirements of these rules {except those
portions relating to soil conditions and groundwater) is
available; and

(d) 1In the opinion of the Agent the proposed increase would
not create a public health hazard or water pollution.

Only one (1) Authorization Notice for an inerease up to three
hundred (300) gallons beyond the design capacity, or increased by
not more than fifty (50) percent of the design capacity,
whichever is less, will be allowed per system.

For changes in the use of a system where projected dally sewage
flows would be increased by more than three hundred (300) gallons
beyond the design capacity, or increased by more than fifty (50)
percent of the design capacity of the system, whichever is less,
a Construction-Installation [an Alteration] Permit shall be
cbtained. [Such permit may be issued only if the proposed
installation will be in full compliance with these rules.]

Refer to rule 340~71=210

NOTE: Underlined material is new,
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(8)

(9)

XL2281

Personal Hardship:

(a)

(b)

The Agent may allow a mobile home to use an existing system
serving ancther dwelling, in order to provide housing for

& family member suffering hardship, by issuing an
Authorization Notice, if:

(A) The Agent receives satisfactory evidence which
indicates that the family member is suffering physical
or mental impairment, infirmity, or is otherwise
disabled (a hardship approval issued under local
planning ordinances shall be accepted as satisfactory
evidence); and

(B) The system is not failing; and
(C) The application is for a moblle home; and

{D) Evidence is provided that a hardship mobile home
placement is allowed on the subject property by the
governmental agency that regulates zoning, land use
planning, and/or building.

The Authorization Notice shall remain in effect for a
specified period, not to exceed cessation of the hardship.
The Authorization Notice is renewable on an annual or
biennial basis. The Agent shall impose conditions 1n the
Authorization Notice which are necessary to assure
protection of public health.

Temporary Placement:

{a)

(b)

The Agent may allow a mobile home to use an existing system
serving another dwelling in order to provide temporary
housing for a family member in need, and may issue an
Authorization Notice provided:

{A) The Agent receives evidence that the family member is
in need of temporary housing; and

(B) The system is not failing; and
(C) A full system replacement area is available; and

(D) Evidence is provided that a temporary mobile home
placement is allowed on the subject property by the
govermmental agency that regulates zoning, land use
planning, and/or building.

The Authorization Notice shall authorize use for no more
than two (2) years and is not renewable. The Agent shall
impose conditions in the Authorization Notice necessary

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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to assure protection of public health. If the system falls
during the temporary placement and additional replacement
area is no longer avallable, the mobile home shall be
removed from the property.

= he e e reviewe

et
(4:]
o g (1]
o
(D
o+
=3

ee e g

Amend OAR 340=-71-210 as follows:

340-71-210 ALTERATION OF EXISTING ON-SITE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS.

(1)

Permit Required:

(a)

(b)

No person shall alter , or increase the design capacity
of, an existing on-site sewage disposal system without first
obtaining an Alteration Permit or Constpruction-Inastallation
Permit, as appropriate, [See] Refer to rule 340-71-160.

Ko person shall inecrease the projected daily sewage flow
into an existing on-site sewage disposal system by mere than
three hundred (300) gallons beyond the design capacity or
inerease by more than fifty (50) percent of the design
capacity of the system, whichever is less, until [an
Alteration] a Constructjon-Installation Permit is obtained.
[Such permit may be issued only if the proposed installation
will be in full compliance with these rules.] JHefer to rule

XL.2281
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) [(2)]

[(3)

Amend OAR

(C)

Amend CAR

Amend OAR

(C)

XL2281

Certificate of Satisfactory Completion Required. Upon completion
of installation of that part of a system for which an Alteration
Permit or Construction-Installation Permit has been issued, the
permittee shall cbtain a Certificate of Satisfactory Completion

from the Agent pursuant to rule 340- 71 175 An increase in the

Criteria for Permit Issuance. Except as provided in subsection
{1)(b) of this rule the Agent may issue an Alteration Permit if:

{(a) The existing system is not failing; and
{b) In the opinion of the Agent use of the on-site system would
not create a public health hazard or water pollution.]

340-T1=-220(2)}(b)}{C) as follows:

Curtain Drains. (Diagram 13) A curtain drain may be used to
intercept and/or drain temporary water from a disposal area,
however, it may be required to demonstrate that the site can be
de-watered prior to issuing a construction installation permit.
Curtain drains may be used only on sites with adequate slope

to permit proper drainage. Where required, curtain drains

are an integral part of the [disposal] system{.] 4_¢uu;4mg_ngs

340-71-220(2)(c)(Exception -b~} as feollows:

-b~ A layer of non-gravellv (less than 15% gravel) soil with
sandy loam texture or finer at least eighteen (18) inches
thick occurs between the bottom of the disposal trenches and
the groundwater table; or

340=-71-220(4)(c)(C) as follows:

All septic tanks installed with the manhole access deeper than
eighteen (18) inches , or whep used within a sand fllter svstem,
copmercial system, or pressurized [or as part of a sand filter]
system shall be provided with a water tight riser extending bto
the ground surface or above. The riser shall have a minimum
inside dimension equal to or greater than that of the tank
manhele. The cover shall be securely fastened or weighted to
prevent easy removal.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed | ] material is deleted.
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Amend OAR 340-71-265(3)(c) and (d) as follows:

{c) The disposal area [drainfield] and the borrow site shall be
scarified to destroy the vegetative mat.

(d) The_system [Drainfield] shall be installed as specified in
the construction permit. There shall be a minimum ten (10)
feet of separation between the edge of the fill and

the abgsorption facility [nearest trench sidewall].
Amend CAR 340-T71-265(4){a) and (b) as follows:
{a) Both the disposal area [drainfield sitel and borrow
material must be inspected for scarification, se¢il texture,

and moisture content, pricr to cap construction.

(b) Pre-cover inspection of the installed absorption facility
[drainfield].

Amend OAR 340-71-275(4)(d)(B) as follows:

(B) The effective seepage area shall be based on the bottom area of
the seepage bed. The minimum area shall be not less than Lyg

gmaeeb_e_d_demgeme_tm [that specif'ied in Table 9 1
Amend OAR 340-71-275{4){c)(B) as follows:

(BY Disposal [Drainfield] trenches shall be construcfed using the
specifications for the standard disposal [drainfield] trench
unlegss otherwise allowed by the Department on a case~by-case

» basis.

Amend OAR 340-71-280 as follows:

{1) For the purrpose of these rules "Seepage Trench System" means a
system with dispesal trenches with more than six (6} inches of
filter material below the distribution pipe.

(2) Criteria for Approval. Contruction permits may be issued by
the Agent for seepage trench systems on lots created prior to
January 1, 1974, for sites that meet all the following
conditions:

{(a} Groundwater degradation would not result.

(b) Lot or parcel is inadequate in size to accommedate standard
subsurface system disposal trenches[.] mith a projected flow
of three hundred (300) gallons per dav,

{(c) All other requirements for standard subsurface systems can

be met ,_ except as provided in section 3 of this rule .

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted,
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(3) Design Criteria:

h e h -
{22) inches;
{b) The seepage [Seepage] trench system [dimensions] shall be
sized accoprdine to [determined by)] the following formula:

Length of seepage trench = (4) (length of disposal

trench) [/1 divided by (3+ 2D), where D = depth of filter
material below distribution pipe in feet. Maximum depth of
filter material (D) shall be two (2) feet.

ee_hundred

Amend OAR 340-T1=290(3){a)}(B) as follows:

(B) 1Twelve (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 3%0-71-265(3) and 340-T1-
265(4)(a) through (e){. A construction-inatallation
pernmit shall not be issued until the £ill 1s in place
and approved by the Agent]; or

Amend OAR 380-T1-290(3)(b) as follows:

(b) The highest level attained by = permanent water table
would be equal to or more than distances specified as

follows:
¥Minimum Separation
Distance from Bottonm
Soll Groups Effective Seepage Area
(4) Gravel, sand, lcamy sand, sandy loam 24 inches

(B) Loam, silt loam, sandy
clay loam, clay loam 18 inches

(C) Silty clay loam, silty
clay, clay, sandy clay 12 inches

®NOTE: Shallow disposal trenches (placed not less than
twelve (12} inches into the original soil profile)
may be used with a capping f£ill to achieve separation
distances from permanent groundwater. The £ill shall
be placed in accordance to the provisions of CAR 340-
71-265(3) and 340-T1-265(4)(a) through (c}. [A
construction~installation permit shall not be issued
until the fill is in place and approved by the
Agent.]

NOTE: Underlined material is new.

Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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Amend OAR 340-71-290(4) and (%) as follows:

(4)

(5) [NOTE:]

6) [(5)]

XL2281

[Mipimum Length Disposal Trench Required.] The minimum [seepage

area] length of disposal trench required for sand filter

absorption facilities is indicated in the following table:

Minimum Length (Linear Feet)
Disposal Trench Per Cne Hundred
Fifty (150) Gallens Projected

Soil Groups Dajily Sewage Flow

(a) Gravel, sand, loamy sand, sandy lcam 35

{b}) Loam, silt loam, =sandy clay loam,

' clay loam 45

(e¢) Silty clay loam, silty clay,
sandy clay, clay 50

{(d} Saprolite or fractured bedrock 50

{e) High shrink-swell clays (Vertisols) 75

* NOTE: Disposal trenches in Vertisols shall contain twentv-four
{28) inches of filter material and twenty—foupr (243 inches

of sodil backfill,

Sites with saprolite, fractured bedrock, gravel or scil textures
of sand, loamy sand, or sandy lcoam in a continuous section at
least two {2) feet thick in contact with and below the bottom of
the sand filter, that meet all other requirements of section 340~
71=290(3), may utilize either a conventional sand filter without
a bottom or a sand filter in a trench that discharges biologically
treated effluent directly into those materials. The application
rate shall be based on the design sewage flow in OAR 340-71-295(1)
and the bhasal area of the sand in either type of sand filter, 4
nirimum twenty-four (24) inch separation shall be maintained
between a water table and the hottom of the sand filter,

Mzterials and Construction:

{a) All materials used in sand filter system construction shall
be structurally scund, durable and capable of withstanding
noermal installation and operation stresses. Component parts
subject to malfunction or excessive wear shall be readily
accessible for repair and replacement.

(b) All filter containers shall be placed over a stable level
base.

(e¢) In areas of temporary groundwater at least twelve (12)
inches of unaaturated soil shall be maintained between the
bottom of the sand filter and top of the disposal trench.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(d) Piping and fittings for the sand filter distribution system
shall be as required under pressure distribution systems,
OAR 340-71-275.

{e) The specific requirements for septic tanks, dosing tapks,

ete. are found in OAR 340-71-220

Amend CAR 340-71-310(2) as follows:

(2)

Construction requirements:

(a)

(b)

Seepage trenches shall be installed at 2 minimum depth of
thirty (30) inches and at a maximum depth of thirty-six (36)
inches below the natural soil surface on the downhill side
of the trench, and contain a minimum of eighteen (18} inches
of filter material and twelve (12) inches of native soil
backfill.

The system shall be sized at a minimum of [one hundred

(100)] gseventy=-five (75) linear feet per one hundred Tifty
(150) gallons projected daily sewage flow.

Amend OAR 3480-71-315 as follows:

340-71-315 TILE DEWATERING SYSTEM.

(1)

L2281

General conditions for approval., On-site system constructicn
permits may be issued by the Agent for tile dewatering systems
provided the following requirements can be met:

(a)

(b)

(e)
(d)

The site has a natural outlet that will allow a field tile
[(linstalled on a proper grade around the proposed

[drainfield] zbsorption facility [area at a depth of not
less than sixty-six (66) inches] to daylight above annual

high water.

Soils must be silty clay loam or coarser textured and
be drainable, with a minimum effective soil depth of at

least [sixty-six (66) inches.] fhirty (30} inches in scils
Hith ;gmpg:an! gzggnﬂgate;:, gng g; Lgaﬁt §§EEQL‘E—LHQ fzzl
dnches in soils with permapent groundwater.

Slope does not exceed three (3) percent.

A1l other requirements for the system [standard orn-site
systems], except depth to groundwater, can be met. However,

340-71-520(2). oF. 340-T1=290(3)..

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(2) Construction Requirements:

(a)

(b)

(e)

(d)

(e)

(£)

(8}

(h)

(1)

Field collection drainage tile shall be installed [a minimum
of sixty-six (66)inches deep] on a uniform grade of two-
tenths to four-tenths (0.2-0.4) feet of fall per one hundred
(100) feet , [.] apd either

hirty- e t
temporary groundwater, or
(B) A mini ¢ sixty-six (66) inel ! . il L)
Dermanent groundwater, :

Maximum drainage tile spacing shall be seventy (70) feet
center to center.

Minimum horizontal separation distance [of] between the

drainage tile [from]} apnd [disposal trenches] absorpiion
facility shall be twenty {20) feet [center to center].

Field collecticn drainage tile shall be rigid smooth wall
perforated pipe with a minimum diameter of four (3) inches,

Field collection drainage tile shall be enveloped in clean
filter material to within thirty (30) inches of the soil
surface in soils with permanent groundwater, or to within
tyel (12)_inch F t} i) ; - 1 it}
temporery groundwater., Filter material shall be covered
with filter fabric, treated building paper or other
nondegradable material approved by the Agent.

Qutlet tile shall be rigid smooth wall solid PVC pipe with a
minimom diameter of four (4} inches. The outlet ené shall
be protected by a short section of Schedule 80 PVC or ABS or

metal pipe, and a flap gate[.] or grill to exclude rodents,

A 8ilt trap with a thirty (30) inch minimum diameter shall
be installed between the field collection drainage tile and
the outlet pipe[.] unless otherwise authorized by the
Department, The bottom of the silt trap shall be a minimum
twelve (12) inches below the invert of the drainage [line]
pipe outlet.

The discharge pipe and [dewatering] tile drainage system
{is an] are integral parts [part] of the system[.] . but do

e e e

Btreams, lakes, ponds or other surface water bodies,

The Agent has the discretion of requiring demonstration that
a proposed tile dewatering site can be drained prior to
issulng a construction instaliation permit.

{1 The absorption facilitv shall use equal or pressurized

XL2281

distribution,

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed | ] materizl is deleted.
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Amend OAR 340-71~320(2)(b) as follows:

(23

Criteria for Approval. In split waste systems wastes may be
disposed of as feollows:

(a) Black wastes may be disposed of by the use of state
Department of Commerce approved nenwater-carried
plumbing units such as recirculating c¢il flush toilets
or compost toilets.

(b) Gray water may be disposed of by discharge to:
(A) An existing on-site system which is not failing}; or
{B} A new on-site system with a soil absorption system two-
thirds {(2/3) normal size. A full size initial
[drainfield] disposal area and replacement disposal

area of equal size are required; or

(C) A public sewerage system.

Amend OAR 340-71-345(4) as follows:

(4)

[Drainfield] Digposal field Sizing. [Drainfields] Disposal

flelds serving systems employing aeroblc sewage treatment

facilities shall be sized according to Tables 4 and § of these
rules. Where a NSF Class I plant is installed, the linear footage
of [drainfield] disposal trepnch installied may be reduced by

twenty (20) percent, provided a full sized standard system
replacement area is available,

Amend OAR 340-71-520(2) as follows:

(2)

XL2281

Special Design Requirements, Unless otherwise authorized
by the Department, large systems shall comply with the
following requirements:

(a) Large system [drainfields] absorption facilities shall be
deaigned with pressure distribution.

(b) [Drainfield] The disposal area shall be divided into

relatively equal units , [with a maximum of six
hundred (600) linear feet of drainfield per unit.]
t ej e e

{1250) gallons of effluent per day,

(¢) ([Drainfield] The replacement (repair) dispesal area
shall be divided into gimilar units _, with a
replacement disposal area unit located adlacent to an
initial [drainfield] disposal area unit.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(d}

(e)

(£

Effluent distribution shall alternate between the
[drainfield] disposal area units,

Each [distribution] system shall have at least two (2)
pumps or siphons.

The applicant shall provide.a written assessment.of the
impact of the proposed system upon the guality of public
waters and public health.

dmend OAR 340~71-600 as follows:

340-71-600 SEWAGE DISPOSAL SERVICE.

(1)

(2)

XL2281

For the purpose of theze rules "Sewage Disposal Service™ means:

(a)

(b)

(e}

(d)

(e)

The installation of on~site sewage dispesal systems
{ipcluding the placement of portable toilets), or

any part thereof; or

The pumping out or cleaning of on-site sewage disposal

systems (including portable toilets) , or any part thereof;

or

The disposal of material derived from the pumping out or
cleaning of on-site sewage disposal systems (including

portable ;gile;a); or

Grading, excavating, and earth-moving work connected with
the operations described in subsection (1) (a) of this rule,
except streets, highways, dams, airports or other heavy
construction projects and except earth-moving work performed-
under the supervision of a builder or contractor in
connection with and at the time of the construction of a
building or structure; or

The construction of drain and sewage lines from five (5)
feet outside a bullding or structure to the service lateral
at the curb or in the street or alley or other disposal
terminal holding human or domestic sewage[.] 31 or

{f) Leasing or rentinz vortable toilets to any person,

No person shall perform sewage disposal services or advertise
or represent himself/herself as being in the business of
performing such services without first obtaining a license from
the Department. [Llcenses are not transferable.] Unless

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(3) Those persons [making application for] gseeking a pew sewage
dispogal service license shall:

(a) Submit a [Complete an] complete license application
form to [supplied by] the Department for ggn business

and

(b} File and maintain with the Department original evidence of
surety bond, or other approved equivalent securlty, in the
penal sum of two thousand five hundred dollars ($2,500)

for each business ; and

{¢) Shall have pumping equipment inspected by the Agent annually
if intending to pump out or clean systems and shall complete

the "Sewage Pumping Equipment Description/Inspection™ form
supplied by the Department. An inspection performed after
January 1lst shall be accepted for liceasing the following
July 1st; and

[(d) Provide evidence of registration of business name with State
Department of Commerce. ]

{d) [(e)] Submit the appropriate fee as set forth in Subsection 340-T1-
1%0(1) (1) [(k)] for each business.

[(%)] {5) The type of security to be furnished pursuant to OAR
340-71-600(3) (b) may be:
(a) Surety bond executed in favor of the State of Oregon on a

form approved by the Attorney Ceneral and provided by the
Department. The bond shall be issued by a2 surety company

NOTE:  Underlineg material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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[(5)] (6} Each

XL2281

(b}

(e)

{d)

(e)

(a)

(b)

(e)

licensed by the Insurance Commissioner of Cregon. Any
surety bond shall be so conditioned that it may be cancelled
only after forty five (U45) days notice tc the Department,
and to otherwise remain in effect for not less than two (2)
years foliowing termination of the sewage disposal service
license, except as provided in subsection (e} of this
section; or

Insured savings account irrevocably assigned to the
Department, with interest earned by such account made
payable to the depesitor; or :

Negotiable securities of a character approved by the State
Treasurer, irrevocably assigned to the Departmeni, with
interest earned on deposited securities made payable to the
depositor.

Any deposit of cash or negotiable securities under ORS
45%.705 shall remain in effect for not less than twe (2)
years following termination of the sewage disposal service
license except as provided in subsection (e} of this
section. A claim against such security deposits must be
submitted in writing to the Department, together with an
authenticiated copy of:

(4) The court judgment or order requiring payment of
the claim; or

(B} Written authority by the depositor for the
Department to pay the claim.

When proceedings under ORS 454,705 have been commenced while
the security required is in effect, such security shall be
held until final disposition of the proceedings is made. At
that time claims will be referred for consideration of
payment from the security so held.

licensee shall:

Be responsible f'or any violation of any statute, rule, or
order of the Commission or Department pertaining to his
licensed business.

Be responsible for any act or omission of any servant,
agent, employee, or representative of such licensee in
violation of any statute, rule, or order pertaining to his
license privileges.

Deliver to each person for whom he performs services
requiring such license, prior to completion of services,
a written notice which contains:

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(d)

{A) A list of rights of the recipient of such services
which are contained in ORS U454.705(2); and

(B) Name and address of the surety company which has
executed the bond required by ORS 454.705(1); or

(C) A statement that the licensee has deposited cash or
negotiable securities for the benefit of the Department
in compensating any personr injured by failure of the
licensee to comply with ORS 454.605 to 454,TU5 and with
OAR Chapter 340, Divisions 71 and 73.

Keep the Department informed on company changes that affect
the license, such as[,] busipess name change, change from
individual to partnership, change from partnership to
corporation, change in ownership, etc.

[(6)] (1) Misuse of License: '

{a)

{b}

No licensee shall permit anyone to operate under his
license, except a person who is working under supervisicn
of the licensee,

No perscn shall:

(A) Display or cause or permit to be displayed, or have
in his possession any license, knowlng it to be
fietitious, revoked, suspended or fraudulently
altered.

(B} Fail or refuse to surrender to the Department[, upon
demand,] any license which has been suspended or
revoked.

(C) Give false or fictitious information or knowingly
conceal 2 material fact or otherwise commit a fraud
in any license application,

[{7)] (8) Personnel Reponsibilities:

L2281

(a)

(b)

Persons performing the service of pumping or cleaning of
sewage disposal facilities shall avoid spilling of sewage
while pumping or while in transport for disposal.

Any accidental spillage of sewage shall be immediately
cleaned up by the operator and the spill area shall be
disinfected, '

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed | ] material is deleted.
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[({(8)] (9) License Suspension or Revocation:

(a) The Department may suspend, revoke, or refuse to grant,
or refuse to renew, any sewage disposal service license
if it firnds:

(4} A material misrepresentation or false statement in
connection with a license application; or

(B) Failure to comply with any provisions of ORS 454.605
through 454,785, the rules of this Division, or an
order of the Commission or Department; or

(C) Failure to maintain in effect at all times the required
bond or other approved equivalent security, in the
full amount specified in ORS 454.705; or

(D) Ndnpayment by drawee of any instrument tendered by
applicant as payment of license fee.

(b} Whenever a license is suspended., revoked or expires, the
[operator] licensee shall remove the license from display
and remove all Department identifying labels from
equipment. A suspended or revoked Ilicense shall be

e e e

after suspension or revocation.

(c¢) A sewage disposal service may not be considered for re-
licensure for a period of at least one (1) year after
revocation of its license,

[(9)] (10} Equipment Minimum Specifications:

(a) Tanks for pumping out of sewage disposal facilities shall
comply with the following:

(A} Have a liquid capacity of at least five hundred fifty
(550) gallons.

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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(1001 (1)

XL2281

(b)

(e)

(d)

(e)
(f)

(g)

(h)

pumping chemical tollets not exceeding fifty (50)
gallons capacity, shall have a liquid capacity of at
least one hundred fifty (150} gallons.
(B) Be of watertight metal construction;
(C) Be fully enclosed;
(D) Have suitable covers to prevent spillage.
The vehicle shall be equipped with either a vacuum or other
type pump which will not allow seepage from the diaphragm
or other packing glands and which iz self priming.
The sewage hose on vehicles shall be drained, capped, and
stored in a manner that will not create a public health
hazard or nuisance.

The discharge nozzle shall be:

(A) Provided with either a camlock gquick coupling or
threaded screw cap.

(B) Sealed by threaded cap or quick coupling when not in
use.

(C) Located so that there is no flow or drip ontoc any
portion of the vehicle,

(D) Protected from accidental damage or breakage.

No pumping equipment shall have spreader gatss.

Each vehiele shall at all times be supplied with a
pressurized wash water tank, disinfectant, and implements
for cleanup.

Pumping equipment shall be used for pumping sewage disposal
facilities exclusively unless otherwise authorized in

writing by the Agent.

Chemical toilet cleaning equipment shall not be used for
any other purpose.

Equipment Cperation and Maintenance:

(a)

(b)

When in use, pumping eguipment shall he operated in a manner
sc as not to create public health hazards or nuisances.

Equipment shall be maintained in a reasonably clean
condition at all times,

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.

-25-




[€11)] (12) Vehicles shall be identified as follows:

((12)] (13)

L2281

(a)

(b)

(ec)

Display the name or assumed business name on each vehicle
cab and on each side of a tank trailer:

(A) TIn letters at least three (3) inches in height: and

{B} In a color contrasting with the background.

Tank capacity shall be printed on both sides of the tank:
(A) In letters at least three (3) inches in height; and

(B} In a color contrasting with the background.

Labels issued by the Department for each current license
period shall be displayed at all times at the front, rear,
and on each side of the ™motor vehicle™ as defined by United

States Department of Transportation Regulations, Title 49
Uu.Ss.cC.

Disposal of Pumpings. Each licensee shall:

(a)

(b)

(e)

(a)

Discharge no part of the pumpings upon the surface of the
ground unless approved by the Department in writing.

Dispose of pumpings only in disposal facllities approved by
the Department.

Possess at all times during pumping, transport or disposal
of pumpings, origin-destination records for sewage disposal
services rendered.

Maintain on file complete origin-destination records for
sewage disposal services rendered. Origin-Destination
records shall include:

(A) Source of pumpings on each occurrence, including name
and address.

(B) Specific type of material pumped on each occurrence.
(€) Quantity of material pumped on each cccurrence.
(D) Name and location of authorized disposal site,

where pumpings were deposited on each

ocourrence.

(E} Quantity of material deposited on each
_ ccourrence.

NOTE: Underlined material 1s new.
Bracketed [ ] material is deleted.
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Amend QAR

Amend QAR

(2)

L2281

(e) Transport pumpings in a manner that will not create
a public health hazard or nuisance.

340-73-080(1)}(h) as follows:

(h) An inspecticn port, not less than six (6) inches across
its shortest dimension shall provide accesa at the top of
the seepage pit over the inlet. (See Division 71, Diagrams
[14 and 15] 16_and 17, )

380-73-080(2) as follows:

Gray Water Waste Disposal Sumps. A gray wabter waste disposal
sump shall consist of a receiving chamber, settling chamber, and
elither a seepage chamber or disposal trench. Gray water waste
disposal sumps shall be constructed of materlals approved by the
Department. (See Division 71, Diagrams [13 and] 14 and 15, )

NOTE: Underlined material is new.
Bracketed [ 1 material is deleted.

=27




Amend OAR 240 Division 71
by deleting Table 9.

TABLE 9

Minimum effective seepage arez required for sespage beds per one hundred
fifty (150) gallons projected daily sewage flow.

EFFECTIVE SEEPAGE
SOIL AREA
DEFTH _REQUIRED
30" to 54" 300 square feet
More than 54" 200 square feet
DEPTH TO SEFPAGE
TEMPCRARY ARFA
GROUNDWATER RECUIRED
24" to 48" 300 square feet
More than 48" 200 square feet
OAnLZ24 (1) Tables - 9

-28-



£8=57Z-¢ P®5STASY

8=SHYEOVIA -

4" Smooth-wall Pipe

under Drain to
Dispesal Trenches

1z

DI?

~aM 8

SABNL _ILTERS

A<

6" Min.

g wexbeTg soetdey

See Detail 2,
Diagram 9 -

8 WRILEIQ PAsTa®y UITM

Note: The inside bottom
of the sand filter must
be at least 12" above a
temporary Water table.

B

t

—. 4" g Perforated Plastic
Underdrain

-.—— Edge of Gravel Bed

Note: A thirty (30)
mil. (min.) sheet
membrane liner, a
reinforced concrete
container, or other
approved material

R PR SO PRI i) 17 ) S R T T B Rl s il L byl
I I 3
: | I
-3 — - - N IC)
’ . I >
: F T
. 3
3 . I
: | \ | ) ;
f ‘ n
N ] 5
< o
3 Ir
. W
I..: ]'
3 i o,
¥ I‘
2 | S
I I l'-‘l
: -~

B W ____J_______‘_ R l N o . 7______"__!-____ 4

r L o R N 51 L AR o
3 Pl ey P | - e | R TR | Bt et ot D
I L B ===
> | l’A
2 \ - ,
y | ' -
x - l N
& Fl
’ C C | :
- T 1‘ | Ul
Fd a
u . :‘
" 2.5¢ 4 | 4* 3.5" "
} sAe—Max > j<—Max; > —— Max. . Ma%."’“;

12v __ 4% ' ﬁL
. | )i "
“ ]
‘ 1 | | ! : A
8 1 .
a b — _ - * Y
* “w
: 12" I'“
> [ R H_J - e e e — ‘e
.

L LY B TR

o“.,-‘uo ., “

SQ FHsdagagiugae -,
_*1\4 Pressure

6" Min. -
Pipe

Transport-ﬁvw/”//”

A<

‘]%iii:“g.ﬂuk.ﬁ.m‘”-
See Detail 1,

Diagram 9

] ll‘

_12v shall be used where
infiltration into
the filter is likely

F_Mln. ’
[1] Min.l



Replace Diagram 9
with Revised Diagram 9.
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Replace diagram 16 with DIAGRAM 16

revised diagram 16,
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Replace Diagram 17 DIAGRAM 17
with Revised Diagram 17.
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ATTACHMENT D

DEPARTMENT CF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Prineipal Documents Relied Upon
1. Letter of February 17, 1982, to Sherman Olson {(Department of
Environmental Quality) from Anne Cox (Columbia County).

2. Letter of September 28, 1982, to Sherman Olson (Department of
Environmental Quality) from Douglas Marshall (Tillamook County).

3. Interoffice Memo of QOctober 26, 1982, to Sherman Olson
{Department of Environmental Quality) from Don Bramhall
(Department of Environmental Quality).

4. Letter of November 17, 1982, to Jack Osborne (Department of
Environmental Quality) from D. C. Mace (Yamhill County).

5. Letter of January 4, 1983, to Sherman Olson (Department of
Environmental Quality) from Roy Eastwood {Columbla County).

6. Letter of January 17, 1983, to Sherman Olson (Department of
Envirommental Quality) from Richard Polson (Clackamas County).

T Letter of January 21, 1983, to Shermar 0Olson (Department of
Environmental Quality) from Daniel Bush (Clackamas County).

February 25, 1983
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COLUMBIA COUNTY SUBSURFACE SEWAGE
COURTHOUSE — ROOM 130A
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051
Phone 387-0592

February 17, 1982

Sherman Qlson

Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Re: SS - Rules Revision
Oregon Administrative Rules
Chapter 340-71-340
Holding Tanks

Dear Sherman:

Qur office is encountering some difficultywith the current Oregon
Administrative Rules dealing with holding tanks (OAR 340-71-340).
Once the holding tank is installed and approved, there is nothing in
the rules to require continuing compliance with the conditions of the
permit.

The rules should be written to require the holding tank permit to be
renewed annually with application, inspection and fee. Failure to comply
with permit conditions would mean that the permit would not be renewed
and the operator would be in violation for using an unpermitted holding
tank.

The following wording is suggested:
Delete QAR 340-71-340 (5) and (6) and add the following:
(5) Special Permit Requirements:
(a} The application for an installation permit shall include:

(A) A copy of a contract with a licensed sewage disposal
service company which shows the tank will be pumped
periodically, at regular intervals or as needed, and
the contents disposed of in a manner and at a facility
approved by the Depariment.

(B) Evidence in writing that the owner or operator of the

proposed disposal facility will accept the pump1ngs
for treatment and disposal.




Sherman Olson
D.E.G.

Page 2

February 17, 1982

{b) A1l holding tank permits shall be valid for a period of
one year from the issue date and must be renewed annually.
Operation or use of the holding tank without a valid permit
or renewal constitutes a violation of these rules.

{c) Each holding tank installed under this rule, and those tanks
installed under QAR 340-71-037 (3), shall be inspected

annually for compliance with permit conditions prior to permit
renewal.

(A) . An alternative system evaluation fee shall be charged
for each annual inspection. Fee must be paid prior to
inspection and renewal.

(B) A record of pumping dates and amounts pumped shall be
maintained by the treatment facility owner, the sewage
disposal service and the hciding tank operator, and
upon request, made available to the Agent.

(C) If all permit conditions are met, the Agent shall re-
new the permit.

I hope this proposal will be of use to you in your neverending process of
rules revision.

Sincerely,

s
(A AT

Anne V.Cox, R.S.
Columbia County Sanitarian

AVC:vik



Tillamook County Environmental Health

201 LAUREL AVENUE
TILLAMOCK, OREGON 97141
H42-5511 # Ex7. 354

September 28, 1982

TO: Sherm Olson, Department of Envircnmental Quality, Headquarters
FROM: Doug Marshall, Tillamook County Environmental Health

RE: Authorization Notice

It has been brought tc my attention by an attorney, representing a Tillamook
County Client, that the current Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR's) covering
Authorization Notices has - a loop~hole. An Authorization Notice (OAR 340-71-
205(2)) 1is required when a system is:

1. Placed into service, or
2. TUse is changed, or
3. Sewage flow is increased.

Criteria for change in use and flow increases are covered under OAR 340-71-
205(3), (5) and (7). No criteria is present for placing an existing system
into service. Standard past practice at this office has been to use CAR 340-
71-205(3) for changes in use and placing inte service notices. Discussions
with County Counsel leads me to believe we need to address the problem.

County Counsel offered two suggestions. One solution would be to write a
section to cover '""placing into service'" situations. The second, and simpler,
solution would be to add the following word changes to OAR 340-71-205(3):

(3) - [?o place into service oé]for changes in
use of an . . . . .

I would appreciate your consideration of this matter in the upcoming rule
change package.

Respectfuily,
A\

Nouglas Marshall, R.S.
Senior Sanitarian

cct Lynn Rosik, County Counsel
John Smits, DEQ
Charlie Gray, DEQ
Bill Zekon, Lincoln County

Water Quair ‘aign
Dept. of © Duehty




STATE OF OREGON INTEROFFICE MEMO

TO: Sherm Clson, Water Quality Division DATE: ©October 26, 1982

? BRI L Tt
FROM: fﬁbhvaramhall, Central Region a
SUBJECT: SS - General

Proposed Rule Changes

I have received an inquiry from the Klamath County Senior Citizens
Council concerning permit feeg for on-site systems. In this particular
case a senior citizen on a social security and food stamp income total-
ing $285 a month is using a privy, and they are trying to arrange to have
a water carried system installed for her.

The senior citizen is having difficulty in dealing with permit and
installation costs. In reviewing the statute on fees I £ind that
ORS 454.745 requires that a nonrefundable fee not to exceed $25
acccmpany a repair permit application.

I would propose that we recommend adoption of a new repair permit fee of
$1.00, patterned after Lane County's "Special” $1.00 repair permit fee,
using language similar to the fee walver language of QAR 340~71-415(5)
for older people on small fixed incomes.

This would satisfy the statute requirement to collect a nonrefundable
fea, would not hurt us with respect to nevw construction fee income, and
would also raduce the financial burden faced hy older people on fixed
incomes who need to repair or upgrade their sxisting on-site systems.

Jack and I have discussgsed this idea and I would appreciate vour considera-
tion of the propesal concept for inclusion in the next rule package pre-
sented to the EQC.

Another item needing ceonsideration for rule revigion is the fee schedule
for site evaluation work done for commercial systems. We received a site
evaluation application from the Rajneesh this summer for a disposzl system
to serve a 12,000 gallons per day intermittent recirculating sand filter.
Test holes were provided over a 20-acre parcel proposad for the disposal
field and the area was found to be suitable.

They subsequently decided to increase the filter design flow to 131,000
gallons pet day. The gite evaluation fee for this flow would have been
$10,535.

This fee seems excessive to me for the work invelved in evaluating the
digposal site for the proposed system. I would recommend consideration
of a rule amendment that would either establigh a maximum fee for a com-
mercial facility site evaluation, or that the fee schedule be expanded
with a continual reduction in the fee charged as increasing flow incre-
ments are reached,



YAMHILL COUNTY
Oregon
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SANITATION OFFICE
November 17, 1982

Jack Osgsborne

DEQ Headquarters

P O Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207

Re: Request for Rule Addition
under OAR 340-71-205(1),
(2} & (3) (Authorization
Notice)

Dear Jack:

Since the new rules have been adopted (March, 1982), this
office has noticed that a rule addition(s) should be made
to address a continual problem. The problem stems from
additions to existing housing and outbuilldings being pilaced
on smaller parcels (less than % acres in size). Problems
have been encountered with decks, expansions, new garages,
ghops and other structures (with nc plumbing) interferring
with existing on-site sewage disposal systems (tanks and
drainfields), or even totally obliterating the only available
replacement area on the parcel. I feel that many of these
additions or outbuildings should be checked for proposed
location to alleviate this type of problem at the proposal
stage rather than after-the-fact. Currently, there is
noething in the rules addressing this potential problem.

S5ince this type of check can be made rather easily, in most
instances, I feel that only a mcdest fee should be imposed.
I would propose a fifteen ($15) to twenty-five (3$2%) inspec-
tion fee be imposed. However, I also feel that the discre-
tion of the sanitarian should be given, since many parcels
are well documented in our fileg, and it could be easily
assessed as toc potential problems with relation to the
planned proposal. Under these circumstances I feel the
Authorization could be waived.

Many of the problems mentioned have been a result of a
departmental requirement that all building permits be
signed off by c¢ur department prior Lo issuance. As you

WATER GUELIFY CONTROL

Courthouse . McMinnville, Oregon 97128 . Telephone 472-9371




Jack Osborne
November 17, 1982
Page 2

might have guessed, the problem has come to light many times.
But because of current language, I do not feel my concern
can be handled under D.E.Q. rules.

Sincerely,

I Face €6

D.C. Mace, R.S3.

Senior Sanitarian

Yamhill County Health Department
DCM:vs

cc: Gary Messer, Willamette Valley Region, D.E.Q.



COLUMBIA COUNTY SUBSURFACE SEWAGE
COURTHOUSE — ROOM 130A
ST. HELENS, OREGON 97051 -
Phone 397-0592

January 4, 1983

Sherman 0lson, Subsurface Sewage
P.0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

Re: S§S--Rules revisions
Dear Sherman:

Here are some questions we in Columbia County have collected ra-
garding the rules packet. Since you are always in the process of
improving your product, you might find some of these questions and
comments useful:

1. Sand fi?ter.regu1ations are not clear on whether the
slope/effective soil depth table is suspended. This could be
clarified with just a few words.

2. The depth of the trench for a tile dewatering system is not
specified. And how do we size the system, since there is no
effective soil layer and the water table is permanent rather than
temporary?

3. Could the distribution for tile dewatering systems be
designated to be equal by either gravity or by low pressure
distribution and raise the maximum slope to 6 per cent? What is
the justification for a maximum 0.4 foot/100 foot grade? At
what grade will the tile system no Tonger function?

4, Is the silt trap necessary on the tile system?

5. Do you have a preference on the type of warning device to
be used in the holding tank? It can apparently be other than what
is allowed for dosing tanks and effluent T1ift pump systems.

6. Is there a reason for a minimum width on a groundwater
interceptor (curtain drain) trench? Wouldn't a nine inch or even
a six inch trench be just as effective and cost Tess?

7. On steep slope systems, what is the justification for
the 100 1ineal ft/150 gal. minimum soil rating? This works out to
a square footage of 900 due to the increased sidewall area. This
transtates to a rather poor so¢il rating, when we actually have
quite well drained soils. It would seem that installing a much
oversized system on a hill side is no guarantee against "breakout™
from an individual trench. On lesser slopes the site would Bate fmggﬁﬂmlaumnv
given a soil rating of 50 or 75 linear feet/150 gal Wﬁﬁﬁmgﬁﬁﬁﬁéfa’ N 30

N

1
sized trenches in the Class A or B soils. ok v ll\

s o aom
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wATER QUALITY CONTROL




page 2
Sherman O1son

That is all that we have come up with in over ten months of work-
ing with the packet. We really haven't found that much.

Could we have a workshop on the hydraulics of dosing siphans and
any problems relating to dosing siphons?

Please cooperate. Faiiure to comply will leave me no alternative
but to write you another letter. If you have any questions, please
contact me at 397-0592.

Sincerely, Aﬂ’
Roy E. Eastwood, R.S.
Columbia County Sanitarian

Shenm —
“‘&W‘f A ol Comene Foz



January 17, 1983

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION

JOHN C. McINTYRE  RICHARD L, DOPP
Director  Development Services
Administrator

Sherman 0. 0lson

¢/o Department of Envirommental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

SUBJ: Proposed Rule Revisions for
On-Site Sewage Disposal

Over the past month and a half, our Department has gone through

the current on-site sewage disposal regulations in an attempt

to improve our own knowledge of the rules and to Took for possible
areas where the rules themselves might be improved. Based on this
review, this office proposes rule changes that are indicated on

the attached sheets. The remaining text of this Tetter will describe
the reasons for these changes.

Change #1 involves the common problem of having a drainfield on one
Tot and the house on another. Current regulation requires an
easement agreement whenever the lots are owned by different parties
and requires the filing of an affidavit whenever the lots are owned
by the same party. Your legal staff has said that the filing of
such an affidavit is not legitimate when both parcels are owned by
the same party. Therefore, I offer the attached amendment in order
to resolve the problem. This may or may not be an adequate Tegal
solution, but it would ¢learly solve the problem of property line
crossings regardiess of ownership. I recommend that you review
this with your legal staff to see whether such a proposal can be
entertained.

Rule change #2 deletes the reference to sand filter systems at this
point in the regulations and adds the requirement that risers be
installed on all commercial systems. The reference to sand filters
has been added back into the regulations later on. Since commercial
property of whatever kind tends to change hands and since such
property may require more attention than a normal drainfield system
might, I feel that this proposal will add to the Tong-term operation
and maintenance of commercial systems without a significant increase
in the cost of the construction of such systems.

Ztata of Cragon
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. Sherman G. 0Tson
Page 2~
January 17, 1983

Rule changes #3 and #4 eliminate the necessity for placement of a
capping 111 in conjunction with a sand filter system prior to
issuance of the sand filter permit. We find this rule to be contra-
dictory to the rules already covering capping fill systems. We

feel that the rule for a capping fill should be consistent through
the regulations. Therefore, we feel that the regulation concerning
capping fills with sand filters should be modified as indicated.

Rule change #5 puts the requirement for a riser on the septic tank of
a sand filter system in the sand filter system regulations. This makes
it easfer to find and places the regulation in a more logical position.

Rule Change #6 modifies the requirement for construction of sand filters
in wet sites. Our experience has indicated that it is not necessary to
use a concrete container for sand filter construction when the sand
filter is placed into the water table. Therefore, this rule should be
broadened to allow the use of materials which can satisfactorily produce
the same performance specifications as the water-tight concrete box. This
should save costs for the developers of sand filter systems, while in

no way decereasing the integrity of such.systems.

Change #7 eliminates OAR 340-71-275 (4){b}(D). Since pressurized
distribution systems are now required to have a 1/8" effective diameter
mesh around the pump, there seems to be very Tittle chance that the
orifices in a pressure distribution system could become plugged. Even
if they were to become plugged, it seems very unlikely that anyone
would be willing to dig up the entire system for the sole purpose

of cleaning out the pressure distribution Tines. Therefore, this
regulation appears to be of 1ittle or no value.” We would recommend
that the only requirement be that the ends of the Tateral piping be
appropriately capped and sealed. There does not appear to be any need
for a threaded plug. o : :

RuTle change #8 would expand the number of areas that are avajlable for
variance consideration. In my opinion, any rule that governs whether
or not a person may or may not develop on this property ought to be
subject to variance consideration for special cases. Therefore, it
seems reasonable to expand the current regulations fo encompass a
broader cross-section of the regulations.

Some further rule ¢hanges not indicated in the attached 1ist may also
merit consideration. In OAR 340-73-030, requirements for dosing septic
tanks are outlined.” In comparing the requirements for such tanks to
the requirements for the standard dosing tank, it is apparent that no
allowance has been made for storage of effluent when the power is shut
off to the pump. Conventional dosing tanks are required to have a
minimum 150 gallons storage capacity. Dosing septic tanks are required
to have Tittle or no storage capacity above the alarm level. For
consistency sake, we should require the same storage capacify in both
types of tanks. Given that logic, it only seems reasonable to require
that some storage capacity above the alarm level be built into dosing



Sheman O 01son

P
J%%Eary 17, 1983

septic tank assemblies. Further, we would recommend that two manholes be
placed on all dosing tank assemblies. The second manhole or riser should
meet the standard 18" minimum dimension requirement of other risers and
should be constructed so as to allow easy pumping of the dosing septic
tank. Current regulations make no allowance for removal of solids from
the dosing tank:

Some additional changes appear to be warranted in the tables and diagrams.
Given recent EPA publications and other information, it may be wise to
review Table 2. The EPA design manual entitied "On-Site Waste Water
Treatment and Disposal Systems" has an extensive table of waste water
flows in Chapter 4. A review of our criteria for estimating sewage flows
should be undertakén, using the information in that book and any other
pertinent information available. Table 5 refers to drainfield size as
opposed to the depth to seasonally perched water tables. A similar
reference is made in Table 9. No references are made to the depth to
permanent groundwater tables. Since it is highly unlikely that seepage
beds could be used in areas where permanent water tables are not a
concern, these tables should be revised to cover this area.

Diagram 9 should be revised in two fashions. First, if we are to continue
to require the 6" of filter material underneath the sand in sand filter
construction, this office would request that the requirement for a min-
imum 12" soil crown over the sand filter be reduced to a minimum 6".
Current construction techniques to this County would need to be modified
in order to accommodate the current design. Reduction of the crown

height solves the prob1em with no material reduction in system integrity.
This office is of the opinion that the requirement for 6" of filter
material at the bottom of the filter is somewhat dubious, particularly
when sand filters are constructed in areas of seasonally perched water
tables. A reduction in the height of the soil cap on sand filters should
not materially affect the function or long term viability of such systems.
Secondly, this office is of the opinion that the requirement for turn-ups’
and threaded caps for c]eaning out the orifices in the sand filter
distribution laterals is no longer necessary. The placement of the

1/8" mesh around the pump should minimize any potential for orifice clogging.
Secondly, we have found that the turn-ups tend to be damaged easily

and may cause more problems than they are worth. Therefore, this office
recommends these two changes in the sand filter constructon requirements
as indicated in Diagram 9 be made immediately.

It is hoped that these proposed changes will be met by your Rule Review
Committee with favor. If you have any guestions concerning any of the
proposed changes, pléase do not hesitate to contact us. Further, as I
have indicated to you in recent phone conversations, this office is
willing to assist in the review of any and all proposed rule changes. It
is hoped that we can meet with you during the upcoming Rule Revision
Committee meetings.

) 2 _'-‘ '.,.A
, - /
;ﬁg;i,élzkgg? %ng‘/égffSEry\qu_“_

RICHARD L. POLSON - Chief Soils
Development Services Division

/mb




PROPOSED RULE REVISIONS *

(1) 340-71-130(11)

(a) A recorded utility easement is required whenever a system
crosses a property line separating legal lots of record,
regardless of ownership. The easement must ... and repair
the system.

(b) Strike this subsection. .
(2) 340-71-220(4) (c) (C)
Al]l septic tanks installed with the manhole access deeper than

18 inches [or as part of a sand filter system] or as a part of
a commercial system shall be .

(3) 340-71-290(3)(a) (B}

Twelve (12) inches or more below ground surface .... and 340-71-265(4)(a)
through (¢). [A construction-installation permit shall not be issued
until the f£ill is in place and approved by the Agent]; and

(4)  340-71-290(3) (b)

NOTE:

Shallow disposal trenches .... and 340-71-265(4)(a) through {c).
[A construction-installation permit shall not be issued until the
fill is in place and approved by the Agent.]

(5) 340-71-290(5)

Add (e) The septic tank for the sand filter system shall be
provided with a riser or access manhole having not less
than 18" acreoss its shortest dimension. The manhole shall
be brought to or above finished grade and weigh not more
than 75 pounds. The cover shall be attached in a tamper-
proocf fashion.

(6) 340-71-295(4)(a)

A reinforced concrete container .... as shown on Diagrams 8 & 9

or other materials of equivalent function and watertightness shall
be required where watertightness is necessary to prevent groundwater
from infiltrating into the filter.

(7) Eliminate OAR 340-71-275(4) (b) (D)

(8) 340-71-415(2)

Variances from any standard contained in Rules [340-71-2201 340-71-205
through 340-220 and 340-71-260 through [340-71-315 and] 340-71-355 may

be granted .

Stata of Orm,o—a
DEPARTVENT DF £Mviag WHHM;
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION

JOHN C. MciNTYRE  RICHARD L. DOPP
Director  Development Serviges
Administrator

January 21, 1983

Sherman 0. Olson :
¢/o Department of Envirommental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

SUBJ: Proposed Rule Revisions for
On-Site Sewage Disposal

This letter is sent in follow up to our letter from Richard L. Polson,
Chief Soils Scientist, dated Jamuary 17, 1983. For your consideration,
we would suggest the following:

(1) Establish a material and performance specification for filter fabrics.

(2) Establish a content specification in greater detail as to particle
size ranges for filter material including both gravel and crushed
rock,

(3) Consider the requirements for an anti-air lock measure for pumps
used in dosing-septic tank assemblies. This can consist of a
minimm 1/8" ox 3/16" diameter orifice placed between the pump and
check valve.

(4) Estsblish a regulation covering the construction of septic tanks
where sewer ejector pumps are used. This office is experiencing
a fair mumber of these installations to cover plumbing and
basements for one or more fixtures. We would suggest considering
a policy requiring a double compartment septic tank.

(5) On Page 71-44(4), it is suggested to emphasize the need for a
septic tark to be water-tight. There is a great difference between
various concrete septic tank manufacturers in the methods by which
they complete the installation of their septic tanks at the
seams. We would suggest that a minimm standard be established

State of Oragon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRDMBENTAL QUALITY
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so that all can be treated equal and that all know what
the standard is, In this way, Table 1 could then be modified for
setback requirements for the septic tanks, etal as follows:

No. 5 - 25 feet
No. 6 25 feet
No. 8 - 25 feet
No. 11 - 5 feet
No. 12 - 5 feet

 With the septic tanks constructed water-tight, reduction of these

(6)

setbacks would be feasible and can serve to help accommpdate in-
stallation versus lot size and/or dimensions.

With some sand filter designs, comstruction during the winter
months does not result in as satisfactory a product as would occur
with construction during dryer soil conditions. This also is the
case with tile dewatering and steep slope systems. We would,
therefore, ask consideration of a rule which would allow the
counties to exercise discretion on requiring construction to be
limited to summer months where the operation and/or construction
of this system 1s foreseen to be compromised by comstruction
during winter months. Something along the lines of that apply
to the sumertime construction requirements for capping fills

is suggested.

I know I have not gone into any detail, but offer these comments for your
consideration. If you have any questions or would like explanations, please
feel free to contact me. These are items that the three of us have talked
about but failed to get in the January 17th letter,

DANIEL M. BI}SH - Soil Scilentist
Development Services Division

[ub
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MEMORANDUM
To: Envirommental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. G, February 25, 1983, EQC Meeting

DEQ-46

Reguest for Authorization to Conduct a Public Rulemaking

earin or Establish Special Groun te yalit

Protection Rule in the Deschutes Bas;n Water Quality

Background and Problem Statement

LaPine, located in southern Deschutes County is characterized by scattered
rural development around an unincorporated core community. There are no
regional water supply or sewage treatment facilities. Individual water
supply and sewage disposal systems are predominant. Dupring 1978 and 1979,
several agencies completed a survey of both ground and surface waters in
and around LaPine. The results of this survey indicated that nitrate-
nitrogen (NO3«N) levels were elevated in the populated area. In the core
area of LaPine (Attachment G, Figure 10-5), several samples exceeded 10
ng/L which is the established publice drinking water standard.

Deschutes County requested and received in 1980, a Section 208 Water
Quality Management Planning grant to investigate the existing and potentisal
sources of contamination affecting the grouvndwater; and to develop an
aquifer management plan to protect the identified uses. The County
subsequently solicited proposals and selected a consultant to undertake

the work.

The study was completed in August 1982 and concluded that:
- Domestic water is provided, for the most part, by individual
wells located in the shallow alluvial aquifer {Attachment G,
Figure 10-4) .
- Depth to water in the shallow aquifer is between 10-25 feet.

- Soils in the study area are highly permeable and thus are rapidly
draining and provide little if any protection to the aguifer.
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- The general groundwater flow direction, outside of those areas
immediately adjacent to the Little Deschutes River, is east to
northeast (Attachment G, Figure 10-4).

- The groundwater flow velocity ranges between 0.39 and 0.95 feet
per day or 142 to 345 feet per year.

- The average annual surplus precipitation available for aquifer
recharge was calculated to be 7.7 inches.

- There are currently 11,236 platted lots in the study area, of
which 2,351 are developed. Most lots range in size from one-halfl
to two acres.

- The shallow aquifer has been found to be contaminated with
nitrate-nitrogen, sulfate and chloride compounds near areas where
cn-site waste disposal systems are used.

= The LaPine core area (Attachment G, Figure 10-5) nitrate
concentrations were found in most wells to exceed 5 mg/L and
almost half exceeded 10 mg/L, while a few were as high as 40 mg/L
or four times the allowable nitrate concentration for community
and public water supplies.

- Although contamination is nost severe in the core area, there are
areas of elevated nitrate levels in the rural area where septic
effluent recycling is suspected.

Based on these findings, the County developed a management plan
(Attachment Q) designed to protect the aquifer. The plan evaluates
various alternative methods for controlling wastes including: collection,
treatment and disposal, on-gite treatment and disposal, development
moratoriums, and control of waste disposal system density. The plan also
evaluates the establishment of aquifer reserve areas, "writing off" the
aquifer, and the establishment of special well construction regulations,

The proposed management plan is summarized as follows:

ots Sme

Ax .8 Spaller
LaPine)

Cbmmuhit&nbf

re  (Outside the Core Area of the

The management activities recommended include: the development of on-
site waste treatment technology to produce an effluent with less than
31 mg/L nitrogen, monitoring of the dispo=al system, aquifer, and
water supplies and the construction of a domestle water supply
system.

The recopmendations include: the utilization of current on-site waste
disposal rules, monltoring of the aquifer and domestic water supplies,
and if required, the construction of a domestic water supply system.
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The recommendation is to perform a special waste load and aquifer
investigation study to address the proposed development or situation.

reas of Documented Contamir

This presently applies to the LaPine core area. In these situations
the management recommendations include: prepare a facility plan,
design and construct a community sewerage facility, construct a
domestic drinking waker system, and impose a building moratorium.

At the completion of the project, the county held a public hearing on
July 20, 1982 to review the findings and receive comments on the propesed
aquifer management plan. The Deschutes County Planping Commission
unanimously recommended thai the Board of County Commissiocners
(Attachment D} accept the LaPine Aquifer Management Plan and direct

staff to utilize this document in making land use decisions in the LaPine
area. The Board of Commissioners at their September 28, 1982 meeting
approved the plan and directed staff to implement it (Attachment E).

Evaluation

The Department reviewed the LaPine groundwater report, the aguifer
management plan, and other actions of the Deschutes County Planning
Commission and Board of Commissioners. The Department concludes:

1. The LaPine area shallow aquifer is unconfined.
2. The core area of LaPine has urban densities on rapidly draining soils.

3. The shallow aquifer in the LaPine core area as outlined in
Attachment G - Figure 10«5, has nitrate-nitrogen (NO3-N) levels
in excesg of the 10 mg/L publie drinking water standard.

y, The shallow aquifer within the study area as outlined in
Attachment Q@ ~ Figure 10-2, but outside of the LaPine core
ares, has NO3-N levels below 10 mg/L.

5. The domestic wells downgradient from on-site waste disposal systems in
some cases appear to "recycle® the discharged effluent.

6. For the core area of LaPine, the collection, treatment and
disposal of waste is necessary to eliminate the continued NOg«~N
loading tc the aquifer.

T Outside the core area individual on-site waste disposal systems can
be utilized for lots meeting the current rules.

8. For new development densities exceeding two single family equivalent
dwelling vwnits per acre and for new developmenis and large waste
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10.

A

disposal systems with an aggregate or individual flow exceeding 5,000
gallons per day a special study and evaluation Is needed prior to
approval to assure that the aquifer is not unacceptably degraded.

The collection, treatment and disposal of waste within the LaPine
core area will, over an extended period of time, enhance the quality
of the shallow aquifer. However, to have a reliable and safe drinking

water source, a domestic drinking water supply system should be
developed for LaPine.

To maintain a data record for future waste management decisions, the
LaPire shallow aquifer should be periodically sampled.

tive

Based on these conclusions, two alternatives are suggested for further
consideration.

Under this alternative the Department would continue its present
approach and issue waste disposal systems approvals under the current
administrative rules.

scussi

Under this alternative the Department would continue to apply the
current waste control strategy to the LaPire area. The County
aquifer management plan would be partially supported. However,
the shallow aquifer would continue to receive a N03—N loading in
the core area of LaPine resulting in concentrations exceeding
public drinking water standards. This action would run counter

: to the Commission's adopted groundwater protection policy which
specifically requires the collection and treatment of wastes in
urbanizing areas in rapidly draining soils overlying unconfined
agquifers. Adopting this alternative would not support the
completed technical report and local decisions to ilmplement an
aquifer management plan.

Establish a special groundwater quality protection rule (Attachment A)
within the Deschutes Basin Water Quality Management Plan for the
LaPine area shallow aquifer. The rule supports the local groundwater
repert and aquifer management plan and sets forth the Commission's
policy for protecting the shallow aquifer. It also establishes a
8Schedule for implementing waste management decisions in the core area,
encourages the development of a domestic drinking water supply system
in the core area, and establishes a special review condition for new
developments and waste disposal systems.
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scussi

The protection of the LaPine area shallow aquifer for drinking
water beneficial use is of primary concern. The management
decisions to be determined foous on waste disposal in: (1) the
core area and (2) the surrounding rural area. The core area is
of special concern because the NO3~N levels greatly exceed the
drinking water standard. The management approach in the rural
area should be preventative because NO3-N levels are still below
standards. However, in the core area abatement action is
necessary to correct the existing problem. Implementation of the
current subsurface regulations will protect the aguifer in the
rural area bhut wastes in the core area must be collected and
treated to correct the contamination problem. The recently
adopted groundwater policy expressly calls for the collection and
treatment of wastes in areas of urban densities in rapidly
draining soils overlaying shallow unconfined aquifers. The core
area of LaPine meets these conditions.

Based on the above conclusion and discussion, the Department supports the
adoption of Alternative B. The Department now is requesting authorization
te conduct a public rule-making hearing to receive comments on the proposed
speclal water quality protection clause for the Deschutes Basin Water
Quality Management Plan (Attachment A4).

The Commission has statutory authority to act on rules under the provisions
of ORS 468.020 and 468.735. These statutes authorize the Commlssion to
enact such rules as are necessary to perform the function vested by law to
them.

Summat;pg

1. Water samples in 1978 and 7979 indicated that the LaPine area
has elevated NOg=N levels.

2. In June 1980 Deschutes County was given a Section 208 grant to
complete a study of the groundwater in LaPine.

3. The 208 Study was completed in August 1982 and shows that NOz-N
concentrations in the shallow aquifer in the LaPine core area
exceed the 10 mg/L drinking water standard.

4, Deschutes County developed the LaPine Aquifer Management Plan to
address the identified problem. The plan recommends sewering
the core area of LaPine while utilizing the current on-zite waste
disposal rules for the remaining lands within the study area.

5. The study findings and recommendations were presented to the
public at a hearing on July 20, 1982.
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6. The Deschutes County Planning Commission and County Board of
Commissionera have accepted the report and have directed their
staff to implement the aguifer management plan.

T The Department has reviewed the 208 study and the Deschubes
County actions and have evaluated alternative courses of action.

8. The Department recommends, based on the technical findings of the
208 study and the actions of Deschutes County, that a special
groundwater quality protection rule be adopted for the Deschutes
Basin Water Quality Management Flan.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is recommended that the Commission authorize the
Department to conduct a publie rulemaking hearing on whether Lo add a
special groundwater quality protection rule to the Deachutes Basin Water
Quality Management Plan for the LaPine Area Shallow Aquifer as set forth in

Attachment 4.

Attachments: A,

Neil J. Mullane:g
220=6065
February 3, 1983

TG1967

West i 3f 0

WiiliaﬁjH. Young

Proposed Rule QAR 340-41-580

Draft Statement of Need, Land Use Consistency,

and Fiscal and Economic Impact

Draft Hearing Notice - Proposed Water Quality
Management Plan Rule OAR 340-41-580

Deschutes County Planning Commission Recommendations
Deschutes County Board of Commissioners Adoption
Aetions

EPA Review Letter

LaPine Aqguifer Management Plan and Envirommental Impact
Analysis, Chapter 10 of the Final Report, August 1982



ATTACHMENT A

Add a new section to 0OAR Chapter 340, Division 41 as follows:

SPECIAL POLICIES AND GUIDELINES

340-41-580(1) In order to protect the shallow aquifer located in the
vicinity of the community of LaPine in Deschutes County for present and
future use as a drinking water source, it is the policy of the
Environmental Quality Commission to support the implementation of the
LaPine Aquifer Management Plan adopted by the Deschutes County Board of
Commissioners on September 28, 1982, by requiring the following:

(a)

(b)

(e)

(2)

(a)

(b)

(e)

(d)

The waste water generated within the core area of the community of
LaPine as described within the management plan, shall be collected,
treated and disposed of in a manner which prevents future pollution of
the groundwater by not later than Januwary 1, 1987. An engineering
plan and financing plan (facilities plan report)} shall be completed
and submitted to the Department by not later than January 1, 1985.

The waste water generated cutside the core area of the community
of LaPire but within the study area described in the LaPirne
Aquifer Management Plan, will be subjected to regulation under
the Department's on-site waste disposal rules (OAR Chapter 340,
Division 71).

Waste disposal systems for new developments where development density
exceeds 2 =zingle family equivalent dwelling units per acre or which
have an aggregate waste flow in excess of 5,000 gallons per day shall
only be appoved if a study ls conducted by the applicant which
convinces the department that the aquifer will not be unacceptably
degraded.

In addition to the requirements set forth in subsection (1}, the
following actions are encouraged:

Since the aquifer is presently degraded to the point where it does not
meet Federal Drinking Water Standards, and the installation of sewer
facilities will not immediately restore the quality to safe levels,
Deschutes County should notif'y the citizens of the LaPine core area of
the need to develop a safe drinking water supply for the community as
soon as possaible.

Residents of the LaPine area are encouraged to test their drinking
water frequently.

Quners of underground liguid storage tanks are encouraged to
periodically test the storage tanks to assure prompt detection and
repair leaks.

Data on the quality of the shallow aguifer in and around LaPine should
be obtained on a periodic basis to assess the effect of the above
vaste water management decisions on the quality of the groundwater.

Nedl J. Mullane:l
TG1967.4
2/3/83



ATTACHMENT B

STATEMENT OF NEED

1. Citation of Statutory Authority:; ORS 468.020 and 468.735, which
authorize the Environmental Quality Commission to adopt rules as
necessary to perform the functions vested by law to the Commission.

2. Need for Rule: Recent groundwater reports and information show that
the LaPine area shallow aquifer is being contaminated by waste
sources. The intent of the rule amendment is to provide support to a
locally developed and adopted aquifer management plan and state the
Department®s policy for protecting the aquifer.

3. Docunents relied upon in proposal of the rule:
8. LaPine Aquifer Management Plan, August 1682
b. Deschutes County Planning Commission Recommendaticon
Q. Deschutes County Board of Commissioners Action September 28, 1082

d. Statewide Groundwater Protection Policy, August 1¢81.
(OAR 340-21=029)

SE_CONSTSTENCY

The proposed groundwater quality protection rule amendment to the Deschutes
Basin Plan (OAR 340-41<580) appears to be consistent with statewide
planning goals. The proposed smendment relates primarily to Goals 6

and 11. There is apparently no conflict with other goals.

With regard to Goal 6 (Air, Water and Land Resources Quality), the proposed
groundwater quality protection rule will provide for sewerage facilities in
areas of documented contamination (the LaPine core area). In the remainder
of the study area, the rule will utilize existing on-=ite waste disposal
rules. These measures are consistent with protection of groundwaters in
the Deschutes Basin,

With regard to Goal 1t (public facilities), the proposed protection rule
will necessitate the construction of public sewers and sewage treatment
facilities within the LaPine core area. This measure is consistent with
public health and safety both of LaPine area reszidents and other persons
utilizing commercial facilities in the core area.

Public comment on these proposals is invited.

It should be noted that the Deschutes County Commissioners, in adopting
the LaPine Aguifer Management Plan, directed staff te utilize the plan in
making land use decisions in the LaPine area, and will further require
that the plan be included in the next update of the Deschutes County
Comprehensive Plan.



=2= ATTACHMENT E

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed
rules and comment on possible conflicts with their programs affecting land
use and with statewide planning goals within their expertise and
Jurisdiction.

The Department of Envirommental Quality intends to ask the Department of
Land Conservation and Development to mediate any conflicts brought to our
abttention by local, state, or federal authorities.

Implementation of the proposed amendment to the Deschutes Basin Plan (OAR
340-11=580), should result in both positive and negative economic impacts.

Positive Impacts

1. Establishing sewerage facilities and careful implementation of on-site
waste disposal rules will protect and improve the groundwater. This
removes uncertainty regarding quality of the water and should allow
for full residential development. In turn this will allow for
continued development and extension of commercial facilities,
particularly =small businesses, prevalent in the LaPine area.

2. There will be a substantial increase in the protection of public
health., This will also enhance the ahility of the existing coumercial
facilities to fully serve the public.

3. The rule dees not conflict with established zoning and land use
policies; in fact it complements them,

N, The rule protects the water for the prime beneficial use of drinking
water. Adequate and reasonable drinking water supplies are essential
to future economic development of the LaPine area.

5. Small businesses in the LaPirne area should benefit from improved water
quality.

Negative Impact

The cost of sewering the LaPine core area will have to be borne by the
benefited property owners, both residential and small business,

Neil J. Mullane:g
TG1967.B
2/3/83



ATTACHMENT C

Cregon Department of Environmental Qualily

CHANCE TO C

) =]
2 proposed rule directing responsible agencies to develop a plan to construct
sewerage facilities for the LaPine core area; and identifying a '
kh general water guality program policy for protecting the LaPine shallow aqulfer..J

“‘\

WHO IS AFFECTED:

WHAT IS PROPOSED:

Regidents and Land Owners of Deschutes County in or
near the community of LaPine, Oregon.

The Department of Environmental Quality is proposing to
change the present rule which sets state water quality
program poliecy and standards for the Deschutes River
Basin in order to integrate recommendations made by the
locally developed and adopted LaPine Aquifer Management
Pian.

WHAT ARE THE HIGHLIGHTS: The proposed rule directs the responsible agencies to

HOW TO COMMENT:

2.0, Box 1760
Portland, CR 87207

8/0/82

develop the necessary plans and construct a sewerage
facility for the LaPine core area. It also sets
general water quality program policies for protecting
the LaPine shallow aquifer.

Public Hearing

DEQ will hold a public hearing on the proposed rules
at:

(Arrangements to be made for hearing
in the LaPine Area)

Both oral and written comments will be accepted,
Written comments also can be sent to the Department
of Environmental Quality, Attention Neil Mullane,
LaPine Rule, P.0. Box 1760, Portland, OR 97207.
Written comments must be postmarked by

to be included in the hearing record.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:

Contact the person or division identified in the public notice by caliing 228-5896 in the Portland area. To avoid
long distance charges from other parts of the state, call 1-800-452-7813, and ask for the Department of
Environmental Quality.

PUBN.H (8/82)
TL2283
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
Page 2 '

WHERE TO OBTAIN
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:

FINAL ACTION:

LAND USE CONSISTENCY:

Neil J. Mullane:1
February 9, 1983

Copies of the proposed rule changes for the
LaPine area may be obtained from:

Department of Environmental Quality

Central Region Office

2150 N.E. Studioc Rd.

Bend, OR 97701 Telephone: (503) 388-6146

OR

Department of Environmental Quality

Water Quality Division

P.0. Box 1760

522 S.W. Fifth Ave.

Portland, OR 97207 Telephone: (503) 229-6065

DEQ staff will be available to answer questions
on the propeosed rule changes.

Final action on these proposed rule changes will
be taken by the Environmental Quality Commission
subsequent to the scheduled public hearing. An
additional public hearing before the Commission
is not anticipated.

The Deschutes County Board of Commissioners have
taken formal action to adopt the local Aquifer
Management Flan.

Citation of authority, statement of need, a statement
of fiscal and economic impacts, and the detailed

land use consistency statement are available from

the DEQ at the addresses listed above.

PUBN.H (8/82)
TL2283



ATTACHMENT D
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COURTHOUSE ANNEX, ROOM 102 & PHONE 388.6556
BEND, OREGON 97701

TO: Board of County Commissioners
FROM: Deschutes County Planning Commission

SUBJECT: LaPine Aquifer Managemént Plan

It is the unanimous recommendation of the Deschutes County
Planning Commission to the Board of County Commissioners. to
accept the LaPine Aquifer Management Plan and direct staff
to utilize this document in making land use decisions in

. the LaPine area. Further, we recommend that the Board

- direct staff to include this management plan in the next

- update of the Deschutes County Comprehen81ve Plan. =

Gtes County Plannlng Commission

JEA:ap




ATTACHMENT E

DESCHUTES COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

SEFTEMBER 28,

Chairman Shepa

1982 - REGULAR MEETING

rd called the meeting to order at 1¢:88 A.M. Commis-

sioner Paulson and Commissioner Young were also present,

Amendments %to
the agenda

Acceptance &
signature of
contracts for
LaPine Sher-—
iff's sub~
station

Discussion re-
garding Mining
Reclamation

SEPTEMBER 28,

There were four amendments to the agenda,; which are
listed as follows:

{1) Appointment of John Andersen as Administrator of

the Energy Grant -~ Bob Paulson

(2) Discussion regardlng Land Action with Earl Nichols
- Bob Paulson

(3) Discusslon regarding LaPine Weod Program - Clay
Shepard

(4) Discussion regarding hours of operation durlng
Christmas holiday =~ Clay Shepard ‘
Doug Maul, Facilities Coordinator, was present to dis-
cuss this. He presented to the Board the contracts
for the construction of the Sheriff's substaticen in La-
Pine. These had besen signed by Argent Industries, who
won the bid on the construction. Mr. Maul also stated
that they have obtained insurance for Workmen's Comp
and that there were no problems with the subcontract-
ors.
MOTION: YOUNG moved to award the contract to Argent

Industries of Aloha, Cregon.

PAULSON: Second.
VOTE: SHEPARD: AYE.

PAULSON: ~AYE.

YOUNG: AYE.
Mr. Maul noted that they expect the project to be com-
pleted in about five months. He then introduced repre-
sentatives of Argent Industries who weare present.

John Andersen, Planning Director, had sent a memo to
the Board in regard surface mining reclamation author-
ity. Mr. Andersen explained that they had been trying
to obtain authority from DOGAMI to enforce surface
mining reclamation. He stated that at this point they
have not been successful with that, so they have de-
cided to to use local authority through the comp plan
and through the zoning ordinance to require a site
plan, which would assure that the mining taking place
would be compatible with the surrounding uses and that
the surrounding uses would be compatible with the
mining. He stated that the county also has the auth-
ority to require bonds.

1982 MINUTES: PAGE 1




Discussion &
Authorization
for COIC to
Pay for Econ-
omic¢ Develop-
mant Grants

Appointment to
River Bend Es~
tates Special

Acceptance of
208 Water
Study and Ter-
rebonne Water
Study

MOTION: PAULSON moved that the Board direct staff to
institute a program wherein the mining land
reclamation of the comp plan will become a
part of the Site Plan approval process.
YOUNG: Second.

VOTE: SHEPARD: AYE.

PAULSCN: AYE.
YOUNG: AYE.

Mr. Andersen stated that they have conducted a number
of these grants through money obtained from Central
Oregon Intergovernmental Council (COIC). He stated
that Robin Bradley's study of the ordinance and proced-
ures and the camera~ready coples of the LaPine Indus-
trial Site have been completed. The camera-ready
copies of the Bend Land Bank are also complete. He
stated that these projects had been very successful.
Chairman Shepard stated that the presention on the
LaPine Industrial Site given before the Planning Com-
mission had been very good. He also noted that no
member of the LaPins.Industrial Committee had been
present at any of the meetings but it is assumed that
they are satisfied with the study. He also commended
Mr. Andersen for his work on these projects.
MOTICN: YOUNG moved to authorize payment.

PAULSON: BSecond.
VOTE: SHEPARD: AYE.

PAULSON: AYE.

YOUNG: AYE,

The Board had received a letter from the district re-
commending that Bruce McCoy be appointed to serve on
the district's board. He would complete a term
unfinished by another member, commencing on July 1,
1982 and would subseguently be appointed to a term
beginning January 1, 1983 and ending December 31, 1985.
MOTION: PAULSON moved to approve the appointment of
Bruce McCoy to the term indicated.
YOUNG: Second.
VGOTE: SHEPARD: AYE.
PAULSON: AYE.
YCUNG: AYE,

1

Jordan Maley, Planning Department, and Bob Shimek, Cen-

tury West Engineering, were present for this. Mr. An-

dersen had sent the Board two memos indicating the

Planning Commission's recommendation to the Board to

accept these studies. Mr. Maley read these memos

aloud.

MOTION: PAULSON moved that the Beoard approve both
plans and direct staff to implement them.
YOUNG: Second. ‘

Chairman Shepard commended Mr. Shimek on the excep-

tional work Mr. Shimek had done on thess management

SEPTEMBER 28, 1982 MINUTES: PAGE 2
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tor of Energy

Grant

Discussion re-
garding LaPine
Wood Program

plans and the professicnal way in which the pecple in
LaPine and the staff and consultant had worked together
on this project. He noted that these projects were
begun 26 months ago.
VOTE: SHEPARD: AYE.

PAULSON:" AYE.

YOUNG: AYE.

MOTION: PAULSON moved that the Board appeint John

as administrator of the Deschutes County

energy dgrant.

YOUNG: ©Second. ,
Commissioner Paulson explained that this was belng done
because he would not be in office for the duration of
the grant. Alsoc the grant coordinator, Betsy Shay,
will be gone this vear and the grant will be contracted
cut. Betsy had been a county employee, He had
discussed this with Mr. Andersen, who had agreed to
take charge of the administration of this grant.
VOTE: SHEPARD: AYE.

PAULSON: AYE.

YOUNG: AYE.
It was the concensus of the Board to amend the motion
to instruct County Counsel to draft a resolution so
appointing Mr. Andersen, for the Board's signature at a
later time.

Chaitrman Shepard stated that he had received a call
from Diane Martin of CODE X in LaPine in regard to the
possibility of obtaining county funds for the wood
program. She had stated that the program is not
functioning at this time because they have no funds to
purchase gasoline to run the trucks. Mr. Whitney is no
longer involved with the program. There is some wood
stockpiled and volunteers are avallable. At this time
their only problem is that they don't have funds to
purchase gas. She had requested that the County
provide funds for this purpose. Chairman Shepard had
told her that he would place the matter on the agenda
for Beard decision.

Commissioner Paulson stated that it was his feeling
that a nominal fee should be charged to the recipients
of wood in order to pay for gas. He did not feel that
it would be appropriate for the County to fund this
program. Commissioner Young stated that that was his
feeling as well, that this would only open the door for
similar requests. '

Chairman Shepard stated that he disagreed with that
opinion. He stated that during the Budget Board
meetings funds are given to Senior Citizens in Bend and
Redmond because they are organized and each year make a
funding request. He stated that although LaPine
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seniors have not formed an organization, this program
penefits many of the senior citizens in the area and
this would provide the county the opportunity to assist
the LaPine area seniors as well., He felt that to
provide wood to these people was very important.
MCOTION: SHEPARD moved that they take $1,800 from

contingency and allocate it through COCOA

for the purpose of buying gas for the LaPine

Wood Program.

YOUNG: Second.
Commissioner Paulson stated that this was enough money
to buy 19,000 gallons of gas. Mr. Isham stated that
the County gave the program $3,800 last year through
COCOA. There was some further discussion.
VOTE: SHEPARD: AYE.

PAULSON: KO,

YOUNG: AYE.

Chairman Shepard stated that he had been asked by a de-
partment head if it would be alright to close the
afternoon of Christmas Eve, - There was much further
discussion.
MOTION: PAULSON moved that the County include Friday
afternoon; the 24th of December, one of the
County holidays starting at noon December 2Z4.
YOUNG: Second.
There was much further discussion, in which it was dis-
covered that the Friday prier to Christmas and New
Year's had been deemed a holiday since the actual
holiday fell on a Saturday. Because of this, the
motion was withdrawn.

Earl Nichols was present to discuss this. He stated
that this involved a 258¢-acre parcel of county land,
which was being partitioned to create an 8#-acre parcel
which will be transferred to Bend Metro Parks and Rec-
reatlion. He stated that eventually this land would be
traded to Diamond International and become part of
their commercial forest. Mr. Nichols requested that
John Andersen, Planning Director, make an administrat-
ive decision on this variance application. Mr.
Andersen stated that private developers had submitted
similar variance applications, but it was his feeling
that this went beyond the scope of what the Board had
intended to be covered by administrative decisions, and
had reguested a Board directive in this matter. Mr.
Nichols stated that because there would be no develop-
ment on this property, it weuld be used as commercial
forest, there should be no problem with doing this
administratively. He suggested that they put a
covenant on the parcel restricting it from development,
in order that the application could be processed
administratively, which would be faster. There was
some further general discussion.
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MOTICON: PAULSON moved that the Board set a pollicy
clarifying the ordinance giving administrative
review authority to the Planning Director, the
policy being that partitions involving the ex-
change of property between two public bodies
can be originally decided by the Planning
Director.

YOUNG: BSecoend.

Chalrman Shepard stated that he felt that this is

precedent setting and they could net always be

guaranteed that scmeone of John Andersen's same caliber
would always be in that position. This was discussed
further. Commissioner Young stated that the policy
could always be changed 1if it became necessary.

VOTE:: SHEPARD: NO.

PAULSON: AYE.
YOUNG: AYE.

Before the Board were several OLCC Liquor License
Renewal applications. All had been approved by the
Sheriff's office and had paid the clerk's filing fee.
Gne was for the Deschutes River Trout House in Sunriver
and the other was for Jack's Saloon in Terrebenne.
MOTION: YOQOUNG moved that the Trout House and Jack's

Saloon be approved,

PAULSON: Becond.
VOTE: SHEPARD: AYE.

PAULSON: AYE.

YOUNG: AYE.

Before the Board was a request for refund in the amount

of $§176.28 to William F. Perlicht. The Board approved
the request,.

Mr. Isham stated that the lease form for the Rainbow
had been changed alt his request and he is satisfied
with the current language of the document. He stated
that this is the same house they had been using in the
past. o
MOTION: PAULSON moved to approve.

YOUNG: Secend.
Mr. Isham noted that this would be the last year they
would use this housge, as this program will be housed in
the Post Office building after remodelling is com-
pleted.
VOTE: SHEPARD: AYE.

FAULSON: AYE.

YOUNG: AYE.
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There being no further business at this time, Chairman Shepard re-
cessed the meeting until 19:9¢ A.M. the next day.

DESCHUTES COUNTY BCARD OF COMMISSIONERS
CLAY C. SHEPARD, CHAIRMAN
ROBERT C. PAULSON, JR.,, COMMISSIONER

ALBERT A, YOUNG, CCOMMISSIONER
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Neil J. Mullane

208 Contract Administrator
Dept. of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Dear Neijl:

I have reviewed the final LaPine Aguifer Management Plan developed under
EPA grant #P00C182. The County and its contractor, Century West
Engineering Corporation, has done a good job anaiyzing and documenting
the groundwater problems in the area and developing alternatives for
nrotection of the aguifer. After reviewing the cutputs completed under
this project, I have determined that all workplan commitments have been
met and hereby authorize final payment on this project.

EPA is pleased with the adoption of the management pian by Deschutes
County and we look forward to EQC adoption. I hope that during the EQC.
adoption process a scheduie for implementation of the pian will be
developed.

Should you have any further questions, do not hesitate to call me.
Sincerely,

Ao dh

Debbi Yamamoto . '
Water Planning Section
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CHAPTER 10
LAPINE AQUIFER MANAGEMENT PLAN AND

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

INTROQOUCTION

The LaPine study area (Figure 10-1) is in a Iow,. sediment filled basin
located between the Cascade Mountain Range on the west and Newberry
Volcano to the east. The Deschutes, Little Deschutes, Fall and Spring

Rivers, and Paulina and Long Prairie Creeks flow through the basin.

The study area is a 160 square mile part of the 600 square mile basin.
The study area.exter}ds north from the Deschutes/Klamath County line
to Spring River, and contains most of the private lands available for
residential development in the Deschutes County portion of the basin

(Figure 10-2).

The general stratigraphic conditions which occur are 1) a surface
alluvial deposit up to 50 feet thick consisting mainly c¢f sands and
gravels, 2) an intermediate sedimentary deposit up te 500 fest thick
composed of silts and clays with thin layers of sand, gravel and organic
sediments, and 3) an older basalt lava flow at depths in excess of 500
feet in the center of the basin and decreasing toward the basin edges.
Each of these three formations (Figure 10-3) contains a ground water

aquifer,

Water quality in the basalt aquifer is beiieved to be very good. Water

quality in the ssdimentary aquifer meets drinking water standards in
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some parts of the study area. Sedimentary aquifer wells near LaPine,
however, produce water that is of poor quality, has a bad taste and
odor and may refiect the influence of organic sediments. Shallow alluvial
aquifer quality is wvery goocd except near areas where on-site sewage
disposal systems are used. In these areas, elevated concentrations of
contaminants, primarily nitrate nitrcgen, were observed, scmetimes far

above drinking water and beneficial use standards.

Due to extensive subdivision of tands, primarily in the 1960's, there are

currently 11,236 platted lots in the study area. Most lots range from
o

one-half tc two acres in size. Most lots range from one-half {o two
Wm

—_———— U

acres in size. Deschutes County records indicate that there are cur-

rently 2,351 dwelling units in the study area, leaving 8,885 lots vacant.,
Midstate Electric Ccoperative rscords indicate that only 54 percent of

existing dweiling units are used as permanent residences.

Approximately 3,320 additional dwelling units wili be required in order
to meet the projected 20 year growth needs in the study area. |If only
half of the existing vacant lots are suitable for building, there is still a
surplus of lots to accommodate the 20 year growth needs of the area.
For this reason development of a large number of new subdivision lots

is not expected to occur in the foreseeable future.

Most dwelling units in the study area use on-site waste disposal systems
for disposal of domestic wastes. "~ Domestic water is provided primarily
by individual shallow wells producing water from the alluvial aquifer,
Individual deep wells or community water systems are used in some
areas.

10-2




The shallow, aliuvial aquifer {(Figure 10-4) provides water for a large

i

: i!-,F'
o

number of users, especially In the south and central parts of the study
area. Depth to water In this aquifer is usuaily 10 to 20 feet and may

be fess in some areas. The soils which overtie this aquifer are highly

permeable and offer littie protecticn of the aquifer from contaminants

which migrate downward from the ground surface.

The shallow aquifer has been found to be contaminated with nitrate
nitrogen, sulfate and chloride compounds near areas where on-site
waste disposal systems are used. Nitrate concentrations in the LaPine
core area (Figure 10-5) were found in some wells to exceed 40 milligrams
per liter, four times the allowable nitrate concentraticn for cemmunity

and public water supplies.

Elevated nitrate levels and other forms of contamination have not been
found in any portions of the shallow aquifer except in areas of on-site

waste disposal system use.




BASIS FOR AN AQUIFER MANAGEMENT PLAN

The aquifer management plan must provide for protection of the shallow
ground water for recognized beneficial uses. Ten beneficial uses of
water in the study area have been identified by the DEQ. The beneficial
use which requires the best quality water, and is the use for which the
shallow aquifer must be protected, is that of domestic water suppiy. it
s necessary to maintain nitrate nitrogen levels in the équifer to below
the ten miiligram per liter drinking water limit to protect this beneficial

Use. Nitrate nitrogen in domestic wastewater poses the greatest threat

to the identified highest beneficial use. In undeveloped areas, the DEQ

recommends that a nitrate "planning limit" of five milligrams per liter be

used in determining suitable waste system densities in new subdivisions.

As a condition of approval of some on-site waste disposal systems, DEQ

requires proof that a five milligram per liter n]traté concentration in the

aquifer will not be exceeded.

In areas wheare nitrate levels exceed the drinking water Jimit (10 mg/})
remedial, rather than preventive, measures are required to protect the

highest beneficiai use of the ground water.

The management plan must alsoc address other potential scurces of con-
tamination which can impact on bereficial uses. These include storage
tanks, accidental spills of toxic chemicals or petroleum products, and

future soiid waste and septage disposal sites.

hE%
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AQUIFER MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES

Several alternatives exist for protecting the beneficial uses of ground
waler in the study area. The alternatives differ with respect to ef-
fectiveness, cost, and ease of impiementation. A balance of these three
factors must be considered in developing a management plan, since the
most effective alternative for aquifer protection may have prohibitive
costs, or may not be impiementable, and the simplest method to imple-
ment‘may not be effective for its intended use. These alternatives are

discussed below,

Community Collection, Treatment and Disposal of Wastes

This has been identified by DEQ as being the highest and best practic-
able method of protecting beneficial uses of water in areas with shallow
greund water and highly permeable soils. These are the conditions

which exist in the study area.

This alternative entails construction of a sewage collection system, a

treatment facility and an effluent disposal system.

One appropriate community treatment facility for use in the LaPine basin
is the waste stabilization lagoon. A lagoon is a shallow, quiescent basin
which stores wastewater whiie contaminants are reduced or removed by
natural bioclegical processes. Nitrogen remowval in fagoons can be very
goed, and is typically significantly greater than other proven waste
treatment processes, such as the activated siudge or trickling filter
process, A lagoon can also provide the ability to store waste flows

during winter months.




Due to DEQ restrictions on discharging treated wastes to surface water, -y
effluent disposal in the study area must be accomplished by discharge

to land. In a land disposail system, disposal is accomplished by seepage

and percolation into the scil, by uptake of water and nutrients (nitrogen)

by plants, and by evaporation. Ouring winter months, the primary
mechanism for disposal of treated wastewater on land is seepage and per-
colation. During summer meonths, significant losses of water through

evaporation and plant uptake can occur. Summer discharge of treated

effluent to land can effectively supplement irrigation needs.

Advantages of community systems include positive control and moniter-
ing of the waste treatment process, the ability to remove contaminants
from wastewater prior to disposal, and the ability to dispose of wastes

in areas away from domestic water supplies and where there will be Ty

minimal impact on ground water.

The disadvantages of a community systam are implementabiiity and cost.
With few exceptions, community waste collection, treatment and disposal
systems are reguired to be under the control of a legal entity such as a
district or municipality. Where no entity exists, one must be formed
with the consent of the majority of the affected residents of the in-
corporation area. Often this is a very time-consuming process. The
cost of community systems Is highly wvariable and is dependent on local
conditions which affect construction, and on the type of system being
censidered. Before any design or construction is started, a facility
planning study is necessary o identify what type of system will do the
best job for the feast cost. When costs are identified, consent of the M

majority of affected persons or property owners in the service area is




again required in order to generale funds to pay either the enlire cost

of the system or local share costs if outside funding is available.

On-Site Treatment and Disposa!l of Domestic Wastes

This alternative invelves use of septic tank or cther pretreatment of
wastes followed by additional treatment and disposal of effluent in a soil
absorption system. This technology is extensively used in the study
area at this time. The septic tank/absorption field system is effective in
removing many contaminants, including bacteria, from domestic sewage.
Nitrogen which s net remcved by on-site systems is diluted by pre-
cipitation and is attenuated in ground water by dilution and dispersion
mechanisms. The impact on ground water nitrogen levels is dependent
on the amount of nitrogen dischar‘.ged and by the number of systems in

use in a given area (system density).

Nitrogen discharge to on-site waste disposal systems cannot be effectively
controlled due to varying personal water use habits, occupancy patterns
and family size. |In undeveloped areas, density can be controiled by
defining minimum lot sizes in new subdivisions. In the LaPine basin,

this is not feasible since the subdivisions are aiready in place.

Because of variables caused by peak waste fiows, temperature, soil con-
ditions and constructiocn control, nitrcgen removal performance cannot be
"guaranteed" in on-site systems in the same way that it can be "guaran-
teed" in community waste treatment systems. Community systems offer
positive observation Aand control of most treatment process variables,

including process measurement, chemical addition (if requirad}, and

10-7
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physical manipufation of waste flow by the use of pumps and piping.

Because on-site treatment prccess control typically is not possibie,
actual nitrogen removal capability can be highly variable, it is import-
ant, therefore, that "typical” or expected nitrogen removal capability of
on-site systems be established in the area of their proposed use. This
can be done by mcnitering septic tank or other pretreatment system
effluents, and monitoring absorption field performance with lysimeters
and/or tensiometers., Performance monitoring is necessary to determine

the most cost-effective nitrogen removal system for use in the LaPine

‘2’basin.,  Determination of nitrogen remocval performance in on-site waste

systems by field testing was not within the scope of this investigation.

Except in areas where nitrogen is '"recycied" &wough shallow well
systems, the maximum nitrogen concentration in the aquifer should not
exceed the nitrogen concentration in water which recharges the aquifer.
The recharge nitrogen concentration is dependent on the ameount of
nitrogen discharged from waste disposal systems and the annual pre-
cipitation in the area. The impact cf nitrogen lecading from _'different
size 10fs is shown in Figure 10-6, and the worst-case cumulative impact

on aguifer nitrogen concentrations is shown in Figure 10-7,

A reduction in total nitrogen in effluent to 30 milligrams per liter (10.1
pounds per dwelling unit) is necessary to maintain the beneficial use
limit in areas with on-site waste disposa! on half acre lots, as shown in
Figure 10-6. This level of nitrogen reduction may require development

and use of advanced on-site waste treatment technoiogy.

s \
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If extensive use of advanced conh-site treatment technology is proposed
for improving nitrogen removal, a comparative cost analysis between the
on-site systems and a community collection, treatment and land disposal
system should be done to determine the most cost-effective, érea-»vide

alternative.
Most on-site technology can also be applied to community appiication
subject to the regulatory and impiementation conditions applicable to

community systems.

Building and Development Moratorium

This alternative involves preventing further development within a geo-
graphically defined area untit some action takes place to improve exist-
ing conditions. A moratorium usually accomplishes two objectives, 1) it
keeps conditicns from getiing worse and 2) it provides an incentive for
implementing remedial actions. A moraterium will generally not cause

existing conditions to improve.

A moratorium is appropriate in an area where documented conditions
show substantial impairment of beneficial uses of water or the polential
for, or existence of, a public health hazard. The first of these con-
ditions, and possibly the second, have been documented in the LaPine

core area.




Control Waste Disposal System Density

This alternative has two wvariations, neither of which is particulariy

suited to the study area for either technical or legal reasons.

Down-Zone Existing Lots. This entails combining two or more

existing lots into one iarger lot. If this were attempted on a large
scale, the resulting litigation and implementation costs in both time

and money would be unestimable.

increased Weli/Waste System Setbacks. In some areas, this would

be appropriate and in cthers it would not. Where deep wells are
properiy constructed, the existing 100 foot setback distance from
waste disposal systems is probably excessive. |In areas where the
shallow aquifer supplies water to many individual wells, the 100
foot setback may be insufficient. Due to a large number of r}att_.Jr‘aI
variables in the study area it is not appropriate to recommend a

greater setback than 100 feet for general application.

Creation of Aguifer Reserve Areas

This concept invelves prohibiting development over defined portions of
the aquifer to allow a source of relatively clean precipitation recharge
to the aquifer. Tth aids in dilution of contaminants generated in de-
veloped areas. Due to the presence of a large amount of land in the
study area under the control of the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management, aquifer reserve areas are considered to be pre-

existing.

10-10




"Writing Off" Parts of the Agquifer

This alternalive equates to changing the rules to meet existing con-
ditions. This is not an appropriate alternative in areas where the
aquifer is used for domestic water supply, and therefore is not recom-

mended.

Special Well Construction Regulations or Provision for Water Supply from

an Alternative Source.

Both of these concepts would improve water quality for domestic use In

contaminated aquifer areas. Neither one, however, offers any degree

~ of protection for beneficial uses of the shallow aquifer.

It has not been demonstrated that Yspeciai" weli co_nstr‘uction reguiations
are needed if existing regulations are strictly enforced. Where ex-
tensive contamination of the shallow aquifer is occurring, provision of
an alternate water source may be the most feasible alternative to protect
public health until remedial measures to reduce contamination in the

shallow aquifer were implemented.

Special Studies for Major or Unigque Projects

This alternative entails requiring special studies of waste loading and
local hydrogeologic conditions as part of the site approval process for
any new residential, commercial or industrial development likely to
impact on the beneficial uses of the ground water resource. The study
shiould address waste loading from the project, local aquifer character-
istics based on aquifer tests and aquifer gradients, and uses of ground

water in adjacent areas.
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AQUIFER MANAGEMENT PLAN

The LaPine Aquifer Managementi Plan is designed to improve conditions
through remedial actions where required and to prevent contamination of
the shallow aguifer to the maximum practicable extent in developing

areas.

fn order 1o assess the need for and determine the effectiveness of
aguifer management actions, a continuing ground water monitering
program is necessary. The mohitoring wells installed for this project
should bhe sampled for nitrate concentration in the spring and fall to
observe long-term changes in ground water quality. When appropriate,
additional monitoring weils should be constructed in developing areas or
near new waste disposal systems to refine predictions of waste impacts
made in this report. Monitoring could be required'as a condition of the
site approval or waste dispesal system permit process. Residents with
individual shallow wells shouid sample their wells annually to determine
the nitrate level. If high nitrate levels are found, a decision can be
made by the resident or property owner to relocate or upgrade the well
or waste disposal system, construct a deep well, buy bottled water for

drinking water use, or support -a community water or sewerage system.

Because of varying tot size, availability of community water and variable
cccupancy patterns, a single approach to aquifer management is noat
possibie. In order to address differing needs, the study area is
described in terms of management categories as shown in Table 10-1 and

discussed below.

10-12
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TABLE 10-1

AQUIFER MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES

A. Lots smaller than one acre.
1. individual shallow weall and on-site sewage disposal.
2. Community water or individual deep well and on-site sewage
disposal. .
3. Community water and sewage dispcsal.
B. Lots cne to two acres in size,
C. Lots greater than two acres in size.
0. New development with significant potential to impact on beneficial
uses.
E. Spills, storage tanks, or cther ootential sources of centamination.
F. Areas with documented ground water contamination impacting on

beneficial uses or water supply.

15
3

Aquifer Management Category A-

Lots Smaller Than One Acre

Category A arees include all parts of the study area containing lots
smaler than one acre in size. Different combinations of existing sewer
and watepr utilities influence the aquifer management approach as de-

scribed below.

A-1T Individual Shallow Well and On-Site Sewage Disposal. Land in this

Management Category is most susceptible to aguifer contamination
and water supply contamination caused by nitrogen loading and
recycling of wastes. Nitrogen loading on half acre lots is predicted
to cause the ten milligram per titer beneficial use nitrate nitrogen

iy
5

i iimit to be exceeded in the shallow aquifer as shown in Figure 10-6.

10-13
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In order to stay within. allowable limits at full buildout and oc-
cupancy, total nitrogen concentration in domestic wastewater will
need to be reduced to fess than 31 milligrams per liter. This can
be achieved by nitrogen removal in waste treatment systems or by

construction of community sewerage facilities.

As buildout occcurs 'in these areas, monitoring of downgradient
water quality in the aquifer is necessary to determine area-wide
impacts. Pericdic testing of domestic wells is needed to determine

locai impacts (Figure 10-8).

Community Water Supply or individual Deep Weil and On-Site Sew-

age Disposal. The main difference between Category A-1 and
Category A-2 Is that drinking water supplies would not be threat-
ened by contamination in the shallow aquifer. In areas experienc-
ing buildout beyond an average density »f one dwelling unit per
acre, the cumulative nitrate levels in the shallow aquifer are

expectéd to eventually exceed the ten milligram per liter beneficial
use limit.

(In Category A-2 areas there should be a more even mixing of
contaminants in the aquifar without the interference on aguifer
gradients caused by shallow pumping wells, Monitoring of aguifer
water quality in Category A-2 areas will provide the most reliable

information on area-wide impacts caused by residential development.
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A-3 Community Water Supply and Community Collection, Treatment and

Disposal of Wastes. This Category contains the small-lot areas

which offer the greatest protection of public heaith and beneficial
uses of ground water. Proper design, construction and operation
aof community sewerage facilities can effectively prevent nitrogen

contamination in the ground water.
In order to achieve maximum buildout in future vyears, Category
A-1 and A-2 areas may need to achieve Category A-3 status by

addition of community water and/or sewer utilities,.

Aguifer Management Category B

One to Two Acre Lots

Fuil development on one acre lots where conventional on-site waste
disposal systems are used should not result in exceeding the ten milli-
gram per liter drinking water beneficial use limit for nitrate nitrogen.
The greatest concern In Category B areas s Jocal contamination of
shallew wells by adjacent upgradient waste disposal systems (Figure
10-8). Residents using individual wells are encouraged to have their
water supply tested arnually for nitrate nitrogen. Monitoring the agui-
fer downgradient from Category B development areas should continue in
order to wverify the estimated impacts from development on one to two

acre iots shown in Figure 10-6.

Aquifer Management Category C

Lots Greater than Two Acres in Size

Category C Management Areas require monitoring only on a case~by-case
basis, Residenis using individual shallow wells should test their water

faf RiEgre con < itation 2nnuall
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Aquifer Managemaent Category D s

New Development Which May Impact on Beneficial Uses of Ground

Water

All proposals for new development or waste disposal projects which, in
the opinion of Deschutes County or the Department of Environmental
Quality, may significéntly impact on. beneficial uses of the ground
water, should include a detailed waste lgad and ground water investiga-
tion report. The report should demonstrate that the project will not
impair beneficial uses of the ground water or cause the five milligram

per liter nitrate planning limit to be exceeded.

The .report should describe waste locads and proposed waste treatment
methods; explain aquifer characteristics as determined by aquifer tests,
water table gradient determinations, and water samples. [t should also “™
include a description of each Aquifer Management Category area within

one mile of the proposed project.

Aguifer Management Category E

Management of Spills, Leaks and Other Sources of Contamination

The Department of Environmental Quality is developing policies and
guidelines for dealing with these "miscelianecus" sources of contamination
which are relevant in the study area. The work by DEQ is being done
in conjunction with other agencies which have technical expertise or
regulatory control, or beth. These agencies include the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation, U.5. Environmental Proctection Agency and the

Cregon Department of Water .Rescurces.
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It is recommended that Category E situations be addressed by the

appropriate agency or agencies having jurisdiction.

Aguifer Management Category F

Areas with Documented Ground Water Contamination Impacting Exist-

ing or Potential Beneficial Uses

Areas with documented ground water contamination whEcH causes ragula-
tory limits for drinking water to be exceeded are classified in Category
F. The documentation of contamination should represent a detailed
technicai study of the problem area. The LaPine core {Figure 10-3) is

considered to be a Category F area,

Contamination not addressed by dcocmestic water standards but which may
impact on other beneficial uses or on public health is also reasaon to

classify an area as a Category F Aqguifer Management Area.

As 3 guide in identifying appropriate action needed in any given Man-
agement Category area, a Management Action Activity List was developed
and is shown n Table 10-2. The list identifies planning obje:ctives to
work toward in future land use decisions, anc_i regulatory and monitoring
guideiines to follow as construction and devefopment takes place in the

future.

Table 10-3 presents the LaPine Aquifer Management Plan components.
This table lists each Management Categery and the appropriate cor-
responding Management Actﬁdn Activity, It also identifies the parties
responsible for implementing, carrying out, and providing funds or
personnel to implement the recommended actions.
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TABLE 10-2
MANAGEMENT ACTION ACTIVITIES
Activity Recommended Action
I a. Prepare Facility Plan Report, design and construct faci-
lities to attain maximum level of nitrogen removal from
wastes, J

b. Construct alternative domestic water source(s), or pro-
vide bottled water for drinking water supplies.

c. impese a building moratorium in areas of ground water
cantamination where beneficial uses of ground water are
impaired.

2. a. Develop and use on-site waste treatment technology which
will produce 30 mg/! or iess of total nitrogen in domestic
waste effluent.
b. Monitor nitrogen concentration in on-site systems.
c. Monitor impact on aquifer and domestic water supplies ~y

by 1) sampling domestic wells and (2} constructing and
sampting monitoring wells at the downgradient edge of
lots where on-site systems are used.

d. Construct alternative domestic water source(s), or pro-
vide bottled water for drinking water supplies.

e. If nitrogen removal technology is proven by monitoring
to be inadequate, reclassify to Priority 1 status. |If
nitrogen removal technology is shown to not be needed,
reclassify area to Priority 3 status. :

3. a. Continue cuJrrent on-site waste disposal practices. |If
menitering shows current practices to be inadequate,
reclassify the area to Priority 2 ievel and implement
appropriate Priority 2 recommendations.

b. Monitor impact on aquifer and domstic water supplies by
1) sampling domestic wells for nitrate and 2) constructing
and sampling monitoring wells at downgradient edge of
selected lots where on-site treatment systems are used.

c. Construct alternative domestic water source(s), or use
bottied water for drinking water supplies, if reguired.

1G-14
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TABLE 10-2 (Continued)
FPerform a waste load and aquifer investigation study ap-
propriate to address the proposed project or situation.

Ne action is required unfess a problem Is found. [n that
case, reclassify to the appreopriate Activity Category.
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TABLE 10G-3

LAPINE AQUIFER MANAGEMENT FLAN

Provides

' . Monitoring, Provides
Aquifer Management Maragement Action initiates Investigation or Funding/
Category Activity ) Action Enforcement Personnei
A Lots Smaller Than One Acre
A-1 Shallow well and on-site 2a Develop and use on-site waste trealtment technology which DEQ County/DEQ Private
waste disposal will produce effluent containing less than 31 mg/l total
nitrogen. . '
2b  Monitor perfermance of waste Lreatment/disposal systems. DEQ DEQ DEQ/Private
2c  Moniter impact on aquifer and domeslic water supplies. DEQ DEQ DEQ/Private
?d  Construct alternative domestic water source(s}, or use Privaie/QSHD OQ3SHD Private
bottled water for drinking water supplies.
2e 1T on-site nitrogen remowval is shown by monitoring DEQ/County DEQ/County -
to be inadeguate, reclassify 1o Aclivity 1 status.
if advanced nitrogen removal shewn to not |
be needed, reclassify area to Activity 3 status.
A-2 Community water or deep 2a Develop and use on-site waste treatment technology DEQ County/DEQ lPrivaLe
well source and on-site which will produce effiuent containing less than
waste disposal 31 mg/l total nitrogen.
2t Monitor performance of waste treatment/disposal systems. DEQ CEQ DEQ/Private
2c Monitor impact on aquifer and domestic waler supplies. DEQ DEG DEQ/Private
2e If on-site nitregen removal is shown by monitoring DEQ/County DEQ/County -
to be inadequate, reclassify o Activity 1 status
If advanced nitrogen removal shown to not be
needed, reclassify area ta Activily 3 status. -
A-3 Community water and sewer ba Na action is required. , DEQ/County DEQ/Caounty -
B Lets One to Two Acres in Size 3a Continue current on-~site waste disposal practices. |If County/DEQ County/DEQ County/DEQ
monitoring shows ¢urrent practices to be inadequate,
reclassify Llhe area to Activity 2 level and implement
appropriate Activity 2 recommendations.
3b  Monitor impact on aquifer and domestic water supplies. County Cauntly County
3c If required, comnstruct aiternative domestic water source(s) Private/CSHD OSHD/Private QSHD/Private
or use bottled water for drinking water supplies.
C Lots Larger Than Two Acres 3z Continue current on-site waste disposal practices. |If County/DEQ County /DEQ County/DEG
monitoring shows current practices lc be inadequale,
reclassifly the area o Activity 2 fevet and implement
appropriate Activity 2 recommendations.
3b Menitor impact on aquifer and domestic waler supplies. County County Counly
D New Development or 4a Perform a waste lead and aguifer investigation study DEQ/County Private/DEQ Private
Major Wasle Systems appropriale to address the proposed project or situation.
E Spitls, Leaks, Miscelfanecus da Perform a wasle load and aquifer investigaltion study DEQ/County Private/DEQ Private
appropriate 10 address the proposed project or situation.
F Areas of Documented 12 Prepare a Facility Plan Reporl, design and construct com- DEQ DEQ Private/DEQ
Contamination munily sewerage facilities or the equivalent.
b  Conslruct allernative domestic waler saurces(s), or Private/DEQ  DEQ/OSHD Private
use Dortled waler for drinking water suppiies.
e Impaose a building maratorium. EQC DEQ/County DEQ/County
County = Oeschutes County O5HD = Oregon State Healih Division
DE % = Departinent of Environmental Quality Privaie = sdunicipality, District, Corporalion or individuals 4

TN

Environmental Quality Commission

County /DEQ

Jlequires agre2ment between agencies or parties




TABLE 10-4

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT RATING i

Aquifer Management Management No Action implementation Impact i
Category Action Activity Short-Term Long-Term Short-Term tong~Term
F 1a - - - -
F 1b ~ - + +
F lc - 0 0 0/+ %'
A-1, A-2 2a - - ++ T+
A-1, A-2 2b 4] 0 0 0
A-T, A-2 2c 0 0 0 +
A1 2d - - . +
A-T, A-2 2e 0 0 ++ ot
B, C 3a 0 0 ++ ++
B, C 3b 0 0 0 +
B 3¢ - - + +
D, E 4a 0 ‘ - ++ t
A-3 5a 0 0 0- 0
- = Adverse Impact
0 = No !mpact
+ = Beneficial (Protects Domestic Water Supplies)
++ = Reneficial (Protects Domestic Water Supplies and Other Beneficial Uses)
y 3 )




D

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
The assessment of environmental impacts caused by implementation of
the Aquifer Management Plan must address adverse and beneficial, and

long and short-term impacts.

An adverse impact is one that allows degradation of the aquifer or an
existing or potential threat to public health to occur. A beneficial
impact is one that maintains beneficial use quality or provides improve-
ment in areas wl‘were aqu?fer‘ contamination is taking place. A short-term
impact is one which lasts only for the duration of a construction project
or other chronolegically short term period. A fong-term impact is cne

which is expected te tast through the 20 year planning period.

Each of the Management Action Activity levels was evaluated and rated
and the results are shown in Table 10-4. Since each Activity level
applies to a different situation, there is not a basis for comparison

between levels.

Frem the rating it is felt that the impacts from the identified Mapagement
Action Activity levels represent the best practicable balance of long and
short-term beneficial and adverse impacts which will allow protection of

the LaPine Aguifer -in future years,

1071
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VICTOR ATIYEH

Environmental Quality Commission

Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 47207
522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5606

DEQ-46

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. H, February 25, ?983, FQC Meeting

Public Hearing a _ ! tion_ of ;
Ashland AQMA Partlculate Contro Str te as a ev1310 of

the State of Oregon Clean Air Implementation Plan,

BACKGROUND

The Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) is designated as
nonattainment with the primary and secondary standards for Total Suspended
Particulate (TSP). Revised particulate control strategies are needed to
attain and maintain particulate standards and meet the regquirements of the
federal Clean Air Act of 1977.

The Department, the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee, the
Jackson County Board of Commissioners and local cities have developed
particulate strategies which focus on the major sources of particulate
matter in the Medford area. The strategies are deaigned to attain the
primary particulate standard by 1984 and the secondary standard by the
year 2000.

A revision to the State Implementation Plan {SIP) has been drafted. The
revision includes local ordinances and commitments to reduce residential
wood burning emissions, local commitments to reduce soil and road dust,
proposed new and revised state rules tc further reduce industrial emis-
sicns in the Medford area, and a commitment to seek control of new wood-
stoves.

At the January 14, 1983 EQC meeting, the Commission authorized a public
hearing on the Medford particulate strategies to be held at the Feb-

ruary 25, 1983 FQC meeting in Medford (Attachment 1). The public notice
was issued on January 25, 1983; A=95 Intergovernmental Review was initiated
on January 5, 1983.
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EVALUATION

The Department has received additional commitments for inclusion in the
proposed SIP revision from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT) and City of Medford. The Southern
Oregon Timber Industries Association (S0TIA) and the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA)} have commented on the proposed SIP revision.
Written commitments and comments are included in Attachment 2.

BLM outlined its current firewood cutting programs which are designed to
improve firewood seasoning practices. A similar commitment letter is ex~
pected from the U.S. Forest Service before the February 25, 1983 EQC meet-
ing.

ODOT outlined its recent winter sanding improvements to reduce air pollu=
tion in the Medford area. The City of Medford outlined its winter sanding
and cleanup program which is desighed to minimize road dust emissions.

EPA recommended minor clarification changes to pages 1 and 7 of the draft
SIP revision. These changes have been incorporated into the revised draft
(Attachment 3). Deletions are enclosed in brackets; additions are under-
lined.

A major change has recently occurred in EPA guidance regarding the deadline
for attainment of the primary particulate standard in the Medford area.
This issue is discussed below.

Issue: Will major new or modified existing particulate sources be
allowed in the Medford-Ashland AQMA upon adoption of the
Medford particulate strategies if emission offsets are
provided?

Response: The Clean Air Act of 1977 requires that state implementation
plans provide for attainment of the primary particulate
standard by December 31, 1982. However, EPA guidance dated
July 15, 1980 indicated that the attainment date could extend
beyond December 31, 1982 for areas that were redesignated as
nonattainment areas after 1979. The Medford-Ashland AQMA was
redesignated from a secondary nonattainment area to a primary
nonattainment area on January 10, 1980. Based on the July 15,
1980 EPA guidance, the Department has operated under the
understanding that the deadline for attainment of the primary
particulate standard in the Medford area was July 1984. It was
also the Department's understanding that, upon adoption of the
proposed Medford particulate plan, major new or modified
existing sources would be allowed in the Medford-Ashland AQMA
if emission offsets were provided.

The most recent EPA interpretation, received by the Department
on January 31, 1983, is that the December 31, 1982 deadline for
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attainment of the primary particulate standard applies to all
areas irrespective of when the area was determined to be
nonattainment. This interpretation would result in the
continuation of the new source construction moratorium in the
Medford area until attainment of the primapry standard (pro=
Jjected in 1984). The moratorium would affect major new
(greater than 100 tons of particulate emissions per year) or
nodified existing (greater than 100 tons per year existing
emissions with increase greater than 25 tons per year)
sources. However, if the Medford SIP revision, including re-
definition of the nonattainment area boundaries, is approved by
EPA then the area affected by the moratorium would be reduced
from the entire AQMA to only the Medford-Central Point-White
City area,

EPA proposed to impose or continue new source moratoriums in
all nonattainment areas and requested public comments on the
appropriateness of sanctions in the Federal Reglster on
February 3, 1983. Consideration of public comments and final
action by EPA are expected by August 1983.

SOTIA provided comments on the propeosed new and revised state rules regard-
ing industrial control measures. Major issues are discussed below.

Issue:

s 3&:

- Issue:

Response:

Should the proposed compliance schedules for fuglitive emission
control programs and operation and maintenance programs be
extended from October 1983 to June 19847

The preparation of the Medford particulate strategy and state
rules was delayed by extended deliberations on local
particulate control ordinances. Because of this delay, it is
probably appropriate to extend the compliance dates for the
fugitive emission control and operation and maintenance
programs, The extended dates have been inserted in the
proposed rules (Attachment 4).

Should the proposed compliance schedule for upgraded veneer
dryer controls be extended from 1990 to 19927

The existing veneer dryer rule for Medford required that the
control equipment to be installed by 1980 be upgradable.
However, it now appears that many of the approved and installed
units cannot be practicably upgraded.

The Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee recommended
that upgraded veneer dryer controls be delayed until 1992 in
order to allow amortization of existing control equipment. The
Department reviewed tax credit applications to determine the
appropriate amortization period. All of the tax credit
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Sues

Besponse:

Issue:;

Response;

applications for veneer dryer control eqguipment previewed by the
Department indicated an estimated useful life of 10 years.

The original control equipment was installed between 1978 and
1980. Therefore, it appears that 1990 (10 years after 7980) is
the appropriate compliance date for upgraded control

equipment.

Should upgraded veneer dryer confrols be only required if
needed to meet the primary particulate standard?

The major emphasis of the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory
Committee was the development of the primary attainment
strategy for the Medford area. The Committee recommended that
upgraded veneer dryer controls be required if the Medford area
remained in nonattainment with the primary standard. As the
Department reviewed the need for both a short-term primery
strategy and a long=term secondary strategy, the compliance
schedule for upgraded veneer dryer controls appeared to be a
more logical component of the secondary standard attainment
strategy.

A paragraph could be inserted in the proposed veneer dryer
rule which would provide for a public hearing in 1988 on the
necessity of the upgraded veneer dryer requirements for attain-
ment of the federal secondary particulate standard (which is
also the Oregon particulate standard). This may be appropriate
since the major emphasis of the proposed Medford particulate
strategy is on the control of residential wood hurning
emissions using nontraditional control measures. These
nontraditional control measures may be considerably more or
less effective than projected. Also, there is no assurance
that the Legislature will authorize a woodstove certification
program, thus placing more reliance on industrial control
measures. A paragraph which would provide for a 1988 public
hearing has been inserfed in the proposed veneer dryer rule
{Attachment 4).

Should the proposed mass emission limit for steam-heated or gas-
fired veneer dryers be increased from 0.25 to 0.30 pounds per
thouzand square feet of veneer dried (1b/Msf)?

The Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee recommended a
new veneer dryer limit of 0.30 1b/Msf. In recognizing
different types of veneer drying systems, the Department
propeosed limits of 0.25 lb/Msf for steam-heated and gas-fired
dryers, 0.35 1b/Msf for dry wood-=fired dryers, and 0.40 1lb/Msf
for wet wood=fired dryers. The equivalent overall limit of
this three-fold standard would be 0.29 1lb/Msf.
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The concept of special mass emission limits for wood-=fired
dryers 15 consistent with the existing statewide veneer dryer

rule.

S0TIA agrees with the concept but has commented that the

0.25 1b/Msf limit for steam-heated and gas-fired veneer dryers
iz too restrictive.

The SOTIA recommended change in the veneer dryer limit would
not have a major effect on the effectiveness of the veneer

dryer control measure or the overall particulate strategies.
The overall equivalent limit would be 0.33 lb/Msf instead of

0.29 lb/Msf.
from 113 tons per year to 100 tons per year.

The projected emission reduction would decrease

The projected air

quality improvement would be reduced from 1.0 ug/m3 to 0.9 ug/m3.

The proposed veneer dryer limit for steam-heated and gas-Tired
veneer dryers has been changed from 0.25 to 0.30 lb/Msf in

Attachment 4.

In summary, the SO0TIA requested changes and the Department's recommendat-

ions are cutlined below.

Subject

Compliance Date for
‘Fugitive Emission
Control & Operation &
Maintenance Programs

Compliance Date for Up=
graded Veneer Dryer
Controls

Basis of Need for Up=
graded Veneer Dryer
Controls

Mass Emission Limit for
Steam-heated and Gag-
fired Veneer Dryers

Initial DEQ

ropos

OCT 83

JUL 90

Secondary
Standard

0.25 1lb/Msf

SOTIA
Hequest

JUN 84

JAN 92

Primary
Standard

0.30 1lb/Msf

DEQ Response

Recommendation

JUN 84

JUL 90
(with 1988
review hearing)

Secondary
Standard (with
1988 review hearing)

0.30 1b/Msf

These proposed changes to the Medford industrial rules, as well as the
clarification changes recommended by EPA, are not expected to significantly
affect the overall effectiveness of the Medford particulate strategies.

SUMMATIO

1. The Medford-Ashland AQMA is designated as a nonattainment area for
primary and secondary standards for total suspended particulate, and a
control strategy must be submitted to EPA to meet the requirements of

the Clean Air Act.
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2. Particulate strategies have been developed which are designed to attain
the primary particulate standard in the Medford area by 1984 and the
secondary standard by the year 2000.

3. Additional commitments from the City of Medford, Oregon Department of
Tranaportation, and Bureau of Land Management have been received gince
the January 14, 1983 EQC meeting. These commitments should be included
in the proposed SIP revision.

4, Major new and modified existing particulate sources are currently pro-
hibited in the Medford=Ashland AQMA. A recent interpretation of the
Clean Alr Act requirements by EPA indicates that the new/modified
source moratorium will continue in the Medford area until attainment of
the primary standard.

5. DBased on comments received from EPA, clarification changes have been
made on pages 1 and T of the proposed SIP revision.

6. Based on S0TIA comments, several changes are proposed in the industrial
rules. These changes would extend the compliance schedules for the
Medford fugitive emission control and operation and maintenance
programs, include a provision to review the need for upgraded veneer
dryer control equipment in 1988, and increase the proposed mass
emission limit for steam-heated and gas-fired veneer dryers.

7. The changes proposed in response to EFA and SCTIA comments are not
expected to significantly affect the effectiveness of the overall
Medford particulate strategy.

DIRECTORYS RECOMMENDATION

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that, barring any unfore-
seen najor adverse comments at the hearing, the EQC adopt the Medford-
Ashland AQMA Particulate Control Strategy as a revision of the State of
Oregon Clean Air Implementation Plan (SIP). The SIP revision includes:
primary and secondary standard attainment strategies:; OAR 340-~30-020
(revision), OAR 340~30-043 (new), OAR 340-30-04Y4 (new), and OAR 340~-30-045
(revision); and redefinition of the nonattainment area boundaries. The
documents making up the SIP revision are included in Attachments 3 and 4.

William H. Young

Attachments: 1. Staff Report from January 14, 1983 EQC Meeting: Reguest
for Authorization to Hold a Public Hearing on Proposed
Revisions to the State Air Quality Implementation Plan
for the Medford-Ashland AQMA Regarding Particulate
Control Strategies.
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J.F. Kowaleczyk:a
220-6459
February 1, 1683
AA3006

Commitments from the City of Medford, Oregon Department
of Transportation, and Bureau of Land Management; and
comments from the Southern Oregon Timber Industries
Association.

Proposed Particulate Control Strategy for the Medford-
Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) as a State
Implementation Plan Revision.

Proposed state rules, including revision of OAR 340-30-020
(Veneer Dryer Emission Limitations), adoption of new OAR
340-30-043 (Control of Fugitive Emissions)}, adoption of
new OAR 340-30-0484 (Requirement for Operation and
Maintenance Plan), and revision of OAR 340-30=045
(Compliance Schedules).
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Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

vicToR aTiver 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696

MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. E, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting

e horizak to Hol ubijc Hearin

Proposed Revisions bo the State Air OQualitv Implementation

o] e Medford-Ashian egardi articulate
jo) £ es

BACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

The Clean Air Act of 1977 requires states to submit plans to demonstrate
how they will attain and maintain compliance with national ambient air
standards for those areas designated as "nonattaimmernt". The Medford-
Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) was designated ncnattainment in
1674 because of measured exceedences of the seccondary ambient air quality
standard for Total Suspended Particulate (TSP). In 1978 the Environmental
Quality Commission adopted a State Implementation Plan (SIP) designed to
improve air quality and meet the secondary standard. Before this plan
ecould be implemented, air quality worsened arnd on January 10, 1980 the AQMA
was designated to be in nonattainment with the primary particulate
standard.

The 1978 SIF, which has been partially implemented at this time, has
contributed to the air quality improvements recorded during 1980 and 1%81.
The economic recession and better than normal ventilation have also
contributed to this improvement. While these improvements appear to be
significant, the Medford and White City areas are projected to remain in
exceedence of the primary TSP standard (under normal economic and
ventilation conditions and expected growth) even with full implementation
of the 1978 SIP, It is necessary, therefore, to develop a revised SIP
gtrategy containing the additional control measures necessary to improve
air gquality to meet the primary and the secondary TSP standards.

The Department, the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee and the

Jackson County Board of Commissioners have developed recommended
particulate control strategies for the Medford area which are expected to

DEQ-48
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result in attainment of the primary particulate standard by 1984 and
attainment of the secondary standard by the year 2000. The federal
secondary standard is the same as the Oregon particulate standard.

The Medford area exceeds particulate standards predominately because of
non-traditional source impacts such as residential wood burning emissions
and road dust., Thus, the new particulate strategies concentrate on these
nen-traaitional area source categories., The new strategies require

State rules, loczl ordinances and other commitments for implementation.

Problem Statement

The particulate strategles are needed to meet the requirements of the Clean
Air Act., The plan outlining these strategies was due to the Envirommental
Protection Agency (EPA) by July 10, 1981. However, the development of
local ordinances on residential wood burning control measures has been
controversial and time consuming. This has resulted in a delayed plan
aubmittal. '

3ince the Medford area is designated nonattainment for particulate matter
and an adopted particulate control plan has not been submitted to EP4,
major new or modified existing particulate sources are prohibited in the
Medford-Ashland AQMA. Economic sanctions are alge possible for failure to
submit an approvable plan., Adoption of the proposed Medford particulate
plan would allow major new or modified existing sources in the Medford-
Ashland AQMA if emission offsets are provided.

tho or the Co ssio o g

ORS Chapter 468, Section 020, gives the Commission authority to adopt
necessary rules and satandards; Section 305 authorizes the Commission to
prepare and to develcop a tomprehensive plan. Attachment 1 contains the
Statements of Need, Fiscal and Economic Impact, and Land Use Consistency.

ALTERNATIVES AND EVALUATION

A special data base improvement project entitled the Medford Aeroscl
Characterization Study (MACS) was completed in January 1981. This project
was designed to accurately identify the sources contributing to vielation
of the particulate standard in the Medford and White City areas. Study
results indicate that the major scurces of TSP are vegetative burning
(31%), soil and road dust (30%) and the wood products industry (20%).

The MACS results were used by DEQ, the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory
Committee and the Jackson County Commissioners to develop recommended
particulate control strategies., The major control measures to meet the
primary standard are listed below.
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Implementation
Mechandism

Existing OARs
CAR 340~-30-043 (new)
340-30-045 {revised)

OAR 340-30-044 (new)
340-30-045 (revised)

City (#4740) and County
{#82-6) ordinances

City (#4740) and County
(#82«6) ordinances

USFS and BLM program
commitments

USFS and BLM program
compmitments

City (#4740) znd County
(#82-6) ordinances

City (#4740) and County
{#82~6) ordinances

City land development
code (Section 13.3-16)

City (#4732) and County
{#82-6) ordinances

City (#4740) and County
(#82-6) ordinances

City, County and ODOT
program commitments

Page 3

PRIMARY STANDARD ATTAINMENT STRATEGY

Implementation

Contro easure Date
Completion of 1978 industrial 1980-83
control measures.
Industrial fugitive emissions 1983
control and compliance schedule.
Operation and maintenance 1983
program for induatrial
control equipment and compliance
schedule,
Mandatory weatherization before 1984
new woodstove installation.
Mandatory weatherization of 1984
homes with existing woodstoves
starting in 1984 if primary
standard not atfained.
Firewood moisture control 1982
ineluding shifting standing
timber firewocod cutting to spring.
Commereial firewoed control 1082
ineluding shifting standing
timber firewood cutting to spring.
Mandatory woodstove curtailment 1983
during pollution episcdes,
now in County, 1984 in City.
Alternate heat source required 1983
for new homes with woodstoves.
Solar access and orientation 1982
planning requirements.
Open burning controls including 1982
tighter ventilation criteria.
Trackout control programs. 1982
Street sanding and sweeping 1982
improvements.
Paving unpaved roads (13 roads) 1983

and sheoulders.

City program commitments
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Ambient particulate levels (annual geometric mean) would be expected to
increase to 105 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) by 1984 if no additional
controls were implemented after the MACS base vear. In order to meet the
primary particulate standard (75 ug/m3) by 1984, ambient particulate levels
must be reduced by 30 ug/m3, The 1984 attalnment date is required under
the Clean Air Act. The new primary standard attainment strategy, combined
with completion of the 1978 strategy, is expected to reduce particulate
levels by 32 ug/m3. The relative contributions of the control measure
categories are:

Category acte 3 aductio u 3
Completion of 1978 i2

industrial control

measures.,

New industrial control 2

reasures.

New vegetative burning 16

control measures.

New scil and road dust 2
control measures.

Total 32

In addition to the primary standard attainment strategy, other control
measures are required to maintain compliance with the primary standard and
attain the secondary standard, The proposed control measures for the
secondary strategy are outlined below,

SECONDARY STANDARD ATTAINMENT STRATEuY

Implementation Implementation
Cont egsures Date Mechanlsm
Completion of the retrofit 1984~1990 City/County ordinances
weatherization progranms.
Certification program for sale 1985 DEQ program {following
of new woodstoves, legislative authority)
Sglar access and orlentation Ongoing City ordinances
program continuation,
Upgraded veneer dryer controls 1990 OAR 340-30-020 {revised)
and compliance schedule. 340-30-045 (revised)

Soil and road duat measures. 1990 City/County ODOT programs
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The primary maintenance/secondary attainment strategy is expected to reduce
ambient TSP levels to 70 ug/m3(annua1 geometric mean) by 1990 and 60 ug/m3
by the year 2000. The Department is unable at this time to identify
sufficient control measures, short of sharp curtailment of wocdstove ugze or
industrial operations, to provide a growth increment. Offsets would
continue te be required for major new or medified sources.

Attachment 2 contains the proposed particulate control strategy for the
Medford-Ashland AQMA. Attachment 2 (page 11) also contains the proposed
revision of the nonattaimment area boundaries which more accurately
identifies the area projected to exceed primary or secondary particulate
standards in future years, The precise legal definition of the
nenattainment area will be included in Appendix 4.10-1 of the SIP control
strategy document and will be adopted as part of the plan., Attachment 3
contains the proposed state rules which are needed to implement the control
strategies identified in the document, and will also be incorporated into
the State Implementation Plan., The proposed rules include revising OAR
340~30~-020 (upgraded veneer dryer caontrols by 1960), adopting OAR
340~30-043 (fugitive emissions control), adopting CAR 340-30-044 (operation
and maintenance programs), and revising OAR 340=-30-045 (compliance
schedules),

arn e

Alternative control measures have been identified as potential substitutes
for the control measures included in the proposed strategies. The
alternative control measures were evaluated by the Jackscn County Air
Quality Advisory Committee but were considered less energy efficient, less
cost-ef'fective and/or less implementaple than the recommended control
measures, Alternative control measures include:

e} Serubber contreols on small hogged fuel hboilers.

o} Baghouse controls on small drywood cyclones.

s] Baghouse controls on large hogged fuel bollers.

o Upgraded veneer dryer controls by 1984,

o] Ban the installation of new wocdatoves.

o] Ban the use of existing or new woodstoves.
SUMMATTON

1. The Medford-Ashland AQMA is designated a primary ncnattainment
area for primary total suspended particulate standards,

2. Recent airshed studies indicate that the major sources
contriputing to the particulate levels in Medford are vegetative
burning (31%), soil & road dust (30%), and the wood products
industry (20%).

3. TSP levels were expected to reach 105 ug/m3 in 1984 (under normal
growth, economic activity and ventilation) if no controls were
implemented affter the MACS sampling period. & 30 ug/m3 reduction
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was therefore needed to meet the primary (health related)
standard by 1984,

b, The Department, the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory
Committee, the Jackscn County Board of Commissioners and loeal
cities have developed particulate strategies which focus on the
major sources of total particulate matter in the Medford area.
The strategies are designed to attain the primary particulate
standard by the required date of 1984 and the secondary standard
by the year 2000, which is considered as expeditiously a=
practicable.

e A revision to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) has been
drafted., The revision includes local ordinances and commitments
to reduce residential woodburning emissicns, loeal commitments to
reduce soil & road dust, and proposed new and revised state rules
to further reduce indusirial emissions in the Medford area and a
eommitmeqt to =eek control of new woodstoves.

6. Alternative control measures appear to be less energy efficient,
less cost-effective and/or less implementable than the proposed
measures. :

T Major new and medified existing particulate sources are currently
prohibited in the Medford-Ashland AQMA. The adoption of the
proposed SIP revision would allow major new and modified existing
sources in the Medford-Ashland AQMA if emission offsets are
provided. Other potential EPA sanctions would alsc be avoided.

c ' C T

Based on the Summation, the Director recommends that the EQC authorize a
public hearing to consider public testimony and adoption of the proposed
Medford Particulate State Implementaticn Plan (SIP) Revision at the
February 25, 1983 EQC meeting in Medford. The proposed SIP revision
ineludes: primary and secondary standarg attainment strategies;

OAR 340-30-020 (revision), OAR 340-30-043 (new) and OAR 340-30-044 (new),
and CAR 340-30-045 (revision); and redefinition of the nonattainment area
boundaries.

ageer

William H. Young
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VAttaehments: 1.

Public Hearing Notice, Statements of Need for Rulemaking,
Fiscal and Econcmic Impact, and Land Use Consistency.

Proposed Particulate Control Strategy for the Medford-
Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) as a State
Implementaticn Plan Revision.

Proposed state rules, including revision of COAR 340-30-
020 (Veneer Dryer Emission Limitations), adoption of OAR
34#0-30-043 {Control of Fugitive FEmissions), adoption of
OAR 340-30-044 (Requirement for Operation and Maintenance
Plans), and revision of QAR 340-30-045 (Compliance
Schedules).

John F. Kowalczyk:a

AGIETT
229-6459
December 20, 1982
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...

The Proposed Particulate Control Strategy for the Medford-Ashland Area

_J

Notice of Public Hearing to be held February 25, 1983

WHO IS AFFECTED:

WHAT IS PROPOSED:

WHAT ARE THE HIGHLIGHTS:

863
Sl

Residents, industries and public works departments

‘within Jackson County.

The Department of Environmental Quality is propesing
to amend OAR 340-20~-047, the Oregon Air Quality State
Implementation Plan, by revising the particulate
control strategy for the Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Area. The Department is also proposing to
adopt new and revised state rules as part of the
control strategy. The proposed strategy is expected to
bring the area into compliance with the primary
(nealth) standard by 1984 and the secondary (welfare)
standard by the year 2000. A hearing on this matter
will be held in Medford on.February 25, 1983,

Major elements of the proposed primary standard control
strategy include:

0 Weatherization of homes prior to installing wood-
stoves,

o Weatherization of existing homes.

¢ Firewood moisture control program.

o Temporary curtailment of woodstove use during air
poellution episocdes.

o0 Fugitive emissions control program for industrial
and commercial operations (new OAR 340-30-043).

o Operation and maintenance program for industrial
pollution control equipment (new CAR 3J40-30-04L4).

o Paving selected unpaved roads and shoulders.

Major elements of the proposed secondary standard
control strategy include:

© Completion of the retrofit weatherization
programs.

0 Upgraded veneer dryer control equipment
{revision to OAR 340-30-020).

0 Voodstove certification progran.

¢ Additional soil and road dust control measures.

PUBN. AH (9/82)
AA2BTY

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:

Portland, OR 97207 Contact the person or division identifisd in the public notice by cailing 228-5888 in the Portland area. To avoid
long distance charges from other parts of the state, call 1-808-452-7813, and ask for the Department of

P.O. Box 1760

12 Environmentai Quality,




SPECIAL CONDITIONS: The nonattainment area boundaries would be revised to
more accurately identify the area projected to exceed
primary or seccndary particulate standards in future
years,

The particulate strategies include proposed revisions
to GAR 340-30-020 (upgraded veneer dryer controls by
1990), new QAR 340-30-043 (fugitive emissicr contrel
programs), new OAR 340-30-044 (operation and
maintenance programs for industrial pollution conirol
equipment), and proposed revisions to QAR 3U40-30-045
(compliance schedules),

HOW TO COMMENT: Copies of the complete proposed rule package may be
: obtained from the Air Quality Division in Portland (522
3.W. Fifth Avenue) or the Southwest Regional Office in
Medford (201 W. Main Street).

4 public hearing will be held hefore the Envirommental
Quality Commission at:

9:30 a.m,

February 25, 1983

Medford City Hall, Council Chambers
411 W. 8th Street

Medford, Oregon

Oral and written comments will be accepted at the
public hearing. Written comments may be sent to DEQ,
Air Quality Division, Box 1760, Portland, CR 97207,
but must be received by no later than February 23,
1983.

WHAT IS THE NEXT STEP: After public hearing the Envirommental Quality
Commission may adopt rule amendments ildentical to the
proposed smendments, adopt modified rule amendments
on the same subject matter, or decline to act.

The adopted rules will be submitted to the U. S.
Environmental Protection Agency as part of the State
Clean Air Act Implementation Plan., The Commission's
deliberation may come at their February 25, 1983
meeting following the hearing.

A Statement of Need, Fiscal and Economic Impact
Statement, and Land Use Consistency Statement are
attached to this notice.

PUBN. AH (9/82)
AA2879




RULEMAKING STATEMENTS
for

The Proposed Particulate Control Strategy for the
Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area

Pursuant to ORS 183.335, these statements provide information on the
intended action to amend a rule.

STATEMENT OF NEED:

Legal Authority

This proposal amends OAR 340-20-047, 340-30-020 and 340-30-045, and would
adopt OAR 340-30-043 and 340-30~044, It is proposed under authority of ORS
Chapter 468, including Section 295 which authorizes the Commission to
estaplish air quality standards and Section 305 which authorizes the
Commission to adopt a general comprehensive plan for alr pollution

control.,

Need for the Rule

The Medford area currently exceeds Federal and State ambient air quality
gtandards for particulate matter, The Clean Air Act requires that a
control strategy be submitted to bring the area into compliance. The
propesed new and revised rules are needed as part of the control strategy
to bring the area into compliance with alr quality standards. This control
strategy must be submitted to the Envirommental Protection Agency as a
revision to the Oregon State Implementation Plan.

Principa ocuments Relied

1) Clean Air Act as Amended (PL 95-95) August 1977.

2} DEQ Updated Emission Inventory.

3) Medford Aerosol Characterization Study, February 1981.

4) Background Report to Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee,
February 1981.

5) Jackson County Board of Commissioners Findings and Recommendations for
a Particulate Control Strategy, November 1981.

FISCAL AND ECONOMIC IMPACT STATEMENT:

The residential woodburning control measures are generally designed to
improve energy efficiency, thus reducing the amount of firewood burned and
pollutants emitted., The weatherization and firewocod seasoning programs are
expected to result in energy and dollar savings to participating
homeowners, Free energy audits and zero or low-interest weatherization
financing are available, generally through local utility companies, to
address the initial capital expense., Retrofit weatherization 1s expected
to reduce the space heating energy requirement of an average hLome by 40%
per year at an average total cost of $1600 per home.




Temporary curtailment of woodstove use during pollution episodes is
expected to cost the average woodstove household about $20 per year due to
using a greater amount of alterpate source {electric, gas or oil) heat.

The capital cost for upgraded veneer dryer equipment for 15 dryers in the
Medford-White City area in 1990 is estimated at $3.75 nillion ($250,000 per
dryer). Annual operation and maintenance costs for the control equipment
are estimated at $25,000 per year per dryer (1980 dollars),

Wood preoducts and aggregate industries would incur scme additional expense
as a result of proposed fugitive dust control requirements and control
equipment operation and maintenance requirements, These requirements would
affect larger businesses., The additional expense 1z expected to be
moderate.

City, County and State (ODOT) public works departments may incur scme
moderate additional expense as a result of proposed street sweeping and
sanding program improvements.,

The City of Medford has approved $200,000 in federal Housing and Urban
Development grant money to pay 50% of the cost of paving selected unpaved
streets., The remainder would be paid by participating homeowners,

Woodstove dealers would probably experience a reduction in models of wood-
stoves available for sale as 2 result of the proposed woodstove certifi-
cation program, Weatherization companies may experience an increase in
business as a result of the proposed retrofit weatherization regquirements,
Other small businesses are not expected to be significantly affected by the
prorposed rules,

LAND USE CONSISTENCY STATEMENT:

The proposed rule appears to affect land use and appears to be consistent
with the Statewide Planning Goals.

With regard to Goal 6 (air, water, and land resources gquality), the rules
are designed to enhance and preserve air gquality in the affected area and
are considered consistent with the goal.

Goal 11 {public facjilities and services) is deemed unaffected by the rule,

Public comment on any land use issue involved is welcome and may be
submitted in the same fashions as are indicated for testimony in this
notice,

It is requested that local, state, and federal agencies review the proposed
action and comment on possible conflicts with their programs affecting
land use and with Statewide Planning Goals within their expertise and
Jurisdiction.

The Department of Envirommental Quality intends to ask the Department of

Land Congervation and Development to mediate any apparent conflict brought
to our attention by local, state, or federal authorities.

AA2880
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ATTACHMENT 2

COMMITMENTS FROM: City of Medford

Oregon Department of Transportation
Bureau of Land Management

COMMENTS FROM: Southern Oregon Timber Industries Association
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Merlyn Hough
DEQ-
P. 0. Box 1760

Air Quality Division

Portland, Oregon 97207

Subject: Particulate Strategies: Winter Sanding/Cleanup Program

Dear Mr. Hough:

This letter is in addition to the December 17, 1982, documents
from the City of Medford regarding program commitments to reduce
particulate emissions. This letter describes the Medford winter
street sanding and cleanup program.

1.

Material. Pea gravel will continue to be used as the sand-
ing material. This material minimizes the amount of fines
available for resuspension.

Locations. Subject to public safety requirements, a minimal
amount of sanding material is normally used. Winter sanding
will generally be limited to the necessary curves, inter-
sections and overpasses.

Cleanup. Sanding material will be picked up using the regu-
Tar street sweeping equipment as described in the Sweeping
Report. Sanding material will be cleaned up as soon as pos-
sible, normally within two days following the icing episcde.
The prompt cleanup of sanding materials reduces the material
resuspension time perilod.

Records. Cubic yards of pea gravel and man-hours spent on

winter sanding are included in reports each December and June.

AR QUALITY CONTROL

This information can be obtained from the Medford Public Works

Department by July 1 for the preceding fiscal year.

The City of Medford winter sanding and cleanup program is designed
to provide safe driving conditions and also minimize road dust
emissions. Please call me if you need additional information on
this program. '

Sincerely yours,

Lo NG

Lewis N. Powell, P.E. CC: Mayor and Council

Public Works Director

ahf

City Manager

Public Works Superintendent

Planning Director

(via City Manager)
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Air Quality Control Division TE%
Department of Environmental Quality \ﬂ Jp?1u3: T
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Portland, OR 97204 ‘ v CONTR [®
Street Sweeping and Sanding

Medford AQMA

This is an update and report of the Highway Division's response
to help implement trackout and street sanding/sweeping control
measures in the Medford area. We have implemented the following
changes to reduce air pollution while continuing to meet traffic
safety objectives on the state highway system in the Medford area.

1. Sanding materials are now washed pea gravel to eliminate
and reduce fines available for resuspension.

2. While we are trying to minimize the use of sanding material,
we find that the clean pea gravel reguires slightly heavier
application rates than the finer sanding material. We still
endeavor to follow the Highway Division policy for sanding
rates,

Qur experience is that the North Medford area, where we
are confronted with fallout from fog seeding operations,
continues to be a serious problem.

3. Our District office works with the City of Medford on the
cieanup of sanding materials and we generally try to clean
up the material within one week of the end of a storm.
Once again, our experience in the North Medford area with
the continued prevalence of high humidity, fog and fjce
conditions has made this routine difficult.

The Highway Division has reviewed its construction contract
Standard Specifications and project Special Provisions for the
inclusion of appropriate terminology relating to Tocal ordinances
concerning the deposition of soil materials from construction




Merlyn L. Hough 2. January 21, 1983

sites onto paved roadways. Our contract language leaves the
responsibility up to the contractor to determine the specific
ordinances that apply. Experience tells us that being more
detailed increases the chance of leaving out the newest revisions
to ordinances.

The Oregon State Highway Division is interested and concerned both
in a healthful environment and safe operation of the state highway
system and our response will continue toward those objectives.

Ottt

John W. Sheldrake, P.E.
Maintenance Operations Engineer
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Dear Mr. Hough:
In reply to your letter of December 30, 1982, ow comments are as follows:

The Medford District currently attaches a stipulation packet to each firewood
permit or contract. This packet outlines the stipulations under which the
wood can be cut and has an attachment on utilization and seasoning of wood.

We have shifted ocur wood cutting from virtually 100% fall cutting for both
logging debris and hardwoods to approximately 40% of the wolume being cut,
depending on weather conditions, between February and June. Most of this

yolume is hardwood while the emphasis on fall cutting is on the removal of
logging debris.

The BLM disposes of firewood by free-use permits, short form contracts, and
regular timber sale contracts. Free use permits are normally issued in areas
which contain forest residues having no in-place value for domestic or
commercial use. The short form contract (Form 5450-5) is used for
domestic/home use contracts and for some negotiated commercial contracts
having a value of under $1,000.00.

A minimum charge of $10.00 per contract is required under current regulations
and the normal contract is for two cords of wood at $5.00 per cord when
selling for domestic use. The recommended value for commercial wood on
negotiated sales is $10.00 per cord plus a $2.00 road maintenance fee, and may
be more or less depending on actual conditions and contract reguirements.
Advertized sales are usually offered for oral auction at $5.00 per cord plus
maintenance.

Records are kept for free use permits and short form contracts on a monthly
vasis, with the wood usually being cut within one to two weeks of issuance.
Larger long form sales may have a contract duration of six months or longer,
and if the sale has been paid in full, may not be reported as cut until the
expiration date.

With an increasing demand for commercial firewood, we may in the future have
larger project type long-term sales to provide an even flow of firewood from
lands under BIM management. Beginning this past fall, a large amount of cur




commercial firewood has been transported out of the Rogue Valley to California
and Nevada by truck or rail. If this trend continues, the demand for
hardwoods will increase making less avaiable for local domestic use.

If you have any further comments or questions regarding the Medford District
firewood program, contact Bob Anderson at 776-4172.

Sincerely yours,
District Manager

cc:  Gardner Ferry, 0S0O 932
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Dear B8ill,

Our staff and Air Quality Committee Chairman have reviewed the proposed
SIP. We have addressed the 0&M, fugitive emissions and veneer dryer pro-
posals under separate cover. Our review of the remainder of the proposal
has revealed nothing on which criticism is appropriate. In fact, the Depar-
ment has done a good job in preparing the document.

On January 27 our Board of Directors addressed the issues of wood stove
certification and automobile inspection and maintenance (I & M). It was their
determination that the association should not be directly involved in support-
ing or criticizing SIP proposals or legislative efforts on these issues. We
are concerned, however, that an equitable strategy be developed in which the
emitting sources are dealt with in proportion to their contribution to the
problems.

In the case of particulates, we contend that the 1978 controls and the
proposed SIP measures will sufficiently deal with the forest product industry's
contribution to the problem. We would oppose any further industrial controls
until such time as other sectors are brought under a reascnable level of con-
trol.

Our industry contributes minimally to the CO problem, and the I&M issue
would impact us only in terms of the cost of testing, repairing and maintaining
fleet vehicles. This is an issue of major concern to the populace and must be
dealt with in that arena. Therefore, we defer comment on the I&M question.
However, if I&M is implemented I can assure you that our industry will fully co-
operate to bring all fleet vehicles into compliance and maintain them that way.
We will also work to inform our employees and encourage their participation.

A representative of our organization will be present at the February
commission meeting to provide comment on the three SIP proposals affecting in-
dustry. We will be available for questions at that time.

, €
hn L. Smith
ecretary-Manager

cc: Board of Directors

N.S:sdh Serwing Feresd-Relaied Indetiried and Community Interest in Sonthern Oregon
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OFEICE DF THE DIRECTD:
Dear Bill, FRICE DF THE DIRECTOR

Please accept the following input on 0&M, fugitive emissions and Medford
veneer dryer proposed rules. I have conveyed most of our concerns to Merlyn
by phone. This letter will simply serve to confirm that input.

On proposed rule 340-30-044 we request a change in the dates for plan sub-
mission and compliance. We recommend October 1, 1983 for submission of D&M
plans, and June 1, 1984 for compliance demonstration. The proposed dates are
unrealistic given the present date. The recommended dates will still satisfy
the compliance date the department is facing, while providing adequate time
for permittees to respond.

We also question the inclusion of item (3) (f) - inspection of internal
wear points. That item appears to be redundant to (3) (b) as it is a prevent-
ative maintenance requirement. We have no stremuousobjection to its presence,
but feel it will be adequately addressed in the preventative maintenance pro-
cedures. There was concern expressed over the definition of scheduled shut-
downs. It was suggested that the scheduling of such inspections be a part of
the preventative maintenance plan of the permittee, and that such an inspection
not necessarily be required during every schduled shutdown.

With the recommended change in submission and compliance dates, and your
consideration of our comments on (3) (f) we would have no problem with the pro-
posed rule. Upon adoption, SOTIA will move ahead to finalize a prototype plan
for submission.

Proposed rule 340-30-043 - fugitive emissions also has a timing problem.
We recommend the submission date be revised to Gctober 31, 1983 and the com-
pliance date to June 1, 1984, The rationale is the same as noted above for the
0&M plans.

Two concerns have been raised about the preposed rule itself. First, there
is a concern sbout control over contracted bulk haulers relative to covering,
discussed in item (2) (e). The concern is that contract haulers are, by de-
finition, not under the direct control of the contracting party. That party
can contractually require covering, but any detected violations and fines should
be assessed acnainst the contract hauler, not the permittee.

Sorving Guresd-Related Indistricd and Cosmunity Junteresl in Southern Onegon

TELEPHONE 773-5329
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The second concern is with the relationship of this proposal to fugitive
emissions from veneer dryers. It is our understanding that those emissions
are not the subject of this proposal, but are addressed in the statewide veneer
dryer rule. Any future Department activity on veneer dryer fugitives, would
be the subject of the existing statewide veneer dryer rule, 340-30-043, If
there is any disagreement with this positien. we need to talk further. If
we are in agreement, we have no problem with the fugitive emissions proposal.

We have a number of concerns about proposed rule 340-30-020 - Medford
veneer dryer emission limits. First, SOTIA supports a rule which is no more
stringent than that adopted by the Jackson County Air Quality Committee. We
supported their recommendations and feel they provide an equitable solution to
the problem.

We recommend two major changes. First, we request the 1990 compliance
date be dropped in favor of the 1992 date recommended by the Jackson County
Committee., This would permit us to get two more years out of existing equip-
ment before it would have to be replaced or upgraded. It is our understanding
the 1990 date was predicated on a ten year tax life for installed equipment.
That is too short a period given the servicable life of that equipment. We
would prefer the extra two years.

Second, we request adoption of the position that further controls will
not be required if the valley is in future compliance with the federal primary
standard. Should that be the case we question the need for industry to expend
further funds. It would seem counter productive. Furthermore, the guaranteed
prospect of avoiding further industrial controls through control of other sec—
tors would go a long ways in securing industry support for departmental efforts
to control their sectors.

We further support the 0.3 standard for all dryers, with credit for dis-
placement of boiler emissions. This would appear only to effect the standard
for gas fired and steam heated dryers. In both cases, the 0.25 proposal goes
beyond the committee recommendation.

Finally, we recommend the reference to zero tolerance for blue haze be
stricken and paragraph (1) be rewritten thusly:

It is the objective of this section to control air con-
taminant emissions including, but not limited to, condensible
hydrocarbons and te reduce particulate emissions to the low-
est practicable levels by upgrading installed control systems
if compliance is not achieved by June 30, 1992.

The zero tolerance specification for blue haze is unachievable within realistic
economic parameters. We feel that the rule provides for adequate control of
emissions so that blue haze should not be a significant problem.

With these changes the proposal would be more acceptable to our member-
ship. We urge your consideration.




The Department's willingness to involve us early in the rule making pro-
cess is appreciated. It is a strong indication of the Department's maturing
attitude toward rule making and a growing trust between the regulators and
the permittees. We appreciate it and feel that the final product will be su-
perior and more readily accepted by industry. Also we express our appreciation
to the department for permitting Merlyn to come down for a meeting with us on
these proposals. The face to face discussions do much to resolve problems

before they mature.

Very Truly You

hn L. Smith
ecretary-Manager

cc:  Air Quality Committee
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4.10.0 MEDFORD-ASHLAND AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA STATE IMPLEMENTATION
PLAN FOR PARTICULATE MATTER

%,10.0.1 Introduction

The Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA) was designated
nonattainment in 1974 because of measured exceedences of the secondary
ambient air quality standard for Total Suspended Particulate (TSP).

In 1978 the Envirommental Quality Commission adopted a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) prevision designed to improve air quality and
meet the secondary standard. The 1978 SIP revision was subsequently
approved by the Envirormental Protection Agency. Before this plan
could be implemented, air quality worsened and on January 10, 1980 the
AQMA was designated to be in nonattainment with the primary

particulate standard.

The 1978 SIP revisjon which has been partially implemented at

this time, has contributed to the air quality improvements

recorded during 1980 and 1981, While these improvements appear to be
significant, the Medford and White City areas are projected to remain
in exceedence of the primary and secondary standards even with full
implementation of the 1978 SIP revision, It is necessary, thsrefore,
to develop a revised SIP containing the additional control measures
necessary to improve air quality to meet the primary and the secondary

T3P standards.

4,10.0.2 Summary

4 special data base improvement project entitled the Medford Aeroscl
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Characterization Study (MACS) was completed in January 1981. This
project was designed to accurately identify the sources contributing
to violation of the particulate standard in the Medford and White City
areas. Study results indicated that the major sources of TSP during
the 1979-80 MACS sampling period were Vegetative Burning (31%), Soil &
Road Dust (30%) and Wood Products Industry {20%).

The MACS results were used by DEQ, the Jackson County Air Quality
Advisory Committee and the Jackson County Commissioners to develop a
recommended particulate control strategy. The major control measures

of the primary standard attainment strategy include:

Completion of 1978 industrizl control measures.

Weatherization of homes prior to installing wood sftoves.

Weatherization of existing homes.

Firewood moisture control program.

Temporary curtailment of woodstove use during air pollution

episodes. :

o PFugitive emissions control program for industrial and
commercial coperations. )

o Operation and maintenance program for industrial pollution
control equipment.

0 Paving selected unpaved roads and shoulders.

00 00O

Ambient particulate levels (annual geometric mean) are expected to
inerease to 105 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3) by 1984 if no
additional confrols are implemented after the MACS base year. In
order to meet the primary particulate standard by 1984, ambient
particulate levels must be reduced by 30 ug/m3. The new strategy,
combined with completion of the 1978 strategy, is expected to reduce
particulate levels by 32 ug/m3. The relative contributions of the

control measure categories are outlined in the following table.
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OVERVIEW OF PRIMARY ATTAINMENT STRATEGY

Category Projected Annu P Reductio i3] 3
Completion of 1978 12
industrial control
measures.
New industrial control 2
measures.
New vegetative burning 16

contrecl measures.

New s0il and road dust 2
control measures.

TOTAL 32

Additional control measwres are needed to maintain the primary
standard after 1984 and attain the secondary standard by the year
2000, These key additional control measures are:'

Completion of retrof'it weatherization programs.
Solar access and orientation.

Woodatove certification progranm.

Upgraded veneer dryer controls,

Soil and reoad dust control measures.

00 00O

As indicated by the MACS results, the Medford-White City area exceeds
particulate standards predominately because of non-traditional source
impacts such as residential woodburning and road dust, thus, the new
particulate strategy concentrates on these non-traditional area source
categoriea. The new strategy requires both state rules and loecal

ordinances for implementation.

k.10.1 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

H.10.1,1 £ i of Stu e

The Medford-Ashland AQMA is located within the Bear Creek Valley of

Jackson County, Oregon. It covers about 228 square miles and includes

4AD183.2 ~3=




the cities of Asbland, Centra)l Point, Eagle Point, Jacksonville,
Medford,-Phoenix and Talent as shown in Figure 4,10-1. The principal
industries are logging, wood products manufacturing, agriculture and

tourism.

The AQMA is located at an elevation of about 1200 feet in a
mountainous valley formed by the Rogue River and its tributary, Bear
Creek. The surrounding mountain elevations range from 3000 to 9500

feet.

The climate of the Bear Creek Valley is moderate with marked seasonal
changes, The annual average rainfall totals about 20 inches, Winds
are normally very light, prevailing from the south during the winter

months and from the north during the remainder of the year.

The topography of the area restricts natural ventilation of the

valley. Holzworth (1971) identified the southwest interior of Oregon
as one of the two areas most prone to air pollution episodes in his
study of the metecoroclogical potential for air pellution within the
continental United Statezs. The NationaiL Weather Service lssues Air
Stagnation Advisories (ASAs) on about 20 days each year in the Medford-
Ashland AQMA, Most episodes occur during the winter months and last

about 4 days.

4.10.1.2 Monitoring Data

The air monitoring network for the Medford-Ashland AQMA includes 4
particulate monitoring sites. The sites are located in Medford, White
City, Ashland and on Dodge Road. The Dodge Road site is the
background site, lcoated north of the AQMA in the Sams Valley area.
The air monitoring network is illustrated in Figure 4.10=2.
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Figure 4.10-2
MEDFORD-ASHLAND ACMA AIR SURVEILLANCE NETWORK
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The Federal primary and secondary standards and the State standard for
particulate matter are outlined in the following table. [The] Compli-
ance with the annual standard is based on the geometric mean of the 2U-
hour samples collected every sixth day during the year. [The] Compli.
ance with the daily standard is based on the second highest 24-hour
sample collected during the year on the every-sixth-day schedule.
Table 4.10.1-1
PARTICULATE STANDARD§

Time Period ot Sus ended iculate Standards
Eripary Secondary

Annual 75 60 60

Daily 260 150 150

The annual geometric means of particulate levels measured at the four
AQMA sites are summarized in the following table. Particulate levels
in the Medford and White City areas have significantly exceeded the
primary and secondary standards, Particulate levels in Ashland and at
Dodge Road were below the secondary standard.
Table 4,10.1-2
ANNUAL AVERAGE PARTICULATE LEVELS

Year o] ende a o te 3) Annua eometric Me
Medford Yhite City Ashland Dodge Road
1979 99 82 49 24
1980 79 85 kg 24
1981 68 79 43 19

Particulate levels measured on the second highest day of each year are
summarized in the next table. The daily primary and secondary
standards were exceeded at the Medford site in 1979 and 1980. The
daily secondary standard was exceeded at the Medford site in 1981 and
at the White City site in 1979, 1980 and 1981. No viclations of the
daily particulate standard were recorded at the Ashland or Dodge Road
sites during 1979-81.
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Table 4.10.1=3
SECOND HIGHEST DAY PARTICULATE LEVELS

Yeapr Tota uspended P culate (u 3 econd Highest Ba
Medford White City Ashland Dodge Road
1979 286 218 90 48
1980 295 224 124 57
1981 216 173 97 50

The long-term trends of particulate levels over the last 10 years in
Medford and Ashland are also outlined in Figure 4,10-3. Most of the
improvements in 1980-82 are attripbuted to factors related to the
economic recession (high vacancy rate, low traffic volumes, low
industrial activity) and better than average meteorology (heavy rain-
fall and good ventilation). Thus, most of the improvements noted

during 1980=82 are not expected to be permanent.

In summary, particulate levels in the Medford and White City areas
exceed both the primary and secondary standards. Particulate levels
in Ashland are below the secondary standard. Particulate levels at
the Dodge Recad background site are less than half of the secondary

standard.

4.10.1.3 Nonattainment Area Boundaries

A computer model, called the Climatological Dispersion Model (CDM),
has been used to simuiate particulate concentrations within the
Medford-Ashland AQMA, The MACS results were used to calibrate this
model. The calibrated model has allowed DEQ to define more precisely

the geographical area exceeding the particulate standards.

When the Medford=Ashland area was designated as an AQMA in 1974, the
entire AQMA was considered to be the nonattainment area, As part of

this SIP revision, the boundaries of the nonattainment area are
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revised to include only those portions of the AQMA expected to exceed

particulate standards.

The primary and secondary nonattainment areas within the
Medford=Ashland AQMA are outlined in Figure 4.10=4, The projected
primary nonattainment area includes about 72 square kilometers or 28
square miles and includes the Medford and White City areas, The
secondary nonattéinment area includes about 156 square kilometers or
60 square miles, The precise definitions of the nonattainment areas
are presented in Appendix 4.10-1. Appendix 4,10=1 will be included in
the publiic hearing and will be adopted as part of this plan,

4,10.2 EMISSION INVENTORY
r.,10.2.1 Bas ean iss entor

The base year used for analyzing particulate emissjons and source
impacts was the MACS sampling period (April 1979 to March 1980). The
particulate emission inventory for the MACS year is outlined in the

following table.
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Figure 4.10-4
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Table uo1002-’1
MACS BASE YEAR (1979-80) EMISSION INVENTORY

t e issions ons Per Ye
urce Categor Point Area Jotal
1, Industrial Processes 28562
a. Wood products 2510 280
b. Other industry 66
2. Fuel Combustion 2568
- a., Residential - 1557
b. Commerecial T
¢, Industrial 8302 92
d., Orchard heating 82
3. Solid Waste Disposal 152
a. Backyard burning 88
b. Agricultural 64
¥, Fires 98
2. Slash buprning 70
b. Forest wildfires 10
¢. Structural 18
5. Fugitive Dust 3043
a. Paved roads 1615
- b. Unpaved roads 1355
¢c. Agricultural 23
d. Heavy construction 50
6. Transportation 177
a. Highway 120
h. Off-highway 50
¢. Other (rail, air, ete.) T
T. Qther _281 281
Total 3340 5835 9175

2 Total industrial emissions, as discussed in other parts of this plan,
ineclude both industrial process and industrial combustion emissions.

4.10.2.2 Projected Emissions in Future Years

Projected particulate emissions for future years, if no new control
measures are implemented, are outlined in the following table. The
emisaion projections are based on complete implementation of the

industrial control measures adopted in 1978.
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Table 4.,10.2-2
EMISSION INVENTORIES FOR FUTURE YEARS IF NO NEW CONTROL MEASURES

ojected Parti te Emissions. Tons Per Yea

Source Category MACS 1984 19990 2000
1. Industrial Processes

a. Wood products 2790 1090 1090 1090

b. Other industry &6 72 80 86
2. Fuel Combustion

a, Residentizl 1557 2420 2750 3200

b, Commercial 7 & 8 9

¢. Industrial 922 510 510 510

d. Orchard heating 82 72 60 50
3. Solid Waste Disposal

a. Backyard burning 88 90 100 120

b. Agricultural 64 64 64 64
4, TPires .

a. Slash burning 70 70 70 70

b, Forest wildfires 10 10 10 10

¢, Structural 18 20 21 23
5. Fugitive Dust

a. Paved roads 1615 1770 1930 2100

b. Unpaved roads 1355 1355 1355 1355

¢, Agricultural 23 23 23 . 23

d. Heavy construction 50 55 60 65
6., Transportation

a, Highway 120 132 144 156

b. Off-highway 50 55 60 65

¢, Other (rail, air, ete.) T 8 8 9
7. Other 281 308 335 365

Total 9175 8185 8678 9370

4.10.2.3 Growth Factors

The population projections used to calculate area source emissions
which are directly related to population growth are consistent with
the Jackson County Comprehensive Plan and the Rogue Valley Council of

Governments 208 plan. The traffic projections used to calculate
transportation and paved road dust emissions are consistent with the

Medf'ord Area Transportation study and the Medford Carbon Monoxide SIP.
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The residential woodburning projections are based on wood heating
surveys conducted by or for the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality, the Oregon Department of Energy, Pacific Power and Light
Company, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or the Bonneville

Power Administration.

A substantial reduction in industrial emissions is projected hy 1984
due to implementation of industrial control measures adopted in 1978.
These measures required additional controls on large hogged fuel
beilers, veneer dryers, particleboard dryers, charccal furnace and
cyclones in the Medford-White City area. No significant growth in
industrial emissions is projected after 1984 based on industry
forecasts and the offset requirements of the Oregon new source review

rules,

4.10.3 SOURCE IMPACTS

4.10.3.1 Analysis o acts b ource Categorie

The Medford Aerosol Characterization Study (MACS) identified the major
sources of total suspended particulates {TSP) and respirable
particulate (RP) in 1979-80 as outlined in the following table.
Respirable particulate includes particles less than 2.5 microns in

diameter.
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Table 1“.1003"‘1
SOURCE CONTRIBUTIONS DURING BASE YEAR

Annual Average

act (u
Source Category Description TSP RP
Vegetative Burning * Primarily residential wood- 30 30

burning, also slash burning,

field burning, backyard open
burning.

Soil & Road Dust Primarily paved road dust en- 29 2
trained by traffiec, also un-
paved road dust and wind blown

dust.
" Wood Products Primarily wood-fired boilers, 19 g
Industry veneer dryers, particle dryers,
also air conveylng systems.
Other Motor vehicle exhaust, tire 11 3
wear, construction, ete.
Unexplained 8 _2
Total a7 ug

The relative contribution=s of local and background sources to both TSP

and RP levels are outlined in Figure 4,105,

4.10.3.2 Projected Source Impacts in Future Years

Projected source impacts in 1984 are contrasted with impacts during
the MACS year in the following table. BResidential wood burning and
wood products industry emission trends over the 1970=-2000 period are

ocutlined in Figure 4,10-6.
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Table 4.10.3-2
PROJECTED SOURCE CONTRIBUTIONS IN 1984

nua ve g T3P act (u 3
ource Catego MACS 19848 1984 °
Vegetative Burning 30.1 36 36
S0il & Road Dust 29.0 30 30
Wood Products Industry 19.5 20 8
Other Identified Sources® 10.7 11 11
Unexplained 7.8 8 8
Total 97 105 93

4 If no additional industrial controls installed after the MACS year,
b 1 1978~adopted industrial controls implemented on schedule.
¢ Motor vehicle exhaust, tire wear, construction, etc.

4.10.%4 CONTROL STRATEGY
4,10.4.1 ssion Reduction Ne g o) e

Air gquality projections, using potential control strategy scenarios,
indicate that the annual particulate standards will be more difficult
to attain in the Medford area than the corresponding daily standarda.
The projections indicate that the dally standards will be met if the

strategy is adequate to meet the corresponding annual standards.

The ambient TSP concentration during MACS averaged 7 ug/m3 (annual
geometric mean), The MACS concentration of 97 ug/m3 was used as the
design concentration. This concentration is very similar to the
annual average TSP level measured during 1978 and 1979 (99.0 and 98.7
ug/m3, respectively) which are the highest years on reccrd. If no
additional control measures were ilmplemented after MACS, particulats
concentrations would be expected to increase to 105 ug/m3 by 1984,
Thus, a 30 ug/m3 reduction would be needed to meet the primary
particulate standard of 75 ug/m3 in 1984 and a 45 ug/m3 reduction

would be needed to meet the secondary standard of 60 ug/m3.



However, the industrial control measures adopted in 1978 had not been
conpletely implemented at the time of MACS. These industrial measures
were expected to reduce particulate levels by 12 ug/m3 subsequent to
MACS. Thus, an additional reduction of 18 ug/m3 is needed to meet the
primary standard by 1984,

4.,10.4.2 uation © tential Control Measures

The Department of Envirommental Quality and the Jackson County Air
Quality Advisory Committee considered varicus control measures to
reduce particulate emissjons from the three major source categories,
The potential control measures considered are outlined by source

category in Table 4,10.4-1,
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Table 4.10.%-1

POTENTIAL CONTROL MEASURES BY SQURCE CATEGORY

Yegetative Burning
Weatherize all homes a. Quicker clean- a,
installing new wood- up of winter
stoves. sanding materials.
Weatherize 2ll exist- b. Control of const- b.
ing woed heated homes. ruction trackout.
Weatherize 50% of exist- e¢. Contrel of indust- e,
ing wood heated homes. rial trackout.
Provide weatherization ‘d, Paving of unpaved d.
assistance to elderiy & ulders.
low income families.y roads & sho
Subsidize energy cost €, Reduce traffic e,
for elderly. volumes (VMT).
Control meisture content f. Improved street £.
of foeorest land firewood. sweeping

practices,
Regulate commercial fire- g.
wood moisture content.
Curtall woodstove use h.

during pollution episodes.
Require alternate heat
source in new homes.,

Require proper wocdstove
sizing.

Require solar access and
orientation of new homes.

Reguire retrofit controls
on woodstoves,

Ban installation of new
woodstoves,

Ban weood heating.

=20

Soil & Road Dust = Indusirdal Soupces

Complete the 1978
industrial con-
trol measures.

Control industr-
ial fugitive em=-
issions,

Upgrade veneer
dryer controls.

Control =mall

cyclones with
baghouses,

Add wet scrubbers
to small wood-
fired boilers.

Convert large
wood-fired
boilers to bag-
house controls.

Improve operation
& maintenance of
industrial con-
trol equipment,

Curtail indust-
rial operations
during pollution
eplsodes.



B.,10.4,3 Primary Standard Attainment Strategy

The MACS source impact analysis, projected emission trends, and an
analysis of energy and economic impacts of potential control measures
vere used by the Department of Envirormental Quality, the Jackson
County Air Quality Adviscry Committee and the Jackson County Board cof
Commissioners to develop the particulate control strategy for the
Medford airshed, In order to meet the primary particulate standard by
1984, annual average particulate levels needed to be reduced by 30
ug/m3. The new strategy, combined with completicn of the industrial
control strategy adopted in 1978, is expected to reduce particulate
levels by 32 ug/m3. The relative contributions of the control measure
categories are outlined in the following table,
Table 4.10.4-2
PROJECTED ANNUAL TSP REDUCTIONS IN MEDFORD

Control Measure Projected Anpual TSP
Category educt ug/m3

Completion of 1978 industrial econtrol 12

measures,

New industrial control measures. 2

New residential woodburning control measures. 16

New =¢il & road dust control measures, 2

Total 32

The industrial control measures adopted in 1978 are outlined in the
following table. These measures were projected to reduce annual TSP
levels by 15.2 ug/m3 in the Medford area. About 12 ug/m3 of this

reduction was expected to occur after the MACS period.
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Table 4.10.4-3
INDUSTRIAL CONTROL MEASURES ADOPTED IN 1978

Projected Annual

tro easure SP Reductio
Particleboard dryer controls. 5.5
Large hogged fuel boiler controls. 1.4
Wigwam burner elimination. 0.2
Charcocal plant controls. 0.6
Large cyclone controls. 6.4
Veneer dryer controls, — 1.1
Total 15.2

The new particulate strategy is outlined in the following table. Some
control measures are not assigned a direct benefit but are considered

easential to the success of other measures.
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Table 4,10.4-14
SUMMARY OF PRIMARY STANDARD ATTAINMENT STRATEGY
Projected Annual T3P

ntr easure Reduction (ug/m3) by 1984
INDUSTRIAL CONTROL MEASURES 14
Completion of 1978 control measures (12.0)
Fugitive emissions control (0.8)
Operation & maintenance program (0.9)
VEGETATIVE BURNING CONTROL, MEASURES 16
Woodstove operation education (a)
Weatherization before new wocdstove (3.2)
installation
Weatherization of homes with existing stoves (5.5)
Weatherization assistance to elderly/low income (a)
Woodstove sizing requirements (a)
f‘irewood moisture control (3.2)
Commercial firewood control - (0.9}
Woodstove curtailment during pollution (2.8)
episzcdes
Alternate heat source for new homes (a)
Solar access & orientation (0.3)
Open burning control (0.1)
SOIL & ROAD DUST CONTROL MEASURES 2
Trackout controls (0.1)
Street sanding/sweeping (0.4
Paving unpaved roads/shculders (0.8)
Fugitive emissicn control (0.8
Total : : 32

4 These measures are not assigned a direct benefit but are essential
to the success of other measures,
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The necessary state rules, county ordinances, city ordinances and
other committments for Ilmplementaticn are included in Section 4.10.5.

The control measures are described helow.

ndustrial Contro easure

Rules were adopted in 1978 requiring additional controls on particle-
board dryers, large hogged fuel boilers, large cyclones, veneer dryers
and the charcoal plant. The particle dryer controls (to 0,40 1b/1,000
£t2) are expected to reduce emissions by 1,070 tons per year in 1983.
Boiler controls (to 0.050 gr/scf) were expected to reduce emissions by
561 tons per year by 1981. The cyclone controls (baghouses) were
expected to reduce emissions by 1,165 tons per year by 1981. The
veneer dryer controls (10% average opacity) were expected to reduce
emissions by 143 tons per year by 1981. The charcoal plant controls
(10 1lb/ton of charcoal) were expected to reduce emissions by 410 tons
per year by 1982. 1In addition to these control requirements, wigwam
burners were required to cease operation by 1980, thus reducing emis-
sions by 210 tons per year. All of these control measures have been
implemented except for the particle dryer controls which are scheduled

for 1983 implementation.

The new particulate strategy for primary standard attainment includes
fugitive emissions control and operation and maintenance requirements.
Fach industrial site is required to develop and implement a plan for
minimizing fugitive emissions, including trackout. These plans will
be used as a basis for compliance action. Industries are required to
develop and implement operation and maintenance programs to maximize
the effectiveness of particulate control equipment and minimize
particulate emissions. These coperation and maintenance programs are

expected to reduce industrial point source emissions by 109 or about
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160 tons per year after 1983.

Vegetatiyve Burning Control Measures

The vegetative burning control measures f'ocus primarily on increasing
the energy efficiency of residential space heating, thus reducing the
amount of firewood burned and the amcunt of particulate emissicns. In
combination, the vegetative burning cdntrol measures are expected to
reduce particulate emissions from residential woodburning by about 40%
by 1984,

Woodstove operation education has been recognized in Oregon as an
important element of air poliution control. Several wocdstove publi-
cations specific to Qregon have been widely distributed. 4 series of
video public service announcements were produced. Numerous
presentations have been made to interested groups. Newspapers,
television stations and radio stations have provided extensive
coverage. Many state and local agencies, especially the Oregon
Departments of Energy and Envirommental Quality, the Oregon State
University Extension Service, and the U.S. Forest Service have been

involved in this woodstove education effort,

The City of Medford and Jackson County have established policiles to
minimize particulate emissions from home heating devices by lmproving
home weatherization and reducing energy loss, It is the goal of the
City of Medford and Jackson County that all residences be weatherized

to the cost-effective level within five years (by January 1, 1987).

Local ordinances now require that an energy audit be performed and be
made availlable on all residences as a condition of sale or rental. If

satisfactory progress is not being made on voluntary weatherization

AAD183.2 ~25=-




and attainment of the primary particulate standard, then weather-
ization will be required as a condition of sale or rental after

January 1¢84.

Existing homes are required by local ordinances o meet mipimum
weatherization standards prior to installation of a new woodstove.
The minimum weatherization standards are based on the cost-effective
recommendations of an energy audit by a utility company, The recom-
mendations normally include R-30 attie insulation and R=19 flcor

insulation.

The Bonneville Power Administration and utility companies in the
Pacific Northwest have initiated one of the nation's most ambitlous
conservation programs. Free home energy audits, zero-interest or low-
interest loans, and rebates are available for home weatherization., In
addition, the Oregon Legislature took action in 1981 (HB 2246 and HB
2247) to further insure that free energy audits and low interest
financing are available to all homeowners regardless of heat source.
Pacific Power & Light Company has reported that the average home
participating in its weatherization program in the Medford District
reduced ita annual space heating demand by 0% and its overall annual
energy use by 25% at a total cost of about $1600. Free home
weatherization is available to low~income citizens of Jackson County
(with priority to senior citizens) through Project Warm and programs
of the Bonnevile Power Administration.

Jackson County recognized that a properly sized woodstove is essential
for obtaining maximum benefit from the weatherization programs. A
properly =ized stove avoids low burn rate conditions which result in

highest emission rates. An evaluation of proper stove sizing will be
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included as a part of the permit process for installation of a new

woadstove.

A Medford wood heating survey and firewood cutting records indicate
that fall is the major firewood cutting season. Over 40% of the fire-
wood in the Medford area is cut in the fall., According to the Medford
survey, most people (52%) =eason firewccd for six months or less.
About 25% season firewocd for three months or less, This cubting andl
seasoning pattern indicates that there is significant potential to
improve firewood seasoning practices, thus increasing the energy value

of the firewood, reducing the amount of firewocod burned and reducing

the pollutants emitted.

The U,S3. Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management and the Oregon
Department of Forestry have expanded theilr public education efforts on
proper firewood seasoning. Information on improving firewood season-
ing, increasing energy efficiency and reducing poliutant emissions is
now attached to all firewood cutting permits issued in the Medford
area, In addition, the U.S., Forest Service and Bureau of Land Manage-
ment are shifting firewcod cutting schedules to the spring or early
summer months to insure longer seasoning of firewood. Firewcod sea-
soning programs are expected to reduce the amount of firewood burned

and particulate emissions by 10% in the Medford area by 1984.

Voluntary curtailment of wood heating is requested during Air Stag-
nation Advisories (10-40 days per year in the Medford area)., Manda-
tory curtailment of wood heating is required by Jackson County
ordinance when ambient levels of suspended particulate

are projected to exceed the primary standard (260 ug/m3, 24-hour
average) unless no alternate heat source is available. After 1984,

the curtailment of wood heating would become mandatory during Air
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Stagnation Adviscries (unless no alternate heat source is available)
by City of Medford and Jackson County ordinances if the primary parti-
culate standard is not attained by that date.

New homes with a wecod heating system are now required by local

ordinances to have an alternate heat source.

The Medford-Ashland area is one of the best areas of the Paecific
Nerthwest for utilization of solar energy. There can be a signi-
ficant energy contribution from available solar radiation by simply
orienting structures properly, even if they not specifically designed
to utilize sclar energy. The solar energy contribution would reduce
fuel use, and in the case of wood, ¢il or gas heated homes, would re=-
duce particulate emissions. Solar energy can contribute about 15% of
a home's yearly space heating needs by simply orienting a new home

to the sun and guaranteeing solar access.

Several cities in Jackson County have adopted or are considering sclar
access or orientation ordinances. Education on passive solar energy

options is being expanded.

Open burning of residential waste is now restricted by City of Medford
and Jackson County ordinances on days when the maximum ventilation
index is less than 400, The ventilation index is the National Weather
Service’s indicator of the relative degree of air circulation for the
Medford area. Open burning of residential waste is prohibited during

December and January of each year.

Soj oz ust Control Measures

Several roadways are scheduled for upgrading as a result of the
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Medford Area Transportation Study. This upgrading would result in the
elimination of some unpaved shoulders on portions of Stewart Avenue,

McAndrews Road and other streets in the Medford area.

The City of Medford has developed an incentive program to pave
existing unpaved streets. The Medford program provides 50% of the
cost to pave the unpaved streets, About $200,000 in federal Housing
and Urban Development grant money is available for the subsidy

program. About 13 residential streets are planned for improvement.

The City of Medford, City of Ashland and Jackson County have adopted
specific trackout ordinances to reduce trackout from construction
sites, orchards and industrial operat%ons.

The City of Medford usez relatively large gradation winter sanding
material (pea gravel) to minimize dust emissions. Both the City of
Medford and the City of Ashland use street sweepers for quick clean-
up of the sanding material following lcing episcdes. The Oregen
Department of Transportation and Jackscn County have committed to
evaluate their sanding and sweeping programs and implement the

practicable improvements to minimize dust emizsions.

4,10.4.% Secopdary Standard Attainment Strategy

Additional control measwres are necessary in order to maintain the
primary standard and attain the secondary standard. The key mesasures
of the maintenance and secondary standard attainment strategy are

cutlined in the following table.
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Table 4.10.4-5
SECONDARY STANDARD ATTAINMENT STRATEGY

Co easure Schedule
Completion of retrofit weather- 1984 - 1990
ization programs.

Solar access and orientation. 1982
Woodstove certification program. 1985
Upgraded veneer dryer controls. 1990
Soil & road dust control measures. 1990

The retrofit weatherization programs cutlined in the primary standard
attainment strategy are expected to be 50% completed by 19843, The re-
mainder of the retrofit weatherization work is expéeted to be
completed from 1984 to 1990.

Recent new woodstove designs appear to have significant potential to
reduce woodstove emissions. Jackson County reeommendéd that DEQ
develop a wocdstove testing methodology, emission standards and certi-

ficatlon program.

Woodstove manufacturers have claimed overall efficiency of T0% or more
in recent designas. Independent testing has verifiied scme of these
claims. A high-efficiency woodstove (70% efficient) is expected to
burn about 20% leés wood than the average woodstove (50~55% efficient)
to produce the =ame heat outpﬁt. In addition, the emission rates
(lb/ton of wood burned) from some new woodstove designs are T0~80%
lower than from the average woodstove, The combined effect of in-
creased efficiency and lower emission rate is a 75-85% reduction in

emissions per unit of heat output.
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DEQ intends to request the 1983 Oregon Legislature for authority to
implement a woodstove certification program. If authorized in 1983, a
voluntary testing program could be in place in 1984 and a mandatory

certification program in 1985.

Upgraded veneer dryer controls are required by July 1, 1990. The old
veneer dryer rule required approximately U45% control of particulate
emissions from veneer dryers in order to meet the 10% average opacity
limit. The new rule requires approximately T5% control of veneer
dryer emissions and includes specific mass emission limits by dryer
type. The new rule is expected to reduce veneer dryer emissions by

113 tons per year.

Additional =oil and road dust control measures will be evaluated by
1990. The Portland Road Dust Demonstration Project, soon to be
completed, is expected to provide useful information on potential
control measures, The additional scil and road dust measures would be
implemented during 1990-2000. These measures would be expected to
reduce scil and road dust emissicns by 25% and reduce TSP impacts by
about 8 ug/m3(annual average). Implementation of these measures, yet
to be specifilcally identified, will be concentrated in any subareas
which continue to exceed the secondary particulate standard.
(Revision of the federal and Oregon particulate standards to a fine
particulate standard may make these additional soil and road dust
measures unneces=sary since these measures would reduce primarily the

coarser particulates.)

4.10.4.5 Alr Quality Benefits of the Strategies

Particulate emissions are expected to increase substantially in the

Medford airshed in future years, primarily due to projected increases
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in residential wood burning, unless new control measures are
implemented. The strategy outlined above is expected to reduce
particulate emissions in future years, more than offsetting the other-
wise projected increases. Projected particulate emissions in future
years with implementation of the primary and secondary strategies are
outlined in the following table.
Table 4.10.4-6
PROJECTED PARTICULATE EMISSIONS WITH IMFLEMENTATION OF STRATEGY

ro e rticulate Emissions, Tons Per Yea
ource MACS
1. Industrial Proces=ses
a. Wood preoducts 2790 . 980 867 867
b. Other industry 66 T2 80 86
2. Fuel Combustion
a. Residential 1557 1450 830 640
b. Commercial 7 8 8 9
¢. Industrial ga22 g0 460 460
d. Orchara heating 82 70 60 50
3. S80lid Waste Disposal
’ a. Backyard burning 88 70 70 . 70
b, Agricultural 64 6l 64 64
4, Fires
a. Slash burning 70 70 70 70
b, Forest wildfires 10 10 10 10
¢. Structural 18 20 21 23
5. Fugitive Dust
a, Paved roada 1615 1676 1828 1490
b, Unpaved roads 1355 1243 1200 930
¢. Agricultural 23 23 23 23
d. Heavy construction 50 55 60 65
6. Transportation
a. Highway 120 132 144 156
b. Off-highway 50 55 60 65
e. QOther (rail, air, ete.) T 8 8 9
T. Qther 281 308 335 365
Total 9175 6774 6198 5452

Projected ambient particulate levels are outlined in the following
tables. The two columns under each future year contrast the pro-

Jected levels if no action is taken with projected levels if the
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strategy is implemented. The first following table projects TSP
levels in future years.
Table 4.10.4-7
PROJECTED TSP LEVELS IN FUTURE YEARS

rojecte S u 3 u eometric Me

Source Category 1984 1990 2000

Hs® yob  Ns® wo b ws® wob
Vegetative Burning 20 36 16 B3 12 62
Soil & Road Dust 28 30 30 32 24 33
Wood Products Industry 7 20 6 20 6 20
Other Identified Sources® 10 11 10 11 10 11
Unexplained 8 8 8 8 8 8
Total 73 108 70 124 60 135

2 With strategies implemented.

b }ithout strategles implemented.

G Motor vehicle exhaust, tire wear, construction, etec.
Respirable particulate (RP) levels in future vears are cutlined in the
following table. Respirable particulates are those particulates less
than 2.5 microns,

Table %.10.4-8
PRCJECTED RP IMPACTS IN FUTURE YEARS

Projected RP Impact §gg[m3) Annual Geometric Mean
urce ego Jagy 1990 2000

HS® WoP  us® woP  ysd ob
Vegetative Burning 22 36 20 53 17 62
Soil & Road Dust 2 2 2 2 2 2
Wood Products Industry 5 10 4y 10 4 10
Other Identified Sourcesa® 3 3 3 3 3 3
Unexplained 2 2 2 2 2 2
Total 34 B3 31 T0 28 79

8 With strategies implemented.
b without strategies implemented.
C Motor vehicle exhaust, tire wear, construction, ete.
The projected effectiveness of the control measures categories is

outlined in the following table. Reductions in TSP impacts are

compared with reductions in RP impacts for each future year.
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Table 4,10.4~9
PROJECTED EFFECTIVENESS OF STRATEGIES BY CONTROL MEASURE CATEGORY

cjected Annu culate Reduot 3
Control 1984 1999 2000
=) e Bgo TSP RP TSP RP TSP RP
Vegetative Burning 16 14 37T 33 B0 U5
Soll & Road Dust 2 0 2 0 10 ¢
Wood Products Industry 14 5 15 & 15 6
Total 32 19 S5y 39 75 51

Projected TSP trends (with and without implementation of the strategy)
are outlined in Figure 4.10-7. Projected RP levels (with and without

implementation of the strategy) are outlined in Figure 4,10-8.

4.10.4,6 QOther Impacts of the Strategies

Growth Management Plan

The QOregon new source review rules (0AR 340-20-220 to 275) require
major new or modified point sources locating in a nonattainment area
to!

1. Meet lowest achievable emission rates; and

2. Provide emission offsets or demonstrate that the source will

comply with the growth increment (if available)}.

The Department has been unable to identify reasonable control measures
adequate to provide a growth imcrement for particulate emissions.
Thus, particulate emission offsets are required for major new or
modified point sources locating in the Medford area. New or modified
particulate sources which would emit 5.0 tons per year are considered

major sources and are subject to the new source review rules.

Without an adopted strategy to attaipn and maintain the primary

particulate standard, major new or modified point sources are
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Figure 4.10-7
AMBIEMT TSP PROJECTIONS FOR THE MEDFORD AREA
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prohibited from locating in a nonattainment area. The Medford partic-
ulate strategy enables major new or modified point sources to locate
in the Medford area if the sources comply with the new source review

rules, including the emission offset requirements,

Health Effects

Attainment and maintenance of the primary particulate standard is
intended to provide adequate protection to the health of the com-
munity. The Medford strategy focuses primarily on the control of
respirable particulates which are of greater health concern than

coarser particulates.

The Environmental Protection Agency is considering a new primary
particulate standard based on the smaller sized particulates. The

Medford particulate strategy is consistent with this direction.

Yelfare Effects

The Medford particulate strategy is expected to improve visibility and
reduce soiling in the Medford-Ashland area. The strategy is also
expected to help reduce odors from residentiazl weod burning and open
burning. Property values may increase in areas in which substantial

alr quality improvements are achieved.
er ono 8

The selected conirol measures, especially the residential wood burning
contreol measures, were generally the most energy efficient and cost-
effective of the potential control measures. Energy requirements and

economic costs were carefully considered in the selection of the
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control measures for the particulate strategy. Estimated costs of the

various control measures are outlined in the Appendix,

4.10.5 RULES, REGULATIONS AND COMMITMENTS

The Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 468.020, 468.295 and 468,305
authorize the Oregon Envirommental Quality Commission to adopt
programs necessary to meet and maintain state and federal standards.
The mechanisms for jmplementing these programs are the Oregon
Administrative Rules (0AR). Pertinent rules for the Medford
particulate strategy are outlined in the following table.
Table 4.10.5-1
OREGON RULES PERTINENT TO THE MEDFORv PARTICULATE STRATEGY

OAR ubjec
340-30=015 Wood Waste Boilers
340~30-020 (revised) Veneer Dryer Emission Limitations
340~30-025 Air Conveying Systems
340-30~030 Wood Particle Dryers at Particleboard Plants
340-30-031 Hardboard Manufacturing Plants
340-30-035 Wigwam Waste Burners
340~30=040 Charcoal Producing Plants
340-30-043 (new) Control of Fugitive Emissions
340-30~044 (new) Requirement for Operation and Maintenance Plans
340-30~045 (revised) Compliance Schedules
340~30-050 Continuocus Monitoring
340-30=055 Source Testing
340~20-220 to 275 New Source Review
340~20-300 to 320 Plant Site Emission Limits

The specific air pollution rules for the Medford-Ashland AQMA (OAR 340-
30-005 to 070) are included in Section 3.1 of the Oregon State

Implementation Plan.

Local ordinances have been adopted to control residential wood burning
emissions and soil and road dust. Jackson County Ordinance No. 82-6,
known as the Particulate Air Pollution Control Ordinance of Jackson
County, includes the following sections.
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Table 4.10.5-2
PARTICULATE AIR POLLUTION CONTRCL ORDINANCE OF JACKSON COUNTY

ect Subject
5 Weatherization requirements for solid

fuel heating device installation
Residential weatherization

6

T Residential wood burning
8 Trackout

9

Open burning

Similar sections are included in City of Medford Ordinance Nos. 4732
and 4740, Copies of the local ordinances and other city and agency
commitments are included in the following pages. The implementation
achedules and mechanisms for the primary and secondary strategies are

outlined in Table 4.10.5-3 which follows on page U1.
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STATE OF QREGON, COUNTY OF JACKSON DEPARTHEE
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YALITY

ORDINANCE No. k-0

AR QUALTY CONTROL

AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR CLEANER AIR.

WHEREAS Jackson County £inds that prevailing weather patterns in certain
areas of the county tend to hold pollutants in the air; andg,

WHEREAS smoke and dust are particulates which originate from many sources,
and which tend to collect in the air shed of Jackson County; and,

WHEREAS Jackson County wishes to protect the general health, safety and
welfare of its citizens by c¢entrolling the sources of particulate air
pollution, .
THE BOARD OF CQUNTY COMMISSICNERS OF JACKSON COUNTY ORDAINS:
SECTICN 1. TITLE
1.1 This ordinance shall be known as the "Particulate Air pollution
Control Ordinance of Jackson County" and may be so cited and pleaded,

and shall be cited herein as "this ordinance”.

SECTION 2. GENERAL DEFINITIONS

2.1 Air stagnation advisory: Forecast made by the National Weather
Service for poor ventilation conditicons.

2.2 Board: The Board of Commigsioners of Jackson County.

2.3 Cost-effective level of weatherization: Minimum, cost-efficient
standards of weatherization, including standards £or materials and
installation, which shall be set by the Director of Planning and
Development, These standards shall reflect, but not exceed the levels
defined in ORS 4659.710 (2).

2.4 Medford-ashland AQMA: That part of Jackson County, Qregon,
specifically identified by the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality as an air quality maintenance area -- one of several areas in

the state wherein air quality has detericrated due to unhealthful
levels of pollutants in the air. The map of the Medford-Ashland AQMA
is .attached to this ordinance as exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by
reference.

1-ORDIMANCE
Date Typed: §/19/82
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2.5 Open burning: Includes burning in burn barrels, incinerators,
open outdoor fireg, and any other burning wherein combustion air is not
effactively controlled and combustion products are not effectively
vented through a stack or chimney,

2.5 Particulate: Airborne particles ranging from .0l to 1,000 microns
in size. These particles are inhaled during breathing and can be
harmful.

2.7 Person: Includes individuals, corporations, associations, firms,
partnerships, and joint stocck companies.

2.8 Primarv particulate standard: An average particulates concen-
tration of 260 micrograms per cubic meter of air during a twenty-four
hour pericd.

2.9 pProef of weatherization: Certification, receipts, contracts, or
other such documents specifically listing weztherization steps taksn by
the homeowners, which may be reviewed by building inspectors at the
time of solid fuel heating system installation.

2.19 Regulatiocns: Regulations promulgated by the Board pursuant to
this ordinancas.

2.11 Residential building: AaAn existing building usedé for permanent or
seasonal habitation by one or more persons, containing four or fewer
dwelling units, and constructed pricor to January 1, 1979,

2.12 Residential woodburning: Utilization of aiwood heating device
inside a dwelling unit.

2.13 Spaceheating: Raising the interior temperature of a room or
COOMmS .
2,14 Total susoended particulatas level: Aamount of particulate in

ambient air.

2.15 Trackout: The deposition of mud, dirt and other debris on paved
public roadways by motor vehicles; the material being s¢ tracked onto
public roadways. Trackouk can become pulverized and blown into the air
by vehicular traffic, where it becomes a part of the total suspended
particulate level,

2.16 Ventilation index: The Nakional Weather Service's indicator of
the relative degree of air circulation for a specified area.

2.17 Waste: Discarded or excass matarial, including:

A} Agricultural waste resulting £rem farming or agricultural
practices and operaticns.

2-CRDIVANCE
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B) Nonagricultural waste resulting from practices and operations
other than farm operations, inciluding Iindustrial, commercial,
constructicn, demolition and domestic wastes, and yard debris.

2.18 Wood heating devices: A stove, heater, fireplace, or other
receptacle wherein wood is heated to the point of combustion.

SECTICN 3. GENERAL EXEMPTIONS

3.1 This ordinance. shall not apply:
A) Within incorporated limits of any city.
B} To federal or state lands.

c) To prescribed slash burns regulated by the Oregon State Smoke
Management Plan.

D) To cooking fires or ceremonial fires.

SECTION 4. SEVERABILITY

4,1 If any portion of this ordinance is declared to be invalid by a
court ¢f competent Jurisdiction, such invalidity shall be confined to
the section to which such declaration of invalidity relates, and the
remainder of this ordinance shall continue to be operative.

SECTION 5. WEATHEERIZATION REQUIREMENTS FOR SOLID FUEL HEATING DEVICE
INSTALLATION

The purpcse of this secgtion is to reduce the amount of particulate
"pollution resulting from residential woodburning for building heating.
Most buildings constructed before 1979 were built to lower weatherization
standards than buildings constructed since that date. A highly weatherized
and insulated building will require less fuel to attain and hold a given
temperature, It will produce less smoke pollution and will also result in
a savings of the wood or other fuel resource., Additicnally, weatherization
prior to or at the time of installation of a solid fuel heating device will
generally result in the selection of a device more appropriately sized for
the building and will lessen the potential amount of smoke produced,
Therefore:

5.1 The installation of a wood stove, fireplace, or any other form of
solid fuel, space heating device 1s allowed if:

Al  The space hneating device is installed pursuant to the uniform
building code and regqulaticns of the Jackson County Department of
Planning and Development.

3-ORDINANCE

- 38g -




B) The structure <¢oantains an alternate form of space heating,
ineluding natural gas, propane, alectric, @il, solar, or kerosens,
sufficient %o meet necessary space hneating raquirements, sc zhat
during episodes of high pellution levels, the occupant will be
able to heat the home with other than a solid fuel burning, smoke
producing method, ’

C) The residence meets or is proposed to meet within %0 days the
cost-effective levels of weatherization as defined In Secticn 2.3

of this ordinance.

SECTION §. RESTIDENTIAL WEATEERIZATION

The purpose of this section is to minimize particulate emissions from home
heating dsvices by improving home weatherization and reducing =nergy loss.
This saction is also intended to encourage homeowners to make use of free
energy audits and low-interest financing awvailable from local utility
companiss, Information concerning free energy audit and low-interest
financing pregrams is awvailable frem the Jackseon County Department of
Planning and -Development or directly from the utility companiess. It is the
County's intent to advertise zand make &known pregrams which are already
available for weatherizing homes and to assist ¢itizens in taking advantage
of those programs.

6.1 It is the goal of Jackson County to assist citizens to weatherize
all residences to the cost-effective level by January 1, 1987.

§.2 All residences shall have received an energy audit priof to the
time of sale or rentzl, and such information shall be made available’ to
potential purchasers or renters as a condition of sugh sale cr rental.
This section shall become effective six months after adoption of this
ordinance. )

6.3 In January of 1984, if the primary particulate health standards

are not being maintained, all homes with a wood heating svstem shall be
weatherized to cost-effective levels at the time of sale or rental.

SECTION 7. RESIDENTIAL WOODBURNING

The purpose of this segtion 1s to reduce the amount of particulate
pollution during pericds of air stagnation or when pollution lavels are
critical., ©Periods of air stagnation occur at various kimes in a year and
can greakte a severe accumulation of pollutants, Residential woodburning
can contribute as much as 50 percent of the particulate polluticn during
thase conditions. :

7.1 The county shall, through its air guality information program,
advise the public when air stagnation conditions exist or when

suspended particulate health standards are exczeded or whan suspended
particulate health standards are projected to be exceeded.
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7.2 The use of residential woodburning devices will be allowed
within the air quality maintenance area except on days when it has
been determined that the ambient air quality exceeds, or is
projected to exceed, the 24-hour tcotal sugpended particulate health

standard of 260 micrograms per cublc meter. )

7.3) The use of residential woodburning devices is prohibited on
each day that an air stagnation advisory anncuncement has been
issued by the Department of Environmental Quality. This subsection
takas effect on July 1, 1984, if the particulate health standard is
not attained in the Medford-ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area by
that date.

7.4 Residences outside of the Medford-Ashland Air Quality
Maintenance Area and residences having no other . form of space
heating are exempt from this section.

SECTICH 8. TRACKOUT

The purpose of this section 1is to lessen the amount of particulate
pollution which originates from roads and roadways. Dirt and cther debris,
which may become deposited upon paved roads, c<an be ground and pulverized
by traffic into minute particles. These particles can then become airborne
adding to the particulate pollution problem.

8.1 This section particularly applies to, but is not limited to,
construction sites, farm operations, and commercial and industrial
operations.

8.2 HNo person shall trackout mud, dirt or other debris from private or
public lands onto paved public reads without taking reasonable
precautions to prevent such particulate matter from becoming airborne.
These precautions shall include, where appropriate, the prompt removal
of such material from the paved road surfaces. This section does not
apply to noncommercial uses of public roads.

8.3 No person shall violate the provisions of a stop-work order issued
pursuant to subsection 8.4 of thig ordinance.

8.4 The county may require the imposition of building permit
conditions for the prevention of trackout, Conditicns imposaed may
include, but are not limited to the following:
A) A bond of sufficient amount to be postad by the contrachtor to
assure avallaple funds for roadway cleanup by Jackson County if the

contractor is negligent in ¢leanup of adjacent public roadway.

B} Street sweeping, vacuuming or other means of removing trackout
material from public roadways.

5-0ORDINANCE
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¢y Installation of wheel washers at exits of major construction
sites. .

D) Use of temporary or permanent barricades to keep traffic off |
ungaved ar=as.

E) Require graveling of access roads on site.
F} Limit the use of public roadways by wvehicles.

G) Issue stop work order if trackout occurs and is not promptly
corrected.

8.5 Stop work orders issued pursuant %o subsection 8.4 of this
ordinance shall be posted, where approprizte, st the work site, and
mailed by certified mail to alleged violators. Appeals to any such
orders shall be conducted pursuant to the provisions of Section 204 of
the Jackson County Building Code.

SECTION 9. OPEN BURNING

The purpose cf this section is to minimize the accumulation of particulate
air pollution resulting from open burning. The public should be aware that
open burning may be restrictad during the fire season (typically June
through Octaober) by the fire districts or "~ other fire regqulating
authorities. These authorities typically base restrictions of copen burning
on factors of low humidity, high winds, drought, or other conditions which
make outside burning unsafe.

9.1 Open burning of nonagricultural wastes 1is prehibited ina the

MedEord-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area from February 1 to
November 30 of each year on days when the ventilation index is less
than 400.

9.2 Open burning of nonagricultural wastes 1s prohibited during
December and January of each year dus to generally poor smoke
dispersion.

9.3 Open burning of agricultural waste is prohibited on all days of
the year when the maximum ventilation index is below 200.

SECTICON 10. ABATEMENT

10,1 ©Persons acting in wviolation of provisions of this ordinancs, or
of permits issued, shall be subject ko appropriate legal proceedings to
anjoin or abate such violaticn(s},.

§-ORDINANCE
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SECTION 11. PENALTIES
11,1 Persons violating subsecticons 8.2, 8.3, 9.1, 9.2 and 9.3 shall be
subject to c¢ivil prosacutxon pursuant to Jackson Ccunty OCrdinance .
81-81.

2, at Medford, Qregon.

ADOPTED this :Qrﬁfﬁ/'day of Cﬁ%{(&tupﬁL'
J

JACKSON C OF COMMISSIONERS

PE

Petér Sage, Cﬁiiéy%n

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
&%?,/z.. Llyclek : M MM
By: ' Recording Secretary County Counsel
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FIGURE 4.9.1-1
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CGFFICE OF THE MAYOR CiTY O': MEDFORD MERFORD'S SISTER QITY:

MEDFCRD, CREGONM 97501 ALBA, ITALY

December 17, 1982

Me. William Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quaiity
P. 0. Box 1780

Portland, OR 97202 -

SUBJECT: PRARTICULATE STRATEGIES

Dear r%

Enclosed are a variety of documents relating to the City of Medford's
regulations and programs for improving particulate air quality.

As you are aware,our City Council recently adopted an ordinance establish-
ing several new control strategies for particulate air poliution. The
ordinance, Number 4740, adopted on November 4, 1982, addresses 1) weatheri-
zation requirements for solid fuel heating device installation, 2} resi-
dential weatherization, 3) pollution episode curtailment, and 4) trackout.
On October 21, 1982, the City Council adopted a revised open burning
ordinance, making the City's open burning regulations consistent with those
of Jackson County. These recent ordinances are included as attachment A.

In addition to the above strategies, the City of Medford is also implementing
other measures which should have a positive impact an particulate pollution.
These measures include 1) a program for paving unpaved granite streets,

2) a recently adopted arterial streets pian which, when implemented, will
provide new curbs and gutters in several key areas which presently have
unpaved shoulders, 3) a minimum impact street sweeping program, 4) a

program for installation and sizing of wood stoves consistent with the

1987 State Policy Manual (Oregon Department of Commerce), and 5) a land
development ordinance emphasizing proper solar orientation for new sub-
divisions. These measures are d1scussed by appropriate staff in several
memas contained in attachment B.

We anticipate that Medford's particulate strategies will be incorporated
into Oregon's State Implementation Plan for submittal to the EPA. Please
iet me know if I can be of further assistance in this important matter.

Sincerel e of Qregon
B RTME‘U%E E\?\“RQNWEVML VAL Stats of Crogen
C;/_\, DEPA 20 3 E | 3 E DFP«\?T":'JT o Ermkohﬂiﬁmngwn
Al Densmore " @ !ﬁ € ] J E @
Mayor DEC i CEQ 20 [uil?
AD:Th

Attachments AIR QUA‘ r{" COMTROL  opecE OF THE DIRECTER




ORDLVANCE R0, S 7 40

A1 ORDINANCE establishing conirol strategies oIor particulats  air
polluticn,

WHEREAS the ity Council finds that prevailing weather patterns in the
city tend to hold pellutants in the alr; and,

WHEREAS smoke and dust are particulates which originate from many
sources, and which tend to collect in the air shad of Medford; and,

WHEREAS Medford wishes +to protect Lhe genernl health, safety and
walfara of its citizens by controlling the scurces of particulate air

poliution,

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAILNS AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. GENERAL DEFINITIONS
1.1 Air stagnation advisory: Forecast made by the

¥ational Weather Service for poor ventilation conditions.

1.2 Council: The City Council of the City of Medford.

cogt-efficient standards of  weatherization, including
standards for materials and installaticon, which shall b= set
by the Directer of Building 3Safety., These standards shall
reflset, but not exceed the levels dafined im ORS Lag. 10
(2).

1.3 Cost-effective level of weatherization: HMinimum,

1.4 Medford-Ashland AQMA: That part of Jackson County,
Oregon, specifically identifled by the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality as an air quality maintenance area -
one of several areas in the state wherein air quality has
deteriorated due to unhealthful levels ¢f pollutants in the

alr.

1.5 Particulate: Airberne particles ranging Irom .01
to 1,000 microns in size. These particles are inhaled during
breathing and can be harmful.,

1.6 Parson: Includes  indiwviduals, corporations,
associations, firms, partnerships, and Joint stock companies.
1.7 Primary particulate _ standard: An  average
particulate concentration of 250 micrngrams per cubic meter
of air during a twaniy-four hour period.

1.8 Proof of weatherizablon: Certification, receipts,
contracts, or other such documents specifieally listing
weatherization steps taken by the homeowners, which may be
reviewad by building inspectors at the time of solid fuel
heating system installation.

b
1.9 Regulations: Regulations promulgatad by the
Touncil pursuant to this ordinance.

L1.10 Resgidential .building: An existing ouilding used
for permanent or seascnal habitation by one or more persons,
containing four or fewer dwelling units, and construcied
pricr to January 1, 1979.

1.11 Residential woodburning: Utilization of a wood
heating device inside a dwelling unit.

1.12 Spaceheating: Raising the interior iemperature of
a room Or rocms, ]

-1-Ordinance No. %2 9‘0



1.13 Total suspended  particulate level:  Arount of
particuiate in ambient air.

1.14 Trackout: The deposition of mud, dirt and other
debris on paved public roadways by motor vehicles; the
magterial being so tracked onto publie roadweys. Trackout can
become pulverized . and blown into the air by vehicular
traffic, where it becomes a part of the total suspended
particulate level.

L.15 ¥entilation index: The National Weather Service's
indleator of the relative degree of air circulablon for a
specifled area,

1.16 Wood heating devices: A stove, heater, fireplace,
cr other receptacle wherein wood 1is heated to the polnt of
combustion.

SECTICN 2. SEVERABILITY
2.1 If any portion of this ordinance is declarad to be
invalid by a court of compefent Jurisdietion, such invalidity
ahall be aconfined to the sectlon to which such declaration ef
invalidity relates, =nd the remainder of this ordinance shall
continue to be operative.
SECTION 3. WEATHERIZATION REQUIREMENTS FQR__SOLID _FUEL _HEATING

DEVICE LHSTALLATION.

The purpose of :his seetion is to reduce the amount of particulate
pollution resulting (rom residential woodburning for hiilding heating. ‘“dost
buildings constructad before 1979 were built to lower wealherizaticn
standards than bnildings constructed since that date. A highly weatherized
and insulated building will require less fuel te attain and hold a given
temperature., It will produce less smoke pollution and will also rasuli in a
savings of the wood or otlier fuel resource. Additionally, weatherization
prior to or at the time of imstallation of a solid fuel heating device will
zenerally result in the selection of a device more appropriately siwmed for
tha duilding aad will lessen the potential amcunt of swmoke producsd.
Therefore:

3.1 The installation of a wood stove, fireplace, or any
other form of solid fuel, space heating device is allewed if:

A} The space heating device is installed pursuant
to the uniform building code and regulations of the
Medford Department of Building Safety.

B) The structure contains an alternate form of
space heating, including natursl gas, propane,
electric, oil, solar, or kerosene, =zufficient fo
meet pnecessary space heating requirements, s¢ that
during episodes of high pollution levels, the
occupant will be able to heat the home with other
than a solid fuel burning, smoke producing method.

c) The residence meets or 15 proposed to meet
within 90 days the cost-effective levels of
weatherization as defined in Section 1.3 of thils
ordinance.

SECTION L. RESIDENTIAL WEATHERIZATTON

The purpcse of this section is to minimize particulate emissions from
home heating devices by improving home westherization and reducing energy
loss. This section 1is alsc intended to snecurage homeowners to make use of
free energy awdits and low=interest financing available from local utility

=2=0rdinance No. gz %0
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companies, T% 13 the City's intent to advertise and make known prograls
whizh are already ovailable for weatharizing homes and to assist oibizens in
taking advantage of those programs.

4.1 It is the woal of the Tity of Medferd to assist citizens
te weatherize all residencas bte the cogt-effective level by
Jamary 1, 1937.

4,2 ALl residential bnildings shall have received an energy
audit prior %to the time of sale or rental, and such information
shall be made available to potential purchasers or renters as a
condition of such sale or rental. This section shall become
effective six months after adoption of this ordinance.

4.3 In January of 1334, if the priwary particulate health
stamiards are not being maintained, All homes with a wood heating
system shall be weatherized to cost-effective levels at the time
of sale or rental.

SECTION 5. POLLUTION EPISUDE CURTALLMENT

The purpose of this section is to reduce the amount of parsiculate
nollntion during periods of alr stagnation or when pollution levels are
aritical. Pariods of air stagpation oceur at varicus times in & year and
can creats a sevare accumulaticn of pollutants. Residential wocdburning can
contribute as much as 50 pereent of the particulate pollution during these
conditions.

5.1 Tha use of residential woadbwrning devices is prohibited
on each day that an air shagnaticn advisory announceasent for the
Medford-ashland AGMA has been issued by the UWational Weather
Saprvice. This subsectison takes effect on July 1, 1984, if the
particulate health standard is not attained in the Medford-Ashland
Alr Quality Maintenance Area by that date.

5,2 Rasidences having no other form of spAce heating are
exernpt from this section,

SECTION 8. TRACKOUT

The purpose of this sectlon is %o lessen tha amount of particulate
pollution which originates from roads and roadways. Dirt and other debris,
which may become deposited upon paved roads, can be ground and pulverized by
traffic into minute particles. These particles can then become ailrborae
adding to the particulate pcllution problem. :

6.1 WMo persen shall place or depesit mud, dirt or debris
upon any street, alley, gidewalk or other public way.

6.2 Violation of subsection 8.1 is hereby declared to be a
public nuisance #nd subject Lo summary abatement bty +the City
Wanager or his designate., 3ummary abatement includes but is not
Llimited to suspension of any and all ailty permits relating te
construction on the site which is the scurce of the mud, dirt or
debris.

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in open session in
authantication of its passage this 4pp  day of Movember , 1982,

ATTEST _ gﬁ%?é— _7/{ b/;_ﬂ__ﬁ,:r_ ...... mb

ty Recorder ' o Mayor
APPROVED_MNovember 11, 1982, _ ST [bhers~—
: Mayor
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ORDINANCE NO, S~/ D2~

AN ORDINAMACE amendlng Section 5.350 of the Code of Medford pertaining
to outside burning.

THE CITY OF MEGFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Sectlon 5,950 of the Code of Medford is amended fo read as foilows:

"Qutside Burning.

(1) No person shall start or maintain any fire outside a
buliding (except for an outdoor cocking fire) for the purposs of
burning any combustible material, or cause or participate therein, nor
shall any person In control of any premises cause or knowingly allow
any such fire to be startecd or maintained on any part of said premises
uniess: :

(a) A written permit has been issued by the city Fire

Chief or his agent to maintaln such fire at thaf location;

and

(b} The fire is started and maintained in accordance
with the terms of the permit and the foilowing requirements
of this section.
Permits shall be valid only during the months of [Mscch,-dpeil-and-lday]
February through November of the year in which they are jssued, No
cutside burning whatsoever shali be permitted during [ Fhe—other-nice
mentha—ef-tre—yesr] December and January, except for an outdoor cooking
fire,

(2} The Fire Chief or hls agent shall not {ssue any permit
for ocutside burning within Fire Zone ( as defined by the building cods,
or for the burning of garbage at any time or place, or for any running
fire in upcut grass or brush, or for any fire within 25 feet of a
combustible wall, fence, or structure or on any hard-surfacs public
pavement. :

(3) Each permi¥ shail contain a written condition in
boid-face type to fthe effect that the permittee shall contact +the Flire
Chief’s office before sach fire is started and ascartain that outside
burning is approved, under subsections {4) and (5), by the Fire Chief
for that day. No permit shall be valid as to any day on whlch the Fire
Chief nas ascertained that burning is net permitfed under said
subsections. |In addition, the Fire Chief may conditlion any permit
{ssued hersunder to exclude the burning of any particular material when
he finds that the burning of such material would be unduly obnoxious In
the locality of +he oroposed burning sits.

(4) The Fire Chief or his agent shall not approve outside
burning on any day if he determines that low humidity, high winds,
drought, or other weather or ofther unusual conditions exist which maks
eutside burning generally, or at the particular time and place
proposed, udreasonably hazardous to the safefy of perscns or property.
in no event shall the Fire Chief approve outfside burning on a day when
ona or more of the fallowing conditions axist, or in his determination
will exist:

(a) Temperatures above 90° Fahrenheit;
(b} Wind above 20 miles per hour; or
{c} Humidity below [35] 30 percent.

(5} The Fire Chief or his agent may approve cutside burning
on any day when he determines [#here-ls—se—will-be—{li-a-tamperatuce
‘aversionwhenr—surface-sir-ts-covter—4hen—-upper~atrrmangd—tdi-rhe-a~
etrestation—t-the—sorface—ta—tnaud fietent—to—dtaperse-snokes—gasesr
nd—fumes=to—the—extent-—recssaery-fo-proteet—the—pubtie—heatthy-satedyy
ad-comfertr—~Fhe—detarminastion-ef-—a—temperature—threpster—porrod-shat-
e tased-opon-eriteriaestaritshed—by-Fhe-Fioe-Chigbraa—appited-to -
<urrent-meteoretogtcat—detere—tf-ertderie—ere—aafabtishod-by-state—taw
o regrtatton—apptt cadte-de—theHedferd—erea; —Fhe—tre~-Ghtef-shatt-be
tound-therehy-ond-shett—eppty-fthe-seme—ynder—fais—sebseetion] that the
ventilation Index Is or will be greater than 400 duriag that day. The
ventilation index Is the National Weather Service’s Indicatar of the °
relative degree of air circulation for the Medford area.

=1-Ordinance No. 4&?25?2
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{8) Fires which ars subject to this section [shati-te
mad atadRad-durtag-day-Hghd-hours-onty—end-by-oecompetant—adats
PEFERAT—ARd—shalt-de-anFtaguished—arior—Yo—darkness—untess
sentiaded—suraing-+s-spestfieatty—aushertzed—ta-nridtng-by-the
fira-Ghiet] are permifted during the hours between sunriss and
12:00 noon. The permittee shall insure that his fire is
completely burned out or extinguished prior to 12:00 ncon. No
burning is aliowed at other fimes unless specifically authorized
in writing by the Fire Chief or his agent. The permittee or an
adult person designated by him shall be present at all times and
maintain control of the fire until it is out.

(7) vielatlon of +this section copstitutes an
infraction,

(8} OQutside burning without a permit is hereby decliared

to be a public nulisance and may be summarily abated by the Fire
Chief or Chief of Pollce."

PASSED by the Counci} and signed by me in open session in
authenticafion of 1+s passage this 21st day Octuober i982.

»

ATTEST: fﬂ‘q >/ %éém:. : Dot

OUiTy Recarder

Mayor
APPROVED : October 21 , 1982, Qz N boe Fore A

Mayor
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To

From

Subject

Date

IL.

ATTACHMENT B

CiTY OF MEDFORD 8

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM Gp

Planning Directpr via|Public Works Director
City Engineerjl/

Particulate Reduction

December 14, 1982

‘Improvement of Granite Streets

This year's (FY 82-83) City budget contains $200,000 of HUD Community Develop-
ment Block Grant money that is earmarked for assistance on local improvement
projects within the low/moderate income areas of the City. City Council
approved the City Engineer’'s propesal that this money be directed. toward resi-
dential streets with a granite type of riding surface. The City will provide
50% of the estimated costs of improving these streets; therefore, we effectively

. will have $400,000 worth of project money to upgrade these streets.

It is anticipated that the above funding level can cause Improvement of approxi-
mately 5,700 linear feet of recadway. This type of street surfacing program
should significantly improve air quality in Medford wia the particle reduction
avenue.

Paving Arterial Street Shoulders

The City currently has three different programs aimed at our arterial street needs.
All three are at different levels of funding and different degrees of certainty.

A brief description of each follows:

A. Bond Issue: The Gity has gone on record for presenting a bond issue ques-
tion to the public in the March 1983 elections. The bond amount of $9.4
million would allow for improving approximately 20,000 linear feet of road-
way. Of this amount, about 1/6 presently has curb and gutter type of con-—
struction, sco this program would eliminate approximately 33,000 linear feet
of unpaved shoulder area.

B. Revenue Sharing: The City Manager has directed that $850,000 of Federal
Revenue Sharing momey should be budgeted in the FY 82/83 budget for the
improvement of certain segments of the identified arterial streets needed
in "A" above. This is a safety valve move that would allow the program to
go forward even if the bond measure was not approved. The funding level
available in this program would allow for 2,500 linear feetr of improved
shoulder to be paved.

C. HUD Block Grant

It has been proposed by my cffice that FY 83-84 HUD funding be directed into
a major street project servicing the low/moderate income areas. If this pro-

- 3% -
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Planning Director Page two

12-15-82
Subject: Particulate Reduction
gram is approved, it would run concurrently with "B" above and would pro-
vide paving for an additional 2,500 linear feet of presently unpaved

shoulder.

All three of these programs would have positive impacts on particulate removal by
the elimination of dust producing unpaved surface areas.

ahf
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CiTYy OF MEDFORD

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM
' V JD/-!Ca Ar ! /O o
. | {ﬁ’ _ : J”’?’VGQM s—&g
To Public Morks Director .
7
‘ | Ky
From Public Works Superintenden o

Subject Sweeping Report

Date August 16, 1982

The street cleaning program i1s a full-time operation with a total of three light
equipment operators and four pileces of equipment. Two sweepers and two flushers
(one 1968 flusher as standby only) to be used when other equipment is down for
repairs. The daily work shift is from 5:00 a.m. to 1:30 a.m. with 1/2 hour lunch
period. The following figures show the details of the operations:

SWEEPING: . - 19,180 Gutter miles swept
3,162 Yards of sweeping debris

This is an average of 839 gutter miles cleaned per month. The sweeping debris is
hauled by trucks from the Service Center deposit to the Jacksonville dump.

The sweeping crew's hours are from 5:00 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. Mdnday through Friday.
They start at this time to aveid traffic conditions.

The tentative schedule for the downtown area is Monday and Friday, which requires an'
average of two hours for each machine to complete the area before the early morning
traffic begins. This area lies between Oakdale and Riverside - 10th and Jackson.

Tuesdays, the highways threoughout the City are cleaned and when this is completed,
they return to the arterial streets and resicdential sections assigned for that day..

On Thursdays, the City's paved alleys require approximately one hour cleaning. When
this is completed, the remainder is again spent in the residential areas.

The City is divided by the railroad tracks and each sweeper 1s assigned - one to the
east side and one to the west side. The time remaining after cleaning the above

areas 1s completely spent cleaning arterial and residential streets. It takes an aver-
age of four to six weeks to cover the City. This depends on weather conditions, the
time of year, and construction in progress.

FLUSHING: 19,180 . Gutter miles flushed
: 6,683,000 Gallons of water used

This is an average of 859 gutter miles flushed per month using approximately 350 gal~
lons of water per gutter mile.

This one flusher must divide its time between the two SwWeepers, since it must flush
the same streets swept by the sweepers. Tt covers both the east side area and the
west side area, plus cleaning all bridges within the City once each month,

AR
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ic Works Directer Page two

12-16-82

~ Subject: Sweeping Report
The schedule for the flusher is the same as for the sweepers: Monday and Friday
the downtown area, Tuesdays the highways, and Thursdays the alleys.

During the fall leaf cleanup period, leaves are dumped at Baby Bear Creek Park area.
These leaves are then used by the Parks Department for mulch material.

If more information is needed, please contact the Street Supervisor at the Service
Center.

ahf
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To

From

Subjed

Date

CITY OF MEDFORD

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM,

Jim Eisenhard, Planning Director

Dave Bassett, Building Safety Director

Particulate Strategies

December 14, 1982

As we have discussed, the Building Safety Department is able and
willing to implement our portion and &ssist with the overall parti-
culate curtailment strategy program.

Specifically, we have numerous methods and materials to address
weatherization, wood stoves, and trackout requirements all in
accord with the ordinance and established standards.

Please advise if we can help.

Lo

David A. Bassett, P.E.
Building Safety Director

DAB/mjh
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To

From
Subfect

Date

CITY OF MEDFORD

INTER-OFFICE MEIMORANDURM

Merlyn Hough, DEQ

Jim Eisenhard, Planning DirectonQ?Zlf’

tand Development Code/Solar Orientation

December 14, 1932

Medford's Land Development Code contains Section 13.3 - 16. Street
Arrangement, which provides for the east-most orientation of new
subdivision streets %to the greatest extent possible within the Timits
of topography, existing development, etc. Such street orientation

should maximize the potentiai for the use of solar applications for
new homes.

We are also presently working on a possible solar access code pravision,
which would provide for the protection of individual solar access. I1'1%
forward this to you at such time as it is adopted.

JE:Th
Attachment (p. 21, 22 LDC)
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Whenever any new street of the proposed subdivision (as distinguished from an
existing street) will lie along and adjacent to any boundary of the subdivision,
it shall be offered for dedicaticon and be improved to its full width as previded
for that type of street in Table II hereof. In such case, at the developer's
request, the city will enter into a reimbursement agreement with the developer
whereby future developers of property abutting this required improvement will

be required to pay a prorata share of the cost of said full street as a condition
of future development or development approval of such abutting property provided
that a unit price reimbursement is agreed to by the city prior to final plat
approvat.

Section 13.3-10. Intersection Angles. All streets of the subdivision shall
intersect one another at an angle as near to a right angle as is practicable
in each specific case, unless otherwise necessitated by topographical conditicns.

Section 13.3-11. Intersection Radios. Intersectiomscof streets with fewer
than four moving tanes of traific for each street shall have a corner radius
at the right-of-way line of not less than 15 feet. Intersectiorsof streets
which have or are planned to have, four or more moving traffic tanes for each
street shall have a corner radius at the property line of not less than forty
feet.

Section 13.3-12. Distance Between Intersections. Streets entering upon
opposite sides of ancther street shall be directly opposite each cther, or
ctherwise offset at least 200 feet apart, unless a street offset of less than
200 feet is, in the opinion of the approving agency, the only economical or
practical method of developing the property for the use for which it is zoned.

Section 13.3-13. Street Grades. Grades shall not exceed six percent on
arterial streets, and fifteen percent on all other types of streets.

Section 13.3-14, Curve Radii. Centertine radii shall not be less than
five hundred feet on arterials and collector streets and not less than 100 feet
on all other types of streets. Lesser radii may be used where, in the cpinion
of the city engineer, the same is necessary and safe by reason of the circumstances
surrounding each particular case.

Section 13.3-15. Alleys Prohibited in Residential Subdivisions. Alleys
shall not be permitted in any residential development and may be prohibited
by the appraoving agency in any other type of development.

Section 13.3-16. Street Arrangement. The appreving agency shall have the
authority to approve or disapprove street arrangement and design. 1In determining
the suitability of proposed street arrangement, the approving agency shall take
into consideration the eventual deveiopment of adjcining vacant property and the
future provision of adequate and convenient access to said adjoining property
as per city requirements. Such arrangement shall discourage through-traffic
within the subdivision, excent on arterial and collector streets as designated
in the comprehensive pian. The street arrangement shall, to the greatest
extent possibie, provide for the east/west axis orientation of residential

-27-
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streets with an allowable variation of up to 30 degrees from the east/west axis,
thereby providing for the most effective use of passive solar energy. Addition- E
ally, all street arrangements shall be harmonicus with topography, shall save

and presarve natural and ornamental trees where practicable, and be designed

to easily and comfortably move such pedestrian and vehicular traffic as may
reasonably be expected to make use of the same by reason of the subdivision's
intended use.

Section 13.3-17. Street Names and Signs. Each street shown on the finail
plat shall be named thereon, and the name given it shall be as approved by
the planning department, which shall develop and maintain a list of street
names for subdivisions, and which names shall in all cases be used for streets
of each new subdivision unless specific approval is given by the approving
agency for some other name of the developer's choice.

The developer shall pay a street sign fee as required to equip all street

intersections with sign posts, street name signs and traffic signs as per

the standards and specifications established by the City of Medford and/or
the department of motor vehicles of the State of Oregon.

Section 13.3-18. Sidewalks and Pathways. The approving agency may require
sidewalks to be installed on all streets of the subdivision, and pedestrian
or other pathways as may be reasonable.

Section 13.3-19. Driveway Approaches. There shall be a minimum of one
driveway approach for each lot intended to be developed for single family or
two family use. The developer may jnstall continuous curbs, and thereafter %@

cut out and install standard driveway aprons after the building plans for the
lot are completed. All such approaches shall be subject to the provisions of
the improvement agreement and bond except in the case of such approaches for

which an encroachment permit has been issued under terms for the encroachment
permit procedures for the City of Medford.

Section 13.4. Lots and Blocks.

Section 13.4-1. Lot Areas. Each lot shall have an area, width, frontage
and depth equal to or greater than the minimums prescribed by article four for
the district in which the subdivision or the porticn thereof is situated,
except where combined with a planned development district, in which case the
standards of such district shall be applicable. In controiling the design of
a zoning district combined with a planned development -district, the approving
agency is empowered to permit and require the lots to be of an. area, width,
frontage or depth less than such minimums. Additionally, to maximize the
potential for solar energy design, each 1ot shail be oriented to the greatest
extent possible along a north/south axis. Building orijentation can vary up to
30 degrees from this north/south axis.

Section 13.4-2. Lot Frontage on Public Streets and Access to Public Streets.
Except as provided in Section 13.3-7, each lot shall have frontage on an accepted

_22.



PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

January 17, 1983

Merlyn Hough

C OREGON ]

CiTY OF MEDFORD

MEDFORD, OREGON 97501

TELERMONE! Fr5i7gss
HEGEDY
U gane ol

oy
o

DEQ-Air Quality Division

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

Subject:

Particulate Strategies: Winter Sanding/Cleanup Program

Dear Mr. Hough:

This letter is in addition to the December 17, 1982, documents
from the City of Medford regarding program commitments -to reduce

particulate emissions.

This letter describes the Medford winter

street sanding and cleanup program.

1.

Material. Pea gravel will continue to be used as the sand-
ing material. This material minimizes the amount of £ines
available for resuspension.

Locations. Subject to public safety requirements, a minimal
amount of sanding material is normally used. Winter sanding
will generally be limited to the necessary curves, inter-
sections and overpasses.

Cleanup. Sanding material will be picked up using the regu-
l[ar street sweeping equipment as described in the Sweeping
Report. Sanding material will be cleaned up as soon as pos-
sible, normally within two days following the icing episode.
The prompt cleanup of sanding materials reduces the material’
resuspension time period.

Records. Cubic yards of pea gravel and man-hours spent on

DEPARTMEST GF LA HUNATERTRL TUALIT

AR QUALITY CONTROL

winter sanding are included in reports each December and June.
This information can be obtained from the Medford Public Works

Department by July

1

1 for the preceding fiscal year.

The City of Medford winter sanding and cleanup program is designed
to provide safe driving conditions and also minimize road dust

emissions.
this program.

Sincerely yours,

L NoM

Lewig N. Powell, P.E.
Public Works Director

ahf
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CC:

Please call me if you need additional information on

Mayor and Council

(via City Manager)

City Manager
Public Works Superintendent
Planning Director




CiTY HALL

ASHLAND, OREGON 97520
telephone {Code 503) 482-3211

CITY OF ASHLAND

May 26, 1982

State of Oregon
DEPARTMLNT OF th:hOMﬂENYAL QUALITY

Merlyn Hough

Dept. of Environmental Quality B U U &
P.0. Box 1760 0 - 1193
Portland, QR 97207 S04

Dear Merlyn: AIR QUALITY CONTROL

We received your letter of May 12 concerning Ashland's efforts to aid in improving
air quality conditions in the Medford-Ashland AQMA. Ashland's staff presented a
memo to the Ashland City Council upon receipt of Mr. Schofield's letter of
December 30, 1981, which requested that Ashland "implement this program" to the
extent that we could. That memo was presented to the Council on March 2, 1982,
was very well received, and actually adopted as a policy statement by the Council,
with direction that staff return in one year with an update on the memo. ['ve
enclosed a copy of that memo and a copy of the minutes of the City Council meeting
when the memo was discussed. The City has since passed two ordinances to aid the
situation. One was a woodstove curtailment ordinance which can be enacted during
extreme periods of air pollution. This ordinance will be put up to a vote of the
general population via the initiative procedure. A second track out control
ordinance was also adopted by the Council. The following is a breakdown of the
ten measures that you requested in your letter:

CATEGORY 1 - Measures already implemented through existing ordinances or programs.

Measure 1 - Trackout Controls. The City has passed a new ordinance for this
item. 1t s attached Tor your information.

Measure 2 - Street Sanding and Sweeping. The City just purchased a new vacuum
street sweeper, which should do an excellent job of ensuring that our streets
are kept clean,

Measure 13 - Weatherization (Existing Homes). The City presently is implementing
a BPA-sponsored weatherization program for electrically-heated homes. The
program provides grant money based on KwH saved for certain weatherization
measures. We anticipated that about 40% of Ashland's housing stock 1is
electrically heated and will gqualify for the program. There are no programs
offered by the City for weatherization of non-electrically-heated homes.

Measure 17 - Pollution Episode Curtailment. The City has passed a new ordinance
Tor this item. However, it will be put Up to a vote of the people via initia-
tive on August 10, 1982. A copy of the ordinance is attached.
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Merlyn Hough May 26, 1982

Measure 18 - Open Burning Control. The City has a system which controls

open burning in the City on a day-by-day basis. It is based on daily
temperature, wind speed and direction, relative humidity, and air quality
factors. This authority is derived from the Uniform Fire code which has been
adopted Tocally. Presently a group of local fire officials is attempting to
set up a County-wide uniform system and DEQ is assisting in this task.

Measure 22 - Soiar Access. The City has protected solar access since September,
1980. Currently an updated version of the code is undergoing public hearings
and should be adopted and in effect by August, 1982. Copies of the existing
ordinance and updated version are both enclosed.

CATEGORY 2 - Measures intended for City action in the near future.

Measure 15 - Installation Requirements {Stove Sizing). The City Council just
authorized a Mock-Up Woodstove Operation Handout which can be mailed to all
utility customers in Ashland. Because work has just begun on the project,
its final content is unknown at present. Information on stove sizing might
be included if space permits. The Council will not decide to proceed with
printing and distribution until they see the mock-up, however.

CATEGORY 3 - Measures which are inappropriate for implementation at this time.

Measure 3 - Paving Unpaved Roads/Shoulders. Presently the paving of unpaved
roads 15 done through Local Improvement Districts. These districts are formed
when over 50% of the affected street frontage desires the paving of the road.
A1l planning actions which are approved on unpaved streets require, as a
condition of approval, that the developer sign an agreement to join in any
future LID for the unpaved street. This present policy is necessitated by

the financial situation and costs of paving additional streets. This policy
has evolved over a long peried of time, and changing it could result in more
paving of streets. However, the money to do this would have to come from some
alternative source before this could be accompiished. The present budgetary
situation of the City would tend to be in opposition to an aggressive street
paving program, and, therefore, we anticipate no action on this front.

Measure 12 - Weatherization (New Woodstoves). This is an area where the City
could pass a mandatory ordinance requiring weatherization before issuance of
a woodstove permit. This would, no doubt, be a very controversial move which
would probably result in some people ignoring the woodstove permit procedure
when installing a new woodstove. Financial programs are available for
weatherization assistance for electrically-heated homes in the City through
BPA. Homes which use gas for heating can get Tow-interest financing from

CP National, and o0il and wood-burning homes can now avail themselves of a
State-subsidized, low-interest loan program for weatherization. So, the
financial resources for weatherization are now available for all City resi-
dences. Since this is the case, the major problem with mandatory weatheriza-
tion--affordable financing--is available to virtually all homeowners in the
City. The City's draft energy element has suggested that voluntary controls,
stimulated with financial incentives, are the best routes at present. Voluntary
compliance will be pursued until such time as it is proven that it cannot
achieve these goals.
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" Merlyn Hough May 26, 1982

Measure 16 - Alternative Heat Source. In our experience dealing with the
building industry in Ashiand, this does not appear to be a significant problem,
as the vast majority of homes that have woodstoves also have some type of
back-up heating source., This situation would tend to indicate that this is

not a problem and requires no City action at this time.

CATEGORY 4 - Any other measure not on the list which you are implementing or pla
to implement to reduce particulate pollution. -

Performance Standards for Residential Development. The City passed a new
deveTopment code for residential development which encourages passive solar
and energy-efficient new housing. Density bonuses are granted to developers
for building energy-efficient housing. This increase in density is meant

to encourage cost-effective, energy-efficient building technigques. This
method appears to be an effective way to ensure that new housing will be more
energy efficient without making mandatory requirements.

I hope this satisfies your requirements for information. If you need further
assistance or have any questions about this information, please contact me at
482-3211, ext. 280.

Sincerely,

il U feDiscd

Dick Wanderscheid
Energy Conservation Coordinator

DW/11

Enc: City Council Minutes, 3/2/82
Trackout Ordinance
Curtailment Ordinance
Solar Access Code
Draft Solar Access Code
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e of Oregon

u\_HAr\I\’LNT UI* ENVIRONM ;.NTAL YUALIT Y

ORDINANCE NO. 2/ {i} E G? E U Q

t 29
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 9.08.060 OF THE HATL 9 1o
ASHLAND MUNICIPAL CODE RELATIVE TO NUISANCES

AFFECTING THEE PUBLIC HEALTH - DUST AND TRAGROGMALITY CONTROL

CONTROLS.
THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF ASHLAND DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. | Section 6 of Ordinance No. 1559 and Section 9.08.060

of the Ashland Municipal Code are hereby amended by adding sub-
section J. which shall read as follows:

“J. Dust and Trackout. DNo person shall trackout mud, dirt, or
other debris from private or public lands .onto paved public
roads without taking reascnable precautions te prawvent such
particulate matter from becoming airborne, These precautions
shall include prompt removal of such material from the paved
road surfaces. The City may require the imposition of build-
ing permit conditions for the prevention of trackout. Con-

ditions imposed may include, but are not limited to the following:

1. The posting of a bond sufficient to assure avail-
able funds for roadway cleanup by the City if the
contractor or permittee is negligent in cleanup of

~adjacent public roadways.

2. Street sweeping, vacuuming or other means of removing
trackout material from public roadways.

3. Installation of wheel washers at exits of major con-
struction sites.

4, Use of temporary or permanent barrlcades to keep
traffic off unpaved areas.

Require gravelling of access roads on site.
6. Limit the use of public roadways by vehicles.
7. 1Issue stop work order if trackout occurs and is not
promptly correcced.’
The foregoing ordinance was first read by title only in accordance
with Article X, Section 2(C) of the City Charter on the ;é day
ofipr/ , 1982, and duly PASSED and ADOPTED this 7 z%day of

A , 1982.
VA

ATTEST:

Z .
F e f/f ;5.4/,&/@./,.«?-«
Nan E. Franklin
City Recorder - Treasurer

SIGNED and APPROVED th:.s/{““c{)ay of / 4.f  , 1982.

AN
Don Laws

I TR S
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DON JONES

MavoR

4 June 1982

Meriyn Hough

Medford Air Quality Coordinator

Air Quality Division

Department of Environmental Quality
P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207
Dear Merlyn:

In response to your May 12, 1982 letter,

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

YESS0OUTH 2ND

- POOBOK 2578

CEMTRAL POINT, OREGON 37502

£ Qragon .
State ?\f;-.RQNMENTAL QUALIY

pEPARTHENT OFEE T T 2 T
el Y Ef])
ONTROL

E}\)E )
e 12

AIR QUALTY

v e

please be advised that the City has

gone on record as supporting the Jackson County ordinance.

In addition, the City currently controls trackout at developer's construction

sites.

We also have a street cleaning program and very minimal sanding program.

Very few roads in the {ity are unpaved, and open burning is allowed by permit

only.

We hope this information helps you in your efforts.

Sincerely yours,

The City of Central Point

s
Don Jones
Mayor i

Dd:DK:ris

cc: Council reading file
DEQ file
file
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Depariment of Transportation

HIGHWAY DIVISION
VIGTOR ATIvEH TRANSPORTATION BUILDING, SALEM, OREGON 97310

In Repiy Refer ta
File No.:

June 1, 1982 ENV

Mr. William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
522 8.W. Fifth Avenue

Portland, OR 97204

Street Sanding and Sweeping
Medford Ares

This is in response to your correspondence of May 3 requesting a
comuitment from the State Highway Division to help implement the
trackout and street sanding/sweeping control measures in the
Medford area,

The Highway Division will assess the feasibility and cost of
revising winter sanding and sweeping operations to reduce air
pollutien while continuing to meet traffic safety objectives on
the state highway system in the Medford area as follows:

l. Sanding materials will be modified to reduce fines
available for resuspension by using pea gravel.

2. Minimal use of sanding material will be implemented to
protect the traveling public within the adopted policy
of the Oregon Tramsportation Commission; i.e., Chapter 9
(revised August 1978) of the Maintenance Manual, Technical
Bulletin No. 26.

3. Attempts will be made to increase the frequency of cleanup
of sanding materials, within available funds and equipment,
through street sweeping to reduce the material resuspension
time period.

saarn of Oregon

Siptn ©F WIERSY L
iR AL yuRALE
ENT OF '|‘i'Hi"\U\vl‘u'.2‘..l:\‘|__\,_ .

[ ":j; by 1‘. o4
IR s

atate o Jrepon
DEPARTMENT GF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

v TROL JUN 7 1987
siR CRAAMTY BT __

OFEGE QF THE DIRECTOR

EARE:

Form 734-3122
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William H. Young
Page 2
June 1, 1982

The Highway Division zlso agrees to review comstruction contract

Standard Specifications and Project Provisions for the inclusion

of appropriate terminology relating to local ordinance concern-~-

ing the deposition of soil wmaterials from construction sites

onto paved roadways., It is understood that enforcement of these

local ordinances, or regulations, are the function of other state
or local agencies.

The Oregon State Highway Division is interested and concerned

. both in a healthful enviromment and the safe and efficient oper~

ation of the state highway system. The above commitments are
made for those purposes.

'3

Schwartz, P E.
Asszstant State Highway Engineer
for Operations
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VICTOR ATIYER
GOVERANGA

734-1839

Department of Transportation

HIGHWAY DIVISION

MAINTENANCE SECTION - P. 0. BOX 14030 ~ SALEM, OR 97310

In Reply Refer ta
File No.:

ENV 6
January 21, 1983

crara of Oregd” o
'ZTMEN\%L%?E?E\I"t'n‘GNMENTAL QUAL! i
DERRL

b
Merlyn L. Hough & 0 E i VR @
Air Quality Control Division ‘EES P
Department of Environmental Quality \j\ \}ﬁN 94 13ﬁ}

522 S.W. 5th '

Portland, OR 97204 1Ty QQMTR@L

|
R QUAL
Street Sweeping and Sanding Al
Medford AQMA

This is anh update and report of the Highway Division's response
to help implement trackout and street sanding/sweeping control
measures in the Medford area. We have implemented the following
changes to reduce air pollution while continuing to meet traffic
safety objectives on the state highway system in the Medford area.

1. Sanding materials are now washed pea gravel to eliminate
and reduce fines available for resuspension.

2. While we are trying to minimize the use of sanding material,
we find that the clean pea gravel requires slightly heavier
application rates than the finer sanding material. We still
endeavor to follow the Highway Division policy for sanding
rates.

Our experience is that the North Medford area, where we
are confronted with fallout from fog seeding operations,
continues to be a serious probiem.

3. QOur District office works with the City of Medford on the
cleanup of sanding materials and we generally try to clean
up the material within one week of the end of a storm.
Once again, our experience in the North Medford area with
the continued prevalence of high humidity, fog and ice
conditions has made this routine difficult.

The Highway Division has reviewed its construction contract
Standard Specifications and project Special Provisions for the
inclusion of appropriate terminology relating to local ordinances
concerning the deposition of soil materials from construction
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Merlyn L. Hough 2 January 21, 1983

sites onto paved roadways. Our contract lanquage leaves the
responsibility up to the contractor to determine the specific
ordinances that apply. E&xperience tells us that being more
detailed increases the chance of leaving out the newest revisions
to ordinances.

The Oregon State Highway Division is interested and concerned both

in a healthful environment and safe operation of the state highway
system and our response will continue toward those objectives.

%@U MM

John 4. Sheldrake, P.E.
Maintenance Operations Engineer
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Forestry Departmertt

OFFICE OF STATE FORESTER

v 2600 STATE STREET, SALEM, OREGON 97310 PHONE 378-2560

April 27, 1982

William H. Young, Director
Department of Environmental Quality
522 SW 5th Ave.

_Portland, Oregon 97207

Dear Bill:

We have reviewed the proposed Medford particulate control strategies
outlined in your letter of March 22.

We support control measures #9 and #10 relating to firewood moisture
and commercial firewood controls, but we have several concerns about
#19 relating to slash burning. More specifically:

#9 - Firewood Moisture Control

The Department of Forestry would have little direct impact because
there are only a few acres of State land in Jackson County. However,
we would endorse efforts by other owners to encourage spring cutting,
and could assist in public relations.

#10 - Commercial Firewood Moisture Regulation
Essentially the same comments apply as in #9 above.
#19 - Slash Burning Control

We agree that siash smoke intrusions from areas outside the present
Smoke Management Pian area, should be documented as outlined in 19a.

It would be our intent to work with the National Forests and your local
DEQ staff to identify sources and to document weather conditions Teading
to these intrusions.

Regarding 19b and 19c¢c, we do not believe that these particular measures
are needed at this time for the following reasons:

1. The Commission's "Findings for a Particulate Control Strategy, Nov. 1981"
does not indicate that any reduction in particulate levels would result
from adoption of this strategy.

Gtate or Uregon
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

[ EBELYE
}
N upr 29 1o
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William H. Young
April 27, 1882
Page Two

We believe that incidents of intrusions from Northern California,
or the Winema National Forest are not frequent, and we would need to
have strong evidence to justify an increase in the regulatory system.

If it can be demonstrated that problems are originating from the indicated
areas, it would seem preferable to try voluntary regulation before
instituting a mandatory system. Experience has shown that the forest

land owners in these kinds of areas will voluntarily refrain from

burning when smoke would be transported into designated areas. The

need is for a better understanding of the weather conditions that cause
air quality problems.

Before a formal inter-state agreement or inter-region agreement between

U. S. Forest Service Regions 5 and 6 is developed, I would 1ike more
evidence that air quality problems in Medford are.the result of activities
in California. As I stated previously, all slash smoke intrusions

should be documented. We could certainly review the idea of an agreement
should the information that is collected show any evidence of repeated
probTems from burning in California.

It is our intent to cooperate with your agency in your efforts to maintain
air quality in the Medford area. In commenting on your proposed control
strategies, we are hesitant to endorse the indicated increased regulation
of the slash burning activity at this time without some clear indication
that the restrictions are needed and will help achieve the desired results.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I am Tcoking forward to continued
discussion of this matter with you and your staff.

Sincerely,

) vy
. N R e
,’:_/gL{;/L_L;N - ‘-( v, [N QNN (P EY

William P. Holtsclaw
Acting State Forester

WPH/NTS:dj

cel

Lee Lafferty
Fred Robinson
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Medford District Office

3040 Biddle Road
INREPLY Medford, Oregon 97501

5409(110.31) o s R

Al 1.Ur‘\\..l
o \\L\ﬂ' L

Mr. Merlyn Hough \% ’Ek-ér,\g-.\ Al ) JAN 27 '\983

Department of Envirommental Quality -
P.0O. Box 1760 o CONTRS
Portland, OR 97207 R iﬁiﬁdﬁa{

Dear Mr. Hough:
In reply to your letter of December 30, 1982, ouwr comments are as follows:

The Medford District currently attaches a stipulation packet to each firewcod
permit or contract. This packet outlines the stipulations under which the
wood can be cut and has an attachment on utilization and seasoning of wocod.

We have shifted our wood cutting from virtually 100% fall cutting for both
logging debris and hardwoods to approximately 40% of the volume being cut,
depending on weather conditions, between February and June. Most of this
volume is hardwood while the emphasis on fall cutting is on the removal of
logging debris.

The BIM disposes of firewood by free-use permits, short form contracts, and
regular timber sale contracts. Free use permits are normally issued in areas
which contain forest residues having no in-place value for domestic or
commercial use. The short form contract (Form 5450-5) is used for
domestic/home use contracts and for some negotiated commercial contracts
having a value of under 51,000.00,

A minimum charge of $10.00 per contract is required under current regulations
and the normal contract is for two cords of wood at $5.00 per cord when
selling for domestic use. The recommended value for commercial wood on
negotiated sales is $10.00 per cord plus a $2.00 road maintenance fee, and may
be more or less depending on actual conditions and contract requirements.
Advertized sales are usually offered for oral auction at $5.00 per cord plus
maintenance.

Records are kept for free use permits and short form contracts on a monthly
basis, with the wood usually being cut within one to two weeks of issuance,

Larger long form sales may have a contract duration of six months or longer,
and if the sale has been paid in full, may not be reported as cut until the

expiration date.

With an increasing demand for commercial firewood, we may in the future have

larger project type long-term sales to provide an even flow of firewood from
lands under BIM management. Beginning this past fall, a large amount of our
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commercial firewood has been transported out of the Rogue Valley to California
and Nevada by truck or rail. If this trend continues, the demand for
hardwoods will increase making less avaiable for local domestic use.

If you have any further comments or questions regarding the Medford District
firewood program, contact Bob Anderson at 776-4172.

Sincerely yours,

District Manager

¢e:r  Gardner Ferry, QS0 932
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(The U.S. Forest Service commitments on firewood
seasoning programs will be included here. The
written commitments are expected by February 25,
1983.)
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Table 4,70.5=3

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULES AND MECHANISMS

Implementation
Control Measureg Scheduls
PRIMARY STRATEGY
Completion of 1978 industrial 1980-83
control measures,
industrial fugitive emissions 1983

control and compliance schedules,

Operation and maintenance 1983
program for industrial

control equipment and compliance
schedules,

Mandatory weatherization before 1984
new woodstove installation.

Mandatory weatherization of 1984
homes with existing woodstoves
starting in 1984 if primary

standard not attained.

Firewood moisture control 1982
including shifting standing
timber firewood cutting to spring.

Commercial firewocod control 1982
ineluding shifting standing
timber firewocd cutting to spring.

Mandatory woodstove curtailment 1983
during pollution episcdes,
now in County, 1984 in City.

Alternate heat source required 1983
for new homes with woodstoves.

Solar access and orientation 1982
planning requirements.

Open burning controls including 1982
tighter ventilation criteria.

Trackout c¢ontrol programs. 1982
Street sanding and sweeping 1982
improvements.

Paving unpaved roads (13 roads) 1983
and shoulders.

AAD183.2 =41

Implementation

Mechanism

Existing OARs

OAR 340-30-043 (new)
340-30-045 (revised)

OAR 340-30-04%4 {new)
340-30-045 (revised)

City (#4740) and County
(#82-6) ordinances

City (#4740) and County
(#82-6) ordinances

USFS and BLM program
commitments

USFS and BLM program
connitments

City (#4750) and County
(#82-6) ordinances

City (#4740) and County
{#82-6) ordinances

City land development
code (Section 13,.3-16)

City (#4732) and County
(#82-6) ordinances

City (#4740) and County
(#82«5) ordinances

City, County and 0DOT
program commitments

City program commitments




Table 4.10.5-3 /(Continued)
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULES AND MECHANISMS

Implementation Implementation
Control Measures Sghedule Mechanism
SECONDARY STRATEGY
Completion of the retrofit 1984-1990 City/County ordinances
weatherization programs,
Certification program for sale 1985 DEQ program (following
of new woodstoves. legislative authority)
Solar access and orientation Ongoing City ordinances
program continuation.
Upgracded veneer dryer controls 1990 OAR 3%0-30-020 (revised)
and compliance schedules, 340-30-045 (revised)
Soil and road dust measures. 1990 City/County CDOT programs
b.10.8 E4 AB 0

Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) is defined as annual incremental re~
ductions in emissions for each pollutant that are sufficient for
compliance by the required date. Projected reductions in particulate
emissions are shown in Figure 4,10-9, This figure shows projected
emission reductions between 1980 and 1984 based upon the emission
inventory ocutlined in Section 4.10.4.5. The projections indicate that
the reduction in particulate emissions will be adequate to meet the

primary particulate standard by 1984.

To monitor RFP, the Department of Envirommental Quality will submit a
report each July 1 for the preceeding calendar year which will comply
with the following Environmental Protection Agency requirements:

¢ Identificaticon of growth of major new or modified existing
sources, minor new sources, and mobile sources;

¢ Reduction in emissicns for existing sources;
o Update of the emission inventory; and
o Comparison of air quality monitoring data with the emission

inventory.

44AD183.2 -
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If ambient air quality data suggests that RFP is not being maintained,
the Department of Envirommental Quality will examine the emission
inventories, meteorological data, and actual particulate concentra-
ions to determine if a problem exists., If it i1s determined that RFP

is not being maintained, a contingency plan will be implemented.

The contingency plan is outlined in the adopted strategy. The loecal
ordinances indicate that mandatory curtailment of woodstove use would
be required during Air Stagnation Advisories if the primary partic-
ulate standard is not adopted by 1984. In addition, retrofit weather-
ization would become mandatory upen sale or rental of the dwelling
beginning in 1984 if weatherization activity is not proceeding on
schedule and the primary particulate standard is not attained by 1984,

4,.10.7 RESOURCE COMMITMENT

The Medford particulate strategy requires the coordinated efforts of
the Department of Envirommental Quality, Jackson County, the City of
Medf'ord and the City of Ashland. Responsibilities for implementation
and enforcement of the selected control measures are outlined in
Section 4,10.5. The Department of Envirommental Quality is the lead
agency responsible for the development and implementation of the Med-
ford particulate strategy.

4.10.8 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Jackson County Board of Commissioners appointed the Jackson Air
Quality Advisory Committee in February 1981. This Committee consisted
of twenty-five perscns representing a broad cross section of the Med-
ford-Ashland area. One of the first responsibilities of the Committee

was to advise the Jackson County Commissioners and the Department of

AAD183.2 ‘ _ih—



Envirommental Quality on the most appropriate strategy for the Medford

airshed,

The Committee met weekly from March 1981 to July 1981. The adopted

Medford particulate strategy is essentially the strategy recommended
by the Jackson County Air Quality Advisory Committee., Extensive

coverage of the Committee meetings was provided by the news media.

Public hearings were held by the local governments regarding the local
ordinances. (The Jackson County hearings were held April 27 and
August 25, 1982. The City of Medford hearings were held October 21
and November 4, 1982.) A public hearing on the complete Medford
particulate control strategy and associated State rules is scheduled
before the Enviromnmental Quality Commission on February 25, 1983 in
Medford. The public hearing notice will be issued thirty days prior
to the hearing,

The public hearing notice will be distribufed for local and state

agency review by the A-~95 State Clearinghouse forty-five days pricr to
adoption of the Medford particulate control strategy.

AAD183.2 =45~




Appendix 4,10-1

LEGAL DEFINITION OF PARTICULATE NONATTAINMENT AREA
iT DFORD=-ASHLAND AT ITY MATNTENANCE ARE

The area projected to exceed the secondary National Ambient Air Quality
Standard for Total Suspended Particulate in 1984 within the Medford-
Ashland Air Quality Mainfenance Area is legally defined as the area within
the bounds of the Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) mapping and
coordinate system, zone 10, as follows:

Beginning at the point of intersection of the UTM easting coordinate
510 kilometers (510 kmE) and the UTM northing coordinate 4700 kilo-
meters (4700 kmN), extending thence east along the last referenced
coordinate to the intersection with UTM 514 kmE, thence south along
the last referenced ccordinate to the intersection with UTM 4698 kmN,
thence east along the last referenced coordinate to the intersection
with UTM 516 kmE, thence south along the last referenced coordinate to
the intersection with UTM 4694 kmN, thence west along the last re-
ferenced coordinate to the intersection with UTM 514 kmE, thence scuth
along the last referenced coordinate to the intersection with UTM 4688
kmN, thence east along the last referenced coordinate to the inter-
section with UTM 516 kmE, thence south along the lasf referenced co-
ordinate to the intersection with UTM 4680 kmN, thence west along the
last referenced coordirnate to the intersection with UTM 508 kmE,
thence north along the last referenced coordinate to the intersection
with UTM 4682 kmN, thence west along the last referenced coordinate to
the interseection with UTM 506 kmE, thence north along the last refer-
enced coordinate to the intersection with UTM 4694 kmN, thence east
along the last referenced coordinate to the intersection with UTM 510
kmE, thence north along the last referenced coordinate to the point of
beginning,

AA2891
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Attachment 4

PROPOSED REVISED MEDFORD VENEER DRYER RULE

ee (=) issio i ations

340-30-020 (1) It is the objective of this section to control air

2o i emissi c ited to ondensi
garbo at slble ssions om e eneepr drye re ite
eve e £ e aristic "blue e to
obseprvable and to reduce particulate emissions to the lowest practicable
eye t stems

{(1)] (2) No person shall operate any veneer dryer such that visible air

contaninants emitted from any dryer stack or emission point exceed:

(a} A design opacity of 10%;
{b) An average operating opacity of 10%;
() A maximum opacity of 20% until July 1. 1990: and

ta )

Where the presence of uncombined water is the only reason for the failure

to meet the above requirements, said requirementa shall not apply.

{(2) No person shall operate a veneer dryer unless:
{a) The owner or operator has submitted a program and time =chedule

for installing an emission control system which has been approved

-1 -




in writing by the Department as being capable of complying with

subsections (1)(a), (b) and (c¢)}.

(b) The veneer dryer is equipped with an emission control system
which has been approved in writing by the Department and is capable

of complying with subsections (1)(b) and (e¢), or

{(¢c) The owner or operator has demonstrated and the Department has
agreed in writing that the dryer is capable of being operated and

is operated in continuous compliance with subsections (1)(b) and

(e).]

te e t e sio ene
not exceed:
o e ] re feet o enee e n
/o) e opane enee ers
e are feet enee e gn
e eate enee ers:
e e feet o enee e " sis
€ 00! e enee =] e
& e ess:
e e feet o enee e n sis
<) enee e e
ure tent e eate a H
o _pa a 3 sectio
& e erate



he he source fo irea 00 ire ene ers is exe e om_pu

e e ne perso operate enee ep unless t
eneer er is equippe t emissio ont ste ig asg bee
ove n itin e Department an 8 capable of co in it
subsections a of this rule
b e shall be he o late a 8
ete e e =1 (o] enee e ent to meet
sioc ts =30- n i3 necess o atta
articulate a2 to_¢con =) ) ents to ese its

[{3)] {B) Each veneer dryer shall be maintained and operated at all times
such that air contaminant generating processes and all contaminant control
equipment shall be at full efficiency and effectiveness so that the

emission of air contaminants are kept at the lowest practicable levels.

[(4)]1 {7) ©No person shall willfully cause or permit the installation or
use of any means, such as dilution, which, without resulting in a reduction
in the total amount of air contaminants emitted, conceals an emission which

., would otherwise violate this rule.

[(5)] {8) Where effective measures are not taken to minimize fugitive
emissions, the Department may require that the equipment or structures in

which processing, handling, and storage are done, be tightly closed,




modified, or operated in such a way that air contaminants are minimized,
controlled, or removed before discharge to the open air.

[(6) Air pollution control equipment installed to meet the opacity
requirements of section (1) of this rule shall be designed such that the

particulate collection efficiency can be practicably upgraded. ]

iss] itat g establishe erei nd state terms n
= S e fe on sha € compute o b
e | o} 8 nt

[(7)] 10) Compliance with the emission limits in subsection [(1)]
(2) shall be determined in accordance with the Department's Method ¢ on

file with the Department as of November 16, 1979.

C nee e e s ect a
determined i ceo e Wi e Depa £'s Metho o) e
Aprdil 30, 1979,

cge Sche

340=30-045 Table 1 is revised as follows:

Submit Place
Division Plans to Purchase Begin Complete Demonstrate
340-30-Rule the Dept., Orders  Construction Construction Compliance
-020 (2)(¢)
and (d)
Veneer Dryers [1/1/79] [3/1/79] [ 6/1/79] [1171/791] [1/1/80]
1/1/89 9/1/89 12/1/89 5/1/90 7/1/90
MLH:a
AAD212.1 (1)
2/1/83



PROPOSED NEW MEDFORD FUGITIVE EMISSIONS RULE
c ugitive 38

340-30-043 (1) Large sawmills, all plywood mills and veneer
manufacturing plants, particleboard and hardboard plants, charcoal
manufacturing plants, stationary asphalt plants and stationary rock
crushers shall prepare and implement site-specific plans for the
control of fugitive emissions. (The air contaminant sources listed
above are described in 0AR 340-20-155, Table 1, Paragraphs 10a, fia,
t4b, 15, 17, 18, 29, 3Y4a and 42a, respectively.)

(2) Fugitive emission control plans shall identify reascnable
measures to prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne. Such

reasonable measures shall include, but not be limited to the
following:

(a) Scheduled application of asphalt, oil, water, or other
suitable chemicals on unpaved roads, log storage or sorting
yards, materials stockpiles, and other surfaces which can
create alrborne dust;

{b) Full or partial enclosure of materials stockpiled in cases
where application of oil, water, or chemicals are not
sufficient to prevent particulate matter from becoming
airborne;

(¢) Installation and use of hoods, fang, and fabric filters to
enclose and vent the handling of dusty materials;

{(d) Adequate containment during sandblasting or other similar
operations;

(e) Covering, at all times when in motion, open bodied trucks
transporting materials likely to become airborne; and

(f) Procedures for the prompt removal from paved streets of
earth or other material which does or may become airborne.

(3) Fugitive emission control plans shall be prepared and implemented
in accordance with the schedule cutlined in OAR 340-30-045,

C ane che e

340~30-045  Table 1 is revised to include:

Division Submit Plans . Demonstrate
340=30 Rule ~to the Dept, _Compliance
=043 Fugitive 10/1/83 6/1/84%
Emissions

Lontrol

MLH:a

AA2350 (1)

2/1/83




PROPOSED NEW MEDFORD O & M RULE
equirenme o) inte

340-30-044(1) Operation and Maintenance Plans shall be prepared by all
holders of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits except minimal source permits
end special letter permits. All sources subject to regular permit
requirements shall be subject to operation and maintenance requirements,

(2) The purposes of the operation and maintenance plans are to:

{a) Reduce the number of upsets and breakdowns in particulate control
equipment; '

(b) Reduce the duration of upsets and downtimes; and

(¢) Improve the efficiency of control equipment during normal
operations,

{(3) The operation and maintenance plans should consider, but not be
limited to, the following:

{(a) Personnel training in operation and maintenance;

(b) Preventative maintenance procedures, schedule and records;

(c) Logging of the occurrence and duration of all upsets, breakdowns
and malfunctions which result in excessive emissions;

{d} Routine follow~-up evaluation of upsets to identify the cause of
the problem and changes needed to Drevent a recurrence;

(e) Periodic source testing of pollution control unlts as required
by air contaminant discharge permits;

(f) Inspection of internal wear points of pollution control equipment
during scheduled shutdowns; and

(g) Inventory of key spare parts.

(#) The operation and maintenance plan shall be prepared and implemented
in accordance with the schedule outlined in OAR 340-30-045.

Compliance Schedules

340-30-045 Table 1 is revised to ineclude the following:

Division Submit Plans Demonstrate
340-30 Rule To The Dept. Compliance
=044 Qperation 10/1/83 6/1/84

ainten
MLH:a
AA2349 (1)

2/1/83



Environmenital Quality Comimission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST bth AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. I, February 25, 1983 EQC Meeting

Beport on Disposal of Liguid Scintillation Counting
Haste at Arlington Pollution Control Center

Background

Radionueclide tracers are used extensively in biomedical research and for
the diagnosis of diseases in humans. One of the end products of these
research and medical activities is radicactive wastes contained in an
organic solvent (liquid secintillation media) or animal carcass.

Two of the most commonly used radionuclides in biomedical research (and to
a lesser extent in medical procedures) are hydrogen-3 (tritium} and
carbon-1Y4. The concentrations of these radionuclides in biomedical waste
are minute, generally less than 0.05 microcuries per gram.

Liquid scintillation counting (LSC) has become a widespread technique for
detecting radicactivity in biclogical samples such as blood or urine.
Typlcally, a fraction of a milliliter of the biclogical sample containing
tracer levels of hydrogeh=3 or carbon=1l4 is combined with 20 milliliters or
less of an organic solvent such as toluene, benzene or p-dioxane in a small
vial to make a liquid scintillation medium. The vial is placed in a liquid
scintillation counter and the biological sample iz assayed (see Attachment I
for a more complete discussion of LSC).

Until recently, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) required LSC wastes
and radioactively contaminated animal carcasses to be disposed of at
radicactive waste burial sites. On October 8, 1980, however, the NRC
proposed to deregulate certain biomedical research and medical wastes
containing radicactivity below 0.05 microcuries per gram {principally LSC
and animal carcass wastes). The NRC cited several reasons for taking such
action:

Te The chemical (flammable, toxic) or biological (pathogenia)
hazards were greater than the radiological hazard.

2. The chemical or biological fluids could increase the leaching and
migration of radicactivity from other wastes in a burial trench.

DEQ-46
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3. Valuable trench volume (only three commercial low-level
radioactive waste disposal sites operating at this time) was

being used up by wastes whose principal hazards were chemical or
biological.

y, Other acceptable alternatives existed in the form of
ineinerators, solid or hazardous waste landfills, and sanitary
sewers that could handle some or all of the LSC and animal
carcass wastes.

On Mareh 11, 1981, the NRC finalized their deregulation of certain
biomedical research and medical procedure wastes (see Attachment II).

In response to the NRC's action, the Oregon Department of Energy (in
consultation with the Health Division and DEQ) proposed to amend ORS
Chapter 5469 to allow LSC and animal carcass wastes containing radioactivity
to be treated or disposed of at a hazardous waste disposal facility.
Contained in SB 108, ORS 1469.525(2) was amended to read:

w{2) Medical, industrial and research laboratory wastes contalned
in small, sealed, discrete containers in which the radloactive
material is dissolved or dispersed in an organic solvent or biclogical
fluid for the purpese of liquid scintillation counting and
experimental animal carcasses shall be disposed of or treated at a
hazardous waste disposal facility licensed by the Department of
Envircnmental Quality and in a manner consistent with rules adopted by
the Department of Environmental Quality after consultation with and
approved by the Health Division.®

SB 108 passed and became Chapter 581 - Oregon Law 1981.

Lynn Frank, Director of DOE, requested that DEQ and Health Division take
the actions necessary to implement ORS 469.%525(2).

Evaluation

The Department routinely authorizes waste toluene from industrial processes
to be disposed of at the Arlington Pollution Control Center (APCC) as an
ignitable hazardous waste. Although used less frequently by industry,
benzene and p-dioxane wastes are also authorized by the Department for
disposal at APCC. To date, biological wastes such as animal carcasses have
not been disposed of at APCC.

On January 26, 1982, the Department forwarded its current hazardous waste
rules to the Health Division for review and approval according to the
requirement in ORS 468.525(2). On March 9, 1982, the Health Division found
the rules adequate to regulate the dispesal of LSC wastes. They conecurred
with our opinion that rules would be needed to regulate animal carcasses
contaminated with radicactivity. On November 9, 1982, the Health Division
recommended that no rules be adopted for animal carcasses since they can
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continue to be disposed of at Washington's Low~Level Radioactive Waste
Disposal Site at Hanford (operated by U.S. Ecology). This is confirmed in
a letter of November Y4, 1982, from Washington's Department of Social and
Health Services = Radicactive VWaste Program, in which they state that a
December 31, 1983 cutoff of LSC wastes only is contained in U.S. Ecology's
license no. WN=1019-2. '

On August 18, 1982, the Department further proposed to the Health Divisicn
that LSC wastes be shipped to the APCC in "lab packs." Lab packs were
first proposed by EP4 on November 17, 1981, as an acceptable way to store,
transport and dispose of small containers of chemically hazardous
laboratory chemicals. Specifically, the procedure calls for placing sealed
containers of laboratory chemicals in a 55-gallon metal drum with a volume
of zbsorbent material, such as fullers earth or vermiculite, adequate to
absorb all the liquid content of the inside containers. The Health
Division concurred with the Department's recommendation on November 9,
1982.

In its March 11, 1981 report, the NRC estimated that approximately 400,000
cubic feet of landfill space would be needed to dispose of LSC wastes
anmially. In discussions with Nancy Kenner of Washington's Radioactive
Waste Program on January 31, 1983, however, we learned that Hanford
received only TY45 cubic feet of LSC wastes in September 1982, or
approximately 9000 cubic feet annuwally. Further, the site operator has
noted in their reports to Washington a noticeable drop in receipt of LSC
wastes recently. Apparently, NRC's recognition of other acceptable
alternatives is resulting in a multiplicity of solutions for the management
of LSC wastes. To put 9000 cubic feet in perspective, for the period
November 1981 to October 1982, the APCC received 116,000 cubic feet of
ignitable wastes and receives approximately 2.0 million cubic feet annually
of’ all wastes.

Conclusion

Te On March 11, 1981, the NRC deregulated certain biomedical
research and medical procedure wastes containing radicactivity
(LSC wastes and animal carcasses containing hydrogen-3 or
carbon-14),

2. The 1981 Legislature in regular session amended ORS 469.525(2)
to allow LSC wastes and animal carcasses to be treated or
disposed of at a hazardous waste disposal site according to rules
adopted by the DEQ and approved by the Health Division.

3. The Health Division finds the Department's current hazardous
waste rules adequate to manage LSC wastes, The Health Division
further recommends that animal carcasses continue to be disposed
of at Washington's Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Site at
Hanford.
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4, The Health Divisicn further concurs that LSC wastes be stored,
transported and disposed of in EPA-approved "lab packs.®

5. Considering other available disposal options that generators
have, the increase in waste volume at Arlington should be small.

ecommendation

Based upon the Evaluation and Coniclusion, it is recommended that the
Commission concur with the Directorfs decision to allow LSC waste to be
disposed at the APCC, As with other chemically hazardous waste, generators
of LSC wastes would be subjected to the prior approval program currently in
effect.

William H. Young
Attachments:

I - Liquid Seintillation Counting
II - Federal Biomedical Waste Disposal Rules, 10 CFR Part 20 (3/11/81)

Richard P. Reiter:c
ZC837

229-6434

February 4, 1983
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2/25/83 EQC Meeting

LIQUID SCINTILLATION COUNTING

A1T methods of detecting ionizing radiation involve an energy transfer
from the radiation itself to the detecting system. One way involves taking
advantage of the property of certain substances to give off visible light as
a result of radiation interaction. For radioisotopes such as tritium
(hydrogen-3) and carbon-14, the low energy beta radiation produced by nuclear
decay 1s quite non-penetrating in nature. In practice, the energy of the beta
particles from tritium and C-14 are so low that they canhot penetrate a sample
vial or the window of an external detector. Liquid scintillation counting was
developed as a technique to easily detect such Tow energy radiations. The
process works by incorporating the sample, containing the low energy beta
emitter, into a solution containing chemical substances capable of producing
visible Tight upon absorption of energy from beta particles in the same vial.

The flashes of 1ight produced by this direct sample-detector interaction
are detected by horizontally opposed photomultiplier tgbes, and the resuiting
electrical impulses are guantified by the instrument's amplifiers and scalar
components.

Because of the nature of the scintillating chemicals used, only certain
solvents have proven to be acceptable to contain the sample-fluor mixture.
Examples of such solvents are toluene, benzene and p-dioxane.

In practical terms, the counting vials, ranging from 10 mT volume to
about 20 ml and made from either plastic or glass, are not reusable. The
entire vial, with the sample/cocktail mixture, becomes the solid waste result
of 1iquid scintillation analysis. The radioactive component of 1iquid scin-
tillation waste is very low in concentration and is a very low energy beta

emitter with Tittle biclogical significance. The overriding concern from the




use and disposal of these wastes involves those types of precautions one would

take in handling flammable, and in some cases, hazardous chemical wastes.
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Federal Register / Vol. 46, No. 47 / Wednes&ay, March 11, 1981 / Rules and Regulations S

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

10 CFR Part 20

Biomedical Waste Disposat

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The NRC is amending its
regulations to permit licensees greater
leeway in disposing of liquid
scintillation media and animal carcasses
containing tracer levels of hydrogen-3
(tritium) or carbon-14. These rule
changes will primarily affect NRC

licensed hospitals and medical research

institutions. Most licensees | presently
dispose of these items by sending them
to a radicactive waste burial ground or
by obtaining special authorization from
NRC for incineration or onsite burial.
Under the new regulations, the licensee
may dispose of specified-concentrations
of these materials without regard to
their radioactivity. The NRC is also .
amending its regulations to raise the
annual limits for disposal of hydrogen-3
and carbon-14 by release to the sanitary
sewerage systems. The rule changes will
conserve waste burizal capacity thatis
already in short supply.

EFFECTIVE DATE: March 11, 1981,
ADDRESSES: Copies of the value/impact
analysis and the analysis of comments .
received may be examined at the
Commission’s Public Document Room at
1717 H Street NW., Washington, D.C.
Single copies of the value/impact
analysis are available from John R,
Cook, Office of Nuclear Material Safety
and Safeguards, U.5. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, Washington, D.C. 20655
[Telephone: 501-427-4240).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT‘
John R. Cook, Office of Nuclear Material
Safety and Safeguards. U.S. Nuclear

. Regulatory Commission, Washington,
D.C. 20555 (Telephone: 3(01-427-4240}),

SUPPLEMENTARY |NFORMATION:
Background
Radionuclide tracers are used

extensively in biomedical research and -

for the diagnaosis of diseases in humans,
One of the end products of these
research and medical activities {s -
radioactive wastes. These wastes are
usually shipped to radieactive waste
burial grounds although certain water
soluble or dispersible wastes are
released into sanitary sewerage
systemns, Two of the most commonly

. used radionuclides in biomedical

- research {and to a lesser extent in
medical procedures) are hydrogen-3 and

carbon-14. The concentrations of these

radionuclides in biomedical waste are -
minute, generally less than 0.05
microcuries per gram.

Liquid scintillation media and animal

' carcasses, both containing tracer

quantities of hydrogen-3 or carbon-14,~
constitute the largest volume of
radicactive blomedical waste.

Liquid scintillation counting has

- become a widespread technigue for

detecting radieactivity in biological
samples such as blood or urine.

-Typically, a fraction of a milliliter of the -

biological sample containing tracer
levels of hydrogen-3 or carbon-14 s
combined with 20 milliliters or less of an
organic solvent, primarily toluene, ina
small vial to make a liquid scintillation
‘medium. The vial is placed in a liquid
scintillation counter, and the biclogical
sample is assayed, The vials are used
once and then collected for shipment to
a radioactive waste burial ground.
Research laboratories and hospitals
throughout the country presently use .
between B4 and 159 million vials per

" year, which represents between 200,000
and 400,000 gallons of liguid scintiliation -

media. Disposal of this waste in
radioactive waste burial grounds
requires approximately 400,000 cubic
feet of space at a cost of over $13 million

- per year for packing materials,

transport, and disposal {this does not
include the cost of licensee labor or
overhead). Liquid scintillation media are
approximately 43% of the total volume

-of radioactive waste shipped to burial

grounds that is not related to industrial
applications or nuclear power
generation and its supporting fuel cycle.
Anjmals are used in research mainly
for the development and testing of new
drugs. Virtually every chemical
compound that is considered for use as
a human or veterinary drug is firat
tagged with a hydrogen-3 or carbon-14
tracer and injected into research
animals to study how the-chemical -
compound behaves, These research
animals include mice, rats, dogs,
monkeys, swine, and sheep. The animal
carcagses containing tracer quantities of
hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 are usually
shipped to radicactive waste burial
grounds. Animal carcasses annually
require about 80 thousand cubic feet of
burial space at a cost of almost $3
million per year, Animal carcasses are
approximately 9% of the total volume of
radioactive waste shipped to burial
grounds that is not related to industrial
applications or nuclear power
generation and its supporting fuel cycle
There are other hydrogen 3 and
carbon-14 waste streams in the research .
laboratory that do not result in liguid
scintillation vials and animal carcasses:

for example, the solutions and aitendant
material used to prepare the research
samples. These materials also contain .
tracer levels of hydrogen-s and carbon-
14,

Under present NRC regulations,
hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 wastes that
are readily soluble or dispersible in
water can be disposed of by release to
the sanitary sewerage systems. The
annuali limit for release to the sanitary
sewerage systems is found in 10 CFR
20,303 and is limited to a total of 1 curie
for all radionuclides per year for each
Hicensee. Several associations of
academic institutions-have together
agked the Radiation Policy Council to
suggest that NRC raise this limit to 5
curies per year for hydrogen-3, 1 curie
per year for carbon-14, and 1 curie per
year for all other radionuclides. This
rule amends the regulations accordingly.
Thig change will result in a negligible
addition to the level of these
radionuclides already present in the
natural environment. )

There arg alternatives for disposal of
liquid scintillation media and animal
carcasses containing hydrogen-3 and
carbon-14 other than consignment to a
radioactive waste burial ground. Liquid
scintillation media can be evaporated,
distilled, burned, or buried on a
licensee’s site if an appropriate location
is available. Animal carcasses can be -
incinerated in a pathogen incinerator,
Currently, one of these alternatives to

" radioactive Waste burial are readily

available. Generally, liquid scintillation
media and animal carcasses with any
added hydrogen-3 or carbon-14 are
being handled as radioactive waste and
consigned to a radioactive waste burial
ground under NRC's regulations {10 CFR
30.41 and 20.301) and similar Agreement
State regulaticns.

The state agencies that control the
existing radivactive waste burial gounds

" do not want to accept liquid scintillation.
_media or animal carcasses. Liquid

scintilation media are flammable and
are suspected of leaching other
radioactive chemicals out of the burfal
trenches. Also, some of the shipping
containers arrive at the burial grounds
leaking, Liguid scintillation media are
chemically toxic and are suspected of
being carcinogenic and thus pose a
waste hazard unrelated to their
radioactive character. Animal carcasses
decompose and can be a pathogen
hazard. Sometimes the animal carcasses

will cause their containers to burst

during shipment. The voids formed in
the burial trenches by the decaying
animal carcasses are also believed to
contribute to migration of chemicals by
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increasing rain water percolation in the

trenches,

' The three operating commercial

radioactive waste burial grounds in the

U.S. are located in Barnwell, South

Carolina; Beatty, Nevada; and Richland,

Washington. The Righland, Washington

and Beatty, Nevada sites accept both

. liquid scintiltation media and animal

- carcasses. However, after Degember
1984, the Richland, Washington site will
not accept liquid scintillation media.
The Barnwell, Scuth Caroclina site does
not accept liquid scintillation media but
does accept animal carcasses, At all
three sites, the state regulatory bodies
are attempting to reduce the volume of

" incoming waste to prolong site use.

During a temporary state-imposed

embargo in mid-1979, some hespitals

- and research institutions across the
country apparently came within days of
curtailing operations invelving liquid
scintillation counting and animal
research before the radioactive waste
burial gounds in Richland, Washington
and Beatty, Nevada resumed accepting
liquid scintillation vials and animal
carcasses. T

The Rule

This final mlemakmg will allow NRC
licensees to dispose of liquid
scintillation media and animal carcasses
containing less than 0.05 microcuries of
hydrogen-3 or carbon-14 per gram
without regard to their radioacilvity.

This regulation will not relieve licensees

from complying with other applicable
regulations of federal, state, and local
government agencies regarding the
disposal of non-radioactive materials,
Scintillation media are toxic and
flammable, and animal carcasses are
pometimes pathogenic. These
characteristics, which are a more
important public health pfoblem than
their radioactivity, may require them to
be disposed of under applicable federal,
state, and local laws governing chemical
and biological hazards. This rulemaking
will also allow licensees to dispose by
release to sanitary sewerage systems of
uf to 5 curies of hydrogen-3 and 1 curie
of carbon-14 per year, in addition to the

presently allowed 1 curie per year for all

- radionuclides. Neither the rulemaking °

allowing disposal of liguid scintillation -

media and animal carcasses without
regard to their radioactivity nor that
raising the limit for disposal of
hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 to sanitary
sewerage systems, avthorizes disposal
of liquid scintillation media {e.g.,
toluene) into the sanitary sewerage
systems.

The rule will essentially remove any.
NRC restrictions on the disposal of
liguid scintillation media and animai -

carcasses. [t will no longer be necessary

- for NRC licensees to ship these

materials, which could pose a chemical
and biological hazard, up to thousands
of miles across the country for dispesal
in a radioactive waste burial ground.
NRC Agreement States could make

- similar amendments to their regulations

in order to extend the benefit of this.
action to their licensees.

The value/impact apalysis prepared
by the NRC staif to support the rule

. concludes that this rule change is the

best solution to the problem of disposal
of liquid scintillation media and animal
carcasses containing tracer amounts of
hydrogen-3 and carbon-14. If also.
adopted by the Agreement States, this
action would save hospitals and
research institutions in excess of $13
million annually {$16 million for the cost
of packaging materials, transportatiomn,
and dispesal, minus the $3 million -
estimated for non-radioactive waste
-disposal). Also, it will save almost one-
half million cubic feet of radioactive
waste burial capacity annually, or half
of that used for radioactive waste not
related to industrial applications or
nuclear power generation and its:
supporting fuel cycle.

The value/impact analysis indicates
that the action is non-substantive and.
insjgnificant from the standpoint of -
environmental impact, The amount of
hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 that might be

* released to the envirpnment each year

a8 a result of the rule change pertaining
to seintillation media and animal
carcasses is small (28 curies and 6 curies
respectively), particularly when
compared to the steady state.
environmental inventory of 28 million
curies of hydrogen-3 and 280 million
curies of carbon-14. Calculations
employing conservative assumptions
indicate that if radiation exposure
occurs as a result of the rule change, the
maximum dose to exposed individuals is
likely to be less than 1 millirem per year.

The value/impact analysis shows that -

highest estimated collective dose results
from the assumed incineration of ail 6
curies of carbon-14 contained in liquid
scintillation media and animal
carcasses; We calculate this release will
result in a total of about 0.4 heaith effect

" during the next 1,000 generations. The |

average lifetime dose per person would
be about 0.000001 millirem (thisisa - -
fraction of a percent of the dose and
Aheslth effects attributable to natural
background radiation). If incineration
were to continue for the next 50 years,
the average lifetime dose would be

_ about 0.00005 millirem (for perspective,
.the average dose per person from a

coast-to-coast airline flight is about 2.5.

millirem). Further, the doses resulting -
from incineration of hydrogen-3 or the
release to the sanitary sewerage
systems of hydrogen-3 and carbon-14
are calculated to be much less than the
dose from incineration of carbon-14. .

In summary, the amendments
concerning the disposal of tracer levels
of hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 in liquid
scintillation media-and animal carcasses
are appropriate because; (a) the
amendments will not pose an
unreasonable risk to the common
defense and gecurity and to the health
and safgty of the public; (b) disposal of
these wastes in radioactive waste burial
grounds is expensive and without
benefit commensurate with the expense;
(c) the flammability of liquid
scintillation media (organic solvents)
and the decomposition of animal
carcasses.cause a significant problem in
trangporting these wastes to burial
grounds; and (d) these wastes consume-
a significant portion of radioactive
waste burial capacity whlch is in short
supply.

Similarly, the amendment raising the
limit for sanitary sewerage disposal of
hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 is appropriate
because it will not pose an
unreasanable risk to the public. In
addition, the shipment of this waste to
radioactive waste buria)l grounds is
costly and consumes valuable burial
space that could be made available for
more hazardous radioactive waste,

The Comments ~

This rule was published as a proposed
rule in the Federal Register of Cctober 8,
1980 {45 FR 67018). The final rule is
essentially the same ag the proposed
rale except for minor editorial changes
and an additional statement regarding
the non-radioactive hazardous and toxic
properties of the wastes. This additional
statement was included at the request of
the Environmental Protection Agency .
and is discussed below under the
heading Fate of Wastes, The Federal
Register notice on the proposed rule
contained essentially the same
background information provided
above, and invited public comments for
a 45 day period ending November 24,

- 1980,

- NRC received 321 comments on the
proposed rule from academic
institutions, medical facilities, state
governments, professional groups,
private individuals and special interest -
groups. Two hundred seventy one .
commenters supported the rule, 44
opposed it and 7 commentéd without
indicating support or oppesition, The
comments supporting the rule came -
primarily from institutions, professional
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groups and individuals whose work
would benefit from the rule and they
cited those benefits both to their
research and to society, The comments
opposing the rule were split between
individuals who were opposed to any
* release of radioactive material into the
environment and individuals or special
interest groups who were concerned
about where this rule would lead, e.g., to
a policy of dispersal of radioagtive
material as opposed to containment,
The comments addressed the
following aspects of the proposed rule. .

Need

Most of the 271 commenters who
supported the rule stated their reasons.
Their reasons are basicaily the same as
those stated in the preamble to this
rulemaking. The estimates of annual
savings offered by the commenters if the
proposed regulations went into effect
. ranged from $2,000-$250,000, depending

on the size of the institution’s
biomedical program. Some of the .
-grganizations that supported the rule
were the National Institutes of Health,
the American Medical Association, the
American College of Nuclear Physicians,
the American College of Radiology, the
American Hospital Association, the
Joint Commission on Accreditation of
Hospitals, the Society of Nuclear
Medicine, the Endocrine Society, the
American Couneil on Education,
Scientists for Public Safety and the -

- Intersociety Council for Biology and
Medicine. = -

A few of the opposing comments
questioned the need for the rulemaking.
One of these commenters asked, “If
there were no space problems, would
the question of changing the regulations
.ever have arisen?”’

- The answer to this question is, yes,
the regulations need changing even
without the problem of space in the ~ -
burial grounds because present
regulations impose an economic and
administrative burden on licensees that
is not justified. As one commenter who
favored the proposed rule observed:

“* * * My own experience is that the

. strict regulations now in effect have resulted
in the holding of hundreds of dead carcasses
until money becomes available for proper
packaging of these materials for disposal. The
result has been a significant reduction in
research and a reluctance to undertake
projects which involve low levels of

radioactivity in animals. Thus, my experience

indicates that present restrictions have
inhibited research * * *"

There are additional reasons for the
rule changes regarding safety at the °
burial grounds, transportation to the
burial grounds and safety in the
laboratory. The problems in shipping

these wastes to the burial grounds and"
the problems that these wastes cause in
the burial trenches are discussed above
under Background. Regarding safety in

the laboratory, one commenter favoring
the reguiation observed:

“I believe the effort expended in meeting
previous regulations has been more damaging
to the health of my laboratory personnel than
the ‘small amount of radiation, i.e., difficulties
of lung and skin exposure to toluene-based
fluids (despite the use of hoods, gloves, eto.).
hope these hazards will decrease with these
rules.”

Scope-

While one- th1rd of the. commenters
supporting the rule urged NRC to
expand the scope of the rule to include
other hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 waste

. streams or to include other ~
" radionuclides in various waste streams,

several of the commenters opposing the
rule urged NRC to abanden the rule-
because it might lead to other

- rulemakings identifying further waste

streams or radionuclides as candidates
for disposal without regard to their
radicactivity, These latter comments
most often cited the need for a
comprehensive environmental analysis
covering all possible radionuclides and
all posaible waste streams as their

. reason for opposing this present

rulemaking,

The Commissicn is aware of the merit

of having one comprehensive
rulemaking to include many or perhaps
all of the possible radionuclides and
waste streams, This type of
comprehensive ralemaking and its
associated generic environmental
analysis of all of the benefits and risks
is theoretically an optimum approach,
but as a practical matter it is an

- unworkable approach. The practical

approach is {o examine the specific
waste streams which contribute a large
volume to the burial grounds as
candidates for alternative regulatory
approaches. The U.S. Radiation Policy
Council at their September 25, 1980
public meeting discussed both the
generic approach and the specific waste
streams approach. At that meeting the
Councik: .

*Adopted a Federal policy acknowledging
that there are concentrations of specific
radionuclides in specific waste streams

* which pose such small risks that control for

radiation protection purposes is not
necessary. In accordance with this policy -
requested that the NRC present to the

*[Council's) Working Group by November 18
an interim plan for identification and analysis -

of specific waste streams beginning with the
C-14 and H-3 (tritium) medical waste
streams for which early action is appropriate
and develop a proposed regulatory

framewaork for this activity.”

~

Single copies of that interim plan,
called for by the Council, are available
from John R, Cook at the above address.

Fate of Wastes

Several commenters, both forand -
against the proposed rule, expressed
concern about the fate of these
biomedical wastes if the NRC allowed
disposal without regard to their
radioactivity. Most of these commenters
were concerned that the liquid
scintillation medium toluene, which is
flammable and toxic, would be poured
down the drain and .into the sanitary
sewerage systems. The Environmental
Protection: Agency (EPA), while
supporting NRGC's amendment covering
liguid scintillation media and animal
carcasses, recommended that the
regulation itself include a clarifying
statement that disposal of scintillation
media and animal carcasses without
regard to their radicactivity will not
relieve licensees from complying with
other applicable reguiations of federal,

“state and local government agencies

regarding chemical and biological .
hazards. This recommendation was
achoed by two other commenters. Also,
a group of sanitation workers expressed
concern that they might face an
increased occupational hazard from the
radioactive wastes, which they believed
might concentrate in certain sewerage
system components. ’

The preambles to both the proposed
rule and this final rule include a
gtatement similar to that recommended
by EPA and others, However, the ;
Commission agrees with EPA and those
commenters who would like to see such
a clarifying statement in the regulation
itself regarding the non-radioactive

_ hazards of liquid scintillation media and

animal carcasses. Therefore, a
statement has been added to the final
rule at 10 CFR 20.306(d) as follows:

*(d) Nathing in this section relieves the
licensee from complying with other

. applicable federal, state, and local

regulations governing any other toxic or
hazardous property of these materials.”

- Finally, regarding the question of a
radiation hazard to sanitation workers
from deposition in sewerage system
coemponents, because the hydrogen-3
and carbon-14 behave chemically the
same as non-radicactive hydrogen and |
carbon, there is no reason to expect
significant deposition or accumulation in
sewerage system components. Further, |
hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 emit weak
beta radiations, which are completely
shielded by g&pmg, conduit, ground,

© water, etc.
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Concentration Limit

A few commenters questioned the
concentration limit in the proposed rule
which was set at 0.05 microcuries or less
of hydrogen-3 or carbon-14, per gram of
liquid scintillation medium or animal

tissue. Some commenters simply asked .

about the basis for the 0.05 microcuries
per gram value. One commenter said the
concentration limit should be raised to
0.1-0.2 microcuries per gram. Another
commenter said that the concentration
limit should be lowered to 0.02 or 0.025
microcuries per gram.
The commenter who suggested ralsmg
the concentration limit said that this
‘could be done on the basis of the
analysis of risks dué to releases at these
levels, The commenter who suggested
lowering the proposed concentration
limit offered an analysis which shows
that 0.05 microcuries per gram is too
high an activity for liquid scintillation
counting and that 0.02 microcuries per
gram will cover most applications of
liquid scintillation counting. This latter
commenter pointed out that the "as low
as is reasonably achievable” {ALARA)
concept of radiation protection dictates
~ going to the lower concentration limit.
This same commenter argued for an
overall release limit for each licensee
"based on his analysis which assumes
that all of the 200,000-400,000 gallons of
- liquid scintillation media are released at
the maximum 0.05 microcuries per gram
level,
The 0.05 mmrocunes per gram
. concentration limit was recommended
to the Commission by its expert
consultants as a level that would cover.
most biomedical research invelving
tracer use in animals. The Commission
adopted the same leve] for liquid
scintillation media as an administrative
simplification, recognizing that the 0.05

microcuries per gram level will be higher -

than that normally encountered in liquid
scintillation work, If the limit were set
much closer to the concentrations
- actually used, licensees would be
required to perform more exacting
calculations and analytical steps to
demonstrate compliance with the rule.
- This adds tothe cost of administration
. for both the licensees and NRC, Setting
the concentration limit at 0.05 ‘
microcuries per gram for both animal
carcasses and liguid scintillation media
does not violate the ALARA principle
because the concentrations actually
used are controlled by the sensitivity of
the counting equipment and the cost of
hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 labelled
compounds which typically are quite
expensive.
The Commission derived lts astimates
of the potential quantities of hydrogen-3

-

and carbon-14 released to the
environment as a result of this
rulemaking from actual production and
use data. It would be erroneous to
assume that all of the liquid scintillation
media would be released at the
maximum 0.05 microcuries per gram
concentration. This assumption leads to
release estimates that exceed the total
produced for such uses.

Basically, the value/impact analysis
does not indicate the need for a
maximum release limit for each licensee.

The Commission does not believe that -

setting the concentration limit higher
than that actually used in practice will

"result in unnecessary (non-ALARA)

releases to the environment. The

Commission does believe that these
higher limits will reduce the cost of
administration of these regulations.

Value/Impact Analysis

Several commenters both for and
against the proposed rule commented on

‘the preliminary value/impact analysis.

A few commenters suggested that the
final value/impact analysis consider the
impact of muitiple users on a common
sewerage system disposing of hydrogen-
3 and carbon-14 under the new limits,

- Also, the Environmental Protection

Agency recommended lower dilution
factors for this part of the analysis. The
Commission agrees with these
comments and the final value/impact
analysis addresses the impact of
multiple users and employs adjusted
dilution fattors. The conclusion of the

the amendment raising the limit for
sanitary sewerage disposal of hydrogen-
3 and carbon-14 is appropriate because
it will not pose an unreasenable rlsk to
the public.

The Environmental Protection Agency
and at least one other commenter
observed that the information presented
in the preliminary value/impact analysis
was not sufficient to support the need to
raise the limits for hydrogen-3 and
carbon-14 which can be discharged to
sanitary sewers. The EPA also stated
that the increased health risk from the
release of hydrogen-3 and carbon-14 in
the quantities now in use appears to be

.very low,

The Commission believes that raising
the limits for release of hydrogen-3 and

¢ carbon-14 o the sanitary sewerage )
systems will benefit perhaps 20-30 NRC

licensees, The dollar savings in
radioactive waste burial capacity are
not known; however, even some savings
it the cost of medical research and some
savings in radiodctive waste burial
capacity are-a direct benefit to the
public.and should not be foregone

- because they are difficult to quantify.

Finally, the Environmental Protection
Agency noted that the preliminary
value/impact analysis gave estimates of
the individual doses which might result
{from the proposed changes; however,
they suggested that the final value/
impact analysis include an agssessment
of the tollective dose commitment. The
preliminary value/impact analysis
included a brief treatment of the
collective dose commitment, The final
value/impact analysis includes a more
rigorous treatment of this question.
However, the conclusion of the final -
value/impact analysis has not changed,
Basically, the value/impact analysis
concludes this rulemaking is non-
substantive and insignificant from the
standpoint of environmental impact.
Clarifications

Several commenters requested
clarification on the boundaries of the
rule change. Does the term liquid
scintillation media include the vials
containing the media? Does the term
animal tissue include organs or fluids
which may have been removed from the
carcasses for analysis?

The regulation in 10 CFR 20.3086(a) -
applies to the disposal of liquid
scintillation media of 0.05 microcuries or
less of hydrogen-3 or carbon-14 per gram
of medium. Licensees may dispose of
liquid scintillation media containing this
concentration of hydrogen-3 or carbon-
14 without regard to its radioactivity.

: - -Scintillation vials themselves are not
analysis, however, has not changed, i.e, -

radloactive. Rather, it is the scintillation
media remaining in the vials that
contains the radioactivity. The rule
covers that material. Therefore;it would.
be permissible te dispose of the used
vials along with the media.

” Similarly, the regulation in 10 CFR
20.306{b) applies to the disposal of
animal tissue of 0.05 microcuries or less
of hydrogen-3 or carbon-14 per gram of
tissue averaged over the weight of the
entire animal, whether the tissue (or
organ) is ultimately removed from the
carcass or not. However, the regulation
does not apply to either the radioactive
chemicals before they are administered
to the animals or to the animal feces or
urine or contaminated bedding.

Finally, some commenters asked if the
rule change would permit incineration of
the scintillation media and animal
carcagses without obtaining permission

- from NRC via a license amendment. The

answer is, yes, liquid scintillation media -
and animal carcasses may be

incinerated without a license

amendment to the extent permitted by
applicable nop-radioactive waste
disposal regulations,
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. This rule is being made effective on
March 11, 1981, because it relieves
licensees from restrictions,

‘Authority: Under the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, the Energy Reorganization
Act of 1974, as amended, and Sections 552 .
and 553 of Title 5 of the United States Code,
the following amendments to Title 10,
Chapter I, Code of Federal Regulations,.Part
20, are published as a document subject tc
codification.

PART 20—STANDARDS FOR
PROTECTION AGAINST RADIATION

1. In § 20.301, paragraph [c) is revised
to read as follows:

§20.301 General requirement.

- L

{c) As provided in § 20.303, applicable
‘to the disposal of licensed material by
release into sanitary sewerage systems,
‘or in § 20,308 for disposal of specific
‘wastes, or in § 20,106 (Radicactivity 1 in .
~ effluents to unrestricted areas),

2. In § 20.303, paragraph (d) is revised
to read as follows:

* x L] *

§20.303 Disposal by release into sanitary -

sewerage systems.

* * * * *

(d) The gross quantity of licensed and
other radioactive material, excluding
hydrogen-3 and carbon-14, released into
the sewerage system by the licensee
does not exceed one curie per year, The
quantities of hydrogen-3 and carbon-14
releaged into the sanitary sewerage
gystem may not exceed 5 curies per year—
for hydrogen-3 and 1 curie per year for
carbon-14, Excreta from individuals
undergoing medical diagnosis or therapy
with radioactive material shall be
exempt from any limitations ccmtalned
in thig section.

3. Section 20.305 is revised to read as
follows:

- §20.305 Treatment or disposal by

incineration.

No licensee shail treat or dispose of
licensed material by incineration except

. for materials listed under § 20.308 or as

specifically approved by the
Commission pursuant to §§ 2[) 106(b}
and 20.302,

4. A new § 20.308 is added to read as’
follows'

§20.306 Disposal of specitic wastes.

Any licensee may dispose of the
following licensed material without
regard to its radioactivity:

{a) 0.05 microcuries or less of
hydrogen-3 or carbon-14, per gram of
medium, used for liquid scintillation
counting; and

(b) 0.05 microcuries or less of
hydrogen-3 or carbon-14, per gram of
animal tissue averaged over the weight
of the entire animal; provided however,
tissue may not be disposed of under this
secton in a manner that would permit

. its use either as food for humans or as

animal feed,

{c) Nothing in this section, however,
relieves the licensee of maintaining
records showing the receipt, transfer
and dlsposal of such byproduct material
as specified In § 30.51 of Part 30 of this
chapter; and

{d) Nothing in this sectibn relieves the
licensee from complying with other

" applicable federal, state and local

regulations governing any other toxic or .
hazardous property of these materials.
(Sec. 81, 161b, Pub, L. 83-703, 68 Stat, 935, 948

as amended (42 U.8.C. 2111, 2201), Sec. 201,
Pub. L. 93-438; 88 Stat. 1242 {42 U,5.C. 5841)}

Dated at Washington, D.C., this 8th day of
March 1981,

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Samuel ]. Chilk,
Secretary of the Commission,
{FR Dog. 81~7583 Filed 3;10—431: 8:45 am]
BILLING CGDE 7580-01-M
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DEQ-46

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Ytem No. T, February 25, 1983, EQC Meeting

Proposed Adoption mendments to Pollution Control

Ro und Rule or Se' rage }o'e Eé Ohﬁ bhépgér 340,
Division 81.

Backeround

At the December 3, 1982 Environmental Quality Commission meeting, the Department
was authorized to hold a hearing on proposed revised rules for use of the Pellution
Control Bond Fund for sewerage works construoction., The December 3, 1982 staff
report is included as Attachment A. '

Notice of the hearing was published in the Secretary of State's Bulletin on
December 15, 1982. HNotice was also mailed to all cities and sewerage districts in
the state as well as the list of those expressing interest in water quality program
rules.

The hearing was held on January 11, 1983 at 10 a.m. in Room 71400 of the Yeon
Building. Other than staff, three people attended the hearing. UOne person
testified. The hearings officer's report is included as Attachment B.

Three letters were received regarding the proposed rules. These are included as
Attachment C.

Evaluation of Testimony
The issues raised in the teatimony are discussed in the following paragraphs.

1. The preference expressed in the draft rules for general obligation bonds as
securlity for loans should be eliminated. In particular, the inclusion of the
preference language in the definition of the term "loan" should be deleted.
The requirement that the EQC approve any security other than G. 0. Bonds is
unduly discriminatory. Bancroft Bonds should be as acceptable as G. 0. Bonds.
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The Department agrees that it is appropriate {o eliminate the statement
of preference on security for a loan from the definition of the term
Wioan'®,
The Department believes that EQC approval cof security other than G. O.
Bonds is appropriate and therefore does not propose any change in the
proposed rule.
Bancroft Bondz are General Obligation Bonds and therefore are not viewed
differently.

2., The definition of "public agency® should be expanded to include special

districts such as County Service District, Sanitary Districts, and Sanitary
Authorities.

The term "municipal corporation® that is included within the definition
of public agency ls genepally interpreted to include the special
districts noted. Therefore, no change in the proposed rule is
hecessary.

The conditions where the Department may impose special lcan processing fees
should be clarified, and the charge should be defined as an eligible cost.

The Department does not believe any clarification of this section
(340-81-120(6)) is needed. As a practical matter, extra costs would only
be expected for loans secured by other than General Cbligation Bonds.
Since the costs for arranging fipancing are generally an eligible cost,
the Department again sees no need to modify the proposed rule language.

The Department notes that the word "required®™ should be "requested® in Section
350-81-125(1)(£).

The majority of comments and concerns on the proposed rule relate to the
priority point schedule in section 340-81-135. Concern was expressed over the
lack of precision of design population, the inazppropriateness of only
including General Obligation Bond indebtedness, and the lack of relative
significance of sewer user charges as normally established by most agencies.

The Department generally agrees with the comments on the priority point
system. The intent was to devise a simple system that relies on
information that would be readily available and that would produce a list
that would be reasonably fair and equitable.

With rezpect to the cest of the proposed project, the Department now
believes that a better factor to use would be the equivalent annual cost
of the project divided by the population served by the Public Agency's
sewerage facilities.

In place of bonded debt and user charges, the Department believes the
same general intent can be achieved in a more equitable manner by relying
on data from the public agency's adopted budget for the year in which the
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project is prioritized. Specifically, it is proposed to use the budgeted
expenditures for debt service on sewerage bonds and for operation of
sewerage facilities divided by the population presently served.

With the above changes in priority criteria, the method of calculating
points for the Regulabory Emphasis category should be changed te Include
simply the regulatory emphasis points as set forth in OAR 340-53-015.

6. Mean household income and all present community indebtedness should be
included in the priority criteria as indicators of fimancial burden and need.

The Department initially proposed to include some consideration of ad
valorem tax retired bonded debt for drinking water systems in the
pricority criteria. This added to the complexity of the determination
since some applicants would be districts which are only involved in
sewerage services, Thus, it is proposed to consider only sewerage system
costs and base the priority on relabive sewerage system financing

burden.

The Department has, in the past, attempted to include per capita income
and per capita valuation as priorlty factors for hardship financing
consideration. These factors were difficult to develop in many cases
since data is not readily compiled for each potential project area.
Thus, in order to maintaln a relatively simple system, they are not
proposed for inelusion.

It is noted that prioritization of projects will only be necessary if
demand for loans exceeds available funds. To date, this has not been a
big problem. As more experience becomes avellable, c¢rliteria will
certainly be revised.

Based on the above discussion, the proposed rules have been revised and are
included as Attachment D.

mma

1. 4 hearing on proposed revised Pollution Control Bond Fund rules was authorized
by the Commission on December 3, 1982.

2. Public Notice was published in the Secretary of State's Bulletin on
December 15, 1982, and was mailed to the Water Quality Programfs malling list
inecluding all cities and sewerage agencies.

3. A public hearing was held on January 11, 1983, with one person providing oral
testimony. Three letters providing comments were received.

a4, Based on an evaluvation of comments received, the proposed rules have been
revised and are included in this report as Attachment D.
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Based on the summation, it is recommended that the Commission repeal the existing
rules contained in OAR 340-81-005 through 340-~81-050 and enact the rules contained
in Attachment D in lieu thereof.

Attachments:
ﬂAII
!FB ik

IFCﬂ
wNHu

@A

William H. Young

December 3, 1982 Staff Report, including Public Notice, Statement of
Need and Fiscal Impact Stabement.

Hearings Officer's Report

Written Testimony Submitted

Proposed Rules

Harold L. Sawyer:g

229-5324

February 3, 1983

WG2034
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Environmenital Quality Comimission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 97207

VICTOR ATIVEH 502 SQUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE {503) 223-5688

MEMORANDUM

To: Environmental Quality Commission

From: Director

Subject: Agenda Item No. D, December 3, 1982, EQC Meeting
Request for Authorizatbtion to Conduct a Public Heard on
Proposed Amen ts fo Pollution Control Bon Rules

or Sewerage Projects AR Chapte 4 ivisio
Back un

Existing rules regarding Pollution Control Beond Fund financial as=istance
for water pollution control facilities were enacted in 1971. At that time,
use of the Bend Fund was to supplement federal grant funding. Rules were
written to be consistent with federal grant rules and procedures,

In recent years, federal grant laws and rules have been substantially
revised. Federal funding assistance has diminished. Project eligibilities
have been modified and reduced.

The 19681 Legislature modified statutes to allow 100% loans on qualifying
projects, This change recognized the need to disconnect the Bond Fund from
the Federal Grant Program and provide some assistance to those cities that
would neot receive federal funds.

Following the 1981 legislative session, the bond fund rules have been
modified hy one permanent rulemaking action and the adoption of two
temporary rules. These actions were intended to "gebt by" until the rules
gould be completely rewritten.

Evaluation and Alternatives
Two basic alternatives are available:
1. Make minor modifications to the existing rules to correct known
problems and make the previously adopted temporary rules

permanent; or

2. Repeal the exishing rules and replace them with new rules
designed to implement a loan program.

DEQ-48
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In order to clarify intended uses of the bond fund and clarify and simplify
the application process, it i1s easiest to proceed with Alternative 2.

" Attachment I contains draft rules which would repeal the existing rules
(0AR 340-81-005 to 050) and enact new rules. Following are the major topic
areas and a brief discussion of significant issues:

PURPOSE
The purpose is essentially the same as the existing rules.

DEFINITICNS
Definitions are added for "Loan” and "Sewerage Facilities."

ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

Eligible projects are defimed as "sewerage facilities" unless
otherwise provided by law. This definition conveys basic intent and
should minimize the need for rule changes in the event of legislative
changes,

ELIGIBLE COSTS

Total project costs are definred as eligible unless otherwise
provided by law. This definition conveys basic intent and should
minimize the need for rule changes in the event of legislative
changes,

NATURE AND LIMITATIONS OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

This section limits financial assistance to loans unless
otherwise approved by the Legislature or Emergency Board {(pursuant to
existing law). It further requires lcans secured by other than
General Obligation Bonds to be approved by the EQC. The other
provisions are drawn from the existing rules.

PRELIMINARY REQUEST FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

The proposed rule requires public agencies desiring finaneial
assistance to file a preliminary application on Department supplied
forms., This is intended to standardize and organize the requests to
the Department and facilitate management of the Bond Fund.

PRIORITIZATION OF PRELIMINARY APPLICATIONS

This section provides for prioritization of preliminary
applications if potential demand is greater than the available funds.
Otherwise, funding would be on a first-come, first-served basis.

PRIORITY POINT SCHEDULE

The proposed pricrity point calculation schedule emphasizes
measures that reflect finmancial burden, financial need and the
regulatory emphasis placed by the Department on the project.

LOAN AGREEMENT

The Loan Agreement is described in terms of a basic agreement
with attachments to fill in details. Many of the documents regquested
were previously reguired as part of the application.
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LOAN CLOSING
This section describes timing for loan closing and advanecing of
funds.

REJECTION OF APPLICATIONS
This section describes the basis for rejection of loan
applications. '

In general, the proposed new rules are intended to guide the use of the
Bond Fund for sewerage facility financial assistance while, hopefully,
leaving sufficlent flexibllity to react to potential changes without the
need for rule modification,

Summation

1. Existing Bond Fund Rules adopted in 1671 to mesh with federal grant
processes are now out of date and, as a result, unnecessarily restrict
the use of the Bond Fund.

2. Two temporary rules have recently been adopted to correct problems znd
need to be made permanent.

3. Financial assistance opportunities for public agencies that are not
likely to receive federal grants can be clarified and simplified by
totally revising the present rules for use of bond fund monies for
sewerage works construction.

ctor! ¢ n

Based on the findings in the summaticn, it is recommended that the
Commission authorize the Department to hold a public hearing to consider
the adcption of revised rules for use of the bond fund for sewerage works
construction (OAR 340-81-005 et. seq.) as set forth in Attachment I.

=

William H. Young

Attachments: I. Proposed Rules
II. Statement of Need and Fiscal Impact Staztement
IXI. Public Nctice

H. L. Sawyer:g
229-5324
November 12, 1982

WerT42
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STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
TO
PUBLIC AGENCIES
FCR
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES

REPEAL OF EXISTING RULES

OAR 340-81-005 through 81-050 are hereby repealed and the rules which
follow are enacted in lieu thereof,

PURPOSE

340-81-100 The purpose of these rules is to prescribe progedures and
requirements for obtaining state financial assistance for the construction
of water pollution control facilities pursuant to Article XI-H of the
Oregon Constitution and CRS 468.195 et.seq.

DEFINITIONS
340-81-105 As used in these rules, unless otherwise reguired by context:
{1} "Commission" meahs the Environmental Quality Commission.

(2) T"Department” means the Department of Environmental Quality.
Department actions shall be taken by the Director as defined herein.

(3) "Director" means the Director of the Depariment of Environmental
Quality as defined in ORS 468.040 and 468.045.

(4) ™Loan"™ means any advance of funds from the Pollution Control Fund

to a Public Agency pursuant to a signed Agreement wherein the Public Agency
obligates itself to repay the funds received in full together with
accumulated interest in asccordance with a achedule to be set forth in the
Agreement. Purchase of qualifying General Obligation bonds from the Public
Lgency is the preferred method for securing a Loan from the Pollution
Control Fund.

(5) "Public Agency" means a munieipal corporation, city, county, or agency
of the State of Oregon, or ccombinmations thereof, applying or contracting
for state financial assistance under these rules.

(6 "Sewerage Facilities" means facilities for the coliection, conveyance,
treatment, and ultimate disposal of sewage and includes collection sewers
installed in public right-of-way, interceptor sewers, pumping stations and
force mains, treatment works, outfall sewers, land treatment and disposal
systems, sludge treatment, conditioning and disposal facilities, projects
necessary to remove inflow and infiltration from sewer systems, and such
other appurtenances as may be necessary to achieve an operable system for
Sewage treatment and disposal.
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ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

340-81-110 Projects eligible to receive financial assistance under these
rules shall be:

(1) Sewerage Facilities as defined in OAR 340-81-105 unless otherwise
provided by law, and

(2) Self supporting and self liquidating from revenues, gifts, grants from
the Federal Government, user charges, assessments, and other fees.

ELIGIBLE COSTS

340-81-115 Costs for planning, design, implementation, and construction,
including essential land acquisition and related fiscal and legal costs may
be included as eligible costs for projects receiving financial assistance
unless otherwise provided by law. Costs shall be limited to those
reasonable and necessary to complete an operable facility that will serve
the projected population during the design 1ife of the facility, consistent
with the applicable Land Use Plan,

NATURE AND LIMITATIONS OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

340~81-120 (1) Unless otherwise approved by the Legislature, Legislative
Ways and Means Committee or Legislative Emergency Board, financial
assistance shall be limited to Loans.

(2) Loans secured by means other than sale of General Obligation Bonds by
the Public Agency shall be subject to approval by the Environmental Quality
Commission.

(3} Loans shall not exceed 100 percent of the eligible project cost. In
the event the project recelves grant or loan assistance from any other
sources, the total of such assistance and any loan provided from the
Pollution Control Fund shall not exceed 100 percent of eligible costs.

(4) The ican interest rate paid by the Public Agency shall be equal to the
interest rate on the state bonds from which the loan is made, except as
provided in sections (5) and (6) of this rule.

(5) The Department shall add to the rate of interest otherwise to be
c¢harged on loans a surcharge not to exceed an annual rate of cne-tenth of
one percent to be applied to the outstanding principal balances in order to
offset the Department'!s expenses of administering the loan and the
Pollution Control Fund.

(6) The Department may assess a special Loan processing fee of up to
$10,000 to recover extraordirary costs for legal and fimancial specialists
that may be needed to enable the Department to satisfy itself that the Lean
is legally and financially scund.
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ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

340-81-110 Projects eligible to
rules shall be:

(1)

provided by law, and

(2)
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receive financial assistance under these

Sewerage Facilities as defined in OAR 340-81-1C5 unless otherwise

Self supporting and self liquidating from revenues, gifts, grants from

the Federal Government, user charges, assessments, and other fees.

ELIGIBLE COSTS

340-81-115 Costs for planning, design, implementation, and construction,
ineluding essential land acquisition and related fiscal and legal costs may
be included as eligible costs for projects receiving finmancial assistance

unless otherwise provided by law.

Costs shall be limited to those

reasonable and necessary to complete an operable facility that will serve
the projected population during the design 1ife of the facility, consistent
with the applicable Land Us=e Plan.

NATURE AND LIMITATIONS OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

340-81-120 (1)

Unless otherwise approved by the Legislzture, Legislative

¥Ways and Means Committee or Legislative Emergency Board, finanecial
assistance shall be limited to Loans.

(2)

Loans secured by means other than sale of General (Obligation Bonds by

the Public Agency shall be subject to approval by the Environmental Quality

Commission.

(3)

Loans shall not exceed 100 percent of the eligible project cost.

In

the event the project receives grant or lcan assistance from any other
sources, the total of such assistance and any loan provided from the

Pollution Control Fund shall not

(4) The lcan interest rate paid
Interest rate on the state bonds
provided in sections (5) and (6)

(5) The Department shall add to
charged on loans a surcharge not
one percent to be applied to the
offset the Department's expenses
Pollution Control Fund.

(6) The Department may assess a
$10,000 to recover extraordimary
that mzy be needed to enable the
is legally and finaneially sound.

exceed 100 percent of eligible costs.
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of this rule. :
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outstanding principal balances in order to
of administering the lcan and the

special Loan processing fee of up to
costs for legal and financizl specialists
Department to satisfy itself that the Lcan
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(7} The Public Agency must retire its debt obligation to the state at
least as rapidly as the state bonds from which the locan funds are derived
are Lo be retired; except that special debt service requirements on the
Public Agency's loan may be established by the Department when (a) a debt
requirement schedule longer than the state's bond repayment schedule is
legally required, or (b) other speecial circumstances are present.

(8) Interest and principal payments shall be due at least thirty days
pricr to the intereast and principal payment dates established for the state
bonds from which the lcan is advanced.

(9) Any excess loan funds held by the Public Agency following completion
of the project for which funds are advanced shall be used for prepayment of
loan principal and interest.

PRELIMINARY REQUEST FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

A340.81-125 (1) Public agencies desiring to receive financial assistance
from the Department shall file a preliminary application on forms supplied
by the Department. This application will set forth:

(a) A description of the project for which funding assistance is desired.

(b) A description of the pollution control problem that the project
will assist in resolving.

(c) The estimated cost of the project.

(d) The schedule for the project including the schedule for a bond
election if one is necessary.

(e} The funding sources for the project.

(f) The method for securing the loan being required from the
Department.

(g) Such other information as the Department deems necessary.
(2) Preliminary applicaticns may be filed with the Department at any time.
(3) The Department may give notice of intent to receive preliminary

applications by a date certain in order to prepare z priority list if such
list becomes necesgary to allocate anticipated available funds.
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PRIORITIZATION OF PRELIMINARY APPLICATIONS

340-81-130 (1) If it appears that the potential requests for financial
assistance may exceed the funds available, the Department shall notify
potential applicants of the deadline for submitting preliminary
applications to receive consideration in the prioritization process. Such
prioritization will generally occur no more frequently than once per year.
To the extent possible, the prioritization process will be completed in
February in order to mesh with local budget processes and facilitate
project initiation during favorable construction weather.

(2) The process for prioritization shall be as follows:

(a) Each project shall be assigned points based on the schedule contained
in OAR 340-81=135.

(b} Projects shall be ranked by point total from highest to lowest with
the project receiving the highest points being the highest priority for

funding assistance, A fundable list shall then be established based on

available funds.

(e¢) The Department shall notify each Public Agency within the fundable
range on the list and forward a draft lLoan Agreement for review,
completion, and execution,

(d) If the loan agreement is not completed, executed, and returned to the
Department within 60 days of notification, the Public Agency's pricrity
position for funding assistance during that year shall be forfeited, and
the funds made avazilable in order of pricrity to projects below the
fundable lire on the list. The 60-day time limit may be extended by the
Department upcn request of the applicant with a demonstration of need to
conplete required legal and administrative processes.

(3) If funds remain after all qualifying applications on the list are
funded, the Department may fund new requests from qualifying applicants on
a first come-first serve basis.

PRIORITY POINT SCHEDULE

340-81-135 The priority points for each project shall be the total of the
points assigned for each of the fcllowing categories:

(1} Total locally funded share of project cost per capita based on design
population--priority points will be the per capita cost divided by 100
rounded to two decimal places.

{(2) Outstanding general obligation bonded indebtedness for the Public
Agency per capita for drinking water and sewerage facilities (excluding
Bancroft Bonds) that is being repaid by Ad Valorem taxes—-priority points
will be the per capita debt divided by 100 rounded to two decimal places.
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{3) Monthly sewer user charge--priocrity points will be the monthly charge
for a single family residence,

(4) Water pollution control regulatory emphasis--pricrity points will be

the point value for regulatory emphasis as set forth in OAR
340-53-015 (Table 1) divided by 5 rounded to two decimal places.

EXECUTICN COF LOAN AGREEMENT

350-81-140 (1) The loan agreement shall at a minimum specify:
(a) The specific purpcse for which funds are advanced.

(b) The security to be provided.

7 {¢) The schedule for payment of interest and principal.

{d) The source of funds to be pledged for repayment of the loan.

(e} The additiomal approvals that must be obtained from the Department
pricer to advance of funds or start of construction.

(2) The loan agreement shall have as attachments the following:

(a) A list of general Assurances and Covenants as approved by the
Attorney General.

(b) An official resolution or record of the Public Agency's governing
body authorizing the loan agreement and authorizing an official of the
Public Agency to execute all documents relating to the loan.

(c) A legal opinion of the Public Agency's attorney establishing the legal
authority of the public agency to incur the indebtedness and enter into the
loan agreement.

(¢) Copies of ordinances pertinent to the construction, operation, and
loan repayument for the project and the Publiic Agency's total zewerage
facility ineluding relevant user charges, connection charges, and system
development charges.

(e) A 5-year projection of revenues and expenditures related to the
construction, operatiocon and debt service for the project and the Publice
Agency's total sewerage facility which assures that the project is
self-supporting and self-liquidating.
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LOAN CLCSING

340-81-150 (1) Upon final signature of the Lean Agreement by both the
Public Agency and the Department, funds will be advanced in accordance with
the terms of the Loan Agreement.

{(2) The Department may schedule final signature and advancement of funds
as necesaary to coordinate with the schedule for state bond sales.
REJECTION OF APPLICATIONS

340-81-160 (1) The Department may reject any loan application if:

{a) The security proposed is judged to be inadequate to protect the
State's interest, or the project does not appear to be conservatively
self-supporting and self-liquidating from revenues, gifts, grants from the
Federal Government, user charges, assessments, and other fees.

(b} The project dces not comply with the requirements of ORS Chapters 454
or 468 and rules adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission pursuant

to these chapters.

(2) Any action by the Department to deny an application may be appealed to
the Environmental Quality Commission.

WL2126
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LOAN CLOSING

340-81-150 (1) Upon final signature of the Loan Agreement by both the
Public Agency and the Department, funds will be advanced in accordance with
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STATEMENT OF NEED FOR RULEMAKING

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

LEGAL AUTHORITY AND PRINCIPAL DOCUMENTS RELIED UPON:
Oregon Constitution Article XI-H

ORS 468.195 et. seq.

OAR 340-81-005 et. seq.

NEED FOR THE RULE:

Existing rules regarding use of Pollution Control Bond Funds for
construction of sewerage facilities were adopted in 1971 based on then
existing federal grant assistance. Federal grant programs have been
significantly modified. As a result, loans from the Bord Fund are
unnecessarily restricted. The Depariment proposes to discomnect the
use of the Bond Fund from the Federal Grant Program and clarify the
procedures for local governments to follow to obtain loans from the
fund.

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The fiscal impact of this proposed rulemaking upon the Department is
minimal and a function of the amount of bond fund money available and the
number of lcans processed. The surcharge on interest already implemented
pursuant to Chapter 312, Oregon Laws 1981 should cover Department
administrative costs.

The fiscal impact upon local governments constructing sewerage facilitles
should be positive. Financial assistance through slightly lower interest
rate money will ald in financing needed facilities,

There should be no impact on small business. Bowever, increase sewerage
facility construction activity may benefit them ag contractors and material
suppliers.

WG1TUS
October 12, 1982
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Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

A CHANCE TO COMMENT ON...

Sewerage Facility Financing Public Hearing

Date:

WHO IS AFFECTED: Public agencles in Oregon who seek financial assistance
from the Pollution Control Bond Fund for sewerage
facility construction,

WHAT IS PROPOSED: Revisions to Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340,
Division 81 "Financiz] Assistance to Public Agencies
for Pollution Control Faecillties™,

Current rules were adopted in 1971 and were developed around Federal Grant
procedures that were in effect at the time. Limited amendments have been
adopted to respond to new laws, but a complete updating of rules is now
necessary. The Department proposes to repeal the existing rules in their
entirety and enact new rules in their place.

WHAT ARE THE HIGHLIGHTS:

Proposed rules would disconnect the bond Fund Financial Assistance Program from
the Federal Sewerage Works Construction Grant Program, revise the definition of
eligible projects and eligible costs, simplify Loan Application and Loan
Agreement procedures, and establish a procedure for prioritizing loan
applications.

HOW TO COMMENT: Public Hearing

Written comments should be =sent to the Department of Environmental Quality,
P. 0. Box 1760, Portland, Oregon 97207 and should be received by 5 p.m.
January 11, 1883.

Oral and written comments may be offered at the public hearing:

Date: January 11, 1983
Time: 10 a.m.
City: Portland, Oregon
Location: DEQ Conference Room
Room 1400
Yeon Building
522 S.W. Fifth Avenue

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION:
P.C. Box 1760

Porttand. OR 97207 Contact the person or division identified in the public natice by calling 229-5696 in the Portiand area. To avoid
! long distance charges from other parts of the state, call 1-B08-452-7813, and ask for the Department of
&1o/82 Environmental Quality.

WG1744
October 12, 1982




WHERE TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
Copies of the proposed rules may be obtained from:

DEQ Water Quality Division
P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

Phone: (5@3) 229-6493

LEGAL REFERENCES IN THIS PROPOSAL:

Oregon Constitution == Article XI-H
Oregon Revised Statutes 468.195 et. seq.
Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 310, Division 81.

LAND USE CONSISTENCY

The proposed rule does not affect land use as defined in the Department's
coordination program approved by the Land Conservation and Development
Commission. The rule relateés to finaneial assistance fo public agencies for
construction of sewerage facilities that are consistent with land use plans,

Considering the reduced availability of federal grant funds, the revised rules
should increase assistance to loecal govermments as they seek to construct
essential sewerage facilities in conformance with their local land use plans.

WHAT IS THE NEXT STEP:

After the public hearing, the Environmental Quality Commission may adopt rules
identical to those proposed, adopt modified rules on the same subject matter,
amend the proposed rule or decline to act. The Commission deliberation should
come after the public hearing as part of the agenda of a regularly scheduled
meeting following the hearing. :

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

WG1744
October 12, 1982



WHERE TO OBTAIN ADDITIONAL INFORMATICN:
Copies of the proposed rules may be obtained from:

DEQ Water Quality Division
P. 0. Box 1760
Portland, Oregon 97207

Phone: (503) 229-6493

LEGAL REFERENCES IN THIS PROPOSAL:

Oregon Constitution <= Artiecle ¥I-H
Oregon Hevised Statutes 468.195 st. seq.
Cregon Administrative Rules Chapter 330, Division 81.

LAND USE CONSISTENCY

The proposed rule does not affect land use as defined in the Department's
coordinration program approved by the Land Conservation and Develcpment
Commission. The rule relates to finanejal assistznce to public agencies for
construction of sewerage facllities that are consistent with land use plana,

Considering the reduced availability of federal grant funds, the revised rules
should increase assistance to local governments as they seek to construct
essential sewerage facilities in conformance with their local land use plans.

WHAT IS THE NEXT STEP:

After the public hearing, the Environmental Quality Commission may adopt rules
identical to those propesed, adopt modified rules on the same subject matter,
amend the proposed rule or decline to act. The Commission deliberation should

come after the public hearing as part of the agenda of a regularly scheduled
meeting following the hearing.

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

Hearings Officerts Report

Public Hearing On
Proposed Pollution Control Bond Fund Rules
for Sewerage Projects (OAR, Chapter 340, Division 81)

January 11, 1983
10 a.m.

The Hearing was opened by the Hearings Officer at about 10:15 a.m. Those in
attendance weres:

Gordon Merseth, CH2M-Hill
Fred Beal, League of Oregon Cities
R. Lyman Houk, City of Philomath

Testimony offered by Fred Neal on behalf of the League of Oregon Clties is
summarized as follows:

(1) Expressed preference for General Obligation Bonds.

- Expressed preference for G.0. Bonds contained in the definition of a
loan (OAR 340-81=105(4)) should be removed.

- Requiring EQC approval of security other than (G.0. Bonds seems
unduly discriminatory (OAR 320-81-120(2)).

In general, the Commission should require appropriate security. However,
the Commiszsion should recognize other forms of security including,
apecifically, revenue bonds and should not by poliey bias the security fo
G.0. Bonds.

(2) Priority Point Schedule

- Use of the sewer user charge is limited in its equity as a priority
factor since they are not necessarily established in a systematic

way.

= Use of the 5 year projections for revenue and expenditure submitted
as part of a lcan agreement may be appropriate as part of a priority
syastenm.

(3) As a point of informtion, the League is supporting legislation to make
revenue bonda a more usable tool for cities, The legislation will
clarify the ability of cities to guarantee repayment of revenue bonds.

There was no further teatimony so the hearing was adjourned.
Respectfully submitted,

,' /

.‘] ) '
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(/}tﬁhkﬁ—y 6 /(f - ‘é "L\";:?Z;/W\hem._ B

Harold L. Sawyer, Administrator
Water Quality Division

WG2033




ATTACHMENT C-1
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January 05, 1983

Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 1760
Portland, OR 97207

Subject: Sewerage Financing Public Hearing
Dear Bill Young and Friends:

The City Council at their meeting on January 03, 1983,
received the proposed rules for the "State Financial
Assistance to Public Agencies for Water Pollution Control
Facilities™ (OAR Chapter 340, Division :81). .The City of
Winston is supportive of the rule-making and offer these
comments to clarify the rules.

A. The definition of "lean” contains a significant
pelicy statement wbout how the loan will be
secured (general obligation bonds). The Defini-
tiong Section of the rules (340-81-105) is not
an appropriate place to describe the preferred
method of loan security.

B. The section on Eligible Projects (340~81-110)
gseems to have words or a phrase missing between
statements 1 and 2. Is the intent that the
project for which the loan is to be expended
be "self-supportive and self liquidating...?
Then say sol

C. The Special lLoan Processing Fee (340-81-120-6)
is supposedly to be used for the purchase of
revenue bonds or other loans not backed by G.O.
bonds. A definition of "extraordinary costs"
and when the loan processing fee would be due
is desirable. Also this section should clarify
that the fee is an eligible expense.

D. The Priority Point Schedule seems failr to small
cities but could ke clarified as to how the
monthly user charge will be rated. BApparently
the higher the charge, the more priority points
will be gained.
Slate of Oregon

Thank you. ‘ EEPARTMENT_OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY,
[RE & &0
Sincerely, 1= H

JHIY 71987

WATER Gy CONTROL

S
- 0. Box 750" Winslon, Oregar. 97496 » Tols

cone 503 (6796739 —




HGE INC./ENGINEERS & PLANNERS

19 N. W, Fifth Street/Portland, Oregon 87209/(503) 222-1687

Haroid L. Sawyer

Water Quality Division
P.0. Box 1760

Portland, Oregon 97207

RE: Revisions to 0AR 340
Division 81 - Poliution
Contro] Bond Fund

Dear Hal:

ATTACHMENT C-2

State of Onagon
PEPARTMENT OF EIVIRDMMENTAL OUALIYY

i)

Jit B - 1983

WATER QUALITY CONTROL

January 5, 1983

I have reviewed with interest your proposed rules governing the
distribution of funds from the Pollution Control Bond Fund. All
sources of funding for sewerage projects are well appreciated in these
economic times. It is gratifying to see DEQ responding in this timely

manner.

Several items in the proposed rules are foreseen as potentially

troublesome from the municipal perspective.
these in the order presented.

I will attempt to take

1. The preferential acceptance of G.0. Bonds is understandable.
However, Bancroft bonds are also secured by real property and
allow the same remedies for non-payment as general obligation
bonds. Bancroft bonds should be basically as acceptable as

general obligation bonds.

2. Does "Municipal Corporation” refer only to multi-purpose govern-

ments or do special districts qualify?

3. Priority Point Schedule:

The intent of this point schedule is cliearly to benefit the finan-
cially burdened community facing an expensive sewer construction
need. This is most laudable and I fully concur with the intent.
However, comparing community need on the bases of "design popula-
tion" and monthly sewer service charge may not be consistent with
the clear intent. Exclusion of some significant bonded indebted-

ness may alsoc be questionable.

a. Design population is not universally applicable or usable




Haroid L. Sawyer January 5, 1983
Portiand, Oregon 97207 Page Two

when considering construction of sewer extensions, pumping
stations, force mains and I/I control. It is suggested that
the population bearing the burden of bond repayment at the
time of completion of construction be used to provide a basis
for comparison. While this criterion would open the doors to
developmental pressures on open-land, these could be mitigated
by the "Regulatory Emphasis" points and land-use pian consis-
tency requirements.

b. Outstanding public burden for the provision of utilities
services should be the sum of all indebtedness of the benefit-
ted citizens. No exclusions should be made for the type of
indebtedness or the repayment mechanisms inasmuch as all
utilities bonds are essential for public health, safety,
welfare and community viability.

The mechanisms available for repayment or the local
property tax impacts should not be a factor if bonded
indebtedness is to be a criterion for comparing community
need, ATl bonds are an obligation on the individual citizen
and his ability to repay the obTigations is the ultimate
security regardless of the vehicle selected for repayment.
Whether revenue bonds, Bancroft bonds or general obligation
bonds, if the citizen cannot stand the repayment arrange-
ments in his household budget, the security of the bond is
Jjeoparidized and the mechanisms for enforcing payment are
cumbersome at best.

All bonded indebtedness for drinking water and sewerage fa-
cilities should be included for purposes of comparison.

c. Monthly sewer user charges are historically established by
the governing body of the community. Even in large com-
muhities, few attempts are made to ensure any semblence of
equity.

Sewer user charges are simply a vehicle for passing to the
consumer the costs of performing collection and disposal of
waste water. They are part of a revenue package which in-
cludes system development charges, fees, licenses, permits,
senior citizens discounts, volume discounts and surcharges,
etc., etc. They are very seldom an index of fiscal burden
and should not be used as such.

In general, public need and public burden should and can be evaluated
much more distinctly by assessing the ability of the citizens to accommodate
indebtedness. Since the 1980 census information on Household Income has
been tabulated in usable form by the Bureau of Governmental Research and
Service in Eugene, it seems as though it ought to be useful in determining




Harold L. Sawyer January 5, 1983
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public need and citizen fiscal impact. Although the census information is
now almost four years old, most federal programs attending to urban needs
are based on these figures.

It 1s my suggestion that needs criteria be modified to involve Mean
Household Income and all present community indebtedness. This should take
into account the percent of Tow income households whose obligation to re-
pay community debt service should be an important factor in ensuring debt
security.

Monthiy sewer user charge should be ignored. It is an arbitrary
index at best and too easily manipulated by self-serving political interests.

I am hopeful that the Pollution Control Bond Fund can be organized in a
manner to equitably and usefully help re-establish water pollution control
impetus in this awkward economic period. Financing expensive sewerage
construction is extremely difficult today and every little bit helps.

T appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed rules,

Very truly yours,
H.G.E., INC.

- 7

\\§§§%}§M
Patrick D. Curran, P.E.

PDC:td




ATTACHM%NT c-3

SFERREGrEELD

CITY OF BPRINGFIELD

Department of Public Works
January 21, 1983

Mr. Harold L. Sawyer, Administrator
Water Quality Division

Dept. of Environmental Quality

P. 0. Box 1760

Portland, OR 97207

Subject: Pollution Control Bond Fund

Dear Mr. Sawyer:

Please accept my apologies for the tardiness of this response. Although the
period for written comments on this matter expired on January 11, 1983, it
is hoped that the concerns indicated below will be addressed during prepara-
tion of the final draft.

Most sections of the proposed legislation appear reasonable and appropriate.
However, Section 340-81-135 which defines the assignment of priority points
is sufficiently nebulous to allow applicants to "pad" their score if they
were so inclined. What prevents preparation of excessive project cost
estimates? Why should the applicant who has a higher per capita sewer or
water indebtedness receive more points than one who may have exhibited
greater fiscal responsibility? Other measures of fiscal status and need
should be devised for inclusion in the legislation and determination of
priority. Perhaps total bonded indebtedness, bond rating or per capita
income could be used in the assessment.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this matter.
Very truly yours,

Ghmd Gl

Edward Black
Environmental Affairs Supervisor

EB:sk

cc: Susan Racette, MWMC

g KR ClALETY CORVROL

225 North 5th Street * Springfield, Oregon 87477 ¢ BOS/728-3753




ATTACHMENT D

STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
TO
PUBLIC AGENCIES
FOR
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITIES

REPEAL OF EXISTING RULES

OAR 340=81-005 through 81-050 are hereby repealed and the rules which
follow are enacted in lieu thereof.

PURPOSE

340-81=100 The purpose of these rules is to prescribe procedures and
reguirements for obtaining state financial assistance for the construction
of water pollution control) facllities pursuant to Artiecle XI=H of the
Oregon Constitution and ORS 468.195 et.seq.

DEFIRITIONS
340-81-105 As used in these rules, unless otherwise required by context:
(1) "Commission" means the Environmental Quality Commission.

(2) "Department" means the Department of Environmental Quality.
Department actions shall be taken by the Director as defined herein,

(3) "Director" means the Director of the Department of Environmental
Cuality as defined in ORS 368.040 and 468.045,

(4) vLoan" means any advance of funds from the Pollution Control Fund

to a Public Agency pursuant to a signed Agreement wherelin the Public Agency
obligates itselfl to repay the funds received in full together with
accunulated interest in accordance with a schedule to be set forth in the
Agreement. [Purchase of qualifying general Cbligation Bonds from the
Public Agency is the preferred method for securing a Loan from the
Pollution Control Fund.]

(5) ¥"Public Agency" means a municipal corporation, city, county, or agency
of the State of Oregon, or combinations therecf, applying or contracting
for state financial asaistance under these rules,

(6) "Sewerage Facilities" means facilities for the collection, conveyance,
treatment, and ultimate disposal of sewage and includes collection sewers
installed in publie right-of-way, interceptor sewers, pumping stations and
force mains, treatment works, outfall sewers, land treatment and disposal
systems, sludge treatment, conditioning and disposal facilities, projects
necessary to remove inflow and infiliration from sewer systems, and such
other appurtenances as may be necessary to achieve an operable system for
sewage treatment and disposal,

NCTE: For clarity, deletione from the proposal that went to hearing
are shown in brackets and new language is underlined.




ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

340-81-110 Projects eligible to
rules shall be:

(1)

provided by law, and

(2)

réceive financizal assistaznce under these

Sewerage Facilities as defined in OAR 330-81<105 unless otherwise

Self supporting and self liquidating from revenues, gifts, grants from

the Federal Govermment, user charges, assessments, and other fees.

FELIGIBLE COSTS

340-81-115 Costs for planning, design, implementation, and conatruction,
inecluding essential land acquisition and related fiscal and legal costs may
be included as eligible costs for projects receiving financial assistance

unless otherwise provided by law.

Costs shall be limited to those

reasonable and necessary to complete an operable facility that will serve
the projected population during the design life of the facility, consistent
with the applicable Land Use Plan.

NATURE AND LIMITATIONS OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

340-81-120 (1)

Unless otherwise approved by the Legislature, Leglslative

Wayes and Means Committee or Legislative Emergency Board, financial
assistance shall be limited to Loans.

(2)

Loans secured by means other than sale of General Obligation Bonds by

the Public Agency shall be subject bto approval by the Envirommental Quality

Commission.

(3)

Loans shall not exceed 100 percent of the eligible project cost.

In

the event the project receives grant or loan assistance from any other

apurces,
Pollution Control Fund shall not

(4) The loan interest rate paid
interest rate on the state bonds
provided in sections (5) and (6)

(5) The Department shall add to
charged on loans a surcharge not
one percent to be applied to the
offset the Department's expenses
Pollution Control Fund.

(6) The Department may assess a
$10,000 to recover extraordinary
that may be needed to enable the
is legally and financially sound.

the total of such assistance and any loan provided from the

exceed 100 percent of eligible costs.

by the Public Agency shall be equal to the
from which the lecan is made, except as
of this rule.

the rate of interest otherwise to be

to exceed an annual rate of one-tenth of
outstanding principal balances in order to
of administering the lcan and the

special Loan processing fee of up to
costs for legal and financial specialists
Department to satisfy itself that the Loan



(7) The Public Agency must retire its debt obligation to the state at
least as rapidly as the state bonds from which the loan funds are derived
are to be retired; except that special debt service requirements on the
Publiec Agency's loan may be established by the Department when (a) a debt
requirement schedule longer than the state's bond repayment schedule is
legally reguired, or {b) other special circumstances are present.

(8) 1Interest and principal payments shall be due at least thirty days
prior to the interest and principal payment dates established for the state
bonds from which the lcocan is advanced.

{9} Any excess loan funds held by the Public Agency following completion
of the project for which funds are advanced shall be used for prepayment of
loan principal and interest.

PRELIMINARY REQUEST FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

340-81-125 (1) Publioc agencies desiring to receive financial assistance
from the Department shall file a preliminary application on forms supplied
by the Department. This application will set forth:

{(a) A description of the project for which funding assistance is desired.

{b) A description of the pollution control problem that the project
will assist in resolving.

(e¢) The estimated cost of the project.

(d) The schedule for the project including the schedule for a bond
election if one is necessary.

(e) The funding sources for the project.

(f) The method for securing the loan being [required] reguested from the
Department.

{g) Such other information as the Department deems necessary.
{2) Preliminary applications may be filed with the Department at any time.
(3) The Department may give notice of intent to receive preliminary

applications by a date certain in order to prepare a pricrity list if such
list becomes necessary to allocate anticipated available funds.




PRICRITIZATION OF PRELIMINARY APPLICATIONS

340-81-130 (1) If it appears that the potential requests for flnancial
assistance may exceed the funds available, the Department shall notify
potential applicants of the deadline for submitting preliminary
applications to receive consideration in the prioritization process. Such
prioritization will generally occur no more frequently than once per year.
To the extent possible, the prioritization process will be completed in
February in order to mesh with local budget processes and facilitate
project initiation during favorable construction weather.

(2) The process for pricritization shall be as follows:

(a) FEach project shall be assigned points based on the schedule contained
in OAR 340-81=135.

(b) Projects shall be ranked by point total from highest to lowest with
the project receiving the highest points being the highest priority for
funding assistance. A fundable list shall then be established based on
available funds.

(¢) The Department shall notify each Public Agency within the fundable
range on the list and forward a draft Loan Agreement for review,
completion, and execution.

(d) If the loan agreement is not completed, executed, and returned to the
Department within 60 days of notification, the Public Ageneyts priority
position for funding assistance during that year =hall be forfeited, and
the funds made available in order of priority to projecis below the
fundable line on the list. The 60-day time limit may be extended by the
Department upon request of the applicant with a demonstration of need to
complete required legal and administrative processes.

(3) If funds remain after all gualifying applications on the list are
funded, the Department may fund new requests from qualifying applicants on
a first come first serve basis.

PRICRITY POINT SCHEDULE

340-81-~135 The priority points for each project shall be the total of the
points assigned [for each of the following categories:] as follows:

[(1) Totel locally funded share of project cost per capita based on design
population==priority points will be the per eapifta cost divided by 100
rounded to two decimal places.

(2) Outstanding general obligation bonded indebtedness for the Public Agency
per capita for drinking water and sewerage facilities (excluding Bancroft
Bonda) that is being repaid by Ad Valorem taxes--priority points will be the
per capita debt divided by 100 rounded to two decimal places.

(3) Monthly sewer user charge--priocrity points will be the monthly charge for
a single family residence. ]




(1) [(4)] Water pollution control regulatory emphasis -- priority points will
be the point value for regulatory emphasis as set forth in QAR 340-53-015
(Table 1) . [divided by 5 rounded to two decimal places.]

EXECUTION OF LOAN AGREEMENT

340-81-14¢ (1) The loan agreement shall at a minimum specify:
(a) The specifie purpose for which funds are advanced.

{b) The security to be provided.

(e¢) The schedule for payment of interest and principal.

(d) The source of funds to be pledged for repayment of the loan.

{e) The additional approvals that must be obtained from the Department
prior to advance of funds or start of construction.

(2) The loan agreement shall have as attachmentas the following:

(a) A list of general Assurances and Covenants as approved by the Attorney
ieneral.

{(b) An official resolution or record of the Public Agency's governing body
authorizing the loan agreement and authorizing an officizl of the Public
Apency Lo execute all documents relating to the lcan.

{(e¢) A legal opinion of the Public Agency's attorney establishing the legal
authority of the public agency to Incur the indebtedness and enter into the
loan agreement.

(d) Copies of ordinances pertinent to the construction, operation, and
loan repayment for the project and the Public Agency's total sewerage
faellity inecluding relevant user charges, connection charges, and system
development charges.



(e) A 5-year projection of revenues and expenditures related to the
construction, operation and debt =ervice for the project and the Public
Apency's total sewerage facility which assures that the project is
self=supporting and self=-liquidating.

LOAN CLOSING

3340=-81-150 (1) Upon final signature of the Loan Agreement by both the
Fublic Agency and the Department, funds will be advanced in accordance with
the terms of the Loan Agreement.

(2) The Department may schedule final signature and advancement of funds
ag necessary to coordinate with the schedule for state bond sales.

REJECTION OF APPLICATIONS
34081160 (1) The Department may reject any loan application if:

(a) The security proposed is judged to be inadequate to protect the
State's interest,; or the project does not appear to be conservatively
self-supporting and self-liquidating from revenues, gifts, grants from the
Federal Government, user charges, assessments,; and other fees,

(b) The project does not comply with the requirements of ORS Chapters U454
or 468 and rules adopted by the Environmental Quality Commission pursuant
to these chapters.

(2) Any action by the Department to deny an application may be appealed to
the Environmental Quality Commission.

WL2126
2/8/83




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

DEQ-46

VICTOR ATIVEH 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 927204 PHONE (503) 229-56096
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commissioh
From: Director
Subject: Agenda Item No. K; February 25, 1983 EQC Meeting

Public Hearing to Consider Revocation of a Variance

te Allow Open Burning of Solid Waste at the Elsie
Disposal Site (Clatsop Count

Background

At the January 14, 1983 EQC meeting, staff recommended revocation of the
Elsie Disposal Site variance to continue cpen burning (Agenda Item No. N
and Amendment to Agenda Item No. N, attached}.

Due to legal technicalities (proper notice to affected parties), the EQC
was unable fo revoke the variance at that meeting. Staff was directed to
serve proper notice and return to the February 25, 1983 EQC meeting.

Clatsop County Commissioners were informed of the EQC action by letter
dated January 21, 1983. That letter also gave them the option to
voluntarily stop burning at the Elsie Disposal Site by March 1, 1983,
and offered assistance in review of any private industry proposal
(Attachment IIT). No response to the Department's letier had been
received by February B, 1983.

Reasons cited by staff {o support the variance revocation were as follows:

1. Failure to comply with condition 1 of the variance granted at the
October 15, 1982 EQC meeting (submission of a progress report and
time schedule by December 15, 1682).

2. County correspondence and a meeting with the County which
substantiated that there was actually no need for variance
continuation.

a. County letter indicated the disposal site could be converted
te a transfer station during the summer of 1983.

b. County staff estimated a two-year life of the site without
burning.




EQC Agenda Item No. K
February 25, 1983
Page 2

Summation

1. In October 1982, a variance was granted to allow open burning at
the Elsie Disposal Site.

2. Two conditions were imposed on the variance:
a. Status report and time schedule by December 15, 1982.
b. Steps be taken to close the Elszie Disposal Site.

3. The County did not comply with condition 1 of the Cectober 15,
1982 variance.

y, Since issuance of the Elsie variance, additional information has

been obtainred by staff which indicates the variance is no longer
necessary for operation of the disposal site.

Director's Recommendation

Based on the Summation, it is the Director's recommendation that the
variance granted to allow open burning at the Elsie Disposal Site be
revoked effective March 1, 1983.

/E/V \{L(ﬂ P J.Q “ erC %ﬂ\ﬁﬂ-vﬁl‘-—--m

William H. Young

Attachments:

I - Agenda Item No. N, January 14, 1983 EQC Meeting
IT - Agenda Item No. N - Amendment, Jamary 14, 1983 EQC Meeting
III - Department letter to Clatsop County, January 21, 1983

Robert L. Brown:c
3C843

229=-5157
February 8, 1983



Attachment I
2/25/83 EQC Meeting

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

DEQ-48

T ATIvEM 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 97204 PHONE (503) 229-5696
MEMCRANDUM
To: Envirommental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Agénda Item No. N , January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting

Clatsop County Solid Waste Variances: Failure to Meet
Variance Conditicons

Background

During the October 15, 1982 EQC meeting, the Commission granted a one year
extension to variances allowing continued open burning of garbage at three
Clatsop County disposal sites (Agenda Item G, attached)., The original
vaniances were granted in October, 1975. Two conditions were attached to
the variance as recommended by staff. These were:

1) The county continues to actively pursue a regional landfilil site
and supplies the Department with a progress report and time
zchedule for siting a regional landfill by December 15, 1982,

2) The county investigate the feasibility of converting the Elsie
disposal site to a transfer station.

To date {12-23-82), the Department has not received the report and schedule
as required in Condition #1. In addition, there has been no apparent
contacts to facilitate closure of the Elsie disposal site.

Alternatives and Evaluation

The EQC has three possible alternpatives to Clatsop County's failure to
respond as directed:

1) Continue the variances and give additional time to comply. This
alternative would appear to inecrease the probability of delay and
another failure to implement z program prior tc expiration of the
variances.

2) Terminate the variances immediately. This would place the burden
on the two clties (Cannon Beach and Seaside) and the collectors
involved to either replace the 3ites or continue operation in
violation of the permits. The Commission should understand that
if this alternative is chosen, there will probably be a series of
violations and civil penalties to deal with,




EQC Agenda Item No. N
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Page 2

3) Direct the staff to deal primarily with each city and operator to
have the sites either upgraded while replacements are found or
locate new facilities immediately. This would not preclude the
county from contimied involvement, only change the focus of
attention. In this case, the variance for Elsie should be
revoked immediately.

In any of the above cases, the county and/or cities should be put on notice
that continuation of the variances past October 31, 1983 is highly
unlikely.

ation

1) In October, 1982, variances from prohibiticn to burn garbage were
extended for three Clatsop County landfills (Cannon Beach, Seaside,
and Elsie) to end COctober 31, 1983, Variances have been in effect for
these sites since QOctober, 1975.

2) Two conditions were imposed on the variance: (1) A status report and
fime schedule for implementation of a regiconal landfill be submitted
to DEQ by December 15, 1982. (2) Steps be taken to close Elsie and
convert to a fransfer station.

3) The county has made no apparent progress toward complying with either
condition,

4) There appears to be three alternatives: (1) do nothing, (2) cancel the
variances, (3) continue the variances, but direct staff to work
primarily with the affected cities.

ector's Re dat

It is the Director's recommendation to go forward with Option 3 of the
alternatives above as follows:

1) Direct staff to work directly with the eities and operators involved.
2) Revocke the variance on Elsie,

3) Put all parties on notice that continuation of the variances past
QOctober 31, 1983 is highly unlikely.

William H. Young

Attachments: Agenda Item G
Robert L. Brown:b

2295157

December 21, 1982

SB1656



" Attachment IT

2/25/83 IQC Meeting

Environmental Quality Commission
Mailing Address: BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OR 87207

DEQ-46

TR T/ 522 SOUTHWEST 5th AVENUE, PORTLAND, OR 87204 PHONE (503) 229-5656
MEMORANDUM
To: Environmental Quality Commission
From: Director
Subject: Amendment to Item No. N, January 14, 1983, EQC Meeting

Clatsop County Solid Waste Variances: Fajilure to Meet
Yariance Conditions

Purpose of Amendment

On January 3, 1983, the Department received a letter dated December 30,
1682 from Clatsop County (attached)., The letter outlined a tentative
schedule for actiona by the county.. A meeting was held with Clatsop
County, the cities of Cannon Beach, Seaside and Astoria, and collectors on
January 10, 1983. At that time, the Director and Department staff
attempted to obtain clarification of the letter and a more definite
schedule. The meeting did not produce anything more certain than described
in the letter.

Evaluation and Alternatives

The schedule submitted by the county is very general and did not contain
sufficient information to change the reccmmendations. It does indicate
that the county site at Elsie could be converted to a transfer site during
the summer of 1983. During the meeting, it was learned that without
burning the site could possibly last up to two years. This leads staff to
believe that there is no compelling reason to continue the open oburning
variance at Elsie. However, an additional alternative would be tc allow
continuation of the variance until March 1, 1983 to enable staff and
Clatsop County to negotiate a new permit containing a cover schedule for
the site.

Director's Recommendation

It is recommsnded that the "Director's Recommendation™ of the subject staff
report be zmended as follows:

2} Revoke the variance on Elsie effective March 1, 1983.
William H. Young

Attachment 1
Robert L. Brown:b
229=-5157

January 11, 1983
SBiT13




©a

Attachment III

VICTOR ATIYEH
Governor

Department of Environmental Quality

522 SW. FIFTH AVENUE, BOX 176C, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207 PHONE: (603} 229-5696

January 21, 1908%

Glatsep County Reard of Commiselioners
Fourthoune
Astoria, OR 97103
Re:  SW-Clabtaop County

Dear Comminsionersy

On Januspy 1%, 1983, the Bavironmental Quality Commislon (BQC) adopted the
piractorts Recommendation® pregarding the open burning varisuncs on Ulabzop

- County diBpooal sites with one @%ﬂ%?bi&ﬂe Statute and rules pegarding

variancg revooation ?eﬁuir@ pubji@ notine to all aflected parties.
Therefore, the EOC eauid not reveke the E&gia va?ianma affactive Marsh 1,

4083 as peoomuended by ataff,

The BAC did direct staff to prepare o peport fopr their Pebruary 25, 1983
meeting for a hearing to revoke the varlance effsctive Maroh 1, 1963, If
the Depertsent recelves 8 ceufirmation in writing by Febroary 1, 1902 of

‘Clatsop County's intent o diedontinue open burning at Elsie effective

Herah 1, 1983, this h@arimg wiil not_b@ RECBERARY

bepartment etafl will be evailable to Clabtsop County on a limited basis to
givo apafistance in a review of any private industry proposel regarding
solid weste diepossl,

If you wish any olarification of the B0 astion, plesse contacht me at
22959138

Sina@?wly;-

Robsrt L. Brown, Supervisor
Holid Waete Operations
Belid Waste Divigion
RLBib ' L
1736
agay Qity of Anboria
Cilty of Canvon Beaoch
0ity of Hemmond
City of Zeasids
City of Warrenion
Nopthuest Region, DEQ
Hepth Coast Brancoh Office, DEQ

2/25/83 EQC Meeting




JOINT WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE
Room H178, State Capitol
SALEM, OREGON 97310

February 22, 1983

Joe B. Richards

Chairman, Environmental Quality Commission
522 8W 5th

Portland, OR 97204

Dear Joe,

The Natural Resources/Economic Develcopment Subcommittee of the Joint Committee
on Ways and Means requested and received a status report from the Fish and
Wildlife Department on the issue of spraying Sevin on the Tillamook Bay oyster
beds, The Subcommittee concluded that the Department of Fish and Wildlife

is appropriately designated by law to determine this issue and is adequately
staffed to conduct a professional biological review. The Subcommittee is
further of the opinion that the existing review process involving both the
Tish and Wiidlife Commission and the Land Conservation and Development
Commission has afforded ample opportunity for input from both proponents and
opponents of the sprayving. Therefore, the Subcommittee would urge the
Environmental Quality Commission to deny the Oregon Environmental Council's
request to involve vet another agency in this issue and further delay its
resolution.

Sincerely,

Senator Mike Thorne

OFRICE OF Tpep BIRECTOR
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Department of Environmental Quality
VIGTOR ATIYEH 522 8.W. 5th AVENUE, BOX 1760, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207
MEMORANDUM
TO: Environmental Quality Commission
FROM: Gary Grimes, Manager

Southwest Region
SUBJECT: Agenda Item M, February 25, 1983, EQC Meeting

SIGNIFICANT SOUTHWEST REGION ACTIVITIES AND CONCERNS

Attached is a county-by-county presentation cf significant environmental
activities and concerns in the Southwest Region. We would be glad to
highlight those items of special interest to the Commission.

It has been nearly two years since the Commission has met in the
Southwest Region and we have tried to include many positive things
that have occurred during that period in this report.

GG:¢cs
1/31/83
Attachment:




Attachment A
February 25, 1983
EQC Meeting

COOS COUNTY

Coos Bay — North Bend Sewage Treatment Plants

Inflow and infiltration continues to be a major problem that requires
ongoing corrective programs at Coos Bay #1, Coos Bay #2 and, the North
Bend Plant. Results of the 208 field work and data acquisition study
recently completed more clearly show the impact of these plants on Coos
Bay. The Cities have been responsive to our requests for addressing
problems and improvements have been noted in the maintenance and operation
of the facilities.

Solid Waste - Powers

An open burning dump still serves the City of Powers and surrounding
vicinity, operating under a Commission granted variance. The costs of
direct hauling or transfer of wastes some 50 miles to the County's

Beaver Hill incineration facility are even greater now and prohibitive

in today's economy. The City has recently made an overture to the
Department concerning upgrading of the existing site in lieu of transfer.
We will be assisting the City of Powers in the evalustion of alternatives.
The variance runs through June of 1984.

On-Site Sewage Disposal Program

The Department administers the on-site sewage dispesal program in Coos
County. Due to fiscal constraints, the County has decided to forego,

for at least another year, any negotiations for assuming that program,

We do net have a full time Waste Management Specialist in Coos Bay to
work this program. The Coos Bay Branch Office Manager, Ruben Kretzschmar,
provides program coverage as a function of regular duties. We monitor
the program to insure reasonable response time to permit applicants. We
have the capability of drawing upon the resources of other Branch Cffices
to assist In removing any temporary backlogs. Activity is very sporadic
and any attempts to trend staffing needs are nearly impossible.

Coos Bay Log Storage

The estuarine storage and handling of logs has been at a minimum due to
the economic decline in the Timber Industry. We expect that activity to
pick up thus requiring staff effort to assure compliance with permit
conditions. Overall response by Industry has been good and we expect
substantial compliance.

CURRY COUNTY

Knoxtown Sanitary District Lagoons

In January, 1983, severe storms coupled with high tides caused a breaching
of the secaward dike walls of this lagoon system leaving only one cell intact.
as of this writing the Regilon has requested that the Sanitary District Board
of Directors 1) hold emergency meetings to develop a strategy and retain
such help as necessary; 2) implement an unconditioenal moratorium on new
hookups and 3) submit regular reports of progress to the Department.




Timber Products Company - 3M Company

The commission is scheduled to tour recent air pollution control installations
at these facilities while in Medford. Viewed will be installations costing

in excess of $5 million to meet requirements of the non-attainment area.
Timber Products installation is for the control of particulates. 3M's
installation is for the contreol of volatile organic compounds (VOC), a
recursor of smog. Both companies utilized County Pollution Control Bonding
provisions tco finance the pecllution control components of the installations.

Butte Falls - Solid Waste

The City of Butte Falls operates and maintains an open burning dump.

The County has done preliminary design work on implementing a transfer
station to serve Butte Falls and the surrounding County area. Current
financial problems have precluded much action or implementation of this
alternative. Long haul distances to the disposal site make operational
costs very high. The ability of the system to operate without subsidy is
doubtful. The variance expires July 1, 1985 and the final progress report
is due this July.

JOSEPHINE COUNTY

Gold Mining - Enforcement Actions

For years the Department has made attempts fTo control hydraulic mining

in the Rogue River Bagin. The greatest majoritv of mining activity.
occurs in Josephine County. The Department administrative approach to
enforcement was not fast enough to respond to sporadic hydraulic mining
activities. A recept development has been the enlistment of the Oregon
State Police to cite viclators on-site using the criminal and misdeameanor
sectiong of the Statutes. Three (3) citations were issued the last week
in January.

City of Grants Pass - Air Quality

The Grants Pass air sghed has been exceeding the Ambient Air Quality Standards
for TSP and C0. Recent study of the problem shows a very high percentage

of the TSP violations is due to area sources and, the automcbile remains

the leading contributor to CO. Grants Pass is "looked down" into by those
travelling I-5 and that persepctive magnifies the wvisual impact of air
pollution levels. Air Quality Division is evaluating the air quality

impact in this area.

Hazardous Waste — Airport Lagoons

These non-overflow lagoons receiving industrial sludges and glue wastes
were closed by the County in 1981l. The remaining iiguid in the lagoons
was "land farmed". The lagoons have been leveled and permanently closed.

—4-




Potential Amendment No. 2 to Agenda ltem H, February 25, 1983
EQC Meeting.

Additions are underlined; deletions are enclosed in [brackets].

The Medford-Ashland Alr Quality Maintenance Area State Implementatibn
Plan for Particulate Matter, page 31, paragraph 2, would be replaced
with:

Rules for upgraded veneer dryer controls or other equivalent

controls will be adopted by December 31, 1983 and implemented

by July 1, 1990. The upgraded veneer dryer controls or other

equivalent controls are expected to reduce annual particulate

concentrations in Medford by 0.8 ug/m3,

Tabile 4.10.5-3 on page 42 would be modified as follows:

Upgraded veneer dryer controls Rules to he
(or other equivalent controls) 1990 adopted by

and compliance schedules. December 31, 1983.
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BOUTHERN OREGON TIMBER INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION

2680 N, PACIFIC HWY, MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 TELEPHOME 773-5329

-TESTIMONY PRESENTED BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION
FEBRUARY 25, 1983 IN MEDFORD, OREGON CONCERNING REVISIONS IN THE PARTICULATE
CONTROL STRATEGY FOR THE MEDFORD-ASHLAND AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA

Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen of the commission:

I am John L. Smith, Secretary-manager of Southern Oregon Timber Indus-
tries Association, headquartered in Medford. We are a two county organiza-
tion, serving timber industry firms in Jackson and Josephine Counties. We
have been involved in the air‘quality issue locally since its inception. Our
posture has always been one of cooperation in the pursuit of reasonable and

workable regulation.

A number of our members have facilities operating with air contaminant
discharge permits in the Medford-Ashland AQMA. Our Air and Water Quality
Committee has studied the proposals being considered today at some length.

A representative of that committee was an active participant on the Jackson
County Air Guality Committee which proposed the particulate SIP approved
by the County Commissioners, a portion of which you are considering today.
He also chaired the industrial control subcommittee of that bedy. As you
can see, our record of concern and involvement is well established.

| Our membership is justifiably proud of our accomplishments in particu-

late emissions control. We have invested an estimated 20 million dollars. The

results cannot be argqed. For the past two years Medford has been in com-
pliance with the federal primary particulate standard, and this past year
White City was significantly under the standard. It may be argued that
industrial curtailment was responsible, but that is only partially true.

A major uncontrolled facility was permanently shutdown in White City making
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a major contribution to the improvement. However, our larger facilities
operated throughout 1982 at production levels greater than 80% of normal
capacity. One facility experienced a record year. Emission control in
the industry has worked. It will continue to work.

We are willing to take further steps to control emissions provided
they are reasonable, economically defensible, and a part of an equitable
control program. Without pointing the finger at any one sector, and with-
out accussing anyone of failure to act, we think it is high time that some-
thing be done to control the other sectors. We will not docilely accept
further industrial controls unless they are a minor part of a program
aimmed at the sources responsible for the bulk of the current emissions.

One cannot refute evidence such as the MACS Study. We are a part of the
total emissions picture, but 20 million dollars later we are a minor part,
and one with limited opportunities for further control. Consider that the
entire primary barticulate attainment strategy before you projects an annual
TSP reduction of 32 micrograms. Of that, new industrial controls will
contribute only 2 micrograms, or 6 percent.

To get into secondary standard attainment we quickly enter the realm of
diminishing returns. Thus far we have bought 15.2 micrograms at a cost of
$20 million;$1.3million per microgram. The proposed veneer dryer upgrade
will cost an estimated $37U,OUD per dryer in 1990, with 15 dryers requiring
upgrading. That is a total cost of $5.5 million. It will account for an
estimated 1 microgram of reduction toward attainment of the secondary stan-
dard. That is a signficant jump from our current average. Secondary attain;
ment through industrial controls will be very expensive.

Our Board of Directors.:has considered the elements of this proposal and
Has directed me to comment on these which directly impact our membership.

We will defer comment on the weatherization, woodstove, firewood and paving
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elements with one exception. We would like it noted that we support a program
which will reasonably and realistically deal with those sectors proportional

to their contribution to the particulate problem.

The department has addressed our earlier comments on the draft pro-
posal. You have in hand a copy of our February 2 letter to Bill Young,
and a copy of the department's response. Unfortunately, we were not pro-
vided a copy of the response until noon yesterday. My comments were pre-
pared prior to that delivery and are based on telephone conversations with
the department. As such, they may not fully address the department's
response.

The exception I mentioned above deals with the wood stove curtailment
element of the primary standard strategy. I will not address the element
directly because it is not an industrial regqulation. However, you should
be aware that industry has a curtailment program for our operations. As
a responsible particulate contributor we will participate in curtailment
efforts when needed to protect the health of the citizens of this county.
However, we would strencusly object to being the only participant in such
an effort. During the recent pollution episode, we were alerted to the.
possibility of implementing that program and were prepared to take the
necessary action. Fortunately, meteorological conditions changed and
ib was unnecessary.

“You have our earlier comments on the fugitive emissions element. We
can accept the proposed rule with the minor changes suggested and recogni-

tion of the rule's inapplicability to veneer dryer fugitives control. Our

primary concern was with the timeliness of submissions and compliance datés.
It is my understandindithe department has modified the propesal in line with
our request.

SOTIA has developed a prototype Dﬁerations and Maintenance Plan in

conjunction with department efforts. The department has reviewed that
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prototype and have found it acceptable.- The pPOpGSE& pperations énd
maintenance element hefore you integrates with that prototype plan. We
were concerned with the timeliness of the submission and compliance dates,
but understand the department has ﬁodiFied the proposal in response tc our
request. Given that, we accept the proposal.

We have a number of concerns on the veneer dryer proposal. Basically,
we are oppaosed te a program designed to meet a secondary or welfare standard
which will cost the industry a significant amount of money. We would
prefer to see the proposal geared to meet the primary standards. The Jack-
son County Committee's proposal on this element was written that way. The
department has found it necessary to modify the committee's recommendation
so that it becomes a secondary standard attainment element. We object to
this. In essence, the targets have been changed.

The Jackson County committee's recommendation involved a trigger mechan-
ism which would have required upgrading of installed veneer dryer emissions
equipment, specifically the Burleys, only upon a future finding of continued
noncompliance with the federal primary particulate standard. The committee
was very concerned that there be recognition of the improving particulate
situation in the AQMA and the possibility that reauthorization of the Clean
Air Act would involve modifications to the primary/secondary standard
approach. They were also concerned that industry not be shackled with an

unnecessary economic burden should these things occur, eliminating the

physical need for upgrading.

We feel the committee's approach is preferable to the department's
original mandatory upgrade requirement. Due to the late delivery of the
department's response tﬁfour concerns, we have not had an opportunity to
discuss their hearings approach. However, we philosophically prefer an
approach which would have a specified trigger and which would require

impesition of further controls over one which would look at a waiver
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of approved control requirements upon a finding that conditons had
changed.

We recognize that the Oregon particualte standard is equal to the
Federal secondary standard. We have testified before you in the past
that such a standard is overly stringent and should be modified. We still
believe that. Furthermore, we would support modification of the existing
federal primary/secondary setup to a single health based approach, elimin-
ating entirely the welfare aspects.

We have two specific requests relative to the veneer dryer proposal.
First, we feel it is eséential to raise the level of dryer emissions to
0.3 1bs per MSF of veneer for all dryers. We support the proposed increments
for heat sources and steam generation. We appreciate the department's
willingness to modify the proposal for gas and steam fired dryers. However,
further study by our members has raised concerns about meeting the standards
proposed for direct fired dryers.

While it may be possible to meet the proposed standards under test
cbnditions running white fir or Douglas-fir heart stock, there is a question
if the standards could be attained with pine or Douglas-fir sap stock.
Furthermore, we seriously question our ability to meet the standards on the
hourly basis using the maximum 8 hour capacity of the plant. We request
that the dryer emissions for both direct dry and wet wood fired dryers be
raised to 0.3 lbs per MSF and the basis changed to an annual average. The
overall emission limit for direct dry wood fired dryers would then be 0.4
ibs per MSF, and 0.45 lbs pef MSF for wet wood fired dryers.

Second, we support the committee's proposed 1992 compliance date,
in deference to the department's 1990 proposal. The 1990 date is based
solely on the tax life of installed equipment, not the operational life.

At this-point there is no means of upgrading Burley equipment. We must




SOTIA EQC Testimony - February 25, 1983 -~ Page 6
either force technology or replace the Burley Fquipment. Replacement, if
necessary, will be extremely costly and the added service life on the in-
stalled equipment will definitely make the economics less painful We
request that the compliance date be changed from 1990 to 1992.

As discussed earlier, we have not had an opportunity to discuss the
hearings approach proposed by the department.

The department has proposed reducing the size of the AGMA. We have no
objection to that proposal. It seems a well reasoned and logical move.

Thank you for your consideration in these matters, and for coming to
Medford to hear our concerns. I will be happy to answer any questions

you may have.



Oregon Lung Assoclation, Southern Region
243 South Holly Street

Medford, Oregon 97501

Telephone: 772-4466

Februacy 25, 1983

rar Q : wshiand Aly Guality

Haintenance

As on previous oncasions, vegovding other air pollution contvol meanures,
che Orvegon Lung Associatlon, Southern Regiow, fecls that it {s appropriate
angey Lo express our support fov the particulate air pollution control
- volunteer

and ne
strategy that ls upder comsideration today. As a non-prof
erganization concerned with respivatory health, we are obliged te belp assure
thai state and federal air gquality standards deslaned to protect health arve
achieved and maintained. We believe that the propesed particulsta contrel
strategy is veguired to achleve and malntain theose standards in cur alyw
quality maintenance avea. Thay ave the necessavy means to the nopessayy end.

Having bheen a member of the Jackson County Aly GQualicy Advisory Commitiee,

representing the QOregon Lung Associstion, Southern Region, T am confident
of thig. The Air Quality Commitiee represented a broad crosa-section of ourw

srandity, and i€ had the opportunity to examine in some detail both the
evidence of ouv vary sevious parvticulate polliution, execeading the health
standard, and all the possibls control measures., The Committes had the
ovsortunity to discuss the alternativeh, and bear various points of view.
fhia proposed control strategy is the one which this Cowmitiee recommended.
The recommendation of this Committee 1g a faly representation of what ouy
fellow citizens would recommend given the same oppovtunity fo study and discuss
the evidence aond the alternatives.

In cloging I would like to mention a number of public opinicn survays
raken dn the past vear, several nationally and one loecally, which show thal our
fellome citizens find aly pollution to be a seriows probleam and that they
implementation and enforcement of measurcs to contvel aiy pellution.
ta the Harris Survey of July, 1982, which veperved that 857 of the
surveyed supporia strict enforcement of air and water polintion conivols
currently reguived by the Clean Alr and Clean Watrey Acts: and to a Havvis

poll conducted between June and Novewber, 1982, which reported that 8%% of the
public believes that anti-poliubion afforts need not be sacrificed to get the
woemy moving againg and to another Harris public opinion poll commissioned
by Businese Week magazine in early January which rveported 477 of Ameri
in  faver of a stricter Clean Ay Act - this represents an i8% incre
responses o the same guestion in 1981 ~ while only 7% of the public favor

! aliv, a survey conducted in Medford rhis past
conaidar aiv pollution to be o

AT

over

pl

g our clean air lsws, Vin
Janoary by ouv own Association Found that 8aX
serinsus problem in Lhe Medford area.

Your Christmas Seal People
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We urge, therefore, that the Environmental Quality Commission adopt the
proposed particulate control strategy as written.

Submitted by Genevieve Pisarski Sage, PFegional Director, Oregon Lung
Association, Southern Region.
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1313 MAPLE GROVE DRIVE, MEDFORD, GREGON, 97501

PHONE 776-7300

February 24, 1983

Environmental Quality Commission
¢/0 Bill Young, Director

Department of Environmental Quality
P.0O. Box 1760

Portland, CR 97207

Dear Sirs:

On February 8, 1983, the Jackson County Board of Health
unanimously reaffirmed their previous position that the
air quality in Jackson County is a significant health
threat to the citizens of the county. The Board also
unanimously endorsed and publicly supports the findings
and recommendations for particulate control strategies
of the Jackson County Air Quality Committee. We request
this testimony be considered during deliberation on

- particulate control strategy at the public hearing on
February 25, 1983.

Sincerely,

At

““Tglra Fukushima, .
Health Director
Jackscon County Health Department

TF:pb
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1313 MAPLE GROVE DRIVE, MEDFORD, OREGON, 97501

PHONE 776~7300
February 16, 1983

Representative Darlene Hooley
Chairperson, House Environment and '’

Energy Committee
House of Representatives H 479 .
Capital Building . '
Salem, Oregon 97310 :

Dear Representative Hooley:

The Jackson County Board of Health, in their meeting of February 8, 1983,
reaffirmed their previous position that the lack of air quality in Jackson
County is a significant health threat. The Board also unanimously endorsed
and publicly supports the findings and recommendations for particulate control
and strategies of the Jackson County Air Quality Committee. A copy of these
control strategies is attached. .

Of specific importance to your committee is item number eleven which recommends
emission standards, testing and certification of new wood stoves,

We encourage your conscientious efforts to support passage of H.B. 2235 which
will aid in reducing the serious adverse health effect% of our air quality
problem.

We request this testimony be considered during deliberation of this bill.

Respectfully submitted,

N 6 (Lo

Nedra B. Belloc
Chairperson
Jackson County Board of Health

ce:  Jackson County Board of Commissioners
Jackson County Board of Health members
Enc. '




